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SAN ANTONIO CITY DATA PROFILES

Districts 1-10, Population by Age Districts 1-10, May 2017 Voter Turnout*

<18 years <18 years 18-64 years 18-64 years 65+ years 65+ years Total population Sum Surm ballots Voter Population 18+

% (MOE) N (MOE) % (MOE) N (MOE) % (MOE) N (MOE) N (MOE) registered cast turnout years* (MOE)
District 1| 21.3% (+0.8%)| 30,988 (+1,350)] 64.3% (+0.9%)| 93,623 (+2,289)| 14.4% (+0.6%) 20,951 (£909)| 145,562 (+2,945)| District 1 65,59 10,316 15.7| 114,574 (+2,463)
District 2 27.6% (+0.9%)| 47,071(x1,769)] 61.6% (+0.8%)| 105,012 (x2,502)] 10.8% (+0.5%) 18,502 (x908)| 170,585 (+3,430)| District 2 64,658 6,851 10.6] 123,514 (+2,662)
District 3| 27.5% (+0.9%)| 46,142 (x1 ,696)| 60.7% (+0.8%)| 101,978 (+2,304)] 11.9% (+0.5%) 19,952 (+892)] 168,072 (+2,985)| District 3 72,268 8,214 11.4] 121,930 (x2,471)|
District 4 | 31.3% (20.9%)| 52,689 (+1,850)] 59.6% (+0.9%)| 100,295 (+2,453) 9.1% (20.4%)| 15,239 (+806)| 168,223 (+3,315)| District 4 66,974 5,565 8.3] 115,534 (+2,582)|
District 5| 27.4% (+0.9%)| 40,899 (+1,536)] 59.9% (x0.8%)| 89,414 (x2,075)] 12.6% (+0.5%)| 18,852 (:789)| 149,165 (+2,862) District 5 60,319 5,707 9.5| 108,266 (+2,220)
District 6] 28.7% (+1.0%)| 47,216 (+1,897)] 62.9% (+1.1%)] 103,468 (+2,664)] 8.3% (+0.5%)| 13,684 (x819)] 164,368 (+3,221)| District 6 9,145] 11.4] 117,152 (x2,787),
District 7| _24.7% (x0.8%)| 41,214 (x1,5645)] 63.1% (0.9%)| 105,482 (x2,345)| 12.2% (x0.5%)| _ 20,389 (x881)] 167,085 (+2,806) District 7 12,666} 15.6| 125,871 (x2,505)|
District 8] 21.2% (+0.8%)| 39,090 (+1,628)] 68.4% (+1.1%)| 125,990 (+2,901)] 10.4% (+0.5%) 19,129 (914)] 184,209 (+3,117)| District 8 12,835 14.4] 145,119 (x3,042)
District 9| 24.3% (0.9%)| 43,679 (+1,764)| 62.8% (x1.1%)| 113,019 (+2,713)| 12.9% (20.5%)| 23,135 (+1,082)| 179,833 (+2,894) District 9 16,793) 14.2] 136,154 (x2,903)
District 10| 24.4% (+0.9%)| 43,742 (+1,778)] 63.6% (+1.1%)] 113,881 (+2,629)] 12.0% (+0.5%) 21,463 (+952)] 179,086 (+2,885)| District 10| 13,873 15.6] 135,344 (+2,796)
COSA| 25.4% (x0.5%)|372,665 (::7,453)' 63.0% (+0.8%)| 926,200 (+11 ,195)| 11.6% (+0.4%)| 170,959 (5,196)| 1,469,824 (+69)| COSA 788,150 101,965] 12.9] };1)15)273145’29)
U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year and 1-Year Estimates, Table B01001. Bexar County Elections be liew/11654

Districts 1-10, Educational Attainment Districts 1-10, Employment Status

Population 25+

with Bachelor's Not in

Employed Unemployed Labor
Force

% (MOE) % (MOE) % (MOE) % (MOE) N (MOE)

Population 25+
with less than

Population 25+  Population 25+
with some with Associate’s
degree or
college degree Higher

% (MOE) % (MOE) % (MOE) % (MOE) % (MOE) N (MOE)

Armed
Forces

Population 25-64
years

Population 25+

with high school Population 25+

high school

-~ — 0.3% 69.5% - 24.5%
District 1| 25.2% (21.2%)| 26.6% (+1.2%)| 20.6% (+1.0%)| 5.6% (20.5%)| 21.9% (+1.0%)| 97,577 (+1,908)| District 1 (1_02%'; (1 .7%; (£0.7%) (+1 2%; 76,626 (+1,875)
— o — — e — — 0.5% 55.9% 5.0% 577%
District 2| 21.9% (+1.1%)| 29.0% (+1.2%)| 24.6% (£1.1%)|  7.8% (0.7%)| 16.7% (0.9%)| 104,701 (1,985) District2f o] (otov|  odo)] (ot ow| 86199 (+1.896)
— — 0.1% 56.1% 5.5% 28.4%
District 3| 28.2% (+1.1%)| 85.4% (+1.3%)| 22.2% (11.0%)|  5.4% (x0.5%)|  8.8% (+0.6%)| 104,306 (+1,825) District 3| ol (e (sode)| (o1 beg| 84354 (21.750)
District 4| 26.4% (£1.3%)| 31.4% (¢1.4%)| 23.0% (+1.2%)]  7.0% (20.8%)| 12.2% (0.9%)| 97,001 (+1,924) oistrict 4 io%%;‘; ; iz‘;é%;’; ¢ 10%1‘;"; ( ffazo;) 81,762 (+1,779)
— — — —— — —— — 010 w 55 30
District 5| 40.3% (1.3%)| 32.3% (+1.1%)| 17.6% (0.9%)]  3.3% (:0.4%)|  6.6% (£0.5%)| 91,978 (+1,704) oistrict 5| omon|  (a1oo)| (079 e | 73126 1.608)
— — — — — — — 29 7T 55 g
District 6| 15.7% (1.1%)| 28.2% (+1.4%)| 28.0% (+1.3%)]  8.0% (20.7%)| 20.1% (1.0%)| 99,620 (+1,971) District 6| (o] (o100 (sobvg| (o1 ooy 85:996 (+1872)
District 7| 14.5% (20.9%)| 25.2% (x1.1%)| 25.6% (x1.0%)|  8.3% (:0.7%)| 26.4% (+1.0%)|108,852 (1,754) pistrict 7| io‘?'za,;‘; ( 171372%) ¢ 4_0452/.,) 0 33%) 88,463 (+1,695)
— o — — — — — 0.7% 75.5% 7.0% T5.5%
District 8|  6.9% (£0.7%)| 14.9% (10.9%)| 23.2% (+1.1%)]  8.4% (:0.7%) 46.7% (1.3%)[ 117,110 (+2,060) District 8| o (o160 (obo|  (erieg] ©7981(+1.980)
— . Y o o S — 0.6% 78.8% 3% T7.6%
District |  4.0% (£0.5%)| 14.8% (+1.1%)| 22.1% (+1.0%)]  7.9% (20.7%)| 51.2% (1.3%)[ 120,630 (+1,885) District 8| 000 reo|  eobog| (a1 10| 87495 (+1.840)
— — 0.9% 77.0% T2% T7.8%
District 10| 7.8% (20.7%)| 23.8% (+1.1%)| 27.5% (+1.1%)|  9.3% (x0.7%)| 31.6% (+1.1%)[ 117,886 (+1,894), pistrict 10| Sl K| soen)| oo 96428 (+1.819)
cosa| 19.0% (20.8%)| 26.9% (:0.9%)| 22.9% (x0.8%)|  7.0% (+0.6%)| 24.2% (+0.9%)|934,535 (+5,754) cosA 0.8% 70.6%) 3.7% 24-9%| 763 576 (24,685)
0% (20 9% (0 9% (0. 0% (0. 2% (0. : : (#02%)|  (#1.6%)|  («05%)| (x0.9%)| 763576 (=4
U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year and 1-Year Estimates, Table $1501. U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year and 1-Year Estimates, Table B23006.
Districts 1-10, Race & Ethnicity Districts 1-10, Health Insurance
Percent Estimate Percent Estimate
White Black Hispanic Asian American Indian Other 2+ Races children children population population
uninsured uninsured uninsured uninsured
% (MOE) % (MOE) % (MOE) % (MOE) % (MOE) % (MOE) % (MOE) % (MOE) N (MOE) % (MOE) N (MOE)
District 1| 22.4% (20.8%)|  2.9% (+05%)| 72.6% (x1.3%)|  1.3% (x0.3%)| 0.1% (0.1%)|  0.1% (+0.1%)]  0.7% (x0.2%) oistrict1 :Laé% 4,270 (+644) (121551,2/; 35,972 (+2,067)
District 2| 18.8% (:0.9%)| 21.4% (+1.0%)| 55.8% (x1.6%)|  1.8% (x0.4%)| 0.2% (x0.1%)|  0.2% (20.1%)|  1.9% (+0.4%) pistrict2| foof,,Z; 4,787 (+794) (+212'29'Z°) 37,164 (+2,173)
District 3| 11.9% (20.7%)|  4.2% (+0.5%)| 82.6% (x1.0%)|  0.5% (x0.2%)|  0.2% (0.1%)|  0.1% (20.1%)]  0.5% (x0.2%) District 3| 110042‘*2; 4673 (e762 ffﬁ;/‘; 39,766 (+2,030)
District 4| 12.3% (+0.8%)|  4.5% (£0.9%)| 81.2% (+1.2%)]  1.0% (20.3%)|  0.1% (20.1%)]  0.0% (x0.0%)|  0.9% (+0.2%) District 4| 109"1“,2/‘; 4,764 (£779) (1212'2?,2/; 38,145 (+2,117)
District 5|  4.8% (+0.5%)|  0.8% (10.2%)| 93.8% (+0.7%)]  0.3% (£0.2%)| 0.0% (20.1%)|  0.1% (=0.1%)|  0.2% (+0.1%) Districts| wgf,;f; 3,993 (+596) (+217'2?,Z; 39,840 (x1,858)
District 6] 20.9% (£1.0%)|  7.7% (+0.9%)| 67.1% (+1.5%)]  2.4% (0.6%)| 0.2% (:0.2%)]  0.1% (x0.1%)|  1.7% (+0.4%) District6 :OBSZZ; 4087 (w852 ;]ﬁ;ﬁ 29,102 (+2,170)
District 7| 25.6% (20.9%)|  5.2% (20.7%)| 65.1% (x1.2%)]  2.8% (20.5%)| 0.1% (20.1%)| 0.2% (20.1%)|  1.0% (20.2%) pistrict 7 mSA?’Z; 3636 (s666)] jg;z; 28,914 (+1,637)
District 8] 40.4% (£1.0%)|  6.4% (£0.7%)| 43.6% (+1.3%)]  7.5% 0.7%)| 0.1% (20.1%)]  0.1% (x0.1%)|  1.9% (+0.4%) pistricts 107'3‘3,;_/‘; 2868 (:666) 1113'012/; 24,978 (+1,911)
District o 54.6% (+1.1%)|  3.8% (106%)| 354% (+1.3%)|  4.0% (205%)| 0.3% (201%)| 0.2% (20.1%)|  1.7% (+0.4%) pistrictof 107;1%2/‘; 3,145 (£723) (11116% 19,582 (+1,789)
District 10|  46.2% (+1.2%)]  8.3% (x0.8%)| 40.9% (+1.3%)]  2.1% (x0.4%)| 0.2% (:0.1%)|  0.2% (x0.2%)|  2.0% (+0.4%) pistrict1of msh?,;f; 3,911 (+675) (»«1156%2/; 27,161 (+1,848)
cosa| 24.8% (:0.5%)|  6.7% (+0.4%)| 63.8% (20.6%)|  3.0% (x0.2%)| 0.1% (20.1%)|  0.1% (+0.1%)|  1.4% (+0.3%) cosal i17_'12,,Z‘; ( *23%65%[; ( ig_sgf,;/‘; (5327;5‘3
U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year and 1-Year Estimates, Table DPOS. U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year and 1-Year Estimates, Table 52701.

Districts 1-10, Per Capita Income

Districts 1-10, Poverty

Estimate
children below
poverty

% (MOE) N (MOE) % (MOE) N (MOE)
District 1| 33.0% (3.3%) +1,128)]  22.5% (+1.5%),
District 2| _36.0% (£3.1%)| 16,704 (+1,572)| 24.6% (+1.5%)
District 3| 36.1% (x3.1%)| 16,345 (x1,522)] 24.6% %)
District 4] 32.4% (+2.9%)| 16,885 (+1,618)] 22.0% (+1.6%)

ent below  Estimate below
poverty poverty

Percent children

below poverty Per Capita Income

Est (MOE

Margin of Error (MOE)

When we can't measure all of something, like people in a city, we sample
them - measure only some to get an idea (estimate) of what’s true for
everyone. Sampling introduces error and uncertainty, and the margin of
error - for example, “plus or minus three percentage points” - is a measure

District 4]~ $16,316 (!

TStri Tetr of how much uncertainty there is. The smaller the sample in relation to the
District 5| 50.8% (£3.2%)| 20,478 (1,5644)] 33.5% (+1.7%)| _ 48,786 (2,673) District 5| $13,257 e e ot Ty e sample I releti
District 6] 22.9% (+2.8%)| 10,698 (+1,384)] 16.0% (+1.4%)| 26,231 (+2,418)| District 6] $21 ,252 (8 Source: Alamo Regional Data Alliance

District 7| _26.1% (2.6%) +1,153)] 18.3% (x1.2%)| 30,095 (x2,107) District 7
District 8] 15.7% (£2.3%)| __ 6,064 (x928)] 15.9% (1.1%)] _ 26,688 (x2,010) District 8

*U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year and 1-Year

District 9] 10.2% (+2.2%) 4,386 (£982)]  8.0% (+1.0%) District 9 Estimates, Table BO1001. Voting-age population includes persons who are
ineligible tt te, h -citi , fel , and tall itated
District 10] _16.4% (x2.4%)| 7,097 (£1,058)] 11.3% (21.1%)] _ 20,073 (x1,950) District 10| _$28,368 (+$786), '”;‘j‘soﬁsv%‘;ﬁi;‘faﬁ‘yf\fo’{?n"g?;;éegzpf,;?;nina,e”fe}yaeé ;:gfnpgf;:;
cosa] 26.5% (s2.1%)] 97,437 (7986 17.8% (x1.1%)] 257,770 (+15,267) cosa| 523,748 (x5653)| estimates, which does not necessarly reflect actual eligibility on Election
'U.5. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year and 1-Year Estimates, Table S1701. U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS)

5-Year and 1-Year Estimates, Table B19313 and DPO5.




*Margin of Error

When we can’t measure all of something, like people in a city, we sample them - measure only some to get an idea (estimate) of what’s true for everyone. Sampling
introduces error and uncertainty, and the margin of error - for example, “plus or minus three percentage points” - is a measure of how much uncertainty there is.
The smaller the sample in relation to the total population, generally, the larger the margin of error. (Source: Alamo Data Region Alliance)

SA2020 COMMUNITY INDICATORS
MEASURES & SOURCES

. . : » Baseline Value | Most Recent | Most Recent Value
Community Indicator Name Primary Measure Goal Quantified (Margin of Error)* | Data Year (Margin of Error)* Current Status Geography
. . City of San Antonio -
Increase Funding for Arts and Culture Public Dollars Invested in Arts and $12,800,00 $6,400,00 2016 $7,438,663 PROGRESS Department of Arts San Antonio
Culture Programs and Culture
Program Attendance for City of City of San Antonio - _
Increase Attendance for Arts and Culture San Antonio Department of Arts 3,600,000 1,800,000 2016 3,523,642 ON TRACK Department of Arts San Antonio
and Culture funded programs and Culture
i i The San Antonio Creative .
Increase Economic Impact of Creative Sector Economic Impact of Creative Sector $5,000,000,000 $3,943,081,536 2016 $3,977,359,239 PROGRESS Ind R San Antonio MSA
in Dollars ndustry Report
. . . Number Employed in the FLAT/GETTING The San Antonio Creative .
Increase Employment in Creative Industries Creative Sector 42,400 21,200 2016 20,363 WORSE Industry Report San Antonio MSA
Percent of Citizens That Feel That City of San Antonio - .
Improve Satisfaction with Arts and Culture San Antonio Arts and Cultural Life 80.0% 55.0% 2016 66.0% PROGRESS Department of Arts San Antonio
Provide Everything Their Family Wants and Culture
: . ) " Baseline Value | Most Recent | Most Recent Value
Community Indicator Name Primary Measure Goal Quantified (Margin of Error)* | Data Year (Margin of Error)* Current Status Source Geography
City of San Antonio - .
Increase Voter Turnout Voter Turnout in Municipal Elections 14.73% 6.73% 2017 13.23% ON TRACK Offize of the City Clerk San Antonio
. . . Percent of City Board Members o o City of San Antonio - .
Increase Diversity of Elected Officials Non-Minority 26.6% 42.4% 2017 36.3% PROGRESS Office of the City Clerk San Antonio
i 3-Year Moving Average of Percent of 5 22.4% 2015 25.4% ON TRACK Corporation for National San Antonio
Increase Volunteerism Population 16+ That Volunteered 28.4% o o and Community Service
i ic Givi Percent of All Individual Income Tax 9 17.6% 2015 16.3% FLAT/GETTING Internal Revenue Service Bexar Count
Increase Philanthropic Giving Returns with Contributions 20.0% -0/ 270 WORSE y
Increase Attendance at Community Annual Number Trained in Community 1144 1040 2016 1039 FLAT/GETTING San Antonio Police San Antonio
Safety Trainings Policing and Outreach Programs ’ ’ ’ WORSE Department (SAPD)
Reduce Recidivism 3-Year Recidivism Rate NA 37.0% 20M 37.0% BASELINE ONLY Bexar County Bexar County
d i Annual Average Police Emergency 8.2 2016 6.9 MET & EXCEEDED San Antonio Police San Antonio
Reduce Emergency Response Times Response Time 8 . . Department (SAPD)
. Index Crime Rate per 100,000 San Antonio Police .
Reduce Index Crime Rate Population 4,381.6 7,268.80 2016 6,324.0 PROGRESS Department (SAPD) San Antonio
L Annual Number of Family Violence FLAT/GETTING San Antonio Police .
Decrease Domestic Violence Assaults 5,324 10,648 2016 1,151 WORSE Department (SAPD) San Antonio
Percent of Citizens Who Rate Their City of San Antonio - _
Improve Satisfaction with Community Safety | Overall Feeling of Safety Excellent 671% 61.0% 2014 66.0% ON TRACK Department of Government and San Antonio
or Good Public Affairs




Community Indicator Name

Primary Measure

Goal Quantified

Baseline Value
(Margin of Error)*

Most Recent
Data Year

Most Recent Value

(Margin of Error)*

Current Status

Geography

Number of Multi-Family Housing

City of San Antonio -

San Antonio

Increase Downtown Housing Units Units Downtown 10,804
Increase Greater Downtown Area Population E?LT\?;T”NRZEZ(Z;?: Greater 22,834
Reduce Downtown Crime Rates Number of Crimes Occurring Downtown 1,420
Increase Downtown Employment Number Employed Downtown 65,621
Improve Downtown Economic Impact Economic Impact of Downtown $14,410,542,605

Employment in Dollars

3,304 2016 8,805 ON TRACK Center City Development & Center Cit
Operations Office (CCDO) enter Lity
City of San Antonio - -
22,834 2014 21,274 ON TRACK Center City Development & SC""” tA”tg;"’
Operations Office (CCDO) enter Lity
FLAT/GETTING San Antonio Police San Antonio
2,840 2016 2864 WORSE Department (SAPD) Center City
City of San Antonio - -
52,497 2015 70,51 MET & EXCEEDED | Center City Development & Scan tA"tgfl'o
Operations Office (CCDO) enter LIty
City of San Antonio - -
$9,753,622,463 2015 $14,805,627.944 | MET & EXCEEDED | Center City Development & San Antonio

Operations Office (CCDO)

Center City

Community Indicator Name

Primary Measure

Goal Quantified

Baseline Value
(Margin of Error)*

Most Recent
Data Year

Most Recent Value

(Margin of Error)*

Current Status

Source

Geography

Increase Per Capita Income Per Capita Income $25,710
Increase Employment in Target Industries Annual Average Number Employed in 132,776

Target Industries

. Start-Up Density: Firms Less Than One

Increase Entrepreneurship Year Old per 100,000 MSA Population 118.9
Increase Professional Certificates AnnL_Jz_;\I Number of Professional 8,648

Certificates Awarded

Percent of Total Employment in o
Expand STEM Economy STEM Occupations 16.4%
Reduce Unemployment Annual Average City-Wide 3.5%

Unemployment Rate

Community Indicator Name

Primary Measure

Goal Quantified

Percent of Students Developmentally

. . o

Improve Kindergarten Readiness Very Ready 30.0%
Percent of Students Meeting Level Il

Improve 3rd Grade Reading Satisfactory on 3rd Grade Reading 85.0%
STAAR Test

Increase High School Graduation Rate Fo_ur—Year Long_ltudlnal Graduation Rate 85.0%
Without Exclusions

. Percent of Graduates Testing o

Improve College Readiness College-Ready in English and Math 85.0%
Percent of High School Graduates

Increase College Enrollment (FTIC) Enrolled in Texas Institutions of Higher 80.0%
Education in the Following Fall

Increase Adults with College Degrees Percent of Population 25+ with an 50.0%

Associate's Degree or Above

$21,425 ($466) 2016 $23,921($582) PROGRESS US Census Bureau San Antonio
120,705 2016 143,284 MET & EXCEEDED Bureau of Labor and Bexar County
Statistics
103.4 2014 10.3 ON TRACK US Census Bureau San Antonio MSA
Integrated Postsecondary
7,790 2015 6,991 FLAT/GETTING Education Data System Bexar County IHE
WORSE
(IPEDS)
8.2% 2016 1.6% PROGRESS Bureau of Labor and San Antonio MSA
Statistics
7.0% 2016 3.7% ON TRACK Bureau of Labor and San Antonio
Statistics
Baseline Value | Most Recent | Most Recent Value Current Status Source Geogranh
(Margin of Error)* Data Year (Margin of Error)* graphy
. 245 census tracts that have
22.4% 2017 23.9% PROGRESS U”'tefirv‘éahﬁl/dogggi;e”tre been assessed each year
of the study in 2013
Bexar County
72.9% 2017 69.5% FLAT/GETTING Texas Education Agency Districts and
WORSE
Charters
Bexar County
78.5% 2016 88.3% MET & EXCEEDED | Texas Education Agency Districts and
Charters
Bexar County
29.0% 2016 35.2% PROGRESS Texas Education Agency Districts and
Charters
. . Bexar County
51.0% 2016 451% FLAT/GETTING Texas ngher_ Education Co Districts and
WORSE ordinating Board
Charters
30.7% 2016 33.3% (1.0%) PROGRESS US Census Bureau San Antonio




Community Indicator Name

Primary Measure

MW Renewable Energy Capacity

Goal Quantified

Baseline Value

Most Recent

Most Recent Value

Increase Renewable Energy Under Contract 1,500
. . Maintain Compliance with Ground-Level

Improve Air Quality Index Ozone Standard 68

Reduce Water Use Gallons Per Capita Per Day (GPCD) 123
Weather Normalized Average Kilowatt

Reduce Energy Use per Hour per Residential Customer 12,897
per Year

Reduce Residential Waste Number of Tons Waste to Landfill 222,298

Increase Recycling Rates Percent of Waste Recycled 60.0%

Increase Development with Low Projects that meet the UDC standards 10

Environmental Impact pertaining to LID incentives

Increase Employment in Green Industries Number Employed in Green Industries 16,12

Community Indicator Name

Primary Measure

Percent of Individuals Below Poverty in

Goal Quantified

(Margin of Error)* Data Year (Margin of Error)* Qe SiEiEus el Sy
916 2016 1,569 MET & EXCEEDED CPS Energy CPS Energy
Texas Commission on
75 2016 73 PROGRESS Environmental Quality San Antonio
(TCEQ)
131 2016 17 MET & EXCEEDED | S2n Antonio Water System | ¢ \\u/s /Beyar Met
(SAWS)
13,666 2016 13,225 PROGRESS CPS Energy CPS Energy
444,596 2016 396,296 PROGRESS Solid Waste Management San Antonio
(SWM)
19.2% 2017 331% PROGRESS Solid Waste Management San Antonio
(SWM)
San Antonio River Authori- .
0 2016 3 ON TRACK ty (SARA) San Antonio
8.056 2016 7344 FLAT/GETTING Bureau of Labor and Bexar County

WORSE

Statistics

Baseline Value
(Margin of Error)*

Most Recent
Data Year

Most Recent Value

(Margin of Error)*

Current Status

Geography

o,

Reduce Poverty Rate Past 12 Months 9.6%
Percent of Individuals Below Poverty in

Reduce Underemployment Past 12 Months Who Have Worked Full- 2.0%
Time and Year-Round in Past 12 Months

Reduce Homelessness 3-Year Average Number of Sheltered 1825
and Unsheltered Homeless Persons

. Number of Confirmed Child Abuse or
Decrease Child Abuse and Neglect Neglect Victims Per 1.000 Children 10.35
Reduce Income Segregation RISI Score 46.0%

19.1% (1.0%) 2016 18.5% (1.1%) PROGRESS US Census Bureau San Antonio
3.5% (.5%) 2016 4.4% (0.6%) FLAT/GETTING US Census Bureau San Antonio
WORSE
3,649 2017 2,805 PROGRESS Bexar County Bexar County
Texas Department of
13.6 2016 9.0 MET & EXCEEDED Family and Protective Bexar County
Services (DFPS)
58 2015 63.3 FLAT/GETTING US Census Bureau Bexar County

WORSE
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Community Indicator Name

Primary Measure

Goal Quantified

Baseline Value
(Margin of Error)*

Most Recent
Data Year

Most Recent Value
(Margin of Error)*

Current Status

Source

Geography

Reduce Obesity Adult Obesity Rate 29.8%

Improve Maternal and Child Health Percent of Births Pre-Term 9.5%

Reduce Diabetes Rate Pgrcent of Adults .Reportlng 1.8%
Diabetes Diagnosis

Reduce Teen Birth Rate Teen (15-19) Birth Rate per 1,000 25.5
Percent of Civilian Noninstitutionalized

Increase Access to Health Care Population Under 65 with Health 82.9%
Insurance Coverage

Reduce Health and Behavioral Risks 3-vear Moving Average of Total Years of 5,969

Potential Life Lost Before Age 75

Community Indicator Name

Primary Measure

Number of New Housing Start and

Goal Quantified

331% 2016 37.7% FLAT/GETTING Texas Departmen't of State Bexar County
(28.9-37.7%) (31.6-44.3%) WORSE Health Services
1.9% 2015 12.8% FLAJ\{SE;E'NG S:gaﬁﬂtggfr i:'te(t;‘;pw?:g)” Bexar County
10SE2%) 2016 ooy | MET &EXCEEDED | 1963 BERERTAT 7SI | Bexar County
51.5 2015 325 ON TRACK Sﬁgaﬁﬂtggfr i:'te(tgoApﬁ:g)” Bexar County
75.4% (.8%) 2016 81.9% (0.7%) ON TRACK US Census Bureau San Antonio
6,632 2014 6,381 PROGRESS San Antonio Metropolitan | 5o o cynty

Health District (SAMHD)

Baseline Value
(Margin of Error)*

Most Recent
Data Year

Most Recent Value
(Margin of Error)*

Current Status

Source

City of San Antonio -

Geography

San Antonio,

Increase Inner-Loop Housing Construction Renovation Permits Issued Within 994
Loop 410

Increase Walkability City-Wide Walkscore 53

Improve Access to Parks and Green Spaces Percent of Population with Walkable 50.0%
Park Access

Increase Digital Access % homes with computer and Internet 95.0%

Decrease Housing Cost Burden Total occupied housing units with costs 29.5%

>30% of income

795 2016 1,106 MET & EXCEEDED Development Services Inside Loop 410
Department (COSA DSD) P
FLAT/GETTING :
44 2016 38 WORSE Walkscore.com San Antonio
32.0% 2016 34.0% PROGRESS Center for City Park San Antonio
Excellence
69.0% (1.1%) 2016 77.3% (11%) PROGRESS US Census Bureau San Antonio
34.7% (1.3%) 2016 34.2% (11%) PROGRESS US Census Bureau San Antonio

Community Indicator Name

Primary Measure

Goal Quantified

Baseline Value

Most Recent

Most Recent Value

Current Status

Source

Geography

Increase Complete Streets Number of Miles of Complete Streets 6,465

Decrease Vehicle Miles Traveled Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled per Capita 18.7
Mean Travel Time To Work for Workers

Decrease Commute Time 16+ Who Did Not Work at Home and 20
Traveled Alone by Car, Truck, or Van

Increase Alternative Transit Use Worl_<ers 16+ travel_ed by carpool and/or 20%
public transportation
Traffic accidents causing incapactitating

Eliminate Traffic Fatalities and Serious Injuries | injuries and fatalities for pedestrians 0

and cyclists

(Margin of Error)* Data Year (Margin of Error)*
City of San Antonio -
2,155 2016 2,370.0 PROGRESS Department of Planning and San Antonio
Community Dev. (COSA DPCD)

US Department of .

20.8 2015 24.0 FLAT/GETTING Transportation, Federal San Antonio
WORSE . . ; Urbanized Area
Highway Administration

FLAT/GETTING .
22.0 (.4) 2016 23.7 (0.5) WORSE US Census Bureau San Antonio
14.2% (11%) 2016 14.9% (1.0%) PROGRESS US Census Bureau San Antonio
2,471 2016 2,912 FLAT/GETTING TxDOT San Antonio

WORSE
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