CITY COUNCIL COMMUNICATION
MEETING DATE: August 06, 2013

ITEM NUMBER: 4.B.

SECOND READING: N/A
TYPE OF ITEM: Study Session
PRESENTED BY: Kathy Fedler, CDBG and Affordable Housing Programs Coordinator,
303-651-8736
SUBJECT/AGENDA TITLE: First Follow up to Workforce Housing Task Force
Recommendations
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: In May the Workforce Housing Task Force submitted its report
and formal recommendations to City Council providing information on possible actions that
could be taken to address and support housing affordable for Longmont’s lower wage earners. At
that meeting and a subsequent follow up in June, Council requested that the recommendations be
brought back for further review and possible action by Council. At the August 6th meeting, the
recommendations of the Task Force on Rental Housing, Homeownership and Meeting the Needs
of the Times/Coordinating a Sustainable Approach to Affordable Housing will be reviewed and
discussed in more detail along with information on programs the city is already operating that
addresses these recommendations. Council also asked for staff’s input on these recommendations
and that information is included below. After feedback from Council on potential
recommendations, programs, or other changes, staff will bring back, at a subsequent meeting,
any additional funding or budget constraints or issues and will also further explore the Funding
Recommendations from the Task Force.
COUNCIL OPTIONS: Provide direction to staff.
RECOMMENDED OPTIONS: Provide direction to staff.
FISCAL IMPACT & FUND SOURCE FOR RECOMMENDED ACTION: NA
BACKGROUND AND ISSUE ANALYSIS:
Rental Housing Needs Background and Update:
Rents have increased an average of 9% since the Housing Market Analysis was completed in July,
2012 and served as the basis for the Task Force Recommendations and report. Updates to this
information show the rental market in Longmont has gotten tighter and rents have risen.
Chart 1 - Vacancy Rates over time in
Longmont

Rents increased for all types of units, but not for those with three bedrooms according to the
Apartment Association of Metro Denver that conducts a Rent and Vacancy Survey every quarter.
Since the response rate from Longmont property owners/managers is not always the best on this
survey, Community Strategies Institute updated the survey it conducted for the 2012 Housing
Needs Analysis that reached over 2,050 units. This survey showed an increase in rents across all
housing types.
Rent Rates, 2012 – 2013, Longmont, CSI Rent Survey
Avg
Avg
Rent
Percent
Rent
2013
Change
2012
Efficiencies
$755
One Bedroom
$794
2Bdrm/1 Bath
$834
2 Bdrm/2 Bath
$1,023
3 Bedroom
$1,096
4 Bedroom
$1,651
Community Strategies Institute

$781
$887
$837
$1,157
$1,226

NA

Comparison Rent Rates from Survey 2012-2013

3.4%
11.7%
0.4%
13.1%
11.9%
NA
Community Strategies Institute

The following information shows the changes in rents according to the Apartment Association of
Metro Denver’s Rent and Vacancy Survey from 1st quarter 2012, through the 1st quarter, 2013 and
the change in rents.
Rent Rates, Longmont Rent/Vacancy Survey
Avg
Avg Rent
Rent
1st Q' 12
1st Q '13

Rent Rates, Longmont Rent/Vacancy Survey

%
Change

Efficiencies
$769
$836
8.7%
$828
$892
One Bedroom
7.7%
$877
$957
2Bdrm/1 Bath
9.1%
$1,021
$1,093
2 Bdrm/2 Bath
7.1%
3 Bedroom
$1,242
$1,208
-2.7%
Apartment Association, Metro Rent and Vacancy Survey
Apartment Association Metro Denver

While there are some differences between these two surveys, they are showing fairly similar results
and it is quite certain that rents are increasing in Longmont.
The overall number gap in affordable units has increased since the original Analysis due to rising
rents, but the gap in the higher cost (non-affordable) units has decreased. In 2012, there were 8,736
units that were affordable to households with incomes at or below 50% of the Area Median Income
(AMI). In 2013, there are 6,655 affordable to this same group--a decrease of 24% (2,081 units).
The following looks at this revised gap (need) in units at the various income levels.

Income Level
<30% AMI
31 - 50% AMI
51 – 60% AMI
61 – 80% AMI
81 – 100% AMI
101%+ AMI

2012 Gap

2013 Gap
2,548
548
366
627
1,139
1,477

1,449
935
1,041
1,294
1,898

Unit Need
Change

3,096

+2081
-569
-414
-155
-421

Source: Community Strategies Institute, 2012 & 2013

The information below splits this information out into the different AMI levels based on the
updated gap in units at each income level.
Incomes < 30% Area Median Income (AMI)
Who comprises this population: The elderly receiving only Social Security, the disabled
receiving SSDI or other disability income, the very poor receiving Aid to Needy/Disabled (AND),
those with temporary jobs and/or those working part time or full time for minimum wage up to $12
per hour.
Current situation: 1000 + households apply for Section 8 waitlist when it opens. The
Housing Authority can only serve 40-50 new households/year as people leave the program and
return the vouchers. Unfortunately, these vouchers are not going to be available to the Housing
Authority as they are transitioning down to being able to administer only a total of 460 vouchers
from the current 525 vouchers due to sequestration.
There is an ongoing disinvestment by the federal government through HUD in new housing
and continued rent assistance, so there will be less financial assistance from the federal and state
governments, the primary funding resources for this extremely low income population, to help
build, acquire or rehab physical affordable housing units and less rental assistance funding in the
future. There is also a changing emphasis at the federal and regional level for permanent housing
for the homeless instead of shelters or transitional housing. This will result in even more units
needed than the current gap.
As noted, there is a need for units at very affordable rents (<30% AMI) and because of the
market, there is currently a large disconnect between affordable rents for this population and
current average market rents.

1 Bedroom Unit
2 Bedroom Unit
3 Bedroom Unit
1
2

Affordable Rents
needed at 30% AMI 1
$540
$648
$748

Current average
market rents 2
$887
$997
$1,226

City’s Affordable Rent Standard for 30% AMI and below (same as CHFA rents)
CSI conducted survey week of July 2013 with property owners and managers of over 2,050 units

Needs/Gap = 2,548 units There are approximately 1,514 total units affordable at this price range.
The city tracks 50 elderly units and 164 family units that are deed restricted in this income range.
This means there are about 1,300 “market affordable” units in Longmont at this income level that
can continue to raise rents as the market will bear.

Incomes between 31% - 50% AMI
Who comprises this population: The elderly with Social Security and another form of
pension/income, those with part-time and/or full time work making up to $20/hour (depending on
family size). This income level and the one < 30% AMI are primarily the workforce that the Task
Force was considering in their analysis and recommendations. This income level is also primarily
where the current housing market is serving, although the market is starting to move up to the next
income level.
Current situation: As you can see there is hardly a difference between affordable rents at
the top end of this income level and current average market rents as shown on the table below. The
households at the top of this income level are currently able to afford the average market rents, but
the number of units needed is reflective of some units at this price range being occupied by higher
income renters, the number of households that are below the actual 50% income level (31% to 40%
AMI) that struggle to pay this rent, and the tightness of the market reflecting an overall shortage in
units in general.

1 Bedroom Unit
2 Bedroom Unit
3 Bedroom Unit
1
2

Affordable Rents
needed at 50% AMI 1
$900
$1,080
$1,248

Current average
market rents 2
$887
$997
$1,226

City’s Affordable Rent Standard for 50% AMI and below (same as CHFA rents)
CSI conducted survey week of July 2013 with property owners and managers of over 2,050 units

Needs/Gap = 548 units There are approximately 5,141 total units affordable at this price range.
There are 294 elderly units, 18 units for disabled, and 656 family units that are deed restricted in
this income range. This means there are about 4,173 “market affordable” units in Longmont at this
income level that can continue to raise rents as the market will bear.

Incomes between 51% - 60% AMI
Who comprises this population: Households with incomes up to $25/hour depending on
family size.
Current situation: Again, the market has changed for this income level with increased
rents increasing the number of units for them to choose from.
Needs/Gap = 366 units There are approximately 2,078 total units affordable at this price range.
There are 80 elderly units and 338 family units that are deed restricted in this income range. This

means there are about 1,660 “market affordable” units in Longmont at this income level that can
continue to raise rents as the market will bear.

RENTAL HOUSING RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE TASK FORCE
The following are the prioritized recommendations of the Workforce Housing Task Force along
with any specific Action Steps they included.
First Priority – The City should develop a plan which will support the preservation of
current rental housing stock, particularly multi-family rental units. The plan should be
directed at minimizing the loss of existing rental housing stock for low income wage earners.
Action Step: Identify/inventory multi-family properties housing Longmont lower income
wage earners that are at risk of moving from subsidized to unsubsidized units or which might be
likely candidates for condominium conversion.
Background: There are a total of 1,582 general affordable (deed restricted) units in Longmont;
1,158 family units and 424 elderly units (see Attachment #1). There are an additional 182
special purpose deed restricted units in Longmont, but since those are for special populations
(homeless, disabled, etc.) and are not open to the general workforce population, they are not
included in this discussion.
164 total units (10.4% of the current 1,582 affordable stock) could be lost in the next year (50
elderly units at Longs Peak Residence and 114 family units at Stonehedge). Both of these
developments receive Section 8 project-based assistance and could opt out at any time and
become market rate units. As the rental market continues to tighten and improve from the
property owner’s standpoint, it is anticipated that owners will eventually choose to opt out. 121
units have been lost to date from exercising this option (Hover Manor elderly units).
227 additional units (14.3%% of existing affordable stock) could be lost over the next 10 years.
Many of these will be lost as their financial supports will expire. Cloverbasin Village (176 tax
credit units), Fox Ridge Apartments (3 Inclusionary Zoning units), and Montview Meadows
(27 tax credit units).
There are approximately 5,309 “market affordable” rental units (single family and multifamily) in Longmont after the physical deed restricted units are taken out. These units are
highly susceptible to increased rents, but may require minor to significant rehab. As the home
buying market continues to improve with purchase prices increasing, many of the single family
homes purchased as investment rentals out of foreclosure will begin to be sold by the investors
to recoup their investments further decreasing the number of total and affordable rental units
available.
What is already being done?
• As noted by the Task Force in the Action Step above, staff is keeping a list of subsidized
(deed restricted) affordable rental units and is in contact with property owners to determine
the potential of them leaving the program or if they will extend affordability through
refinance, re-crediting, re-signing HUD agreements, etc.
• Existing city funding is available to non-profit owners to support reinvestment (refinancing
or rehabilitation) in properties in exchange for extending affordability periods.
What additional could be done?

1. Expand city funding to prioritize paying down debt so affordable housing developments
cash flow better and can fund their replacement reserves. This could be done by replacing
existing higher interest rate mortgages with low or 0% interest rate loans, or by granting
funds to be used to pre-pay higher interest rate debt.
2. Explore funding incentives to for-profit owners of affordable housing units to entice
refinancing, re-tax crediting, and/or re-signing HUD agreements and thus maintaining the
affordable units for extended periods of time.
3. As noted by the Task Force in the Action Step above, watch for market rate affordable units
converting to condominiums. In order to accomplish this, it would be helpful to have a
regulation requiring a check-in with Planning or another form of registration before
conversion could occur. Some communities consider condo conversions to be a subdivision
of land and so do have a process that gets Planning or Building divisions involved so notice
of the loss of rental units is provided to the city.
4. Provide significant funding for purchase/rehab of existing market rate rental housing and
converting it to deed-restricted affordable housing.
Staff recommended priorities: Of the possible additional actions noted above, the ones likely to
achieve the greatest impact for this Priority, would be #1 and #4. While both would require
additional funding to implement, the increased contribution to the AH Fund called for in the Task
Force’s Funding recommendations should be sufficient to make a difference in these two areas.
Second Priority – Create programs that result in the construction of new rental
affordable housing targeted at households below 50% AMI.
Action Steps:
§ As part of the update of the Comprehensive Plan and the Five Year Consolidated
Plan, ensure the City understands and responds to the growing shortage of
affordable rental housing.
§ Policy mechanisms should be established that support the provision of affordable
housing and financial incentives for infill projects. Incentives may include fee
waivers, density bonuses, reduced set back requirements, and low interest loans.
§ Create a task force made up of knowledgeable professionals who understand the
implication of various city codes to review the city codes and make
recommendations to amend the codes to make it less costly for builders of rental
housing units.
Background: There are no plans currently in development for the construction or
purchase/rehab of affordable housing rental units. The closest plans are 3-4 years out at a
minimum. The current applicants for city funding (received on July 12) are working to
preserve and solidify existing rental housing. The Planning Division indicates there are 414
market-rate rental housing units under construction or planned for building through the next
year or so. Another 230-260 market rate rental units are in very preliminary planning stages
and may or may not be built. According to the Housing Needs Analysis conducted in May,
2012, the rental market in Longmont is so tight that the construction and provision of market
rate rental units will result in some affordable rental units being “freed up” as households who
can afford to pay higher rents move out of the affordable units into the new market units.
What is currently being done?

•

•

•

•

•

As noted by the Task Force in the Action Steps above, every 5 years the Consolidated
Planning process does a thorough examination of the city’s and the region’s housing needs
to ensure an understanding of those needs as well as ensuring an appropriate response to
the condition of affordable rental housing. The Comprehensive Plan also includes this with
an entire section dedicated to Housing goals, policies and strategies. Staff will continue to
ensure that this recommendation is met.
Staff is working with the regional HOME consortium, the State Division of Housing, and
the Colorado Housing Finance Authority to focus funding on affordable housing projects in
Boulder County. We are tracking a project “pipeline” to see how we can better support
affordable housing projects as they progress, and we are exploring a new HOME funding
approach to regionally fund affordable housing projects. This would allow a rotating
funding cycle to concentrate significant funding into one or two major projects a year
across the region in order to best meet the region’s housing needs and increase financial
support to the project making it much more viable and financially stable over the long term.
Continuing to support the Fee Waiver program where a percentage of development fees are
waived based on the income affordability and number of units that are affordable in a
development, including setting aside Affordable Housing Funds to pay for water/sewer
system fee offsets.
Other incentives including expedited plan review, density bonuses, reduced set back
requirements, etc. are still in place and available to developers wishing to provide
affordable housing in their developments. These are available for any kind of development
(new, acquisition/rehab, or infill) that will provide affordable housing.
Continuing to provide financing to non-profit, and for-profit affordable housing developers
through the city’s regular funding cycle allocating CDBG, HOME and Affordable Housing
Funds. This funding supports land acquisition, building and infrastructure construction as
well as acquisition with or without rehabilitation of market units that will be converted to
affordable housing units.

What additional could be done?
5. Increase support for Affordable Housing Incentives including those for affordable infill
housing projects (as noted by the Task Force in the Action Steps above), increasing the
amount of fees eligible or increasing the number of fees that can be waived. Currently there
are 15 different fees that are eligible to be waived and an additional 3 that can be offset
using the Affordable Housing Fund. The amount of fees waived depends on the number
and income level of the affordable housing being provided. Staff could explore if there are
additional fees that could be included in the incentive package or change the ranking system
to allow a higher percentage of the fees to be waived or offset.
6. Offer a Fee Delay incentive that allows the developer of affordable housing to delay the
payment of fees (either all fees or only those that are the non-waived portion of the fees
under the Incentives) on an affordable unit until a Certificate of Occupancy is issued. This
is currently offered in Ft. Collins.
7. As noted by the Task Force in the Action Steps above, seat a Task Force to conduct a
review of existing building/rehab codes to see where changes could be made or incentives
could be provided to support and/or incentivize the construction of affordable housing. If
this moves forward, it should be co-managed by the Planning and Development Services
and Housing and Community Investment divisions.
8. Institute a “land bank program” similar to Fort Collins where land that is not currently
developable (has no infrastructure yet, might be in un-annexed areas that are likely to

eventually be annexed) is purchased at a lower rate than land that is readily developable
(has infrastructure) and is held until development begins to occur and utilities are brought
near or to the site. The banked land can then be sold to non-profit or other developers at a
more reasonable price in order to build affordable housing.
9. Increase financing offered to support new affordable workforce housing construction.
Requests for funding far exceed funding available with no new units created or converted
since 50 units of elderly housing constructed at The Hearthstone and completed in early
2013 and 71 units of housing at the Suites converted to affordable housing in 2011. While
the Suites project was completed very quickly (in less than a year), it needed an investment
of $600,000 by the city from the AH Fund. The land on which The Hearthstone was
constructed was acquired in 2005 using $773,500 from the city’s AH Fund. This speaks to
both the significant investment needed to support an affordable housing project and the long
term commitment to the project before units are actually constructed and available.
Staff recommended priorities: Of the possible additional actions noted above, the ones likely to
achieve the greatest impact for this Priority would be #5, #6 and #9. Neither 5 nor 6 would need
additional funding. While #5 would result in a loss of funding to the General Fund due to an
increase in the waived amount, #6 would just delay funding for probably 6-9 months during
construction. #9 will require significant increases in funding to the Affordable Housing Fund and
is what the Workforce Housing Task Force was hoping to support with its Funding
Recommendation. With less funding available for housing from the CDBG program (and new
construction of housing not eligible, although land acquisition is), the HOME program’s
increasingly restrictive timing issues, having a local fund to access and support the community’s
housing needs is critical.
Seating a Task Force (#7) is not recommended at this time since the Land Development Code was
just updated in January. The next update/review will start again in 2-3 years and that would be an
appropriate time to include a look at the code from the standpoint of affordable housing
opportunities.
# 8 would require a significant increase in funding to the Affordable Housing Fund and would
require the city to own and manage the vacant land until it was ready for development. Fort
Collins has been holding land since initial purchase between 2002-2006 and has about 51 acres in
its land banking program. 501 – 613 affordable units are anticipated to eventually be constructed.
If this was pursued, staff would suggest that the city work with the Housing Authority to purchase
and hold the land for eventual development.
Third Priority – Continue existing programs to ensure rental properties meet minimum
standards of habitability.
Action Steps:
§ Continue to provide and expand the Crime Free Multi Housing Program
§ Continue to provide and expand landlord training through the Longmont Landlord
Training Alliance and other programs
§ Continue to provide the inspection of rental properties on a complaint basis to
assure they meet minimum housing standards.

Background: There are several programs in place to ensure all rental properties (affordable
and/or market rate) meet minimum standards. The city has a complaint-driven housing
inspection program which then uses code compliance to maintain habitability. However, this
program is not heavily used, and in a tight rental housing market gets even less use, since many
renters are not eager to complain about their living conditions in fear of retaliation, their rents
being raised or even eviction.
The Landlord Training Alliance helps property owners/managers receive information and
training on all aspects of landlord/tenant issues. It also provides continuing education credits
for licensed realtors and networking opportunities for landlord and property managers.
The Crime Free Multi-Housing Program operated by the Police Department helps property
owners/managers improve and strengthen their leases to deal with crime, improve their
management practices, increase the safety of the units and the residents, and allows them to
advertise their properties as being certified crime-free. The program works to build a
partnership between owners/managers, tenants and the Police Department and assure the
quality of life for all who reside in a property involved in the Crime Free program.
What is currently being done?
• Complaint driven housing inspection process has resulted in:
o 507 complaints over the last 5 years (an average of 101 per year)
§ 396 were in the area of General Housing
§ 68 were for No Occupancy/Dangerous Building
§ 23 were Zoning violations
§ 20 were “other” or miscellaneous
§ 315 had a final status of “complied” (all violations corrected)
§ 78 had a final status of “unfounded” (inspection did not find a code
violation)
§ 40 were “withdrawn” (by the reporting party)
§ 34 are active/open
§ 30 had a final status of “condemned/no occupancy”
The vast majority of these complaints were about rental units except for those with a final
status of “condemned/no occupancy”. Most of those were owner-occupied units.
According to the Code Officer, the status of “withdrawn” speaks to the fear of retaliation
mentioned above. Once the Code Officer explains that she needs to come and do an
inspection inside the home to look at the reported violation, some folks decline wanting her
to send a Notice of Violation based only on what they report. Others want her to guarantee
they will be kept anonymous, which she is sometimes, but often not able to do.
• The Crime Free Multi-housing Program has 153 properties in the program working toward
certification with approximately 4,500 rental units in these properties. There are 40
properties that are fully certified, meaning they have completed all requirements asked of
them by the program and the Police Department. An additional 10 properties (representing
400 units) have dropped out of the program or lost their certification. Crime Free properties
receive signs to post on their property, free police reports for court purposes, can advertise
as being Crime Free, receive possible insurance breaks, get weekly Calls for Service
reports, and a Police Officer assigned to assist them and their tenants.
• The Landlord Training Alliance has provided training to over 365 individual landlords
which impact approximately 6,730 rental units city-wide.

•

Existing CDBG, HOME and Affordable Housing funding is being used to support
affordable housing developments to ensure properties are well-maintained and have long
term financial success. Over the last 3 years (2011-2013) requests for funding to rehab
rental units have totaled $1,361,786 and funds supporting these activities totaled $757,114
leaving an unmet demand of $604,672 impacting 219 units.

What additional could be done?
10. A Rental Rehab loan program for private property owners could be offered to help them
upgrade and improve their properties in exchange for charging affordable rents for a
specific period of time, usually concurrent with the loan term.
11. Additional funding could be provided to increase the level of rental housing rehabilitation
as well as debt reduction for affordable housing properties. With little to no debt on a
property, rents (even affordable rents) are better able to fund the needed replacement
reserves to keep a property well maintained and the supportive services often needed to
keep the residents housed and healthy.
12. As noted by the Task Force in the Action Steps above, the Housing Inspection, Crime Free
Multi-housing and Landlord Training Alliance programs outlined above, together or
individually, could be expanded, but that is dependent on other funding resources including
the General Fund and staffing levels to ensure the existing quality of service.
Staff recommended priorities: Of the possible additional actions noted above, the ones likely to
achieve the greatest impact for this Priority would be #11. This would need additional funding to
implement and see a significant result. While #10 could have an impact, now is not an opportune
time to provide low interest funding to private sector property owners to upgrade properties in
return for keeping rents affordable. A pilot program was undertaken in 2006-2008 in partnership
with the Housing Authority and it worked well providing 9 loans to improve 34 units. However,
this is a program that makes more sense in a down market or when private financing interest rates
are high.

AFFORDABLE HOMEOWNERSHIP RECOMMENDATIONS
Background: The Task Force considered assisting households toward new and continuing
homeownership to be one element of an affordable housing strategy. It felt that the city should
continue to support the development of homeownership projects and that the ability to exit and
enter programs equitably and consistently should be considered in program design. The forsale market has continued to improve since the July, 2012 Housing Needs Analysis with a 9.9%
increase in the median sales prices for single family homes (8.6% increase in average sales
prices) and a 8.9% increase in median sales prices for attached homes (condos and townhomes)
and a 6.8% increase in the average sales prices. The average number of days on market is at a
10 year low, and the supply of homes is significantly down.
According to an article in the Longmont Daily Times Call on July 27, the Longmont market is
back to pre-Great Recession levels and is steadily getting better each quarter. The number of
single family homes sold through the second quarter of 2013 was not only up more than 21%
compared to the same period last year, but it’s the highest number since the first half of 2008
right before the economy took a nose dive. The current median sales price of $259,090 is

higher than 2008 levels and inventory levels are down 18% from a year ago. 72 permits have
been issued through June 30 compared to 54 total permits issued in 2012.
The Task Force felt it was important to continue to provide homeownership opportunities to the
workforce that could qualify through the Down Payment Assistance Program. The majority of
the users of the DPA program have incomes in the 60% to 80% AMI range.
First Priority – Continue the following programs using established funding sources:
Down Payment Assistance, Homeowner Education, Housing Rehabilitation, Programs which
support non-profit housing providers.
Background: The Task Force wanted to ensure that existing programs supporting
homeownership opportunities continued using existing funding sources. They weren’t
interested in having the Affordable Housing Fund support these programs unless it was a
last resort to keep the programs operational.
What is currently being done?
• As noted by the Task Force in the Action Steps above, continue to operate the Down
Payment Assistance Program. With 11 applications received, 7 in process, 2 loans made to
date and 2 more loans scheduled to close next month, this is already a 133% increase in
activity over 2012. Funding for the program is primarily from the income received from
multiple prior years of HOME funding awards from the State Division of Housing and will
be sufficient for the next 3-5 years.
• As noted by the Task Force in the Action Steps above, continue to fund the Housing
Counseling and Education Programs operated by the Boulder County Housing and Human
Services Dept. These programs include CHFA-certified Homeownership training classes,
foreclosure and default prevention counseling, and other pre- and post-purchase education
programs. The Homeownership Training program prepares families for the responsibilities
of owning a home, helps clean-up credit issues, explains mortgages and financing options
and ensures families are able to afford the home they wish to purchase with a required oneon-one budgeting review. This program is funded from a “set-aside” each year of CDBG
funds and is appropriate to continue to be funded from this source.
• As noted by the Task Force in the Action Steps above, continue to operate the Housing
Rehab Programs which includes the rehab of owner-occupied homes, accessibility
improvements to both owner and renter-occupied homes, and the emergency grant program
for owner-occupied homes. An average of 5-8 General Rehabs are completed each year
(maximum of $25,000), 5-7 accessibility projects (maximum of $15,000) and 20-30
emergency grants (maximum of $2,500) with the current level of funding. Programs are
funded from the CDBG program and are appropriate to continue to be funded from this
source.
• As noted by the Task Force in the Action Steps above, funds for the new construction of
affordable homeownership units, primarily through Habitat for Humanity, are provided
each year as funding is requested by that agency through the city’s competitive housing
funding cycle.
What additional could be done?
13. Increase the annual set-aside of CDBG funding to increase the number of homes able to be
rehabilitated under the Housing Rehab Programs.

14. Increase funds available for Habitat or other homeownership developers providing
affordable homeownership opportunities with an increase to the Affordable Housing Fund,
and/or prioritizing HOME funds for homeownership (although there are timing issues with
this program and there would have to be deed restrictions placed on each home per
regulation).
Staff recommended priorities: Of the possible additional actions noted above, the one likely to
achieve the greatest impact for this Priority would be #13. This would need additional funding to
implement and see a significant result, but could be achieved by prioritizing CDBG funds for these
programs and not funding economic development or neighborhood revitalization programs, at least
for a while. HOME funds are not a good fit for owner-occupied rehab activities and the Affordable
Housing Fund has been used in the past, but cannot be used for the activities needing a grant
(accessibility and emergency grants).
While #14 could have an impact, Habitat (the only non-profit for-sale home builder currently
operating in Longmont) may not be able to increase its capacity to construct more units annually
than it currently does (4-5). Providing public subsidies to private developers to build affordable
housing, beyond the current fee waiver and other building incentives has not been tried in
Longmont, and it would be estimated to take about $50,000 to $100,000 per home (using the
current average sales price) to offset the building and profit loss to the builder and offer the home
at an affordable price to make this a viable option. In addition, some questions needing to be
explored include: would the funding be a direct subsidy (grant) to the builder? Would the funding
become a soft second mortgage to the home buyer to be repaid when the home sells? Exactly how
the subsidy would be structured into the deal would have to be explored.
Second Priority – Continue to use, if needed, a portion of the Affordable Housing Fund to
support non-profit homeownership programs.
Action Steps: Staff and the Longmont Housing and Human Services Advisory Board should
annually propose the needed funding level to be set-aside within the budget process.
Background: Basically, the Task Force wanted to ensure that Habitat for Humanity and
other similar builders would continue to have access to city funding opportunities even
though the primary focus of the Task Force’s recommendations were around Rental
Housing.
What is currently being done?
• As noted by the Task Force in the Action Steps above, funding to support homeownership
for the city’s workforce is already being considered and included in the budget
recommendations that go to Council each year (DPA, new construction, housing
counseling, etc.) based on the Consolidated Plan goals, the existing housing need and the
funding available annually. No further action is needed unless Council wishes to increase
the level of funding for these efforts.
What additional could be done?
15. See number 14 above and the paragraph referencing this action under “Staff Priorities” in
the Section above.

Third Priority – With regard to individual homeowners, provide homeownership
programs with no deed restrictions unless required by law or regulation.
Action Steps:
§ Have a policy of no deed restrictions for individual home buyers using the
Affordable Housing Fund.
§ Support the minimum restrictions on the use of Federal and State funds.
§ If there is a loan, it should be protected by a recorded Deed of Trust.
Background: Deed restrictions are used to protect the public investment of funds in a
private home purchase (as they are in rental properties that receive public funding). These
protections are beyond the requirement to pay back the loan or other assistance that a Deed
of Trust ensures. They are considered an industry Best Practice and can include: limiting
the home to being owner-occupied so investors don’t acquire a home using public
investments and then flip them to rentals, setting forth if/how any appreciation or
depreciation will be shared between the public investment entity and the homeowner, and
setting the resale price of a home so it is affordable to the next buyer if the public
investment is significant. The concern of the Task Force is that these put restrictions on the
resale of the property (which did have some consequences when the market declined during
the Recession) and can limit the appreciation that accrues to the homeowner. While there
were significant issues that did occur with the former IZO homes trying to sell during the
Recession (as there also were with unfettered market priced homes), these did not appear to
hamper homes that received only Down Payment Assistance and had deed restrictions on
them. That is because those deed restrictions do not limit the resale price and have a shorter
period of affordability tied more closely to the amount of funding received and the shorter
“turn period” that people stay in a home. It used to be that families moved on average
every 10 years or so and the original IZO program was tied to that period of affordability,
but that “turn period” has grown shorter over time.
What is currently being done?
• Currently all funding provided to support or provide direct home purchase assistance
includes or requires a deed restriction that sets an affordability period and other restrictions
for the unit being assisted. This is tied to federal or state funding requirements (CDBG
and/or HOME) and is non-negotiable. The Affordable Housing Fund is not used for direct
home purchase assistance at this time and it was not recommended to be used so by the
Task Force unless it was the only resource left to support the programs.
• As noted by the Task Force in the Action Steps above, all loans are already required to have
a signed Promissory Note and legally recorded Deed of Trust setting forth the loan terms
and protecting the public investment to ensure full repayment of the loan.
What additional could be done?
16. As noted by the Task Force in the Action Steps above, if Council is willing to increase
funding to the Affordable Housing Fund and fully fund all direct home purchase assistance
through that funding source, the city could choose to not place deed restrictions on
properties purchased with that assistance. Otherwise, the city must put in place deed
restrictions that comply with the legal requirements of the federal/state funding sources.

Staff recommended priorities: Of the possible additional actions noted above, staff would not
recommend implementation of #16, using the AH Fund as the source of funding for direct home
purchase assistance at this time. Current funding for home purchase assistance exists and will last
for a number of years yet and should continue to provide ongoing income for the future.

MEETING THE NEEDS OF THE TIMES/COORDINATING A SUSTAINABLE APPROACH TO
AFFORDABLE HOUSING RECOMMENDATIONS
Background: The Task Force believed that housing in Longmont should be available to all
socio-economic levels so those who work in Longmont can choose to live in Longmont. People
who both live and work in Longmont use local services, pay local taxes and support local
businesses while experiencing lower commuting costs, an improved quality of life and greater
housing choices. This benefits both the community and the individual. This was supported in
the Longmont Daily Times Call article referenced earlier, where Tom Zieske, president of
Henry Walker Homes’ Colorado Division stated that “New home construction has a huge ripple
effect on the economy, employing painters, plumbers, electricians, and other tradesmen who
then spread their earnings around. These are the same people that are going to the grocery
stores, looking to buy houses and cars…” Long term sustainability must consider changes in
economic, community, market and environmental trends and goals. These should be specified
and built into the affordable housing programs.

First Priority – Longmont must plan for additional residential growth that creates an
average of 50 affordable rental units per year, while encouraging the development of market
rate rentals in order to meet the needs of Longmont’s residents and workforce.
Action Steps:
§ Review and revise, as appropriate, the City regulations and policies to
encourage a balance between housing need and supply.
§ The City should work with the private sector to promote the construction of
affordable housing.
§ Develop and apply screening methods to ascertain the financial impacts of
development on the housing needs and costs of the community.
§ The City should monitor the housing market yearly to determine if the city
should implement policies to influence housing supplies, taking into
consideration: occupancy and rental rates, number of cost-burdened
households based on the percent of household income used to pay for
housing expenses, consider a jobs/household ratio between 1:1 and 2:1 to be
ideal, wage trends, and for-purchase market rates.
Background: Since the city does not and cannot control the local housing
builders/providers, the number of units to be constructed should only be a goal or an
expectation, not a requirement. We do set numerical goals for the provision of different
types of housing in the Consolidated Plan, but it is based on what housing projects we
anticipate coming up in the future after discussions with the housing providers (the
“pipeline” mentioned before), and what we can afford to fund. In addition, as the Housing

Market Analysis pointed out, some of the affordable rental housing need could be alleviated
with the new construction of market rate rental units which we do not need to assist. It is
assumed that with new market rate rentals available some people/households would shift
into units that are better suited to their incomes.

What is being done?
• The city continues to provide funding assistance to affordable housing providers through its
annual funding cycle allocating CDBG, HOME and Affordable Housing Funds. Each year
projects received under the competitive application process are reviewed by staff for
eligibility, by two advisory boards for sufficient capacity, technical merit and goal
achievement, and are then forwarded to Council for final approval. In the 2012, 2013 and
2014 funding cycles no projects were proposed for funding that would bring new affordable
units to Longmont through acquisition or new construction.
• As noted by the Task Force in the Action Steps above, there is a policy/goal in the
Comprehensive Plan (Strategy H-1.1(a) - Attachment 2) to review and revise, as
appropriate, City regulations and policies to encourage a balance between housing need and
supply. This is also considered specifically for affordable housing needs in the
Consolidated Plan annual updates and during the 5 year new Plan preparation. In addition,
Strategy H-1.1(b) of the Comprehensive Plan calls for monitoring the housing market on an
ongoing basis to determine if the city should implement policies to influence housing
supply.
• As noted by the Task Force in the Action Steps above, and as noted earlier in this
document, the city does provide incentives to the private sector to promote the construction
of affordable housing.
What additional could be done?
17. The Planning and Development Services division staff responsible for the Comprehensive
Plan updates and the Housing and Community Investment division staff responsible for the
Consolidated Plan updates could work more closely together on each effort to ensure both
documents consider and speak to similar overlapping issues and have common or
complementary goals. Looking closely at the indicators mentioned in the Report by both
divisions would better inform both documents and their annual updates.
18. Working to increase the amount and/or value of the incentives offered by the city to
encourage the private sector to construct affordable housing is something that could move
forward if directed by Council. Looking at additional incentives up to and including direct
financial support could be provided to Council at a later date. There are a lot of options and
best practices that could/should be researched in this area if Council is interested.
19. Additional funding dedicated to the Affordable Housing Fund is a recommendation of the
Task Force and significant additional funding is needed to be able to increase the
construction and/or acquisition/rehab of rental homes. As noted in the report, an average of
$20,000 per unit is estimated to create new units - a little more for new construction and
sometimes a little less for acquisition/rehab of market rate units that will become affordable
units. This will be discussed in more detail at the next meeting with Council.
Staff recommended priorities: Of the possible additional actions noted above, the ones likely to
make the most impact on this Priority would be #19 and #18. Having additional funding available
to ensure and more directly support the creation of affordable housing when and where needed

would have a great impact on meeting needs and goals. Indirectly supporting the creation of new
affordable housing units through non-cash incentives would also help support this
recommendation.
Second Priority – A variety of affordable housing types should be dispersed
throughout the City with a variety of housing types within each neighborhood planning area.
Action Steps: Designate land uses in new neighborhoods to include a broad range of
residential development – single family, apartments, condominiums and businesses.
Background: The Task Force appreciated the goal of the former Inclusionary Zoning
Program to disperse affordable housing throughout the city and avoid concentrations of
lower income neighborhoods as currently exist in the Midtown Neighborhood and other
areas of the city. They also felt that having a variety of housing types such as apartments,
condos and townhomes in neighborhoods as well as single family homes provides lower
cost alternatives to the workforce. It was agreed by the Task Force that the former
definition of “neighborhood” used by the IZO program, meaning within each development,
should be broadened to be the defined “planning neighborhoods” which are much broader.
What is being done?
• This is currently covered by two Strategies (H-1.1(c) and H-2.2) in the Comprehensive
Plan.
What additional could be done?
20. As noted before, the Housing and Community Investment division could work more closely
with Planning and Development Services to meet, implement and monitor the Housing
Element of the Comprehensive Plan. In addition, in older neighborhoods that might be
ready for or need redevelopment, working with Planning and Development Services to
reconfigure them for private sector implementation/investment would ensure that the
housing elements meet ongoing housing needs.
Staff recommended priorities: Looking and planning for neighborhood redevelopment options as
the city reaches build out makes a lot of sense and sets the city on the redevelopment path it wishes
to pursue.
Third Priority – To meet the housing demands of Longmont residents, employers and
employees, the City must provide incentives for the private sector to work cooperatively with
the City and non-profit agencies to develop more housing opportunities for low and moderate
income households.
Action Steps:
§ Reduce the cost of building permits for affordable housing projects.
§ The City should use a broad range of policy tools to support the creation of
quality affordable housing such as fast-tracking builder applications, density
bonuses and flexible zoning, direct subsidies, grants, variances to height
restrictions and allowing smaller units.

Background: The development of affordable housing relies on partnerships with the
private sector and state and local government. Since the city does not build housing, it must
look to and support private for profit and non-profit groups, including the local housing
authority, to build housing. State and local governments provide cash and non-cash
incentives to the developers of housing. Because local governments have control over land
use policies and public infrastructure investment, local government has a substantial array
of incentives for affordable housing development.
What is being done?
• As mentioned earlier, the city is continuing to support the Fee Waiver program where a
percentage of development fees are waived based on the income affordability and number
of units that are affordable in a development, including setting aside Affordable Housing
Funds to pay for water/sewer system fee offsets.
• Other incentives including expedited plan review, density bonuses, reduced set back
requirements, etc. are still in place and available to developers wishing to provide
affordable housing in their developments. These are available for any kind of development
(new, acquisition/rehab, or infill) that will provide affordable housing.
What additional could be done?
21. Increase support for Affordable Housing Incentives including those for affordable infill
housing projects (as noted by the Task Force in the Action Steps above), increasing the
amount of fees eligible or increasing the number of fees that can be waived. Currently there
are 15 different fees that are eligible to be waived and an additional 3 that can be offset
using the Affordable Housing Fund. The amount of fees waived depends on the number
and income level of the affordable housing being provided. Staff could explore if there are
additional fees that could be included in the incentive package or change the ranking system
to allow a higher percentage of the fees to be waived or offset.
22. Offer a Fee Delay incentive that allows the developer of affordable housing to delay the
payment of fees (either all fees or only those that are the non-waived portion of the fees
under the Incentives) on an affordable unit until a Certificate of Occupancy is issued. This
is currently offered in Ft. Collins.
23. Should the city provide cash financing/funding options to the private sector to incent the
construction or inclusion of affordable housing in private developments? Low cost
financing is something that could be considered to support and obtain affordable housing
units in otherwise market rate developments (i.e. mixed income developments). If this is
something to be considered, staff could explore how much, how to offer, when to offer, and
what ongoing use restrictions should/would be accepted by the private sector.
Staff recommended priorities: Of the possible additional actions noted above, the ones likely to
make the most impact on this Priority would be #21 and #22. Having additional funding available
to incent actual unit construction or inclusion of affordable units in willing developments would be
costly, but is something that could/should be considered if Council so desires.

SUMMARY
Maintaining and/or expanding the “non-cash” incentives to encourage the provision of affordable
housing units in private developments is important as the city moves to increase the supply of

affordable workforce housing. Broadening working relationships with both the private sector
building community and between city divisions so we are including affordable housing in the
planning, development and in the construction and redevelopment of housing in all of our
neighborhood planning areas is a great goal to move toward. Finally, funding, particularly locally
controlled funding, will be critical in providing any and all types of affordable workforce housing
needed by our community in the future. As the federal government disinvests in housing, the local
community will be the housing creator and supporter of last resort. Because of the restrictions on
federal and state funding, local funding offers an ability to truly create, fund and design programs
that meet the needs of the local community.
Direction on the items included in this Communication would be helpful, especially those that
might have a financial implication, so that staff can prepare the next discussion on the Funding
Recommendations.
ATTACHMENTS:
#1 – Spreadsheet showing current affordable housing with deed restrictions
#2 – Housing Element from the Comprehensive Plan

