
Asheville Affordable Housing Advisory Committee
January 9, 2014
Meeting Notes

Attending Members: Lindsey Simerly, Scott Dedman, Barber Melton, Robin Raines, Mae Creadick, Jay Gurney, William Irby
Not Attending: Allison Bond, Brian Alexander, Gordon Smith,
Attending Staff: Dave Hill, Jeff Staudinger, Shannon Capezzali, Sandra Anderson, Heather Dillashaw, Chris Collins

Administration:

· The December 2013 meeting minutes were approved. 

Updates:
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Dave Hill provided an update on the Housing Trust Fund (HTF) including a financial overview. There have been no changes since the November meeting. The Housing and Community Development (HCD) Committee will determine funding recommendations for the new HTF application cycle at their January 21 meeting. December 20, 2013 was the deadline for new applications and four have been received: 
· Asheville Place by Biotat LLC is a Ward Griffin project for 30 one-bedroom rental units for the hardest to house homeless population. Requesting $300,000.
· Givens Estate is asking to add to their allocation from last year by requesting $230,000 in additional funds through an amortized loan for 120 units of senior housing. 
· Beaucatcher Commons LLC by Kirk Booth is proposing the Raleigh and Marietta Lots project. Three lots in Shiloh have been purchased with the intent to construct three three-bedroom rental homes each with a one-bedroom accessory apartment built above a detached garage for a total of six (6) rental units. Requesting $120,000. 
· Mountain Housing Opportunities is proposing the Pinnacle Point project off of Hendersonville Road in South Asheville. The project would consist of 38 rental units. The request is for $275,000. 

Unfinished Business:
· Stakeholder Engagement: The Committee discussed their individual recommended priorities for increasing affordable housing and distributed a member list of recommendations (Member priority list is attached). Recommendations were also submitted by Cindy Weeks on behalf of Mountain Housing Opportunities. Main discussion points:
· Land – One option to increase affordable housing is for the City to acquire land and make it available to developers at low or no cost. One potential issue with doing this is that land banking would hold up funds that could go to more construction-ready projects. The idea of a bond referendum has been discussed and does not appear to be a viable long-term solution to affordable housing issues. Another option is to change existing regulations to promote more infill development and alter setback rules.
· Affordable Housing Production Goal – Members discussed creating an annual target for affordable housing unit production which would allow progress to be measured. Staff is currently working on a Scorecard for Asheville to evaluate its progress over the last five years. Targets could include multiple goals and different population needs to address different priorities. 
· Housing Access – The issue of access to affordable housing for hard-to-house populations (those with credit problems or criminal backgrounds) was addressed. Currently the high demand for affordable housing allows developers to choose to admit only the most ‘upstanding’ of applicants while barring access for other applicants. The Homeless Advisory Committee has made this issue a top priority. 
· Housing vs. Affordable Housing – Adding more housing in general to the City is one method for bringing prices down in existing housing, which will contribute to the overall affordability of housing in the area. 
· City Regulations – Allowable land uses and allowable density are city regulations that affect the availability of affordable housing. The Planning Commission has discussed making it easier to construct housing in commercial areas in order to create village and town center spaces. Predictability in the review process is another issue for developers that can be addressed. Other cities have included in their ordinances a statement saying that if developers want to use Conditional Zoning, the reviewing bodies will “expect” affordable housing to be a component of the proposal. Density should be increased closer to downtown, major transit routes, job centers, and grocery stores. City requirements for developers to pay for sidewalks, individual driveways when shared parking options are available, and other infrastructure are burdens that could be reevaluated. Open space requirements make building affordable less feasible given budgets, limited land availability, and local topography. AHAC could set a goal for the City to complete its comprehensive review of the UDO to facilitate some of these changes - recommendation wording could be “we support an increase in housing supply and affordability”. 
· City Incentives – Options to provide sliding scale incentives that allow greater rewards for more affordable units. Offsetting developer costs up front instead of reimbursing fees afterwards. 
· Preserving Existing housing – Greater focus is needed on saving the existing supply of housing to make it more affordable. The Housing Trust Fund could be utilized to buy older units to make them affordable either through rehab or subsidizing the cost of market-rate units. RealData has shown that the average rent in a new development is 20% higher than in an older development. 
· Accessory Apartments – Affordability could be increased by removing setback requirements for accessory apartments built within the existing primary structure. Also, sewer and water tap fees could be eliminated for units that are not requiring upgrades to existing systems. 

A summary of member recommendations will go to City Council before their retreat. Lindsey Simerly will draft the recommendations. The AHAC will review and vote on the final draft at their February 2014 meeting. Barber Melton stated that any recommendation that lessons the input of citizens will not be seen favorably by Neighborhood Coalitions. 
The next meeting of the AHAC will be February 6, 2014 at 8:30am in the 5th floor Large Conference Room of City Hall. 






















AHAC MEMBER RECOMMENDATIONS DRAFT

Lindsey Simerly 

1. City acquire land (or designate current City-owned property) for affordable housing development and offer the land for development through a competitive bidding process, or provide public funding for land cost write-downs. 

2. Not specifically related to developer interviews, but the city setting a hard target for number of affordable units created per year as a way to evaluate if we are adequately addressing the problem. 

3. Funding program changes that involved increases to the City’s Housing Trust Fund, funds for land acquisition, fee waivers (rather than fee rebates), property tax reductions, use of tax increment financing or New Market tax credits specifically for affordable housing, and affordable housing infrastructure capital funds. Would love staff input on which of these would be the most effective.

4. Allow for higher density in certain areas.

5. Less discretionary review of developments.

6. Comprehensive review of the City’s development regulations (zoning, subdivision regulations, and building codes) and their impact on affordable housing.  There were many issue specific comments listed and I/committee would benefit from staff input on which are feasible and which they feel would have the most significant impact. 

7. Further discussion needed regarding neighborhood opposition and what can be done about it. Would like a more full recommendation, but definitely protest petition should be reevaluated – reasons for eligibility should be tightened.

Jayden Gurney

1) Accessory Apartments:  

a) Eliminate setbacks for accessory units built within the existing envelope of the primary unit. Because in older neighborhoods (often close to town) houses have been built either on or very near to property lines, modifying such a rule would allow for a greater potential number of properties where accessory apartments could be created.

b) Consider removing the rule that limits accessory units to 50% of the size of the primary unit  again, especially in units where the accessory unit will be created within the envelope the existing primary building. 

c) Consider waiving sewer and water tap fees when creating a unit within the existing envelope of the primary building. Since MSD and the Water Dept need not run any new lines or add any new meters, I’m really not sure why this fee is charged in these instances. 

2) Housing Trust Fund: 

a) Currently, the HTF is focused on only developing new units, but I think if the HTF considered rehab projects as well, the City could help to either preserve or even create additional affordable housing in what is often established neighborhoods close to transportation corridors. 

b) Funding a mix of projects from different developers might encourage more competition for HTF funds and a greater variety of projects.  

3) Eliminate permit fees for affordable housing construction and major rehab. 

Robin Raines

1. Density increases (especially close to downtown)
2. Development corporation within the city and land banking
3. City payment of items like sidewalks and other items that further burden affordable project
4. Fee reductions for permits (affordable housing projects) and sliding scale incentives

