YAMPA VALLEY HOUSING AUTHORITY BOARD MEETING
April 8, 2010
Rich Lowe, Yampa Valley Housing Authority Board President, called the regular monthly meeting of the Yampa Valley Housing Authority to order at 12:06 p.m.

Board members present:  Nancy Stahoviak, Catherine Carson, Kristi Brown, Ed MacArthur, Scott Myller, Bob Kauffmann, John Spezia, Johnny Sawyer, and Trish Sullivan. 
Others present:  Mary Alice Page-Allen, Housing Authority Asset/Program Manager, and Kathy Stokes and Marsha Daughenbaugh, Vision 2030.  Dee Bolton recorded the meeting and prepared the minutes. 

EN RE:  STEAMBOAT SPRINGS RE-2 SCHOOL DISTRICT 
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PROCESS 
Mary Alice stated that this agenda item would be postponed to a future Yampa Valley Housing Authority (YVHA) meeting since no one from the School District was present this day.


EN RE:  VISION 2030 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Rich said that the Strategic Planning Committee had invited representatives from Vision 2030 to speak to the Housing Authority Board regarding citizen input and recommendations of the Vision 2030 report in relation to affordable housing and in light of the recent Steamboat 700 vote and the Housing Authority’s Strategic Plan.

Kathy said that since the completion of the Vision 2030 report, a group of interested citizens had been convened to prioritize the report’s recommendations for the upcoming year and the next three years.  She provided a list of those priorities for all areas since affordable housing was an integral part of many of the areas addressed in the report and subsequent prioritization of recommendations.
Mary Alice said that the Housing Authority’s Strategic Planning Committee had reviewed the Vision 2030 Stewardship Committee’s prioritization list in relation to affordable housing issues and focused on the identified top four actions.  The list, entitled ‘Vision 2030 Desired Outcomes and Actions Affordable Housing—Prioritized,’ was included in this day’s agenda packet and contained bullet points of activities developed by the Strategic Planning Committee related to each priority.  Nancy said that the Strategic Planning Committee had also reviewed the Vision 2030 list of all of the category’s desired outcomes and recommended actions to prioritize those as well.  The Committee discovered that those items that had not been priorities but related to affordable housing were either already in process under the auspices of the Housing Authority or could be combined with the prioritized items.  In regard to the Funding recommendation to ‘[c]reate a private donation fund that can act as a secondary source of funds for affordable housing’, the Housing Authority had already investigated whether a non-profit arm could be created to seek additional funding and had determined that since the Housing Authority could receive direct funding that could be tax exempt and grants, no need for secondary funding was necessary.  

Nancy said that the Committee was unsure of the meaning of the Vision 2030 Desired Outcome, ‘Research and implement public policy mechanisms that mitigate the economic distortion of an amenity-based region and enable a diverse socio-economic base’.  She stated that the Housing Authority continued to explore many tools that could facilitate the provision of affordable housing.  John noted that the Vision 2030 focus groups had developed the policies and suggestions.  Marsha thought that the intent of the recommendation was the development of a fund for affordable housing when a major development was being planned.

Nancy said that the focus of this day’s discussion could be to address the actions listed by the Strategic Planning Committee that could be taken to address each of the four Vision 2030 priorities.  She noted that many of the actions were already in progress.  Marsha stated that the Vision 2030 report was the result of a diverse 1,700-respondent survey.  The report revealed that many of the action items recommended across categories were already in progress, but since much of the public was unaware of those activities, more public relations work was needed.  Catherine thought that when the Housing Authority’s database was completed, more affordable housing information could be made available to the public. 
Kathy said that the Vision 2030 Stewardship Committee met quarterly.  Its function was that its members liaison with various groups to ensure that contact organizations and issue champions were moving in a similar direction.  The Committee provided a ‘go-to place’ for like-minded groups and helped disseminate information.  John Spezia was the affordable housing liaison.  Kathy said that a liaison could either be directly involved in the workings of a particular organization’s mission or could be outside the organization and simply provide information to ensure that a priority moved forward properly since many of the issues were intricately interconnected.  Nancy noted that representatives of various groups could be involved in the issues and action items, but a goal of Vision 2030 was to allow individuals who were passionate about an issue to participate in moving the report’s recommendations forward.
Rich said that the first priority in the Vision 2030 report was to identify a dedicated ongoing funding source.  At present, the Housing Authority was funded by the City of Steamboat Springs and by Routt County and the fees that could be collected but were not dedicated to the Housing Authority nor were they secure on an ongoing basis.  He said that in the original IGA with the City and the County, three years of funding was intended to be seed money with which the Housing Authority would develop a self-sustaining program.  Governmental funding could change at any time so an ongoing funding source was critical to the continuation of the Housing Authority.  Nancy stated that several years ago, a broad-based group had discussed whether to develop a ballot issue and had determined that, based on many sources in the community, the time was not right so a request had been made to the City and the County to continue to fund the organization.  She thought that that earlier determination did not preclude the revisiting of the ballot issue at another time, and noted that the highest affordable housing priority of the Vision 2030 report was the development of a dedicated ongoing funding source for affordable housing.  Rich stated that the philosophical question was which organization would make this high priority happen and who was responsible for paying.  Johnny thought that funding should come from a number of sources, for example a percentage from each realtor’s sales commission.  John said that a letter asking for a donation should be sent to all Routt County second homeowners.  Catherine thought that a hybrid approach was a good short-term strategy, but she felt that it was time to revisit the ballot issue as a community-wide investment via property tax, sales tax, or real estate transfer fees.  She added that the Housing Authority had established itself as a successful management entity.  Nancy noted that the first priority’s first bullet point was authorization from the Housing Authority Board to the Strategic Planning Committee to research the ballot issue question and contingent statutory options.  She stated that a dedicated, ongoing funding source could be counted on, and options such as a voluntary real estate fee were unreliable.  The only reliable funding source was one in which citizens elected to tax themselves.  John said that lack of public awareness was a stumbling block that should be rectified prior to researching public sentiment on a ballot issue.  Scott said that the need for affordable housing had to be established.  Johnny said that the database would help, but also articles in the media should highlight individuals who had benefited from a Housing Authority program.  
Rich asked whether, if the education/marketing problem were solved, the Board wanted the Strategic Planning Committee to explore the ballot issue.  Kristi thought that the Housing Authority had an obligation to attempt a ballot issue.  She felt that the communication issue was difficult to resolve because much of the community did not see affordable housing as a problem and thus did not want to pay for it.  Catherine thought that public education could continue while research on a ballot issue was being conducted.  Ed stated that all of the bulleted ideas were good to pursue because they were collaborative, but the question of a ballot issue was a concern because it had been rejected in the past and the business community would feel the brunt of a property tax.  Instead, he advocated the development of options such as public-private partnerships and more collaboration with the City.  He noted that eventually everyone would be involved and contribute in a transfer fee program.  Nancy said that a broad-based group representing many facets of the community was established when the Purchase of Development Rights program was discussed.  The group first established the program’s importance, then investigated options for funding it.  The group’s conclusion was that a ballot was the best funding option.  She offered that the Housing Authority’s Strategic Planning Committee might be directed to assemble a similar community group to research the issue, talk with realtors about a voluntary transfer fee and estimate the amount such a fee might generate, for example, and make recommendations as to the amount affordable housing might need to function and the ways in which that money would be best spent.  John commented that if funding were to come from a number of sources, each source’s contribution would be less and thus more palatable because funding was shared.
Rich noted that the Strategic Planning Committee has recommended that the Vision 2030 Priority 2 and 3 could be considered together and that they were activities that the Housing Authority could perform as the key agency under the IGA.  Nancy concurred and noted that the Strategic Planning Committee had thought that the two priorities could be part of the updating of the Multi-jurisdictional Housing Plan, which was statutorily mandated and due for review.  The update process should begin in the summer of 2010 and include communication with the other communities in the County to determine whether any other communities wished to be part of the multi-jurisdictional housing authority.  She thought that the Town of Oak Creek was already considering that option among others.  An outreach presentation that included the Housing Authority’s mission, accomplishments, and benefits could be developed and each community’s needs could be ascertained.  Another topic to be addressed in the Plan update process was whether the unincorporated Routt County boundaries should be expanded, for example to include the Stagecoach area.  Ed suggested that the presentation could be approached from the perspective of lessons learned by the Housing Authority in its dealings with the City of Steamboat Springs.  Mary Alice noted that Craig, which offered Section 8 senior housing, had been a part of the previous outreach effort.  Kristi said that expanding the boundaries could complicate issues in regard to such questions as where funds were spent.  Expanding the boundaries might also necessitate the hiring of additional staff.  Nancy agreed and said that the issue should be approached cautiously, without active solicitation to join, and with clear understanding that the solution involved the development of partnerships.  Scott asked whether affordable housing was a problem in outlying communities.  Mary Alice commented that only 8% of those surveyed who worked in Steamboat Springs lived in outlying areas by choice.  Marsha countered that many people lived in smaller communities by choice and more people might choose a smaller community if work were available there, which connected to other issues, such as transportation.
In regard to Priority 4, which pertained to collaboration with employers to consider options for employers to help supply workforce housing, Mary Alice said that the Housing Authority was working on a database and counseling companies and individuals.  She said that concerted outreach should be delayed until the database was well developed.  Catherine said that Board members should talk with people within their career and interest sectors.

John asked what the Housing Authority could do to help Vision 2030.  Nancy said that Vision 2030 had facilitated community discussion to establish the action items.  It was then the responsibility of the entities and organizations, like YVHA, related to the categories to determine the ways in which to implement the action items.
Rich thanked Marsha and Kathy for their participation this day.


EN RE:  PUBLIC COMMENT
Marsha offered Board members copies of the latest edition of Headwaters, a publication that addressed issues concerning the Yampa, White, and Green River Basins.
Marsha and Kathy exited the meeting at this time.


EN RE:  INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT

DOWN-PAYMENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
Rich said the Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) between the City and the Housing Authority for the City to fund a down-payment assistance program was before the Board this day for consideration and approval.
Mary Alice stated that the IGA was in its final form except for the question of the 10% City and Housing Authority administrative fee per loan, which was slated for discussion by the City Council on April 20, 2010.  To keep the process moving forward, she asked that the Board approve the IGA this day, subject to the Housing Authority attorney’s approval and ultimately either the Executive Committee’s or the President of the Board’s approval.

Rich said that during the development of the IGA, he and Mary Alice had received conflicting feedback:  On one hand, City staff had indicated that the Housing Authority should not be in the loan business; on the other hand, they were told that 10% was inadequate to cover the expenses of completing the process.  Mary Alice said that the request had been to collect 10% of the initial funding to manage the principal in perpetuity and to allow the interest accrued to go into the Housing Authority’s general fund.  A closing was scheduled for April 22nd, so resolution of the fee issue and approval and signing of the IGA were essential to resolve in a timely manner.  Catherine thought that the IGA should be approved and the interest on the principal be used to cover Housing Authority costs to administer the program.  Rich explained that the 10% was to cover the costs of processing a loan and also to keep the Housing Authority solvent and operational.  Bob thought that the entire principal should be used for the program because $10,000 would not keep the Housing Authority afloat.
Nancy pointed out that Items 2 and 4 of the IGA under Terms and Conditions was confusing.  Mary Alice said that as loans were approved, the Housing Authority would ask for loan-plus-fee.  After repayment, it would go back into the fund held by the Housing Authority.  Nancy thought that the simplest procedure was that the City give the Housing Authority $100,000 for the program, the Housing Authority put the money into an interest-bearing account, and the Housing Authority would provide periodic accounting for the spending of the funds.  The description in the IGA would cause more time and effort for City as well as Housing Authority staff.  Ed said that if all of the money for the program were received at once, the Housing Authority could take its 10% for an additional Housing Authority person to perform this as well as other client-based services, as stipulated in the Housing Authority’s Strategic Plan.  Requesting funds for each loan approved was not the process that had originally been discussed, and he did not believe that the Housing Authority should back off at this point.  Nancy said that the Housing Authority might need to discuss with the City the overall funding of staff time for this as well as other programs that were not revenue-generating programs.  She suggested that the IGA stipulate that the Housing Authority be authorized to take 10% off the top for the Housing Authority’s general fund, and apply $90,000 to the loan fund.  Kristi was concerned about the costs associated with advertising, taking applications, conducting interviews, and voting on an application if a loan-by-loan system were required.  She thought that if the Housing Authority were to remain in business, costs had to be covered or a program should not be offered.  Mary Alice noted that most Division of Housing loans were handled on a loan-by-loan basis, and if the issue delayed the receipt of the funds from the City, clients’ deals would fall through.  She said that City staff supported the program, with the exception of the 10%.  She stated that requesting funds on an individual loan was workable.
MOTION

Catherine moved to approve and authorize the President to sign the Intergovernmental Agreement Establishing the Steamboat Springs-Yampa Valley Housing Authority Down Payment Assistance Fund, with the inclusion of the 10%, but with the stipulation that if the request for 10% were rejected by City Council, the Executive Committee or its designees be authorized to give final approval on the wording and signing of the IGA.  
Ed seconded.

Under discussion, Kristi said that language to discuss the funding of the program should be included in the IGA.  Bob said that the City gave the Housing Authority $80,000 per year, and asking for additional funds could be a stumbling block to the City’s approval of the IGA.  Nancy said that regardless of whether the 10% was granted or not, Mary Alice should track the time required to administer the Down-Payment Assistance Program.  She added that if the City were to hold the funds, they should be placed in a separate, interest-bearing account.  Mary Alice said that the funds would be in a reserve account.  She would ascertain whether the Housing Authority would receive the interest.
The motion carried unanimously.


EN RE:  CONSENT AGENDA
A. Review and approval of March, 2010 Minutes

B. Review and approval of February, 2010 Financials 

C. Ratification of additional expenditures in the amount of $1,710 under the Professional Services Agreement with Drexel, Barrell & Co. for the Fish Creek Mobile Home Park Preliminary Engineering Report (original cost limit of $10,760)

D. Ratification of the City appointees to the Loan Committee

REMOVAL OF ITEMS FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA
Rich asked whether any items should be removed from the consent agenda.  None were requested.

MOTION
Nancy moved to approve the consent agenda.  Kristi seconded; the motion carried unanimously.


EN RE:  COMMITTEE REPORTS
Kristi reported that advertisements for the Down-Payment Assistance Program were run in the Steamboat Today and The Local.  She thought that periodic announcements in the ‘News in Brief’ section in the Today could appear, but notices to realtors regarding the program had been sent, and realtors would remember that the program had been established.
Mary Alice announced that for several reasons, the Doghouse project was cancelled.

Nancy asked about the Board receiving reports from the Loan Committee.  Mary Alice replied that the report was attached to the Manager’s Report.  She reported that $17.1 per $1 of down-payment assistance was being leveraged.  She was working with the Colorado Mountain Housing Coalition through Funding Partners to get that money on the street also.  She said that $53,400 was the initial start-up, which would be exhausted within the next six weeks.  A new completed application for $10,150 had been received earlier this day that was not included on the list.  One application had not been forwarded to the Loan Committee because the ratios were skewed.  She noted that the flurry of activity at present was due to the large number of short sales available on the market and the first-time home buyers tax credit to which young professionals were responding.  She said that the limit was set at 150% of AMI, but that average AMI of the clientele being served currently was 72%; townhomes being purchased were primarily two-bedrooms but included some three-bedrooms.
Mary Alice said that other Committee reports or agendas were included in this day’s agenda packet.


EN RE:  MANAGER’S REPORT
Nancy cited Mary Alice’s last statement in the report that began, “With your permission…” and asked whether Mary Alice felt that she needed permission to replace Mark’s position with Blue.  Mary Alice said that she had asked because she was unsure whether she had the authority to hire staff. 

Mary Alice announced that she would be out of town for two trainings from April 19th to April 23rd.

Mary Alice reported that the previous day, the Housing Authority had an IRS compliance review in regard to the 2008 payroll.  There were issues in the W-2s and 941 reports submitted due to previous management decisions and it appeared insufficient wages were reported to the IRS, particularly in regard to benefits, cell phones, and the cafeteria plan.  She was unsure whether the irregularities would entail penalties.

She said that she planned to place a general YVHA classified advertisement in the Sunday edition of the Pilot to facilitate the sale of the many homes that were available at present in Fish Creek Mobile Home Park.
Catherine noted that the Hillside Village report stated that rental of units was too high.  She asked whether rents needed to be lowered to fill vacancies.  Mary Alice said that thirty people were on the waiting list, but all of them needed rental assistance, which was unavailable at present.  She said that historically, the vacancy rate was 7%, which is three or four units.  She thought that after the database had been completed, the possibility of a local rental assistance program could be explored.

In regard to a Fish Creek mobile home rumored to be abandoned, Mary Alice said that Human Services would not allow an owner’s child to live in the unit.  The lot rent was due, and the owner was contemplating giving the trailer away.  Mary Alice said that the unit was in poor condition; she was working with the mobile home owner to resolve the situation.
Rich stated that many Housing Authority Board members were involved in other organizations and forums.  He said that if Board members disagreed with an action of direction of the Board, they should be open and public during Housing Authority Board meetings and vote no on the action instead of voting yes and then announcing their dissention or an opposite position in other public meetings or venues.



EN RE:  NEXT MEETING
The next regular meeting of the Yampa Valley Housing Authority Board of Directors will be held on Thursday, May 13, 2010, in the Commissioners’ Hearing Room of the Historic Courthouse, at 12:00 p.m.  

EN RE:  ADJOURNMENT
At 2:10 p.m., Kristi moved to adjourn the meeting.  John seconded; the motion carried unanimously.
No further business coming before the Board, same adjourned sine die.
__________________________

__________________________
Dee Bolton, Minute Taker
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