YAMPA VALLEY HOUSING AUTHORITY
POLICY TEAM MEETING MINUTES
APRIL 24 2024

Team members present included: Catherine Carson, Tim Corrigan, Dakotah McGinlay, Jason Peasley, Emily
Katzman, Araceli Googins, and Robin Schepper. Kristy Marshall prepared the minutes with formatting edits for ADA
compliance by Sarah Newman.

Key Topics Discussed:

1.

LOCAL UPDATES:

Steamboat

City Housing Policy — Catherine began the meeting with local updates and asked if there were any updates on the
City Housing Policy. Dakotah provided an update on the progress that has been made for the City’s Housing Policy.
Moving forward into 2024 and 2025 the City has agreed to focus on all the proposed action items presented in the
work session on April 9th which includes — the STR to LTR conversion program, an RFP process to allocate STR
funds, funding a study for a linkage fee for residential and commercial, hire a new city staff member to handle

housing policy and strategy, and lastly to set up an advisory committee to create and implement RFP processes.

Community Area Plan — The Policy team will be having a joint meeting with Brad Calvert and potentially the City’s
housing consultants to discuss the Steamboat Springs Community Area Plan on May 8th at 11am. Tim had some
questions as to the level of involvement the County had with this process in the past. Jason looked into past area
plan updates he had been part of, and confirmed that both the City and County in the past have adopted the

updates made to the Steamboat Springs Community Area Plan.

Hilltop Update — Emily said City Council voted unanimously to direct Gary to sign the right of first refusal. The City’s
drafted the letter but has not yet sent it because they’re looking for input on what is supposed to be included, Emily
is anticipating the City will send that out next week. The right of first refusal cannot be transferred to YVHA so the
city is working on executing it. In a parallel process to that, YVHA is working with the City on an MOU that outlines
our roles and responsibilities. The MOU defines YVHA as essentially providing development services and
contemplates a path were ultimately, with Forest Service approval, the City could transfer the land lease to YVHA,

or hopefully a partnership that includes YVHA and it’s development partner.
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In relation to the USFS Hilltop development, Emily provided a federal legislative update on items that could impact
that development project. The House has passed the Explore Act, however it doesn’t seem like the Senate is
interested in looking at it right now, which Emily believes would re-authorize the flexible partnership program.
We’re also hopeful that there would be some sort of federal legislation that would extend the ACES Program,
which is the program that is providing the staff member who’s been working exclusively on the USFS Hilltop
project on the Forest Service side. That staff member has been invaluable and has helped the project begin
progressing more effectively than it has in years past. If the ACES Program is not extended there is a good chance

this project would lose that staff member at the end of September.

Tim asked if the land lease is going to be 50 years instead of a 100-year lease. Emily said that was correct, the
Hilltop lease would be a 50-year lease. Tim asked if YVHA felt comfortable being the development partner if it was

a 50-year lease, Jason said yes.

County

CDOT Update — Tim said the project is moving forward, they’re still waiting for the proforma that is being developed
at the state Public Private Partnership Office, they’re expecting that in the next two weeks. The architect will be
completing the schematic design by the end of August and the structural infrastructure design should be in place
by the end of the year. These items need to take place prior to the land swap between CDOT and the City. This

project will provide 36 units for plow drivers and childcare workers along with an attached childcare center.

Catherine asked who the developer is supposed to be on the project. Tim said the County has made it clear they
are not interested in being the developer or taking the lead on this project, the County is willing to assist with grant
opportunities and potentially provide $1 million towards the project but that is the extent of the County’s interest in
participation. Tim said it’s kind of coming down to the City, but all parties involved are waiting to see some better
numbers before further decisions are made. Catherine asked if YYHA has been involved or invited to participate in
any discussions for this project. Tim said maybe once the proforma is completed the parties involved might then
ask if YWVHA wants to be involved in this development. Catherine asked Jason what he thought. Jason said YVHA
would entertain working in that partnership if the City and County were not interested in leading the development
of this project. Dakotah asked if it was within the housing authority’s scope of work to build a childcare center and
housing that is specific to city or state employees. Jason said it very much can be, taking into consideration that
YVHA already planned on making space for multiple childcare locations and partnerships at Brown Ranch. Jason
said ultimately to get this project done it will likely be a public-private partnership, if the leaders involved in this

project want to utilize YVHA’s expertise on how to complete those types of project partnerships, YVHA is open to
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that, however up to this point, no one aside from Tim has kept YVHA up to date on this project. The team discussed

unit allocation, possible funding mechanisms and potential partnership draws for this type of project.

Community Unified Code/Zoning — Catherine asked the team to review Section 4.41C, she said Alan with the
County Planning Department told her it’s going to be part of the PUD and subdivision sections and is going to be
decided on a case-by-case basis. Catherine wanted to make sure that this team was comfortable and that moving
forward this would provide good mitigation opportunities for workforce housing. Tim said based on previous
conversations, it was his impression that community benefit for these projects is widely defined in a way that the
County then has the ability to impose any number of requirements that fulfill the community benefit part of the
code. This gives the county commissioners broader discretion in the kind of requirements that could be placed

upon developers, particularly workforce housing.

Jason noted that planning development is technically a change in zoning, which is a legislative decision by the
county commissioners, as opposed to a subdivision which is a quasi-judicial, site-specific development plan or
special use permit being the same thing. You have much more latitude from a legal standpoint, in requiring public
benefit out of a planned unit development. Without some type of formulaic requirement on the subdivision side of
things, you're probably going to have a hard time identifying what meets your “public benefit threshold” that
complies with your legal authority to exact units or land or whatever from a project that doesn’t constitute a
takings. The concept there is called ‘rough proportionality’ where your exactions are proportional to your impact.
This is often why you have a nexus study or an impact fee so that you can quantify the exaction that you’re taking
from an impact fee. Leaving it up to individual case by case decisions puts you in a vulnerable position to not
necessarily have a lot of solid legal standing to say no, this is the mitigation that’s required without requiring some
very intensive studies of the impacts and then therefore compensatory mitigation. Jason recommended that if
you’re going to do it on a case-by-case basis that there be a process that outlines that any applications over a
particular threshold must provide an impact report that then has commensurate mitigation or something along
those lines. And that either the County or a hired third party does that analysis. He did think that at some pointin
the future, the County would get into an awkward negotiation situation where whomever the county
commissioners are at the time deem what is enough public benefit. Jason provided an example where the City had
a similar process in the past at the city level for variances at the base area. These developments never ended up
happening, but someone proposed a 180-foot-tall building near the base area and the developer proposed buying
an entire parcel somewhere else and giving it to the city for affordable housing. It was a major horse-trading
situation, and it was impossible to determine whether the variants that they were providing would offset the

impacts.
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Jason highlighted that the environment the County has worked in for a long time is that it has this broad discretion,
everything’s a conditional use or special use permit, and there’s numerous conditions to every project and if you’re
not willing to accept those conditions, the county commissioners are not going to approve that project. The County
isn’tinterested in changing its model in any significant way, but Jason recommended the County have a process
for creating some defensible criteria or defensible exactions. A perfect example one can imagine is the
Yellowstone Club group probably has significant access to the most expensive lawyers one can find and if the
County does not have a solid basis for making those exactions, those developers will have absolutely no problem
threatening lawsuits. You see it all the time at City Council or County Commissioner meetings where developers,
whether genuine or not, will say, this is a takings and if you make this a requirement, | will take you to court. This is
a particular spot where you have the ability to do a study and then be able to hang your hat on that study for the

requirements.

Having specificity on how developers meet the workforce housing requirements isn’t necessarily something that
belongs in a regulation but is something to keep in mind if that is in the realm of partnership building. If these folks
have to go down the road of developing affordable housing, could YVHA be a partner in that and be in a position to
help develop supply there that both meets the needs there and goes above and beyond that requirement and
provides housing that is needed in the community writ large? Catherine touched on deed restrictions, she’d had a
conversation with Allan on future deed restrictions in and around Stagecoach and the possibility of partnering with
YVHA to have YVHA manage those deed restrictions. YVHA’s current DPA program is county wide as long as the
local workforce is utilizing it; YVHA could potentially consider broader range deed restriction partnerships in the
future. Alan had highlighted there would be a formal commitment for funding the management of those deed
restrictions. Catherine noted that’s something that the board would need to discuss but Alan did ask if there could
be formal communication from the housing authority saying that’s something we’d be willing to consider, even
though it could potentially be outside our district. Catherine and Jason discussed what their next steps would be in

considering this and Jason said he’d reach out to Alan to discuss some of these key County items.

LEGISLATIVE UPDATE

Catherine noted one of the big bills will be Kirkmeyer’s needs assessment that is already part of the way through
the legislature. This bill is all about regional assessments and partnerships. Beth’s childcare bill has gone to
appropriations, hopefully that will move forward. Hanson’s property tax bill was postponed indefinitely. Catherine
said the property tax relief bill is coming out of committee this week and everyone on the team will need to review

that.
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HB-1434 - Expanding the Affordable Housing Tax Credit is moving through the legislature and seems to have pretty

resounding bipartisan support.

Catherine asked Emily if she’s kept an eye on HB 24-1308, on implementation of affordable housing programs,

Emily said Elizabeth had reviewed it and she didn’t see any red flags in that bill.

Megan has spoken to Jason about the Construction Defects Acts; Megan was supporting the Senate one and not

the House one. Both pieces of legislation ended up passing so we’ll keep an eye on what’s going to happen there.

Catherine asked if Tim had already received the property tax relief bill that was supposed to be released this week.
Tim said he had just received it but had not read it yet, he was going to send it to Catherine so she could get eyes

onit.

For HB 24-1294 Mobile Homes in Mobile Home Parks, Catherine recommended we have messaging go out once

this act is passed, Robin agreed.

GRANT UPDATE

Emily provided a grant update. Routt County sponsored a $4 million-dollar Strong Communities grant for Brown
Ranch, due to the annexation being voted down, YVHA received its formal rejection letter last week. The City also
received its rejection letter for its $4 million dollar grant which would have supported Highway 40 intersection
improvements associated with both Brown Ranch and the CDOT project. Emily said there are no new updates on
congressionally directed spending, the application hasn’t yet been released through Neguse’s office, but Emily and

Elizabeth are watching that one.

There are two exciting opportunities coming up for mobile home parks, one is through HUD and the other is a state
program that hasn’t yet been released. The state is still collecting final feedback before they roll out their program
this summer. Emily said her and Elizabeth are working on a strategy to go after both of those grant opportunities.
She shared that the HUD grant is a pretty cool opportunity, the minimum amount you can apply for is $5 million
and there’s a lot of eligible activities within that program. That program could encompass infrastructure upgrades
at both Fish Creek and Whitehaven, as well as the possibility to develop a re-granting program for mobile home
improvements or even mobile home park acquisition. Emily said she’d be happy to provide a more in-depth update

on both mobile home park grant opportunities next month once they know a bit more.

Robin asked Cathine if we could add the HUD AMI discussion to a future policy team meeting. There are some

regional efforts underway with HUD to see if there’s possibility for a different measurement system since the
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income inequality in resorts downs means AMI doesn’t necessarily work as well as it does in other areas of the
country. Catherine agreed that discussion needs to be added in the near future considering the increase in income

disparities in recent years.

4. ARTICLES REGARDING HOUSING (NON-LOCAL ARTICLES)

e (Colorado Politics: What Makes Housing Affordable in Colorado

e Denver Post Editorial: If the ban on occupancy limits is combined with legalized ADU’s density will come to single

family neighborhoods

e Legislative Links

e 2024

o HB24-1237 Programs for Development of Child Care Facilities - Appropriations

o SB 24-033 Lodging Property Tax Treatment — postponed indefinitely

o HB24-1294 Mobile Homes in Mobile Home Parks — keep Prop. Mgmt & Communications Team Updated

o HB24-1308 Effective Implementation of Affordable Housing Programs — House Floor 4/23

o HB24-1316 Middle Income Housing Tax Credit — sent to Appropriations

o HB-24-1152 Accessory Dwelling Units — Passed House

o SB24-106 Right to Remedy Construction Defects - support

o HB24-1230 Protections for Real Property Owners - oppose

o SB24-174 Sustainable Affordable Housing Assistance — passed Senate

e Prop 123 Funding

o Other & Housing Colorado Capitol Watch Bill Tracker

e Next meeting date: 5/8/24 at 11am
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https://www.coloradopolitics.com/opinion/what-makes-housing-affordable-in-colorado-opinion/article_344572f4-010f-11ef-b23f-572e9e7ef0e7.html
https://www.denverpost.com/2024/04/23/occupancy-limits-adus-affordabe-housing-colorado-laws/
https://www.denverpost.com/2024/04/23/occupancy-limits-adus-affordabe-housing-colorado-laws/
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/hb24-1237
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/sb24-033
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/hb24-1294
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/hb24-1308
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/hb24-1316
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/hb24-1152
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/sb24-106
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/hb24-1230
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/sb24-174
https://app.coloradocapitolwatch.com/bill-analysis/5586/2024/0/

