
Case Study

12

6

11

7

4

1
8

9
2

5

3

10

13

15 14

16

17

To learn how communities developed their own 
affordable housing projects, click on a case study 
or spotlight to learn more.

Spotlight
13

AVONDALE 
TRACE (S1)

16

LINCOLN 
PLACE (S2/3)

17

WESTVIEW VILLAGE 
(S2)

14

BREWSTER WOODS 
AT THE CAPE (S1/3)

15

ERIN PARK (S2)

12

157 WASHINGTON 
(S2/3)

3

LIBERTY BANK 
BUILDING (S3)

4

PRESERVATION 
CROSSING (S2/3)

1

GURNEY’S BEND 
(S2/3/4)

2

HOPE MANOR 
VILLAGE (S3/4)

6

SAVANNAH GARDENS 
(S2/3/4)

9

THE RIDGEWAY 
(S1)

5

RIVER AT EASTLINE 
VILLAGE (S1/3)

7

THE RESIDENCES AT 
CAREER GATEWAY 

(S2/4)

10

THE ROW FREMONT 
(S1/3)

11

TUSCANY COVE 
APARTMENTS 

(S1/2/3)

8

THE RESIDENCES AT 
NORTH HILL (S1/3)

AFFORDABLE HOUSING SUPPLY TOOLKIT: CPD PROJECT PROFILES

Strategy 4 (S4): 
Development of 
public property

Strategy 3 (S3):  
Land use and  
entitlement properties

Strategy 2 (S2):  
Effective use of  
external funds

Strategy 1 (S1):  
Effective use of  
public funds

https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer.pdf
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer.pdf
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer.pdf
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer.pdf
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer.pdf
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer.pdf#page=11
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer.pdf#page=11
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer.pdf#page=11
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer.pdf#page=11
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer.pdf#page=18
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer.pdf#page=31
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer.pdf#page=25
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer.pdf#page=36
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer.pdf#page=40
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer.pdf#page=18
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer.pdf#page=31
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer.pdf#page=25
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer.pdf#page=36
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer.pdf#page=40
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=3
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=7
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=10
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=13
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=16
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=19
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=23
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=26
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=32
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=37
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=40
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=43
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=10
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=3
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=7
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=13
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=16
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=19
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=23
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=26
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=32
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=37
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=40
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Primer-Case-Studies.pdf#page=43




INCREASING THE SUPPLY OF 
NEW AFFORDABLE HOUSING
CASE STUDIES FROM HUD’S COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS
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CASE STUDIES


T he following case studies demonstrate how communities have layered various funding sources, 
including CPD programs, and employed creative models into planning and developing their own 
affordable housing.


Check out these developments:


157 WASHINGTON
Dorchester, MA


HOPE MANOR 
VILLAGE
Chicago, IL


RIVER AT 
EASTLINE VILLAGE
Tempe, AZ


LIBERTY BANK 
BUILDING
Seattle, WA


THE ROW FREMONT
Fremont, NE


PRESERVATION 
CROSSING
Hattiesburg, MS


SAVANNAH 
GARDENS
Savannah, GA


THE RESIDENCES AT 
CAREER GATEWAY
Columbus, OH


TUSCANY COVE 
APARTMENTS
Miami, FL


THE RESIDENCES AT 
NORTH HILL
Fairfax County, VA


GURNEY’S BEND
Hazard, KY


THE RIDGEWAY
Yonkers, NY
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Gurney’s Bend
Hazard, KY


AT A GLANCE
Beneficiaries: Low- and very 
low-income residents of Hazard


Single-Family Housing: 
15 units, for sale


• 100% affordable


Key Development Strategies: 


• Reduced or waived fees for 
qualifying projects


• Deed-restricted homeownership


For More Information:
Housing Development 
Alliance, Inc.


OVERVIEW


The Project
Gurney’s Bend is a single-family development of 15 affordable, 
for-sale houses in Hazard, located in eastern Kentucky’s 
Perry County. Hazard is the primary city in this mostly rural 
county. The development is on the site of a former abandoned 
shopping center. The City of Hazard wanted to use the site for 
affordable housing and partnered with Housing Development 
Alliance, Inc. (HDA), a regional nonprofit organization, which 
is known for its housing development expertise. The houses 
range in size from three bedrooms, one bathroom, to four 
bedrooms, two bathrooms.


The city obtained CDBG funding to purchase the site, demolish 
the shopping center, and develop the necessary infrastructure. 
The city then sold the land to the developer at a reduced cost. 
Gurney’s Bend is the largest housing development in Hazard 
within the past 40 years and the houses sold quickly. 


The Developer
HDA serves low-income families in Breathitt, Knott, Leslie, and 
Perry counties, all of which are designated as “distressed” by 
the Appalachian Regional Commission. These counties are 
among the poorest in the United States. Statistically, 42% of 
the area’s households earn $25,000 per year or less, while 15% 


3
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subsist on $10,000 per year or less. Approximately 
40% of the households in these counties are 
inadequately housed. HDA’s mission is to develop 
affordable single-family homes to help area 
residents establish wealth to end the cycle of 
generational poverty.


HDA generally builds scattered site projects 
of one to four houses. Individual houses cost 
approximately $120,000 to build. HDA keeps 
the cost of construction low by using its own 
construction staff, some of whom have learned 
their trades through the HDA’s job training 
programs, and volunteers. Given the low-income 
levels of area families, purchasers can usually 
borrow a maximum of between $80,000 and 
$100,000. The gap between the cost to build and 
the families’ purchasing power is often filled with 
HOME funds. 


AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
STRATEGIES


Reduced or waived fees for qualifying 
projects: The City of Hazard reduced various 
fees to lower development costs in order to 
make the homes affordable for families in this 
“distressed” county. For example, the city waived 
the water and sewer hook-up fees, which saved 
HDA $2,000 per unit.


Deed-restricted homeownership: As CPD 
funding contributed to the overall project, the 
housing must remain affordable for a specific 
period of time. If a homeowner resells the 
house during the affordability period, they must 
repay a pro-rated portion of HDA’s investment, 
depending on the number of years elapsed. It 
is likely that the majority of the homes will be 
resold to program-eligible households to whom 
the affordable covenant can be transferred. 


Redeveloping vacant and blighted property: 
The city allowed the developer to demolish an 
abandoned strip mall to develop the site for 
single-family homes.


CHALLENGES AND LESSONS LEARNED 


The Gurney’s Bend site included a hillside 
that slopes down to a creek, with a portion 
situated on a flood plain. To ensure 
that families were not overburdened by 
flood insurance costs or the increased 
vulnerabilities of living on a flood plain, 
HDA surveyed the house sites separate from 
the hillside to avoid locating the houses on 
the flood plain.


As the development occurred under 
the COVID-19 pandemic protocols, HDA 
encountered construction delays and 
increased material costs. Additionally, 
potential buyers were faced with 
changing family budgets, thus delaying 
decision-making and even required some 
families to drop out due to reductions 
in wages and difficulties with securing 
a mortgage.
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KEY PARTNERS


United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Rural Development Section 502 
Single Family Housing Direct Home Loans supplied the bulk of the projects’ permanent 
financing. 


Kentucky Housing Corporation provided HOME funds and Affordable Housing Trust 
Funds, which were critical sources of gap financing.


The City of Hazard was an active partner in this development by allowing the  
demolition of the commercial site and reducing various fees, which helped lower the 
development costs.


The Appalachian Impact Fund provided funding to HDA to purchase the site. These funds 
were replaced by the permanent financing.


The Federation of Appalachian Housing Enterprises (FAHE) provided construction 
financing for the development. These funds were replaced by the permanent financing 
as well.


Before


After
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FUNDING SOURCES


Public Funding Sources AMOUNT


USDA Rural Development Section 502 
Single-Family Housing Direct Home Loans $1,286,786 


HOME (State) $473,571 


State Affordable Housing Trust Fund $372,621 


Housing Assistance Council – Self-Help 
Ownership Program Grant $161,923 


State Energy Program $6,429 


PUBLIC FUNDING TOTAL $2,301,330 


Private Funding Sources AMOUNT


Federal Home Loan Bank Affordable 
Housing Program $168,729 


American Electric Power Foundation $119,520 


Community Housing Development 
Organization Proceeds $91,256 


Delores Barr Weaver Foundation $85,714 


Sweat Equity $13,500 


Homebuyer Funds $10,506 


Hope Building (ARC Power) $8,447 


HDA Internal Grant $6,429 


Other $1,071 


PRIVATE FUNDING TOTAL $505,172 


TOTAL COMBINED FUNDING AMOUNT $2,806,502 


Private Funding Sources


Public Funding Sources
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Hope Manor Village
Chicago, IL


AT A GLANCE
Beneficiaries: Low-income 
households


Multifamily, Scattered 
Site Housing: 
36 units


• 16 two- and three-unit buildings


• 100% restricted for households 
at 15% to 60% of AMI 


Key Strategies: 


• Upzoning


• Redeveloping blighted and 
vacant private property 


For More Information:
VOA Illinois


OVERVIEW


History
The Englewood neighborhood, located on Chicago’s South 
Side, experienced increasing disinvestment from the late 1960s 
through the late 1990s. Disinvestment from the neighborhood 
was exacerbated by numerous foreclosures during the housing 
crisis in 2006 through 2008. By 2010, Englewood had the largest 
proportion of vacant lots and boarded up buildings in Chicago. 
On some residential blocks, up to 60% of all available parcels as 
vacant lots or abandoned structures. 


The Project
The developer of Hope Manor Village—Volunteers of America 
Illinois (VOA Illinois)—forged strong relationships with area 
residents during prior revitalization efforts and recognized that 
revitalization efforts would require block-by-block, long-term 
strategies. They used a three-pronged approach: (1) building 
new affordable rental housing on vacant lots, (2) redeveloping 
abandoned dwellings for homeownership opportunities, and 
(3) redeveloping vacant commercial parcels into community 
amenities. VOA Illinois convened stakeholders and city and 
community leaders through focus groups and other methods to 
obtain input on utilizing a human-centered design approach.


Completed in 2021, the first phase of what is now referred to 
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as Hope Manor Village is a scattered site infill 
development consisting of 36 two-bedroom 
apartment units housing residents with income 
tiers at 60%, 50%, 30%, and 15% of AMI. The 
buildings comprise 16 two- and three-unit 
buildings—often referred to as two- and 
three-flats in Chicago–with exterior features 
similar to a rowhouse or townhouse, fitting 
seamlessly within the predominant development 
patterns of the neighborhood.


AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
STRATEGIES


Upzoning: VOA Illinois and the community 
aimed to create and maintain density and 
population growth in the residential sections 
of Englewood. Development of the two- and 
three-flats addressed the first element of 
the three-pronged strategy by building new 
affordable rental housing on 16 vacant lots.


Members of the community indicated a strong 
preference for rowhouses or townhouses to 
blend in with existing occupied housing, rather 
than three- or four-story apartment buildings 
with courtyards. While it was ultimately more 


expensive to develop smaller buildings on 
scattered sites, this design was instrumental in 
gaining community support for the project


Redeveloping blighted and vacant private 
property: The City of Chicago provided VOA 
Illinois with the 16 vacant lots on which the 
dwellings were built. The land, in addition to 
obtaining LIHTC and HOME funds from City of 
Chicago, enabled the project to be built.


CHALLENGES AND LESSONS LEARNED


Scattered site development is difficult 
for numerous reasons. While the positive 
impact on the affected blocks in Englewood 
has been considerable, the effort involved 
in developing individual parcels of land 
resulted in a greater per unit cost than if 
the 36 units were housed in one or two 
buildings. In addition, the LIHTC program 
tends to favor more units concentrated 
in fewer buildings, which offers greater 
economies of scale in costs. For example, 
VOA Illinois had to pay to complete and 
file 16 separate Form 8609s to obtain a 
housing credit allocation from the housing 
credit agency. Additionally, leasing 16 
separate buildings with a traditional LIHTC 


credit delivery structure and schedule 
was a significant challenge, with each 
building being treated as a separate credit 
delivery target.


Despite these difficulties, however, VOA 
Illinois was committed to meeting the 
community’s needs and thus required 
innovative ways to solve the problems 
inherent in utilizing traditional LIHTC tools 
in a scattered site project. Incorporating 
community members’ insights about design 
helped to gain much needed support for 
the development and ultimately increased 
the project’s marketability and impact on 
the community.
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KEY PARTNERS


Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC) is an active participant in VOA Illinois’ Hope 
Manor Village development.


Teamwork Englewood (TWE), formed as part of the New Communities Program, is 
sponsored by LISC and the MacArthur Foundation. TWE works with VOA Illinois to advance 
quality-of-life initiatives in Englewood.


Neighborhood Housing Services is helping VOA Illinois to revitalize the blocks comprising 
Hope Manor Village.


The Resident Association of Greater Englewood (R.A.G.E.) works with VOA Illinois to 
foster resident involvement in Hope Manor Village.


DL3 Realty developed Englewood Square, a new commercial development very close to 
Hope Manor Village. The development provides amenities, such as a Whole Foods store, 
for Hope Manor Village residents.


The City of Chicago has been an instrumental partner in the development of Hope Manor 
Village by donating the vacant lots and providing HOME funds for the development of the 
16 two- and three-flats. 


FUNDING SOURCES


Public Funding Sources AMOUNT


HOME (City) $2,656,111 


PUBLIC FUNDING TOTAL $2,656,111


Private Funding Sources AMOUNT


LIHTC $10,125,037


VOA Illinois Seller Financing Loan $28,500 


Home Depot Grant $400,000 


Volunteers of America National Services 
Capital Magnets Loan $250,000 


Federal Home Loan Bank Affordable 
Housing Program $540,000 


PRIVATE FUNDING TOTAL $11,343,537


TOTAL COMBINED FUNDING AMOUNT $13,999,648 


Private Funding Sources


Public Funding Sources


38788_HUD_Affordable_Housing_Toolkit_Case_Studies_v06.indd   938788_HUD_Affordable_Housing_Toolkit_Case_Studies_v06.indd   9 8/1/23   3:23 PM8/1/23   3:23 PM







157 Washington Street


10


Liberty Bank Building
Seattle, WA


AT A GLANCE
Beneficiaries:  Area residents and 
Black-owned businesses that were 
experiencing displacement due to 
gentrification


Multifamily Rental Housing: 
115 units


• Studio, one-bedroom, and 
two-bedroom 


• 100% restricted for households 
up to 60% AMI 


Key Strategies: Upzoning


More Information:
Community Roots Housing


OVERVIEW


The Project
The Liberty Bank Building in Seattle, Washington’s Central 
District is a mixed-use, 115-unit affordable housing and retail 
development on a historic site previously home to the first 
bank west of the Mississippi River dedicated to serving the 
Black community. The formerly redlined neighborhood was 
a hub in the city’s civil rights movement but has experienced 
demographic changes and gentrification in recent decades. The 
Liberty Bank Building addresses displacement by facilitating 
the reestablishment of Black businesses and unrooted Black 
community members and contributing to an Africatown 
community identity.


The site developer—Community Roots Housing—established 
partnerships with local Black-owned nonprofit organizations, 
including Byrd Barr Place, Africatown Community Land Trust, 
and the Black Community Impact Alliance. The establishment 
of the Liberty Bank Advisory Board allowed the developer and 
community stakeholders to hold critical conversations about 
how to create a place that adds to the Black community’s social 
network in the Central District and honors the history of the 
neighborhood and the story of the site. 


The Liberty Bank Building’s aesthetic encourages a sense 
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of community through its courtyard, lounge, 
workshop spaces, and rooftop terrace. The site 
consists of 115 units—studio, one-bedroom, and 
two-bedroom—of which 100% are dedicated to 
households with incomes of up to 60% of AMI 
and that actively advertise the development 
to low- and moderate-income Black residents. 
Despite a first-come, first-served application 
process for rental units, there has been extra 
outreach with the goal of encouraging low-
income Black residents to move to and/or return 
to the neighborhood. Additionally, several units 
in the building are targeted to special-needs 
households, and Community Roots Housing 
partners with a local organization that provides 
services to the residents of these units. The 
property also houses commercial tenants—
primarily Black owned businesses—including 
Communion Restaurant, which focuses on 
“Seattle soul” cuisine. 


The development was part of the Seattle 


Multifamily Tax Exemption Program through 
which the city provides a tax exemption on 
eligible multifamily housing in exchange for 
income- and rent-restricted units. This program 
supports mixed-income development in the 
urban centers and helps to preserve affordability. 


AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
STRATEGIES


Upzoning: The site needed to be upzoned for 
higher density. In order to maximize the amount 
and quality of affordable housing in this location, 
a legislative rezone was considered based on 
the 23rd Avenue Action Plan Urban Design 
Framework. Due to the timeline of the legislative 
process, the proposed project sought and was 
granted a Contract Rezone.


CHALLENGES AND LESSONS LEARNED


As urbanization grew and the tech industry 
dominated Seattle from the late 1990s to 
the present, low- to middle-income Black 
residents have been increasingly unable to 
live in the Central District due to a rapidly 
rising cost of living. The Liberty Bank 
Building’s neighborhood has seen significant 
change—the percentage of Black residents 
in the Liberty Bank Building’s census tract 
went from 90% in 1970 to 11% in 2017.


The developer and community stakeholders 
showed a commitment to the community by 
signing a memorandum of understanding 


(MOU) that led the way for future Black 
ownership of the building by a community 
organization. In the MOU, Black-owned 
businesses are prioritized for the three 
commercial spaces, minority and Black-
owned businesses are prioritized for 
subcontractors, and an innovation fund is 
maintained to help develop Black-owned 
businesses in the Central District.


The project departs from typical models of 
private developments looking to turn a profit 
and that do not include the community in 
their development decisions.
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KEY PARTNERS


Africatown Community Land Trust acquires, develops, and stewards land in Greater 
Seattle to empower and preserve the Black diaspora community.


Byrd Barr Place is an organization that helps community members develop a path 
toward self-sufficiency by providing food and financial assistance to avoid eviction. The 
organization has a 20% interest in the general partnership, which will likely be transferred 
to Africatown. 


Black Community Impact Alliance is a group of cooperating organizations that serve the 
Black community in western Washington State and assist with community advocacy for 
the project and outreach.


The involvement of these organizations was crucial to ensuring that the Liberty Bank 
Building had community and political support, which facilitated the development process.


PROJECT COSTS


 A primary source of revenue for this development was the City of Seattle Housing Levy. In 2016, 
Seattle voters approve a $290 million levy to create affordable housing. Spanning 7 years, the median 
cost to Seattle homeowners is $122/year or $10.17 per month. The Housing Levy provides short-term 
loans for strategic purchases of rental housing to preserve affordable rents for residents and also for 
land to be used for future housing projects.


Public Funding Sources AMOUNT


City of Seattle Housing Levy $12,220,000 


State Affordable Housing Trust Fund $1,000,000 


CDBG (City) $400,000 


PUBLIC FUNDING TOTAL $13,620,000 


Private Funding Sources AMOUNT


LIHTC $10,074,425 


Enterprise Community Partners 
Real Estate Capital $8,100,000 


Wyncote Foundation $200,000 


Other Capital Campaign Funders $2,232,475 


PRIVATE FUNDING TOTAL $20,606,900 


TOTAL COMBINED FUNDING AMOUNT $34,226,900 


Private Funding Sources


Public Funding Sources
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Preservation Crossing
Hattiesburg, MS


AT A GLANCE
Beneficiaries: Low- and 
very low-income individuals, age 55+ 


Multifamily Rental Housing: 
74 units


• 100% restricted for households 
at 30% to 60% of AMI


Key Strategies:


• Adaptive reuse of public buildings


• Historic Tax Credits (HTCs)


For More Information:
Intervest CorporationOVERVIEW


History
In Hattiesburg, Mississippi, Preservation Crossing is an adaptive 
reuse of the former Hattiesburg High School, originally 
constructed in 1911 and serving students until 1959. Following 
the closure of the building as a public school in 1959, it was 
used as office space for the Hattiesburg Public School District 
and later as an antique mall/flea market. The structure was 
classified in the National Registry as a historic landmark in 
1987. In 2002, Old Hattiesburg High School was acquired by 
the Historic Hattiesburg Downtown Association. After enduring 
heavy structural damage during Hurricane Katrina in 2005 and 
extensive fire damage in 2007, the historic building remained 
vacant for many years.


The Project
A development firm and property management company—
Intervest—had a plan to save this historic structure and provide 
the community with much needed affordable housing for 
seniors. Preservation Crossing preserved the historic integrity of 
the structure and created a 74-unit, 100% affordable apartment 
complex for senior citizens. The project contains 15 units for 
residents at or below 30% of AMI and 59 units for residents at or 
below 60% of AMI. 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
STRATEGIES


Adaptive reuse of public buildings: In the 
1950s, a new Hattiesburg High School was 
developed at a different site. The city tried to 
use the old site to house city offices and, at one 
time, the University of Southern Mississippi 
considered offering classes there. However, 
this effort fell through because making the 
structure habitable would have required funds 
beyond what the city and university were able 
to commit. The site required both a Phase I 
and Phase II Environmental Review due to the 


presence of lead-based paint and asbestos, 
which were removed from the premises during 
interior renovation.


Historic Tax Credits (HTCs): This 
redevelopment would not have been completed 
if not for the receipt of HTCs that allowed for the 
development of housing while maintaining the 
historic aspects of the building. The fact that  
Hattiesburg High School was designated as a 
historic site eliminated some of the concerns that 
the community had toward affordable housing 
developments as community residents were 
amenable to using the site for senior housing as 
long as the high school was not demolished. 
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KEY PARTNERS


Wallace Architects, with which Intervest had previously worked, designed the building 
for residential use. Having an existing relationship with the architect facilitated the 
design process.


The Mississippi Home Corporation (MHC) played a critical role by allocating the 
National Housing Trust and Financial Institutions Housing Opportunity Pool (FIHOP) 
funds for the development.


The Historic Hattiesburg Downtown Association, which is dedicated to revitalizing 
and preserving downtown Hattiesburg, played an integral role by being a liaison 
between municipal departments to help support this monumental undertaking.


Hunt Capital Partners was the tax credit syndicator.


FUNDING SOURCES


Public Funding Sources AMOUNT


National Affordable Housing Trust Fund $500,000 


FIHOP* CRA Credits (via MHC) $1,075,000 


PUBLIC FUNDING TOTAL $1,575,000 


Private Funding Sources AMOUNT


LIHTC $10,041,783 


State Tax Credits  State Historic Tax Credits $2,700,797 


Deferred Developer Fee $1,170,546 


Cash From Operations $96,441 


PRIVATE FUNDING TOTAL $14,009,567 


TOTAL COMBINED FUNDING AMOUNT $15,584,567 


* FIHOP, together with MHC, brings Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) investment opportunities to the Mississippi banking community.


Private Funding Sources


Public Funding Sources
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157 Washington StreetRiver at Eastline Village
Tempe, AZ


AT A GLANCE
Beneficiaries: 
Low-income residents


Multifamily Rental Housing: 
56 units


• one-, two-, and three-bedroom


• 100% restricted for households at 
40 to 60% of AMI


Key Strategies: 


• Rental assistance


• Redevelopment of public land


• Creation of ADA units


• Transit-oriented development


More Information:
Gorman & Company


OVERVIEW


The Project
The River at Eastline Village is an affordable multifamily 
housing development located in the Escalante neighborhood 
of Tempe, Arizona. This transit-oriented development sits along 
the Valley Metro Light Rail on Apache Boulevard near Arizona 
State University and the Tempe Marketplace, which provides 
numerous dining and shopping options


The development consists of 56 affordable units for families 
that are accessible to the physically disabled and sensory 
impaired. The units themselves are some of the largest rental 
units within the submarket. A central community center is 
located on the ground floor, offering a leasing office and 
multi-use facility used for after school programs, educational 
assistance, a computer lab, a fitness center, and office space for 
counseling and case management.


History
Over the course of 10 years, the Housing Authority of Maricopa 
County (HAMC) added or rehabilitated 600 affordable units 
across its portfolio, with a total development cost of more than 
$120 million. HAMC also is the first public housing authority 
in the State of Arizona to have transitioned all of its public 
housing units through Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) 
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conversion. HAMC leveraged the existing capital 
reserves of the older public housing projects 
with financing from private lenders to modernize 
about 500 units during the RAD conversion. The 
River at Eastline Village is a key component of its 
efforts to modernize its housing stock.


HAMC, in partnership with the developer 
Gorman & Company, redeveloped and 
“transferred assistance” of two existing public 
housing developments to The River at Eastline 
Village. The 56 units of original public housing 
were converted to project-based rental 
assistance under the RAD program.


AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
STRATEGIES


Increasing ADA Units: In keeping with Gorman 
& Company’s core value of actively providing 
equal access to opportunities and resources 
to all, the company decided to make all of the 
units in the development accessible for persons 
with disabilities. The residents also benefit from 
the Community Service Facility onsite and the 
proximity to public transportation.


Redevelopment of public land and upzoning: 
The site and surrounding parcels were part 
of a development plan approved by the city; 
however, the land was mostly under private 
ownership. HAMC now holds the land, which 
they leased back to the tax credit partnership 
under a long-term ground lease for $1 per year. 
In Arizona, when a county or local government 


owns property, developments located on the 
property are exempt from paying property taxes. 
In addition, the development benefited from 
the fact that the county is exempt from zoning 
requirements on land that it owns. This tool is an 
effective way to increase density.


Rental assistance: When public housing 
properties undergo a RAD conversion, the 
public housing authority may convert the 
public housing assistance and move it to a new 
property location, either to an existing property 
or to a property to be constructed. This is 
called “transfer of assistance.” Public housing 
authorities may allow the transfer of assistance 
from poorly performing developments to 
sites that are more financially viable and have 
superior neighborhood amenities. HAMC was 
willing to transfer assistance from two of its 
substandard sites to the new transit-oriented site 
in the Escalante neighborhood in Tempe.


The guaranteed 20-year project-based rental 
assistance contract allowed the developer to 
leverage debt but also allowed the high-quality, 
newly constructed units targeted to low- and 
very low-income residents.


CHALLENGES AND LESSONS LEARNED


Based on design criteria and its transit-
oriented location, the City of Tempe required 
a significant commercial component 
located on the ground floor. However, this 
requirement posed a problem as the area had 
experienced high retail vacancies of several 
mixed-use developments as the site was not 
situated in downtown Tempe. Additionally, 
the River at Eastline Village was limited in 
the type of retail establishments it could 
house due to the restrictive requirements 
of the Federal tax credits, which were a key 
financing component of the project’s budget.


Gorman & Company sought out a local 
partner—Newtown Community Development 
Corporation (CDC)—to use the space as a 
Community Service Facility and to help with 
developing the space for housing counseling 
and financial literacy training, in addition 
to having the CDC rent office space at a 
below- market cost.


Because the property is located near the 
Metro Light Rail and the University, dining 
and shopping is easily accessible to the 
property’s residents.
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KEY PARTNERS


The City of Tempe helped to expedite the development process and provided CDBG 
funding to the project.


The County of Maricopa assisted with zoning and tax incentives.


The Housing Authority of Maricopa County provided the project-based rental subsidy 
through the RAD conversion.


The Newtown Community Development Corporation assisted The River at Eastline 
Village in leasing the commercial space, which is considered a community service facility 
under the Internal Revenue Service’s Tax Code, making the costs for this space included 
in eligible basis for tax credit purposes.


PROJECT COSTS


The City of Tempe, Maricopa County, and the Arizona Department of Housing provided HOME and 
CDBG funds of more than $1 million, which is a critical infusion of financing.


Public Funding Sources AMOUNT


CDBG (City) $500,000 


HOME (State) $335,742 


HOME (County) $300,000 


PUBLIC FUNDING TOTAL $1,135,742 


Private Funding Sources AMOUNT


LIHTC $14,248,575 


Conventional Loan $1,000,000 


Deferred Developer Fee $742,107 


PRIVATE FUNDING TOTAL $15,990,682 


TOTAL COMBINED FUNDING AMOUNT $17,126,424 


Private Funding Sources


Public Funding Sources
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157 Washington StreetSavannah Gardens
Savannah, GA


AT A GLANCE
Beneficiaries: Low and very 
low-income families


Number of Units:  
619


• Affordable: 557 (90%)


Key Strategies:


• Infill development


• Redeveloping blighted and 
vacant private property


• Density bonuses


• PDU


More Information:
Savannah Housing and 
Neighborhood Services


OVERVIEW


History
Savannah Gardens, located in Savannah, Georgia, incorporates 
affordable housing as the centerpiece for the revitalization 
of Strathmore Estates, a 44-acre site on the city’s east side 
that contained 380 units of substandard rental housing 
originally built during World War II for shipyard employees. 
During the early 2000s, the owners planned to sell individual 
buildings to rental property investors for future condominium 
development. However, the city began negotiating the 
purchase of the property and chose CHSA Development, 
Inc., a local nonprofit, a community housing development 
organization, and a community-based development 
organization to purchase the property in 2007 and become the 
master developer. Using Housing Development Action Grant 
(HODAG) funds and a loan from Regents Bank, CHSA purchased 
the property for $12.5 million and formed a resident advisory 
group to participate in the design process. HODAG funds were 
recaptured from a previous project loan (funded when the 
HODAG program was active). The city elected to invest in the 
development of Savannah Gardens when the original HODAG 
loan was repaid.
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The Project
The development replaces 380 dilapidated units 
with 619 new units. The site was designated as 
a planned unit development, which allowed for 
greater density with the delivery of 239 additional 
units. Built over six phases between 2009 and 
2022, the redevelopment includes 523 new 
apartments; 96 new single-family homes for 
first-time homebuyers; new public parks and 
playgrounds; sustainable, energy-efficient 
infrastructure; and new streets and paths that 
offer connectivity to adjoining neighborhoods. 


To develop the rental housing, CHSA selected 
Mercy Housing Southeast, a national nonprofit 
tax credit developer. CHSA remained the master 
developer overseeing relocation, demolition, 
and construction of new single-family houses for 
sale to first-time buyers. This partnership helped 
to expedite the project’s approval process and 
improve the area’s public amenities, which, in 
turn, further increased community support for 
the project.


In partnering with the City of Savannah, 
the Savannah Gardens Enterprise Zone was 
established. This Enterprise Zone provides 
10 years of property tax relief on apartments, 
fee waivers, and fee reductions. First-time 
homebuyers are eligible for other tax benefits, 
including the homestead exemptions for city 
and county property taxes and Stevens-Day tax 
incentives. The latter freezes the taxable value of 
the house at its time of purchase until it is sold to 
a new owner in the future.


Multifamily Rental Housing


Phase I 115 units, 100% affordable 
(family housing)


Phase II 40 units, 100% affordable (housing for 
the elderly and/or disabled)


Phase III 94 units, 95% affordable 
(family housing)


Phase IV 114 units, 80% affordable 
(family housing)


Phase V 76 units, 80% affordable 
(family housing)


Phase VI 84 units, 100% affordable 
(family housing)


Owner-Occupied Single-Family Housing 
(CHSA Houses)


• 71 units built, first-time homebuyers, 
100% affordable


• 25 remaining single-family houses, 
80% affordable


CHALLENGES AND LESSONS LEARNED


Infill developments, such as Savannah 
Gardens, are often met with community 
opposition due to the introduction of 
various building types, whether they are 
multifamily developments in a single-family 
neighborhood or multi-story buildings 
where most structures are only one or 
two stories.


To garner the community support needed 
for a project of this size and with numerous 
building types, CHSA strategically located 
the single-family owner-occupied housing 
on the site’s perimeter. This allowed the 
development to seamlessly blend into the 
surrounding community and integrate with 
the surrounding neighborhood’s character.
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING STRATEGIES


Redeveloping blighted and vacant property: 
The development team not only replaced 
380 dilapidated units with 619 new affordable 
dwelling units, they acquired, demolished, and 
redeveloped an abandoned grocery story site 
for new housing. The grocery store site yielded 
54 units developed in Phase VI.


Land banking: The Chatham County/City of 
Savannah Land Bank Authority is a separate 
entity created to acquire the vacant, abandoned, 
blighted, tax delinquent properties of the 
city and county and assist in the return of the 
properties to a productive use. To this end, 
the Authority entered into a 99-year ground 
lease with Mercy Housing Southeast for the 
development of the final phase’s 84 apartment 
units. The city ultimately invested $2.8 million 
toward site acquisition and $13 million 
toward the development of public space and 
infrastructure, thus reducing the overall housing 
development costs.


Density bonuses: The City of Savannah’s 
planned unit development (PUD) zoning allowed 
for increased density, reduced lot sizes, reduced 
street widths, reduced parking requirements, and 
land-conserving stormwater retention features 
that ultimately produced more affordable units 
and open space for community use than would 
otherwise have been possible. By partnering with 
the city on this project and securing the PUD 
zoning, the developers were able to increase the 
number of developable units, which then reduces 
the construction cost per unit and streamlines a 
more efficient construction schedule.


Deed-restricted homeownership: To preserve 
affordability and assist not just the current 
homebuyers but future homebuyers on the site 
as well, Savannah Garden’s new single-family 
homes had deed restrictions recorded on the 
properties specifically incorporating the HOME 
recapture provisions on purchases of the new 
single-family homes.


KEY PARTNERS


CHSA  Development, Inc. is the master developer.


City  of Savannah, Housing and Neighborhood Services Department is a co-
developer.


Mercy  Housing Southeast was the LIHTC developer.


Dasher  Construction Company, LLC is a small, minority-owned firm that is the 
project’s single-family home builder/developer.
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FUNDING SOURCES


CDBG and HOME funds were critical sources of funding for this project and assisted the development 
by leveraging additional financing. The city made a conscious decision to use HOME funds for 
single-family development and CDBG for multifamily site improvements and architectural and 
engineering costs.


Public Funding Sources AMOUNT


City SPLOST (Special-Purpose Local-Option 
Sales Tax) $13,040,626 


HOME* (City) $6,343,136 


CDBG (City) $5,870,934 


HUD Section 202, restricted for the 
development of units for the elderly and/or 
disabled (Phase II only)


$4,337,800 


NSP $3,697,695 


City HODAG $2,800,000 


Affordable Housing Trust Fund (City) $652,500 


PUBLIC FUNDING TOTAL $36,742,691 


Private Funding Sources AMOUNT


LIHTC $46,899,204 


Private Loans** $35,976,360 


Private Cash (from homebuyer down 
payments) $234,253 


Federal Home Loan Bank Affordable 
Housing Program $110,500 


PRIVATE FUNDING TOTAL $83,220,317 


TOTAL COMBINED FUNDING AMOUNT $119,963,008 


* Includes $2,016,000 received by Mercy Housing Southeast for Phase VI of the development, $1,250,000 of funds anticipated in the 2022–2023 allocation, and 
$3,077,136 for homeownership units. 
** Combination of 30-year homeownership loans, including the Federal Housing Administration, Veterans Administration, the Department of Community Affairs, 
conventional loans, and so forth.


Private Funding Sources


Public Funding Sources
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The Residences at 
Career Gateway
Columbus, OH


AT A GLANCE
Beneficiaries: Low- and very 
low-income families


Multifamily Housing:  
58 units


• 44 apartments and 
14 three-bedroom townhomes


• 100% restricted for households 
at 30% to 60% of AMI


Key Strategies:


• Redeveloping vacant and 
blighted property


• Employer-assisted training


• Resident retention


For More Information:
NRP Group


OVERVIEW


History
After years of disinvestment and concentrated poverty, 
the South Side of Columbus has experienced steady 
growth over the past 10 years, aided by the expansion 
of Nationwide Children’s Hospital, the largest Medicaid 
administrator for children in Ohio. In seeking to increase 
its footprint, the hospital sought to integrate itself within 
and to improve the surrounding neighborhood. The 
hospital had been experiencing high staff turnover and was 
interested in collaborating with the community to address 
workforce development to increase the pool of potential job 
applicants and improve job retention in a way that benefited 
neighborhood residents. 


Rather than displace current residents through gentrification, 
the hospital, in partnership with Community Development for 
All People (CD4AP), a local faith-based nonprofit organization, 
sought out an experienced affordable housing developer to 
meet their goals for developing affordable housing with a 
workforce training component. The developer—NRP Group—
proved to be invaluable in arranging for the complex financing, 
establishing site control, obtaining permits, and working with 
the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) to develop The 
Residences at Career Gateway.
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The Project
Located near the main campus of Nationwide 
Children’s Hospital, The Residences at 
Career Gateway is a 58-unit property with a 
3,000-square-foot workforce training facility 
available to the residents and members of the 
neighborhood. The development includes a 
three-story building with 44 apartments and 
14 three-bedroom townhouses—all of which 
are dedicated to households at 30% to 60% of 
AMI. Since the community training center was 
completed, CD4AP has hosted career boot camps 
and other activities for residents and others from 
the local community, who were able to learn 
skills to improve their digital literacy, résumé 
writing, and other soft skills. More than 50% of 
boot camp participants obtained employment. 
Other amenities include a 24-hour fitness center, 
a children’s playground, and a community room 
with a fireplace and kitchen.


AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
STRATEGIES


Redeveloping vacant and blighted property: 
The South Side of Columbus is very dense and 
offers little land to develop into affordable 
housing. NRP Group found a 3.5-acre site that 
housed a dilapidated middle school which had 
been vacant for 10 to 15 years. Given the existing 
structure, SHPO became involved; however, the 
school was ultimately deemed not of historical 
value and the building was demolished to 
make way for the new apartment building and 
townhouses. 


Employer-Assisted Training: Nationwide 
Children’s Hospital played a key role, including 
identifying and securing financing, in the overall 
development of the site. To reduce the high cost 
of turnover and develop a pool of entry-level 
employees, a major interest of the hospital 
was the development of a job training program 
for neighborhood residents and assistance 
in financing the development of community 
training facilities on-site at The Residences at 
Career Gateway. The Chase Foundation provided 
the hospital with a $300,000 grant and CD4AP 
with a $75,000 grant to subsidize the cost of the 
training facilities. 


As a result, CD4AP applied for a $500,000 Fannie 
Mae grant to develop programming in the space. 
Hospital staff continue to mentor staff that run 
the training facility. Their efforts have resulted in 
20 to 30 hours of programming each week.


CHALLENGES AND LESSONS LEARNED


The Residences at Career Gateway’s 
success was predicated on drawing on 
and amplifying each partner’s unique 
strengths – CD4AP’s vision of improving the 
neighborhood, the desire of Nationwide 
Children’s Hospital to integrate within the 
community and increase its pool of eligible 
job applicants, and NRP Group’s successful 
experience in developing affordable 
multifamily housing. 


Additionally, the partnership with 
Nationwide Children’s Hospital proved to 
be especially fortuitous when applying for 
financial resources.  A policy goal of the 
Ohio Housing Finance Agency (OHFA) is to 
“redevelop vacant or foreclosed buildings, 
leverage non-OHFA financial resources and 
partner with local employers.” As such, 
the workforce development goals of the 
Residences at Career Gateway boosted the 
developer’s application for OHFA funding.
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KEY PARTNERS


CD4AP is a nonprofit organization focusing on “asset-based community development” to 
ensure that residents are not displaced through gentrification.


Nationwide Children’s Hospital is the largest Medicaid administrator for children in 
the State of Ohio.


The  City of Columbus provided HOME funds for this development, facilitated 
the variance and rezoning processes, and provided a property tax abatement that 
brings down the cost of property operations. The city decided to use HOME funds for 
single-family development. The city used CDBG in the pre-development phase for 
multifamily site improvements and architectural and engineering costs.


FUNDING SOURCES


Public Funding Sources AMOUNT


HOME (City) $250,000 


PUBLIC FUNDING TOTAL $250,000 


Private Funding Sources AMOUNT


LIHTC $9,767,967 


Conventional Loan $1,375,000 


Nationwide Children’s Hospital $300,000 


Other Sources $242,000 


Chase Bank for CD4AP and Nationwide 
Training Facility $75,000 


PRIVATE FUNDING TOTAL $11,759,967 


TOTAL COMBINED FUNDING AMOUNT $12,009,967 


Private Funding Sources


Public Funding Sources
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157 Washington StreetThe Residences at North Hill
Fairfax County, VA


AT A GLANCE
Beneficiaries: Low-income 
households, including independent 
living for older adults


Multifamily Rental Housing 
and Townhomes:  
279 units


• 216 units, 100% affordable 
(family housing)


• 63 units, 100% affordable 
(senior housing)


Owner-Occupied Townhomes: 
175 units, market rate


Key Strategies:


• Capital subsidies


• Redevelopment of public land


For More Information:
Fairfax County Housing and 
Community Development


OVERVIEW


History
The Residences at North Hill Park are located in the Richmond 
Highway corridor in the Mount Vernon District of Fairfax County, 
VA. In the early 1980s, the 45-acre property where the site is located 
consisted of a mobile home park with approximately 500 mobile 
homes. The mobile home park was dilapidated and dangerous, 
rendering the area unfit for human habitation. The Fairfax County 
Redevelopment and Housing Authority took over the property 
through eminent domain, using CDBG funds for the acquisition. 
Twelve acres were used for developing a new mobile home park, 
while the remaining 33 acres remained undeveloped at that time.


The Project
After years of discussions, planning, and community engagement, 
a public-private partnership formed to complete the transformation 
of the remaining 33 acres into a mixed-income, affordable, and 
market-rate housing community comprised of multifamily and 
senior rental apartments, for-sale townhomes, and a new park.


The multifamily portion of the development will consist of 
5 four-story buildings, including 216 affordable multifamily 
apartments and 63 units of affordable independent living for older 
adults. An additional 175 market-rate townhomes will be built on a 
third of the land and the remaining 12 acres will be a passive public 
space on a hilltop.
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By selling part of the available acreage for 
homeownership purposes (townhomes), the 
Fairfax County Redevelopment and Housing 
Authority, in partnership with HUD, recognized 
this as an opportunity to generate program 
income of approximately $14 million, which 
could fund site work for the affordable housing 
component of the development.


While originally reticent about the feasibility of 
such a large-scale project, the redevelopment 
of this property proved to be a valuable learning 
opportunity and paradigm shift for the county. 
The development process enabled the county to 
create a template through which they can develop 
more mixed-income, intergenerational housing 
coupled with a public facility and capitalize on 
the benefits of public-private partnerships when 
developing housing on publicly owned land, 
thus paving the way for additional public-private 
partnership developments within Fairfax County 
in locations across the county, including near 
George Mason University and Tysons Corner, a 
transit hub area in northern Virginia that is home 
to numerous office buildings, shopping malls, and 
other retail establishments.


AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
STRATEGIES


Capital subsidies: The development benefited 
from receiving multiple soft loans of local 
and Federal dollars, which are supporting the 
vertical construction of the 279 affordable units 
spread across 5 four-story buildings. For more 
information about these sources, see “Project 
Costs” below.


Redevelopment of public land: The Housing 
Authority retained ownership of the land for 
affordable housing and provided ground leases 
to the buildings at a nominal fee. The value 
of the subsidized ground was critical to both 
the financial viability of the project and its 
competitiveness for 9% LIHTCs.


Expedited permitting for qualifying projects: 
Fairfax County Land Development Services (LDS) 
has a program for complex land development. 
Under this program, an interdisciplinary team 
does all of the processing for permits. The 
LDS Project Management Program played a 
critical role in the project being able to meet its 
critical deadlines.


Rental assistance: The Housing Authority is a 
Moving to Work (MTW) agency, which allows it to 
focus on providing creative housing solutions by 
allowing them the flexibility to use and leverage 
their strengths, resources, and partnerships. 
As an MTW agency, the agency was able to 
use its authority to provide 68 project-based 
vouchers to the development’s affordable 
housing component.


CHALLENGES AND LESSONS LEARNED


There were two main challenges encountered 
in developing The Residences at North Hill 
Park. Foremost was the difficulty of building 
on the site, which has a steep slope and 
unstable soil. To make the site buildable, 
the development team had to research and 
employ expensive geotechnical solutions. The 
hill is currently stabilized by retaining walls.


Another challenge was the complexity of 
the deal itself, which required multiple 


ground leases and a partnership of two 
developers—one for the affordable housing 
and another for the townhouses. The 
developer of the market-rate housing had 
to understand the needs and restrictions 
placed on the affordable housing developer, 
and the affordable housing developer had to 
understand the market-rate developer’s risk 
tolerance. Communication and education 
were key to making this partnership work.
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KEY PARTNERS


The Virginia Housing Development Authority (VHDA) and Fairfax County regulatory 
agencies were extremely supportive in determining how to deliver this development 
on a challenging site, as were the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors, the District 
Supervisor, and the Chairman.


Fairfax County, VA: Housing-related development and assistance programs and services in Fairfax 
County are administered through the following two organizations:


Fairfax County Housing and Community Development (HCD) spearheaded 
the project’s development. HCD is an active issuer of tax-exempt bonds that 
provide gap financing for affordable housing developments. 


Fairfax County Redevelopment and Housing Authority (FCRHA) is HCD’s 
development partner. Whereas HCD is an agency of Fairfax County Government, 
FCRHA is a separate political body from Fairfax County Government but is 
staffed by HCD. FCRHA provided loans, CDBG funds, and housing choice 
vouchers to the project


CHPPENN, LLC is FCRHA’s affordable housing development partner on the project. FCRHA selected 
the developer through the Public-Private Education Facilities and Infrastructure Act, which is a 
competitive selection process. The CHPPENN team is a partnership between the Virginia-based 
Community Housing Partners and Pennrose.


Community Housing Partners is a nonprofit developer and manager of 
affordable housing, which assisted HCD and FCRHA in the development of the 
project’s affordable units.


Pennrose, a Philadelphia-based developer, was the lead developer of the 
market-rate units.
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FUNDING SOURCES


Bond 47 – North Hill


Public Funding Sources AMOUNT


VHDA $4,999,141 


Fairfax County/Community Housing 
Partners (CHP) $4,452,173 


VHDA 1.95 $2,000,000 


HOME (State) and State Affordable Housing 
Trust Fund $1,700,000 


VHDA REACH $1,692,000 


Blueprint (Fairfax County Subordinate Loan) $637,200 


PUBLIC FUNDING TOTAL $15,480,514 


Private Funding Sources AMOUNT


Limited Partnership Equity $7,221,270 


Deferred Fee $1,263,089 


PRIVATE FUNDING TOTAL $8,484,359 


TOTAL COMBINED FUNDING AMOUNT $23,964,873 


Private Funding Sources


Public Funding Sources
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Bond 94 – North Hill


Public Funding Sources AMOUNT


VHDA $10,750,000 


Fairfax County/CHP $7,389,866 


Blueprint (Fairfax County Subordinate Loan) $2,608,331 


VHDA 1.95 $2,000,000 


VHDA REACH $1,900,000 


HOME (State) $800,000 


National Affordable Housing Trust Fund $700,000 


State Affordable Housing Trust Fund $500,000 


CDBG (County) $229,000 


Fairfax County Environmental 
Remediation Reimbursement $117,142 


PUBLIC FUNDING TOTAL $26,994,339 


Private Funding Sources AMOUNT


Limited Partnership Equity $12,301,831 


PRIVATE FUNDING TOTAL $12,301,831 


TOTAL COMBINED FUNDING AMOUNT $39,296,170 


Private Funding Sources


Public Funding Sources
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Senior 9% – North Hill


Public Funding Sources AMOUNT


VHDA REACH $3,600,000 


VHDA Tax Exempt $3,000,000 


VHDA 1.95 $2,000,000 


PUBLIC FUNDING TOTAL $8,600,000 


Private Funding Sources AMOUNT


Limited Partnership Equity $5,813,977 


Donated Land $2,194,044 


Sale to Townhome Developer $3,599,881 


Federal Home Loan Bank Affordable 
Housing Program $500,000 


Deferred Fee $458,491 


Community Housing Partners Equity $100 


PRIVATE FUNDING TOTAL $12,566,493 


TOTAL COMBINED FUNDING AMOUNT $21,166,493 


Family 9 – North Hill


Public Funding Sources AMOUNT


VHDA Taxable $3,900,000 


VHDA REACH $3,600,000 


VHDA 1.95 $2,000,000 


PUBLIC FUNDING TOTAL $9,500,000 


Private Funding Sources AMOUNT


Limited Partnership Equity $13,900,036 


Donated Land $2,611,957 


Sale to Townhome Developer $2,550,000 


Deferred Fee $483,769 


Community Housing Partners Equity $100 


PRIVATE FUNDING TOTAL $19,545,862 


TOTAL COMBINED FUNDING AMOUNT $29,045,862 


Private Funding Sources


Public Funding Sources


Private Funding Sources


Public Funding Sources
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157 Washington StreetThe Ridgeway
Yonkers, NY


AT A GLANCE
Beneficiaries: Low-income 
area residents


Number of Units  
(some under construction)
500 units, of which 459 will have 
regulated rents


Key Strategies:


• Expedited permitting


• Brownfields


• PHA redevelopment


• Energy efficiency


For More Information:
The Community Builders, Inc.


OVERVIEW


The Project
The Ridgeway is located in the Croton Heights neighborhood of 
Southwest Yonkers, NY, which is a community that experienced 
decades of decline. As envisioned in the Yonkers Choice 
Neighborhood Transformation Plan (funded by a HUD’s Choice 
Neighborhoods Planning Grant in 2012), the neighborhood was 
primed for revitalization with many unique assets, including its 
location, its role as a local transit connector, incredible views, 
historic housing, and the potential rebirth of underperforming 
assets. A key component of the Plan was the redevelopment 
of a 70-year-old complex—Cottage Gardens—which comprises 
14 buildings and 256 units of public housing.


Developed by The Community Builders, Inc. (TCB) and their 
development partner, the Municipal Housing Authority for 
the City of Yonkers (MHACY), The Ridgeway encompasses a 
six-phase master plan that incrementally demolishes Cottage 
Place Gardens and builds a mixed affordable and market-
rate development of 500 units of housing, parking, central 
open space, and mixed-use development. In order to prevent 
displacement, construction of a new building started on the 
largest single phase of the development on a vacant parcel of 
land, with 120 units for seniors and families. This allowed the 
developer to move residents to the newly completed building. 
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For each phase of construction, residents were 
able to move into newly completed buildings. To 
ensure that all of the existing tenants retained 
housing, the developer considered unit sizes 
and household incomes based on the tenancy 
in the phases to be demolished. Uniquely, The 
Ridgeway was jump-started in the wake of the 
2009 recession through HUD’s Neighborhood 
Stabilization Program 2 (NSP2) funds awarded 
to TCB, which were used in two phases of 
the development.


As of 2022, 327 units across four phases have been 
completed, including the new construction of a 
10,000-square-foot universal prekindergarten 
center and the substantial renovation of an 
existing 8,500-square-foot daycare center. Another 
81 units and 9,000 square feet of childcare 
space are currently under construction, with the 
remaining 92 units in design. Funding applications 
for the development scored well as the sites are 
located in an urban renewal area and at the center 
of a coordinated redevelopment plan.


Phases:
Schoolhouse Terrace at the Ridgeway: 
Using stone from the demolition of an on-site 
school, Schoolhouse Terrace at The Ridgeway 
is a mixed-income development consisting 
of 2 buildings, one with 51 units of senior 
housing and the other consisting of 70 units for 
families. The LEED-certified project includes 
new streets, sidewalks, green roofing, garage 
parking, mixed-use space, increased lighting, and 
other amenities.


Outcome:
120 affordable units for families and seniors up 
to 60% of AMI.


188 Warburton at The Ridgeway: This is 
a 51-unit development for families. The 
development has LEED for Homes Silver 
certification and ENERGY STAR® Multifamily 
Mid Rise and New York State Energy Research 
and Development Authority (NYSERDA) New 
Construction Program accreditation. The 
development includes a landscaped terrace, 
on-site parking, and a large community room, 
among other amenities.


Outcome:
51 units for families, 100% affordable to 
households at up to 60% of AMI.


The Villas at The Ridgeway: This complex 
consists of four new construction buildings that 
comprise 70 new duplex units designed for larger 
families (26 two-bedroom, 35 three-bedroom, 
and 9 four-bedroom). The development site 
is on land that formerly comprised three 
public housing buildings and an outmoded 
affordable development in need of demolition. 
The Villas at The Ridgeway is a mixed-income 
community that includes income tiers for 
families earning up to 30%, 50%, and 60% of 
AMI, as well as a market-rate tier. The new homes 
are reinvigorating pedestrian activity along 
Warburton Avenue and Willow Place by providing 
new sidewalks, street trees, and site lighting 
that help connect new and old residents to their 
neighborhood, and the attractive landscape 
close creates a renewed sense of place.


Outcome:
70 units for families, 86% of which are affordable 
to households up to 60% of AMI.


172 Warburton at The Ridgeway: This is a 
mixed-income development. 172 Warburton 
replaces three public housing buildings and 
a vacant, blighted three-story residence with 
a new, sustainable, and energy-efficient 
mixed-income, mixed-use building with a 
state-of-the-art universal prekindergarten center 
and 85 residential units affordable to households 
earning less than 30%, 50%, 60%, and 90% 
of AMI. The project is designed to achieve 
Enterprise Green Communities certification. 
Dwelling units meet the accessibility 
requirements of New York State Homes and 
Community Renewal, the State financing agency, 
the City of Yonkers, and Westchester County.


Outcome:
85 units for families, 76% of which are affordable 
to households of up to 60% of AMI and 24% of 
which are affordable to households up to 90% 
of AMI.


178 Warburton at The Ridgeway: This complex 
will contain 81 mixed-income rental apartments 
for households between 30% and 90% of AMI. The 
new property will eventually comprise a mix of 
modern studio, one-bedroom, and two-bedroom 
apartments. The lower level of the property will 
contain a daycare center for low-income families 
with a rooftop play area for attending toddlers. The 
Westchester Community Opportunity Program, 
which is a nonprofit social services organization, is 
the anticipated operator of the center. 


38788_HUD_Affordable_Housing_Toolkit_Case_Studies_v06.indd   3338788_HUD_Affordable_Housing_Toolkit_Case_Studies_v06.indd   33 8/1/23   3:23 PM8/1/23   3:23 PM







34


A
 P


R
IM


ER
 |


 I
N


C
R


EA
S


IN
G


 T
H


E 
S


U
P


P
LY


 O
F 


N
EW


 A
FF


O
R


D
A


B
LE


 H
O


U
S


IN
G


Outcome:
81 units for families, 75% of which will be 
affordable to households of up to 60% of AMI, 
12.5% of which will be affordable to households at 
between 60 to 80% of AMI, and 12.5% of which will 
be affordable to households at up to 90% of AMI. 


Phase VI: This project, still in the design 
phase, will be a 92-unit building targeted to 
senior citizens. It has not yet been named.


Expected outcome: 
92 units for seniors, of which 100% will be 
affordable to household of up to 60% of AMI.


AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
STRATEGY


Expedited permitting: The Ridgeway is 
exceptionally well situated for a redevelopment 
of this nature as it is located in an urban renewal 
area. This allowed the developer to bypass 
the battery of individual zoning variances that 


would have been necessary for an 11-building 
development of this size and scale. Instead of a 
phase-by-phase permitting approach, TCB filed 
the project as a Planned Urban Redevelopment 
(PUR). The PUR allowed the city’s Planning 
Board to review the project and the City Council 
to approve it holistically, which sped up and 
simplified the permitting process. 


Brownfields: All phases are located on New 
York State-designated brownfields due to 
petroleum contamination, underground 
storage tanks, and heavy metals located in 
the soils. This was both a challenge and an 
opportunity as the New York State Department 
of Environmental Conservation provides tax 
incentives for the development of brownfield 
sites. The program generated several million 
dollars for the overall development but carried 
a substantial upfront risk, including, but not 
limited to, hundreds of thousands of dollars in 
early predevelopment costs, uncertain initial 
qualification for the program at each phase, 
and difficulties in budgeting and scoping the 
entire site. Brownfields were remediated prior to 
commencing construction.


CHALLENGES AND LESSONS LEARNED


Cottage Place Gardens was developed at a 
time when public housing was designed to be 
hidden and isolated, with units facing inward, 
rather than integrated into the neighborhood 
and, therefore, had little public street 
frontage. TCB and MHACY worked with the 
City of Yonkers, the New York State Housing 
Finance Agency (HFA), and private sellers to 
acquire six sites along major roadways to 
properly reconnect the housing to the broader 
neighborhood by having the buildings 
face outward and adding new sidewalks 
and streetlights. The design incorporates 
landscaping and shared spaces to encourage 
community interaction and casual meetings 
between neighborhood residents. The 
new buildings are helping to reinvigorate 
pedestrian activity in the neighborhood, 
which is minutes from downtown Yonkers 
and near public transportation, dining, 
and shopping. The city donated one acre 
for Phase I of the development to MHACY. 
TCB purchased two- thirds of an acre from 


a local non-profit organization for Phase 
II.  Phase III included a blighted townhouse 
development financed by HFA in the 1970s, 
which the state assisted TCB in acquiring 
and redeveloping. Phases IV and V included 
a mix of tax-foreclosed properties that the 
city sold to MHACY for the price of the liens 
and a dilapidated home that TCB acquired 
from a private seller. These sites were all 
transferred to MHACY and ground leased to 
a single-purpose development entity for 
99 years at the price of $1 per year.


Additionally, each development phase 
included the demolition of two or three public 
housing buildings at a time, requiring interim 
utility connection, parking, and roadway 
revisions. This necessitated consistent 
communication with site residents who were 
inconvenienced during construction. The 
developers held on-site tenant meetings and 
were in close coordination with MHACY on 
particularly invasive work.
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KEY PARTNERS


The City of Yonkers, including Mayor Mike Spano, supported the project and provided 
financing for its development.


Westchester County also provided development financing.


Sarah Lawrence College, Groundwork Hudson Valley, and Community Voices Heard, 
a community organizing organization, partnered with the city, MHACY, and TCB to lead the 
development of the Choice Neighborhoods Transformation Plan and conduct outreach 
and community convening.
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FUNDING SOURCES


Phases I Through V


Public Funding Sources AMOUNT


State of New York Mortgage Agency 
First Mortgage $47,325,000 


New York State Homes and Community 
Renewal (HCR)/Housing Finance Agency 
Subsidy and Soft Loans


$27,490,001 


Municipal Housing Authority for the City of 
Yonkers (MHACY) $6,494,432 


Westchester County Housing 
Implementation Fund $5,000,000 


New York State (NYS) HCR Community 
Investment Fund $3,480,000 


HOME (City) $3,300,000 


NSP2 $3,240,000 


NYS Empire State Development, Restore NY $2,500,000 


Federal Home Loan Bank Affordable 
Housing Program $2,632,435 


CDBG (City) $1,500,000 


State Affordable Housing Trust Fund $1,440,000 


NYSERDA Incentives $543,834 


PUBLIC FUNDING TOTAL $104,945,702 


Private Funding Sources AMOUNT


LIHTC $77,152,075 


Brownfield Cleanup Program Tax Credits $38,316,883 


Deferred Developer Fee $11,144,902 


State LIHTC $8,769,568 


Soft Loan Interest During Construction $1,175,562 


Solar Equity $82,067 


PRIVATE FUNDING TOTAL $136,641,057 


TOTAL COMBINED FUNDING AMOUNT $241,586,759 


Private Funding Sources


Public Funding Sources
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157 Washington StreetThe Row in Fremont
Fremont, NE


AT A GLANCE 
Beneficiaries: Low-income residents 
at 80% AMI and below.


Multifamily Rental Housing: 
25 units


• Four-bedroom townhomes


• 100% for households at 
30 to 60% of AMI


Key Strategies: 


• Legal authority for planned unit 
developments


• Revenue and general obligation 
bonds


More Information:
Hoppe Development


OVERVIEW


The Project
Unfortunately, a flood in 2019 eliminated many previously 
affordable housing units. The Row in Fremont (aka The 
Row) is the first project in a new community—Bluestem 
Commons—which, upon completion, will offer more than 
400 units of mixed-income rental and ownership opportunities 
in the community of Fremont, Nebraska. The Row provides 
affordable housing alternatives in an urban-adjacent area 
that demonstrates significant pent-up housing demand, with 
historically little new housing development.


This initial project consists of 25 four-bedroom, 
1,600-square-foot townhouses in a five-plex configuration, 
featuring single-car garages and washers and dryers, and 
providing income-restricted rental options for families making 
30% to 60% of AMI. To mitigate the risk of flooding, the 
developer brought in additional fill to raise the ground level 
three feet above the baseline level to ensure the development 
was out of the floodplain and had the appropriate soil quality.


Bluestem Commons will eventually consist of 400 units, 
including townhomes for rent and homeownership and 
traditional three-story multifamily apartment buildings 
with one- and two-bedroom units. The developer, Hoppe 
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Development, is employing a “master plan” 
approach that provides on-site amenities 
available to the community, such as a pool, 
a walking trail, and a pond.


AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
STRATEGY


Legal authority for planned unit development 
(PUD): Hoppe Development was able to 
demonstrate the need for affordable housing 
to the city, which granted the development a 
PUD designation, effectively enabling greater 
project density.


Revenue and general obligation bonds: The 
developers created a sanitary and improvement 
district (SID) to issue general obligation bonds 
to fund infrastructure costs. This tool has been 
prevalent in high-end, market-rate development, 
and Bluestem Commons is one of the first 
examples in the State to utilize the SID structure 
for affordable housing.


CHALLENGES AND LESSONS LEARNED


In developing The Row in Fremont, Hoppe 
Development encountered community 
opposition from nearby residents of a 
high-cost housing development. The 
development partners collaborated with 
representatives of local churches to speak 
to community members at City Council 
meetings and other community events. They 
put a human face on the need for affordable 


housing by providing relatable examples, 
such as explaining that the people with 
whom community members worship and 
work often cannot afford to live in Fremont. 
Engaging on the key elements to seamlessly 
integrate affordable housing into a market-
rate community proved key to overcoming 
neighborhood opposition.
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KEY PARTNERS


Nebraska Department of Economic Development provided National Housing 
Trust funds for the project.


Greater  Fremont Economic Development Council, a consortium of different businesses, 
was instrumental in providing predevelopment financing and appointing a task force 
led by local business leader Diane Mallet to advocate with the City of Fremont to ensure 
entitlements and cooperation.


Nebraska  Investment Finance Authority allocated the Federal and State tax credits.


FUNDING SOURCES


In addition to the costs shown below, the developer received $400,000 in Rural Workforce Housing 
funds from the Greater Fremont Development Corporation for land development efforts, which 
reduced the cost of the land sold to the project.


Public Funding Sources AMOUNT


National Affordable Housing Trust Fund $861,000


PUBLIC FUNDING TOTAL $861,000


Private Funding Sources AMOUNT


LIHTC $2,936,577


Nebraska Affordable Housing Tax Credits $1,308,743


Conventional Loan $1,363,050


Deferred Developer Fee $173,000


PRIVATE FUNDING TOTAL $5,781,370


TOTAL COMBINED FUNDING AMOUNT $6,642,370


Private Funding Sources


Public Funding Sources
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157 Washington StreetTuscany Cove Apartments
Miami, FL


AT A GLANCE
Beneficiaries: Low-income senior 
citizens who need access to services


Multifamily Rental Housing: 
160 units


• Studio, one-, and 
two-bedroom units,


• 100% restricted for households 
at 33% to 60% of AMI 


Key Strategies:


• Dedicated revenue sources 


• Density Bonus


• Retention of community residents


More Information:
Tacolcy Economic Development 
Corporation (TEDc)


OVERVIEW


The Project
Completed in 2019 by Tacolcy Economic Development 
Corporation (TEDc), Tuscany Cove I is a 160-unit senior 
development in the Liberty City neighborhood of Miami, 
Florida. The mid-rise building includes ground-floor retail space 
and residential amenities, including covered parking, in-unit 
washers and dryers, energy-efficient appliances, an outdoor 
courtyard, a community room, a gym, and a computer/library 
room. As of late, TEDc is in advanced discussions with a 
healthcare provider to lease the first-floor commercial space. 
The provider will provide healthcare services to the residents, 
as well as the surrounding community.


The development’s appearance and amenities make 
the case for integrating affordable housing into 
mixed-income neighborhoods.


History
After years of disinvestment, Liberty City began experiencing 
increases in real estate values, spurring developers such 
as TEDc to identify opportunities for residents to remain in 
their community. TEDc, whose offices are in the Liberty City 
neighborhood, owns property across the street from the 
Tuscany Cove site, which had been vacant for 20 years and 
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owned by the City of Miami. When the parcel 
became available after the development rights 
of another affordable housing developer expired, 
TEDc approached the City Commissioner of 
Miami’s District 5 regarding their interest in the 
site. Consequently, the City of Miami sold the 
land for $1, with a restrictive use covenant to 
ensure that rent remains affordable.


Under a Florida statute, there are two ad valorem 
tax exemptions available for affordable housing, 
including an exemption for senior projects. 
The “Homes for the Aged” exemption requires 
that the property is owned by a limited liability 
partnership and that the sole general partner 
of the partnership be a 501(c)(3) organization. 
Under this exemption, at least 75% of all tenants 
in the complex must be at least age 62 or 
disabled. Assuming that this threshold is met, 
each apartment unit is tax exempt if (i) at least 
one tenant in the unit is age 62 or disabled, and 
(ii) the income of all of the tenants in the unit 
does not exceed $34,374 for a single tenant 
or $38,590 (combined) for multiple tenants. 
If at least one tenant in the unit is age 62 or 
disabled, however the unit is over-income, the 
owner may apply for a partial tax exemption 
for that unit. The owner must apply for this tax 
exemption annually.


AFFORDABLE HOUSING 


STRATEGIES


Dedicated revenue sources: Some of the 
financing of Tuscany Cove came from proceeds 
from Miami Dade County’s Surtax Program. A 
Florida statute allows certain counties to levy 
a discretionary surtax for providing low- and 
moderate-income housing. The tax applies to 
deeds and other instruments related to real 
property in an amount not to exceed 45 cents 
per $100. The statute exempts real property 
transactions involving single-family residences. 
Developers can use surtax loan proceeds to 
finance the construction, rehabilitation, or 
purchase of rental housing units. The loans 
are treated as soft debt on the property and 
repayable from cash flow.


Density bonuses: In Miami, density bonuses 
are provided to incentivize the development of 
affordable and workforce housing.


Expedited permitting for qualifying 
projects: Affordable housing developers in 
the City of Miami who either are nonprofit 
organizations or whose developments receive 
an allocation of tax credits are eligible to receive 
expedited permitting.


CHALLENGES AND LESSONS LEARNED


Although tax credits provide a critical 
funding source for senior affordable housing 
development, they can create major 
timing challenges for the development 
process. Because of tax credit occupancy 
requirements, Tuscany Cove had to achieve 
a certain level of occupancy before the 
credits would kick in. To solve this challenge, 
TEDc arranged for the City to provide 
temporary certificates of occupancy for 
individual floors so that residents could 
move in sequentially. 


To keep the project moving throughout the 
development cycle and closing process, 
TEDc used the City of Miami’s phased 
permitting process. The unintended 
consequences were the delays that it 
created in the construction schedule. It 
will be valuable in future ventures when 
using a phased permitting process to 
allocate substantial time in the construction 
schedule for this tactic.
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KEY PARTNERS


Public  Housing and Community Development of Miami Dade County provided 
$3,328,000 in surtax funding for Tuscany Cove in the form of soft debt, repayable from 
cash flow, which was the property’s largest public funding source.


Redstone  Equity Partners was the tax credit equity partner.


The  City of Miami’s District 5 Commissioner, who is committed to facilitating the 
development of affordable housing in Miami, was an advocate for the project.


FUNDING SOURCES


Through TEDc’s partnerships with lenders, including the City of Miami, Miami-Dade County, and the 
Florida Housing Finance Corporation, as well as community support, TEDc raised enough capital 
within the required timeframes to deliver this needed housing resource for Miami seniors. However, 
without critical gap financing from the State, TEDc may not have been able to retain site control.


Additionally, the development received tax-exempt bonds, purchased by JPMorgan Chase, for the 
purpose of making the construction loan, which was paid off partially from LIHTC. The Florida Housing 
Finance Corporation also provided much needed gap financing. The first mortgage is with Freddie Mac 
(government-backed) in the amount of $8 million.


Public Funding Sources AMOUNT


Surtax Loan – Miami-Dade County $3,328,000 


SAIL* – Florida Housing Finance Corporation $2,524,999 


ELI** – Florida Housing Finance Corporation $1,200,000 


HOME (City) $880,000 


PUBLIC FUNDING TOTAL $7,932,999 


Private Funding Sources AMOUNT


Conventional Loan $17,950,000 


LIHTC $4,312,811 


Deferred Developer Fee  $3,557,326 


Accrued Interest During Construction $37,586 


General Partner and Special Limited Partner 
Capital Contributions $110 


PRIVATE FUNDING TOTAL $25,857,833 


TOTAL COMBINED FUNDING AMOUNT $33,790,832 


* Florida Housing Finance Corporation’s State Apartment Incentive Loan (SAIL) provides developers with gap financing between the development’s primary 
financing and the total cost of the development. 
 ** Extremely Low-Income (ELI) Limits program provides funding for affordable housing for households with incomes at or below 30% of AMI.


Private Funding Sources


Public Funding Sources
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157 Washington Street
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157 Washington Street
Dorchester, MA


OVERVIEW


History 


157 Washington Street in Dorchester, MA was a significantly 
underutilized site in the heart of what became a transit-
oriented development node at the Four Corners Station. 
Codman Square Neighborhood Development Corporation 
(CSNDC) acquired the property in August 2007 in order to 
demolish an existing one-story commercial building on-site 
(saving only the historic façade) and to build in its place a 
mixed-use, transit-oriented development with retail space, 
community space, and affordable cooperative housing. 


The Project


Oriented around an existing plaza, 157 Washington Street is the 
centerpiece of CSNDC’s development at the new transit station. 
The main building comprises three stories of apartments over 
commercial space on the first floor. The rear of this deep site 
contains the parking lot and four three-story modules that 
accommodate eight townhomes. 


AT A GLANCE
Beneficiaries:  
Low-income residents


Multifamily Rental Housing: 
24 units


• 5 one-bedroom,  
16  two-bedroom, and  
3 three-bedroom units


• 100% restricted for households 
at 30% to 60% of AMI 


Key Strategies: 


• Limited equity cooperatives


• Brownfields


For More Information:
Codman Square Neighborhood 
Development Corporation
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
STRATEGIES


Limited equity cooperatives: Like in many 
inner-city neighborhoods, as Dorchester 
began to experience signs of recovery from 
decades of urban disinvestment, activists 
became increasingly interested in promoting 
homeownership to provide wealth-building 
opportunities to area residents. One option 
for wealth building for the acquired site was 
condominiums; however, at that time (2007), 
condominiums were becoming financially 
infeasible as a result of the housing crash. 
Limited equity cooperative housing offered an 
attractive alternative to condominiums—they 
provide for tenant control of housing, grow the 
equity investments of cooperative members, 
provide a solid stepping stone between renting 
and more conventional homeownership, 
remain affordable for lower income households, 
and provide access to more public funding 
sources than are available for traditional 
homeownership projects.


In order to create limited equity cooperative 
housing and engender community buy-in, 
CSNDC organized the community and 
collaborated with experienced limited equity 
cooperative developers. Although not all 
of the planned elements of a limited equity 
cooperative came to fruition at the time  of 
occupancy, due primarily to restrictions 
imposed by investors and lenders (see 
Challenges and Lessons Learned), the elements 
will be reintroduced once the 15-year LIHTC 
compliance period ends.


Brownfields: Originally the site of an 
automobile showroom and candy factory, 
and more recently a factory for auto parts 
production, the project preserved the historic 
façade and front plaza of the existing building 
at 157 Washington Street. CSNDC secured a 
grant from the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) to handle a significant amount 
of environmental remediation. To use the 
EPA grant and then subsequently qualify 
for LIHTC, CSNDC had to change project 
ownership structures at key junctures of the 
project’s timeline.


CHALLENGES AND LESSONS LEARNED


CSNDC was enthusiastic about the 
equity-building aspect of the limited 
equity cooperative model. Due to concerns 
on the part of the tax credit syndicator 
and permanent lender, some aspects 
of the limited equity cooperative model 
are delayed until the LIHTC affordability 
period ends. The development still assists 
the residents in equity building and the 
project provides sorely needed, attractive 
affordable housing close to transportation 
and job opportunities, with commute 
times to downtown averaging 10 minutes. 
Sticking points for the tax credit syndicator 
and lenders were that they required 
professional property management instead 
of resident management and they wanted 
to limit the resident board’s ability to 


completely control how the project is run. 
CSNDC learned that in selling the concept 
of a limited equity cooperative to the 
community, they may have to propose a 
staged approach wherein residents learn 
how to manage and make decisions about 
the property from professional property 
management until the affordability period 
ends, at which time, residents may choose 
to either keep these responsibilities with 
management or assume them themselves. 
By continuing to work with successful 
developers who have developed affordable 
limited equity cooperatives specifically, 
perhaps CSNDC and other developers may 
be able to mitigate some of these challenges 
during the affordability period.
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KEY PARTNERS
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The City of Boston provided HOME funds and City of Boston Neighborhood Housing 
Trust funds for the project, which together comprise a significant percentage of the 
development’s funding. The city, acting through the Boston Redevelopment Authority, 
assisted the project in conducting the local development  review and approval process 
and provided zoning relief.


The Commonwealth of Massachusetts provided Affordable Housing Trust Funds, as 
well as $550,000 in HOME funds through its Department of Housing and Community 
Development. 


The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) worked closely with the developer in 
providing brownfields funding, which was made possible through the American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act.


The National Equity Fund provided the tax credit equity. 


FUNDING SOURCES


Public Funding Sources AMOUNT


State Affordable Housing Trust Fund $1,069,495


HOME (City) $1,069,495


City of Boston Neighborhood Housing Trust $750,000


U.S. EPA – Brownfields $526,000


HOME (State) $550,000


PUBLIC FUNDING TOTAL $3,964,990


Private Funding Sources AMOUNT


LIHTC $4,781,222


Conventional Loan $600,000


Acquisition $405,000


Developer Equity $238,616


Energy Rebates $55,000


PRIVATE FUNDING TOTAL $6,079,838


TOTAL COMBINED FUNDING AMOUNT $10,044,828


Private Funding Sources


Public Funding Sources
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INTRODUCTION 


Housing is the foundation on which we live, grow, and thrive. 


PURPOSE 


T he U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) Afordable 
Housing Toolkit assists state and local 


governments to increase their supply of new 
afordable housing units through the use of 
HUD’s Community Planning and Development 
(CPD) funds. 


Access to afordable housing is essential to 
fostering equitable, inclusive, and resilient 
communities. This Toolkit aims to support 
housing and community development staf 
and partners by: 


• Introducing key strategies that may expand 
the local supply of affordable housing. 


• Connecting equity considerations to the 
development of affordable housing. 


• Detailing affordable housing development 
spotlights that deployed local strategies 
and used CPD funding sources. 


• Addressing the need to cultivate and 
maintain partnerships to combat 
community opposition. 


• Expanding on the notion of housing as 
merely “bricks and mortar.” 


Who is this Toolkit for? 


The toolkit is intended for a beginner 
audience, specifically staff or members 
of state and local governments 
who are looking to be involved in 
affordable housing development and 
implementation in their communities, 
or those who want to partner with 
municipalities to explore affordable 
housing development options. The Key 
Terms and Resources sections provide 
additional learning opportunities. 


For the purposes of this toolkit, affordable housing is generally defined as housing on which 
the occupant is paying no more than 30 percent of gross income for housing costs, including 
utilities. In addition to affordability, it is important that housing is decent, safe, and located in 
proximity to adequate employment and transportation options. 



https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Key-Terms.pdf

https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Affordable-Housing-Supply-Key-Terms.pdf

https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/increasing-the-supply-of-affordable-housing/#resources
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THE AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING CHALLENGE
In our existing environment, the supply of 
affordable housing does not meet demand. 
Households are and will continually be priced 
out of the rental and homeownership markets 
as the problem persists into the foreseeable 
future. In fact, there is no county in the 
United States where a worker with a full-time, 
minimum-wage job could afford the median 
rent for a two-bedroom apartment. The value 
of land and housing, both single-family and 
multifamily, and the cost of construction 
materials have increased steadily. The 
ramifications of the COVID-19 pandemic 
have further disrupted supply chains and 
tightened housing supply, and rising inflation 
has strained the budgets of renters and 
homeowners alike. 


Access to adequate, safe, and affordable 
housing is demonstrably uneven across 
several socioeconomic indicators. Despite 
the Fair Housing Act and antidiscrimination 
laws, factors including race and ethnicity, 
gender and sexuality, household composition, 
access to jobs, the availability of living wage 
jobs, and disability status all influence an 
individual’s or household’s experience when 
searching for and securing housing. Historical 
practices and entrenched structural dynamics, 
such as redlining, exclusionary zoning, 
racial covenants, blockbusting, and unfair 
lending and appraisal practices, continue to 
displace and under-house Black, Indigenous, 
and people of color and other marginalized 
populations. These practices also further 
disinvestment in these communities and 
undermine key societal outcomes, such as 
improving educational and health outcomes 
for children. 


Only 62 units
are available and affordable for 
every 100 households at 50% 
of the area median income.


1.5 times  
more likely
Black households are 1.5 times 
more likely to live in places 
where they are exposed to 
environmental hazards such as 
poor air quality. 


More than 75%
of households making less 
than $30,000 are moderately 
or severely “housing cost 
burdened,” meaning that more 
than 30% of their income goes 
toward housing costs.


24% of renters
were severely rent-burdened, 
with more than 50% of their 
income spent on housing. 


We are simply not building enough product for the need…



https://reports.nlihc.org/oor

https://reports.nlihc.org/oor

https://www.federalreserve.gov/econres/notes/feds-notes/housing-market-tightness-during-covid-19-increased-demand-or-reduced-supply-20210708.htm

https://www.urban.org/tags/fair-housing-and-housing-discrimination
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THE ROLE OF STATE AND 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
AND THE USE OF CPD 
PROGRAMS 
Localities that take an active role in shaping 
afordable housing initiatives have a strong 
impact on promoting housing stability, 
achieving equitable development patterns, and 
building coalitions to foster broader change. 


Decisions over land use—what types of 
housing can be built in which locations—are 
largely made by state and local governments. 
The development process is ofen seen as 
long, complicated, and potentially risky—all 
factors that drive up the cost of newly built 
housing and limit the market’s ability to 
respond to demand. Zoning tools, such as 
caps on building height, minimum lot sizes, 
bans on multifamily buildings or factory-built 
housing, and minimum parking requirements, 
also increase the cost of housing. Because 
private sector-led development produces most 


new afordable housing units, local and state 
government agencies’ involvement in creating 
afordable housing centers on the following: 


• Establishing a balanced, equity-driven 
housing strategy. 


• Using national and local data to 
deepen an understanding of housing in 
the community. 


• Analyzing development feasibility to 
ensure practical housing policies for the 
local market. 


• Developing sound underwriting principles 
for the use of public funds to maximize the 
success of individual projects. 


• Reducing regulatory barriers. 


• Understanding complex market trends and 
realities (e.g., construction and labor costs). 


• Prioritizing development by establishing 
and tracking clear goals and objectives. 
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CPD Programs 


HUD-funded annual CPD programs provide As noted by graphics dispersed throughout 
critical financing options for state and local this document, the toolkit identifies activities 
governments to increase the afordable to increase the local supply of afordable 
housing supply. The goal of CPD programs is housing that may be funded by one or more of 
to develop vibrant communities by promoting the following annual CPD programs. 
integrated, equitable approaches that provide 
decent housing, a suitable living environment, 
and expanded economic opportunities for 
low- and moderate-income persons. 


Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) 
The CDBG Program provides funding to state, 
cities, and counties to develop viable urban 
communities by providing decent housing 
and a suitable living environment, and by expanding economic opportunities, principally for 
low- and moderate-income persons. Housing-related eligible activities include acquisition of real 
property, clearance/demolition, infrastructure, rehabilitation, and in limited circumstances, new 
housing construction. 


HOME Investment Partnerships (HOME) 
Congress created the HOME Program to provide participating jurisdictions, both state and 
local, with flexible funding, specifically to meet the affordable housing needs of low-income 
renters and homebuyers/homeowners. Eligible activities include costs associated with housing 
acquisition, new construction, and rehabilitation as well as tenant-based rental assistance. 


Housing Trust Fund (HTF) 
The HTF Program provides grants to states to develop and preserve affordable housing— 
primarily rental housing for extremely low-income households. Eligible activities include housing 
acquisition, new construction, and rehabilitation, along with operating subsidies to ensure the 
long-term financial stability of assisted projects. 


Section 108 Loan Guarantee (Section 108) 
The Section 108 Program enables CDBG grantees to leverage their annual CDBG grant allocation to 
access low-cost, adaptable financing for community and economic development-related projects. 
Section 108 loans can be used for a number of housing activities eligible for CDBG assistance, 
including housing rehabilitation, acquisition, site preparation, and, under limited circumstances, 
new affordable housing construction. 



https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/cdbg/

https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/cdbg/

https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/home/

https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/htf/

https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/section-108/
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How can jurisdictions access 
these funds? 


With the exception of Section 108 funds, 
which are available to existing CDBG grantees 
through an application system, annual CPD 
programs provide grants on a formula basis to 
qualifying jurisdictions. 


What is the role of partners in 
CPD-funded housing
development? 


Successful afordable housing development 
is typically a result of strong, multilayered 
partnerships. Annual CPD programs ofen 
serve as key components in development 
deals; for example, gap financing, award 
letters to secure private financing, or “last-in” 
dollars to finalize deal closings. For that 
reason, establishing relationships and a shared 
vision with the target community, developers, 
housing-related nonprofits, local advocacy 
groups, and funding agencies is a key step for 
local and state governments. 


What’s happening in your 
community? 


9Contact your local municipal or 
county officials to find out how the 
program operates in your area. 


9Check out the Find a Grantee page 
to access contact information per 
eligible CPD program. 


9Review the grantees’ Consolidated 
Plan to identify housing priorities for 
their CPD funding. 


What requirements must be 
met before jurisdictions can 
access funds? 


To access annual funds, state and local 
governments must develop and submit 
a Consolidated Plan (Con Plan) every 
3 to 5 years, which, among other things, 
requires the jurisdiction to: 


• Conduct an evaluation of its housing 
market and needs (i.e., the Con Plan Needs 
Assessment) by engaging in a data-driven 
analysis of households and demographics 
with disproportionately greater needs, 
which can provide valuable insight to 
identify existing housing needs and 
inequities within the jurisdiction. 


• Identify public policies at the local 
jurisdiction level that serve as barriers to 
affordable housing and identify the strategy 
to remove or ameliorate the negative 
effects of such policies; for example, tax 
policy affecting land and other property, 
land use controls, zoning ordinances, 
building codes, or fees and charges. 


• Comply with the affirmatively further 
fair housing (AFFH) mandate that sets 
out a framework for CPD grantees to 
take meaningful actions to overcome 
historic patterns of segregation, 
promote fair housing choice, and foster 
inclusive communities that are free from 
discrimination. 


• Engage with and inform the community of 
the established housing-related goals. 



https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/consolidated-plan/

https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/fair-housing-planning/

https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/fair-housing-planning/

https://www.hudexchange.info/grantees/find-a-grantee/

https://cpd.hud.gov/cpd-public/consolidated-plans

https://cpd.hud.gov/cpd-public/consolidated-plans
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HOW TO USE THE TOOLKIT


The Affordable Housing Supply Toolkit series is 
designed to provide key introductory 
information to those who want to understand 
more about affordable housing with the goal of 
increasing its supply in one’s own community. 
To do so, follow these steps:


Step 1. Consider specific actions  
for implementing each strategy 


The Toolkit identifies four overarching strategies 
that local and state governments can pursue in 
their affordable housing strategy and describes 
how to deploy each strategy by: 


• Detailing issue areas that must be addressed, 
such as the capacity of governmental staff or 
the level of community support.


• Describing housing interventions to deploy 
at the local and state levels. 


• Listing key stakeholders to engage and for 
what purpose.


• Identifying challenges and potential 
solutions for implementation.


STRATEGY 1. 
Effective use of public funds involves directly 
using or leveraging funding sources available 
to local governments to impact the affordable 
housing supply. 


Why Engage?
• Funding is often a main driver for 


collaboration between developers and local 
government and can determine the type and 
number of units developed. 


• When localities can bring funds to the table, 
developers are much more likely to approach 
the process as a partner.


STRATEGY 2. 
Effective use of external funds describes 
how governments can build consensus and 
empower private and nonprofit developers to 
access available sources of funding and creative 
funding models in pursuit of a shared vision.


Why Engage?
• Local governments can better leverage their 


own resources and more effectively guide 
development partners when they understand 
of the full range of funding sources and 
financing mechanisms available.


Explore the Toolkit Infographic 
The Affordable Housing Strategies 
graphic identifies four overarching 
strategies for localities to increase the 
supply of affordable housing. Each 
strategy is linked to a section in the 
Toolkit. Additionally, it outlines the 
benefits of CPD funding and elements 
of building local support.


Demonstrating how communities have 
incorporated some of these strategies 
into planning and developing their 
own affordable housing projects, there 
are Spotlights dispersed throughout 
the Toolkit.
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• Layering various financing sources is 
the “norm” for developing affordable 
housing in today’s current climate: Less 
conventional ways of funding affordable 
housing present opportunities for localities 
willing to try new paths. 


STRATEGY 3. 
Land use and entitlement properties explore 
how public agencies can directly contribute to 
housing development by committing public 
property toward that goal.


Why Engage?
• Public agencies authorized to conduct real 


estate development activities (e.g., public 
housing agencies, redevelopment authorities, 
community development agencies) often 
receive funding through a combination of 
local, state, and Federal dollars and address 
market deficiencies, such as urban blight and 
insufficient affordable housing, making them 
natural partners when promoting affordable 
housing development in their communities.


STRATEGY 4. 
Development of public property consists 
of employing local government’s land use 
regulatory capacity to remove roadblocks to 
the production of affordable housing. 


Why Engage?
• A concerted regulatory effort across municipal 


offices can make it substantially easier for 
private entities to pursue the development of 
affordable housing.


Procedural equity: Engagement 
and representation in the 
design and rollout of programs 
and policies


Distributional equity: Fair 
distribution of benefits and 
burdens across all communities, 
appropriately prioritized 


Structural equity: Active 
recognition of the historical 
injustice that created the status 
quo and the institutionalized 
accountability needed to repair it


Transgenerational equity:  
A path to lasting equity across 
generations, ensuring that future 
generations have pathways 
to success


Check out the tactics and 
opportunities for engaging in equity 
considerations throughout the Toolkit 
identified by the unique equity icons.


Step 2. Center equity in affordable 
housing development strategies 


Local housing policies developed and 
deployed to create new affordable housing 
units can help mitigate neighborhood 
disparities and limit the existing inequalities 
that potentially slow overall growth, cut off 
opportunities for interactions, and reduce 
economic mobility. 


Long-lasting changes to both policies 
and systems, especially those that start 
by addressing the root of a community’s 
disparities, are best accomplished by engaging 
in the following four pillars, as identified by the 
Urban Sustainability Directors Network:  



https://www.usdn.org/uploads/cms/documents/usdn_equity_scan_sept_2014_final.pdf?source=http%3a%2f%2fusdn.org%2fuploads%2fcms%2fdocuments%2fusdn_equity_scan_sept_2014_final.pdf
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Step 3. Examine ways to build local 
support and integrate housing into 
broader community efforts 


Growing community support for affordable 
housing is essential to successful, equitable 
development. The Building Support for Local 
Affordable Housing Development section 
defines the often-confronted community 
resistance to affordable housing development 
and details key actions to overcome opposition. 


Additionally, housing plays a connective 
role in our communities, serving as a nexus 


where all community sectors come together. 
The Housing As … graphic describes how 
housing is a building block of the community’s 
infrastructure, a factor in public safety, a 
component of the healthcare continuum, a 
driver of employment, a solution to addressing 
climate change, and a bridge to economic 
mobility. By adopting a broader view of housing 
and its impact on society, local governments 
can better reflect the specific interests and 
concerns of their audience and thus improve 
the success of their messaging around housing 
production goals. 
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Benefits of CPD Funding 
• Integrates housing, supportive services, 


and community development. 


• Ensures robust public participation  
and accountability. 


• Provides federal resources for program 
implementation and capacity building.


Build Support Locally 
• Addressing Community Opposition: 


Learn to generate support for 
affordable housing through effective 
communication and coalition building. 


• Partners: Develop a diverse coalition 
of community members, government 
entities, funders and advocacy groups to 
reflect and amplify the neighborhood’s 
character.


• Housing as…: Foster support for 
affordable housing development by 
demonstrating the interdependency  of 
housing and the built environment.


AFFORDABLE HOUSING STRATEGIES


Strategy 3: 
Land use and  
Entitlement Properties
Get creative: read about ways in which 
governments can use land use policy to 
promote the development and preservation of 
affordable housing. 


• Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs), density 
bonuses, reduced parking requirements, 
Brownfields, and more…


Strategy 4: 
Development of  
Public Property
Use what’s already there: explore ways  
for governments to kickstart the production  
of affordable housing by using existing  
public assets. 


• Adaptive reuse of public buildings, co-locating 
housing with public uses, land banking , 
redevelopment of public land, and more…


Strategy 1: 
Effective Use of Public Funds
Explore municipal resources: find out how 
local government can raise funds to pay for 
affordable housing.


• TIF Districts, PILOT programs, bridge loans , 
property acquisition, and more…


Strategy 2: 
Effective use of External Funds
Be resourceful: discover how to leverage 
available sources of funding and learn about 
additional funding models for affordable housing.


• Low Income Housing Tax Credits, Opportunity 
Zone funds, Community Land Trusts, deed 
restricted homeownership, and more…


To learn about each affordable housing strategy, the benefits of CPD funding, and elements of 
building support locally, click on each section of this infographic to navigate to this Toolkit’s 
corresponding chapter.
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S T R AT E G Y  1  


EFFECTIVE USE OF 
PUBLIC FUNDS 


 


One of the most effective tools available to local government 
in shaping affordable housing production is the ability to fund, 
directly or indirectly, development activity. 


G iven the competitive and limited nature 
of external funding, a key strategy for 
local and State governments to promote 


the development of afordable housing is to 
raise their own funds. This section provides an 
overview of both strategies to generate funds as 
well as decision-making on how best to apply 
those funds. 


WHAT IS NEEDED 
TO IMPLEMENT THIS 
STRATEGY? 
Raising and using public funds for affordable 
housing require appropriate internal capacity 
to navigate the regulatory complexities 
of administering funds, as well as careful 
planning and community input processes. 


Possess a solid understanding of available 
funds. Local, regional, and Federal funding 
streams each comes with their own regulations, 
eligibility and reporting requirements, and 
operational limits. Local administrators should 
aim to understand the most efficient way to 
layer multiple funding streams. 


Bring government stakeholders to the 
table. It is critical that local government 
and public agencies are aligned and have a 


voice in the process of shaping affordable 
housing strategies and goals. When 
relevant stakeholders have participated 
in the decision-making process, the 
resulting initiatives usually consist of 
more complete and effective solutions. 
Important stakeholders include city council 
and planning board members, financial 
department and housing office staff, housing 
and/or redevelopment authorities, land 
bank administrators, the health and human 
services department, regional and State 
transportation authorities, and legal counsel. 


Foster citizen participation through 
equitable engagement. Local governments 
interested in establishing goals and strategies 
for affordable housing production do well 
to engage the public early and often. Public 
participation at the initial stages of planning 
gives the community ownership over the 
process, invites the community to be actively 
engaged in development decisions that 
impact them directly, and often results in 
a more efficient use of available resources. 
Building Support for Affordable Housing 
Development, at the end of this Toolkit guide 
describes a framework for bringing these 
stakeholders into the affordable housing 
conversation. 
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WHAT ARE SOME 
COMPONENTS OF 
THIS STRATEGY? 
Raising public funding for affordable 
housing is one of the primary ways that local 
governments can directly influence the local 
housing market. Doing so gives government 
officials a say in what gets developed where 
to advance specific housing and community 
development goals. Below is a non-exhaustive 
list of potential sources of local funding, as 
well as potential applications of such funds. 


Capital subsidies can be used 
to assist in the development of 
affordable housing. For an example, 
read about Brewster Woods at the 
Cape in Massachusetts. 


Potential sources of local public 
funding for affordable housing 


In addition to the major HUD-funded CPD 
sources (i.e., CDBG, HOME, HTF, and Section 
108), jurisdictions can generate funding 
sources locally through a variety of tax 
initiatives or targeted fees. 


DEDIC ATED REVENUE SOURCES 
This umbrella term refers to mechanisms, 
typically a new or repurposed tax or fee, 
through which governments can raise funds 
for a stated purpose. Approving the related 
legislation may be a lengthy and contentious 
process; however, it tends to yield a stable and 
reliable source of funds. Many of the sources 
listed below can be used or conceived of as 
dedicated revenue sources. 


DEMOLITION TA XES AND 
CONDOMINIUM CONVERSION FEES 
These are fees levied on property owners who 
demolish a structure or convert a residential 
building into a condominium generating 
revenues that can be used as dedicated funding 
sources for affordable housing production. 


INCLUSIONARY ZONING FUNDS 
Inclusionary zoning (IZ) requires new market-
rate developments to set aside a specified 
percentage of units as affordable housing. 
Some IZ programs also allow developers to ‘buy 
out’ of the obligation of dedicating affordable 
housing units within their properties by 
contributing a set amount to a fund dedicated 
to producing affordable housing. 


• Note, however, that the implementation 
of a ‘buy out’ option can have detrimental 
effects on the equitable delivery of 
affordable housing. For example, 
developers may choose to pay for 
affordable housing elsewhere in lieu of 
providing those units in the same desirable 
neighborhoods they target for luxury units, 
thereby contributing to socioeconomic 
segregation and augmenting existing 
disparities in access to opportunity. 


PAYMENT IN LIEU OF TA XES (PILOT) 
Tax-exempt organizations that own property 
in a given locality may agree to make annual 
payments to the local government to ease 
the tax burden generated by their tax-exempt 
status. This is typically negotiated at the start 
of a development project, particularly when 
public land or other concessions are granted 
to the project. PILOT revenues are another 
common source of dedicated revenue for 
affordable housing production. 


REVENUE AND GENER AL 
OBLIGATION BONDS 
Revenue bonds allow municipalities to 
borrow funds against the projected future 
revenues of the project for which they are 
providing financing (i.e., the rental income 
from a housing development). General 
obligation bonds work similarly but are not 



https://inclusionaryhousing.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/Potential-Dedicated-Revenue-Sources-to-Support-Affordable-Housing-Production-1.xlsx.pdf

https://www.yimbylaw.org/unit-replacement

https://www.yimbylaw.org/unit-replacement

https://inclusionaryhousing.org/inclusionary-housing-explained/what-is-inclusionary-housing/

https://www.lincolninst.edu/sites/default/files/pubfiles/nonprofit-pilots-policy-brief-v2_0.pdf

https://www.ncsha.org/wp-content/uploads/Housing-Bonds-FAQs-2022.pdf

https://www.ncsha.org/wp-content/uploads/Housing-Bonds-FAQs-2022.pdf





14 


A
 P


R
IM


ER
 |


 I
N


C
R


EA
S


IN
G


 T
H


E 
S


U
P


P
LY


 O
F 


N
EW


 A
FF


O
R


D
A


B
LE


 H
O


U
S


IN
G


 
 


  


 


 


 


 
 


 Potential applications of local public
funding for affordable housing 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 


 
 


 


 


  
 


 


 


 


 


tied to a specific revenue stream so they may 
be a better option when revenue streams are 
not predictable. 


TA X INCREMENT FINANCING (TIF) 
TIF districts are a tool governments can 
use to raise funds for infrastructure or 
redevelopment projects and repay the 
borrowed money through the increase in 
property tax revenues associated with that 
project. TIF funding can be used for a range 
of redevelopment activities, including the 
development of affordable housing. 


• In theory, TIF districts capture only the 
additional tax revenue that was created 
through development that would otherwise 
not have occurred but for the TIF incentive. 
However, TIF districts may inadvertently 
cap the property tax revenue that goes 
toward public services such as schools 
and libraries, causing those services to lag 
behind in funding over the lifetime of the 
TIF district. As such, governments should 
carefully design TIF policies to avoid the 
undesired effect of channeling funding 
toward development to the detriment of 
important services and amenities. 


resources. 


Learn more about the strategies on 
how to effectively use public funds by 
checking out additional 


Once public funding for affordable housing 
is raised, the local jurisdiction must decide 
how best to deploy it. Public funding 
can be contributed to a specific housing 
development activity in a variety of ways, 
each of which generates a different effect on 
a project. Governments can ensure that their 
funds are used efficiently by consulting with 


developers to locate the main funding gaps 
and assess the expected outcomes of various 
forms of investment. 


BRIDGE LOANS 


CDBG, HOME, HTF, §108 


Certain private funders (e.g., Low-Income 
Housing Tax Credit [LIHTC] investors) may be 
able to offer better terms if their contribution 
to a project is delayed significantly. By offering 
low-cost “bridge” loans, government agencies 
can help developers access such improved 
terms by covering development costs during 
the delay period. 


• Bridge loans are CPD eligible but uncommon 
given the lengthy affordability restrictions 
associated with HOME and HTF, in particular. 


C APITAL SUBSIDIES 


CDBG, HOME, HTF, §108 


A frequent application of CPD funds and 
dedicated revenues, capital subsidies refer 
to grants and long-term forgivable or 
low-cost/cash flow loans that may be used as 
permanent sources in a development project. 
By reducing the amount of conventional 
financing required for the project, these 
subsidies can reduce project costs beyond the 
actual dollar amount contributed to the 
project. Similarly, in limited circumstances, 
CPD funds may be used to refinance existing 
mortgages in order to reduce interest 
payments in existing developments when the 
properties are undergoing rehabilitation with 
that CPD funding source; and, for some 
sources, may be restricted to rental. 


• For Low-Income Housing Tax Credit-funded 
developments, Federal grants may cause 
a reduction in the project’s eligible basis, 
which can result in a decrease of overall 
funding available for the project. For this 
reason, many communities provide Federal 
subsidies to LIHTC projects in the form of 
low-cost loans. 



https://nhc.org/policy-guide/tax-increment-financing-the-basics/how-tifs-can-be-used-for-affordable-housing/

https://www.cdfa.net/cdfa/cdfaweb.nsf/resourcecenters/tif.html

https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/increasing-the-supply-of-affordable-housing/effective-use-of-public-funds/#homeownership-assistance

https://mfguide.fanniemae.com/node/4011?section=15061

https://localhousingsolutions.org/housing-policy-library/capital-subsidies-for-building-affordable-housing-developments/
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HOMEOWNERSHIP A SSISTANCE 


CDBG, HOME, HTF 


CPD funds may be used to remove barriers to 
and increase the affordability of 
homeownership for low- and moderate-
income households. This can occur through a 
variety of mechanisms, including interest rate 
subsidies, low-interest loans to reduce 
principal amounts, and direct assistance with 
related costs such as down payments, 
mortgage insurance, and closing costs. 


NON -FEDER AL HOUSING TRUST FUNDS 
These are flexible funding programs 
established by city, county, or State 
governments to support the production of 
affordable housing. Housing trust funds are 
typically provided as grants or soft loans that 
can be combined with other forms of financing 
to subsidize affordable housing efforts and 
often are funded through dedicated public 
revenue sources. 


OPER ATING SUBSIDIES 


HTF 


Affordable housing developments that have 
conventional financing rely on rental revenue 
to service debt during the life of the project. 
For projects that serve the lowest income 
households, where rents are insufficient to 
cover operating expenses and debt service, 
government-provided operating subsidies can 
boost that revenue, thus increasing the 
project’s ability to leverage conventional 
financing. These may take the form of annual 
payments to affordable housing owners for the 
ongoing operation of a housing development 
serving the lowest income households. 


PROPERT Y ACQUISITION AND 
PRE-DEVELOPMENT FUNDING* 


CDBG, HOME, HTF, §108 


Governments may use one of these funding 
types to kick-start the development of 
affordable housing by subsidizing upfront costs. 
They work by providing low-cost or deferred 
payment loans for developers to cover early 
development costs. In addition to the loans 
described above, CPD funds may be used to 
fund acquisition activities related to affordable 
housing through other mechanisms, such as 
grants or purchase and resale. 


*Pre-development funding is not an eligible 
use for any of the CPD Programs except for 
HOME Community Housing Development 
Organization (CHDO) set-aside as a CHDO pre-
development loan and CDBG, as long as the 
project ultimately meets a national objective 
(which may prove difficult). 


• Property acquisition activities are 
CPD eligible for specific projects. Land 
banking is not an eligible activity. For the 
vast majority of HOME and HTF funded 
projects, all other funding sources must 
be committed prior to commitment of 
HOME or HTF funds. And, if only engaging 
in property acquisition, then the property 
must meet HOME or HTF property 
standards prior to acquisition. 


RENTAL A SSISTANCE 


HOME 


When governments commit to providing 
rental assistance to income-qualifying 
residents of affordable housing units, they 
can encourage affordable housing production 
by strengthening the financial viability of 
such developments. This works in several 
ways: It makes units more appealing and 
affordable to a wider group of households, 
thus contributing to higher occupancy levels 
and faster lease-up. It also may improve the 
reliability of rental payments and, in 
instances where the subsidized rent payment 



https://www.hud.gov/program_offices/administration/grants/grantssrc

https://housingtrustfundproject.org/

https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/COVID-19-Homeless-System-Response-Identifying-Sources-of-Operating-Funds-to-Support-Affordable-and-Permanent-Supportive-Housing-Projects.pdf

https://nhc.org/policy-guide/financing-the-early-costs-in-affordable-housing-development/pre-development-funds/

https://nhc.org/policy-guide/financing-the-early-costs-in-affordable-housing-development/pre-development-funds/

https://nlihc.org/sites/default/files/How-to-Establish-and-Improve-Emergency-Rental-Assistance-Programs.pdf





16 


A
 P


R
IM


ER
 |


 I
N


C
R


EA
S


IN
G


 T
H


E 
S


U
P


P
LY


 O
F 


N
EW


 A
FF


O
R


D
A


B
LE


 H
O


U
S


IN
G


 


 
  


 


 


 


 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 


 


 


  


 


  
 


 
 
 


 
 


 


is higher than what that unit would generate 
without the subsidy, it increases rental 
revenue for the property. Both project- and 
tenant-based rental assistance programs, 
such as the Housing Choice Voucher Program, 
are available through HUD’s Office of Public 
and Indian Housing and can complement 
CPD-funded assistance. 


• Although project-based rental assistance is 
not CPD eligible, tenant-based assistance is 
HOME eligible through a program known as 
HOME Tenant-Based Rental Assistance. 


To expand opportunities for housing 
assistance and to contribute to 
neighborhood improvement 
measures, a housing authority joined 
forces with a non-profit developer 
using project-based rental assistance 
for the redevelopment of Westview 
Village in Ventura, CA. 


REVOLVING LOANS 


CDBG, 108* 


Revolving loans are repayable low-cost loans 
made to private developers. Repaid funds are 
then used to create a revolving loan fund that 
can then be committed to a different project 
or developer. Therefore, revolving loans only 
require a government’s initial investment to be 
established, after which they are expected to 
be largely self-sustaining. Because they are not 
forgivable loans, however, they tend to give 
developers limited flexibility when used as 
pre-development funding. 


• CDBG grantees also may establish a 
rehabilitation loan fund with a lending 
institution through a lump sum drawdown 
on their CDBG line of credit. The fund 
proceeds may then be combined with 
other financing mechanisms to leverage 
non-CDBG funds for rehabilitation of the 
same properties. 


*Section 108 can be used in a similar structure 
as a revolving loan fund, with limitations. 


WHO ARE THE KEY 
PARTNERS? 
Federal agencies, particularly the local HUD 
field office staff, can be helpful in addressing 
questions regarding funding opportunities. For 
rural communities, the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture’s Rural Housing Service offers 
a variety of programs to build or improve 
housing and essential community facilities in 
rural areas. 


Private developers tend to shape their 
pipeline of projects according to the broader 
development goals of, and the availability of 
funding from, the local government. Close 
collaboration between the public and private 
sectors can be mutually beneficial. 


Mission-driven groups (e.g., faith-based, 
nonprofits, neighborhood groups) can function 
as local community leaders and drum up 
support for housing initiatives, encourage the 
community’s involvement in public planning 
processes, identify unused or underutilized 
parcels of land for future development, and 
contribute personnel time and resources 
toward programming and other supportive 
services. These organizations also are often 
involved in the development of housing, 
either directly or through a joint-venture 
partnership with a private developer, and can 
make housing proposals more competitive or 
make new funding streams accessible to the 
developer through their nonprofit status. 



https://www.rd.usda.gov/about-rd/agencies/rural-housing-service

https://www.rd.usda.gov/about-rd/agencies/rural-housing-service

https://www.ibts.org/insight/revolving-loan-funds-in-community-development-block-grants/
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CHALLENGES POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS


Expiration of funding streams. Funds 
earmarked for affordable housing production 
often have an “expiration date” by which 
they must be either used for their intended 
purpose or returned to the funding source.


• Plan carefully and establish robust 
accounting practices to ensure that all 
funds are fully committed and spent by 
the deadlines. 


• Grant special status to affordable housing 
developments that may fast-track through 
the planning process. 


Enforcement mechanisms. When awarding 
funds for development to a third party 
(e.g., a private developer), governments 
are responsible for ensuring that party’s 
compliance with the specific funding program.


• Ensure that solicitations, written 
agreements, and program policies 
describe the various funding programs, 
their associated requirements, and the 
monitoring and enforcement mechanisms.


Complicated award process. Most 
governmental entities are bound by 
competition requirements when making 
large awards to ensure fairness and 
transparency. These requirements can 
be difficult to navigate and, when overly 
cumbersome, can result in project delays 
and increased costs.


• Evaluate the solicitation process for 
housing funds for simplicity and fairness. 


• Streamline complex and costly application 
processes when possible so that funding 
is attainable for small, new, and nonprofit 
developers. 


Regulations and restrictions required 
when using Federal funding. The inclusion 
of Federal funds in a project can result in 
additional regulatory obligations for both 
the jurisdiction and the developer. For 
example, CPD funds can require prevailing 
wage standards, environmental reviews, 
income limits, and subsidy layering reviews, 
and limitations on the timing and source of 
payment for project costs.


• Develop and require periodic trainings for 
local government staff on CPD rules and 
regulations, with a curriculum targeted 
toward specific job functions. 


• Access a multitude of resources on the 
HUD Exchange to support planning for and 
monitoring of CPD-funded activities.


• Connect with HUD field office staff for 
assistance with CPD funding compliance.


WHAT ARE THE CHALLENGES AND POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS? 



https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/cpd-monitoring/#monitoring-overview





18 


A
 P


R
IM


ER
 |


 I
N


C
R


EA
S


IN
G


 T
H


E 
S


U
P


P
LY


 O
F 


N
EW


 A
FF


O
R


D
A


B
LE


 H
O


U
S


IN
G


  


 


 


 


 


  


PROJECT SPOTLIGHT: 
AVONDALE TRACE 
The development of Avondale Trace, in High Point, NC, is an HIGHLIGHTS innovative example of how the city of High Point was able 
to use $650,000 of Section 108 funds as leverage to obtain • Affordable housing units: 72 
$10.4 million of private capital and create a public-private 
partnership to facilitate the construction of new affordable • Use of HUD CPD funding: Section 
rental housing. The project is a 72-unit multifamily rental 108 funds to leverage financing 
development located on a 7.75-acre site. The development • Key stakeholders: City of includes a clubhouse building, playground, and picnic area High Point, North Carolina on the site located in the growing area of North High Point. Housing Finance Agency, The units are targeted to families that earn between 40% Wynnefield Properties and 60% of the area median income (AMI). 


HUD, the city, the North Carolina Housing Finance Agency 
(NCHFA), and Wynnefield Properties forged a strong 
partnership to create the project. The use of Section 108 funds to purchase and improve the site 
allowed the city of High Point to preserve its HOME funds, which were originally used to secure 
the 9% LIHTC allocation. Section 108 funding expenditures must follow similar rules to the 
CDBG program, which include restrictions on the construction of new rental housing. Because 
of these restrictions, the Avondale Trace Apartments project required the creative structuring of 
financial resources. 


After paying for site acquisition and improvements using, in part, the Section 108 funds, the city 
conveyed the property to a limited partnership created by Wynnefield Properties. Wynnefield 
secured LIHTC and other funding sources to construct the property, including an NCHFA Rental 
Production Loan, an NCHFA Work Force Housing Loan, and a conventional first mortgage loan. The 
state’s Rental Program Loan requires the payment of 2% interest over a 20-year term. Both the 
Rental Program Loan and the Section 108 loan are structured as “soft debt” for the project. The 
NCHFA Work Force Housing Loan is available as a result of an appropriation of the state of North 
Carolina that has been used in conjunction with LIHTC transactions. The Work Force Housing Loan 
is structured as a zero (0%) loan that does not require an annual payment out of the cash flow from 
property operations. 


Read more about this project here. 



https://files.hudexchange.info/course-content/section-108-loan-guarantee-program-webinar-series-leveraging-section-108-with-lihtcs/Leveraging-Section-108-with-LIHTCs-Case-Study-2.pdf
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L imitations on available financial 
resources, particularly below-market 
funding streams, are a barrier to 


affordable housing production. Local 
governments can better leverage their own 
resources and guide development partners 
when they understand the full range of funding 
sources and financing mechanisms available for 
housing developers. This section explores the 
funding options available to developers in the 
marketplace or through subsidized programs 
(public and private) for the development 
of affordable housing. Because traditional 
funding sources are often scarce, competitive, 
or costly due to the required upfront fees and 
accrued interest, this section also describes 
less conventional ways of funding affordable 
housing that may present unique opportunities 
for localities willing to try new paths. 


WHAT IS NEEDED 
TO IMPLEMENT THIS 
STRATEGY?
To fully leverage available resources and 
maximize the likelihood that developers 
can attract competitive funds to projects in 
the community, local governments need to 
establish strong partnerships with a wide 
range of stakeholders. They also need to take 
an active role in shaping the local vision for 
affordable housing development and support 
private developers who can help advance 
that vision.


Strong partnerships across public, 
private, and nonprofit sectors. Successful 
affordable housing development is usually 
the result of a multilayered partnership. 
Establishing relationships and a shared vision 
with the target community, developers, 
housing-related nonprofits, local advocacy 
groups, and funding agencies takes time 
and effort, and can never be done too early. 
This is a crucial step in ensuring that the 
chosen approach to housing affordability is 
informed by multiple viewpoints, inclusive 
of underrepresented voices, and relies on a 
broad network of supporters. 


Strategic housing plan. Whether pursuing 
development directly or through partnerships, 
governments can strengthen their efforts by 
establishing a detailed strategic housing plan 
that creates a framework to guide housing 
development and describes their intended 


S T R AT E G Y  2


EFFECTIVE USE OF 
EXTERNAL FUNDS
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development goals. As a first step, a housing 
needs assessment, like the one required 
as part of the HUD CPD Consolidated Plan 
process, can uncover the most pressing 
housing deficits and identify areas where 
affordable housing development is likely to 
produce the greatest impact. Since housing 
assessments should highlight especially 
vulnerable or rent-burdened groups in the 
community, they also present an excellent 
opportunity for governments to explore 
equitable development pathways. 


Dedicated housing staff. Affordable housing 
development is a complex process that 
requires technical competency and the ability 
to navigate difficult conversations. A dedicated 
housing staff familiar with development 
processes who can mediate among the private 
sector, funding partners, and regulatory 
bodies can function as the spokesperson for 
the local government in order to communicate 
with external and internal partners in an 
effective and constructive manner. Where 
funding limitations prevent the hiring of 
dedicated housing staff, capacity building 
among existing staff should be a priority. 
Consulting and community development 
organizations also may provide a comparable 
service on a temporary or permanent basis. 


Collaboration across all government 
levels spurred the development of 
a 72-unit multi-family affordable 
rental housing site with community 
amenities in High Point, NC. Learn 
how Avondale Terrace benefited 
from the cooperation of its 
government partners. 


WHAT ARE SOME 
COMPONENTS OF THIS 
STRATEGY? 
Funding for affordable housing development 
comes in many forms from a wide range of 
sources. Below is a list of the most commonly 
used sources for development across the 
country, as well as some unique and creative 
options, whose availability may depend on a 
locality’s specific resources, legislation, and 
political environment. 


External/Third-party sources
of funding 


Local governments can aid developers in 
securing third-party funds and outside 
investment by nurturing partnerships with 
investors and funding providers and becoming 
familiar with the funding options most 
commonly available to developers. 


FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANKS’ (FHLB) 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAM (AHP) 
AHP is a competitive funding program for the 
production and preservation of affordable 
housing (both rental and homeownership) 
funded by the government-sponsored FHLB 
system. AHP funds can be either grants or 
low-interest loans, and are typically combined 
with other development sources, such as 
LIHTC proceeds. Similar to the LIHTC program, 
awards are made to developers directly. Thus, 
localities can help shape the resulting projects 
by collaborating with developers early on. 


HISTORIC TA X CREDITS (HTCs) 
Administered by the National Park Service and 
the Internal Revenue Service, HTCs provide 
capital funds for developers undertaking a 
substantial rehabilitation of a historic asset. 
HTCs can be used in the rehabilitation of 
historic residential buildings or the adaptive 
reuse of other historic structures. 



https://www.fhfa.gov/PolicyProgramsResearch/Programs/AffordableHousing/Pages/Affordable-Housing-Home-Loan-Banks.aspx

https://www.fhfa.gov/PolicyProgramsResearch/Programs/AffordableHousing/Pages/Affordable-Housing-Home-Loan-Banks.aspx

https://www.nps.gov/orgs/1739/index.htm
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HOUSING FINANCE AGENC Y (HFA) 
RISK-SHARING: SECTION 542(C) 
Administered by approved HFAs, the program 
provides low-cost capital to spur the 
development of rental housing through risk-
sharing arrangements between HUD and HFAs. 
This assists these agencies by providing more 
insurance and credit for multifamily loans. 


INVESTMENT TA X CREDITS (ITCS) AND 
OTHER ENERGY EFFICIENC Y FUNDING 
ITCs are commonly referred to as “solar tax 
credits” because they may be used to cover a 
portion of the costs of installing solar arrays. 
ITCs and other funding mechanisms, such as 
utility rebates, energy performance contracts, 
and Property Assessed Clean Energy (PACE) 
programs, can be used as part of the funding 
stack for housing projects that commit 
to certain levels of energy efficiency and 
renewable energy generation. 


LOW-INCOME HOUSING TA X 
CREDITS (LIHTCS) 
These are allocated by State HFAs to private 
developers for the production or preservation 
of low-income housing. They can take the 
form of competitive 9% LIHTC awards or 
non-competitive 4% awards, which can be 
paired with local or State tax-exempt bond 
proceeds. While the awards are made directly 
to developers, local governments can work 
with and lend their support to local developers 
to help shape their proposed projects and 
make their applications more competitive. 
LIHTC has developed or preserved 3.6 million 
apartments since 1986. 


NEW MARKETS TA X CREDITS (NMTCS) 
Local organizations called Community 
Development Entities apply for NMTCs from 
the Community Development Financial 
Institutions Fund and invest the proceeds into 
public interest projects (including affordable 
housing construction) in qualified low-income 
communities. 


OPPORTUNIT Y ZONES (OZS) 
Created in 2017, OZs offer a tax incentive for 
people and corporations to invest in distressed 
communities across the country. Affordable 
housing development can be structured 
in a way to leverage these incentives when 
proposing housing in an OZ. 


TA X-EXEMPT BONDS 
These are typically issued by State or local 
government agencies and, as mentioned 
above, are often in conjunction with an award 
of non-competitive 4% LIHTCs. Tax-exempt 
housing bonds function like loans that are 
contracted by governments and then passed 
along to developers but with one important 
difference: With tax-exempt housing bonds, 
the investor who purchases the loan is exempt 
from income taxes on the interest earned 
from that loan. This results in higher returns 
for the investor when compared with taxable 
bonds. As a result, the terms of the loan 
for tax-exempt housing bonds are typically 
more favorable for the borrower than the 
terms of taxable loans. These favorable terms 
are then passed on from the borrower (the 
government agency that issued the bonds) to 
the developer, resulting in a low-cost loan for 
the housing project. 


HTCs help enable affordable housing 
development. Read about how the 
Housing Trust of Rutland (VT) used 
HTCs to convert a former parochial 
school to Lincoln Place, an 
affordable complex dedicated to 
preventing homelessness. 



https://www.hud.gov/program_offices/housing/mfh/progdesc/riskshare542c

https://www.hud.gov/program_offices/housing/mfh/progdesc/riskshare542c

https://www.dsireusa.org/

https://www.dsireusa.org/

https://www.nmhc.org/advocacy/issue-fact-sheet/low-income-housing-tax-credit-fact-sheet/

https://www.nmhc.org/advocacy/issue-fact-sheet/low-income-housing-tax-credit-fact-sheet/

https://www.cdfifund.gov/programs-training/programs/new-markets-tax-credit

https://www.irs.gov/credits-deductions/opportunity-zones-frequently-asked-questions

https://www.ncsha.org/resource/tax-exempt-housing-bonds-faq-mrbs/
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Creative financial mechanisms 
and affordable housing models 


To achieve a significant increase in 
affordable housing supply, local and State 
governments may not be able to rely solely on 
well-established sources of funds. Through a 
creative approach to funding strategies and 
a broad perspective on who may provide 
that funding, governments may open up new 
possibilities for the creation of affordable 
housing, both within their jurisdiction and in 
other communities where their success may be 
replicated. What follows is a non-exhaustive 
list of potential funding mechanisms and 
affordable housing models that go beyond the 
more conventional sources listed above. 


COMMUNIT Y L AND TRUSTS (CLTS) 


CDBG, HOME, HTF 


A CLT is an affordable homeownership or rental 
housing model in which a single entity, typically 
a nonprofit or quasi-governmental 
organization, maintains ownership of the land 
when a household purchases the home that sits 
on top of it. The household pays a nominal 
amount to the CLT on a monthly basis to lease 
the land. CLT maintains long-term affordability 
by removing the cost of the land from the value 
of the home and limiting resale to income-
eligible households at an affordable price. 


DEED -RESTRICTED HOMEOWNERSHIP 


CDBG, HOME, HTF, §108 


In much the same way that rental units, such as 
those funded through CPD sources including 
HOME and HTF, can be subject to rent 
restrictions to ensure their affordability, resident-
owned homes may be kept affordable through 
limitations on sale prices. In areas with rapidly 
escalating property values, deed restrictions can 
secure the long-term affordability of homes 
developed for and/or purchased by low-income 
households. The seller is able to realize a fair 
return on their investment, but not the full 
benefit of price appreciation. 


EMPLOYER-A SSISTED HOUSING 
(E AH) PROGR AMS 
Public and private sector employers can 
initiate EAH programs, which typically involve 
subsidizing housing costs for employees 
who live in proximity to the workplace. 
Government agencies can offer incentives for 
private sector employers that provide EAH 
programs, such as a dollar-for-dollar match of 
funds, encouraging their implementation and 
enhancing their effect. 


LIMITED EQUIT Y COOPER ATIVES (LECS) 
Residents of LECs purchase a share of the 
entire property rather than an individual unit 
of housing. LECs are typically only available 
to low- or moderate-income households 
and limit the resale of its shares to a 
predetermined price or rate of appreciation to 
ensure long-term affordability. 


TENANT OPPORTUNIT Y TO 
PURCHA SE ACT (TOPA) 
TOPA allows the resident control over the long-
term afordability of their units and prevents 
the displacement of low- and moderate-income 
households and for some jurisdictions, is a 
tool related to LECs. Typically, TOPAs enable 
tenants of a multifamily building to exercise 
a first right of purchase, providing them 
with an opportunity to collectively purchase 
their building prior to its sale to a third-party 
purchaser, thus transferring property ownership 
into the hands of the tenants. 


MEDIC AID WAIVERS AND OTHER 
SUPPORTIVE SERVICES FUNDING 
Housing developments that aim to provide 
supportive services to residents can 
sometimes struggle to fund such services. 
Medicaid waivers are a way in which health 
services providers can access Federal funding 
to provide supportive services on-site at 
residential communities. Other sources of 
funding for supportive services are available 
through HUD’s Continuum of Care Program 
for projects that serve persons who are either 
homeless or at risk of homelessness. 



https://www.lincolninst.edu/publications/articles/community-land-trusts

https://localhousingsolutions.org/housing-policy-library/deed-restricted-homeownership/

https://nhc.org/employer-assisted-housing-a-solution-for-companies-employees-and-communities/

https://nhc.org/employer-assisted-housing-a-solution-for-companies-employees-and-communities/

https://www.law.georgetown.edu/poverty-journal/blog/the-limited-equity-cooperative-an-economic-and-social-solution-to-affordable-housing-crises/

https://www.policylink.org/resources-tools/tools/all-in-cities/housing-anti-displacement/topa-copa

https://www.policylink.org/resources-tools/tools/all-in-cities/housing-anti-displacement/topa-copa

https://www.cms.gov/Outreach-and-Education/American-Indian-Alaska-Native/AIAN/LTSS-TA-Center/info/hcbs

https://www.cms.gov/Outreach-and-Education/American-Indian-Alaska-Native/AIAN/LTSS-TA-Center/info/hcbs

https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/coc/
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SOCIAL IMPACT BONDS (AK A PAY-FOR-
SUCCESS FINANCING) 
These refer to public-private partnerships in 
the form of performance-based contracts, 
where investors provide funds for a project 
expected to have a positive social impact 
and are repaid by the government when that 
impact is achieved. Social impact bonds are 
often used for new or rehabilitated affordable 
and supportive housing units. This type of 
partnership can be an excellent avenue for 
incorporating equity-focused goals into 
development (or redevelopment) strategies 
because social impact bonds will often include 
metrics that go beyond the delivery of physical 
units, such as populations to be served, 
specific communities in which to invest, and 
employment opportunities generated.  


WHO ARE THE KEY 
PARTNERS? 
State Housing Finance Agencies administer 
each State’s LIHTC program and often other 
important resources such as below-market 
loan products and rental assistance funds. 


Community Development Financial 
Institutions (CDFIs) have access to low-cost 
funds from the Federal Government, as well 
as private investors, and can be an important 
source of below-market funding for 
affordable housing development and other 


housing-related services. CDFIs also may 
be able to provide local governments 
with staffing or capacity training for the 
administration of local funds. 


Traditional market rate loans from private 
lenders are an important piece of the funding 
puzzle for affordable housing construction. 
On occasion, grants and low-cost loans for 
housing development also may be available 
through private investors (e.g., large 
employers will sometimes make an investment 
commitment to the communities in which they 
open new offices). 


Entities with a stake in affordable housing. 
A critical path toward more and higher 
quality affordable housing involves bringing 
in investors who are not traditionally viewed 
as participants in the housing development 
process. For example, the healthcare and 
education industries, large employers, and 
service providers such as banks and utilities 
can all benefit from the production of housing 
and are therefore potential funding partners 
in this effort. Additionally, their involvement 
can help address existing patterns of 
inequity in the delivery of essential services, 
access to jobs and amenities, and community 
investment by enriching the housing product 
with supportive services, workforce training, 
mixed-use development approaches, and other 
community improvements. 



https://www.ncsha.org/wp-content/uploads/Using-Social-Impact-Bonds-for-Affordable-Housing-PowerPoint.pdf

https://www.ncsha.org/wp-content/uploads/Using-Social-Impact-Bonds-for-Affordable-Housing-PowerPoint.pdf

https://www.ncsha.org/housing-help/

https://www.cdfifund.gov/

https://www.cbpp.org/research/housing/housing-and-health-partners-can-work-together-to-close-the-housing-affordability

https://www.cbpp.org/research/housing/housing-and-health-partners-can-work-together-to-close-the-housing-affordability
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CHALLENGES POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS


Reporting and compliance 
requirements. The use of 
subsidized funding can trigger 
complex reporting requirements 
that must be observed by the 
locality, the developer, or both. 


• Identify the frequency, format, and documentation 
required to report on each funding source. 


• Communicate requirements to all development 
project participants at the beginning of the 
project and ensure that reporting responsibilities 
are understood. 


Staff availability. Administering 
funds and development 
partnerships is a time-consuming 
and long-term commitment.


• Ensure that the staffing plans match the demands of 
the funds and the partnerships administered.


• Evaluate the feasibility of dedicated housing staff to 
support ongoing development activities.


• Consider contracting with third-party consulting 
companies for assistance with administering funds 
when local permanent staffing is insufficient or 
not feasible. Note that subsidized funding typically 
requires direct oversight by a jurisdiction’s own staff, 
so key decisions on funding administration cannot be 
made by external parties.


Project prioritization. Given the 
limitations of funding and real 
estate, giving the “green light” to 
one project often means declining 
or delaying another.


• Establish and follow a clear, transparent, and publicly 
informed project prioritization and selection method.


• Develop underwriting guidelines that evaluate the 
funding feasibility of a project, as well as readiness.


Outcome tracking and 
evaluation of existing programs. 
Tracking outcomes closely can 
be technically challenging but 
it usually leads to program 
improvement, a more efficient 
use of public funds, and may help 
secure future funding.


• Incorporate data collection practices during the 
design phase for new programs.


• Institute data collection processes and protocols into 
established programs when they are missing.


• Maintain systems over the programs’ lives to evaluate 
and compare project outcomes and effectiveness. 


• Partner with educational or community development 
institutions with technical expertise in program 
evaluation, if available.


WHAT ARE THE CHALLENGES AND POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS? 
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PROJECT SPOTLIGHT: ERIN PARK 
Erin Park, located in Eastpointe, MI, is an example of how 
deed-restricted homeownership provides an affordable 
housing option in an area of single-family homes 
and duplexes. 


Eastpointe is a fully built-out suburb that suffered since the 
housing market crash in the early 2000s and has not fully 
rebounded. Most dwellings in this area are single-family 
and two-family homes built prior to World War II. To 
increase homeownership opportunities, a rent-to-own 
lease-purchase program is being employed. 


HIGHLIGHTS 
• Affordable housing units: 52 


rent to-own 


• Number of project-based 
vouchers: 18 


• Targeted population: Residents 
at, or below, 60% of AMI 


The developer, Community Housing Network Inc. (CHN), 
built the project on the site of a vacant, uninhabitable 
school in the East Detroit school district. Erin Park 
consists of 52 two- and three-bedroom units in dozens of 
one- and two-story buildings. Erin Park has 18 units with 
project-based vouchers, provided by the Michigan State 
Housing Development Authority. The site also contains eight 
Section 811 units. The $16 million development benefited 
from a $560,506 allocation of HOME funds, which was an 
important source of gap financing. 


Although Erin Park is a mixed-income development housing residents at between 30% and 80% 
of AMI, the majority of the residents are at or below 60% of AMI. The units are available to tenants 
via 15-year lease-to-purchase contracts. In year 13 of the contract period, CHN will engage in 
conversations with existing residents to provide them with an option to purchase their unit. At the 
end of the 15-year compliance period, residents will have the option to purchase their unit at an 
affordable price. Those who are not able or do not wish to purchase can remain as residents, and 
upon ending their lease, the units(s) will be sold for affordable homeownership. 
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M any communities struggle to identify 
quality land that is well suited to 
affordable housing development, 


while developers often find that overly strict 
regulatory and permitting requirements 
threaten to delay or derail affordable housing 
projects. To effectively increase the supply 
of affordable housing, communities can 
appropriately maximize density and foster 
affordability with modest home sizes, which 
can yield significant quantities of housing 
while minimizing urban sprawl and its related 
environmental impacts. Local governments 
also can spur affordable housing production 
by simplifying their entitlement process (i.e., 
the legal process by which developers obtain 
the necessary government approvals to 
proceed with a proposed development plan), 
particularly as it relates to an increase in density 
and long-term affordability restrictions.


WHAT IS NEEDED 
TO IMPLEMENT THIS 
STRATEGY? 
Communities have two main tools for managing 
land use in the context of affordable housing: 


1. The Comprehensive Plan maps out a 
community’s values, priorities, and goals for 
development and establishes a framework 
and justification for future city ordinances. 


2. Zoning ordinances, including subdivision 
ordinances, allow localities to establish 
various categories of land, called zones, and 
then regulate land use according to these 
classifications. 


Local communities aiming to increase the 
supply of affordable housing can employ 
these tools to foster an equitable land use 
framework—that is, an approach to land use 
that encourages inclusivity by allowing for a 
variety of housing types and ensuring access 
to opportunity-rich areas for households with 
low and moderate incomes.


S T R AT E G Y  3


LAND USE AND 
ENTITLEMENT POLICIES 


Zoning restrictions, high land prices, and unsuitable/undesirable land can make it 
prohibitively difficult to build affordable units. In some towns and city neighborhoods, 
zoning ordinances ban small-lot homes, cottages, or multifamily housing. In other 
communities, strict zoning limits and discretionary approval processes can drive up 
the time, risk, and cost of building affordable homes so that their development is 
not financially viable. In redeveloping neighborhoods and those with strong housing 
markets, high land prices due to intense competition make viable development 
opportunities scarce. 
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WHAT ARE SOME 
COMPONENTS OF THIS 
STRATEGY? 
ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS (ADUS) 
ADUs are homes built on the same lot as 
an existing single-family house, such as 
basement apartments, carriage houses, 
or stand-alone buildings, that increase 
density while minimizing aesthetic changes 
to the community. In addition to lowering 
housing costs by promoting density, ADUs 
can directly produce affordable housing if 
the local government institutes affordability 
requirements as a condition for new ADU 
permits. Local governments can revise 
their codes to allow ADU construction in 
single-family housing neighborhoods, or if 
they already do, they can consider adding 
affordability requirements, reducing the 
minimum eligible lot size to accommodate 
these units, and revising setbacks and floor 
area ratio minimums that may otherwise 
prohibit their construction. 


ADAPTIVE REUSE OF COMMERCIAL/ 
OFFICE BUILDINGS FOR HOUSING 
As communities evolve, a portion of 
the existing buildings are abandoned, 
underutilized, or become functionally obsolete 
and may be suitable for repurposing as 
affordable housing. Restrictive and difficult-
to-change zoning can be a barrier to adaptive 
reuse projects. Communities can adopt more 
flexible zoning requirements to save these 
developments the time and costs associated 
with a lengthy variance approval process. 


BROWNFIELDS 
As defined by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), a brownfield 
is a property on which expansion, 
redevelopment, or reuse may be complicated 
by the presence or potential presence 
of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or 
contaminant. Particularly in areas with 
limited land availability, brownfield 
remediation expands the inventory of 
potential affordable housing sites and 
presents valuable opportunities for infill 


development. EPA provides grants for 
brownfields assessment and cleanup. 


DENSIT Y BONUSES 
This strategy provides an incentive for 
developers to create affordable housing by 
allowing the construction of more units than 
zoning would otherwise allow on a given 
site in exchange for affordable units. Density 
bonuses can improve the financial feasibility 
of affordable housing development because 
additional units offset the lower per unit 
revenue. This strategy can be particularly 
effective to add to the affordable housing stock 
in higher income and higher cost communities. 


EXPEDITED PERMITTING FOR 
QUALIF YING PROJECTS 
Fast-tracking affordable housing 
developments through the permit approval 
process saves time and minimizes project-
related soft costs. Strategies for moving 
projects more quickly include prioritizing 
affordable housing developments for 
review; combining planning, permitting, and 
licensing into one office; providing customer 
support to quickly resolve issues; and 
adopting an electronic permitting system. 


LEGAL AUTHORIT Y FOR PL ANNED UNIT 
DEVELOPMENTS (PUDS) 
PUD refers to a type of master-planned 
development. The associated regulatory 
process provides added flexibility for a 
developer to meet holistic land use goals 
without the constraints of zoning and density 
requirements on a parcel-by-parcel basis. 
This approach allows a mix of housing types 
(e.g., multifamily, single-family, townhome) 
and land uses (e.g., residential, commercial, 
open space/parks). PUDs can encourage 
affordable housing development with 
building clusters that result in a cost savings 
through efficient infrastructure and right-of-
way design and construction. In some areas, 
PUDs can be controversial due to their broad 
scope and high-profile nature. Communities 
that decide to adopt PUD regulations should 
include thoughtful and inclusive design 
processes to mitigate community opposition. 



https://planning.org/knowledgebase/accessorydwellings/

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/pdredge/pdr-edge-featd-article-030822.html

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/pdredge/pdr-edge-featd-article-030822.html

https://localhousingsolutions.org/housing-policy-library/brownfields/

https://localhousingsolutions.org/housing-policy-library/density-bonuses/

https://localhousingsolutions.org/housing-policy-library/expedited-permitting-for-qualifying-projects/

https://localhousingsolutions.org/housing-policy-library/expedited-permitting-for-qualifying-projects/

https://www.planning.org/publications/report/9026871/

https://www.planning.org/publications/report/9026871/
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REDUCED OR WAIVED FEES 
FOR QUALIF YING PROJECTS 
High-impact permit processing and tap 
fees and/or excessive special assessment 
districts can have a significant impact on 
development costs. While the collection of 
these fees is necessary to fund the delivery of 
critical services, unnecessarily high fees may 
discourage affordable housing development. 
Local governments with high fees should aim 
to balance the need to collect fees and special 
assessments with the communal benefit of an 
increase in the supply of affordable housing. 
Local governments may consider reducing or 
waiving a portion of the fees for affordable 
housing development. 


REDUCED PARKING REQUIREMENTS 
FOR QUALIF YING DEVELOPMENTS 
This flexibility allows planning staff and 
decision makers to consider the true parking 
needs of a specific affordable housing 
development. Standard parking requirements 
impose significant costs and waste valuable 
land on parking lots that sit empty. 
Decision makers can ensure that parking 
accommodations meet the needs of the target 
population and avoid the burdensome cost of 
outsized land requirements. 


REGUL ATIONS FOR ALTERNATIVE 
BUILDING METHODS 
Factory-built homes can be designed and 
constructed so that they are indistinguishable 
from stick-built housing (i.e., wooden frame 
homes constructed on-site) and often are 
more cost-effective to produce. However, 
some communities do not allow this housing 
type in their zoning codes. Localities can 
revise their codes to allow greater flexibility for 
alternative housing types while including basic 
design restrictions to maintain neighborhood 
character and resilient building standards. This 
added flexibility can result in more efficient 
construction that expedites the completion of 
affordable units. It also can allow the jurisdiction 
to permit newer and more cost-effective 
construction techniques more easily as they are 
developed, such as the emerging technology to 
build homes through three-dimensional printing. 


STRE AMLINING THE CONVERSION 
OF SINGLE-FAMILY HOMES 
Local governments may want to review and 
update their approval processes to foster the 
conversion of single-family homes to multi-
unit buildings. By increasing the number of 
units within each building, these conversions 
result in increased density and affordability 
without new construction or changing the 
character of a neighborhood. 


UPZONING 
Modifying zoning codes to reduce bulk and 
height limitations and increase allowable floor 
area ratios allows developers to accommodate 
a greater number of units at more affordable 
prices. Communities can evaluate their growth 
strategies and allow for this kind of “upzoning” 
in neighborhoods targeted for development. It 
is important to highlight that upzoning does not 
have to mean high density because allowing for 
duplexes and quadplexes instead of single-unit 
lots can often provide gentle density increases 
that help support greater housing supply. 


Land use flexibilities, especially 
in high costs markets, enable the 
development of affordable housing 
for the local workforce. Read how 
Brewster Woods at the Cape in 
Cape Cod, MA benefited from using 
these strategies. 


ZONING OVERL AY DISTRICTS 
A zoning overlay district is a defined area upon 
which additional land use requirements or 
flexibilities apply to promote a specific goal. 
In exchange for housing affordability, a zoning 
overlay district can allow increased density in 
a targeted area, such as adjacent to a transit 
hub. This strategy can encourage mixed-use 
development and help maximize the number of 
units in strategic locations, as well as increase 
mobility for residents and transit options. 



https://localhousingsolutions.org/housing-policy-library/reduced-or-waived-fees-for-qualifying-projects/

https://localhousingsolutions.org/housing-policy-library/reduced-or-waived-fees-for-qualifying-projects/

https://localhousingsolutions.org/housing-policy-library/reduced-parking-requirements/

https://localhousingsolutions.org/housing-policy-library/reduced-parking-requirements/

https://shelterforce.org/2021/10/25/how-community-developers-are-using-alternative-construction-methods/

https://shelterforce.org/2021/10/25/how-community-developers-are-using-alternative-construction-methods/

https://www.urban.org/urban-wire/single-family-homes-can-help-address-affordable-rental-housing-crisis

https://www.urban.org/urban-wire/single-family-homes-can-help-address-affordable-rental-housing-crisis

https://www.sightline.org/upzoning/

https://www.nahb.org/-/media/NAHB/advocacy/docs/top-priorities/housing-affordability/overview-create-affordable-districts-or-overlay-zones.pdf#:~:text=Overlay%20zoning%20districts%20are%20created%20to%20promote%20certain,incentives%20and%20waivers%20to%20encourage%20affordable%20housing%20development.
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WHO ARE THE KEY 
PARTNERS? 
Political leadership is crucial in setting 
the local housing agenda and directing 
coordination across departments when 
adjusting the local regulatory framework. 


When a local government is considering 
changes to land use codes that will have a 
lasting impact on the built environment, 
local government representatives should 
conduct outreach to neighborhood-based 
organizations, such as homeowners’ 
associations and other less formal 
neighborhood groups, to gather public input 
and buy-in. If potentially impacted areas of 
the community have not organized, local 
government staff can canvass the area and 
engage neighborhood residents as well. 


Housing advocacy groups may be able 
to convene numerous stakeholders in 
the affordable housing industry, such as 
developers, service providers, and funders. 
These groups can provide valuable insight 
regarding the challenges to housing 
development affected by local land use 
regulations. Housing advocacy group 
members also may help build support for 
changes to land use requirements intended to 
make housing development more efficient. 


Municipal planning and legal departments 
each have a significant role in updates to the 
local land use code and will have to designate 
staff time and resources to implement 
major changes. 


School districts have an interest in the 
availability of housing because students who 
are unhoused or unstably housed typically 
struggle more in school. Additionally, 
development-related fees and property 
taxes provide funding for local schools. When 
considering changes to the fee structure or an 
alternative to traditional property taxes for 
affordable housing developments, communities 
should engage with local school districts to 
understand how additional flexibility may 
impact the school system. This engagement 
can also mitigate potential opposition to the 
proposed land use adjustments. 


Transit agencies provide critical 
infrastructure for the mobility of affordable 
housing residents and the community at 
large. Developing affordable housing near 
public transit can further reduce living costs, 
and the increased mobility can give residents 
opportunities from a larger job market. 
Additionally, like schools, transit agencies 
may receive a portion of their funding from 
development impact fees. Communities 
should engage local transit authorities to 
ensure adequate service will be maintained 
through coordinated long-range planning. 
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CHALLENGES POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS


Making changes to local land use regulatory 
frameworks requires a commitment of staff 
time and funding. Municipal and county 
community development staff are often 
managing competing priorities and heavy 
day-to-day workloads.


• Ensure that staff have the resources and 
bandwidth to manage revisions and/or 
consider hiring a land use consultant to do 
the bulk of the work.


Planning and zoning regulations are  
highly technical.


• Identify appropriate staff with advanced 
knowledge of local codes and technical 
skills to draft changes that will minimize 
the unintended consequences.


Amending land use regulations may require 
a lengthy approval process, with multiple 
public meetings for elected officials to 
openly evaluate proposed changes and allow 
for citizens’ comments.


• Develop and adhere to an implementation 
plan and schedule to minimize delays.


• Manage expectations and ensure that 
stakeholders understand that, although the 
process can take time, it is a worthwhile 
investment that can reap long-term 
community benefits.


Communicating the need for collaboration 
across different departments that have 
a stake in land use can be challenging if 
the staff across agencies do not share a 
common vision or are unable to articulate 
their values in ways that can be understood 
by others. This can lead to a difficult 
entitlement process and delays in funding 
and construction. 


• Encourage patience and questions early in 
the collaboration process to foster cross-
sector communication.


• Provide opportunities for representatives 
from each stakeholder agency (e.g., 
school districts, transit) to explain their 
interest in the process or the regulation 
slated for change.


Public buy-in is not a foregone conclusion 
when a local government makes changes to 
its land use requirements to foster housing 
development. 


• Craft and adopt a communication plan to 
control the narrative and curtail the impact 
of misinformation.


WHAT ARE THE CHALLENGES AND POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS? 
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PROJECT SPOTLIGHT: 
BREWSTER WOODS AT THE CAPE 
Brewster Woods at the Cape is located on a formerly empty 
lot in Cape Cod, MA. The project is targeted to those who 
work in the community but cannot afford to live there -– 
teachers, service workers, and healthcare workers – due 
to the area’s prohibitive cost of housing. Due to a strong 
partnership between the Town of Brewster, state of 
Massachusetts, Preservation of Affordable Housing, Inc. 
(POAH), and Housing Assistance Corporation, Brewster 
Woods at the Cape will be composed of 29 units of rental 
housing, serving low- and moderate-income households, 
including eight one-bedroom, 18 two-bedroom, and 
three three-bedroom floor plans. The project will have 
seven project-based vouchers to serve households below 30% of AMI in addition to three Section 
811 supportive housing units, allowing low-income persons with disabilities to have access to 
appropriate supportive services so they may live as independently as possible. 


HIGHLIGHTS 
• Affordable housing units: 29 


• Number of project-based 
vouchers: 7 


• Population served: Service 
workers in the community 


Development of the project began in 2015 when Housing Assistance Corporation, a nonprofit that 
provides housing programs and services to the Cape Cod community, was awarded the RFP by the 
Town of Brewster for a property set aside for housing in the 1990s through a long-term lease. 


With total development costs of $12 million, it is typical for an affordable housing project of 
this size to require several layers of funding, including capital subsidies, from local, state, and 
federal programs. A $1.68 million Massworks grant funded site clearing and infrastructure – 
roads, sidewalks, and utilities. Additionally, the building fee was waived, and the permitting 
process, which can be very onerous for a multifamily development, was expedited by the state, 
which allows for more flexible zoning rules. Brewster Woods at the Cape also benefited from a 
$2.4 million loan from the Massachusetts Housing Partnership; $1 million in Affordable Housing 
Trust Funds from MassHousing; $450,000 from Community Economic Development Assistance 
Corporation; $550,000 in Brewster Community Preservation Act money; and $800,000 in local and 
state HOME funding ($250,000 from the local HOME Consortium and $550,000 from the state’s 
Department of Housing and Community Development funds). 


POAH is pushing the envelope on sustainability, including building the property to a passive 
house standard. Cape Light Compact, a nationally recognized award-winning energy services 
organization, partnered with POAH to fund some of Brewster Woods’ sustainability attributes. 



https://www.phius.org/passive-building/what-passive-building

https://www.phius.org/passive-building/what-passive-building
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S T R AT E G Y  4  


DEVELOPMENT OF  
PUBLIC PROPERTY  


G overnments and quasi-governmental 
agencies—land banks, housing 
authorities, and transit agencies, 


among others—sometimes own or control 
vacant or underutilized real estate. When 
land for afordable housing production is 
hard to come by in the market due to scarcity 
or prohibitive costs, underused publicly 
owned property can become an attractive 
alternative. Public-private partnerships ofen 
result from these opportunities, such as when 
a private developer builds housing on land 
made available by the local government. 
Government agencies themselves also may 
redevelop existing property to provide 
afordable housing options, typically 
through a public housing authority or similar 
public entity. Regardless of private sector 
involvement, the development of public 
land requires keen regulatory expertise and 
careful attention to procedure as the public 
nature of the planning process ofen means 
close scrutiny by the community and other 
interested parties. 


WHAT IS NEEDED 
TO IMPLEMENT THIS 
STRATEGY? 
Government agencies need to ensure that they 
have the essential tools and capacities before 
pursuing the development of public property, 
including the following: 


• Statutory authority and development 
partnerships. Not all public or quasi-
public agencies have the statutory power to 
develop housing themselves, so identifying 
where that authority lies is an important 
early step for governments interested 
in pursuing the direct development of 
housing. Rather than pursuing direct 
development, many government agencies 
establish partnerships with private or 
nonprofit developers to avoid issues with 
developing authority or internal capacity. 


• Central inventory of available real 
estate. Public property that can be 
developed comes in many forms, 
ranging from vacant land to occupied 
but underutilized or outdated buildings. 
Identifying and maintaining a list of 
potential land for redevelopment is a great 
start for local governments aiming to make 
use of public assets for affordable housing. 
Governments can later share this list with 
interested developers or to be utilized for 
other public initiatives. 


• Right of first refusal policies. Adopt 
policies that require public agencies to 
first make surplus or underutilized public 
land or buildings available to developers 
who commit to creating affordable housing 
units. Once a pre-approved period of time 
has passed and the property has not been 
purchased, then it may be opened up for 
other purposes. 
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• Engagement of all public agencies 
with a real estate portfolio. Transit 
agencies, school districts, special districts 
(e.g., water, hospital, cemetery), and 
redevelopment agencies are examples of 
public agencies that often have extensive 
real estate portfolios. Identifying and using 
surplus property should not just be limited 
to city, county, or State resources. 


WHAT ARE SOME 
COMPONENTS OF THIS 
STRATEGY? 
ADAPTIVE REUSE OF PUBLIC 
BUILDINGS 


CDBG, HOME, HTF, §108 


Converting non-residential buildings to 
housing can add to the land available for 
affordable housing and help address blight 
and the high maintenance costs of public 
property. As demographics shift and 
technologies change, there may be 
opportunities for repurposing buildings and 
structures that are no longer fully utilized for 
their intended purpose. Common examples 
are oversized school buildings, unused 
parking lots, and government buildings that 
can be consolidated. 


Assuage community opposition 
to afordable housing through 
education and outreach. Learn 
more about fostering community 
support for new afordable 
housing development. 


CO -LOC ATING AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
AND OTHER PUBLIC USES 


CDBG, HOME, HTF, §108 


Localities also may consider incorporating 
affordable housing in new public projects. 
Many communities have been successful in 
building affordable housing on top of public 
libraries or healthcare facilities. With clear 
social, economic, and environmental benefits, 
they are often an easier sell to those who 
would otherwise oppose affordable housing in 
their backyard. 


REDEVELOPING BLIGHTED AND 
VAC ANT PRIVATE PROPERT Y 


CDBG, HOME, HTF, §108 


This refers to land/buildings that become 
available for redevelopment via tax liens, 
foreclosures, or similar mechanisms whereby 
government agencies can take possession of 
non-conforming or tax-delinquent private 
property. Specific local ordinances and State 
laws will typically govern how governments 
may redirect or dispose of these types of 
properties. 


REDEVELOPMENT OF PUBLIC L AND 


CDBG, HOME, HTF, §108 


This is a particularly effective strategy in urban 
areas where land for development near 
desirable amenities can be scarce or 
prohibitively expensive. By partnering with 
public agencies (e.g., transit authorities, parks 
and recreation departments, land banks) that 
may control land in desirable areas for the 
development of affordable housing, 
governments can create affordable housing in 
areas where the market may be unable to do so. 



https://archive.curbed.com/2017/11/2/16598172/adaptive-reuse-architecture-united-states

https://archive.curbed.com/2017/11/2/16598172/adaptive-reuse-architecture-united-states

https://www.multihousingnews.com/why-co-location-is-a-winning-model-for-affordable-housing/

https://www.multihousingnews.com/why-co-location-is-a-winning-model-for-affordable-housing/

https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/100464/pfs_and_blighted_properties_0.pdf

https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/100464/pfs_and_blighted_properties_0.pdf

https://housingmatters.urban.org/articles/how-using-public-land-can-help-address-housing-shortages
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WHO ARE THE KEY 
PARTNERS? 
Government agencies, such as those 
that oversee transit, parks and recreation, 
education, and special districts, can 
contribute the public land and buildings they 
control toward housing development. The 
nature of these agencies’ involvement in the 
development process—whether they are 
simply contributing land or are part of the 
visioning process and remain involved after 
construction—will depend on their history 
of involvement in such activities, as well as 
the level of engagement and articulation 
among public officials before development 
efforts begin. 


Political leadership is particularly important 
for this kind of development. Cooperation 
across governmental agencies is essential 
because the success of the land assembly 
process, co-development efforts, and shared-
use agreements are heavily dependent upon 
the ability of these agencies to work together. 


Municipal planning, housing/community 
development, and legal departments 
hold much of the in-house expertise needed 
to conduct development activities, making 
their participation one of the key aspects of 
successful efforts to develop public land. 


Private developers often act as co-developers 
alongside government agencies and thus 
can contribute their experience and technical 
expertise to the project. Long-term property 
management is another area where a 
partnership with a private entity can be 
beneficial in complementing the existing 
expertise and staffing capacities of 
local government. 


Neighborhood-based organizations can 
help identify development opportunities 
and lend support to public initiatives and 
targeted legislation. 
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CHALLENGES POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS


Competing priorities within government  
and the opportunity costs involved. 
Committing resources to housing 
development means diverting resources from 
other projects and programs. This can become 
a source of disagreement among decision 
makers within government.


• Establish transparent criteria for project 
selection and clearly communicate the 
expected costs and benefits to legitimize 
the decision-making process and allow 
constructive debate when opinions diverge.


• Consider requiring a community benefits 
agreement (CBA) as a condition of the 
sale of the public property. A CBA is a 
contract signed by community groups and 
a real estate developer that requires the 
developer to provide specific amenities and/
or mitigations for the local community or 
neighborhood.


Long-term ownership and control  
over property. Especially in the context 
of private-public partnerships, ultimate 
ownership over the land and its associated 
development can become problematic after 
the project is built and use restrictions expire, 
especially if not addressed clearly during the 
development phase.


• Ensure that agreements and partnership 
documents establish exit strategies and 
property disposition at the termination of 
the partnership.


Rezoning. Because redeveloping public 
property typically involves utilizing real estate 
that was not originally slated for residential/
multifamily development, rezoning is typically 
required, which can slow the process and add 
costs upfront.


• Communicate the timelines and risks to set 
expectations that acknowledge the inherent 
complexities in real estate and affordable 
housing development.


• Account for potential rezoning delays in 
development budgets.


Public opinion. Community opposition to the 
proposed land use (i.e., affordable housing) or 
a desire to maintain the property’s current use 
can delay or derail a project. This may occur if 
the current use has historical characteristics or 
is valued by neighbors as open or green space.


• Ensure that the inventory of public land is 
publicly available.


• Consider detailing exemptions to public 
land that can be included in the inventory 
(e.g., small sites within coastal zones or 
within close proximity to historic sites). 


WHAT ARE THE CHALLENGES AND POTENTIAL SOLUTIONS? 
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PROJECT SPOTLIGHT:   
LINCOLN PLACE 
Lincoln Place is an example of increasing affordable 
housing supply through the development of public 
property. Once the home of Immaculate Heart of 
Mary School in Rutland, VT, which was abandoned 
and uninhabitable, the two-story masonry facility now 
provides 19 units of affordable housing. The Housing 
Trust of Rutland designed the property of micro-units 
and one-bedroom apartments, along with community 
space for socializing, events, and supportive services to 
benefit very low-income residents and formerly homeless 
individuals. Lincoln Place obtained Historic Tax Credits, 
which enabled the developer to preserve elements of the 
former school. Unit designs include built-ins – shelves and 
tables – to minimize the amount of furniture residents and 


HIGHLIGHTS 
Affordable units: 19 


Use of HUD-CPD funds: Housing 
Trust Fund, HOME, CDBG 


Population served: Formerly 
homeless or at risk of 
homelessness and those below 
50% of AMI 


management need to purchase. The historic preservation component required the cement block 
walls and long hallways to remain, along with a gym that was divided into community and office 
space. The Housing Trust of Rutland developed Lincoln Place with the assistance of the Rutland 
Housing Authority, which provides project-based vouchers. 


Along with the Historic Tax Credits, Lincoln Place received National Housing Trust Fund, HOME, 
and CDBG funds, which provided almost 25% of the total development cost of $6,565,269. 
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BUILDING SUPPORT   
FOR AFFORDABLE  
HOUSING DEVELOPMENT  


T his Toolkit outlines the many tools, 
resources, and strategies that local 
governments can use to increase the 


supply of afordable housing. As a complement 
to the preceding strategies and resources, 
this section discusses efective approaches 
to addressing community opposition to 
afordable housing development through 
consensus building. This type of opposition 
has the potential to derail or delay housing 
development eforts and contributes to the 
present housing crisis across the country. 
It is crucial to work with community 
organizations and individuals to alleviate 
potential resistance to afordable housing. 
There are multiple strategies with which 
local governments can foster support for 
afordable housing developments. Because 
of the political, technical, and financial 
complexities commonly involved in the 
production of afordable housing, developers 
and proponents of afordable housing benefit 
from establishing partnerships that connect 
and embed afordable housing projects within 
the community. 


WHAT CAUSES 
COMMUNITY OPPOSITION? 
Some community members oppose changes 
to their communities based on perceived 
negative impacts the changes may have. Many 
types of development can provoke these 
concerns, including affordable housing. 


Community opposition may manifest itself in 
different ways, such as: 


• A desire to keep affordable housing out 
of a higher income community. This is 
sometimes displayed as a fear of decreased 
property values and overcrowding. 


• A concern that additional affordable 
housing might concentrate poverty in 
a community. Often fears of increased 
crime and other negative impacts on 
the community underlie objections to 
developing affordable housing. 


• Resistance to the redevelopment of 
existing affordable housing due to fears 
of displacement. Neighborhood residents 
may be concerned about gentrification, 
even if redevelopment would result in the 
production of additional affordable units. 


• Trepidation toward adding multifamily 
housing from an environmental and traffic 
standpoint due to increased density and 
parking requirements. 
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WHAT ARE SOME 
STRATEGIES TO OVERCOME 
OPPOSITION? 
Overcoming community opposition is primarily 
about effective communication and engagement 
from the start. Local governments that 
effectively build support for affordable housing 
development work closely with developers and 
community partners to coordinate external 
messaging to the public on the need for 
affordable housing to foster healthy, vibrant 
communities—and they convey this messaging 
in clear, consistent, and unambiguous language. 


As they engage the neighborhood, the 
development team and local government 
should include community members in the 
development planning process and ensure 
that their ideas are heard and their concerns 
are addressed. When eliciting the public’s 
input, governments do well to offer the entire 
community a real and meaningful opportunity 
to participate in the conversation by making 
it as accessible and engaging as possible. 
Doing so has triple benefits: It helps empower 
members of the community who are consistently 
underrepresented in public forums, it advances 
equity and addresses structural racism, and it 
ensures that the debate is not dominated by a 
particular subset of the community. 


Specific community engagement strategies 
include the following: 


• Invite the input of neighborhood and 
community members regarding the planning 
and design processes from the start. 


By adopting a broader view on 
housing and its impacts on society, 
local governments can better reflect 
their audience’s interests and 
concerns and improve the success 
of their messaging for housing 
production goals. Learn more about 
how housing serves as a nexus where 
all community sectors come together. 


• Humanize and illustrate who lives in 
affordable housing—police, firefighters, 
teachers, and service industry workers, all of 
whom are essential to a thriving community. 


• If available, provide local examples and 
data to counter the common assumptions 
that affordable housing negatively impacts 
property values and/or increases crime. 


• Frame conversations with the public on 
how the proposed housing will meet the 
community’s needs. 


• Eliminate barriers to participation, which 
can include a variety of measures: Conduct 
meetings at a location that is familiar 
and accessible to everyone; schedule 
public events at varying hours and days 
of the week; provide online options for 
participation; pursue various methods 
of engagement outside large townhall 
meetings, such as surveys, charettes, and 
small workgroups; make interpreters and 
translated materials available where needed; 
and take into consideration other barriers, 
such as the availability of childcare, the cost 
of transportation, differing educational 
backgrounds, and so forth. 







39 


A
 P


R
IM


ER
 |


 I
N


C
R


EA
S


IN
G


 T
H


E 
S


U
P


P
LY


 O
F 


N
EW


 A
FF


O
R


D
A


B
LE


 H
O


U
S


IN
G


 


  
 
 


  
 


 


  
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 


 


• Acknowledge that citizens may lack trust 
in the decision-making process because 
of historical inequities and set the tone for 
honest, transparent conversations. 


• Build relationships with grassroots organizers 
and elect community ambassadors who can 
relay the message back to their communities. 


• Impose clear boundaries around 
unacceptable discourse (e.g., racist or 
classist remarks, offensive language, 
disruptive behavior) and limit this type of 
discourse in public meetings or forums. 


• Designate a representative on the 
property management team to be 
available and accountable to neighbors. 
Members of the surrounding community 
may feel more at ease if they have 
someone to contact directly with 
concerns, especially about housing that 
serves more vulnerable populations. 


• Gather allies beyond the development 
and financing team by identifying local 
housing advocacy, community leaders, or 
other stakeholder groups to speak in favor 
of the project at community meetings to 
demonstrate their support. 


• Ensure that the building design captures the 
character and feel of the neighborhood. 


Finally, as development and local government 
staff communicate with residents and 
stakeholders, keep in mind the importance of 
affordable housing to a thriving community. 
Refer to the discussion below for talking points 
that may help transform opponents into allies 
based on their individual and/or organizational 
values and concerns. 
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PROJECT SPOTLIGHT:   
WESTVIEW VILLAGE  
Westview Village redevelopment is an efort to preserve 
afordable housing and expand the opportunities for 
housing assistance to other qualifying low-income  
households with minimal displacement. The 
redevelopment also contributes to other neighborhood 
improvement measures, including new infrastructure 
investments and community facilities for a  
service-enriched environment. 


HIGHLIGHTS 
• Afordable units: 286 


• Used a unique mix of funding, 
including CDBG-DR, in connection 
with a RAD conversion 


• Population served: Seniors, 
Westview Village replaces the city’s oldest public housing individuals, and families, 
property – a 180-unit community on 20 acres built in the including “entry-level” 
1950s. The site, co-developed by the Housing Authority households 
of the City of San Buenaventura (Housing Authority) and 
BRIDGE Housing Corporation (BRIDGE), will consist of 
320 new mixed-income homes and apartments built in 
four phases, including two multifamily housing sites, one senior development, and 34 single 
family homes for “entry-level” families that will be deed restricted. Of the 320 units, 286 will be 
afordable, thus adding 106 units of afordable housing to this site post-redevelopment. 


Westview Village is a Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) conversion. Public housing 
properties that undergo RAD conversions and temporarily displace residents due to construction 
or renovation must allow these residents to return to the property once construction is 
complete. Alleviating resident displacement is a cornerstone of RAD. Of the resident households 
that were temporarily displaced, currently 79 are opting to move back into the property once 
construction has been completed. The remaining households are either choosing to remain in 
the public housing complexes to which they were relocated, purchasing their own homes, or 
accepting tenant-based rental assistance, enabling them to move to another subsidized dwelling 
of their choice. 
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WESTVIEW VILLAGE CONTINUED 


Project Details: 


Located in the city of Ventura, CA, in the 
western part of Ventura County, an area with 
extremely high-cost housing. The county 
is heavily agricultural, and the multifamily 
property currently serves residents who are 
farmworker families. 


Four-phase development: 


• Phase I – 131 afordable multifamily 
apartment units (1–4 bedrooms) 


• Phase II – 50 afordable senior 
apartment units 


• Phase III – 105 afordable multifamily 
apartment units (1–4 bedrooms) 


• Phase IV – 34 for-sale row houses 
and duplexes 


The total development costs are estimated to 
be $192 million of which $960,011 in HOME 
funds and $5,335,055 in CDBG-DR funds were 
instrumental in filling in financing gaps. 


Community Support: 


Afer initial plans were released, the Housing 
Authority of the City of San Buenaventura 
conducted extensive outreach with the 
community to involve residents in the design 
process. The future community and childcare 
center received widespread community 
support. Additionally, the Housing Authority, 
in partnership with the city, is developing 
community-requested assets including 
sidewalks and greening along bike paths; 
thus incorporating sustainability aspects, 
which have helped the development gain 
community support. The project received 
California Afordable Housing and Sustainable 
Communities funding, which supports projects 
that address climate change and reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. Housing advocates 
demonstrated that afordable, higher-density 
housing reduces greenhouse gas emissions. 
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Housing As: 


Housing As: 


“HOUSING AS.. .” :   
THE CONNECTION BETWEEN   
AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND THE COMMUNITY 


A fordable housing is more than bricks and mortar: rather, it is the nexus at which all community sectors come together and the 
backbone of our thriving neighborhoods, strengthening opportunities for individuals and their families. Local governments can more 
efectively convey their afordable housing production goals by integrating the various “Housing as…” approaches (detailed below) 


into their planning exercises, community engagement practices and investment decisions.” 


INFRASTRUCTURE 
Affordable housing can contribute to our communities in important ways, both as a physical asset and a form of 
economic activity. Affordable housing development is often accompanied by infrastructure improvements that 
positively impact communities. Among these benefits are improving neighborhood walkability and accessibility 
by updating sidewalks and streetscapes, increasing the availability of green and open spaces, and bringing 
transportation hubs and economic investment to historically disinvested or currently declining neighborhoods. 
Environmental advocates, chambers of commerce, and transportation planners may well lend support to 
affordable housing development when they recognize its value as a conduit for improved infrastructure. 


PUBLIC SAFETY 
A lack of decent, affordable housing can have wide-ranging impacts on the security of a community as a whole 
and the safety of its most vulnerable members. The availability of affordable housing may correlate to crime 
reduction. Eliminating barriers to housing for persons with correctional backgrounds can lead to reduced 
recidivism. Housing chronically homeless individuals leads to reduced incarceration and reliance on emergency 
medical care, at substantial monetary savings to community taxpayers. Such arguments can be powerful to 
police departments, justice advocates, educational institutions, and healthcare providers. 
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Housing As: 


Housing As: 


employers are: 


HEALTHCARE 
Housing is recognized as one of the social determinants of health and wellbeing, which are non-medical factors 
that influence an individual’s health and quality of life. Housing stability and affordability, the quality of one’s 
home, and neighborhood characteristics such as walkability, safety, and environmental quality all have observed 
impacts on the health and wellbeing of residents. A compelling argument for healthcare providers is that when 
people have increased access to medical services, rather than having to rely on emergency room care as is often 
the case with people experiencing homelessness, healthcare costs decrease for both the individual and the 
healthcare system. It is becoming increasingly common for affordable housing developments, particularly for 
seniors and more vulnerable populations, to include a healthcare component such as a clinic. 


WORKFORCE 
A potential avenue for facilitating the development of affordable housing is for local governments and 
developers to partner with large neighborhood or area employers. Elements that may be of interest to area 


• Workers need a place to live. When that place is affordable, connected to amenities, safe, and close to their 
workplace, workers tend to have higher job satisfaction and employers have better retention. 


• The availability of affordable housing near places of employment can boost recruitment efforts and attract 
more talent as the available worker pool increases. Shorter commutes can also mean more predictability and 
reliability for employers and employees alike. 
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Housing As: 


Housing As: 


CLIMATE RESILIENCE 
Housing and transportation are huge contributors to the total domestic carbon footprint affecting U.S. 
households. The federal government incentivizes affordable housing developers to incorporate green, energy 
efficiency attributes into their new communities. These energy efficiency upgrades also reduce costs of heating 
and cooling, increasing long-term affordability for residents. Affordable housing development also provides 
an opportunity to increase resilience and preparedness through better stormwater management, structural 
improvements, and updated emergency systems. Such innovations are likely to gain community support, 
particularly from environmental advocates. 


ECONOMIC MOBILITY 
Homeownership can provide a pathway to upward mobility, as it provides a way for households to build wealth 
over the long term through the increase of home equity. While building wealth obviously benefits individual 
families, it benefits the community as a whole by creating an environment where retail venues, restaurants, and 
services can thrive. Additionally, safe, stable, affordable housing, whether rented or owned, improves long-term 
outcomes for low-income children in educational attainment, family stability, and future earnings. 
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