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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Purpose of this Consolidated Plan

This Consolidated Plan states how the Boulder County/Broomfield County Regional Consortium will pursue its goals for community
development and affordable housing programs. The Plan serves as:

e aplanning document which builds on a participatory process among citizens, organizations, businesses, and other stakeholders;

e asubmission for federal formula grant programs: the HOME Investment Partnerships (“HOME”) program and Community
Development Block Grant (“CDBG”) program;*

e astrategy to be followed in carrying out HUD programs; and

e amanagement tool for assessing performance and tracking results.
The overall goal of the community planning and development programs covered by this Consolidated Plan is to develop viable communities
by providing decent housing, promoting a suitable living environment and expanding economic opportunities principally for low- and

moderate-income persons. The primary means towards this end is to extend and strengthen partnerships among all levels of government
and the private sector, including for-profit and non-profit organizations, in the production and operation of affordable housing.

Decent housing includes assisting homeless persons to obtain appropriate housing and assisting persons at risk of becoming
homeless; retention of the affordable housing stock; and increasing the availability of permanent housing in good condition and at an
affordable cost to low-income and moderate-income families without discrimination on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, national origin,

! See 24 CFR Part 92 (HOME) and 24 CFR Part 570, Subparts D and | (CDBG).

In addition, the programs listed at 24 CFR Part 91.2 require either that the jurisdiction receiving funds directly from HUD have a Consolidated Plan that is approved by
HUD or that the application for HUD funds contain a certification that the application is consistent with a HUD-approved Consolidated Plan. Furthermore, HUD funding
allocations for the Section 8 Certificate and Voucher Programs are to be made in a way that enables the Consortium to carry out this Consolidated Plan. The Public
Housing Agency Plan submission (“PHA Plan”) includes a certification by the appropriate state or local official that the PHA Plan is consistent with the applicable
Consolidated Plan for the jurisdiction in which the PHA is located and must describe the manner in which the applicable contents of the PHA Plan are consistent with
the Consolidated Plan. See 24 CFR Part 903.
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familial status, or disability. Decent housing also includes increasing the supply of supportive housing, which combines structural features
and services needed to enable persons with special needs, including persons with HIV/AIDS and their families, to live with dignity and
independence, and providing housing affordable to low-income persons accessible to job opportunities.

A suitable living environment includes improving the safety and livability of neighborhoods; increasing access to high-quality public
and private facilities and services; reducing the isolation of income groups within a community or geographical area through the spatial
deconcentration of housing opportunities for persons of lower income and the revitalization of deteriorating or deteriorated
neighborhoods; restoring and preserving properties of special historic, architectural, or aesthetic value; and conservation of energy
resources.

Expanded economic opportunities includes job creation and retention; establishment, stabilization and expansion of small
businesses (including microenterprises); the provision of public services concerned with employment; the provision of jobs involved in
carrying out activities under programs covered by this plan to low-income persons living in areas affected by those programs and activities;
availability of mortgage financing for low-income persons at reasonable rates using nondiscriminatory lending practices; access to capital
and credit for development activities that promote the long-term economic and social viability of the community; and empowerment and
self-sufficiency opportunities for low-income persons to reduce generational poverty in federally assisted and public housing.

Significant findings of the housing market analysis and needs assessment

0 After arapidincrease in both population and housing units during the latter half of the 20th century, growth rates for both are now
slowing.

0  Although the region enjoys high area median incomes (“AMI”) compared to the rest of the state — the “housing wage” for Boulder County is
121% of the mean renter wage.

0  Using 2008 ACS data, approximately 54% of the renters in Boulder County and 51% of renters in Broomfield are “housing cost burdened.”
O The Boulder Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), which does not include Broomfield, is the most expensive MSA in the state.

O The estimates for affordable housing units required to meet the expected demand in 2014 are 15,280 additional rental units and 22,272 ownership
units. Today, there are approximately 5,645 publicly assisted affordable units in the Consortium region, as well as approximately 1,625 Section 8
Housing Choice vouchers.
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Although compared to neighboring counties, Boulder and Broomfield counties have weathered the foreclosure crisis relatively well, foreclosures
present significant issues for Consortium communities, especially in Longmont.

All four housing authorities within the Consortium region agreed that the needs are urgent and the Very Low-Income client population is increasing.

According to the 2009 Point-in-Time Survey, there were 1207 homeless people in the region with a higher proportion of families homeless
in Broomfield County.

Summary of the Strategic Plan

Based on the housing market analysis , needs assessment and the input gathered through the Consolidated Planning process, the
Consortium selected six priority areas for investment. The priorities interlock intentionally in order to further the Consortium’s efforts to
address poverty and service provision in a holistic and more effective manner. Specific objectives and goals are defined for each priority
area in Chapter 4.

1

2.

Increase the amount and affordability of rental housing for the Consortium’s lowest income renters.

Preserve existing affordable owner-occupied housing stock by keeping houses safe and habitable, help owners to age in place and provide
foreclosure prevention services to all homeowners.

Support low-to-moderate income home buyers and increase the supply of affordable housing units.
Reduce homelessness within the Consortium geographic area.

Revitalize and invest in the consortium’s communities to ensure that all neighborhoods, particularly those of low/moderate income,
enjoy a high quality of life for their residents.

Increase the economic empowerment of residents to secure a stable income and begin to build wealth.

Summary of the 2010 Action Plans

This Consolidated Plan includes three Action Plans, one for each of the entitlement jurisdictions: City of Boulder (CDBG) and Consortium
(HOME), City of Longmont, and City and County of Broomfield. Each Action Plan identifies the specific activities the jurisdiction will support
to address the Consolidated Plan’s priorities.
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The City of Boulder/Consortium Action Plan includes 48 activities totaling more than $77 million in economic activity.
The City of Longmont Action Plan includes 19 activities totaling more than $18 million in economic activity.

The City of Broomfield Action Plan includes 12 activities totaling more than $1 million in economic activity.

Evaluation of past performance

Following each program year, each of the three entitlement jurisdictions covered by this Plan (City of Boulder and the Consortium,
City of Longmont, City and County of Broomfield) prepares a Consolidated Annual Performance And Evaluation Report (CAPER). These

documents may be reviewed by contacting the jurisdictions. Issues identified in the CAPERs informed the preparation of this Consolidated
Plan.
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HOUSING MARKET ANALYSIS

This section characterizes the housing market in the
Boulder County/Broomfield County area (the HOME
Consortium region). It first describes a few key social,
demographic, and economic characteristics of the market. It
then presents key data on the housing market. It describes
the current supply of and demand for housing, both market-
rate and publicly assisted units.

What are the highlights of this market analysis?

The Consortium region covers an area best thought of
as a single regional housing market, one generally
characterized by excess demand — seen in low vacancy rates
and rising housing purchase prices and rents. Local land use
policies and other governmental limits on growth enacted
over the past several decades contribute to the cost of
housing development, among other factors. The
attractiveness of the region as a hub for education,
employment, technology, federal laboratories, and recreation
is reflected in the steadily increasing price of land in the
region. Indeed, the amount of relatively inexpensive
developable land in the region is rapidly diminishing.

After a rapid increase in both population and housing
units during the latter half of the 20t century, growth rates
for both are now slowing. Unemployment rates and job
growth in the region continue to be more favorable than the
statewide figures through the current economic downturn.
The same is true for the slowdown in building activity — the

Consortium region, and especially the Boulder MSA, has been
hit less hard than the rest of Colorado.

Although the region enjoys high area median incomes
(“AMI”) compared to the rest of the state — at $89,100 for
2009, Boulder County’s AMl is less than only Pitkin County —
the “housing wage” for Boulder County is 121% of the mean
renter wage. Broomfield AMI for 2009 is $76,000. For a
minimum wage earner to afford a 2-bedroom unit in Boulder
County, she must work 2.7 full-time jobs. For those on fixed
incomes, finding affordable housing in the Consortium region
is even more difficult. Overall, using 2008 American
Community Survey data, approximately 54% of the renters in
Boulder County (21,366 housing units) and 51% of renters in
the Denver-Aurora MSA, which includes Broomfield (153,505
housing units) are “housing cost burdened” under HUD's
definition. 47% of owners with mortgages in Boulder County
(23,456 housing units) and 49% in the Denver-Aurora MSA are
housing cost burdened (209,544 housing units). None of
these cost burden calculations takes into account the cost of
transportation; when that expense is factored in, a much
higher percentage of households in the Consortium are
burdened.

The Boulder MSA is routinely cited by multiple sources
as the most expensive housing market in the state. (Note that
the smaller resort areas with even more expensive housing
markets, such as Pitkin County, are typically not large enough
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to be counted in these studies.) Certainly, the Consortium
region bears the highest rents of the Denver metro area.

There is a substantial difference between the cost of
detached homes in the City of Boulder and the
unincorporated Boulder County eastern plains, compared to
the rest of the localities in the Consortium. But this disparity
largely disappears for attached units. For example, applying a
standard test to the Consortium’s stock of detached homes
reveals that only Longmont can be categorized as
“affordable.” In contrast, all places in the Consortium are
“affordable” when it comes to attached homes.

There are approximately 5,645 publicly assisted
affordable units in the Consortium region, as well as
approximately 1,625 Section 8 tenant-based vouchers. Most
of this affordable housing stock is fairly efficiently located, in
terms of access to housing-related services, transportation,
and low-income communities.

Where does the data in the market analysis come from?

The analysis in this Consolidated Plan is based on the
most recent and reliable data on the region available to the
Consortium. Data sources referenced within include:

- U.S. Census data: 1990 Census; 2000 Census; 2008
American Community Survey (“ACS”); building
permits/new construction

- Colorado Department of Local Affairs, Division of
Housing 2nd quarter 2009 rental and vacancy survey
(“Von Stroh” survey)

- Data on publicly assisted units from Boulder County
Housing Authority; Longmont Housing Authority;
Boulder Housing Partners (the City of Boulder Housing
Authority); Broomfield Housing Authority; City of
Boulder; City of Longmont; City & County of
Broomfield; and other non-profit organizations as
labeled (e.g., Thistle Housing, St. Vrain and Flatirons
Habitat for Humanity affiliates)

- Data from past housing needs assessments for the
Consortium area (e.g., BBC Research & Consulting
Consolidated Plan, 2007-2009)

- Data on home sales from the Boulder Area Realtors
Association (“BARA”)

- Nielsen/Claritas, a commercial data provider
(hereinafter “Claritas”)

Just prior to publication of the Plan, the Consortium
learned that Claritas underestimated the 2009 population of
Boulder County and the localities therein by 4.5% due to a
failure to account for the creation of Broomfield as a separate
county back in 2001. This underestimation error does not
affect data for Broomfield. Claritas should have based its
Boulder County growth projections from 2000 to 2009 on
post-2001 Boulder County boundaries, but it did not.
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Claritas was unable to fix this data problem quickly. Due
to the late hour at which the Consortium learned of the issue, it
is only partly addressed in the presentation below, as follows.
First, based on conversations with the chief Claritas
demographer, the overall population numbers presented in
Table 2-1 are adjusted upwards by 4.5% for 2009 and 6.1% for
2014. Second, where feasible in other tables, charts, and graphs,
the Claritas data has been replaced with data from other
sources, such as the 2008 ACS. It was not feasible to redo any of
the maps that relied in whole or in part on Claritas data. Maps
affected include those depicting data on population, age,
income, and race/ethnicity. Many other maps were not affected,
such as those depicting foreclosure data, property values, blood
lead levels, jobs and household growth forecasts, transportation
routes and costs, and the current supply of mobile homes and
publicly assisted housing units.

All in all, the Consortium believes that this Claritas error
results in undercounts for absolute values of some Boulder
County estimates — e.g., total population, number of households,
and number of people with a given demographic characteristic —
but not the relative values of these estimates across the region.
As an example, we remain confident relative to Louisville that
there are more Hispanics in Lafayette. But the absolute
difference between the Hispanic populations in those two cities
may differ slightly from what is shown on Map 2-4.

There is one other important data issue arising out of the
fact that Broomfield did not become a separate county until
2001, after the 2000 Census: Broomfield is counted as within the
Denver-Aurora Metropolitan Statistical Area (“MSA”), not by
itself or within the Boulder MSA. Readers are forewarned that
although some of Broomfield’s housing characteristics are similar

to the characteristics of the Denver metro area housing market
as a whole, others are not. There is a risk that some
characteristics unique to Broomfield will be masked by the very
large Denver-Aurora MSA sample size (relative to the size of
Broomfield).

Lastly, readers should note that as this Plan was being
published, HUD released 2009 Comprehensive Housing
Affordability Strategy (“CHAS”) data, a special tabulation of ACS
data from the Census Bureau. This excellent source of local
housing and demographic data could not be incorporated into
this Plan before publication.”

What are the general characteristics of the region?

Size of the Consortium region. The Consortium region
encompasses 775 square miles. HUD defines a Consortium as an
organization of geographically contiguous units of general local
government that are acting as a single unit of general local
government for purposes of the HOME and CDBG programs. Our
Consortium covers Boulder County, Broomfield County, and all
municipalities therein — a total of 12 local governments.
Participating governments include Boulder County, City and
County of Broomfield, City of Boulder, City of Longmont, City of
Lafayette, City of Louisville, Town of Erie, Town of Jamestown,
Town of Lyons, Town of Nederland, Town of Superior, and Town
of Ward. Even though parts of Longmont, Erie, and Superior
cross into neighboring counties, for each of these municipalities
the entire incorporated area is included in the Regional HOME
Consortium.

! See http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/cp.html.
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Table 2-1. Population growth since 1990
Place data 1990 2000 2009° 2014°
Broomfield 25,419 39,074 57,131 67,638
City of Boulder 87,737 94,673 99,463° 105,500d
Boulder County - - - -
Allenspark 362 496 404 387
Coal Creek Canyon 2,009 2,323 2,423 2,405
Eldora 188 170 139 143
Eldorado Springs 650 557 495 507
Gold Hill 166 210 192 191
Gunbarrel 8,711 9,435 8,544 8,075
Niwot 2,670 4,160 3,950 3,750
Town of Erie 2,320 6,291 13,896 17,506
Town of Jamestown 251 205 188 188
City of Lafayette 15,609 23,197 25,225 25,995
City of Longmont 53,084 71,093 84,936 90,810
City of Louisville 12,656 18,937 18,561 18,122
Town of Lyons 1,422 1,585 1,776 1,859
Town of Nederland 1,142 1,394 1,124 1,157
Town of Superior 460 9,011 10,653 11,353
Town of Ward 173 169 157 154
Place data totals 215,029 282,980 329,262 355,741
Other Bdr Cty unincorp. 19,288 25,852 22,205 19,567
Place + county data total 234,317 308,832 351,467 375,308

Source: Claritas, adjusted for undercount of Boulder County population, as noted

below:

a.

These figures correct for the Claritas’ 4.5% underestimation, with the
exception of Broomfield, as noted in the text above.

These figures correct for the Claritas’ 6.1% underestimation, with the
exception of Broomfield, as noted in the text above.

The City of Boulder challenged the Census figure and this is the revised
Census estimate for July 2009 population.

There is no revised Census estimate for 2014, so the figure cited is from the

City of Boulder planning and development services department.
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Population. Population is a function of births, deaths, and net
migration. The chart above shows that the rate of growth in
Broomfield is faster than the rate in Boulder County. Growth in
Boulder is leveling off, but not in Broomfield. The Consortium
as a whole enjoyed significant growth over the past decade, as
depicted in Table 2-1 and Map 2-1. The total number of people
in the region is expected to increase by ~24,000 people
between 2009 and 2014. Due primarily to local comprehensive
plans encouraging urban-scale development take place in urban
areas, most of the region’s population lives in urbanized areas,
as shown in Map 2-2. By far, the greatest proportion of the
region lives in the lower elevation eastern half than in the
mountainous western half, which extends all the way up to the
Continental Divide.



Map 2-1. Where and how much has our region’s population grown since 20007

A

Eastern Boulder County, Broomfield,
and northeast and southeast
Longmont have witnessed the
greatest increase in population since
the 2000 Census. Contrast the near
total absence of population growth
in the mountainous western half of
Boulder County - mostly comprised
of publicly owned land - and the City
of Boulder, which is ringed with open
space and nearing build-out under its
stringent land use regulations.

Population Growth 2000 - 2009
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Map 2-2. Where is population most dense in the Consortium region?
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The City of Boulder’s population estimates do not track with
the Census Bureau’s estimates (and, consequently, do not
track with the Claritas estimates which rely in part on Census
data). Thisis not a new issue. Years ago, the City contested
the 2000 Census figures for Boulder based in part on a period
during which Boulder building permits issued were not
reported to the Census Bureau. The Census Bureau agreed to
revise its estimates upwards, to 99,463 for 2009 — not as far
upwards as the City argued it should; the City believes that its
2009 population is 102,800.

Household size. According to 2008 ACS data for
Boulder County, the average household size of owner-
occupied units is 2.5 persons/household; for renter-occupied
units, it’s 2.2. According to 2008 ACS data for the Denver-
Aurora MSA, of which Broomfield is a part, the average
household size of owner-occupied units is 2.7
persons/household; for renter-occupied units, it’s 2.4.

Racial/ethnic demographics. From HUD’s perspective,
disproportionately greater need exists when “the percentage
of persons in a category of need who are members of a
particular racial or ethnic group in a category of need is at
least 10 percentage points higher than the percentage of
persons in the category as a whole.” Under this definition,
there are no block groups in the Consortium region
disproportionately populated by African-Americans, American
Indians, or Pacific Islanders. That is, given the regional
prevalence of African-Americans of 1.4%, there are no block
groups where African-Americans make up at least 11.4% of
the population. Given the regional prevalence of American

Indians of 0.9%, there are no block groups where American
Indians make up at least 10.9% of the population. And given
the regional prevalence of Pacific Islanders of 0.1%, there are
no block groups where Pacific Islanders make up at least
10.1% of the population.

There are, however, block groups in the Consortium
region disproportionately populated by Asians (14.9% or
more) and particularly Hispanics (23.2% or more), as shown on
Maps 2-3 through 2-4. When combined with the data in other
maps, the reader can get a sense for whether a given
community of color in a given block group may have a
disproportionately greater need.

Recent employment trends. According to the Bureau of
Labor Statistics, non-agricultural employment decreased
statewide during 2009 as compared to 2008, from 2,358,000
workers to 2,248,000 — a drop of 4.7%. In the Boulder MSA, non-
ag employment decreased during the same period from 169,000
workers to 161,000 — a drop of 4.6%. In the Denver-Aurora
(Broomfield) MSA, non-ag employment decreased during the
same period from 1,256,000 workers to 1,200,000 — a drop of
4.4%. Interestingly, the other five Colorado MSAs analyzed for
non-ag employment trends all fared better on a percentage basis
than the two MSAs in our Consortium area. Unemployment
rates for August 2009 increased to 7.3% from 4.9% in August
2008 statewide; from 4.3% to 5.9% in the Boulder MSA; and from
5.2% to 7.5% in the Denver-Aurora (Broomfield) MSA. Specific to
the building industry, Colorado was on track to lose 14.3% of its
construction jobs as of August 2009 compared to the previous
year, and that after losing 3.9% of its construction job base
from 2007 to 2008.
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Map 2-3. Locations of Communities of Color: Asians
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Map 2-4. Locations of Communities of Color: Hispanics
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Local “housing wages.” The National Low-Income
Housing Coalition (“NLIHC”) publishes statistics each year on
the housing wage — the hourly wage a worker must earn to
afford the fair market rent for a two-bedroom home. NLIHC's
Out of Reach report provides “a side-by-side comparison of
wages and rents in every county, Metropolitan Area...,
combined nonmetropolitan area and state in the United
States. For each jurisdiction, the report calculates the amount
of money a household must earn in order to afford a rental
unit at a range of sizes (0, 1, 2, 3, and 4 bedrooms) at the
area’s Fair Market Rent..., based on the generally accepted
affordability standard of paying no more than 30% of income
for housing costs.”?

Using HUD’s 2009 figures for AMI and FMR, and 2009
projections of 2007 Bureau of Labor Statistics data, NLIHC
estimates the statewide housing wage at $16.48/hour, the
Boulder MSA housing wage at $19.79/hour, and the Denver-
Aurora (Broomfield) MSA housing wage at $17.13/hour. To
understand the problem, compare these housing wage figures
to the estimated mean renter wages for each of the three
areas. Statewide, housing wage is 109% of mean renter wage;
in the Boulder MSA, housing wage is 121% of mean renter
wage; and in the Denver-Aurora (Broomfield) MSA, the
housing wage is 101% of mean renter wage.

The mean renter wage for the Boulder MSA of
$16.34/hour makes a monthly rent of up to $850 affordable.
For the Denver-Aurora (Broomfield) MSA, this mean renter
wage of $17.03/hour makes a monthly rent of up to $886

? For more on the housing wage, see the full Out of Reach 2009 report
published at http://www.nlihc.org/oor/oor2009/.

affordable. Contrast the type of rental unit affordable to the
mean renter wage earner with that affordable to workers
earning the minimum wage of $7.28/hour, who can afford
rent of no more than $379/month. For a minimum wage
earner to afford a 2-bedroom unit in the Boulder MSA, she
must work 2.7 full-time jobs. In the Denver-Aurora
(Broomfield) MSA, it is 2.4 full-time jobs. For an even sharper
contrast than these minimum wage earner scenarios, compare
those on a fixed Social Security income of $674/month, who
can afford rent of no more than $202/month without
jeopardizing health care, food, or utilities.

Income. For 2009, HUD determined the median family
income for a 4-person household in Boulder County to be
$89,100. This is the second highest AMI in the state, behind
only Pitkin County, home of Aspen, where the median price of
a single-family home is several million dollars. Before 2001,
when it became its own separate county, the Broomfield area
was split among four different counties. Perhaps due to its
geographical situation at the southeastern corner of the
Consortium region along Highway 36, the main corridor from
Boulder to Denver, the AMI for Broomfield is deemed by HUD
to be more similar to the Denver-Aurora area than the
Boulder area. For 2009, the Denver-Aurora median family
income for a 4-person household is $76,000. After the 2010
Census is completed, HUD will determine an AMI unique to
Broomfield.
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These annually updated AMI determinations are important for many affordable housing programs and policies in that they
are one way to categorize need. Throughout this Plan, reference is made to the following four income categories:

Boulder County | Broomfield
The baseline: 2009 area median income (“AMI”) for a 4-person household $89,100 $76,000
Extremely low income family. Family whose income is between 0 and 30% of the median income for the
area, as determined by HUD with adjustments for smaller and larger families 526,730 522,800
Very low income families. Same definition as extremely low income family, except incomes do not exceed
50% of the median family income (“MFI”) for the area 544,550 538,000
“HUD low income” families. For Broomfield, same definition as above except that incomes do not exceed
80% of the MFI for the area. For Boulder County, however, HUD low income is $64,000, not 80% of the MFI
for the area which would be $71,280. This is because by law HUD low income is capped at $64,000 for all 564,000 560,800
jurisdictions based on the FY2009 national MFI.

As shown in Table 2-2, as of 2009 about 4.5% of families in the
Consortium region are “poverty level,” defined by HUD as a
family with an income below the “poverty line.” Almost half of
these poverty level family households are headed by single
females. The poverty line is defined annually by the Office of
Management and Budget in accordance with Census Bureau
“poverty thresholds.” Note that these thresholds are not the
same thing as the Department of Health & Human Services’
“poverty guidelines.” Rather, the guidelines are a simplified
version of the thresholds used in determining financial eligibility
for certain federal programs. Both the poverty thresholds and
the poverty guidelines are uniform nationwide; there are no
separate figures published for each state or other geographical
area.

Annual household income across the region

| #of households

$500,000+
$250,000-$499,999
$150,000-$249,999
$100,000-5149,399
$75,000-$99,999
$50,000-574,999
$35,000-549,399
$25,000-534,999
$15,000-524,999
<$15,000

Source: Claritas (not adjusted for undercount of Boulder County population)
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Source: Claritas (not adjusted for undercount of Boulder County population)

Concentrations of lower-income households across the
region are depicted in Maps 2-5 through 2-7. The 2009
income data we obtained was split into categories that could
not be manipulated to match up exactly with the 2009 HUD
determinations of AMI for Boulder County and Broomfield.

Market Analysis - 12

Table 2-2. Families below and above the poverty line across the region Persons in family 20089 poverty guideline
Poverty level Type of family # of households % of region 1 $10,830
Married Couple with Children 897 1.1% 2 $14,570
Married Couple with No Children 471 0.6% 3 $18,310
Below Male Householder with Children 414 0.5% 4 $22,050
Male Householder with No Children 137 0.2% 5 $25,790
Female Householder with Children 1,560 1.9% 6 $29,530
Female Householder with No Children 191 0.2% 7 $33,270
Total family households in region below poverty level 3,670 4.5% 8 $37,010
Married Couple with Children 33,703 41.6% For families with more than 8 persons, add $3,740
Married Couple with No Children 31,824 39.3% for each additional person.
At or above Male Householder with Children 2,395 3.0% . )
Male Householder with No Children 1,533 1.9% Source: U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services
Female Householder with Children 5,588 6.9% ) . L
Fernale Householder with No Children 2,340 2.9% Note'that financial eI|g|b|I|ty for most federal
Total family households in region at/above poverty level 77,383 95.5% housing and commur'\lty deyelopment
Total family households in region 81,053 100.0% | | Prosrams, however, including HOME and CDBG

block grants, is tied to area median income —
not poverty lines, thresholds, or guidelines.

That said, as noted on the maps, it is still possible to get a
sense for the location of households at or near HUD
definitions for low-income families. The two charts below
depict an estimation of the number of households in the
region who make less than HUD Low Income.




Map 2-5. Where do those of "extremely low income"” live? (0-30% AMI)

Each year, HUD defines the area median
income {"AMI") for a family of fourin a
particular area. "Median” means that
hzlf the families in the area maka mors
than the AMI, half make less. Inour
case, the 2009 AMI for Boulder County is 4AlEnspark
589,100, For Broomfield, it's 576,000.
Eligibility for many housing assistance
programs is based on whether the
applicant earns a given parcentage of
the relavant AMI (e.g., 30%).
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The 2009 income estimates used in “—‘-\,-/*\\ E
making this map from commercial data

provider Claritas are segmented into ;

income brackets that do not exactly X i H.Ff
match up with those derived from the

2009 AMI definad by HUD. In other P
words, we cannot create a map based IIL,-"\
exactly on the "30% of AMI" threshold.

The best we can do is map the locations e
of those making 525,000/ vear — which
equates to 28% of Boulder County AMI, e — N
33% of Broomfisld AMI. _,:/‘f

* Mote: Although the block groups that
appear most poor in this map are all E
within one mile of the University of Mederland
Colorado campus, the data does not | ’\:?
distinguish between students and non- i —
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Annual Household Income Less Than $25,000
by Cen=us Block Group (2009 Data)
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110.1 - 20% _

C120.1 - 30% = Total Population < 20 0 . 10 15 r'—" Bubar Bk oGS
[ 30.1 - 50% Miles @ Gl g

Market Analysis - 13



Map 2-6. Where do those of "extremely low to low income"” live? (30-50% AMI)

i e g e S e e S e S S e S S i
Each year, HUD defines the area median .
income {"AMI™) for a family of fourin a J

particufar area. "Meadian" means that

half the families in the area make more

than the AMI, half make less. In our i "5
case, the 2009 AMI for Boulder County is

589,100. For Broomfield, it's 576,000, 4Jamnspar]

Eligibility for many housing assistance
programs is based on whether the
applicant earns a given percentage of the § ;
relevant AMI (e.g., £0%).
s
The 200% income estimates used in
making this map from commercial data .
provider Claritas are segmentead into I
income brackets that do not exactly ;

Mot
match up with those derivad from the
2009 AMI defined by HUD. In other
words, we cannot create a map basad o
exactly on the “30% of AMI" threshold. Ll i
The best we can do is map the locations b |

of those making 535,000 year - which
equatas to 39% of Boulder County AMI,
48% of Broomfisld AML.

1
* Mote: Although the block groups that i
appear most poor in this map are all
within ong mile of the University of
Colorado campus (with one exception in
MNE Longment), the datz does not e
distinguish between students and non- @ =
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Map 2-7. Where do those of "low to moderate income” live? (50-80% AMI)

Each year, HUD defines the area median
income ("AMI™) for a family of fourin a
particular area. "Median™ means that
hzlf the families in the area make more
than the AMI, half make less. In our
casa, the 2009 AMI for Boulder County is
589,100, For Broomfield, it's 576,000.
Eligibility for many housing assistance
programs is based on whether the
applicant earns a given percentage of the
relevant AMI (e g., B0%35).

The 2009 income estimates usad in
making this map from commercial data
provider Claritas are segmented into
income brackets that do not exactly
matich up with thosa derived from the
2009 AMI definad by HUD. In other
words, we cannot create a map based
exactly on the "50-80% of AMI"
thrasholds. The best we can do is map
the locations of those making 550,000/
year -- which equates to 56%: of Boulder
County AMI, 66% of Broomfield AMI.

* Mote: the block groups that include
Allenspark, Lyons, and eastern
Broomfield are sparsely populated.

Annual Household Income Less Than $50,000
by Census Block Group (2009 Data)

[J0-10% B 50.1 - 100%
s [ Total Population < 20
[l
[C120.1- 30% al Fopulation < T
[ 30.1 - 50%
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20,000
18,000
16,000
14,000
12,000
10,000
8,000
6,000
4,000
2,000
0

# of households

Number of households in each income bracket - Boulder County
Income brackets

W= 515,000

m515,000-524,999

m525,000-534,999
18,926 W 535,000-549,999

= $50,000-574,999

= $75,000-599,999

=5$100,000-5149,999

5150,000-5249,999

$250,000-5499,999
 5500,000+

Source: Claritas (not adjusted for undercount of Boulder County population)

Number of households in each income bracket - Broomfield

3970 4,810

# of households

Income brackets

m 515,000
m$15,000-524,999
m5$25,000-534,999
m$35,000-549,999

m 550,000 -574,999
575,000 -599,999

= 5100,000-5149,999
®$150,000-5249,999
1 $250,000-5499,999
= $500,000+

Source: Claritas (not adjusted for undercount of Boulder County population)
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Table 2-3. Longmont Median Income in the Past 12 Months (In 2008 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars)

Subject Total
HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY RACE AND HISPANIC OR LATINO ORIGIN OF HOUSEHOLDER
Households 32,952
White 87.3%
Black or African American N
American Indian and Alaska Native N
Asian N
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander N
Some other race N
Two or more races N
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) 16.0%
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 79.4%
HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER
15 to 24 years 4.0%
25 to 44 years 38.1%
45 to 64 years 44.1%
65 years and over 13.7%
FAMILIES
Families 21,275
With own children under 18 years N
With no own children under 18 years N
Married-couple families N
Female householder, no husband present N
Male householder, no wife present N
NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS
Nonfamily households 11,677
Female householder 54.6%
Living alone 47.7%
Not living alone 6.9%
Male householder 45.4%
Living alone 35.5%
Not living alone 9.9%

Margin of Error

+/-1,725
+/-2.8

2|2 2 22 2

+/-2.7
+/-3.2

+/-1.7
+/-4.2
+/-3.8
+/-2.5

+/-1,686
N

2|2 2|2

+/-1,436
+/-6.0
+/-6.3
+/-3.2
+/-6.0
+/-5.9
+/-4.4

Source: 2008 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates (Table S1903).

Market Analysis - 17

58,214
60,765
46,194

64,889

31,810
31,902
32,794
64,298

17,482
56,241
80,098
29,320

77,281
67,868
86,738
83,793
45,145
50,127

33,736
33,432
32,688
53,680
34,330
33,714
80,801

Median income (dollars)

Margin of error

+/-4,680
+/-5,083
+/-44,897
N
+/-33,426
* 3k
+/-11,071
+/-31,913
+/-9,672
+/-6,336

+/-5,292
+/-7,847
+/-8,837
+/-6,285

+/-9,653
+/-4,667
+/-10,608
+/-4,468
+/-20,021
+/-21,641

+/-4,748
+/-6,500
+/-10,394
+/-22,357
+/-9,147
+/-8,089
+/-85,453



Table 2-4. Boulder Median Income in the Past 12 Months (In 2008 Inflation-Adjusted Dollars)

Subject Total Margin of Error Median income (dollars) Margin of error
HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY RACE AND HISPANIC OR LATINO ORIGIN OF HOUSEHOLDER
Households 39,715 | +/-1,823 57,231 +/-7,453
White 89.1% +/-2.7 60,818 +/-3,788
Black or African American N N N N
American Indian and Alaska Native N N N N
Asian N N 37,493 +/-13,077
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander N N - *ok
Some other race N N N N
Two or more races N N N N
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) N N 22,480 +/-9,415
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 85.8% 3 61,238 +/-3,772
HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER
15 to 24 years 19.3% +/-2.6 21,681 +/-4,982
25 to 44 years 35.6% +/-3.4 64,541 +/-5,362
45 to 64 years 33.6% +/-3.3 80,849 +/-16,874
65 years and over 11.6% +/-1.9 61,593 +/-17,365
FAMILIES
Families 16,588 | +/-1,376 94,890 +/-12,698
With own children under 18 years N N 109,544 +/-25,621
With no own children under 18 years N N 88,644 +/-9,344
Married-couple families N N 109,711 +/-14,716
Female householder, no husband present N N 40,497 +/-19,806
Male householder, no wife present N N 36,667 +/-95,517
NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS
Nonfamily households 23,127 | +/-1,879 33,080 +/-3,879
Female householder 53.3% +/-4.7 32,258 +/-4,959
Living alone 35.8% +/-4.4 29,479 +/-5,373
Not living alone 17.5% +/-3.8 41,684 +/-17,403
Male householder 46.7% +/-4.7 34,878 +/-7,587
Living alone 29.6% +/-4.4 29,841 +/-3,973
Not living alone 17.1% +/-3.5 58,394 +/-34,820

Source: 2008 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates (Table $1903).
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What are the characteristics of the housing supply as of 2009?

The following pages display various metrics that, taken together, broadly characterize the current housing supply in the
Consortium region. These metrics include the ratio of renters to owners, the prevalence of different housing types (e.g., single-
family v. multi-family) in the different localities within the Consortium, and the pace of historical housing unit growth contrasted
with recent building activity trends. This section also presents data on the cost of rental and ownership housing stock across the
region, noting how affordability varies widely depending on where a household chooses to live across the region.

Table 2-5. Housing tenure (rent v. own)

Housing tenure

# of units — 2009 estimate

Owner-occupied

89,218 (68%)

Renter-occupied

42,409 (32%)

Total

131,627 (100%)

Source: Claritas (not adjusted for undercount of Boulder County

population)

Table 2-6. Number of housing units in structure

Structure type

# of units in region

% of housing units of

this type
1 unit detached 92,189 65%
1 unit attached 8,114 6%
2 units 2,722 2%
3 - 19 units 20,751 14%
20 - 49 units 6,674 5%
50+ units 5,957 4%
Mobile home 5,585 4%
Total 142,066" 100%

Source: Claritas (not adjusted for undercount of Boulder County pop.)

Note 1. This total is larger than the total in the housing tenure (Table 2-5)
because this data takes into account vacant units as well as occupied units,
whereas the housing tenure data just counts occupied units.
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Table 2-7. 2009 Housing Units by Units In Structure, Broken Down by Place

%
1 Unit 1 Unit . 3-19 20-49 . Totals b detached | % multi-
Detached | Attached 2 Units Units Units S0+ Units Other place ’ single- family
family

Broomfield 15,723 378 89 2,191 973 357 1,264 20,975 75% 17%
Boulder 17,419 2,607 1,104 9,470 3,763 4,156 1,813 40,332 43% 46%
Boulder County

Allenspark 1,025 - - 37 - - - 1,062 97% 3%

Coal Creek Canyon 1,309 10 - - - - 8 1,327 99% 0%

Eldora 323 2 - - - - 4 329 98% 0%

Eldorado Springs 176 - 17 5 - - 81 279 63% 8%

Gold Hill 92 17 - - - - 16 125 74% 0%

Gunbarrel 2,219 338 47 929 321 58 11 3,923 57% 35%

Niwot 1,145 65 - 226 - - 13 1,449 79% 16%
Erie 4,681 35 39 17 - - 97 4,869 96% 1%
Jamestown 93 - 4 2 - - - 99 94% 6%
Lafayette 6,029 1,538 214 914 213 74 852 9,834 61% 14%
Longmont 21,351 2,304 1,034 4,191 1,202 1,092 918 32,092 67% 23%
Louisville 5,450 467 60 828 149 105 102 7,161 76% 16%
Lyons 615 4 38 38 - - 73 768 80% 10%
Nederland 479 18 17 64 - - 16 594 81% 14%
Superior 2,599 159 15 1,686 3 92 25 4,579 57% 39%
Ward 86 - - - - - - 86 100% 0%
Totals 80,814 7,942 2,678 20,598 6,624 5,934 5,293 129,883"

Source: Claritas (not adjusted for undercount of Boulder County population)

Note 1. The total number of housing units by structure in this Table 2-7 (129,883) is less than the total number of housing units by structure in Table 2-6 above (142,066). This is
because the former is taken from the Claritas “place” dataset, whereas the latter is taken from the Claritas “county” dataset. The place dataset only includes data on housing
units within the defined places listed in this Table 2-7, not on housing units located in unincorporated areas. Therefore, overall totals coming from the place dataset are lower
than those coming from the county dataset. All of these numbers are estimates; for comparison purposes, note that 2008 ACS data counted 124,087 households in Boulder

County and 21,161 households in Broomfield.
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Figure 2-3. Housing Unit Growth Rates, 1990-2014
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The Consortium region experienced
substantial growth through the 1990s, but
growth rates are now slowing dramatically
due to a variety of factors, including land use
regulations and open space purchases
limiting the amount of developable acreage,
as well as the very high cost of land.

Superior and Erie’s true growth rates are not
depicted on this chart due to space
limitations. Superior’s growth rate was
1,796% from 1990-2000 and 22% from 2000-
2009; a further decline to 6% is projected for
2009-2014. Erie’s growth rate was 158%
from 1990-2000 and 113% from 2000-2009; a
further decline to 24% is projected for 2009-
2014.

* Note: Due to data limitations, there is no
way to combine the growth rates for the
places in the unincorporated Boulder County
into a single rate.

Source: Claritas (not adjusted for undercount of Boulder
County population)



Recent building activity. According
to the National Association of Home
Builders, single-family building 1000

Residential building permits, 2003-2009
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of the relative strength of the
Boulder region’s housing market even during a nationwide
real estate downturn. More in line with the statewide figure,
single-family permits issued in the Denver-Aurora (Broomfield)
MSA as of August 2009 were down 46% as compared to
August of 2008, with this percentage based on a total of about
1,700 permits issued so far in 2009.

The slowdown in building activity in the multi-family
sector is even more stark. Multi-family permits issued across
all of Colorado in 2009 as of August (1,470 total) were down
73% compared to August of 2008. In contrast to the
statewide figure, multi-family permits issued in the Boulder

MSA as of August 2009 were down only 22% as compared to
August of 2008. But again, this percentage is based on a total
of only 100 permits issued, a small amount compared to other
Colorado MSAs. None of the six other MSAs in Colorado for
which this data was analyzed experienced a smaller
percentage decrease in multi-family building activity. As with
single-family permits, multi-family permits issued in the
Denver-Aurora (Broomfield) MSA were more in line with the
statewide figures; as of August 2009, these were down 69% as
compared to August 2008, with this percentage based on
1,120 permits issued so far in 2009.
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What is the cost of the current rental housing supply?

For purposes of this Plan, “cost burden” is defined as below: the 2008 American Community Survey (census data),
the extent to which gross housing costs, including utility costs, the 2010 Fair Market Rents determined by HUD, and the
exceed 30% of gross income. “Severe cost burden” is the 2009-2" Quarter results of the DOLA/CDOH rental and
extent to which such costs exceed 50% of gross income. vacancy survey.

According to the Center for Housing Policy, of 210

metropolitan area rental markets across the country analyzed According to the 2008 ACS, approximately 54% of

in 2008, Boulder was the 43™ most expensive. No Colorado renters in Boulder County pay at least 30% of their monthly
metro areas were listed as more expensive; the next closest income for housing costs and would thus be considered
Colorado housing markets were Denver, in 75" place, and Fort “housing cost burdened” by HUD.

Collins, tied for 94™. Three sources for rental data are cited

Table 2-8. Gross rent as a percentage of household income in Boulder County
# of % of total Margin of error
units renter-occupied units
Less than 15.0% 3,633 9% +1,039 (3%)
15.0t0 19.9% 5,919 15% +1,203 (3%)
20.0 to 24.9% 4,951 13% 11,086 (3%)
25.0t0 29.9% 3,652 9% 11,044 (3%)
30.0 to 34.9% 3,799 10% +1,072 (3%)
35.0% or more 17,567 44% 11,970 (4%)
Total of rows showing 30% or more 21,366 54% 13,042 (7%)
Source: 2008 ACS (sample size: 39,521 units)
Approximately 51% of renters in the Denver-Aurora for housing costs and would thus be considered “housing cost
(Broomfield) MSA pay at least 30% of their monthly income burdened” by HUD.
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Table 2-9. Gross rent as a percentage of household income in the Denver-Aurora (Broomfield) MSA

# of units % of total Margin of error
renter-occupied units
Less than 15.0% 28,584 10% +2,131 (1%)
15.0 to 19.9% 37,253 12% +2,781 (1%)
20.0to 24.9% 41,414 14% +2,908 (1%)
25.0to 29.9% 40,740 13% 12,825 (1%)
30.0 to 34.9% 27,501 9% +2,498 (1%)
35.0% or more 126,004 42% +5,101 (1%)
Total of rows showing 30% or more 153,505 51% 17,599 (2%)

Source: 2008 ACS (sample size: 301,496 units, which includes the whole Denver-Aurora MSA, not just Broomfield)

Median rent in Boulder County is $971 + $36, as shown in Table 2-10 below.

Table 2-10. Gross rent in Boulder County

# of units % of total Margin of error
renter-occupied units

Less than $200 287 1% +180 (< 1%)
$200 to $299 432 1% +307 (1%)
$300 to $499 876 2% 1523 (1%)
$500 to $749 8,266 21% +1,524 (4%)
$750 to $999 11,516 29% +1,695 (4%)
$1,000 to $1,499 13,088 33% +1,876 (5%)
$1,500 or more 5,782 14% +1,159 (3%)
Median (dollars) $971 +$36

Source: 2008 ACS (sample size: 40,247 units)
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Median rent in the Denver-Aurora MSA is $872 + $12, as shown in Table 2-11 below.

Table 2-11. Gross rent in Denver-Aurora MSA (which includes Broomfield)
# of units % of total Margin of error
renter-occupied units
Less than $200 7,170 2% +1,568 (1%)
$200 to $299 6,182 2% +1,132 (< 1%)
$300 to $499 18,830 6% 12,307 (1%)
$500 to $749 79,250 26% 14,365 (1%)
$750 to $999 86,028 28% 15,449 (2%)
$1,000 to $1,499 84,923 27% 14,603 (1%)
$1,500 or more 27,667 9% +2,797 (1%)
Median (dollars) $872 512
Source: 2008 ACS (sample size: 310,050 units, which includes the whole Denver-Aurora MSA, not just Broomfield)

Turning to the Fair Market Rent (“FMR”) calculated by $1,059 for Boulder County and $921 for Broomfield. The only
HUD, for a 2-bedroom unit — the standard comparator across MSA in Colorado with a FMR higher than Boulder County is
MSAs (see bolded column in Table 2-12) —the 2010 FMR is Pitkin County.

Table 2-12. Rents in the Consortium region.

# of bedrooms 0 1 2 3 4
2010 Fair Market Rent (determined by HUD) | Boulder County MSA $729 $844 $1,059 $1,544 $1,851
Denver-Aurora-Broomfield MSA $638 $728 $921 $1,308 $1,524

Average rents reported in 2009-2nd Qtr Von

Stroh Rental & Vacancy Survey Boulder County / Broomfield - $1,960 $1,362 $1,441 $1,370

* Note: The Consortium worked with Dr. Von Stroh to increase the survey response rate for the Consortium region. We provided him with updated contact
information for property managers. As the survey return deadline neared, we called those managers who had not yet responded to encourage them to
participate. These efforts paid off: survey responses increased twofold compared with the previous two quarters, and responses increased from across the
region’s three largest (and CDBG-entitled) cities. But there is still substantial room to improve the statistical significance of the results. Among the region’s
cities and towns, only Broomfield returned more than 30 surveys. And some of the reported average rents in Table 2-10 are clearly outliers (e.g., 1-bedroom).
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During the second quarter of 2009 the Von Stroh survey of non-deed-restricted properties with one to four units reported
that the Boulder County / Broomfield region has the highest average rent in the metro Denver area at $1,551, as well as the highest
median rent at $1,395. In addition, the Von Stroh survey of multi-family affordable housing units for the second quarter of 2009

found that the Consortium region has the highest average affordable housing rental rate statewide at $764, as well as the highest
median rental rate at $776.

Table 2-13. Vacancy rates across the region.

Rental vacancy rate | Ownership vacancy rate
o + 109 o + 0
5008 ACS data Boulder County _ . 3%+ 1% 1% + 0.4%
Denver-Aurora MSA (which includes Broomfield) 7% + 1% 3% +0.4%
1 0,
2009 Q2 Von Stroh survey Boulder County and Broomfield 6% N/A
Denver metro area average 7% N/A
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How many households regionwide cannot afford the 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent without being cost-burdened?

Below is an estimate calculated by assuming that every
household in a given income category earns an amount equal
to the midpoint of that category’s range. Granted, this

bracket.

assumption will not be true for every household, but it is a

better approximation than assuming each household in a
given income bracket earns the bottom or the top of that

Table 2-14. Households in Boulder County that cannot afford 2009 Fair Market Rent without being cost-burdened.

# of households in each

Assuming every household earns the
midpoint of the income category range,
what is 30% of monthly household

How many households in Boulder
County cannot afford 2009 Fair Market
Rent (51,059) without being cost-

Annual income category income category income? burdened?

min max

S0 $15,000 10,191 $188 10,191
$15,000 $24,999 8,331 $500 8,331
$25,000 $34,999 9,331 $750 9,331
$35,000 $49,999 14,660 $1,062 -
$50,000 $74,999 20,663 $1,562 -
$75,000 $99,999 15,332 $2,187 -
$100,000 $149,999 18,611 $3,125 -
$150,000 $249,999 9,828 $5,000 -
$250,000 $499,999 2,817 $9,375 -
$500,000 $500,001 1,029 $12,500 -

110,793 27,853 (25%)

Source: Claritas (not adjusted for undercount of Boulder County population)

The above table shows that under these assumptions, 25% of
Boulder County households cannot afford a 2-bedroom unit
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without spending more than 30% of their monthly income on
housing. What about Broomfield?




Table 2-15. Households in Broomfield that cannot afford 2009 Fair Market Rent without being cost-burdened.

# of households in each

Assuming every household earns the
midpoint of the income category range,
what is 30% of monthly household

How many households in Broomfield
cannot afford 2009 Fair Market Rent

Annual income category income category income? (5921) without being cost-burdened?
min max
S0 $15,000 918 $188 918
$15,000 $24,999 638 $500 638
$25,000 $34,999 1,190 $750 1,190
$35,000 $49,999 2,203 $1,062 -
$50,000 $74,999 4,069 $1,562 -
$75,000 $99,999 3,912 $2,187 -
$100,000 $149,999 4,950 $3,125 -
$150,000 $249,999 2,316 $5,000 -
$250,000 $499,999 468 $9,375 -
$500,000 $500,001 170 $12,500 -

20,834 2,746 (13%)

Source: Claritas (not adjusted for undercount of Boulder County population)

The above table shows that under these assumptions, 13% of
Broomfield households cannot afford a 2-bedroom unit
without spending more than 30% of their monthly income on

housing.

Maintaining the assumption that every household in a given

income category earns an amount equal to the midpoint of

that category’s range, how many households in Boulder

County can afford the 2-bedroom Fair Market Rent without
being severely cost-burdened?
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Table 2-16. Households in Boulder County that cannot afford 2009 Fair Market Rent without being severely cost-

burdened.

# of households in each

Assuming every household earns the
midpoint of the income category range,
what is 50% of monthly household

How many households in Boulder
County cannot afford 2009 Fair Market
Rent (51,059) without being severely

Annual income category income category income? cost-burdened?

min max

S0 $15,000 10,191 $313 10,191
$15,000 $24,999 8,331 $833 8,331
$25,000 $34,999 9,331 $1,250 -
$35,000 $49,999 14,660 $1,771 -
$50,000 $74,999 20,663 $2,604 -
$75,000 $99,999 15,332 $3,646 -
$100,000 $149,999 18,611 $5,208 -
$150,000 $249,999 9,828 $8,333 -
$250,000 $499,999 2,817 $15,625 -
$500,000 $500,001 1,029 $20,833 -

110,793 18,522 (17%)

Source: Claritas (not adjusted for undercount of Boulder County population)

The above table shows that under these assumptions, 17% of
Boulder County households cannot afford a 2-bedroom unit
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Table 2-17. Households in Broomfield that cannot afford 2009 Fair Market Rent without being severely cost-burdened.

Assuming every household earns the How many households in Broomfield
midpoint of the income category range, cannot afford 2009 Fair Market Rent
# of households in each what is 50% of monthly household (5921) without being severely cost-
Annual income category income category income? burdened?
min max
S0 $15,000 918 $313 918
$15,000 $24,999 638 $833 638
$25,000 $34,999 1,190 $1,250 -
$35,000 $49,999 2,203 51,771 -
$50,000 $74,999 4,069 $2,604 -
$75,000 $99,999 3,912 $3,646 -
$100,000 $149,999 4,950 $5,208 -
$150,000 $249,999 2,316 $8,333 -
$250,000 $499,999 468 $15,625 -
$500,000 $500,001 170 $20,833 -
20,834 1,556 (7%)

Source: Claritas (not adjusted for undercount of Boulder County population)

The above table shows that under these assumptions, 7% of Note that the above calculations would result in more
Broomfield households cannot afford a 2-bedroom unit favorable outcomes — fewer people with rental housing cost
without spending more than 50% of their monthly income on burdens — if 2008 ACS data on median rent was used as the
housing. benchmark instead of 2010 FMR from HUD. Also, breaking

down the above calculations for each city and town within the
region might show fewer renters with housing cost burdens in
some places than others.
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What is the cost of the current supply of owner-occupied housing?

The cost of a housing unit owned, not rented, includes
at a minimum principal, interest, taxes, and insurance (both
property and mortgage, if applicable). According to the
Center for Housing Policy, of 208 metropolitan area
homeownership markets across the country analyzed in 2008,
Boulder was the 25" most expensive. No Colorado metro
areas were listed as more expensive; the next closest Colorado
housing markets were Fort Collins, in 49 place, and Denver,
tied for 70™. The National Association of Home Builders’
Housing Opportunity Index for the second quarter of 2009
further confirms the high cost of ownership housing in the
Boulder region compared to other Colorado markets.
According to this metric, defined as the share of homes sold in
a given area based on standard mortgage underwriting criteria
that would have been affordable to a family earning the local
median income, only 68.4% of homes in the Boulder MSA are
affordable.* The proportion affordable in the Denver-Aurora-
Broomfield MSA was significantly higher at 77.5%, but was still
not as favorable as Fort Collins (80.5%), Colorado Springs
(80.8%), or Pueblo (85.9%).

* For more on how the Housing Opportunity Index is calculated, see
http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?section|D=135&genericContent|D=533

Table 2-18. Dollar value of owner-occupied housing units

Value of housing unit # I.n % ofr egional
region housing stock
< $20,000 1,483 2%
$20,000 - $39,999 1,645 2%
$40,000 - $59,999 835 1%
$60,000 - $79,999 557 1%
$80,000 - $99,999 414 0%
$100,000 - $149,999 3,513 1%
$150,000 - $199,999 11,471 13%
$200,000 - $299,999 26,436 30%
$300,000 - $399,999 17,252 19%
$400,000 - $499,999 9,239 10%
$500,000 - $749,999 10,835 12%
$750,000 - $999,999 3,637 1%
$1,000,000+ 1,901 2%
Total 89,218 100%

Source: Claritas (not adjusted for undercount of Boulder County population)

Distribution of housing unit values across region

B # housing units

$1,000,000+ um
3,637

$500,000-$749,999 10,835
9,239
$300,000-5399,999 17,252
26,436
$150,000-$199,999 11,471
r— ] 3,5 13

$80,000-5599,999 414
557
$40,000 -559,999 835
1,645
<$20,000 1,483
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Shifting to attached (rather than detached) units, the
chart to the right evidences at least two phenomena of interest:
1) with a couple of exceptions during the 2006-07 timeframe,
median sales prices for attached units across the Consortium
region over the past five years are distinctly clustered around
the $200,000 mark; and 2) the difference between median sales
prices of attached units in the City of Boulder and the rest of the
Consortium region is far less stark than the difference for
detached units.

Note: current, reliable data on housing tenure by income
bracket by place (cities and towns) is unavailable. So, calculating
the number of renters in each place who could afford to buy
(whether in that same place or another in the region) with any
degree of accuracy is not possible.

BARA publishes data each month on home sales in the
communities listed in the legend of the chart to the left. This
chart shows the trends in detached single-family home sales over
the past five years, a time period that begins a few years prior to
the recent national housing crisis. For simplicity and purposes of
easy comparison between communities, there is only one data
point shown for each year, even though BARA publishes this data
12 times/year. July was chosen to give the most optimistic view
of home prices in the region, in that July is the month each year
when prices are likely to be highest due to the summer buying
and selling season.

The chart highlights the substantial gap in median prices
between the City of Boulder and unincorporated Boulder County
plains (most expensive) versus the communities in the eastern
half of the county and the mountains (least expensive).

Sales price

Attached home sales - median sales price
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Where can households afford to buy detached single-family homes in the Consortium region?

Detached Amount Monthly payment | Monthly income | Annual income Rough estimate of households
median borrowed, assuming 30-year required to required to avoid who don’t earn enough to
sales price assuming fixed 6% interest avoid cost cost burden afford the median detached
(08-09) 10% down loan (from burden (monthly income home without being cost
amortization (monthly x 12 months) burdened
calculator) payment/0.30)
Boulder $538,000 $484,200 $2,903 $9,677 $116,120 78% of Boulder households
earn < $100,000
Broomfield $339,000 $305,100 51,829 $6,097 $73,169 43% of Broomfield households
earn < $75,000
Erie $318,000 $286,200 $1,716 $5,720 $68,636 30% of Erie households
earn < $75,000
Lafayette $289,000 $260,100 $1,559 $5,198 $62,377 35% of Lafayette households
earn < $50,000
Longmont $218,500 $196,650 $1,179 $3,930 $47,161 40% of Longmont households
earn < $50,000
Louisville $350,500 $315,450 $1,891 $6,304 $75,651 46% of Louisville households
earn < $75,000
Superior $373,000 $335,700 $2,013 $6,709 $80,508 29% of Superior households
earn < $75,000
Mountains $345,000 $310,500 51,862 $6,205 S74,464 53% of Mountains households
earn < $75,000
Plains $461,250 $415,125 $2,489 $8,296 $99,555 62% of Plains households

earn < $100,000
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Where can households afford to buy attached single-family homes in the Consortium region?

Attached Amount Monthly payment Monthly income Annual income Rough estimate of households
median borrowed, | assuming 30-year fixed 6% req'd to avoid req'd to avoid cost | who don’t earn enough to afford
sales assuming interest loan (from cost burden burden (monthly the median attached home
price 10% down amortization calculator) (monthly income x 12 without being cost burdened
(08-09) payment/0.30) months)
Boulder $253,500 | $228,150 $1,368 $4,560 $54,715 50% of Boulder households
earn < $50,000
Broomfield | $220,000 | $198,000 $1,187 $3,957 S47,484 24% of Broomfield households
earn < $50,000
Erie $181,000 | $162,900 $977 $3,256 $39,067 8% of Erie households
earn < $35,000
Lafayette $167,000 | $150,300 $901 $3,004 $36,045 22% of Lafayette households
earn < $35,000
Longmont $165,000 | $148,500 $890 $2,968 $35,613 25% of Longmont households
earn < $35,000
Louisville $194,500 | $175,050 $1,050 $3,498 $41,980 14% of Louisville households
earn < $35,000
Superior $209,000 | $188,100 $1,128 $3,759 $45,110 15% of Superior households
earn < S$50,000
Mountains* | $98,287 $88,458 $530 $1,768 $21,214 16% of Mountains households
earn < $25,000
Plains $160,000 | $144,000 $863 $2,878 $34,534 18% of Plains households

earn < $35,000

Note: 2008-09 sales data for the Mountains area listed $26,000 as the median sales price for attached units. As this appears to be an anomaly, this table uses the average of the
last 5 years' worth of data instead.
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One internationally recognized indicator of housing affordability is the “median multiple” — median house price divided by median
household income. Using the housing affordability rating categories employed by the annual Demographia International Housing
Affordability Survey®, the following table categorizes median multiple ranges by affordability.

Table 2-19. Tying median multiple indicator to categories of affordability.

Rating Median Multiple
Severely unaffordable 5.1+
Seriously unaffordable 4.1t05.0
Moderately unaffordable 3.1t04.0
Affordable 3.0 or less

Applying these categories to the Consortium localities, the following results.

Table 2-20. Tying median multiple indicator to categories of affordability.

Place Median multiple for detached units Rating Median multiple for attached units Rating
Boulder 6.0 Severely unaffordable 2.8 Affordable
Broomfield 4.5 Seriously unaffordable 2.9 Affordable
Erie 3.6 Moderately unaffordable 2.0 Affordable
Lafayette 3.2 Moderately unaffordable 1.9 Affordable
Longmont 2.5 Affordable 1.9 Affordable
Louisville 3.9 Moderately unaffordable 2.2 Affordable
Superior 4.2 Seriously unaffordable 2.3 Affordable
Mountains* 3.9 Moderately unaffordable 1.1 Affordable
Plains 5.2 Severely unaffordable 1.8 Affordable

Thus, applying the median multiple test to the Consortium’s stock of detached homes indicates that only Longmont is affordable. In
contrast, all places in the Consortium are affordable when it comes to attached homes.

> See http://www.demographia.com/dhi.pdf/.
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To what extent are homeowners “housing cost burdened”?

Boulder County:
Selected monthly owner costs as a percentage of household income

Denver-Aurora MSA (includes Broomfield):
Selected monthly owner costs as a percentage of household income

Housing units with a mortgage (sample size: 59,318)

Housing units with a mortgage (sample size: 516,492)

Less than 20%

20,760 + 1,690 housing units (35% * 3%)

Less than 20%

162,931 + 5,080 housing units (32% + 1%)

20to0 24.9%

8,879 + 1,298 housing units (15% + 2%)

20to 24.9%

88,343 + 4,186 housing units (17% + 1%)

2510 29.9%

8,030 + 1,301 housing units (14% + 2%)

251t029.9%

70,721 * 3,865 housing units (14% + 1%)

30to 34.9%

5,152 + 954 housing units (9% * 2%)

30 to 34.9%

52,072 + 3,355 housing units (10% + 1%)

35% or more

16,497 + 1,787 housing units (28% + 3%)

35% or more

142,425 + 5,880 housing units (28% + 1%)

Subtotal: 21,649 £ 2,741 housing units (37% + 4%)

Subtotal: 194,497 + 9,235 housing units (38% + 2%)

Housing unit without a mortgage (sample size: 17,454)

Housing unit without a mortgage (sample size: 129,937)

Less than 10%

10,155 £ 1,186 housing units (58% + 5%)

Less than 10%

64,838 * 3,286 housing units (50% * 2%)

10 to 14.9%

2,579 + 760 housing units (15% + 4%)

10to 14.9%

24,761 + 2,311 housing units (19% * 2%)

15t0 19.9%

1,433 £ 417 housing units (8% * 2%)

15t019.9%

12,608 + 1,353 housing units (10% * 1%)

20to0 24.9%

961 + 372 housing units (6% * 2%)

20to 24.9%

7,802 + 1,068 housing units (6% + 1%)

2510 29.9%

519 + 316 housing units (3% * 2%)

2510 29.9%

4,881 + 917 housing units (3% + 1%)

30 to 34.9%

556 + 350 housing units (3% * 2%)

30 to 34.9%

4,241 £ 969 housing units (3% + 1%)

35% or more

1,251 + 438 housing units (7% * 2%)

35% or more

10,806 + 1,526 housing units (8% * 1%)

Subtotal: 1,807 + 788 housing units (10% + 4%)

Subtotal: 15,047 £ 2,495 housing units (12% + 2%)

Grand total of “cost burdened” ownership housing units in Boulder
County: 23,456 *+ 3,529 (47% *+ 8%)

Grand total of “cost burdened” ownership housing units in Denver-

Aurora: 209,544 + 11,730 (49% + 3%)

Market Analysis - 36




Homeownership rate
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Source: Claritas (not adjusted for undercount of Boulder County population)

How many owner-occupied units have a mortgage across the Consortium region?

Table 2-21. Mortgage status in Boulder County

Total owner-occupied units

77,053 +1,925

Table 2-22. Mortgage status in the Denver-Aurora (Broomfield) MSA

Housing units with a mortgage

59,462 + 2,314
77% + 2%

Total owner-occupied units

651,546 *+ 6,642

Housing units without a mortgage

17,591 +£1,637
23% + 2%

Housing units with a mortgage

519,774 + 7,528
80% + 1%

Source: 2008 ACS data

Housing units without a mortgage

131,772 + 4,392
20% + 1%

Source: 2008 ACS data
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What is the supply of “affordable” units as of 2009?

For the supply of housing units made affordable
through some form of public assistance, see Map 2-8,
depicting affordable rental housing across the region, and
Map 2-9, depicting units in affordable ownership housing
across the region.

Table 2-23 . Affordable housing supply as of 2009.

Rental units for Extremely Low Income (< 30% AMI) 1,044
Rental units for Very Low Income to Low Income 3,417
Affordable home ownership units 1,184
Subtotal: # of affordable housing units in region 5,645
Subtotal: # of Section 8 vouchers in region 1,625
Total: number of assisted households in region 7,270

Map 2-11 shows the ratio of housing units made
affordable through some form of public assistance (whether
rented or owned) to the total housing units within a half-mile
radius. The intent of the map is to show the relative
proportion of affordable housing in a given neighborhood
compared to other neighborhoods across the region. For
purposes of this map, “neighborhood” is defined as the area
within circle with a half-mile radius. That s, a “neighborhood”
is a circular area where the average person could start at the
center of the circle and walk to the edge of the circle in about
10 minutes.

Note that Map 2-10 depicts the spatial
deconcentration of Section 8 tenant-based housing choice
vouchers across the region. These are mapped separately

because — unlike the housing units shown in Maps 2-8 and 2-9,
which are affordable units fixed at the depicted location —
Section 8 voucher holders can choose to use the voucher at
any housing unit across the region owned by any public or
private landlord approved by the Public Housing Authority
responsible for managing the voucher.

There are also over 4,600 mobile homes in the
Consortium region. Mobile homes are of interest to housing
plans for a few reasons. First, they can be some of the most
affordable housing options that do not receive public
assistance (although some mobile home units and residents in
the region do receive such assistance). Second, mobile home
parks are often denser housing developments in terms of
dwelling units per acre than the typical suburban
development seen across most of the region. Third, acreage
dedicated to mobile home parks is often held by private
parties only until the property becomes more valuable for a
"higher and better" use. In some cases, absentee owners
defer maintenance and upkeep of parks. If the localities with
jurisdiction over mobile home parks allow for a more
profitable use on the parcel, over time most mobile parks will
be redeveloped for more expensive uses -- a significant loss to
the affordable housing stock in the region. Today, by far the
most acreage devoted to mobile home parks per capita is in
Lafayette and Broomfield. By far the least acreage devoted to
mobile home parks per capita is in Erie, Superior, and
Louisville. For more mobile home data, see Maps 2-12 and 2-
13.
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Map 2-8. Spatial deconcentration of publicly assisted rental housing

Rental housing for low-to-moderate B
income households: Data used in hpi
this map come from "reduced rental”
programs, low-income housing tax

cradit properties, bond-financed
properties, and other non-profit
rental programs.
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Public Housing: Most public housing
autheorities in the region have divestad
themsalves of their public housing stock,
with two exceptions: Boulder Housing
Fartners retains over 330 units and
Boulder County Housing Authority
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of Louisville.
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Map 2-9.

Spatial deconcentration of publicly assisted ownership housing
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Map 2-10. Spatial deconcentration of Section 8 tenant-based vouchers
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Map 2-11. Neighborhoods with publicly assisted housing

This map includes all affordable units —
desply subsidized, rantzls designed for
low-to-moderate income, and deed- 3
restricted properties designated for 4
affordable ownership. For purposes of ﬁ
this map, we assumead a neighborhood
consists of all housing units within a §
half-mile of a given point. For each
neighborhood,the ratio of affordable
units to 2l housing units is calculated to
produce a shade. The darker the shade, ¥ard|
the greater the proportion of affordable 4
units in that area. Conversely, the

lightar the shading, the lower the
proportion of affordable units in that
area. From a regionzl perspective,

some neighborhoods include far more
affordable stock than others.

Mederiand

Percentage of Subsidized Housing Units
[excluding Section 8 tenant based vouchers)
o all Housing Units within a Half-Mile Radius

[T T -

City Bouredaisa

amesioan

L R
PR

Market Analysis - 42

Bahor: Eou der Counry 015

4 Aowvamncr's Ofice,
ity snd Cruny of Broomisl o' O Crdsionand
All:lrulcn"l s

Caia: Ocacber 15, 200




Map 2-12. Number of mobile homes in each place

This map shows that even though s

Longmaont and Lafayette have a
combined population roughly 48
equivalent to that of Boulder, the

former cities contain 2.5 timas the

number of mobile homes.

Broomfield, too, contains roughly

twice the numbear of mobile homes

on 2 per capita basis than Boulder.

The remaining urbanized ar=as —

Superior, Louisville, and Erie - include “
even fewer mobile homes per capita 0
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Map 2-13. Mobile home parks: proportion of the housing stock, by place
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What is the jobs/housing balance within the region?

Many of the region’s residents do not live in the same
place they work. Map 2-14 depicts the effect of adding the
cost of transportation to the housing cost burden equation:
many more of the region’s residents are cost-burdened.
According to the Center for Neighborhood Technology’s

What is the condition of the current housing supply?

Although current, reliable data on the number of
housing units in the Consortium region that are structurally
inadequate, physically dilapidated, or in need of substantial
repair is not available, we do know that according to 2009
estimates half of the region’s housing stock was built before
1977. Therefore, over the term of this Consolidated Plan
(2010-2014), it is highly likely that a substantial proportion of
the region’s housing stock will require rehabilitation.

Housing & Transportation Index for 2009, the average family
in the Denver-Boulder-Greeley region spends upwards of 47%
of their income on housing and transportation costs. For
more details, see the Labor Migration Profile published by the
Boulder Regional Business Partnership. For more maps
related to location efficiency, see Maps 2-16 and 2-17.

Table 2-24. Condition of the housing supply across the reqgion.

Housing Housing units . . Heat source
. . . Housing units —
units lacking lacking ) . . . i Non-utility sources
lacking phone | Utility-provided Utility-provided

complete complete I o (e.g., solar systems,

plumbing kitchen gas electricity wood stoves, propane

facilities facilities tanks)
Boulder County MSA 1% 1% 78% 16% 6%
Denver-Aurora (Broomfield) 1% 1% 80% 16% 4%

Source: 2008 ACS
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Age of housing stock, by community
Year structure | # of housing units | % built during 000
built (2009 estimate) each period D a—
1999 to 2009 27,429 19% 10,000 A —8—Boulder
1995 to 1998 14,413 10% e
1990 to 1994 10,864 8% 3 o0 ——Eidors
1980 to 1989 21,601 15% : R
El —+—Erie
1970 to 1979 31,734 22% E 6,000 T
1960 to 1969 16,726 12% E ———Gunbarre|
E —#— lamestown
1950 to 1959 8,717 6% 3 4ooo I
1940 tO 1949 2,814 2% ——Longmont
1939 or Earlier 7,768 5% e _tw‘“‘”e
=—=—Lyons
TOta| 142,066 100% Nederland
Source: Claritas (not adjusted for undercount of Boulder County o= - - - - - —t—Niwot
opulation) :9390’ 3940_49 195Q59 195%9 :9;0_)9 zsga_as 399&36. 199%9 S
pop ear":"@r Ward
Decade when housing units built
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Map 2-14. What happens when transportation is added to the cost burden?

Housing Costs — % Income Housing and Transportation Costs — % Income
Data not available Data not available
0 to 30% 0to 45%
W 30+% B 45+%

“"Housing Costs factored a5 @ percent of the Area Median Income has widely been utilized as a measure of affordability. Traditionally, 2 home is
considered affordable when the costs consume no more than 30%: of household income. “H+T" has been developed as a more complaie measure of
affordability .. taking into account both the cost of housing as well as the cost of transportation associatad with the location of the home, H+T provides
the true cost of housing decisions. Dividing these costs by the Area Median Income illustrates the Cost Burden placed on the average househeold by H
+T expenses. While housing zlone is traditicnally deemed affordable when consuming no more than 30% of income, and CNT has defined an affordable
range for H+T as the combined costs consuming no more than 48% of income, setting a goal of a more location efficient region can improve the overzall
affordability of a region. This map illustrates an H+T affordability goal set at 45% of the Area Median Income.” -- from the HTA Index website
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How many housing units in the region occupied by low- and moderate-income families contain lead-based paint hazards?

Lead-based paint is the most common high-dose

source of lead exposure for children who inhale or ingest paint

particles. It was banned from residential paint products in
1978. The primary treatment for lead poisoning is to remove
the person from exposure to lead sources. Lead-safe housing
is the only effective medical treatment for poisoned children
and is the primary means by which lead poisoning among
young children can be prevented.

Housing built before 1978 is considered to have some
risk, but housing built prior to 1940 is considered to have the
highest risk. After 1940, paint manufacturers voluntarily

began to reduce the amount of lead they added to their paint.

As a result, painted surfaces in homes built before 1940 are
likely to have higher levels of lead than homes built between
1940 and 1978. Inadequately maintained homes and
apartments are more likely to suffer from a range of lead
hazard problems, including chipped and peeling paint and
weathered window surfaces.

HUD estimates that 75% of pre-1980 housing units
contain some lead-based paint. According to the Colorado
Department of Public Health and Environment, Air Pollution
Control Division, fully 90% of privately owned units built
before 1940, 80% of units built between 1940 and 1959, and
62% of units built between 1960 and 1979 contain some lead-
based paint. Under this rationale, Table 2-23 depicts the
number of households in the Consortium that might include
lead-based paint hazards. About 13% of the housing stock in
the Consortium area was built when lead-based paint use was

common. See also Map 2-15 from Boulder County Public
Health.

We do not have current, reliable data on housing
tenure by income by place by age of housing unit. Thus, it’s
impossible to determine exactly how many housing units are
occupied by low or moderate income families, and whether
those families are renting or owning. Further, without
conducting detailed environmental reviews of the cities’ and
towns’ housing stock, it is difficult to determine the number of
households at risk of lead-based paint hazards. However,
people living in substandard units or older housing and who
are low-income are more likely to be exposed to lead-based
paint than higher-income households living in newer or
rehabilitated older housing.

Data from the Colorado Department of Public Health
and Environment show that 2.3% of children between the
ages of 1 and 6 years were tested for lead poisoning between
1997 and 2003 in Boulder County. As a result of these tests,
the Department estimates that 0.8% of Boulder County’s
housing units have a high risk of lead hazards. Applying this to
Boulder County and Broomfield separately results in an
estimated 739 occupied housing units (excluding group
guarters) in the former and 161 units in the latter, for a total
of 900 occupied units.
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Map 2-15. Children with Elevated Blood Lead Levels
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Table 2-25. Estimation of the number of housing units in the Consortium region that could be at risk for lead-based paint hazards.

# of units likely to have
lead-based paint

% of community's housing stock likely
to have lead-based paint hazards

Assuming the risk of a lead-based paint hazard is
the same whether renting or owning...

...how many rental

...how many ownership

hazards units might be at risk? units might be at risk?
Broomfield 4,163 20% 962 3,201
Boulder 18,898 47% 9,482 9,415
Boulder County
Allenspark 586 55% 116 471
Coal Creek Canyon 623 47% 63 560
Eldora 206 63% 81 125
Eldorado Springs 195 70% 53 142
Gold Hill 64 51% 19 45
Gunbarrel 1,426 36% 367 1,059
Niwot 349 24% 45 304
Erie 399 8% 29 370
Jamestown 59 60% 18 41
Lafayette 2,203 22% 509 1,695
Longmont 10,306 32% 3,286 7,019
Louisville 1,443 20% 344 1,099
Lyons 355 46% 100 255
Nederland 289 49% 108 181
Superior 67 1% 26 40
Ward 16 19% 5 12
Totals 41,646 15,612 26,034
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What is the supply of special needs facilities and services?

Availability of affordable housing generally. The
number and income level targeting of affordable units
currently assisted by local, state, or federally funded programs
is depicted in Maps 2-11.

Availability of housing stock available to serve other
low-income persons with special needs (e.g., HIV/AIDS patients
and their families). Current, reliable data on the number of
persons with HIV/AIDS and their families in Boulder County
and Broomfield is not readily available. However, per the
Boulder County AIDS Project website, many of the local
housing and homelessness providers do serve this population
including the Boulder Shelter for the Homeless, the Carriage
House, the Boulder County Housing Authority, Thistle Housing,
Boulder Housing Partners, Habitat for Humanity, City of
Boulder Division of Housing. In any case, the Consortium is
not applying for Housing for People With AIDS (“HOPWA”)
block grants in this Consolidated Plan submission.

Vacant or abandoned buildings. Current, reliable data
on the number of vacant or abandoned buildings across the
region is not readily available. The County Assessors in the

region do have some information on vacant buildings, but
they typically treat this data as confidential. Nor is current,
reliable data on whether units in vacant or abandoned
buildings are suitable for rehabilitation.

Supportive housing needs. The needs are essentially
unchanged from those stated in the last Consolidated Plan:
“Organizations serving populations with special needs each
considered the population they serve to have critical
affordable-housing needs. ... For people with physical
disabilities there is a lack of affordable accessible housing for
rent or ownership. For people with HIV/AIDS there are an
insufficient number of affordable units with wraparound
services such as counseling. For people with mental
disabilities, there are an insufficient number of affordable
units with attendant supportive services.” Focus group
participants also believed that a number of people with
disabilities of any type are ‘housed’ in nursing homes because
they have no place else to go. More tenant-based rental
assistance vouchers often came up during the focus groups as
a favored solution for special needs communities.
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What is the supply of housing for the homeless?

Table 2-26. Brief inventory of facilities that meet the emergency shelter, transitional & permanent housing needs of the

homeless.

Agency Location Program Population Beds | Units | Vouchers
Warming Centers (overflow)
BOHO Boulder Seasonal overflow Homeless adults 44
OUR Center Longmont Seasonal overflow Homeless adults 20
COrES Longmont Seasonal overflow Homeless adults 25
Overnight Shelter
Boulder Shelter for the Homeless | Boulder Emergency Sheltering Homeless adults 160
EFAA Boulder ECHO House Homeless Families 8
EFAA Longmont Attwood Shelter Homeless Families 11
EFAA Layfayette Carr Street Homeless Families 5
SPAN Boulder Domestic Violence Homeless Women 27
Safe Shelter St. Vrain Longmont Domestic Violence Homeless Women 18
Attention Homes Boulder Emergency Shelter Homeless Youth 22
Transitional Housing
BCAP Boulder Walton House Homeless w/HIV 4
Boulder Shelter for the Homeless | Boulder Transitional Housing All Homeless 12
Inn Between Longmont Transitional Housing All Homeless 51
EFAA Boulder Transitional Housing Homeless Families 12
EFAA Layfayette Transitional Housing Homeless Families 6
Longmont Housing Authority Longmont Briarwood Apartments All Homeless 10
H.O.P.E. Longmont Transitional Housing Homeless adults 5
Permanent, Supportive Housing
Boulder Shelter Boulder County | Housing First Chronic Homeless 25
Mental Health Center Boulder County | Shelter + Care Homeless adults 220
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Map 2-16. Are affordable housing units & related services efficiently

located?
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Map 2-17. Are Section 8 tenant-based vouchers efficiently located?
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What is the “supply” of rental assistance?

There are approximately 1,625 Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers
administered in the region by the housing authorities and other agencies.
Demand for these greatly exceeds supply. For example, Boulder Housing
Partners has more than 1,000 households on the wait list for the
vouchers it administers. In addition to Section 8 vouchers, HOME funds
have been used to support Tenant Based Rental Assistance programs
throughout the region.

Longmont has the budget authority for a total of 490 Section 8 Housing
Choice Vouchers with only a turnover of approximately 4 - 6 vouchers per
month. While there is not a wait list at this point in time, the Longmont
Housing Authority will be opening their waitlist in late March, 2010. Itis
anticipated that over 1000 people will submit applications. With a
waitlist of 1000, it would take 13 - 20 years to get to all of the households
that need rental assistance. In addition, there are over 490 homeless
families/individuals in Longmont that can pay some rent, but need
assistance to make up the rest of the rent. In addition to Section 8,
Longmont has had great success in operating a TBRA program using both
HOME funding and its own funding, with households placed in
permanent housing before the 24 month period they are allowed to
remain on the program.

Broomfield has not been allocated any Section 8 Housing Vouchers and
is, therefore, unable to operate a Section 8 Housing Assistance program
for households in the City/County that have very low incomes. The
Tenant Based Rental Assistance program provides Broomfield an
opportunity to address the need for assistance to very low income
populations.
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HOUSING, HOMELESSNESS, AND NON-HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT

This section attempts to summarize the results of the
needs assessment conducted April-September of 2009. The
Consortium collected both quantitative and qualitative data
and used it to estimate the mismatch between supply and
demand for housing, homelessness, and non-housing needs in
the Consortium region.

What are the most pressing needs identified by public and
private agencies that provide housing or related services?

The overarching themes the Consortium heard
throughout consultation efforts, including focus groups,
surveys, and other outreach efforts, are as follows. There is a
strong need for: (1) deeply subsidized rental housing,
particularly units and vouchers serving those earning 40% of
AMI and below; (2) more permanent solutions like unit
banking, land banking, acquisition and rehabilitation; (3) help
dealing with the new socioeconomic level of clientele with
different expectations for level of service that many providers
reported; (4) more publicity and information on the help that
is available, ideally in a “one-stop shop” for housing-related
issues; (5) temporary assistance, e.g., tenant-based Section 8
vouchers, Tenant-Based Rental Assistance (“TBRA”), or other
similar programs; and (6) more resources, generally, of all
types. Participants also noted that, considering the size and
needs of the region, three million dollars per year in HOME
and CDBG funds will not stretch very far. Thus, projects with

positive regional impacts may well be the most strategic way
to invest these funds.

How great is the housing shortage?

As noted in the Market Analysis, current estimates
indicate approximately 21,366 housing units in Boulder
County are burdened by rental cost. (The number of housing
units burdened by rental cost in Broomfield cannot be
determined using ACS data because Broomfield is included
within the Denver-Aurora MSA.) Currently, the affordable
rental housing supply in the region is about 4,461 units; in
addition, the four public housing authorities in the region
manage approximately 1,625 Section 8 vouchers, a rental
housing subsidy. Thus, the gap between rental cost burdened
housing units and the current supply of assisted units reflects
a current shortage of about 15,280 units.

The gap on the ownership side is even greater.
Current estimates indicate approximately 23,456 owned
housing units in Boulder County are cost burdened. (As
before, the number of owned housing units cost burdened in
Broomfield cannot be determined using ACS data.) Currently,
the supply affordable owned housing units in the region is
about 1,184 units. Thus, the gap between cost burdened
owned housing units and the current supply of assisted
ownership units reflects a current shortage of about 22,272
units.
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Estimates for total housing units required to meet the
expected demand in 2014 range from 11,453 to 33,933,
depending on the assumptions used. Assuming the low
estimate is true, that will necessitate an annual growth in total
housing units of 1.5%; if the high estimate is true, it
necessitates an annual growth of 3.9%.

Beyond the pressing needs identified by local providers
listed above and a shortage of affordable housing units
measured in the thousands, foreclosure filings are at record
highs statewide and continue to rise. Even though Boulder
County and Broomfield have weathered the foreclosure crisis
fairly well compared to other counties along the Front Range,
foreclosure prevention and mitigation will continue to be a
priority need for the region’s residents during the term of this
Plan.

Finally, the results of the 2009 Point-in-Time Survey
presented below underscore the continuing need for a
coordinated approach to addressing homelessness issues.

Housing needs for 2010-2014

Overcrowding. HUD defines an overcrowded housing
unit as one in which there resides more than one person per
room. According to 2008 ACS data, 98.2% of occupied housing
units in Boulder County have less than one person per room.
Only 0.4% of Boulder County occupied housing units have
more than 1.5 persons/room. 2008 ACS data for Broomfield is
very similar: 97.5% of occupied housing units have less than

one person per room and only 0.8% have more than 1.5
persons/room. HUD also asks for overcrowding data by race,
geographic location, and income, but we do not have this
degree of detail in the overcrowding data available to us. All
in all, especially considering that the overcrowding rates cited
above are historically lower than average as compared to
1990 and 2000 Census data, overcrowding is not the most
pressing housing challenge the Consortium region faces.

Housing needs of domestic violence victims & related.
Current, reliable statistical data on the housing assistance
needs for victims of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual
assault, or stalking is unavailable, but anecdotal data from
local law enforcement agencies indicates an increase in
domestic violence during the recent economic downturn.
Several of the local non-profit housing providers work with
this clientele, such as some of the shelters and the Safehouse
Progressive Alliance for Nonviolence.

Disproportionately greater housing needs of certain
racial/ethnic groups. For a given need, and for a given AMI
(income) category, are there geographic areas where a racial
or ethnic group may have disproportionately greater need?
From HUD's perspective, “disproportionately greater need
exists when the percentage of persons in a category of need
who are members of a particular racial or ethnic group in a
category of need is at least 10 percentage points higher than
the percentage of persons in the category as a whole.” To
locate census block groups with a disproportionate number of
communities of color, see Maps 3-7 through 3-8. In addition,
see Maps 3-1 through 3-8 for a depiction of areas with high

Needs Assessment - 2



concentrations of foreclosures, low-income households, and
communities of color.

Housing needs of large families. We have 2009 Claritas
estimates for the number of large family households, as
shown in Table 3-1 below. We do not have data on the
income of those families and thus cannot accurately calculate
an estimate of likely cost burden experienced by those

families. As mentioned above, lack of data precludes us from
accurately calculating the proportion of large families
suffering from overcrowding. Nor do we have data on
substandard housing conditions in the particular housing units
that these particular large families live in; thus, we cannot
accurately calculate the proportion of large families suffering
from substandard conditions.

Table 3-1. Number of large families in the region
Large family type Total # of households # of households % of whole

5-Person Households 7,251 6% | of region

Family Households 6,905 9% | of family households

Nonfamily Households 346 1% | of nonfamily households
6-Person Households 2,299 2% | of region

Family Households 2,189 3% | of family households

Nonfamily Households 110 0.2% | of nonfamily households
7+ Person Households 1,315 1% | of region

Family Households 1,264 2% | of family households

Nonfamily Households 51 0.1% | of nonfamily households

Housing needs of the elderly (aka seniors). Under the
federal regulation governing this Plan, “elderly person” means
an individual who is at least 62 years of age.1 However, the
2009 Claritas data we are working from only provides
information in five-year cohorts, i.e., those aged 55-59, 60-64,
etc. We used this data to map those census block groups
exhibiting both a significant population of persons making less

124 CFR § 91.5 (referring to the definition in 24 CFR § 5.100).

than $25,000/year and a significant population of persons
elderly (60+) or near elderly (55-59+). Note that these two
data sets are not linked —i.e., the maps do not show poor
elderly and near elderly, only concentrations of both poverty
and age. Demographic trends indicate substantial projected
growth in the population of seniors, necessitating additional
senior-appropriate housing across all income ranges.
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Housing needs of the disabled. Under HUD's
definition, a person with a disability is determined to: (1) have
a physical, mental or emotional impairment that: (i) is
expected to be of long-continued and indefinite duration; (ii)
substantially impedes his or her ability to live independently;
and (iii) is of such a nature that the ability could be improved
by more suitable housing conditions; or (2) have a
developmental disability, as defined in section 102(7) of the
Developmental Disabilities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act (42
U.S.C. 6001-6007); or (3) be the surviving member or
members of any family that had been living in an assisted unit
with the deceased member of the family who had a disability
at the time of his or her death. Just under 11% of Colorado
adults reported a disability in 2007, according to Kaiser State
Health Facts, and the Center for People with Disabilities, a
Boulder County non-profit, estimates a similar figure for the
Consortium region. According to the Center, “Affordable,
accessible housing is the biggest barrier facing people with
disabilities. Without housing options, our community faces
placement in institutions and assisted living facilities.” As
further described below, the Consortium collected anecdotal
information on the housing needs of the disabled during our
six focus groups and through the homelessness and housing-
related service provider survey we administered. Regrettably,
access to comprehensive, current, reliable quantitative data
on the housing needs of the disabled is not readily available.

Foreclosure prevention, housing crisis prevention, and
housing counseling, generally. Boulder County Housing
Authority (“BCHA”) housing counselors, who also maintain an
office in Broomfield, report the following as the most common

client situations: subprime loans; adjustable rate mortgages
that had recently become unaffordable; 80/20 loans no longer
sustainable; “upside down” homeowners who owe more on
their mortgage than the house is worth; and, increasingly, an
inability to keep up with payments due to unemployment,
underemployment, or otherwise reduced income. From July
2008 to March 2009, approximately 4,800 people used
Workforce Boulder County’s job seeking services — an increase
of 48% from the prior year. On top of 20-30% increases from
2007-2008, staff at Boulder County Housing & Human Services
note steep increases in the number of open cases between
2008 and 2009 reflected in the following table.

Table 3-2. Percentage increase in open cases at Boulder
County Housing & Human Services (2008-2009).

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families | 47%
Food Stamps 32%
Aid to the Needy Disabled 21%
Old Age Pension 9%

Medicaid 18%
Low-Income Energy Assistance 32%
Child Care Assistance 12%
Special Circumstances Day Care 37%

Foreclosure filings are at record highs statewide and
continue to rise. Compared to foreclosure filings in other
counties along the Front Range, Boulder County and
Broomfield have weathered the foreclosure crisis fairly well,
presumably due to the relatively strong housing and
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employment market in the Consortium region. Longmont has
been hardest hit, with over 56% of Boulder County’s
foreclosure filings and 65% of all completed foreclosures
occurring in Longmont. In addition, the effects of the
foreclosure crisis in neighboring counties like Weld, hit with
one of the highest foreclosure rates statewide, is certainly felt
in the Consortium region. In 2008, the Longmont office of
BCHA'’s Housing Counseling Program served 70 families from
western Weld County — with no marketing efforts in Weld
County whatsoever. (Longmont is the closest place for many
of these western Weld residents to access counseling.) The
number of families served to date in 2009 indicates this figure
will likely double this year.

Hispanics have been hit particularly hard by the
foreclosure crisis, especially in the Longmont area. BCHA
housing counselors report that while only 13.2% of the
regional population is Hispanic, 30% of the families seen in
Longmont (where one-third of the housing counseling
clientele originate) were Hispanic. Many of these Hispanic
borrowers received subprime mortgages, according to a 2009
report on discriminatory lending by the Colorado Civil Rights
Division, which referenced Longmont as a case study.
According to the counselors, because many Hispanics work in
the informal economy (e.g., the construction labor force), the
Latino community was among the first to experience the
economic downturn directly and the least likely to have
unemployment or other benefits to absorb the impact.
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Map 3-1. Foreclosure Growth January 2003 - June 2009
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Map 3-2. Lender-owned foreclosures from January 2009 - June 2009
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Map 3-3. Which neighborhoods have the most foreclosures in our region?
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Map 3-4. Which cities in our region are hit hardest by the foreclosure crisis?
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Map 3-5. Clusters of declining and increasing property values
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Map 3-6. In which neighborhoods do banks still own foreclosed properties?
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Map 3-7. Clusters of low income, foreclosures, and Hispanics
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Map 3-8. Clusters of low income, foreclosures, and American Indians
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How many housing units will exist in 2014 if housing unit growth since 2000 (per Census data) continues at the same rate?

Table 3-3. Straight-line projection for housing units needed.

Boulder
Year County Broomfield Regionwide
2000 112,057 14,767 126,824
2001 114,563 15,226 129,789
2002 116,755 16,299 133,054
2003 118,421 17,139 135,560
2004 119,880 17,730 137,610
2005 121,490 18,411 139,901
2006 122,760 19,124 141,884
2007 123,547 20,152 143,699
2008 124,087 21,161 145,248
2009 126,797 21,718 148,515
2010 128,300 22,506 150,806
2011 129,802 23,294 153,096
2012 131,305 24,082 155,387
2013 132,807 24,870 157,677
2014 134,310 25,658 159,968
Data source: Census

Forecast for housing units in region

180,000 I
160,000
140,000
120,000
100,000
80,000
60,000
40,000
20,000

B Boulder County M Broomfield County

Thus, according to Table 3-3, by 2014 an additional 11,453 housing units
will be needed in the region, assuming housing unit growth continues at
its historical rate (159,968 units in 2014 minus 148,515 units in 2009).
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How does the forecast for housing units needed in 2014 change when estimates for future household size, vacancy rate,
population housed in group quarters, and housing losses are factored in?

Table 3-4. Method 1 for determining future housing units needed.

Using DOLA population estimates
(extrapolated to 2014 assuming
continuation of status quo)

1 | Population forecast for end of planning period (2014) 382,134
2 | Divided by projection for 2014 average household size 2.41
3 | Result: estimate of households in population by end of planning period (2014) 158,562
4 | Divided by conservative vacancy rate adjustment, assuming 6% vacancy rate holds 0.94
constant from 2009-2014 (i.e., 1 - vacancy rate of 6%)
Result: vacancy-adjusted estimate of number of housing units required by 2014 168,683
Minus 2014 group quarters estimate (colleges, barracks, etc.), taking 2008 DOLA data and 10,537
applying the Claritas growth rate from 2009-2014
7 | Result: an estimate of “population to be housed,” adjusted for vacancy rate and group 158,146
quarters — the number of housing units required by the end of the planning period (2014)
8 | Estimate of existing # of housing units at beginning of planning period (2009) 148,515
9 | Minus current year group quarters estimate (colleges, barracks, etc.) (2008 DOLA) 10,439
10 | Minus conservative estimates of housing losses during planning period (2010-2014):
Fire 100
Neighborhood renewal, etc. 50
Conversion to non-residential use 125
Abandoned 50
Demolitions 230
Other 26
11 | Result: existing housing stock retained by end of planning period (2014) 137,495
12 | Subtracting existing # of housing units in 2014 (Step 11) from # of housing units required 20,651

by 2014 (Step 7) yields an adjusted estimate of the required additions to # of housing
units by 2014
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The method used for these calculations is derived from several standard planning texts.> The vacancy rate estimation in
Step 4 is based on historical rates published in Dr. Gordon Von Stroh’s rental and vacancy study for the 2" guarter of 2009. The
estimate is “conservative” because if anything it understates the likely vacancy rate, and the higher the vacancy rate, the greater the
number of units will be needed to meet the future demand. The housing loss estimates in Step 10 are derived from Colorado State
Demographer data and the examples in BERKE ET AL2
How does the forecast for housing units needed in 2014 change if housing need is primarily dictated by job growth?

The following tables show a numerical estimate based on DRCOG data.

Step 1: Extrapolate the number of 2009 jobs in the region:

Table 3-5. Projection of jobs in the Consortium region in 2009 and 2015

# jobs in 2005 (real data) # jobs in 2009 (extrapolation) # jobs in 2015 (estimate)
Boulder 177,723 183,855 193,052
Broomfield 35,064 42,530 53,730
Total 212,787 226,385 246,782
Source: DRCOG estimates for Boulder and Broomfield Counties

Step 2: Determine current jobs-to-housing ratio:

Table 3-6. Estimated jobs-to-housing ratio in the Consortium region for 2009

2009 jobs estimate, extrapolated from DRCOG, assuming uniform growth 2005-2015: 226,385
2009 housing units estimate, based on 2009 DOLA data: 148,515
Estimate for jobs to housing ratio in 2009: 1.52

% See PHILIP R. BERKE ET AL., URBAN LAND USE PLANNING 408 (5th ed. 2006); THE PRACTICE OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT PLANNING 248-255 (3rd ed. 2000); Stuart Meck et al.,
Regional Approaches to Affordable Housing 235-239 (AM. PLANNING Ass’N 2003).

* See footnote 2.
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Step 3: Calculate the additional housing units required to meet the demand driven by job growth under different scenarios.

Table 3-7. Estimated additional housing units required under different jobs-to-housing ratio scenarios

Additional housing units required
to meet the demand, assuming

No new jobs created

Scenarios Jobs-to-housing | # of jobs Total housing units | existing housing stock retained by
ratio by 2015 needed by 2015 end of planning period (2014) is
137,495 units based on Step 11 in
Table __ above
Existing jobs-to-housing ratio continues;
A DRCOG is right about the # of jobs in 2015 1.52 246,782 162,673 25,178
B | Jobs grow faster than housing 1.75 300,000 171,429 33,933
C | Housing grows faster than jobs 1.25 200,000 160,000 22,505
D | Slow and balanced growth 1.50 230,000 153,333 15,838
£ Existing jobs-to-housing ratio continues; 152 226,385 149228 11,733

The figures in the rightmost column above may overstate the need for additional housing units if not everyone that fills one of the
new jobs created wants to live within the region (for whatever reason). The same overstatement possibility holds true where two
people who fill newly created jobs choose to live in the same household, or where a new job is taken by someone who already lives

in the community.
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What are the most pressing needs according to public
housing authority directors?

All four housing authorities within the Consortium

region agreed with the following:

The needs are urgent. By the time a client knocks
on the door of a housing authority, they need
housing immediately — not 12-24 months from now
after sitting on a waiting list.

The trend in client demographics is towards more
Very Low Income applicants (those making less
than 50% of AMI). Thus the need for more
resources to the deeply subsidized end of the
housing assistance spectrum.

Clients are often struggling with more than one
problem, sometimes complicating effective service
provision. For example, many homeless clients
grapple with both substance abuse and mental
health issues. It can be difficult to simultaneously
meet the needs of those who need permanent
versus temporary housing solutions. For example,
public housing often becomes the “residency of
permanency” for the elderly and the disabled,
affecting program management as housing
authorities adapt to meet the needs of these
groups in ways different from families, who often
aim to make their stay in public housing a
temporary one.

There is an ongoing and noticeable lack of subsidy
generally for affordable housing and related
services. For example, the total number of Section
8 Tenant-based Housing Choice Vouchers across
the region has not kept pace with the population
growth over the past ten years, much less kept
pace with the increased pool of eligible applicants.

Housing provision should be linked with
appropriate human services provision, and in some
cases be co-located. Not every individual and
family receiving a housing subsidy needs “wrap-
around” services, but many do — particularly with
the increasing numbers of low-income residents in
the region —whether it be child care, employment
training, language courses, housing or financial
counseling, or other basic life skills training aimed
at assisting residents towards self-sufficiency. On
this point, the Broomfield Housing Authority
(“BHA”) director recommended the Consortium
look into “permanent supportive housing” options.

Issues raised by the City of Boulder housing authority,

aka Boulder Housing Partners (“BHP”). The director noted the

following issues observed in Boulder that may also be relevant
to the Consortium as a whole:
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Based on the most common concerns heard from
Boulder residents, their greatest unmet needs are
as follows:

O Life skills programs on-site promoting
financial self-sufficiency, with child care and
youth programming provided



Neighborhood bus tokens or passes to
enable access to jobs and resources

Communication barriers due to language or
cultural differences as well as literacy in
general

= Lack of English literacy classes,
including additional funding to
provide class materials

Bilingual community builders to help
residents organize, strategize, and solve
community problems

More assistance for seniors in filling out
forms, paying bills, and housekeeping

Data about those on BHP waiting lists
indicates that:

=  Household size:

e 45% are 1-person
households

o 21% are 2-person
households

e 17% are 3-person
households

e 10% are 4-person
households

e 5% are 5-person households

e 2% are 6+ person households

= 93% of the applicants are extremely
low income (30% or below)
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=  67% of heads of households
applicants are female

= 44% are families
=  35% are disabled
= 11% are elderly

=  The listis very long —there are
currently 1,220 applicants; the
overwhelming response when the
waiting list was opened briefly in
February 2009 led to a decision not
to automatically open it again in
February 2010 if the list is still very
long

0 Access to jobs, child care, services, and
transportation

O Insome cases, immigration issues

Overall, BHP finds that the greatest need is at the
Very Low Income level and below —i.e., rental
housing, not ownership projects. For example, ten
percent of voucher holders pay SO in rent. That
percentage is too high. Moreover, if housing
assistance came with services — for the disabled,
the elderly, the formerly homeless, single parents,
jobseekers — BHP residents would become self-
sufficient more quickly.

With an infusion of HOME and CDBG funds, BHP
would probably prioritize gap financing where
possible. Too many projects right now are stalled



due to the tight credit markets. Additional funds
could support additional personnel to fill in the
gaps at BHP family public housing sites.

Also, it would be nice if local affordable housing
providers could use HOME and CDBG funds to take
advantage of current favorable financing terms,
especially for public entities, to “bank” either units
or land. Fund recipients should be allowed to
acquire inexpensive market-rate units when these
are priced at a discount, for later conversion to the
affordable stock when the recipient has the
capacity. However, the administrative rules
associated with HOME and CDBG funds do not
allow this.

BHP welcomes HUD as a partner, but in some cases
the most valuable contribution is “increasing the
numerator,” i.e., providing more funds to split
among the many diverse needs. The current per-
unit subsidy is far too low: $10,000/unit is ludicrous
— BHP predicts local affordable housing providers
will need $30,000/unit in the out-years. We need
different underwriting criteria. Why not make the
stimulus bill amounts the permanent federal level
of support for affordable housing and related
services?

Issues raised by the City of Longmont Housing

Authority (“LHA”). The director noted the following issues

observed in Longmont that may also be relevant to the
Consortium as a whole:

Needs Assessment - 20

The region as a whole but perhaps especially
Longmont has a substantial amount of degraded
housing stock. It would be worthwhile to correlate
the locations of these housing units with lower
income household clusters.

While TBRA is a great program, 24 months is not
long enough for many individuals and families to
become self-sufficient. The Consortium needs
more information on TBRA success rates.
Anecdotally, twenty Longmont families who
recently “graduated” from the two-year TBRA
program simply migrated to Section 8 vouchers.
TBRA is a stopgap measure, not a permanent
investment in the community like new or
converted housing units.

One reason why more Section 8 vouchers would be
welcome is that the Section 8 program allows
voucher holders to “vote with their feet” when
choosing which community to live in.

Of approximately 500 Section 8 vouchers managed
by Longmont, one third are held by seniors, one
third by the disabled. Of the remaining third,
comprised mostly of single mothers, a few might
be able to “graduate” and become self-sufficient.
But on the whole once people receive a Section 8
voucher there is a tendency to keep it long-term.



LHA has noted a lack of basic life skills as well as
simple barriers to decent housing like the lack of a
security deposit.

More than anything else, Longmont (and the
region as a whole) needs “community housing
stock,” meaning publicly-owned and permanently
affordable units. However, there are so many
restrictions associated with HOME and CDBG funds
that it is not cost effective to pursue these funds in
small amounts (i.e., less than $100,000 at a time).

There is an opportunity in Longmont right now to
address homelessness through the acquisition of
decrepit Single Room Occupancy properties,
renovating them, and then managing them with
little debt. For that matter, any way in which
existing debt can be refinanced so that affordable
developers and managers carry debt with lower
interest rates is worth pursuing.

Non-profits and housing authorities have
comprehensive rehabilitation/capital improvement
plans for their affordable housing portfolios that
are not always fully funded. This leads to piece-
meal and multi-year funding requests that can
consume the bulk of local resources. A
coordinated approach to funding capital
improvement plans to maintain and preserve
existing affordable housing stock needs to be
determined.

As a region we need a greater subsidy for each
affordable unit. Expanded participation by HUD in

financing or facilitating affordable development in
the Boulder County/Broomfield region is critical.
For example, the Section 202 senior units recently
constructed in Longmont would never have been
built without inclusionary zoning and other local
funds.

Although land use boundaries for Boulder County
communities appear set for the foreseeable future
under the “Super IGA” [Intergovernmental
Agreement], local communities can always do
more to refine (or create!) inclusionary zoning
programs.

LHA does own a couple of projects just over half a
mile from a planned FasTracks rail station, and LHA
is part of the FasTracks station area planning
efforts. But unlike in Boulder, LHA has abundant
choices for buying fairly inexpensive property close
to future stations and is, thus, holding off for now
to see when and how the Northwest Line develops.

Issues raised by the Boulder County Housing Authority

(“BCHA"). The director noted the following issues observed in
Boulder County that may also be relevant to the Consortium
as a whole:
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BCHA largely agrees with the points raised by BHP
and LHA.

BCHA especially agrees that there is a strong need
for more deeply affordable rental housing.

The Consortium should continue to identify the
regional priorities for expanding services.



The region should focus on ensuring data drives
where the dollars go.

Overall, more regional coordination would help
with housing and human services provision — for
example, BHP’s idea of banking cheap market-rate
units now as a regional asset, for later conversion
to the regional affordable stock. Given the current
real estate market, we should be banking land for
future development, especially in Boulder and
Longmont.

Sometimes the greatest need is more funds
allocated towards one project, in order to ensure
at least that one project is a success. Further,
projects that carry little or no debt are more
sustainable.

As a region, we should be focused on linking
together programs and funding mechanisms for
land use planning and affordable housing.

Generally, BCHA is able to find enough rental
properties at or slightly under Fair Market Rent
level HUD designates to meet client needs.

As BCHA does not own any land within a half-mile
of a planned FasTracks rail station, BCHA is not
currently planning any future rail-transit-oriented
development projects. Recent county surveys of
low-income transportation needs identified a need
to examine transportation needs from childrens’
perspectives as well as adults’.

Issues raised by the City & County of Broomfield

Housing Authority (“BHA”). The director noted the following

issues observed in Broomfield that may also be relevant to the
Consortium as a whole:

Needs Assessment - 22

The most common concerns voiced by Broomfield
residents indicate that the greatest unmet need in
our community is the lack of rental housing
assistance generally and Section 8 Housing Choice
Vouchers specifically. By one recent estimate,
many high-priority residents had been on the
Section 8 voucher waitlist for six years. (The
waitlist, administered by the Jefferson County
Housing Authority on behalf of Broomfield
residents, is actually a lottery system.) However,
even if Broomfield had its own Section 8 vouchers,
it could not currently administer them, as BHA is
unable to get an Annual Contributions Contract
from HUD due to its creation as a county in 2001
after the 2000 Census.

With an infusion of HOME and CDBG funds, BHA
could better address medium- to long-term rental
housing needs, first by acquiring and renovating
existing properties. Second, rental assistance could
be increased by expanding the existing TBRA
program (or another creative program). The
existing TBRA program is the only rental assistance
that Broomfield currently provides. Third, new,
high quality affordable housing could be
constructed. In 2009, Broomfield’s first year as a
CDBG entitlement community, the City and County
used its funds for housing rehabilitation programs.



In the past, CDBG funds in Broomfield were often
used for infrastructure improvements (e.g., water
line replacements).

As a work-around for the lack of Section 8 vouchers
in Broomfield, TBRA vouchers have worked quite
well. Broomfield has used all of its HOME funds to
date to support TBRA. Unlike the Section 8
program, TBRA requires that supportive services be
attached to the rental assistance. Although the
definition often changes on a case-by-case basis,
Broomfield generally defines self-sufficiency as the
ability to maintain stable housing and to provide
basic necessities for the family.

Beyond rental housing assistance, the next biggest
challenges for Broomfield residents are access to
services. Because Broomfield is still a fairly new
county, many services are still covered by
neighboring jurisdictions; housing services, in
particular, are especially limited. Typical “wrap-
around” services Broomfield residents use either
through BHA or other local area providers include
Workforce (job training), Human Services
(federally-funded social services programs), Health
Dept (federally-funded programs), counseling
(mental health, support groups, etc.), and financial
fitness/budgeting and home buyer courses through
Boulder County.

Close on the heels of access to services is
transportation needs. The RTD service area
doesn’t cover many Broomfield neighborhoods,

and where there is coverage, service times are
often limited, especially on weekends.

- From Broomfield’s perspective, the benefits of
federal block grants like HOME and CDBG are that
the funds are targeted for affordable housing and
related purposes and are a consistent resource
under the entitlement system. The downsides to
federal block grants are that funds are typically not
available until four or more months into the
program year, the complex and fluid regulatory
landscape, and the cumbersome and repetitive
reporting requirements.

- As for transit-oriented development, for now
Broomfield is primarily focused on moving the RTD
park-n-ride facility to the Arista development,
which includes both residential and commercial
space. Although there are currently no affordable
units in the Arista development, this area will be
transit-oriented once the bridge across Highway 36
and other improvements are complete. Otherwise,
Broomfield does own property within a half-mile of
an existing or proposed RTD station, but it is
currently designated for Open Space.

What are the most pressing needs according to affordable
housing residents and consumers of housing-related
services?

The Consortium held two focus groups targeted at
affordable housing residents and consumers of housing-
related services across the region — one in Boulder on-site at
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Broadway East and one in Longmont at the Senior Center.
Three people attended the Boulder meeting and
approximately ten attended the Longmont event, including a
group of five who spoke only Spanish. In addition, the
Consortium received emails and phone calls from residents
during the creation of the Consolidated Plan. Feedback from
these three sources on the greatest unmet needs across the
region can be found in the appendices to the Action Plans.

What are the most pressing needs according to non-profit
service providers?

The Consortium held a focus group targeted at the for-
profit community across the region in Lafayette, the rough
geographic center of the urbanized eastern half of the
Consortium region. Approximately 15 people attended. The
feedback on greatest unmet needs received during this
meeting was as follows:

- Many clients seen at local shelters are leaving
dangerous housing, only to find there’s nowhere
else to go; some leave the state to return to
families who can assist them; others leave the
Consortium region for more affordable areas; thus,
we need more transitional housing in the
Consortium region

- From the Friends of Broomfield perspective, recent
funding cuts and grant reductions mean high-
functioning adults with disabilities are currently
underserved in the region, especially in terms of
special needs support services for independent
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living; housing subsidies for this population are
inadequate; the waiting list for housing units and
vouchers is too long; Section 8 is a good option for
many of these individuals

Need more permanently affordable housing units
across Boulder County, both rental and ownership

Lack of developable land makes building enough
new units difficult

Broomfield needs more shelters and transitional
housing; TBRA is working well though, expand this
program if possible

Alliance for Nonviolence noted that the region
needs more localized services, shorter waiting lists,
and services tailored for helping people in
transition (e.g., recent job loss) overcome barriers
to entry

Housing counseling is critical, especially for those
at risk of foreclosure, due to potential for negative
ripple effects due to damaged credit scores post-
foreclosure — can lose your job, then your house,
then your car, which would have helped you find a
new job

The trends seen are unemployment,
underemployment, and displacement of residents
intra-region and out of the region

Attention Homes, a group focused on at-risk
teenagers who has previously received CDBG
funding, stated that more and better emancipation
programs are needed



Boulder Shelter for the Homeless emphasized that
for some of the region’s residents, home
ownership is not a thought; rather, programs like
Housing First are the best option; expanding this
program beyond the ~35 served now is a good
idea, considering that of the 1,000 people served at
the shelter per year, entailing expenditures of
approximately $13,000 per year per person, 150 of
these may have been good candidates for Housing
First

HOPE, a search and rescue group on the streets of
Longmont who served 600 last year, asserted that
more affordable housing for the working poor is
needed, as well as Single Room Occupancy units,
transitional housing with case management, and
lower rents generally

The Mental Health Center, which serves clients
with severe mental health and substance abuse
issues across the whole Consortium region,
emphasized the need for more housing units with
supportive services and programs attached,
including intensive case management; recognizing
that some feel the Section 8 voucher program gives
tenants no incentive to improve their situation,
these are clients whose rental histories often make
them ineligible for market-rate units; alternatively,
sheltering these clients plus providing other care is
a more fluid way to give aid than a Section 8
voucher

We need more projects designed to meet regional
needs

We need more Section 8 landlords — this may be a
payment standard issue

As a region we need to focus on permanent
solutions for next few years, not just the temporary
assistance seen in the stimulus package

We need more forms in Spanish and more
translators

In addition to the focus group targeted at service
providers, the Consortium mailed out approximately 140
surveys to homelessness and housing-related service
providers. Discounting non-responsive returned surveys, the
response rate was about 15%. Where the questions asked for
numerical responses (the first half of the survey), not enough
respondents answered any one question to allow for
statistically significant summary figures. Where the questions
asked for qualitative responses (the second half of the survey),
we got many detailed responses, as summarized below:
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What differences are you seeing this year in
assisting this population?

0 Clients are having difficulty maintaining or
advancing in employment. More people
than usual need additional rental assistance
just to remain in transitional housing

0 Many more families are choosing to live in
Longmont for affordable housing



More children and families, higher skilled
people still having trouble financially
Higher need by actual numbers served,
higher cost needed to maintain housing,
higher number of folks we are unable to
help as cannot demonstrate ability to
maintain housing
Waiting lists for affordable housing are
longer
Economy is unstable, loss of jobs equates to
loss of housing; income levels are
decreasing, middle class does not know
how to seek assistance
BoCo Public Health is not seeing much
increase. Nor is Safe Shelter of St Vrain
Valley, who responded:
= “ldon't believe we are seeing much
difference in the population we
serve. If anything there may be an
increase in drug/alcohol related
issues and homelessness and
women coming from other shelters
throughout the country.”
We're beginning to see a few younger
homeless veterans
Demand for services up 16% this year in
both adult and adolescent population
Have seen increases in folks seeking
resources
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- How much has your request for services increased
or decreased this year to date? To what do you
attribute that?

0 We aren't exactly sure how much the
requests have increased but they have;
more individuals and families are homeless
or at imminent risk of becoming homeless
for the first time this year

No change — requests have remained steady
By mid-2009, homeless clients exceeded
those reporting as homeless for previous 2
years

Appx. 15-20%, attributable to poor
economy and pressure on other providers
Workers report calls increasing by 35% from
last year

It has increased due to extra comprehensive
services slots becoming available prior to
July 1

Requests for services increase continually as
individuals age out of school system
Requests increase because of need for
more community integration with people
with developmental disabilities

Poor economy, downsizing in work has led
to increased need for transitional housing
program

We have increased slightly for our
population. | think we have not increased
more because of the economy. Women are



aware there are fewer opportunities for
employment, housing, child care, and
transportation

Attributable to lack or loss of of medical
imminance and increased pressure to stay
non-pregnant

Up 30% due to the economy and Colorado's
fragmented mental health system

supportive services, ability to maintain
residents in own city, more resources

The number of people with developmental
disabilities (“DD"”) that remain on the
waiting list for state services is the largest
need in our area. The biggest obstacle is
getting the state to allocate more funds to
the DD community

Emergency family shelter -->

- The largest underserved needs in the Boulder money/funding issues; housing; high cost of
County/Broomfield area and the biggest obstacles living; unemployment
to meeting those needs: 0 Affordable housing for low income
population, adequate dental care,

O Ashort list of interrelated items:

= Low wages

= Expensive Housing

= Health Care costs to the uninsured

= Day Care costs to the working poor

= Consumer debt
Affordable housing, employment options,
lack of shelter availability year round, lack
of substance abuse treatment, lack of
mental health treatment, limited
accessibility to housing first
Mental health care for chronic homeless
Not enough shelter beds, not enough
mental health or substance abuse
treatment capacity, transportation
Access/provision of short term, long term
transitional living resources that include
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reasonable priced transportation and
centrally located human services
Affordable child care, housing,
transportation; most of the women served
cannot afford child care to look for work
and do not have a vehicle or money for
transportation and cannot afford housing
with jobs available

Not enough focus on veterans and their
particular issues of PTSD and TBI

The need for universal, comprehensive
health care insurance, and affordable
housing

Fragmented system; homeless mentally ill
fall through the massive gaps. In Boulder,
they often compete with college students
for affordable housing



What are the most pressing needs of the homeless?

Statewide, Colorado ranked 15" in the nation for the
worst rate of child homelessness, according to the National
Center on Family Homelessness’ 2008 Colorado Report Card
on Child Homelessness. The Colorado Coalition for the
Homeless reports a 20% increase statewide in homeless
families seeking assistance due to foreclosures, evictions, job
loss, and medical bills. These statewide indicators of the
urgency around homeless issues is relevant in Boulder County
and Broomfield, too. The most current local data the
Consortium has on homelessness needs comes from three
sources: 1) the Longmont Housing Opportunities Team
“Homelessness Summit” held in July 2009; 2) a town hall
meeting in Boulder on homelessness, also held in July 2009,
conducted by Boulder Outreach for Homeless Overflow; and
3) the 2009 Denver Metropolitan Area Homeless Point-in-
Time Survey (“PIT Survey”). Similar statements of need, many
trickledown effects of the current recession, emerged from all
of these sources:

e anincrease in basic needs related to emergency or
crisis situations; housing crises may be a cause, an
effect, or both; this is primarily an increase in the
size of the situationally — not chronically —
homeless population

e anoverwhelming increase in service-provider
caseloads, often associated with high skill set
families who have never needed services before,
who sometimes fall right outside the income or age
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range for benefit eligibility, and who have high
expectations for what services “look like”

increasing competition for resources —e.g.,
competition for job openings is fierce given the
uptick in recently laid off high skill set employees

existing resources are strained — e.g., Longmont
Police notice more aggressive panhandling, more
public intoxication, more homeless on the street;
more people sleeping in cars, especially domestic
violence refugees and migrant workers

a simultaneous increase in needs and decrease in
many non-stimulus-bill funding sources for low-
income housing and homelessness programs

a continuing need for year-round (not just
wintertime) support for the homeless, particularly
those with mental health and substance abuse
issues, the disabled, and the elderly

an increase in the number of “fragile discharges” —
those individuals and families using the emergency
room as a primary health care provider discharged
back to the street after a medical visit while still
physically and financially vulnerable

increased anxiety among both clients and providers
— see, e.g., the increasing number of roommate
conflicts due to “overcrowding entrepreneurs”

an increasing number of elder abuse cases,
especially financial fraud perpetrated by family
members due to the fact that an elder—or a



disabled person, in some cases — may be the only
household member with a steady income (from
benefits)

All of these issues are being considered and as many as
possible addressed in the countywide homelessness plan
currently in draft as well as city-specific plans like Longmont's.
The most comprehensive source of homelessness data was
the Point-in-Time Survey, the results of which are summarized
next.

What results were obtained from the 2009 Point-in-Time
Survey?

In this collaborative effort conducted by the
Metropolitan Denver Homeless Initiative and the Colorado
Department of Human Services, volunteers attempt to count
the total number of homeless people on a given night. The
seven counties considered part of the Denver metro area for
purposes of this survey include Denver, Jefferson, Adams,
Boulder, Arapahoe, Broomfield, and Douglas Counties. The
current statistics related to the housing crisis (home sale
prices, foreclosure filings, etc.) support the contention that
Boulder County and Broomfield are a separate housing market
from the wider Denver metro area. But it makes sense to
include the counties in the Consortium region for purposes of
this survey of homeless in the Denver metro area because by
definition the homeless are a transient population, sometimes
moving between localities in search of better options for
shelter, food, services, employment, and other necessities.

Data included in the PIT Survey. Persons who lacked a
permanent place of their own to live were counted as
homeless. The study provided counts for those sheltered and
unsheltered. This survey collected many statistics describing
the current homeless population in the Denver metro area,
including age, gender, race, ethnicity, the number and types of
disabled homeless, the number of homeless veterans, the
reasons for homelessness, where interviewees spent last
night, the interviewees’ last permanent county, the number of
times the interviewee has been homeless, the length of
interviewees’ homelessness. These same statistics were
collected for the homeless interviewee as well as their family
members. The PIT Survey also collected data on the
“chronically homeless,” defined in 24 CFR § 91.5 as “an
unaccompanied homeless individual with a disabling condition
who has been continuously homeless for a year or more, or
has had at least four episodes of homelessness in the past
three years; to be considered chronically homeless, a person
must have been sleeping in a place not meant for human
habitation (e.g., living on the streets) and/or in an emergency
shelter during that time.”

Limits of PIT Survey. The Survey data is not perfect.
Several issues were discovered during the data analysis
process that limit the Consortium’s ability to compare 2009
results to previous year’s studies and raise questions about
the accuracy of some findings. For example, inconsistencies
were found in the way data was reported such that
overcounting of some populations was possible. Conversely,
the Survey is simply a census as of January 29, 2009 of those
individuals listed as “active” in the HMIS software or found by
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volunteers looking in the likely spots for finding the homeless
(e.g., emergency shelters, transitional housing projects, food
lines, day shelters, treatment programs, area hospitals, and
work programs). So, the data is likely to be an undercount the
true homeless population, too. Another issue: the software
used to compile the results collected by survey administrators
sometimes automatically attributed the answers given by an
individual to the rest of that individuals’ family, even when the
answers for the rest of the family were different. Then again,
past surveys did not collect much information on homeless
individual’s families, so any family data can be seen as an
improvement. As a final example, not everyone who reported
a disabling condition indicated the type of condition; not
everyone who reported a condition type also reported being
disabled. Despite these shortcomings and others, the PIT
Survey remains the best snapshot of local homeless needs the
Consortium has. For more background on these data issues,
see pages vii-viii of the Survey report.

The PIT Survey does not provide information on the
availability of shelter and services for the homeless. Nor does
the Survey provide data on the characteristics and needs of
low-income individuals and families with children who are
currently housed but threatened with homelessness.
However, the Consortium consulted with local service
providers about this “near homelessness” issue. Providers
listed the following as reasons individuals and families
currently housed are being threatened with homelessness:
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Exiting a domestic violence situation

Loss of employment, in some cases due to
being undocumented, in other cases due to
lack of work for independent contractors

Lengthening amount of time necessary to
find a new job

Domino effect of a job loss, unemployment
benefits running out, and high mortgage
payments

Medical conditions that do not allow the
person to work

Drug/alcohol addictions

Mental health issues

Community resources are overwhelmed
Pregnant again

Bad credit

Domino effect of mental disabilities causing
job loss for both parents, then foreclosure,
then divorce

Family resources are overwhelmed (i.e.,
those who might otherwise have turned to
family for help cannot)

Veterans who have lost jobs or returned
from combat and can't get jobs



Table 3-8. Results of the 2009 Denver Metropolitan Area Homeless Point-in-Time Survey.

7-county Denver metro area Boulder County Broomfield County
Homeless counted 11,061 1,050 157
Single individuals | 53% 60% 20%
Families 32% family members 25% family members 54% family members
15% heads of household 15% heads of household 26% heads of household

65% headed by females

Ages 27% younger than 18 22% younger than 18 45% younger than 18
64% 18-54 years old 68% 18-54 years old 51% 18-54 years old
9% 55 or older 10% 55 or older 3% 55 or older
Gender 42% female 37% female 61% female
Race 61.5% white 87.0% white 90.4% white
27.0% African-American 6.8% African-American 1.3% African-American
8.5% American Indian or Alaska Native 4.6% American Indian or Alaska Native 5.1% American Indian or Alaska Native
0.9% Asian 0.8% Asian 2.6% Asian
0.3% Pacific Islander or Native Hawaiian 0.3% Pacific Islander or Native Hawaiian 0% Pacific Islander or Native Hawaiian
1.7% reported multiple races 0.5% reported multiple races 0.6% reported multiple races
Ethnicity 31% Hispanic 38% Hispanic [Not reported]

In which type of
location did the
respondent spend
last night?

30% in transitional housing

23% in emergency shelter

15% outside

14% with family or friends

11% in a hotel or motel

2% in a jail, prison, or juvenile detention
2% in some type of treatment facility

29% in emergency shelter

20% in transitional housing

19% with family or friends

16% outside

10% in a hotel or motel

3% in a jail, prison, or juvenile detention
1% in some type of treatment facility

55% with family or friends

20% in transitional housing

11% in a hotel or motel

8% spent their last night in emergency
shelter

5% outside

2% in a jail, prison, or juvenile detention

In which city/county
did the respondent
spend last night?

60% in Denver County

11% in Jefferson County

11% in Adams County

10% in Boulder County

6% in Arapahoe County

1% in Broomfield County

0.4% in Douglas County

0.2% outside Colorado

0.1% in other Colorado counties

54% in Boulder
39% in Longmont
5% in Lafayette
2% in Nederland

97% in Broomfield
3% in Byers
1% in Commerce City
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What was the
respondent’s last
permanent county?

8% in Adams County

14% in Arapahoe County

9% in Boulder County

2% in Broomfield County

38% in Denver County

1% in Douglas County

12% in Jefferson County

4% in other Colorado counties
13% outside Colorado

73% in Boulder County

11% outside Colorado

6% in Denver County

2% in Jefferson County

1% in Adams County

Less than 1% in Broomfield County
5% in other Colorado counties

76% in Broomfield County

6% outside Colorado

7% in Adams County

6% in Denver County

Less than 1% in Boulder County
6% in other Colorado counties

Number of times
homeless before

45% once before

20% twice before

11% three times

6% four times

8% five to seven times
3% eight to ten times

5% eleven or more times
3% don’t know

45% once before

16% twice before

8% three times

6% four times

11% five to seven times
8% eight to ten times
7% eleven or more times

55% once before

28% twice before

6% three times

0.6% four times

10% five to seven times

Length of
homelessness

28% less than 1 month
23% 1-3 months

14% 4-6 months

9% 7-11 months

14% 12 months to 2 years
6% 3 to 5 years

4% 6 or more years

2% don’t know

16% less than 1 month
26% 1-3 months

16% 4-6 months

14% 7-11 months

15% 12 months to 2 years
8% 3 to 5 years

5% 6 or more years

18% less than 1 month
26% 1-3 months

20% 4-6 months

20% 7-11 months

10% 12 months to 2 years
6% 3 to 5 years

Disabling condition
reported

41%. The most common responses for
type of disability, in order, were:
substance abuse, serious mental illness,
physical disability, co-occurring disorders,
and developmental disability

50%. Only about half of this 50% reported the

type of disability, with the most common
responses being serious mental illness,

substance abuse, physical disability, and co-

occurring disorders

23%. Only about a third of this 23%
reported the type of disability, with the
most common responses being physical
disability, serious mental iliness, substance
abuse, and co-occurring disorders

HIV/AIDS and
related diseases
reported as a
disabling condition

104 respondents

27 respondents

1 respondent

Homeless veterans

13% — 97% of whom were single;
49% of whom had a disabling condition

11%

1%
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Reasons or factors 1) lost job or lack of employment 1) inability to pay rent or a mortgage 1) inability to pay rent or a mortgage
contributing to 2) inability to pay rent or a mortgage 2) lost job or lack of employment 2) family problems
homelessness 3) substance abuse 3) substance abuse 3) lost job or lack of employment

4) family problems 4) family problems 4) unable to afford utilities

5) mentalillness 5) mentalillness 5) bad credit
How many 4.5% of all surveyed 10% of all surveyed Less than 1% of all surveyed
respondents were 75% male
chronically Considering only individuals surveyed, Considering only individuals surveyed, 17% Considering only individuals surveyed,
homeless? 8.4% were chronically homeless were chronically homeless 3% were chronically homeless

What can the Consortium take away from the PIT
Survey results? Due to the way the PIT Survey data is
tabulated (by county), the only intra-Consortium-region
comparisons possible are between Boulder County and
Broomfield. For several metrics, Broomfield’s summary
characteristics were strikingly different from Boulder County.
(Note that many of the comparisons that follow are on a
percentage basis, using the percentages listed in Table 3-8
above.)

Across the Denver metro area, 45% of respondents
reported being homeless for the first time. This same
percentage held true in Boulder County, but in Broomfield the
figure was 55%. Approximately 11% of the metro area
homeless were counted in the Consortium region. As
expected, many homeless persons were dealing with multiple
challenges, such as a combination of mental illness and
substance abuse. Relative to single individuals, there were far
more homeless families in Broomfield than Boulder County.
Given this statistic, it’s no surprise that twice as many
homeless younger than 18 years old were counted in

Broomfield. But nearly three time as many homeless older
than age 55 were counted in Boulder County. The percentage
of homeless counted in Broomfield who were female was not
quite double the percentage in Boulder County. On a night
during which temperatures ranged from 3 to 12 degrees
Fahrenheit, nearly three times the percentage of homeless
slept “rough” (outside somewhere as opposed to indoors) in
Boulder County than in Broomfield.

More than twice the percentage in Broomfield
reported disabling conditions in Boulder County. But across
the Consortium region, the most common reasons cited for
homelessness are serious mental illness, substance abuse,
physical disability, and co-occurring disorders. Far more
respondents in Boulder County than in Broomfield reported a
disability due to HIV/AIDS and related diseases. And far more
respondents in Boulder County than in Broomfield were
veterans.

The reasons or factors contributing to homelessness
varied between the two counties, but inability to pay rent or a
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mortgage and the loss of a job or lack of employment
appeared in the top three in both counties. In Boulder
County, nearly twice as many chronically homeless persons
were counted than in the Denver metro area as a whole. But
in Broomfield County, less than half as many were counted.
Across the Consortium region, a greater proportion of
individuals surveyed were chronically homeless than families
surveyed.

Per page 12 of the PIT Survey, “Race and ethnicity are
considered separate categories by the Census Bureau. The
category ‘Race’ identifies a group of people who are classified
together on the basis of common history, nationality, or
geographic distribution. In contrast, the category ‘Ethnicity’
represents social groups with a shared history, sense of
identity, geography and cultural roots, which may occur
despite racial differences. This information was self-reported
by individuals participating in the study. Individuals who
reported more than one race distinction are considered
‘multi-racial.” In the Denver metro area as a whole, African-
Americans and American Indian/Alaska Natives are
disproportionately represented among persons who are

homeless. According to the Census Bureau, African-Americans

comprised just over 11% of the population in comparison to
27% of the homeless population. Similarly, American Indians

and Alaska Native persons comprised only 1.3% of the general
population in comparison to 8.5% of the homeless population.

Compared to the Denver metro region as a whole,
both Boulder County and Broomfield had far more white
homeless counted, but far fewer African-Americans and

American Indians/Alaska Natives. Compared to the regional
prevalence of communities of color across the Consortium
region (i.e., both counties), in Boulder County, Hispanics,
African-Americans, and American Indians/Alaska Natives are
all overrepresented among persons who are homeless and
Asians are underrepresented. In Broomfield, again compared
to the regional prevalence of communities of color across the
Consortium region, American Indians/Alaska Natives are even
more disproportionately overrepresented among persons who
are homeless and Asians and Pacific Islanders are somewhat
underrepresented.

For Boulder County data broken down by families
versus individuals surveyed, see pages 148-163 of the PIT
Survey report. For the same for Broomfield County, see pages
164-179 of the PIT Survey report.
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What are the most pressing non-housing community
development needs for 2010-2014?

In developing this Consolidated Plan, the Consortium
held two focus groups targeted at the regional for-profit
economic development community. Approximately 15 people
attended the Longmont focus group; no one showed up at the
Broomfield meeting. The feedback on greatest unmet needs
received in Longmont is listed below. Note that many of these
comments are specific to Longmont but apply across the
Consortium region:

Longmont mostly needs rental housing targeted at
VLI tenants; St. Vrain Habitat has worked really well
in Longmont, but is building ownership units only

Based on the daily drop-in traffic at the Lodge at
Hover Crossing witnessed by one of the
construction managers, Longmont also needs
substantially more senior housing; Boulder County
is filled with baby boomers; also, projects like this
one also employ many people, perhaps 50-60
subcontractors on The Lodge alone

Longmont has a great senior center; focus on
improving transit to the center as well as growing
out from there

Many projects employ a variety of affordable
finance tools, such as state HOME funds and City of
Longmont affordable housing funds and fee
waivers; however, these programs come with their
own restrictions (e.g., City Council approval to
comply with Longmont inclusionary zoning rules
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off-site) and de facto funding limitations (e.g., the
cash-in-lieu option in Longmont’s inclusionary
zoning program is often only taken by those
building high-end units, which isn’t happening
much in the troubled real estate market)

Longmont is not attracting as many start-up
companies as it would like

Realtors observed that some people are moving
out of the Consortium region to more affordable,
smaller communities like Frederick, Firestone, and
Dacono, perhaps due to decreasing wages or other
effects of the economic downturn

Mixed-income communities sound like a good idea,
but in practice it can sometimes be hard for those
of modest means to comply with the community
covenants

First time homebuyer education programs are an
excellent value, keep them going

Public investment in neighborhoods with many
vacant or foreclosed properties — like Longmont’s
recent revitalization and stabilization efforts — has
many positive economic development ripple
effects, regardless of whether the units are
rehabilitated or replaced

The source of the housing crisis matters in terms of
the appropriate response (e.g., poverty versus
domestic violence)

The region needs more favorable-term loan
programs, down payment assistance, and other



incentives similar to the federal tax credit for first-
time homebuyers

Longmont neighborhoods could be better served
with transit, even though Special Transit and
Access-a-ride are valued resources; FasTracks is a
positive development but is too far down the road
and too uncertain to truly drive planning right now;
the region should look into supporting RTD but also
private transit contractors

People need better access to community activities
and medical centers (even just pharmacies)

The leveraged value of HOME and CDBG funds in
Longmont (every $1 of committed federal block
grants typically attracts about $18 of other funds)
is appreciated

The region needs to consider the long-term plans
for its mobile home parks; residents like them
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because they are typically not publicly subsidized
and provide an inexpensive way to participate in
our single-family home culture; however, they are
not always as affordable as one thinks due to
annually increasing lot rents; they are hard to
rehabilitate; it will be hard to replace these 1-for-1
with new single family detached homes; most are
occupied by seniors

We need more intergenerational co-housing across
the region; co-housing helps build community and
lets residents manage their own affairs together;
moreover, co-housing provides a major
opportunity to help seniors get into community-
based housing where their isolation is decreased
and it is the community itself providing services at
much lower cost than many outside providers

If we really want to encourage the construction of
more new units, eliminate the regulatory red tape



STRATEGIC PLAN FOR 2010-2014

Based on both the quantitative and qualitative data analyzed and presented in the market analysis and needs assessment, an analysis of
fair housing complaints, and a review program performance under the prior Consolidated Plan, the Boulder County/Broomfield County
Regional Consortium established six priorities for the 2010-2014 period. For each priority, the Consortium has established objectives with
specific performance goals for the next five years. The Consortium will direct funding to meet these goals and will measure progress
against them. The key findings that led to the selection of these priorities are:

Key findings:

0 The Consortium region covers an area best thought of as a single regional housing market, one generally characterized by
excess demand — seen in low vacancy rates and rising housing purchase prices and rents.

O After a rapid increase in both population and housing units during the latter half of the 20th century, growth rates for both are
now slowing.

0 Unemployment rates and job growth in the region continue to be more favorable than the statewide figures through the
current economic downturn.

0 Although the region enjoys high area median incomes (“AMI”) compared to the rest of the state —the “housing wage” for
Boulder County is 121% of the mean renter wage.

O Using 2008 ACS data, approximately 54% of the renters in Boulder County and 51% of renters in Broomfield are “housing cost
burdened.”

0 The Boulder MSA (which does not include Broomfield) is the most expensive MSA in the state.

0 The estimates for affordable housing units required to meet the expected demand in 2014 are 15,280 additional rental units and
22,272 ownership units. Today, there are approximately 5,645 publicly assisted affordable units in the Consortium region, as well as
approximately 1,625 Section 8 Housing Choice vouchers.

0 The overarching themes the Consortium heard throughout its consultation efforts reflect a strong need for: (1) deeply subsidized
rental housing; (2) more permanent solutions like unit banking, land banking, acquisition and rehabilitation; (3) help dealing with the
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new socioeconomic level of clientele with different expectations for level of service that many providers reported; (4) more publicity
and information on the help that is available, ideally in a “one-stop shop” for housing-related issues; (5) temporary assistance; and (6)
more resources, generally, of all types.

0 Although compared to neighboring counties, Boulder and Broomfield counties have weathered the foreclosure crisis relatively well,
foreclosures present significant issues for Consortium communities, especially in Longmont.

0 All four housing authorities within the Consortium region agreed that the needs are urgent and the Very Low-Income client
population is increasing.

0 According to the 2009 Point-in-Time Survey, there were 1207 homeless people in the region with significantly more families
homeless in Broomfield County.

The Consortium used these findings and the input gathered through the Consolidated Planning process to direct the selection of six
priorities. The priorities interlock intentionally in order to further the Consortium’s efforts to address poverty and service provision in a
holistic and more effective manner.

1. Increase the amount and affordability of rental housing for the Consortium’s lowest income renters.
Given the high percentage and number of cost-burdened residents of the region, providing more affordable rental housing is
imperative. Maintenance and preservation of existing affordable rental housing ensures that newly developed or acquired units will

add to the inventory instead of replacing other units.

2. Preserve existing affordable owner-occupied housing stock by keeping houses safe and habitable, help owners to age in place and
provide foreclosure prevention services to all homeowners.

By funding rehabilitation and foreclosure prevention programs, the Consortium avoids the need for services and alternative housing when
people can no longer live in their homes.

3. Support low-to-moderate income home buyers and increase the supply of affordable housing units.

Homebuyer programs support a diverse community and work force, reduce environmental and infrastructure impacts of commuting
because people can live closer to their work, and improve quality of life.
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4.  Reduce homelessness within the Consortium geographic area.

Prevention of homelessness and supporting those who become homeless by quickly reestablishing permanent housing
reduces the individual and community impacts on services and quality of life.

5. Revitalize and invest in the consortium’s communities to ensure that all neighborhoods, particularly those of
low/moderate income, enjoy a high quality of life for their residents.

The activities conducted under Community Investment will address existing conditions that threaten the health or welfare of
the community where other financial resources are not available to meet such needs.

6. Increase the economic empowerment of residents to secure a stable income and begin to build wealth.

Creating or preserving low/moderate income jobs provides stability, helps people avoid the need for services, and increases quality
of life.

Taken together, these priorities highlight the Consortium’s desire to work for healthier and more sustainable communities for its low
and moderate-income residents in particular. Consortium activities will help people be employed, have affordable housing, avoid
losing their housing, and regain permanent housing if they do, in order to enhance everyone’s quality of life and reduce the
individual, government and community impacts of poverty.

PRIORITIES FOR STRATEGICALLY INVESTING HOME AND CDBG FUNDS IN THE CONSORTIUM REGION DURING THE 2010-2014
PERIOD

(The priorities are numbered for reference only.)

Priority 1. Rental Housing Programs 5 Year Goal

Increase the amount and affordability of rental housing for the Consortium’s lowest income renters.

Rental Housing Programs provide financial assistance to renters and to property owners that offer affordable rental opportunities to local
residents. We will work to increase the amount and the affordability of rental housing available in the Consortium area. We will prioritize
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assistance to projects that provide rental housing affordable to households/persons at or below 40% of the Area Median Income in addition to

homeless households and those with special needs.

Objectives:

A.

Expand the supply of affordable rental housing for very low-income households by funding the
acquisition (to include rehabilitation if needed) of existing rental properties by non-profit agencies
and housing authorities.

Expand the supply of affordable rental housing for very low-income households by supporting the
development of mixed-income and/or mixed-use developments that contain units for very
low-income households.

Assist private property owners with rehab funding in exchange for keeping rents at very low
income levels for the period of the rehab loan.

Support and encourage the Housing Authorities within the BBRC to apply for Housing Choice
Vouchers from HUD at every opportunity.

Fund a tenant-based rental assistance program to provide rental assistance and wrap-around
supportive services that stabilize extremely low income households.

Preserve, maintain and improve affordable rental housing owned by housing authorities or
non-profit organizations with priority given to activities that enhance the long-term
economic sustainability of the properties.

Continue Fee Waiver programs where in existence and educate other communities about the
benefits of such a program to promote the construction of affordable housing.

Support short term rent and/or security deposit assistance programs especially when they provide
housing independence for persons with disabilities or persons who are homeless
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50 units — Boulder County

30 units — Longmont
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30 households - Broomfield

100 units - Longmont
500 units - Boulder

50 units - Longmont
25 units - Broomfield

30 households - Longmont



Priority 2. Homeownership Programs — Existing Housing 5 Year Goal

Preserve existing affordable owner-occupied housing stock by keeping houses safe and habitable, help owners to age in place and provide
foreclosure prevention services to all homeowners.

The Consortium will fund and strengthen programs that support existing homeowners to improve the consortium’s existing housing stock so that
low-income homeowners are able to adequately maintain their homes, continue to afford their housing, and age in place. Improving housing
stock in a concerted fashion can contribute to the creation of a quality neighborhood and make a significant impact on an area or neighborhood.
Coordinating home rehabilitation with the local weatherization and energy improvement programs will further leverage funds and magnify the
improvement to the existing housing stock.

Objectives:

A. Continue to fund general owner-occupied home rehabilitation programs that remove code violations 50 units - Longmont
or other health or safety issues, make energy efficiency improvements, preserve historic homes, 50 units - Boulder
and complete other exterior and interior improvements. Rehab programs will be coordinated with 50 units - Broomfield

local weatherization and energy improvement programs.

B. Support the local weatherization efforts throughout the BBRC region by supporting Boulder County 2500 units - Region
Housing Authority’s Longs Peak Energy Conservation and Weatherization Program and
Coordinating complementary resources.

C. Support an architectural barrier removal program to assist both homeowners and renters with a family 50 units - Longmont
member who has a physical disability to make the home fully accessible. 25 units - Boulder

D. Fund an emergency grant program to correct code violations or other issues that pose an immediate 60 units - Longmont
threat to a family’s health or safety. 15 units - Boulder

E. Provide foreclosure prevention programs that strive to keep individuals with the ability to sustain 1500 persons - Region

homeownership over the long-term in their homes. Foreclosure education, predatory lending
education, financial fitness classes and one-on-one foreclosure counseling will be offered and made
available to homeowners throughout the Consortium.
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Priority 3. Home Buyer Programs 5 Year Goal

Support low-to-moderate income home buyers and increase the supply of affordable housing units.

Home Buyer programs provide lower wage-earning households with home purchase opportunities so that persons who work in each community
can live in it. By supporting a diverse community and work force the Consortium will promote an appropriate jobs-to-housing balance in the
community, lessen traffic congestion because people can live closer to their work and decrease commuting time for the work force.

These programs provide direct monetary assistance for home ownership programs, actual housing units, and educational opportunities to prevent
default and foreclosure, guard against predatory lending and help owners learn to make good financial decisions, basic repairs and home
maintenance.

Objectives:

A. Support the acquisition and rehabilitation of existing single family (attached or detached) 50 units - Longmont
homes that will be offered for sale to low/moderate income home buyers, or the acquisition 35 units - Boulder
of land on which affordable housing can be built and homes sold to low/moderate income 3 units - Broomfield
households. 5 units - Boulder County

B. Provide down payment loans or grants through the Boulder County Down Payment 60 units — Longmont
Assistance Program, or other similar programs, to assist first time homebuyers by and Boulder County
providing closing costs and down payment assistance. 10 units - Broomfield

25 units - Boulder

C. Support individual communities’ Inclusionary Zoning programs or negotiated 30 units - Longmont
agreements with developers that increase affordable housing choice throughout 100 - Boulder
a community and allow low/moderate income homebuyers to purchase a home and build 25 - Broomfield

equity and wealth.

D. Require the completion of CHFA-approved Homeownership Training classes for all federally funded 1500 persons - Region
housing assistance programs to ensure an educated consumer. Provide additional pre-purchase classes,
including Financial Fitness, Credit Awareness and Credit Clean-up, “Be a Savvy Consumer” etc. to help
prepare potential home buyers.
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E. Provide post-purchase education that provides education and training opportunities to all homeowners 300 persons - Region
on subjects such as recognizing and avoiding predatory lending practices, how to successfully refinance
your home, financial management practices, fiscal fitness, budgeting, basic home maintenance and

repairs, etc.
F. Continue Fee Waiver programs where in existence and educate other communities about the benefits 50 units - Longmont
of such a program to promote the construction of affordable housing. 25 units - Broomfield
Priority 4. Homeless Assistance Programs 5 Year Goals

Reduce homelessness within the Consortium geographic area.

The consortium’s Homeless Assistance Programs provide support to the community’s homeless assistance providers and direct assistance to
homeless individuals/families including victims of domestic violence and other vulnerable groups. The Consortium will Support community
efforts to implement the goals and objectives of the regional 10-Year Plan to Address Homelessness by directing funding of homeless services in
accordance with the Plan. The Consortium will emphasize keeping people in their existing housing surrounded by their support systems and
preventing them from becoming homeless. Homeless prevention efforts will focus on using the existing local safety net services within the
region and will leverage dollars whenever possible.

Objectives:
A. Support efforts to move people rapidly from homelessness into permanent or transitional 30 households - Longmont
housing including the provision of supportive services and case management to assist in 50 households - Boulder

this transition.

B. Support the local regionwide Housing Crisis Prevention Program as it administers the Homeless 1500 households — Region
Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing Fund and TANF Emergency Contingency Fund to prevent
homelessness and rapidly rehouse families at risk of homelessness.

C. Support the development of new permanently supportive and transitional housing units. 30 units - Boulder

D. Support agencies providing sheltering and outreach services with their facility and operating expenses. 10 agencies - Boulder
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Priority 5. Community Investment Programs

5 Year Goal

Revitalize and invest in the consortium’s communities to ensure that all neighborhoods, particularly those of low/moderate income,
enjoy a high quality of life for their residents.

Community Investment Programs assist a variety of entities with many different types of projects designed to impact both neighborhoods and
the community at large. The activities conducted under Community Investment will address existing conditions that threaten the health or
welfare of the community where other financial resources are not available to meet such needs. The Consortium will encourage the efforts of
the Boulder County Human Services Strategic Plan and support the coordination of this planning effort with the Consolidated Plan.

Objectives:

A

n

Target programs such as Housing Rehabilitation, Foreclosure Prevention and education,
infrastructure improvements, energy efficiency sweeps/education, code enforcement

efforts, etc. in areas designated as local Neighborhood Revitalization Areas or high-risk areas.

Provide Neighborhood Revitalization funding to those areas identified in the
Consolidated Plan as the areas of highest risk and need. The Consortium will support
funding proposals in these areas that leverage additional dollars and target identified risk
factors.

Support non-profit human service providers by funding the development, acquisition
and rehabilitation of their facilities as well as providing public service funding
when needed to provide services to Consortium residents.

Support programs that provide wrap-around services to meet the needs of residents,
focus on enhancing resident self-sufficiency efforts, and provide prevention and early
intervention services.

Undertake infrastructure and other community development projects when they support a
low/moderate income neighborhood. Examples could include — park/playground
equipment purchase and installation, increased street or alley lighting, accessibility
improvements (curb cuts), etc.

Support awareness and skill building sessions that guide people with low incomes through a

process of understanding poverty and what they might do about it; create structures for
people to pursue getting out of poverty with help of middle and upper income allies.
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G. Continue to implement and update the Consortium’s Action Plan to remove Impediments 1 Al update - Region
to Fair Housing Choice in the Consortium area.

Priority 6. Economic Development Programs 5 Year Goal

Increase the economic empowerment of residents to secure a stable income and begin to build wealth.

Creating or retaining low/moderate income jobs stabilizes an area and helps eliminate slums or blighting influences. Assistance to acquire,
construct, rehab or install commercial or industrial buildings and other real property equipment and improvements, assistance to a private for-
profit business, or provision of economic development services (training, skill development, etc.) in connection with other eligible economic
development activities can preserve jobs or stimulate the creation of jobs. Qualifying economic development projects will need to demonstrate
sufficient benefit in return for the CDBG investment.

Objectives:

A. Increase economic opportunities for low-income households and small and minority-owned 20 businesses - Longmont
businesses through development and funding of revolving loan funds, micro-enterprise 50 businesses - Boulder
assistance, technical assistance to new and existing entrepreneurs, etc. 15 businesses - Broomfield

B. Support commercial revitalization where warranted and especially where it supports local 5 businesses - Longmont

neighborhood revitalization efforts.

C. Support the continuation and expansion of Individual Development Account (IDA) programs 15 households — Longmont
which match the savings of low income households so they can buy a home, further their education 15 households - Boulder
or start/expand a business.

D. Assist businesses that employ an economically diverse workforce to think differently about poverty 20 businesses - Region
and economic diversity and help them create more effective management strategies that better meet
the needs of an economically diverse workforce.
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Summary of 2010 Action Plans

Boulder and Broomfield County Regional Consortium Consolidated 2010 Action Plan - Resources

This table summarizes the funding dedicated to accomplishing the Consortium’s Consolidated Plan goals in 2010.
Specific project information may be found in each Action Plan.

Local
Other Federal Affordable Other Public or Prior Year's
Program CDBG Funds HOME Funds Funds Housing Funds Private Funds Expenditures Total

Priority 1 - Rental Housing Programs $242,215 $535,967 $20,175,793 $3,882,051 $26,508,909 $9,943,540 $51,344,935

Priority 2 - Existing Homeowner Programs $490,249 $3,783,967 $95,248 $191,508 $3,037,159 $4,560,971

Priority 3 - New Homebuyer Programs $54,751 $609,470 $843,709 $326,252 $2,786,881 $1,063,348 $4,621,064

Priority 4 - Homeless Assistance Programs $235,000 $121,000 $3,321,411 $947,000 $1,622,000 $1,155,779 $6,246,411
Priority 5 - Community Investment

Programs $531,060 $3,600,000 $200,000 $21,062,633 $322,750 $25,393,693
Priority 6 - Economic Development

Programs $188,485 $215,000 $12,000 $1,590,135 $9,000 $2,005,620

Administration

Longmont $112,178 $26,630 $5,000 $118,600 $262,408

Boulder $200,000 $100,000 $300,000

Broomfield $44,000 $44,000

TOTAL INVESTMENTS 2010 $2,097,938 $1,393,067 $31,944,880 $5,581,151 $53,762,066 $15,531,577 $94,779,102
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Boulder Broomiield

2010 Action Plan Regional Consortium

HOME Consortium working to promote
regional housing opportunities

A. THE BOULDER COUNTY/BROOMFIELD COUNTY REGIONAL CONSORTIUM

The Boulder County/Broomfield County Regional Consortium is made up of the City of Boulder, City of Longmont, Boulder County, City and
County of Broomfield, Town of Erie, Town of Jamestown, City of Lafayette, City of Louisville, Town of Lyons, Town of Nederland, Town of
Superior, and Town of Ward. The City of Boulder serves as the lead agency and works with a steering group made up of representatives from
the City of Boulder, City of Longmont, Boulder County and City and County of Broomfield. Boulder County serves as the representative of the
other Consortium members pursuant to the Intergovernmental Agreement executed by all the members of the Consortium.

The Consortium submits one Consolidated Plan covering HOME Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) funds and individual Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds for the entitlement communities of Boulder (City), Longmont, and Broomfield. The Plan covers the
housing and community development programs and policies for the region as a whole, and identifies the unique programs and
characteristics of those of each Consortium community. The current Plan covers years 2010-2014 and this Action Plan covers 2010.

This Action Plan provides information about proposed spending of the Consortium’s HOME funds with the exception of activities in
Longmont and Broomfield and the City of Boulder’s CDBG funds. Action Plans for Longmont and Broomfield can be found immediately
following this one. Please refer to these Action Plans for detailed information on affordable housing and community development activities
funded with CDBG and HOME funds and other resources.

Institutional Structure

As mentioned above, the Consortium has designated the City of Boulder as its lead agency. In partnership with Longmont, Boulder County
and Broomfield, Boulder has worked to prepare the Consortium’s Consolidated Plan. Boulder will assume the responsibility for coordinating
and preparing the Annual Action Plans, the environmental reviews, and the Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Reports
(CAPERs). Staff works with all Consortium members to coordinate processes and carry out the public participation process, including holding
the required public hearings, publishing the legal notices, collecting and responding to public comments, and presenting the Plans to
Councils/Commissioners for approval.

Longmont will administer its portion of HOME funds. The City of Boulder will administer its program as well as the programs in Broomfield
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and Boulder County.

The region is served by a comprehensive human services infrastructure, comprised of traditional social service agencies, quasi-public entities
and a range of non-profit providers. The system also includes educational, law enforcement, judicial, and recreational agencies. It is
anticipated that several organizations and the five active designated Community Housing Development Organizations (CHDOs) will partner
with the Consortium to address the affordable housing needs. The coordination of resources is accomplished through on-going discussions
with service providers and meetings to solicit feedback on housing programs and policies. In 2010, the Consortium will exceed the 15% set-
aside to CHDOs.

B. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION FOR BOULDER’S 2010 ACTION PLAN

The Consortium conducted an extensive citizen participation process in creating the Consolidated Plan, surveying approximately 140
governmental and non-profit providers of homelessness and housing-related services. During the creation of the Draft Plan, six focus groups
were held throughout the region targeting affordable housing residents and consumers of housing-related services, non-profit service
providers, the four public housing authority directors in the region, and the for-profit economic development community. A total of
approximately 60 participants attended the focus groups. The primary way the Consortium worked to broaden public participation was to
increase the number of focus groups and their lengths of time as compared with the process from implemented during the development of
the 2006-2009 Consolidated Plan. Adding more focus groups meant that these events could occur in more cities across the region, increasing
the opportunities for a wide range of citizen attendance.

List of Public Meetings:

1. Public Housing Authority directors
Location: Boulder Housing Partners (Boulder)
Date: June 29, 2009
Attendees: All 4 PHA directors (Boulder, Boulder County, Longmont, Broomfield)

2. For-Profit Economic Development Community

Location: Longmont Chamber of Commerce
Date: July 20, 2009
Attendees: Approx. 15 —realtors, non-profit staff, Housing Authority Dir., construction manager, Longmont Area Economic Council representatives

3. Non-Profit Service Providers

Location: Lafayette Public Library
Date: July 21, 2009
Attendees: Approx. 15 — mostly non-profit staff, one developer
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4. For-Profit Economic Development Community

Location: Broomfield Public Library
Date: July 23, 2009
Attendees: No members of the public

5. Affordable Housing Residents and Consumers of Housing-Related Services

Location: Broadway East Community Center, within a Boulder Housing Partners housing development
Date: July 27, 2009
Attendees: 3 —two current residents of affordable units in Boulder, and one prospective resident

6. Affordable Housing Residents and Consumers of Housing-Related Services

Location: Longmont Senior Center
Date: July 30, 2009
Attendees: Approx. 10 — recently foreclosed residents, a non-profit staffer, a couple of Hispanic families

7. Consortium of Cities (meeting of elected officials representing the localities within the Consortium)
Location: Boulder County Courthouse (downtown Boulder)
Date: August 5, 2009
Attendees: Approx. 10 (elected officials)

8. Public Hearing on draft Consolidated Plan and 2010 Action Plan

Location: City of Boulder Housing and Human Services
Date: January 26, 2010
Attendees: none

The Consortium also attended a meeting of the Longmont Housing Opportunities Team focused on homelessness issues, attended by
approximately 30 individuals from social service and government agencies.

The Draft Plan was made available to the public for 30 days beginning January 15, 2010, through downloads on the Consolidated Plan
website (www.buildinglivablecommunities.org), links on all Consortium members’ websites, and hard copies available at each office location.
The public submitted comments electronically and in person. Public Notices announcing the Plan’s public hearings were published in three
local daily newspapers and posted on Consortium members’ websites. Additionally, non-profit agencies were notified via direct email and
the general public was notified by a public announcement in local newspapers. The final comment stage of the Plan is the incorporation of
all relevant verbal and written public comments into the document after the 30-day review period. Citizen comments are detailed in
Attachment A of this document.
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C. FUNDING RESOURCES
Funding resources utilized by Consortium members include federal, state, local, private, and human services.

1. Federal. Much of the federal funding received by the Consortium is provided through “entitlement” (or population-driven funding)
programs, such as HOME and CDBG. Additionally, some jurisdictions and agencies receive project-based funds for homelessness intervention
programs, housing and services for persons with HIV/AIDS, and support for their Public Housing and Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher rental
assistance programs.

In 2010, the City of Boulder anticipates receiving approximately $1 million in CDBG funds. It is possible that CDBG program income will be
received through a rehabilitation loan payoff in 2010, however that is not able to be determined at this time. The City anticipates receiving a
total of $1.3 million HOME funds through the Consortium, of which approximately $700,000 will be used for projects in the City of Boulder
and for the Consortium’s HOME administration costs.

2. State. Because a majority of State funding is used for jurisdictions that do not receive yearly “entitlement” funds, the Consortium
members are not eligible for many of these funds, and therefore do not receive them. One exception is State CDBG funding for Boulder
County, as it does not receive CDBG federally. Boulder County will use its 2010 CDBG funds from the State to operate its Housing
Rehabilitation Program.

Another exception is Federal Stimulus Funds. Broomfield and Longmont anticipate receiving funding through the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA). These funds, called Neighborhood Stabilization Funds (NSP) with allocations “1” and “2,” is designed to
allow communities hit hardest by the foreclosure crisis to acquire existing, vacant, and/or foreclosed homes, rehabilitate them, and discount
the price so they can be sold to low- and moderate-income families. Broomfield will receive $429,000 in NSP1 stimulus funds to work with
the local Habitat for Humanity affiliate to purchase and rehabilitate two foreclosed homes. Longmont has requested $3.8 million in NSP2
funds to acquire up to 20 multi-family rental properties and 10-15 single family homes that have been sitting for a period of time and that
are negatively impacting the neighborhood in which they are located. The City of Boulder does not anticipate receiving any State funds in
2010.

3. Local.
a. Housing Development Policies. The cities of Boulder and Longmont are the only two jurisdictions in the Consortium with Inclusionary
Zoning programs, which require development of affordable housing in new construction, and with designated affordable housing funds
(made up of development taxes, developer “payments-in-lieu” of building affordable housing and general fund allocations).

The City of Boulder administers two local funding sources for its housing development policies. The Affordable Housing Fund (AHF) is
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made up of monies from the City of Boulder General Fund, plus cash-in-lieu by developers of residential projects. A budget of $2.5
million is anticipated for the 2010 Affordable Housing Fund. The Community Housing Assistance Program (CHAP) is made up of monies
received through a Housing Excise Tax on new development and a portion of property tax revenue. $1.5 million is anticipated for the
2010 CHAP budget.

» Plans for Housing Development through Local Policies
In the next year, through the housing development policies, it is anticipated that approximately 10 for-sale affordable homes will be built
in Boulder, and 17 for-sale affordable homes will be built in Longmont.

b. Human Services. Human services agencies are essential to providing a vital foundation for healthy communities. The Consortium
relies on these agencies to support its housing and community development efforts.

» Plans for Human Services

The Consortium will support human services programs including the development of a 70-unit apartment complex for seniors to be
constructed in Boulder County (Lafayette), a “SmartHome” in Longmont to enhance the living conditions of people with disabilities, and
handicapped accessibility improvements for two housing complexes serving seniors and people with disabilities in Longmont.

The City of Boulder, through its Human Services Fund (HSF), provides financial support for the city’s social services agencies with the
shared vision of building a caring and healthy community. The HSF is funded through earmarked sales tax funds and the City’s General
Fund. In 2010, the HSF budget is $2.2 million.

In 2010, the City of Boulder will use its HSF dollars to support more than 60 programs, from operation of a homeless shelter and
transitional housing program to mental and physical health-assistance programs for low-income residents to prenatal support and early
childhood education.

Annually the Board of Boulder County Commissioners support a variety of non-profit agencies through local tax revenues to develop and
strengthen our local safety net. The services provided by these agencies are available to the residents throughout Boulder County. These
services coordinate with and supplement the numerous services provided by Boulder County Department of Housing and Human
Services, Boulder County Health Department, Boulder County Community Services, and the Boulder County Sheriff's Office. The funding
is provided to nonprofit organizations that that offer emergency aid and address the broad goal areas of the Boulder County Human
Services Strategic Plan. Funding is limited by County revenues and existing funding needs. The allocation distributed for 2010 is $4.8
million.

c. Senior Services. The demand for services to assist the communities’ older population is ever-increasing, and with that, comes a need
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for increased funding. Each of the Consortium’s jurisdictions offer their own Senior Services (or Aging Services) divisions.

» Plans for Senior Services

The Consortium will support programs targeting special populations including the development of a 70-unit apartment complex for
seniors to be constructed in Boulder County (Lafayette) and make handicapped accessibility improvements for two housing complexes
serving seniors and people with disabilities in Longmont. The City of Boulder’s Senior Services Division of the Department of Housing and
Human Services has a budget of $1.2 million for 2010. The City will use its CDBG funds to support a roofing project for an apartment
complex for seniors.

d. Children and Youth. Services for children and youth are committed to developing long-term capacity for health, self-sufficiency, and
success. Each Consortium member provides the services for children and youth within their City and County structure, in partnership
with community agencies.

» Plans for Children and Youth

The City of Boulder’s Children, Youth and Families Division of the Department of Housing and Human Services has a budget of $2.7
million for 2010. The City will use its CDBG funds to support the construction of a local playground, and a collaborative program between
the City and the local school district to provide prevention and early intervention services for children.

e. Economic Development. Economic development agencies are key partners to the Consortium, as they promote a healthy business
climate in the recognition that a balanced, thriving economy is essential to sustain its long-term quality of life. These agencies consist of
local chambers of commerce, economic development corporations, downtown development authorities, and local non-profits providing
residents with economic opportunities.

» Plans for Economic Development

The Consortium will support an Individual Development Account (IDA) program in Longmont to match savings to enable residents to
purchase a home, start a small business, or attend higher education; a revolving business loan fund in Longmont; and a commercial
revitalization program for the downtown area.

The City of Boulder has budgeted $118,000 for its Economic Vitality Program, a public-private collaboration to build the long-term
sustainability of the community through development and redevelopment assistance, business retention and expansion, incentive
programs, general assistance, and partner initiatives. The City’s CDBG funds will support economic development through an IDA program
and a microenterprise loan program which provides loans to lower-income business owners to support their self-sufficiency through
business ownership.
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f. Community-Building. Because housing developments are communities comprised of people from various backgrounds and values,
the Consortium recognizes the importance of community-building services to serve as a catalyst for change and problem-solving. Each of
the Consortium jurisdictions provides, or works with another agency to provide, this service for their community. Services include
mediation to help resolve conflicts professionally, neutrally and confidentially; training in cultural sensitivity and diversity; diversity and
leadership programs that reflect cultural awareness, celebrate diversity, and encourage members of different cultures to interact with
each other; and information and referral for issues such as civil rights, Fair Housing, schools and police.

» Plans for Community-Building

The Consortium will support the City of Longmont’s Community and Neighborhood Resources Division, which partners with residents to
maintain a high quality of life within neighborhoods, and provides diversity education, conflict resolution, and Fair Housing resources.
Also supported will be homebuyer education, provided by Boulder County, educating residents about homeownership and contributing
to neighborhood stability.

The City of Boulder has budgeted almost $400,000 for its community-building services, including neighborhood services, the Office of
Human Rights, and the City’s Community Mediation Service. Through its Human Relations Commission, a group administered by the
Office of Human Rights, Boulder will award grants to organizations for community-based celebrations that encourage education, youth
involvement and respect and appreciation for communities, and for activities that raise awareness on emerging civil rights issues (one of
which is a Martin Luther King, Jr. Day celebration); and support community poverty-related issues, including homelessness and gang-
related activities.

g. Community Development - Infrastructure and Improvements. Local governments are responsible for maintaining their
infrastructure and regularly improving their communities. Projects in 2010 include, but are not limited to, housing construction, housing
rehabilitation programs, water and wastewater improvements, drainage, electric and transportation projects, and improvements to
parks and public buildings.

» Plans for Community Development

The Consortium will support housing rehabilitation and volunteer paint programs to preserve existing housing, a comprehensive
neighborhood revitalization plan in Longmont, new construction of an apartment building in Longmont, new construction of an 70-unit
apartment building in Boulder County (Lafayette), construction and rehabilitation of units by Habitat for Humanity in Broomfield and
throughout Boulder County, a commercial revitalization program in Longmont, and accessibility improvements to properties owned by
local housing authorities. Additionally, Broomfield supports neighborhood improvements identified in sub-area plans that have been
created through a public process with residents focusing on projects and services that will specifically address issues that will improve
the livability of the neighborhood and enhance the quality of life.
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The City of Boulder has budgeted $22 million for community infrastructure improvements in 2010. The City will support new
construction of units built by Habitat for Humanity, capital improvements to properties owned by the City’s housing authority, the
implementation of fire sprinklers in non-profit owned affordable housing units, a school playground, a local farm project, a new facility
for a private transit company serving seniors and people with disabilities, and a new facility for a local women’s health center.

4. Private. Non-profit groups in the region have successfully tapped into private resources from local churches, foundations, donations,
corporations and lenders to promote their housing and human service programs. Most agencies receiving CDBG or HOME funds commit
private funds or other resources to the project. Through shared appreciation loans, down payment assistance, equity sharing, and
development, private sector investors play a significant role in affordable housing finance. As in most communities, the largest source of
private sector funding for the development of affordable housing comes through the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit program
administered through the Colorado Housing and Finance Authority. Employers also use the presence of affordable housing and housing
assistance throughout the BBRC to stabilize their employment base. Broomfield negotiates with developers for the provision of
affordable housing units within individual projects.

The City of Boulder adds permanently-affordable housing units through annexation of vacant land into the city, Inclusionary Housing
(also called Inclusionary Zoning,) by which developers building within the City limits construct and sell at least 20% of their units as
affordable to low- and moderate-income households, and payments received by residential developers in lieu of building affordable
units. Through these policies, it is anticipated that 10 units will be built in Boulder in 2010.

5. Leveraging of Resources. As required for federal funding recipients, the Consortium will continue to leverage its HOME and CDBG funds
with other monies from the state, local entities and private companies. The projects included in this Action Plan leverage $60 million in
non-federal funds.

D. ACTIVITIES TO BE UNDERTAKEN IN 2010

This Action Plan describes projects that will assist very low- and low-income households in 2010. Projects were selected from proposals
submitted by non-profit organizations and other agencies. The following list and tables detail proposed 2010 projects in the City of Boulder
and Boulder County. Projects funded in Longmont and Broomfield are described in those two Action Plans. A summary of the whole
Consortium’s activities is found prior to this Action Plan. These projects will address the Consortium’s five-year goals found in the Strategic
Plan and will be implemented primarily by jurisdictions and/or non-profit agencies. It is estimated that approximately 90% of the CDBG
funds will be used to benefit low- and moderate-income persons in 2010.

Consortium funding is available throughout Boulder and Broomfield Counties. All activities funded through the City of Boulder’'s CDBG
program are located in Boulder. Attachment B details locations of the proposed 2010 projects. For information about Longmont and
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Broomfield, please refer to their individual CDBG Action Plans.

2010 City of Boulder and Boulder County Project Descriptions

PRIORITY 1 - Rental Housing Programs

e Capital improvements for rental housing owned by Boulder Housing Partners (BHP)

e Development funding for 59 affordable rentals at Red Oak Park - BHP

¢ Predevelopment funding for 50 affordable rentals at High Mar - BHP

e Housing Choice Voucher Program (Section 8) - BHP and Boulder County Housing Authority(BCHA)
e Public Housing and Project-based Section 8 - BHP and Boulder County Housing Authority(BCHA)
e Capital improvements for 81 affordable rentals owned by Thistle Communities

e Community Housing Development Organization operating funds - Thistle

e Capital improvements for 145 affordable senior units - Golden West Senior Housing

e Development funding for 73 affordable rentals at Josephine Commons in Lafayette and the Avalon project - BCHA
e Acquisition of 12 affordable rentals in Lafayette - BCHA

e Family Self-Sufficiency Program - BCHA

PRIORITY 2 - Existing Homeowner Programs

e Homeowner Rehabilitation Program in Boulder and Boulder County - BCHA Longs Peak Energy Conservation
Orchard Grove mobile home park acquisition analysis - BHP

Foreclosure prevention and post purchase training and counseling for homeowners - BCHA

Neighborhood Energy Sweeps - BCHA Longs Peak Energy Conservation

Weatherization Program - BCHA Longs Peak Energy Conservation

e Reverse Mortgage individual counseling and workshops - BCHA

PRIORITY 3 - New Homebuyer Programs

e Down payment assistance programs for Boulder (First Home and H20) and Boulder County
e Homeownership Training (pre- and post-purchase including credit counseling) - BCHA

e Development funding for four units at Northfield Village — Flatirons Habitat for Humanity

e Community Housing Development Organization operating funds — Flatirons Habitat
Predevelopment funding for homeownership at the Rosewood property - Thistle

PRIORITY 4 - Homeless Assistance Programs

e Development of 32 Transitional/Housing First units — BHP

e Debt service payment for the new Boulder Shelter for the Homeless facility

e Commercial water heater — Carriage House

Capital improvements for Emergency Family Assistance Association’s ECHO House offices

e Housing Crisis Prevention Program: Homeless Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing — Boulder County
e Housing Crisis Prevention Program: TANF Emergency Contingency Fund — Boulder County
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e Housing Crisis Prevention Program: Boulder County TANF Funds
e Housing Counseling: Financial Management and Gateways Classes — Boulder County

PRIORITY 5 - Community Investment Programs

e Playground improvements — The Acorn School

e Irrigation infrastructure for the Local Farm Project — Growing Gardens

e New facilities acquisition and development - Boulder Valley Women's Health Center, Special Transit, Mental Health Center
e Family Resource Schools program operating funds

PRIORITY 6 - Economic Development Programs
e Individual Development Account program - Foothills United Way

e Microenterprise Loan Program - Colorado Enterprise Fund

Note: additional project-specific information can be found in Attachment C.
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City of Boulder 2010 Action Plan - Resources and Objectives
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Boulder County 2010 Action Plan - Resources and Objectives
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E. HOMELESS PREVENTION AND INTERVENTION
Each Consortium jurisdiction works on many levels to provide homeless prevention and intervention services for individuals and families. In
2010, the Consortium will continue to maintain representation with the Metro Denver Homeless Initiative (MDHI); support and collaborate
with the Boulder Shelter for the Homeless (serving Boulder and Broomfield Counties); participate in the Boulder/Broomfield
Homeownership Committee (made up of local government and non-profit housing organizations providing direct services); and support the
counseling, services, and assistance provided by area non-profit organizations.

» Plans for Homeless Activities
The Consortium will support the implementation of Longmont’s “10 Year Plan to End Homelessness,” a similar Boulder county-wide plan,
and Consortium-wide foreclosure prevention counseling, provided by Boulder County, to sustain long-term homeownership.

The City of Boulder will support construction of permanently supportive and transitional housing, rehabilitation of a transitional housing
center, improvements to the local shelter for people who are homeless, and provide a commercial water heater for a local day shelter.

F. OTHER ACTIONS
1. Meeting Unmet Needs
In 2010, the Consortium will continue to focus on addressing the unmet needs as listed in the Consolidated Plan through the
continuation and enhancement of the following efforts:
Implement Inclusionary Zoning Programs;
Provide fee waivers for the development of affordable housing;
Provide technical assistance to public and private housing developers;
Fund private and public housing developers to increase the supply of permanently-affordable housing in the region;
Provide density bonuses and other development incentives to encourage affordable housing development;
Develop and enhance programs that assist low- and moderate-income households financially by helping them to rent or buy
affordable, adequate housing; and
= Work regionally to develop affordable housing solutions in the region.

2. Fostering and Maintaining Affordable Housing
The Consolidated Plan lays out the Consortium’s priorities and objectives to increase affordable housing options throughout the region
for the next five years, including specific strategies to progress toward those priorities and objectives. The priorities reflect the purposes
of the various federal housing and community development funds covered by this Plan, including:
= Development/maintenance of safe, decent, affordable housing;
= Development/maintenance of a suitable living environment; and
m Creation of economic opportunities for low and- moderate-income households.
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3. Addressing Lead-based Paint

Consortium members will continue to work to identify and mitigate lead-based paint issues by testing and alleviating the risk factors of

the paint when it is identified. This will be addressed by the Consortium through the following ways:

m  Education. Inform staff about federal, state and local lead-based paint requirements through reading materials and training/refresher
courses regularly;

m  Collaboration. Partner with state and local health departments to coordinate public outreach;

= Services. Utilize rehabilitation programs to reduce possible lead-based paint hazards observed by the program inspector by testing
and abating the hazard when necessary; and

m  Compliance. Fulfill HUD’s Lead Safe Housing Rule by offering education about lead hazards through written materials and websites,
using lead-safe work practices, and providing testing and abatement for program recipients’ homes.

4. Antipoverty Strategy
The Consortium is committed to reducing the number of households with income below the poverty level by providing them with
programs to motivate and assist them to move toward self-sufficiency. Jurisdictions work with various service providers and other units
of local government to provide low-income residents with supportive services. As housing is one of the most critical issues for low-
income persons, the Consortium will continue to provide and seek additional resources for low-income persons in the region. In 2010,
the Consortium will continue to partner with these agencies to address the goal of reducing poverty in the region.

5. Meeting Needs of Public Housing
The Consortium will support the local housing authorities’ efforts to obtain funding for rental assistance and to pursue additional
Housing Choice Vouchers from HUD. 2010 HOME-funded efforts of the Consortium include the continuation of the Tenant-Based Rental
Assistance Program for Longmont and Broomfield, providing rent assistance and supportive services for residents.

6. Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
The Consortium is required to certify that it will affirmatively further fair housing which supports equal housing opportunities for all
persons living in the United States by administering laws that prohibit discrimination in housing on the basis of race, color, religion, sex,
national origin, disability, and familial status. To this end, the Consortium conducted an Analysis of Impediments to fair housing choice
within the region in 2006. In the 2007-2009 Consolidated Plan, the Consortium identified appropriate actions to overcome the effects of
impediments to fair housing identified through that analysis. Those efforts include increase education and outreach, conduct testing,
continue financial literacy programs, and continue and expand affordable housing development efforts. The Analysis of Impediments will
be updated and distributed for public comment within the next five years.

Since the 2006 analysis, there have been six fair housing complaints filed with HUD from Boulder County, all of which were ultimately
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dismissed due to lack of cause. Of the two complaints filed with HUD from Broomfield, one was dismissed for lack of cause and one case
is still open. Over the same time period, there have been four fair housing complaints filed with the Colorado Civil Rights Division
(“CCRD”) from Boulder County, all of which were ultimately dismissed due to lack of cause. (There is no way to de-duplicate the records
of HUD and CCRD.) Of the two complaints filed with CCRD from Broomfield, one was dismissed for lack of cause and in the other,
probable cause was found. In addition, since the 2006 analysis, there have been no reported state or federal court cases alleging
violations of fair housing laws within the Consortium region.

In sum, since the last Analysis of Impediments was completed, there has been a single substantiated report of fair housing
discrimination. Despite the lack of evidence of a significant fair housing problem in the Consortium region, with this submission of the
2010-2014 Consolidated Plan the Consortium recommits itself to eliminating barriers to fair housing.

» Plans for Fair Housing

The Consortium will collaborate with the Civil Rights Commission to provide information about Fair Housing and Predatory Lending. The
City of Longmont was the recipient of a grant to conduct research on potential victims of predatory lending and has been partnering with
the Boulder County Housing Counseling Program and agencies in the city to gather information about victims of shady lending practices.

The City of Boulder is updating its marketing strategy to reach out to populations that do not speak English as their first language about
homeownership opportunities. Additionally, the Housing Division will continue to work closely with the City’s Office of Human Rights
which works to ensure protection of rights afforded within Boulder’s Human Rights Ordinance, protects workers from non-payment of
wages owed to them, and works to encourage interaction abased on respect and understanding among Boulder’s various communities.
G. PROGRAM SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS

The following is information on the process for CDBG and HOME funding and the evaluation criteria used to select the projects:

Process

The Consortium’s Citizen Participation Plan provides a process for citizens to advise the Consortium and the city and county jurisdictions on

the housing and community development needs in the communities. Input from citizens through the Citizen Participation Plan has been

effective during the Consolidated Plan period.

In formulating the 2010 Action Plan, the Consortium reviewed the proposed projects for compliance with the following criteria:

1. Federal CDBG Goals and Objectives:
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A. Project must benefit low- and moderate-income households, or
B. Project must aid in the prevention and elimination of slums and blight.

2. Federal technical requirements and review criteria:

70% benefit to low- and moderate-income households/individuals.
15% limitation on funding public service projects.

10% (HOME) and 20% (CDBG) caps on administration funding.
Specific HUD eligibility requirements under each national objective.
Resale or recapture provisions (see below)

mooOwp

3. The Consolidated Plan approved by the Consortium and HUD which identifies:
A. Housing and home improvement goals.
B. Meeting needs of special populations.
C. Housing opportunities for the homeless population.

Several factors were considered in the 2010 work program, such as if the projects conformed to policies pertinent to specific jurisdictions and
HOME and CDBG regulations, provided a direct benefit to residents, provided a matching source of funding, and could be completed in timely
manner.

Resale or recapture provisions will be used in all homeownership programs where HOME funds are used. Home buyers receiving HOME
funds for purchase or rehabilitation will be subject to the requirements at 92.254(a)(4) which includes resale provisions for a period of years
consistent with the program regulations. The resale provisions will provide owner with a fair return on their investment, including any
improvements. Loans will be secured by a signed mortgage, promissory note, and lien filed against the property. The City of Boulder will
place an index-based resale restriction on each unit assisted. A covenant will be placed on the unit that will maintain its affordability in
perpetuity. The City of Longmont will also place a resale restriction on HOME-assisted homeownership units for a period that meets or
exceeds the regulatory requirement.

When CDBG funds are used to acquire or construct a facility for an agency that serves low-income residents of Boulder, the agency executes
a shared equity agreement with the City. This agreement provides that in the event the agency sells the facility or no longer uses it to
provide services to CDBG-eligible recipients, the agency shall pay the City the CDBG-funded share of the property. In practice this amount is
usually transferred to the replacement facility from where services will continue to be provided. The City may require a similar agreement
for CDBG-funded substantial rehabilitation projects as well.

H. MONITORING
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As the Consortium’s lead agency, the City of Boulder is committed to ensuring compliance with all federal regulations through an on-going

monitoring to ensure production and accountability, maintain compliance with federal requirements, and evaluate organization and project
performance.

Each activity will be reviewed to ensure compliance as it pertains to:

m  Grant Requirements — including recordkeeping, allocation requirements, financial and compliance audits, and timeliness of project
completion;

m  Federal Requirements — including property acquisition, relocation, lead-based paint hazard reduction, labor standards, historic
preservation, Fair Housing/EEQ, and Section 3; and

m  Program Requirements — including adherence to program guidelines, documentation to support applicant eligibility, and data
maintenance for reporting.

The information gained from these monitoring reviews in 2010 will enable the City of Boulder, as the Consortium’s lead agency, to assess

community need for the services, the quality of the service deliverance, the diligence of the grantee, all of which will be used to plan future
projects.
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ATTACHMENT A

CITIZEN COMMENTS

Comments on Draft Consolidated Plan

1. Director of local agency serving the region. I'll admit to not reading the document thoroughly. It appears to be very complete and well
done and includes some great information Clinica will use it our own fund development. One comment is that healthcare reform may well bring
large numbers of new people to Clinica's doors. Our facilities in Boulder and Lafayette seem to handle the demand now, but we do minimal
outreach and marketing except to the homeless. If significant additional demand is placed on us, beyond what we can meet by adding weekend
and evening hours, we may need to expand one or both of our facilities. | would not expect this for the next couple of years. But, if this is the
plan for five years and will direct funding the "next several years," a recognition that we may need to expand our community health centers
might be wise. Also, | am not as knowledgeable about Salud's situation in Longmont. But, some growth there should also probably be planned.
Thanks for the opportunity to comment.

Response: Expansion of community health facilities would be covered under Priority 5, Objectives Cand D. In addition, the Consortium may amend
the Plan each year as new needs emerge.

2. Staff member of Boulder’s housing authority. Here are my oh-so-brief, and overwhelmingly positive comments: Wow, lots of great data,
maps and so much input from stakeholders. This document represents a tremendous amount of work; | am impressed! It is also a hefty
document for quick reference and easy planning. .. Could the Ex. Summary capture a bit more depth on the “action plan” items, so we could
use it as a quick reference guide?

| agree with and support the six strategic goals, however, #5 and #6 are vague to me in their implementation, and | would be concerned that we
might be trying to spread ourselves too thin. If we fully address needs in 1-4 are we ever going to fund 5-6? Comes back to the question of
should we fund a smaller number of units more deeply? Thinking about the needs of homeless and below 30% AMI families, I'd advocate for
that. .. Of course | know those aren’t the only needs. . .

Small nit/nat clarification: Page 3 “According to the 2009 Point-in-Time Survey, there were 1207 homeless people in the region with significantly
more families homeless in Broomfield County.” Does this mean there are more than 1207 in Broomfield, or that Broomfield carries more than
its “fair share” of the 1207 burden?

Response: The person was directed to the Action Plan summary, which provided the requested resource. The Consortium agrees with the public
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input that the available funding is inadequate to fully address all six priority areas as fully as desired, activities in all six are important to the
Consortium’s goals. The text concerning homeless families in Broomfield was clarified.

Comments received during Consolidated Plan Development

Boulder

1.

BHP tenant — need better laundry facilities. | think laundry facilities should be available to all residents, esp. those with disabilities! | have
"hookups" but have been unable to afford the appliances. | use Special Transit to get around the City, and have been taking my laundry to
friends’ homes, and laundering some items by hand (which is painful to do). My laundry piles up, as | am unable to take it anywhere on a
frequent basis. | get to do laundry about every 6 to 8 weeks. The friend whose facilities | have been using is relocating, so | may not have that
available in the near future. All the homeowners (and their renters) have laundry facilities in their units, but Boulder Housing Partners residents —
for the most part — must take our laundry off-site. | was told BHP allowed the first residents of the Vistoso Community to take the laundry
appliances with them when they moved, leaving successive residents without those facilities. The nearest usable laundromat is several miles
away, at the Table Mesa Shopping Center. Rent-to-own would cost HALF of the $200 income | have each month, so that is not an option. If BHP
would simply replace the units’ facilities they gave away — and make them part of the standard equipment of these units — we would have this
dilemma solved.

BHP tenant —recommended priority of needs. Housing and community development funds should be focused first on helping seniors and the
disabled. Next, assistance for the poor, so long as there is some indication they are trying to help themselves. Perhaps training or education
programs for single mothers.

Response: Projects benefiting all three populations, seniors, disabled and the poor, are receiving funds in 2010.

3.

BHP tenant —need new carpet. | am trying to get my landlord (BHP) to put in new carpet after nine years of living here and they refuse. | am sick
from the cheap and infested carpet so | had to get a legal aid attorney. My experience is that BHP could care less about the disabled and seniors
here. | broke my leg and couldn’t shovel my sidewalks and they didn't get around to shoveling them for 24 hrs. | called them and they told me
they could not, due to liability concerns.

Boulder homeowner — kudos on affordable homeownership program. | have really felt blessed by this program myself. It was perfect for us and
there’s no other way we could have bought a home in Boulder. We used the “bring a unit into the program” option — which | think should be
publicized more, since it helps increase the number of units the program can provide and at least for us it was by far the most cost effective.
There’s no way we would have had a 20% down payment on any home in Boulder. By having the City pay our down payment, we were able to
avoid mortgage insurance, which would have increased our costs significantly. Helping middle class people stay in Boulder is an important goal.

Response: Funding to continue the program is in the 2010 Action Plan.
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5. Boulder homeowner—need more outreach for affordable homeownership program. In general, | think it would be great to get the word out a bit
more about this program. A lot of people don’t know about it. For example, I’'m thinking you could probably get free publicity in the newsletters
for various unions and city workers’ organizations. Teachers, cops, etc. are the kind of people who stand to gain the most from the program as |
understand its current structure.

Response: The City’s homeownership staff have added an outreach and marketing goal for 2010.

6. Boulder homeowner — need more programs for low-income people. In order to qualify for Boulder’s affordable homeownership program, you
have to show you can afford to purchase a home, so a truly working class person would be unlikely to benefit from this program. We need
programs addressing their needs as well.

Response: Flatirons Habitat for Humanity provides homeownership opportunities for very low-income working households and is receiving funding in
the 2010 Action Plan.

7. Boulder affordable homeowner — limits on eligible improvements under the affordable homeownership program. As a resident, my one
frustration with the program has been the extremely limited number of improvements that are considered eligible under the program to
increase the value of our home. For example, we have a very old, inefficient washer and dryer and a very old, inefficient woodstove. Because we
are concerned about our energy consumption we’d like to replace these. But they are huge expenditures and we definitely won’t be living in this
home long enough to recoup the money just in energy bills. It would be nice if the city allowed us to increase the resale value of our home
through making these improvements.

Response: The City’s homeownership program strives to balance future affordability with allowed appreciation and price increases for
improvements. Some energy efficiency improvements are allowed to increase the price.

8. From anotherresident on the same topic: Windows and kitchen appliances need updating or replacing. The units were built cheaply. Repainting
is needed. There are allowances for fixing items like this in place already, but they need to be improved. It makes the unit hard to resell. And the
owners lose money improving the property due to the appreciation caps of 1-3.5% per year. The current rules also make it difficult for growing
families to, e.g., add on a bathroom due to different gendered teenagers. Families like this are forced not just out of that home, but often out of
the neighborhood and even the whole city. Boulder should look into a model like Longmont’s, where 25% of the resale price goes back into the
program fund. The City of Boulder could also offer to buyout current residents of properties like these.

Response: Boulder has a commitment to permanent affordability in order to ensure future availability of homeownership opportunities to low-
and moderate-income households.

9. Boulder homeowner — on-site requirements for inclusionary zoning. The complaint I've heard most is that by giving builders the option of
building the affordable units separately from the high-end units you are letting builders off the hook and helping to create economically
segregated neighborhoods. However, in practice it seems to me that a lot of builders are putting all the units on the same site, so I’'m not sure
this criticism has much merit.
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Response: An analysis of the inclusionary zoning program completed in 2009 determined that developments have provided units on-site,
half of their total requirement. The funds generated by the cash-in-lieu payments made for the other half of the requirement have led to the addition
of ___ units of affordable housing.

10. Boulder homeowner —suggestion for sweat equity program. If the city is truly interested in increasing home-ownership among working class
families, then perhaps you might want to go the sweat-equity route somewhere along the lines of what Nehemiah Housing did in Brooklyn (I
believe that was an Industrial Areas Foundation project).

Response: Flatirons Habitat for Humanity provides this program in Boulder and receives funding for it in the 2010 Action Plan.

11. Boulder homeowner —need more outreach to Latinos. I'd like to see us do more with organizing Latino families to address housing issues. As the
Latino community in Boulder gets more established, we’re looking at people who are more likely to be documented and who are therefore more
eligible for lots of different programs —so it would be awesome to help make some of those connections. The affordable housing information on
the city’s website isn’t even in Spanish. Several students of mine live in the development at Hawthorne and 16th. That seems to me to be a great
model —a truly mixed community, quality housing and excellent access to public transportation and public recreation facilities. What can we do
to build more housing like that? Is it Section 8? Was it built by a nonprofit?

Response: Meeting the need for improved outreach to Latinos is part of Boulder’s workplan. The public housing project mentioned is part of
Boulder Housing Partners’ portfolio. The BHP development projects funded in 2010 all contain similar liveability elements.

12. Need more affordable detached homeownership opportunities. | would love to see more free standing affordable homes be built. My family and
| currently own a two-bedroom condo through affordable housing, and we would LOVE to move into a free standing home (no shared walls), but
cannot afford regular home prices in Boulder. | would actively pursue purchasing a new affordable home that was free standing. Thank you for
requesting feedback!

Response: Affordable detached homes may be built in Thistle Communities’ Rosewood project in the next two to three years.

13. Boulderresident: We need more help with other housing-related expenses, like bus passes or other transportation help, child care, and offsets
for other services and activities like those at the recreation centers.

Response: Boulder funds and/or operates a number of programs that provide these services to qualified residents.

Consortium Citizen-at-Large

1. Consortium citizen — need more regulation of affordable housing developers. As long as builders suffer no consequences for delivering inferior
quality “affordable” homes (i.e., the program needs “teeth” and enforcement), the cost and burden of fixing these items will fall on owners who
simply can’t afford to make-up for builder’s abusive cost-cutting techniques, leaving the City to either pay for the corrections or have a growing
inventory of homes that fail to meet quality standards. To ensure developers are delivering the quality of housing intended by the program (i.e.,
homes are not filled with improper installs, defective materials / appliances, or materials that do not meet the affordable housing program’s
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replacement timelines, all of which are obviously not being caught with inspections or are not covered under inspections), we suggest the
following:

= Developers who do not meet quality standards for Affordable Housing are prevented from acquiring additional permits (either occupational or
for new developments) and fines/fees be imposed on the developer to offset the affordable housing program’s cost to enforce its quality
standards

= Developers must use materials that at least meet the affordable housing program’s replacement timelines (e.g. carpet installed by builders
must last at least 10 years because that is the timeline as to when the Affordable Housing program allows owners to replace and get credit for
the replacement) —anindependent inspection is required to ensure that what the builder said was used (i.e., builder says carpet is warranted
for 10 years) is actually what was installed and properly installed ... if not, Builder pays a fine and must immediately remedy)

= Developers must use mechanized dampers (vent is only open when in use — a switch opens and closes vent) instead of flimsy plastic discs
which the wind easily opens (my bathroom door actually sways with the wind because of this) causing heating/cooling loss along with allowing
dirt/debris to come into the home through the vent (this would require a code change)

= Affordable housing program participants are given a form/questionnaire or some systematic method to provide the City of Boulder Division of
Housing their assessment/grade of the quality of housing provided within the first year of occupancy. The web site for the City of Boulder
affordable housing program have a section on the quality of housing standards and a mechanism for complaints regarding housing quality that
are discovered after the first year (e.g., roofing membrane being punctured by improper install of air conditioning units, unlevel flooring due
to poor building design, etc.)

= HOAs containing affordable housing should be required to follow the City of Boulder’s watering guidelines (in spite of objections, my current
HOA continues to heavily water every day, which requires more lawn cuttings — so we waste water, and spew more carbon into the air, and
pay for unnecessary cuttings contractors are happily performing).

Response: Boulder requires developers to meet liveability guidelines for affordable homes. These guidelines are updated and improved as concerns
are identified. Homeowners in the affordable program are contacted following their purchases for feedback and then annually thereafter.
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ATTACHMENT B

2010 City of Boulder Map praduced by the oy of Bouder Plaaning and Deve
Funded Projects ' iy '
by Federal and Local Sources
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Grantes Mame: Boulder CDEG

PRl varnkan 20

ATTACHMENT C

Project Mama:
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CFeiP arakan 2.0

Grantes Name: Boulder /Broomlield HOME Consortium

Project Mame:
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Description:

[1p1s Project = |

|vos code: |

Degeloprest of 70 sembor rental hoosing units.

Ohjerhe Categery
(W) Decent Heusiig

(1 Subahle Lising Ersleoniment
] Econombe Sgpeunis

Loncathon: Priority Meed Category

Finich Awve. and Dounoe 55 1

Lafayette, OO Salact one: . Rental Houslig
Enplanation:

(EE/31/3010

Cutcaome Categories
(] avaishimy Aooessibinmy

. indise the supply of aMoidable rental housng

Specific Objactives

- w
[=] amerdatims 2,
O sisealrabibiy 3 -
@ 10 Hausng Units w |Proposed o Bccsimpl. Tvpe w |Froposed
_ = Uinderway | nderway
% v o e o bk
= % Bocampl. Twpe: w |Proposed Accsimpl. Tvpe w |Froposed
; = Uinderway | Underway
E- E Comaplate ok e
[+ % E Bocempl. Twpe: w |Proposed Bocsimpl. Tvpe w |Froposed
E | Undarway | Underway
Complate ik
Proposed Quloome Performandce Measurea Actual Quboome
32 units built
12 Corestrictban of Howsing 570, 200[m) W Hatils Cesles

1
Hatike Cosl s

W Hatils Cosles

w
L 1 N
. Hatike el s W Hatile Coedes v ]
- HOME wr |Propossd fimi. 345,000 it wr |PFroposed Smi.
Ii | ALtusl Amounk | Bctual Arisunk
T T w |Proposed Amt. 15,450,000 Cither w |Froposed Ami.
:E | Actual Amounk | Bciual Amouwnk
E Eozzinpl. Tepe: "W |Proposed Units Boceinipl. Tvpie "W |[Froposed Units
i Actual Units | Aciual Units
ﬂ.E Eezempl. Tepe:  w |Proposed Units Bcczingl. Twpee  w [Froposed Units
| Actual Units | [Actual Units

City of Boulder and Consortium 2010 Action Plan -25




e et 30 Grantes Name: Boulder fBrosmlield HOME Consortium

Project Mama: Boulder Housing Partners Lee Hill Howsing First
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Grantez Mame: Boulder fBroomlield HOME Consortium

PRl Varkas 2.0
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Granteg Mame: Boulder CDBG

Yarpkan 20

Project Mame:

Boulder Valley Womens Health Cenber
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v, Grantee Name: Boulder CDBG
Project Mama: Carriage House
Description: [t Project = | [vos code: |
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o aratan 2.0 Grantes Mame: Boulder CDEG
Projoct Nama: Colorado Enterprise Fund
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Grantes Mame: Boulder CDBG

PRIP Yarakan 2.4

Project Mama:

EFi ECHD House
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o i 20 Granteg Mame: Boulder fBroomflield HOME Consortium

Project Mama: Flatiroms Habitat for Hurmanity CHIDD operating
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Grantes Mama: Boulder fBroomfield HOME Consortium
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PR arakan 2.0

Srantes Mame:

Boulder fBroomield HOME Consortium

Projectk Mama:

First Home

Descriptiom:

[1p1s Project =: |

[vos code: |

Dowen parpment asskstano: gramds.
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Grantes Mame: Boulder CODEBG

el aradan 2.0

Project Mame: Family Resgurce SChool Project

Description: [1p2s Project =: |

(VoG code: |

Frovislon of core servioes at & elementary schoods In the Ciy of Boulder

Select one:

Lz i : Priority Nesd Category
Chy wide locations :
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Grantes Mame:

PRl Vargdan 2.0

Boulder CDRBEG

Project Mama:

Golden West Manor

Dascriptbom:

[1p1s Project =1 |

[uos code: |

Roolf Replacement of the South fower.

Select e

Location: Friority Need Category
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o askan 2.0 arantes MName: City of Boulder

Projoct Mama: Mental Health Canber 3303 Broadway

Description: [1p1s Project =: | [vos coge: |

For the rehabiltagion of thelr newly soquined faciliy.

Salact one:

Location: PFriority Mesd Catagory
3203 Brondway . E .
Eoulder, T Pulilic Faciiles . L .
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Grantes MName:

PR Varakan 2.0

Boulder CDBG

Projoct Mama: Spadcial Transit

Descripiiomn:

[1p1s Project = |

[vos code: |

Aoquisition of real property.

Lok b Priority NMeed Catogory
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g anban 3 0 Grantes Mame: Boulder CODBG
Projeck Mama: Thie Local Farm Projeck

Description: [1p1s Project =: | [uos code: |
For an krigation system.
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PRl arrkan 2.0

Grantes Mame: Boulder fEBroomleld HOME Consortium

Project Mame:

Thistle Communities CHDD operating

Descriptbom:

[1D1S Project =: |

|uos code: |
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CITY OF LONGMONT 2010 ACTION PLAN

A. Lead Agency

The City of Longmont is the lead agency for the City’s CDBG funding and has helped to oversee the development of the Plan and the
significant aspects of the process by which the Consolidated Plan was developed. As part of that process, the City has consulted and
coordinated with housing and social service organizations and citizens to get their views on housing and community development issues
in Longmont.

B. Plan Development Process and Citizen Participation
See page 2 of Action Plan for Boulder and Consortium for more information on the Citizen Participation process. In addition to the

significant citizen input on the Plan, public hearings were held in Longmont on May 26, September 10, and on September 22, 2009 to
solicit input on community development and housing needs.

e Atthe May 26" meeting City Council held a public hearing on housing and community development needs and at this meeting
set the budget for Longmont’s 2010 CDBG and HOME programs and for the Affordable Housing Fund. It was a joint meeting
with the Housing and Human Services Advisory Board

e Duringtheir September 10 meeting, the Longmont Housing and Human Services Advisory Board (HHSAB) heard presentations
from all proposers of 2010 written project applications. Members of the public were invited to make verbal requests/needs
known to the groups also. The HHSAB is the advisory board for the CDBG and HOME Programs and is identified in the Citizen
Participation Plan as the City’s citizen advisory board on CPD Programs to the City Council.

e The funding recommendations of the HHSAB were considered by the City Council at the public hearing held on September 22,
2009 and broadcast over public access TV.

Copies of the draft 2010 Action Plan report were made available January 15, 2010 at the public library, the Senior Center, the Longmont
Housing Authority and the City Manager's Office for greater access by the general public.

e An Executive Summary of the Draft Consolidated and Action Plan was distributed and posted in all City offices as well as at
non-profit agencies and the local Housing Authority office. It was also posted on the city’s website.
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e Information concerning the 30 day review process (January 15— February 15) was published in the newspaper simultaneously
with the distribution of the 2010 Draft Consolidated and Action Plan report for review.

e A fourth public hearing was held on January 26, 2010 at the City Council meeting to obtain comments on the draft Plan.
Because this public hearing was held during a City Council meeting, it was also broadcast on TV.

The final comment stage of the Consolidated and Action Plan document is the incorporation of all relevant verbal and written public
comments into the document after the 30 day review period. There were no comments received to date during the comment period, but
a summary of City Council’s verbal comments are included in the minutes of the Council Meetings.

Participants and Social Service Agencies

Participants in this Consolidated Plan Process came from a broad segment of the Consortium's population with more information
provided on page 2 of Action Plan for Boulder and Consortium of this document. Special effort was made through this process to consult
with social service organizations in developing goals and strategies for the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan. As was described earlier in the
Consolidated Plan document, focus groups were held with social service agencies, homeless providers, special needs populations, and
elected officials.

Public Notices

Public Notices announcing the public hearings on the Consolidated Plan were published in the Longmont Daily Times-Call newspaper as
well as the other locations mentioned earlier in this document. Notices were also placed on our website which listed the public hearings,
what was to be discussed at each, the timeline for the entire process, who should attend, etc.

C. FUNDING RESOURCES
1. Federal Resources

The City of Longmont is an entitlement community that is estimated to receive between $542,500 and $606,700 of Community
Development Block Grant funds, with an additional $20,500 in program income) during FY 2010. In addition, the city anticipates
receiving between $313,100 and $349,000 in HOME funding as part of the HOME Consortium for Boulder and Broomfield
Counties with an additional estimated $14,470 in program income. The City also anticipates receiving approximately $50,000 in
HOME generated program income from a former state grant, which will be used to continue the Countywide Down Payment
Assistance Program in FY 2010. All of these funds will be used to implement housing and community improvement projects,
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administered primarily by the City and non-profit organizations.

Approximately $3.9 million of Low Income Housing Tax Credits issued to the Longmont Housing Authority will be used to construct
28 townhomes in the Aspen Meadows Neighborhood townhome project. The Longmont Housing Authority (LHA) also has an
annual contribution contract of about $4.2 million dollars with the Department of Housing and Urban Development. These funds
are subsidies and fee allocations to operate the Housing Choice Voucher program. In addition, approximately $600,000 in
Supportive Housing and Homeless Program (SHHP) funds were given to landlords in the form of rent assistance for residents of
Longmont in 2009. A similar amount is expected in 2010.

2. State Resources

The Colorado Division of Housing offers two housing programs that have funded programs in Longmont: the HOME program and
the State Emergency Grant program. Several non-profits have been successful in receiving state funding for homeless services
and for providing shelter (see Section E. for a summary of these funds). The City will receive $133,246 in 2010 from State HOME
funds to be used to recapitalize the portion of the countywide Down Payment Assistance program that assists in home purchases
outside of the city of Boulder.

3. Local Resources

a. Housing

The CDBG Office administers the Housing Incentive Program (HIP) which provides a reduction in development and
building fees as an incentive to developers to build very low income rental and low income owner housing. This program
has provided incentives to developers in building approximately 729 affordable multi-family housing units and 165 single
family units since 1994. In 2010, about $402,000 in development fees will be waived by the city, thus contributing this
amount to the goal of providing affordable housing options to our residents and employees.

Council also has an affordable housing requirement for new land developments not having preliminary plat approval prior
to July 10, 2001. All of these developments are required to incorporate 10% affordable housing in their development or
pay an “in-lieu-of” payment to the City’s Affordable Housing Fund. This program is called the Community Housing
Program. In 2009, four owner units have been sold under this program to date and we are anticipating another 8- 10
owner units to be made available in 2010 as a result of this program.
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In 1996 City Council created a revolving loan fund know as the Affordable Housing Fund to support affordable housing
activities. This Fund is supported by the city’s General Fund and by payments from housing developers in-lieu of providing
affordable housing under the Community Housing Program. The City is planning to contribute $139,600 to the Fund in
2010 to cover the administrative support of 1.5 FTE which administer the CDBG and HOME Programs and the city’s
Affordable Housing Programs. Eighteen projects have been completed to date providing 509 rental units and 19 owner
units. An additional project is underway which will provide 100 owner units. Over $3.5 million has been spent from the
Fund to date.

b. Human Services

Each year the City allocates 1.6% of General Fund budgeted revenues to assist non-profit organizations that provide direct
human services to low and moderate income households in Longmont. In 2009, the City provided a total of $934,335 to
support operating costs for human service agencies in Longmont. An additional $934,719 is budgeted for this purpose in

2010.

c. Senior Services

The city operates a Senior Center and will provide $597,963 to operate it and the programs operated out of itin 2010. The
Senior Services Division is responsible for: identifying needs of Longmont’s older adults and their families; advocating,
planning, and implementing programs to meet those needs; and managing the operation of the Longmont Senior Center
facility.

d. Children and Youth

In 2010, The City will provide $30,848 for a GENESIS Program resource worker to work full-time in Longmont with
pregnant and parenting teens. For 2010, approximately $114,232 from the St. Vrain Valley School District will be matched
by the city’s General Fund for school resource officers to be located in each high and middle schools. The City will provide
$13,000 of in-kind case management services to the Inn Between for homeless youth.

The City has also budgeted over $753,738 in 2010 to operate the Children and Youth Services Division. In addition,

$121,972 is budgeted for general recreation programs for youth and $122,380 for after school programs at Longs Peak and
Heritage Middle Schools.
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e. Economic Development

One of the five strategic policy directions from Longmont’s citywide strategic planning effort was to promote a healthy
business climate as our community recognizes that a balanced, thriving economy is essential to sustain its long-term
quality of life. Throughout the current year, the City Council has partnered with the Longmont Area Economic Council
(LAEC), the Longmont Downtown Development Authority (LDDA), the Longmont Area Visitors Association (LAVA), the
Longmont Entrepreneurial Network (LEN) and the Chamber of Commerce in a number of initiatives aimed at enhancing
the local economic climate.

The City will have a contract of $165,580 with the Longmont Area Economic Council for primary industry recruitment and
retention. LAVA and the city will use $250,535 to develop and attract tourism, conventions and special events. The city
has also set aside $35,000 for small business support and $50,000 for its business technology incubator efforts through
LEN. The City also provides staff support and funding ($22,800) for special events to the Longmont Downtown
Development Authority (LDDA). The LDDA receives a property tax which it then uses to make improvements to the
downtown area ($146,623 in 2010) which supports all businesses in the taxing district (see Map #1).

The city plays a critical role when it comes to the economic climate of the community. It provides the basic infrastructure
necessary for urban development as well as the comprehensive planning and zoning efforts that allow the private sector
to make rational investment decisions that provide residential, commercial and industrial opportunities for existing and
future residents and employers. A twenty-one member task force identified a number of economic strategies that provide
a set of guidelines for future public investment to enhance the city’s economic development efforts. As a result, the city
has also budgeted $30,000 for a branding campaign, $45,000 for a “shop local” campaign, $10,000 for economic
development research, and $91,500 for various other economic development initiatives.

f. Community Building

The Community and Neighborhood Resource Division helps Longmont residents to build healthy relationships, access
services and resources that will enhance their quality of life, and build capacity to fully participate in their neighborhood
and community.

The Neighborhood Resources function of this Division has as its purpose to build capacity to identify and resolve

neighborhood issues and to partner with residents to maintain a high quality of life within Longmont’s neighborhoods. The
city provides $150,830 from the General Fund for operating expenses.
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The Community Relations function of this Division serves as a catalyst for community change and problem solving. It
primarily provides mediation services to City residents to help resolve conflicts professionally, neutrally and confidentially.
The Office also offers technical assistance and/or training in cultural sensitivity, diversity and leadership programs that
reflect cultural awareness, celebrate diversity, encourage members of different cultures to interact with each other, and
participate in the Longmont community. Community Relations provides information and referral services for issues such
as civil rights, Fair Housing, schools and police. The City will provide over $215,400 from its General Fund for these services
in 2010.

g. Infrastructure and Community Improvements

In 2010, the City has budgeted over $29.5 million in various funds for a variety of infrastructure and community
improvement projects including water and wastewater system improvements, drainage, electric and transportation
projects, and improvements to parks and public buildings. More details on projects to be completed in 2010 include:

e $45,000 will be used for playground rehabilitation replacing equipment that is over 20 years old and ensuring ADA
compliance.

e $177,000 will be used to rehabilitate the sanitary sewers in some lower income neighborhoods, and

e S4 million will be used for street rehabilitation in neighborhoods.

4. Private Funding

Non-profit groups in the City have been very successful in tapping into private resources such as local churches, private donations,
corporations and local lenders to promote their housing and human service programs. Most agencies and organizations receiving
CDBG or HOME funds commit private or other resources to the funded project (see section below).

5. Leveraging of Resources

The City will continue to leverage the resources available to it with all State, local and private dollars. CDBG and HOME funds are
always linked to other funds - funds from private lenders, other federal and/or state grants or loans and private contributions.
The projects included in this Action Plan will leverage over $12.8 million of other federal, state, local or private funds.
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D. ACTIVITIES TO BE UNDERTAKEN

Longmont’s 2010 Action Plan consists of projects to assist very low and low income households. It is estimated that about 90% of the
CDBG funding will be used in this regard. The “Listing of Proposed Project” tables in Attachment A give a description of the 2010 CDBG
and HOME Projects to be undertaken in Longmont. These projects will help meet the one year goals shown on the Table in Attachment A.
These strategies will be implemented primarily by the City and/or non-profit agencies.

Geographic Distribution

The City is planning to provide opportunities for affordable housing for low and moderate income families on a citywide basis. All of the
City’s housing rehab and community development programs will be offered citywide, however a priority will be given to those living in the
Mid-town Neighborhood. See Map 1 in Attachment A for locations of the proposed 2010 projects.

The rental assistance program of the Longmont Housing Authority will also be citywide. Itis believed that new construction activities by
the public and private sector in Longmont will be dispersed throughout the City.

E. PLANNED HOMELESS ACTIVITIES
See the Strategic Plan for information on how the region and the City of Longmont will be addressing homelessness.

Chronically Homeless - Helping homeless people is a priority for the City. The city’s Homeless Plan supports a Housing First model to
move chronically homeless families into permanent housing more quickly than journeying through shelters and transitional housing. A
Housing First Program was first funded in 2006-2008 with over 35 families receiving assistance to date. In addition, the city is partnering
with the Boulder Shelter for the Homeless to provide a Housing First Program for chronically homeless individuals on a county-wide basis.
The Housing First Program provides supportive services on a 24/7 basis and methods for better implementation and provision of services
is underway by the case management agencies providing the supportive services. The City will also address emergency shelter and
housing needs of the homeless directly by funding a “search and rescue” outreach to persons living in public places. HOPE (Homeless
Outreach Providing Encouragement) provides an after hours check on the homeless during each evening. Blankets, coats, mittens,
sleeping bags, sandwiches, etc. will be provided to folks living outside to ensure they survive the night. In addition, anyone wanting
transportation to a shelter or needing emergency medical assistance will be accommodated.

Discharge Policy — The HOME Consortium communities continue to develop and implement a discharge policy to promote successful
emancipation of youth, discharge planning for individuals from the corrections system and release of individuals from health care
facilities. Members of the Longmont Housing Opportunity Team (LHOT) have worked with Longmont United Hospital to develop a
workable discharge program for persons who are homeless and have moved to implement it in 2009. Under this program, people are
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immediately assessed for their ability to leave the hospital with care at this time of admittance (or as soon as a course of treatment is
determined) instead of being assessed just before the discharge time. Specific LHOT agencies are then called by the LUH case worker if
the person has no home to go to, no ability to pay for care or no one that can provide the needed care. Those agencies will then work to
provide the convalescent care needed by the client including both shelter and home health care. Home health care visits will begin while
the person is still in the hospital and continue after discharge.

General Information - The City has committed $275,000 of its general funds in 2010 to support the homeless facilities and emergency
service agencies. In addition, the State will provide the following shelters with Emergency Shelter Grant funds in 2010: The INN Between
will receive around $13,500 for operating costs of its transitional housing program, the Safe Shelter of the St. Vrain Valley will receive
$35,000, and the Boulder County Safe House will receive $12,450.

The Point-In-Time homeless survey conducted in 2009 by the Metro Denver Homeless Initiative’s (MDHI) did not provide community
specific data. Therefore, the following chart shows the latest comparison of data on the homeless in Longmont compared to the baseline
collected at the beginning of the Consolidated Planning period.

Homeless Population — Longmont — From 2004 Point-In-Time Survey

Type of Population Number Race/Ethnicity Percent Sex Percent

Single Adults 114 White 56% Male — Families 31%
Couple w/o children 48 Black 2% Female—Families 45%
Two Parents w/ kids 138 Native American 3% Male — Singles 17%
One Parent w/ kids 186 Other 39% Female — Singles 7%

Other Family 24 Hispanic 34%

Homeless Total 565

Homeless Population — Longmont — From 2007 Point-In-Time Survey

Type of Population Number Race/Ethnicity Percent Sex Percent

Single Adults 122 White 52% Male 46%
Couple w/o children 40 Black 2% Female 54%
Two Parents w/ kids 202 Native American 5%
One Parent w/ kids 175 Other 41%

Other Family 30 Hispanic 46%

Homeless Total 569
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The city participates in the Longmont Housing Opportunity Team (LHOT), and continues to fund an evening search and rescue group. In
addition, during the 2009-2010 winter shelter season, the city will be funding staffing for a faith-based Warming Center ($14.400),
providing additional staffing of the Day Shelter during the times the Warming Center is not open so that people can be inside 24/7
(56,000), supporting a part-time benefits coordinator so that folks from the warming center can begin to access benefits they are eligible
for ($5,763), contracting for private mental health services to assist homeless individuals who have chronic mental illness ($5,000) and
will be master leasing apartments for emergency sheltering (536,200). The Longmont Housing Authority is also master leasing 10 SRO
units to local agencies that serve the homeless to be used for emergency, transitional and/or permanent housing units for the homeless
and/or hard to house. They have served over 60 formerly homeless persons to date with housing and services. The City also plans to
address emergency shelter and transitional housing needs of the homeless by supporting the activities of specific non-profit agencies and
the Longmont and Boulder County Housing Authorities in their annual strategies. The LHOT Team has prepared and will begin
implementing a “10 Year Plan to End Homelessness” in 2010 and the city is also partnering with Boulder County to prepare a “10 Year
Plan” for the county which will incorporate the LHOT plan.

Housing Opportunities for People with Aids — NA — the city does not receive HOPWA funding.
Continuum of Care

Longmont’s Continuum of Care for homeless and persons at risk of homelessness is described in the chart on the following page. The
current Continuum is a cooperative effort among several local housing and human service agencies in the community. While a formalized
system for addressing the needs of the homeless, or those at risk of becoming homeless does not currently exist, many services to meet
the needs of homeless and at risk families are available in Longmont and Boulder County. Three major efforts to address housing and
homelessness in Longmont include:

e Denver Metro Homelessness Initiative — Boulder County (including the City of Longmont) participates in this regional coalition of
housing and human service providers and government representatives from six counties in the metro area that continually assess
the regional continuum of care for homeless and at-risk families and apply as a group for Super NOFA funds from HUD to provide
transitional and supportive services.

e Longmont Housing Opportunities Team (LHOT) — a local coalition of over 70 housing and human service providers and
government representatives that are assessing the level of homeless services in Longmont and work to address the gaps in the
Continuum of Care. The Team will be working on implementing its Homeless Plan in 2010.

e Boulder County Housing Consortium - a countywide coalition of housing providers that meet quarterly to discuss a wide variety
of housing issues, programs, legislations and needs.
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The City sees its housing programs which benefit households with incomes below 50% of the median as actions to prevent homelessness.

Supportive services and the ongoing Foreclosure Prevention, Rent Deposit, and Housing Counseling programs also play an important role
in preventing homelessness. Job training, education, budget and homeownership training and counseling and many other services may
keep families self-sufficient so they will not lose their homes.

Prevention of low-income individuals and families with children (especially those below 30% of median) from becoming homeless will be
addressed through both the City’s counseling and service programs, and its non-profit organizations, including the Inn Between, the Safe
Shelter of the St. Vrain Valley, the Atwood Shelter, but most essentially the OUR Center. The OUR Center’s preventive measuresinclude a
range of services including, rent and utility payments, motel vouchers, counseling and referral to services.

LONGMONT CONTINUUM OF CARE

OUTREACH
* OUR Center * Longmont Police * Longmont “Eyes and Ears” Program * Boulder Co. Social Services * Longmont Housing Authority * Boulder
County Housing Authority ~ * Safe Shelter * Churches * HOPE

INTAKE AND ASSESSMENT
* OUR Center * Safe Shelter of the St. Vrain Valley
PREVENTION EMERGENCY SERVICES TRANSITIONAL HOUSING PERMANENT HOUSING
e OUR Center e OUR Center (Day Shelter and e Inn Between e  Habitat for Humanity
e Boulder County Warming Center) e  Project/Family Self- e  Thistle Community Housing
Housing e Safe Shelter of St. Vrain Valley Sufficiency e Longmont Housing Development
Counseling e Atwood Shelter e  Briarwood Housing First Corporation
Program e  Boulder Shelter for Homeless Apartments e Longmont and Boulder County
e Boulder County Safehouse Housing Authorities
e  COrES Warming Center e  Boulder County Mental Health
Center
e  Private Lenders
Private Developers

SUPPORTIVE SERVICES
* Addiction Treatment Center * LEVI * Community Food Share * Meals on Wheels * Senior Services
* Mental Health * OUR Center * RSVP  * Youth Services  * Food Basket Program
* Boulder County AIDS Project * Boulder Valley Women’s Health Center * Center for People with Disabilities
* Dental Aid * El Comité * Imagine! * Children’s Council * Salud Clinic
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F. OTHER ACTIONS

Please refer to the Section F of the City of Boulder and Consortium 2010 Action Plan for discussion of Other Actions. Furtherinformationis
provided here only where Longmont is doing something specific to its community.

Meeting Unmet Needs — See City of Boulder and Consortium 2010 Action Plan.

Lead Based Paint — See City of Boulder and Consortium 2010 Action Plan.

Anti-Poverty Strategy - In order to reduce the number of poverty level families, the City of Longmont Housing and Human Services
Advisory Board has committed approximately $255,000 of 2010 General Funds to provide supportive services to families and individuals to
break the cycle of poverty through non-profit agencies. By continuing the dialogue between the City and public and private sectors, the
City will enhance coordination between public and private housing and human service agencies.

Foster and Maintain Affordable Housing — See City of Boulder and Consortium 2010 Action Plan.

Needs of Public Housing — See City of Boulder and Consortium 2010 Action Plan.

Institutional Structure — See City of Boulder and Consortium 2010 Action Plan.

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing — See City of Boulder and Consortium 2010 Action Plan.

G. PROGRAM SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS

Following is information on the process for CDBG and HOME funding, the evaluation criteria used to select the projects and a table that
summarizes planned 2010 CDBG and HOME program activities.

Process
The Consortium’s Citizen Participation Plan provides a process for citizens to advise the Consortium and the City on the housing and

community development needs in the Longmont community. Input from citizens through the Citizen Participation Plan has been effective
during the Consolidated Plan period.
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In formulating the 2010 Action Plan, the City reviewed the proposed projects for compliance with the following criteria.

1. Federal CDBG Goals and Objectives:
A. Project must benefit low and moderate income households, or
B. Project must aid in the prevention and elimination of slums and blight.

2. Federal technical requirements and review criteria, specifically those regarding funding eligibility thresholds and City policies
governing CDBG funds:

A. 70% benefit to low and moderate income households/individuals.

B. 15% limitation on funding public service projects.

C. 20% cap on administration funding.

D. Specific HUD eligibility requirements under each national objective.

E. The HHSAB’s Commission’s ranking of projects.

3. The Consolidated Plan approved by the City, the Consortium and HUD which identifies:
A. Housing and home improvement goals.

B. Meeting needs of special populations.

C. Housing opportunities for the homeless population.

In developing the Action Plan, it was decided that projects could not be phased over several years since it was determined that spending
CDBG funds as soon as possible for projects would help to address the great need in this area.

Several other factors were also considered in the 2010 work program; such as (a) if the projects conformed to City policies and CDBG
regulations, (b) provided a direct benefit to citizens of Longmont, and/or (c) provided a matching source of funding.

H.MONITORING

The City will monitor all housing and other programs as set forth in the contract documents with the agency/contractor responsible for the
specific work. Monitoring standards and procedures cover fiscal record keeping, labor standards, acquisition and relocation, rehabilitation
and economic development (as applicable), eligibility criteria and quality of work. The City will evaluate on an annual basis how its
programs further fair housing opportunities in the City for racial/ethnic groups, the disabled, the elderly and women.

In July of each year, City Council will evaluate the performance of programs and make program amendments as needed
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ATTACHMENT A

SOURCES OF FUNDS CHART
PROPOSED PROJECT FORMS
MAP
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City of Longmont 2010 Action Plan - Resources and Objectives

Farsons, Laocal
Houssholds, Other Affordabla Total without
To ba served | Units, Business, HOME Fadaral Housing | Other Publlc or | Frier Year's | Prior Year's
Program In 2010 Halghborhood | Locatlon | COEG Funds| Funds Funds Funds Privats Funds | Expenditures | Expanditures
GOAL 1 - Rental Housing Programs
madgine! SmartHome ] Persons Longmaont 246,165 | $20.000 £850,000 1] E58T.455 375,000 51,503,620
S Wralm Manar Elevatar Refurishmant 72 Househalds Langmant 30 355,000 30 30 30 364,662 53,000
Aspen Meadows Nelghbornood Mew Construction 28 Unhs Longmant 30| F25.000 30 150,000 6,755,324 100,030 56,830,324
ABpen Meadows Apartments - ADA IMprovemenss il Housshaids | Longmant 30 30 30 000 30 30 §50,000
Tenant-Eased Rental Assistance program 10 Households Longmant 30| §81.557 50 30 12,000 106,987 93,067
Housing Cholce Vowcher Program: Longmant Housing Authaorby 500 Housshalds Longmant 30 50 | 54,000,030 30 30 50 54,000,000
Rental Rehablitation Program 13 Units Longmant 30 30 0 200,000 75,000 0 3275,000
Subtotal Exlating Homaowner Programs B350 $45 165 | $181.357 | 24,850,000 400,000 $7,425.775 g34c 623 | 12,307,511
GDAL 2 - Existing Homeaowner Programs
AcczeslbliRy Program (2xising homeownars and ramers) E Uniits Longmoni £50,000 30 50 i0 30 50 §50,000
Emergency Erant Program {existing homaowners) 15 Unilts Longmoni £30,000 30 30 30 30 30 §30,000
Damt-A-Thon Fragram (exlsing homessners) 4 Units Longmaont §10,000 30 30 i0 30 30 §10,000
Subfotal Exlating Homeowner Programs 7 $30,000 50 $0 §0 50 $0 $50,000
GDAL 3 - MNew Homebuyer Programs
Down Payment Asslsiance Program (county oulslde of Boulder) 13 Households County 31| F14470 $176,245 30 30 30 3192,716
Homegwnership Training (pre- & post purchass counseling) 250 Housshalds | Longmant 330,000 30 §1g2,624 §131,508 $316,227 §344,332
Habhat - Land Acquisition Frogram 2 s Langmant 30 | 100,000 30 30 30 30 5100,000
Subtotal Exiating New Homeabuyar Programs 287 430,000 | $114.470 £351,070 $0 $131,508 £318,227 SE37,048
GOAL 4 - Homeless Assistance Programs
Suppor of LHOT Team & implementation of Lengmont's and Impact unknown &
Soulder County's Homelsss Plan Staft support this tme Laongmans 30 50 50 §21,000 30 50 £21,000
Subfotal Homelsss Asaletance Programs [1] 40 50 40 $21,000 50 1] $21,000
o
GOAL 5 - Communily Investment Programs
Suppor for NSP applicabion nelghbornood spectic) Langmant 30 30 | §3.8500,000 S200,000 30 30 53,800,000
Mid-Town Melghbornood Revitallzation Program 1 Melghbornood | Longmaont 5141,080 30 30 30 30 30 5141,060
Subtotal Community Invastmeant Frograms 1 £141,060 $0 | 3,600,000 200,000 30 50 53,341,080
GOAL & - Economic Development Programs
DA Program - Foothlls United Way - PIE Program 5 Housahalds Langmant 15,000 30 5200,000 30 312,000 30 3227000
Susiness Rewolving Loan Fund 4 SUEINSEESE Langmaont 5146,485 30 30 30 375,000 30 3221 465
LOD#& - Commerncial Reviialization Program 1 Buslnass Langmant 52,000 30 30 30 S2.000 30 34,000
Subtolal Economic Developmant Programa 10 $183,485 0 $200,000 §0 $83.000 50 5452485
Administration
Langmant 112,178 F2E.E30 55,000 $11E,600 30 3262,403
Baukder 54,700 34,700
TOTALS as5s $552 865 | $323.067 | $9.015070 F733,E00 47,850,287 $654,858 | $18.311,512

City of Longmont 2010 Action Plan - 14




CITY OF LONGMONT, COLORADO
2010 ACTION PLAN

UPDATE TO THE 2010 — 2014 CONSOLIDATED PLAN

Listing of Proposed Projects

Local ID No.

Project Title/Priority Objective
Project Description

HUD Matrix Code & Title
Citation/Proposed Accomplishments

Funding Sources

R10-001 (CDBG)
R10-030 (HOME)

Administration and Contingencies
Planning and Administration

S0

Start Date: 01/01/10
Completion Date: 12/31/10

Help the Homeless? No
Help those with HIV or AIDS? No

Eligibility:
Subrecipient:
Location(s):

N/A
Local Government
N/A

21A General Program Administration

570.206

0 N/A

Total Project Cost:
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CDBG $112,178 - $125,028

ESG S0
HOMES$26,630- $29,669
HOPWA

TOTAL $138,808 — $154,697
Other Funding:

City General Funds  $139,600
HOME Prog. Income $5,000

$283,408 - $299,297




CITY OF LONGMONT, COLORADO
2010 ACTION PLAN
UPDATE TO THE 2010 — 2014 CONSOLIDATED PLAN

Listing of Proposed Projects

Local ID No. Project Title/Priority Objective HUD Matrix Code & Title Funding Sources
Project Description Citation/Proposed Accomplishments
R10-002 Boulder County Housing Counseling Prog. - 05 Public Services (General) CDBG $30,000
Homeownership Training and Default Counseling ESG $0
HOME S0
Housing 570.201(e) HOPWA $0
250 Persons
TOTAL $30,000

This project will provide homeownership training and housing
counseling for families wishing to purchase a house and
foreclosure intervention for current homeowners in

financial distress. This is mandatory training to qualify for a
loan, referrals for problem situations and workout solutions

to any credit or payment problems encountered. Up to 8 hours
of class time is provided each month, one-on-one budget
counseling is provided just prior to closing on a home, and
housing and financial counseling is provided free at any time.

Start Date: 01/01/10
Completion Date: 12/31/10

Help the Homeless? No
Help those with HIV or AIDS? No

Eligibility:
Subrecipient:
Location(s):

570.208(a)(2) — Low/Mod Limited Clientele
Local Government
Community-wide
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Total Project Cost:

Other Funding:
Other Public/Private: $334,374
$364,374




PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS
Boulder County Housing Counseling Prog. - Homeownership Training and Default Counseling

OBJECTIVE: Decent Housing
OUTCOME: Availability/Accessibility
INDICATORS:  Number of persons assisted:
e With new access to a service.
e  With improved access to a service.
e Where the public service activity was used to meet a quality standard or measurably improved quality, report on the
number of persons that no longer only have access to a substandard service.
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CITY OF LONGMONT, COLORADO
2010 ACTION PLAN

UPDATE TO THE 2010 — 2014 CONSOLIDATED PLAN

Listing of Proposed Projects

Local ID No. Project Title/Priority Objective HUD Matrix Code & Title Funding Sources
Project Description Citation/Proposed Accomplishments
R10-003 City of Longmont — Business Revolving 18A — Direct Financial Asst. to CDBG $146,485
Loan Fund For-Profit Businesses ESG S0
HOME S0
Economic Development 570.203 (b) HOPWA S0
3 Businesses TOTAL $146,485

This project will provide funds to local small businesses

so they can create or retain low/moderate income jobs.

The funds would be loaned with interest rates and terms

to be determined. Itis hoped that the businesses, especially
those in downtown and mid-town Longmont would use these
funds to improve their businesses, stay in Longmont and weather
this economic period while maintaining their employment base.

Start Date: 1/01/10
Completion Date: 12/31/10

Help the Homeless?
Help those with HIV or AIDS?

Eligibility:
Subrecipient:
Location(s):

No
No

570.208 (a)(1) or (a)(4)

Local Government
Community-wide
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Total Project Costs:

Other Funding:
Other Public/Private SO

$146,485




PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS

City of Longmont — Business Revolving Loan Fund

OBJECTIVE: Creating Economic Opportunities
OUTCOME: Affordability
INDICATORS: Assistance to Business

Total number of businesses assisted
Number of new business
Number of existing businesses
e Number expanding
e Number of relocations
Number assisted with commercial fagade or building rehabilitations
Number that provide goods/services to meet needs of service area, neighborhood, community
DUNS (Data Universal Numbering System) number for each assisted business

City of Longmont 2010 Action Plan - 19



CITY OF LONGMONT, COLORADO
2010 ACTION PLAN
UPDATE TO THE 2010 — 2014 CONSOLIDATED PLAN

Listing of Proposed Projects

Local ID No. Project Title/Priority Objective HUD Matrix Code & Title Funding Sources
Project Description Citation/Proposed Accomplishments
R10-004 Commercial Revitalization Program-LDDA 14E Rehab- Publicly or Privately-Owned CDBG $2,000
Commercial/Industrial ESG SO
HOME S0
Other 570.202(a)(3) HOPWA S0
1-2 businesses TOTAL $2,000
This project will continue the Downtown Commercial Other Funding:
Revitalization Program. Owners of businesses in the Private Matching SO

specified district can receive a no or very low interest
loan up to $15,000 per facade to eliminate code
$2,000 violations or to make facade improvements.

CDBG Funds (all estimated program income): $2,000
Start Date: 01/01/10
Completion Date: 12/31/10

Help the Homeless? No
Help those with HIV or AIDS? No

Eligibility: 570.208(b)(1) — Slum/Blight Area
Subrecipient: Local Government
Location(s): Census Tract: 013401, Block Group: 0 Boulder County
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PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS
Commercial Revitalization Program-LDDA

OBJECTIVE: Creating Economic Opportunities
OUTCOME: Sustainability
INDICATORS: Assistance to Business

Total number of businesses assisted
Number of new business
Number of existing businesses
e Number expanding
e Number of relocations
Number assisted with commercial fagade or building rehabilitations
Number that provide goods/services to meet needs of service area, neighborhood, community
DUNS (Data Universal Numbering System) number for each assisted business
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CITY OF LONGMONT, COLORADO
2010 ACTION PLAN
UPDATE TO THE 2010 — 2014 CONSOLIDATED PLAN

Listing of Proposed Projects
HOME FUNDED PROJECT

Local ID No. Project Title/Priority Objective HUD Matrix Code & Title Funding Sources
Project Description Citation/Proposed Accomplishments
R10-031(HOME) Down Payment Assistance Program 05R Homebuyer Downpayment Assistance CDBG $0
R10-050(State) ESG S0
Housing 92.205 (a)(1) HOME S0
HOPWA SO
9 households (General)
TOTAL S0
This project will provide a total of up to $14,470 from HOME Consortium program income,
$45,000 from program income from previous HOME grants and $133,246 from the Other Funding:
State Division of Housing HOME funds for loans up to $15,000 on a deferred or HOME Prog. Income:  $59,470
amortized basis to income qualifying families for down payment & closing cost State HOME Funds:  $133,246
assistance in the purchase of a home in Boulder County, outside of the City of Boulder.
Total Project Cost:  $192,716

Start Date: 01/01/10
Completion Date: 12/31/10

Help the Homeless? No
Help those with HIV or AIDS? No

Eligibility:
Subrecipient:
Location(s):

570.208(a)(3) - Low/Mod Housing
Local Government
Community-wide
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PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS
Down Payment Assistance Program

OBIJECTIVE:
OUTCOME:
INDICATORS:

Decent Housing
Affordability
Number of first-time homebuyers
e Of those, number receiving housing counseling
e Number receiving down-payment assistance/closing costs
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CITY OF LONGMONT, COLORADO
2010 ACTION PLAN
UPDATE TO THE 2010 — 2014 CONSOLIDATED PLAN

Listing of Proposed Projects

Local ID No. Project Title/Priority Objective HUD Matrix Code & Title Funding Sources
Project Description Citation/Proposed Accomplishments
R10-005 Foothills United Way — PIE Program 05R Homeownership Assistance CDBG $15,000
Enterprise (PIE) Program 05 Public Services ESG S0
18C Micro-Enterprise Assistance HOME S0
HOPWA SO
Other 570.201 (n), (e) & (o)
TOTAL $15,000
15 Households (General)
This project will continue an Individualized Development Account
(IDA) Program in partnership with the Foothills United Way. Other Funding:
Income eligible families will be ble to deposit funds into a Other Public/Private: $216,000
savings account and their savings will be matched so they Total Project Costs: $226,000

can save for the following asset goals: homeownership, post-secondary
or vocational education, or small business capitalization. Each
participant receives financial training and mentoring to reach their

goal. Deposits are matched on a 2:1 to 3:1 basis.

Start Date: 01/01/10
Completion Date: 12/31/10

Help the Homeless? No
Help those with HIV or AIDS? No

Eligibiility: 570.208(a)(3) — Low/Mod Housing and 570.208(a)(2) — Low/Mod Limited Clientele
Subrecipient: Local Government
Location(s): Community-wide
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PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS
Foothills United Way — IDA Accounts — PIE Program

OBJECTIVE:
OUTCOME:
INDICATORS:

Decent Housing
Availability/Accessibility
Number of first-time homebuyers
e Of those, number receiving housing counseling
e Number receiving down-payment assistance/closing costs
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CITY OF LONGMONT, COLORADO
2010 ACTION PLAN
UPDATE TO THE 2010 — 2014 CONSOLIDATED PLAN

Listing of Proposed Projects
HOME FUNDED PROJECT

Local ID No. Project Title/Priority Objective HUD Matrix Code & Title Funding Sources
Project Description Citation/Proposed Accomplishments
R10-032 Habitat for Humanity — Land Acquisition 01 Acquisition of Real Property CDBG S0
ESG SO
Housing 92.205(a)(2) & (c) HOME $100,000
HOPWA SO
2 Households
TOTAL $100,000

HOME funds will be used to acquire land for the construction of
up to two Habitat houses. Locations will be scattered throughout the city.

Start Date: 01/01/10
Completion Date: 12/31/10

Help the Homeless?
Help those with HIV or AIDS?

Eligibility:
Subrecipient:
Location(s):

No
No

570.208(a)(3) — Low/Mod Housing

Local Government
Community-wide
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Other Funding:
Other Public/Private: SO

Total Project Costs:  $100,000




PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS
Habitat for Humanity — Land Acquisition

OBIJECTIVE:
OUTCOME:
INDICATORS:

Decent Housing
Availability/Accessibility
Total number of units;
Of those:
e Number of affordable units
o Number of years of affordability
e Number qualified as Energy Star
e Number section 504 accessible
e Number of households previously living in subsidized housing
Of those affordable:
e Number occupied by elderly
e Number specifically designated for persons with HIV/AIDS
e Of those, the number specifically for chronically homeless
e Number specifically designated for homeless
e Of those, number specifically for chronically homeless
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CITY OF LONGMONT, COLORADO
2010 ACTION PLAN

UPDATE TO THE 2010 — 2014 CONSOLIDATED PLAN

Listing of Proposed Projects

Local ID No.

Project Title/Priority Objective
Project Description

HUD Matrix Code & Title
Citation/Proposed Accomplishments

Funding Sources

R10-006 (CDBG)
R10-033 (HOME)

Imagine! — Land Acquisition
Infrastructure Construction
Housing

Acquisition of Real Property
On-site Hard Costs
570.201 (a) and 92.205 (a)(1&2) & (c)

1 Housing Unit — 6 persons

CDBG funding will be used to acquire land for the construction of

a group home for up to 6 persons with developmental disabilities.

A Section 811 grant has been awarded to construct the home using

smart technology so that the persons in the home can live with a measure
of independence. Location is 1608 Otis Drive, Longmont.

Previous Year’s Funding: $75,000 (HOME — 2009)

Start Date: 01/01/10
Completion Date: 12/31/10

Help the Homeless? No
Help those with HIV or AIDS? No

Eligibility:
Subrecipient:
Location(s):

570.208(a)(3) — Low/Mod Housing

Local Government

1608 Otis Drive, Longmont CO

CT 135.04
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CDBG $46,165 - $47,565
ESG S0
HOME $20,000 - $27,565
HOPWA $0
TOTAL $66,165 - $68,130

Other Funding:
Other Public/Private:$1,306,490

Total Project Costs: $1,503,620




PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS
Imagine! — Land Acquisition and Infrastructure Improvements

OBJECTIVE: Decent Housing

OUTCOME: Availability/Accessibility

INDICATORS: Total number of units;
Of total:

e Number affordable

e Number section 504 accessible

e Number qualified as Energy Star

Of the affordable units:

e Number occupied by elderly

e Number subsidized with project-based rental assistance (federal, state, or local program)

e Number of years of affordability

e Number of housing units designated for persons with HIV/AIDS, including those units receiving assistance for operations
e Of those, number of units for the chronically homeless

e Number of units of permanent housing designated for homeless persons and families, including those units receiving

assistance for operations

e Of those, number of units for the chronically homeless
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CITY OF LONGMONT, COLORADO
2010 ACTION PLAN
UPDATE TO THE 2010 — 2014 CONSOLIDATED PLAN

Listing of Proposed Projects
HOME FUNDED PROJECT

Local ID No. Project Title/Priority Objective HUD Matrix Code & Title Funding Sources
Project Description Citation/Proposed Accomplishments
R10-034 Longmont Christian Housing - 14B Rehab: Multi-unit Residential CDBG S0
St. Vrain Manor Improvements ESG S0
HOME $55,000
Housing 92.205 (a)(1) & 92.206 (a)(2) HOPWA SO
72 Housing Units TOTAL $55,000

This project will provide funding to refurbish the original elevator

to this 40 year old elderly apartment complex. While still safe, the
elevator often stops between floors, fails to open evenly with the
floor and is showing signs of severe wear and tear. $64,662 from 2009
CDBG funds has also been funded for this project.

Start Date: 01/01/10
Completion Date: 12/31/10

Help the Homeless? No
Help those with HIV or AIDS? No

Eligibility: 570.208(a)(3) — Low/Mod Housing

Subrecipient: Non-Profit

Location(s): 606 Pratt Street, City of Longmont
CT 133.02
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Other Funding:
Other Public/Private: SO

Total Project Cost: $119,662




PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS
Longmont Christian Housing - St. Vrain Manor Improvements

OBJECTIVE: Decent Housing
OUTCOME: Affordability/Accessibility
INDICATORS: Total number of units;

Of those:

e Number affordable
e Number section 504 accessible
e Number of units created through conversion of nonresidential buildings to residential buildings
e Number brought from substandard to standard condition (HQS or local code)
e Number qualified as Energy Star
e Number brought into compliance with lead safe housing rule (24 CFR part 35)
Of those affordable:
e Number occupied by elderly
e Number subsidized with project-based rental assistance (federal, state or local program)
e Number of years of affordability
¢ Number of housing units designated for persons with HIV/AIDS, including those units receiving assistance for operations
o Of those, the number of units for the chronically homeless
e Number of units of permanent housing for homeless persons and families, including those units receiving assistance for
operations
e Of those, number of units for the chronically homeless
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CITY OF LONGMONT, COLORADO
2010 ACTION PLAN
UPDATE TO THE 2010 — 2014 CONSOLIDATED PLAN

Listing of Proposed Projects
HOME ACTIVITY ONLY

Local ID No. Project Title/Priority Objective HUD Matrix Code & Title Funding Sources
Project Description Citation/Proposed Accomplishments
R10-035 Longmaont Housing Authority - 055 — Rental Housing Subsidies CDBG 50
Tenant Based Rental Assistance Program ESG 50
HOME $81,707 - $81,967
Housing 92,209 HOPWA 50
10 households TOTAL $81,707 - $81,967

This project will provide rent assistance funds to house homeless families

with case management support. This will allow them up to two years to stabilize
their lives, find employment or obtain benefits, and seek parmanent housing.
options. 13,088 from 2008 HOME funds have also been reprogrammed for
this project per Amendment #08-03. The need for a TBRA program is referenced
on page 55 of the Regional Market Analysis in the Consolidated Plan.

Start Date: 01/01/10
Completion Date: 12/31/10

Help the Homeless? Yes
Help those with HIV or AIDS? Mo

Eligibility:
Subrecipient:
Location(s):

570.208(3)(1) - Low/Mod Limited Clientele
Local Mon-profit
Citywide
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Other Funding:
Other Public/Private  $12,000

Total Project Costs5111,795 - $112,055




PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS
Longmont Housing Authority - Tenant Based Rental Assistance Program

OBJECTIVE:
OUTCOME:
INDICATORS:

Decent Housing
Availability/Accessibility
Total number of households receiving assistance
e Number receiving short term rental assistance
e Number of homeless receiving assistance
=  Number of chronically homeless
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CITY OF LONGMONT, COLORADO
2010 ACTION PLAN
UPDATE TO THE 2010 — 2014 CONSOLIDATED PLAN

Listing of Proposed Projects
HOME AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND ACTIVITY ONLY

Local ID No.

Project Title/Priority Objective
Project Description

HUD Matrix Code & Title

Citation/Proposed Accomplishments

Funding Sources

R10-036 (HOME)
R10-040 (AHF)

Housing

Longmont Housing Development Corp. -
Infrastructure Installation at Aspen Meadows CHDO

12 — Construction of Housing

92.205 (a)

28 housing units

The funds will be used for the installation of on-site infrastructure improvements
to support the construction of 28 rental town homes for households below 50%

AMI. $150,000 from the City’s Affordable Housing Fund will be used on this project.

Prior Year’s Funding: $100,000 — 2008 HOME (Pre-development)

Start Date: 01/01/10
Completion Date: 12/31/10

Help the Homeless?
Help those with HIV or AIDS?

Eligibility:
Subrecipient:
Location(s):

$100,000 — 2009 HOME (Infrastructure)

No
No

570.208(a)(3) — Low/Mod Housing

Local Government
Lol 2A Powell Plaza, 50 21* Ave. (Census Tract 135.03)
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CDBG $0
ESG S0
HOME $25,000 - $50,000
HOPWA $0
TOTAL $25,000 - $50,000

Other Funding:

Other Public/Private: (AHF) $150,000

Total Project Costs $5.5 million




PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS

Longmont Housing Development Corp. - Infrastructure Installation at Aspen Meadows

OBIJECTIVE:
OUTCOME:
INDICATORS:

Decent Housing
Affordability
Total number of units;
Of those:
e Number of affordable units
e Number of years of affordability
e Number qualified as Energy Star
e Number section 504 accessible
e Number of households previously living in subsidized housing
Of those affordable:
e Number occupied by elderly
e Number specifically designated for persons with HIV/AIDS
e Of those, the number specifically for chronically homeless
e Number specifically designated for homeless
e Of those, number specifically for chronically homeless
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CITY OF LONGMONT, COLORADO
2010 ACTION PLAN
UPDATE TO THE 2010 — 2014 CONSOLIDATED PLAN

Listing of Proposed Projects
AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND PROJECT ONLY

Local ID No. Project Title/Priority Objective HUD Matrix Code & Title Funding Sources
Project Description Citation/Proposed Accomplishments
R10-041 (AHF) Longmont Housing Authority - 14B — Rehab: Multi-Unit Residential CDBG S0
Aspen Meadows Apartments Rehab ESG S0
HOME S0
Housing HOPWA SO
10 housing units TOTAL 1]
The funds will be used to replace tubs with showers in up to 10 units at this Other Funding:
elderly housing complex serving persons at or below 50% AMI. An ADA compliant Other Public/Private: (AHF)  $50,000
entry door to the complex will also be installed.
Total Project Costs $50,000

Start Date: 01/01/10
Completion Date: 12/31/10

Help the Homeless? No
Help those with HIV or AIDS? No

Eligibility:
Subrecipient:
Location(s):

570.208(a)(3) — Low/Mod Housing
Local Government
70 21 Ave. (Census Tract 135.03)
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PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS
Longmont Housing Development Corp. - Aspen Meadows Apartment Rehab

OBIJECTIVE:
OUTCOME:
INDICATORS:

Decent Housing
Accessibility

Total number of units;
Of those:

Number affordable

Number section 504 accessible

Number of units created through conversion of nonresidential buildings to residential buildings
Number brought from substandard to standard condition (HQS or local code)

Number qualified as Energy Star

Number brought into compliance with lead safe housing rule (24 CFR part 35)

Of those affordable:

Number occupied by elderly

Number subsidized with project-based rental assistance (federal, state or local program)

Number of years of affordability

Number of housing units designated for persons with HIV/AIDS, including those units receiving assistance for operations
o0 Of those, the number of units for the chronically homeless

Number of units of permanent housing for homeless persons and families, including those units receiving assistance for

operations
o0 Of those, number of units for the chronically homeless
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CITY OF LONGMONT, COLORADO
2010 ACTION PLAN
UPDATE TO THE 2010 — 2014 CONSOLIDATED PLAN

Listing of Proposed Projects

Local ID No. Project Title/Priority Objective HUD Matrix Code & Title Funding Sources
Project Description Citation/Proposed Accomplishments
R10-007 Mid-town Neighborhood Revitalization 03E Neighborhood Facilities CDBG $141,060
ESG $0
HOME S0
Other 570.201 (c) HOPWA SO
10,922 People (General) TOTAL $141,060
These funds will be used for projects to be determined with the Mid-town Other Funding:
residents, that are specific to the revitalization of the neighborhood. Other Public/Private SO
Some projects that may be funded include job training, skill development,
Park improvemets, survey of historic structures, etc. All projects must Total Project Costs: $141,060

further stated neighborhood revitalization objectives or otherwise improve
the neighborhood area. The improvements must be available to or be able to
be enjoyed by all residents of the area.

Start Date: 1/01/10
Completion Date: 12/31/10

Help the Homeless? No
Help those with HIV or AIDS? No

Eligibility: 570.208(a)(1) — Low/Mod Area
Subrecipient: Local Government
Location(s): Midtown Neighborhood — Bounded by: 23" Ave. on the north, Railroad tracks on the east,

9" Ave. on the south and Bross and Main Streets on the west.
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PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS

Mid-town Neighborhood Revitalization Program

OBIJECTIVE:
OUTCOME:
INDICATORS:

Suitable Living Environment

Sustainability

Number of persons assisted that:

e Now have new access to this service or benefit

e Now have improved access to this service or benefit

e Now receive a service or benefit that is no longer substandard

e Now have new access to this type of public facility or infrastructure improvement

e Now have improved access to this type of public facility or infrastructure improvement
e That are served by public facility or infrastructure that is not longer substandard
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CITY OF LONGMONT, COLORADO
2010 ACTION PLAN
UPDATE TO THE 2010 — 2014 CONSOLIDATED PLAN

Listing of Proposed Projects

AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND PROJECT ONLY

Local ID No. Project Title/Priority Objective HUD Matrix Code & Title Funding Sources
Project Description Citation/Proposed Accomplishments
R10-042 Neighborhood Stabilization Program 04- Clearance and Demolition CDBG S0
Support ESG S0
HOME S0
Other 570.201 (d) HOPWA $0
2-10 Housing Units TOTAL 1]

These funds will be used, if needed, to demolish abandoned,
foreclosed properties that could not be saved as part

of a Neighborhood Stabilization Program. The city has
applied for funding with the State under the NSP 2 program.
If funded, demolition funds might be needed for specific
properties that cannot be rehabilitated, i.e. fire damaged
homes, meth labs, etc. The funding set-aside here is from
the city’s Affordable Housing fund.

Start Date: 1/01/10
Completion Date: 12/31/10

Help the Homeless? No
Help those with HIV or AIDS? No

Eligibility: 570.208(b)(2) — Slum/Blight on Spot Basis
Subrecipient: Local Government
Location(s): To be Determined
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Other Funding:

Other Public/Private  $200,000

Total Project Costs:

$3,800,000




PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS

Neighborhood Stabilization Program Support - Demolition

OBIJECTIVE:
OUTCOME:
INDICATORS:

Suitable Living Environment

Sustainability

Number of persons assisted that:

e Now have new access to this service or benefit

e Now have improved access to this service or benefit

e Now receive a service or benefit that is no longer substandard

e Now have new access to this type of public facility or infrastructure improvement

e Now have improved access to this type of public facility or infrastructure improvement
e That are served by public facility or infrastructure that is not longer substandard
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CITY OF LONGMONT, COLORADO
2010 ACTION PLAN
UPDATE TO THE 2010 — 2014 CONSOLIDATED PLAN

Listing of Proposed Projects
AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND PROJECT ONLY

Local ID No. Project Title/Priority Objective HUD Matrix Code & Title Funding Sources
Project Description Citation/Proposed Accomplishments
R10-043 Rental Rehab Program — Longmont Housing 14B Rehab- Multi-Unit Residential CDBG SO
Development Corporation ESG S0
HOME S0
Housing 570.202 (a) HOPWA S0
13 — Housing Units TOTAL S0
This project will target privately owned rental properties in the Mid-town Other Funding:
Neighborhood that need rehab assistance. Low interest loans will be made Other Public/Private  $200,000
to qualifying property owners that agree to make specific improvements
to the interior and exterior of their buildings. Rents must be kept affordable Total Project Costs: $275,000
for a period of time and the funding must be matched with 50¢ for every $1
loaned.

Start Date: 1/01/10
Completion Date: 12/31/10

Help the Homeless? No
Help those with HIV or AIDS? No

Eligibility: 570.208(a)(3) — Low/Mod Housing
Subrecipient: Local Government
Location(s): Community-wide
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CITY OF LONGMONT, COLORADO
2010 ACTION PLAN
UPDATE TO THE 2010 — 2014 CONSOLIDATED PLAN

Listing of Proposed Projects

Local ID No. Project Title/Priority Objective HUD Matrix Code & Title Funding Sources
Project Description Citation/Proposed Accomplishments
Residential Rehab Program 14A Rehab; Single-Unit Residential CDBG $90,000
ESG S0
Housing 570.202 HOME S0
HOPWA S0
27 Housing Units TOTAL $90,000
Other Funding: S0
R10-008 This project will continue the removal of architectural barriers by modifying Other Public/Private: S0
existing housing units (owner & renter) for persons with mobility impairments.
Priority to households < 50% AMI. Total Project Cost: $90,000
CDBG Funds: $50,000
R10-009 This project will continue emergency repairs for homeowners facing a threat
to their health and safety from newly failed home systems. Maximum grant
is $2,500. CDBG Funds: $30,000
R10-010 This project will provide paint for volunteers to prep and paint houses owned
by low income and elderly persons (most are < 30% AMI). Homes are checked
and cleared for Lead-based paint. CDBG Funds: $10,000
Start Date: 01/01/10 Eligibility: 570.208(a)(3) — Low/Mod Housing
Completion Date: 12/31/10 Subrecipient: Local Government
Location(s): Community-wide
Help the Homeless? No

Help those with HIV or AIDS? No
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PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS
Residential Rehab Program

OBJECTIVE: Decent Housing
OUTCOME: Availability/Accessibility
INDICATORS: Owner occupied units rehabilitated or improved

Total number of units:

e Number occupied by elderly

e Number of units brought from substandard to standard condition (HQS or local code)
Number qualified as Energy Star
Number of units brought into compliance with lead safe housing rule (24 CFR part 35)
e Number of units made accessible for persons with disabilities
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2010 Proposed Projects

Citywide Programs

Housing Counseling
Business Revolving Lond Fund
Down Payment Assistance Program
PIE/IDA Program
Habitat for Humanity Building Sites
Tenant Based Rental Assistance
Clearance and Demolition
Rental Rehab Program
Residentail Rehab Programs
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ATTACHMENT B

CITIZEN COMMENTS
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The following are comments from different focus groups held as part of the Consolidated Plan that apply to Longmont. Most of the issues
raised are already being addressed as part of the Consolidated Plan, the Action Plans or other city funding sources and programs.

1.

Recent arrivals to Longmont: We recently lost our jobs and then our home, and we need help navigating the social services system to
find transitional housing until we can get back on our feet. Everybody we call passes us on to someone else — where is the one-stop-
shop for finding out what our options are?

Reply: The LHOT Team will be addressing the possibility of a one-stop entry point as part of the Homeless Plan.

Longmont residents: Some affordable Longmont units are overcrowded and not as family-friendly as they should be. There is a need
for more family units in Longmont generally.

Reply: More family units are called for as part of this Consolidated Plan and we are actually funding 28 new units in 2010.

Longmont residents: There are serious barriers for those who only speak Spanish. We need more bilingual resources — staff,
expertise, document translators, and so on.

Reply: Every city agency staff is aware of is working to increase its bi-lingual capacity.

Longmont residents: Many people seem to be on the verge of foreclosure, and could use help from housing counselors on how to
negotiate with banks on loan modifications, etc. This will help residents stay in their homes and avoid displacement.

Reply: Longmont has funded foreclosure prevention assistance, counseling and intervention for the past several years and
continues to do so in this Consolidated Plan and the 2010 Action Plan.

The following pages show the information that was posted on our web site announcing the opportunities for public input, then the
summaries of comments received from the formal public hearings held in Longmont.
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CITY OF LONGMONT
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGEAM

And

HOME PROGRAM

FUNDING TIMELINE AND MEETING NOTICES

FY 2010 PROGEAM YEAR (1/1/10 — 12/31/10)

During the rest of 2009, the City of Longmeont will heold a senies of Public Hearings to obtain the views of
citizens, public agencies and other interested parties on the housing and community development needs of the
City of Longmont for the FY 2010 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and HOME Programs.
These hearings are part of the process through which the City will gather input for its annual update to the five
vear Consolidated Plan, required for receipt of Federal funds.

These hearings will be held:

Meeting #1

Hearing #2

Hearing #3

Hearing #4

Hearing #5

Date May 26, 2009 July 9, 2009 September 10, 2009 | September 22, 2000 January 16, 2010
(additional meetings
may be added
depending on number
of applications
received)
Location | Council Chambers City Manager’'s To be determined Couneil Chambers Council Chambers
Civic Center Complex | Conference Foom Civic Center Complex | Civic Center Complex
350 Kimbark Street 350 FKambark Strest 350 Kimbark Street 350 Kimbark Street
Longmont, CO 80301 | Longment, CO Longment, CO Longmont, CO
20501 20501 80501
Time 7:00 pm. T:00 pm. 7:00 pm. T:00 pm. 7:00 pm.
Purpose | To present CDEG To determine how To hear the honsing To present the To present the final
of budget categories and | much of housing and comnmmnity Housing and Human | draft 2010-2014
Hearing seek mput on housing | funds need to be set- | development needs of | Services Advisory Consolidated Plan and
! and neighborhood aside for ongoing the city through the Board’s the 2010 CDBG and
needs housing program presentation of CDBG | recommendations for | HOME Action Plans

nesds.

applications for
funding to the
Houszing and Human
Services Advisory
EBoard. They will
then deliberate and
recommend projects
for funding

projects to be funded
from the CDBG
program and to hear
any addifional
housing and
neighborhood or
commumity develop-
ment needs

to Council and seek
comments on the draft
Plans. Final chance
o comment on
housing and
comummity devel-
opment neads m
Long-mont.

If vou have a disability or are non-English speaking and require accommodations to participate in any of these
public meetings, please contact the Longmont Community Development Block Grant Office as early as possible
at (303) 774-4339. A munimum of three working days prior to the applicable meeting(s) would be appreciated
s0 that reasonable accommodations can be made.

Para informacién en espafiol, puede llamar Elizabeth a (303) 651-8444.

Children are welcome to attend with their parents.
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The time line for this process and what will happen at each step 1s shown below. Please refer back to CDBG
Program for information on the Housing and Human Service Advisory Board and their role in the CDBG
funding process as well as more detailed information about the CDBG Program mn general.

The estimated CDBG grant for 2010 will range from $543,000 with an additional $29.000 in program
income. The estimated HOME grant for 2010 is estimated at about 5310,000.

The City Council of Longmont has approved the followng budget categories for the CDBG program:
s 27% for Affordable Housing projects
* 26% for Neighborhood Revitalization projects, and
s 27% for Economic Development projects
» 20% for admimistration

The city’s entire HOME allocation and the available Affordable Housing Funds will be used to support
affordable housing projects.

This is the notification that the city is accepting applications for Affordable Housing projects with an
estimated $730,000 available for 2010.

To receive a Housing application, vou must call Sally Raney at 303-774-4339 or email her
at sallv.ranevi@ci.longmont.co.us. Applications will not be automatically mailed.

Housing applications will be due by 5:00 p.m. on August 14, 2009,

Staff 1s in the process of designing processzes to distribute the neighborhood revitalization and economic
development funding. These will be presented to Council for their comments and approval at their September
22 meeting. Shortly thereafter, we will be making this process known and you will recerve additional
mformation about those application processes at that time.

There will be no funding available in 2010 for Community Improvement projects which included capital
improvements to non-profit buildings, other general improvements. and operational projects including those
that addressed education, tramming, public services, support services_ etc.

If vou have any questions about the above, please call me at 303-651-8736 or email at
Eathv fedler@ci longmont.co.us.

Step 1

A joint meeting between the Housing and Human Services Advisory Board (HHSAB) and City Council will be
held to determine what the CDBG budget should be and their recommendations for dividing the budget, by
project category. This budget recommendation includes how much of the total CDBG and HOME grants as
well as program income should be allocated for the following possible project categories: Housing,
Neighborhood Revitalization, Community Improvement. Economic Development, Public Services and

Administration.
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Step 2

Hold first public hearing on housing and community development needs (see public hearing #2, above) and
determine how much and from which funding sources to set-aside funds to continue to support ongoing housing
programs based on needs. Based on these results, staff will prepare the Affordable Housing application
packets. Citizens or other entities that have an interest in or desire to comment on their perception of the
housing, neighborhood and community development needs in the city should attend this meeting.

Step 3

On July 13 staff will make applications for housing funding available to mterested entities. Any person or
organization can apply, but preference will be given to non-profit entities who have demonstrated knowledge
and competence in the housing area. Projects eligible for funding must undertake an eligible activity and meet
one of the three national objectives of the program: 1) principally benefit low and moderate income persons, 2)
eliminate slum and blighting influences. or 3) meet an urgent need. The city places the highest emphasis on the
first objective. Since the inception of the program, 93% of the the city’s CDBG funds have been used for
projects which have benefitted low and moderate income persons.

Technical assistance will be provided on an as-needed basis by calling Kathy Fedler at 303-651-8736 or
emailing at Kathy fedler@ci longmeont.co.us.

Step 4

On Angust 14, 2009_housing applications are due. Staff will review each application to ensure that 1t meets all
applicable local. state and national criteria. During the period of August 17 — Sept. 4. the City’s Technical
Rewview Group will consider and evaluate all of the affordable housing applications recetved. They will make
recommendations for funding to the HHSAB at their Seprember 10 meeting. This will be a public meeting (see
public hearing #3) where the HHSAB will hear housing, neighborhood revitalization and/or economic
development needs for the city. and will deliberate on which projects to fund and for what funding amount
given the budget categories available. There may be more than one meeting for presentations and deliberations
depending on the number of applications received. The public is asked to attend this meeting(s) and give their
input on what the housing, neighborhood and commumity needs of the city are, how the city can best meet those
needs, and if or which of the proposed projects will help meet those needs.

Step 5
The HHSAB will make a presentation to City Council on the projects they are recommending for CDBG.

HOME and Affordable Housing funding 1 2010, This meeting will be held on Seprember 22, 2009 (see public
heanng #4). This meeting will be the final time the city seeks comments from citizens and other interested
entities on the housing and commumnity development needs. Council will recommend and approve a proposzed
2010 Action Plan (funding plan).

Step &

Staff will prepare the DRAFT 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan and 2010 Action Plan and will 1ssue 1t for
comments from the public from January 15 — February 15, 2010. On January 26, 2010 (see public hearing
#5). Council will hold the fourth and final public hearing on the proposed plans. Cirizens or other entities
should make fnown at this meeting any changes they feel are needed to either the projects proposed for funding
or to the DRAFT Plans, which would help the city better meet its housing, neighborhood and commumity
development needs. Council will recommend approval and/or changes to the DRAFT Plans at this meeting.
Staff will make recommended changes or prepare the Plan for the FINATL submission.
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Step 7
Staff will prepare the FINAL 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan and 2010 Action Plan and will submit it to the U.S.

Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). on or before February 1. 2010. Copies of the final
Action Plan will be available after this date.

At any time during this process, you may call or email the following persons for more information:

Kathy Fedler at (3203) 651-8736, kathv. fedler@ci.longmont.co.us
Sally Raney at (303) 774-4339, sallv ranev@eci. longmont.co.us
Tracy DeFrancesco at (303) 774-4445, tracy.defrancesco@ci longmont.co.us
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City Council Proceedings — Mav 26, 2009 Page 3.

10. ITEMS REMOVED FEOM CONSENT AGENDA

B. 0-2009-27, A Bill for an Ordinance Amending Chapter 7.04 Animals of the
Longmont Municipal Code Regarding Backvard Chicken Hens (Ordinance
introduced and public hearing scheduled for June 2. 2009)

Councilmember Blue commented that there 15 a sunset i the ordinance until 2010, and she 1=
opposed to changing the ordinance at this time.

Mayor Lange commented that he can support part of this ordinance, but would like a little more
discussion about who missed out on getting the permuts.

Councilmember McCov moved, seconded by Hansen, to introduce Ordinance O-2009-27,
Motion carried: 5-2 (Blue and Santos dissenting).

11. GENERAL BUSINESS

A Joint Meeting with Longmont Housing and Human Services Advisory Board
(LHHSAB) for Discussion of Possible Budget Categonies for the 2010
Commumity Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program

Kathy Fedler, Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Coordinator, invited the
Longmont Housing and Human Services Advisory Board members to the podium, and spoke
about the item. Those present from the board were Eve Canfield, Heather Brandt, Edward Evan,
Beverly Springer. and Carlos Smuth.

Councilmember McCov moved, seconded by Blue, to do a similar split for the 2010 budget,
as was done for the 2009 budget. Motion carried: 7-0.

B. Projects for 2009 CDBG-E (Stumulus) Funding

Kathy Fedler, Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Coordinator, reviewed direction
given by Council last week. Council discussed with staff, various options including a program
for loans or grants to retain businesses, Saint Vrain Manor thermostat project, and the
Aquaponics project.

Councilmember Santos moved, seconded by Blue, to proceed with the Saint Vrain Manor
project, Small Business project, and Kensington Park project, but move money from
Kensington Park rehab to St. Vrain Manor thermostat project. Motion carried: 7-0.

C. General Fund 2008 Year-End Summary

Tim Golden, Director of Finance_ presented this item, and explained that the vear-end summary 1s
a brief report for a period of five years, and greater in some cases. Mr. Golden explained that the
plan 1s to bning financial 1ssues to Council over the next couple of weeks. Once staff has Apnl
sales and use tax revenue recorded at the end of May. he will come back with an updated
estimate for 2009 and_ whether there 1s a need to make further adjustments in 2009, That will
happen in June and will then discuss any other related funds impacted by revenue shortfalls.
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Iembers Present:

IMembers Absent:

Staff Present:

Agenda Item 1:

Agenda Item 2:

Agenda Item 3:

Longmont Housing and Human Services Advisory Board
Minutes of September 10, 2009 meeting

Leshie Irwin, Eve Canfield, Beverly Springer, Edward Evans, Heather Brandt, and
Alex Acosta.

Carlos Smith. Mary Vigil. and Deborah Cooper
Kathy Fedler, Karen Foney_ Molly McElroy, and Sally Raney

Call to Order: LHHSAB Chair Leslie Irwin called the meeting to order at 7:05
p.m.

Approve minutes from the August 24, 2009 meeting: Beverly Springer moved and
Edward Evans seconded a motion to approve the minutes from the August 24,
2009 meeting. The motion passed unanimously.

Give direction on Community Housing Program alternatives: Per request from
the LHHSAB Molly McElroy brought back altematives for the Community
Housing program to obtain direction from LHHSAB on the following options:

1 — Allow new affordable buvers to assume remaming period of affordability

2 - City of Longmeont purchases an affordable home from seller at maximum
resale price and seller repays City the difference between sales price and amount
owed on first mortgage

3 — Realtor/Lender Countywide Training

4 — Non-traditional forms of marketing

5 — Consistent follow-up with attendees at the homeownership training classes

6 — Tiered system of affordability

7 — Develop a lease-to-purchase policy for sellers and buyers of affordable homes

The LHHSAB discussed the pros and cons of each option and would recommend

pursuing options 1. 4, and 5. Option 3 15 already 1n process per direction of
LHHSAB. The LHHSAB would not recommend 2. 6. or 7.

Option 1 - LHHSAB would suggest moving forward with option 1 (new buyer
assume remaming period of affordability) be evaluated on a case-by-case basis as
this option will require a review/approval by City Council for each transaction.
Staff 15 to design criteria where this option would apply and report back on how
many homes would fit. Staff 1s to bring this back before moving forward. If this
was to be instituted across the board. staff would need to review and modify the
current city code and submut to Council for approval. The LHHSAB was not
ready to go to this level vet.

Option 4 - LHHSAB would like to review the Affordable Housing program
budget for marketing in support of option 4 (non-traditional forms of marketing)
to determine monetary amounts for incentives. Generally the LHHSAB prefers to
incent buvers rather than providing assistance to sellers. Some incentives such as
“staging the home™ should be a required part of the Realtor Partner Program.
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LEHSAB Minutes
September 10, 2009
Page 2

Agenda Item 4

Agenda Item 5:

Option 5 will be put into place with an offer for the city to pay for temp staff to do
the follow-up with attendees on a monthly basis. The Housing Counseling may or
may not agree with monthly follow-up, and 1f so this will still be conducted on a
quarterly basis.

Present and determine funding recommendations for 2010 CDBG/HOME and
Affardable Housing Funds: Kathy Fedler explained to the LHHSAB that no
additional agency funding hearings would be required because all 2010
CDBG/HOME funding applications received were for housing projects and were
reviewed by the Techmcal Review Group (TRG). A total of 11 applications were
recetved. Staff estimates $466.165 mn funding available for 2010,

The TRG recommended the following:

Boulder County Housing Counseling Program 5 30,000
Foothills United Way — PIE/IDA program § 15,000
Habitat for Humanity — Land Acquisition £100,000
Imagine! — Smart Home Gap Funding S 66,165
Longmont Chnistian Housing — Refurbishment of

Ol1d Elevator at St. Vrain Manor $ 55,000
Longmont Christian Housing — Replacement of

Boiler at St. Vrain Manor ° $108.000

Longmont Housing Authority — Aspen Meadows Neigh.  $175.000
Longmont Housing Authority — Aspen Meadows Apt.

Tub/Shower Conversion and ADA Entrance” $ 50,000
Longmont Housing Authority — Tenant Based Rental
Assistance S 81.967

Longmont Housing Development Corp — Rental Eehab §200.000
Thistle Community Housing — Parkville Apts. Window
Replacement * § 92.000

'If additional funding is received would provide additional $50.000 in form of a
loan to be repaid over 20 vears.

f To be funded only if additional funding recerved.

* $5.000 to used to install accessible front door and remainder to be used for
approximately 10 tub/shower conversions.

* To be funded only if additional funding received.

LHHSAB reviewed and discussed the recommendations from the TRG. Eve
Canfield made a motion to recommend program funding and terms as stated by
the TRG. Beverly Springer seconded the motion. Passed unanimously.

Other Business: Staff informed the LHHSAB that Council 15 interested in the
LHHSAB collaborating with the newly formed Economic Development Advisory
Board as regards to CDBG program funding. Staff suggested inviting the
Economuc Development Advisory Board to the LHHSAB retreat.
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LEHSAB Minutes
September 10, 2008
Page 3

Agenda Item 6: Adjournment: There being no other business to conduct Eve Canfield moved for

adjournment at 9:00 p.m. Edward Evans seconded the motion. Passed
unanimously.
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City Council Reqular Session Proceedings — September 22, 2009 Page 4

D. Fublic Hearing for Citizen Input and Froposed Uses from the Affordable
Housing Fund for 200% and Froposed Funding Recommendations for
2010 Community Development Block Grant Program and HOME Program
Funding

Kathy Fedler, Community Development Block Grant and Affordable Housing Frograms
Coordinator, provided an overview of this item and explained the funding
recommendations for 2010.

Mayor Lange opened a public hearing on this item.

Strider Benston, 1027 Terry Street, commented that he has been caught in the gap
between possible income and necessary housing for decades, and feels this issue
personally.

There being no one else present to address Council on this item, Mayor Lange closed
the public hearing on this item.

Council discussed extensively Economic Development and affordable housing options.

Councilmember Blue moved, seconded by Santos, to accept the
recommendations. Motion carried: 4-3 (Councilmembers Benker, Levison and
McCoy dissenting).

9. CONSENT AGENDA AND INTRODUCTION AND READING BY TITLE OF
FIRST READING ORDINANCES

A. 0-2009-59, A Bill for an Ordinance Making Additional Appropriations for
the Expenses and Liabilities of the City of Longmont for the Fiscal Year

Beginning January 1, 2009 (Crdinance introduced and public hearing
scheduled for October 13, 2009)

B. 0-2009-60, A Bill for an Ordinance Amending Title 11 of the Longmaont
Municipal Code on Parking Fines for Farking and Traffic Violations
(Ordinance infroduced and public hearing scheduled for October 13, 2009)

C. R-2009-85, A Resolution of the Longmont City Council Approving the
Intergovernmental Agreement between the City and the State of Colorado
for a Supplemental Environmental Project Grant (Removed from Consent
Agenda for further discussion)

D. R-2009-86, A Resolution of the Longmont City Council Approving the
Intergovernmental Agreement between the City and the City and County
of Denver for the Purchase of DTRS Radios (Resolution adopted)

E. R-2009-87, A Resolution of the Longmont City Council Approving the
Intergovernmental Agreement between the City and Boulder County for
Funding the Bridge Replacement at 95"/Hover Street (Resolution
adopted)
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CITY AND COUNTY OF BROOMFIELD 2010 ACTION PLAN

A. LEAD AGENCY FOR BROOMFIELD CDBG PROGRAM

The City and County of Broomfield (City) is the lead agency for the City’s CDBG funding and a participant in the development of the
Boulder/Broomfield Regional Consortium Consolidated Plan. The Consortium’s Consolidated Plan covers the HOME Consortium
program as well as the individual CDBG Entitlement Programs. This section of the Consolidated Plan addresses the proposed
activities in 2010 for Broomfield. As part of that process, the City staff consulted and coordinated with housing and social service
organizations and citizens to get their views on housing and community development issues in Broomfield.

B. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Process
1. See Section B of Chapter 5 (Action Plan for 2010 — City of Boulder and Boulder County) for the Consortium-wide Citizen

Participation process. In addition, because Broomfield’s first year of CDBG funding was 2009 (funding was awarded in June
2009), the Citizen Participation process served to collect information to be used for both the start-up year (2009) and 2010.
A focus group was held with area social service and housing providers. The focus group contained individuals from
organizations serving special populations. A total of 25 individuals representing 18 organizations and county departments
participated in the focus group. In addition, a meeting was scheduled to collect ideas and comments from members of the
business community; however, no one attended.

Copies of the draft 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan and 2010 Action Plan were made available January 15, 2010, as follows:
e Copies of the Plan were made available at the public library, the Senior Center, the City’s Community Development
Department, the City Manager's Office and through a link on the City’s web site for greater access by the general

public.

e An Executive Summary of the Draft Consolidated and Action Plan was distributed and posted in all City offices as well
as at non-profit agencies and the local Housing Authority office. It was also posted on the city’s website.

Information concerning the collection of citizen comments starting January 15, 2010, and a public hearing on January 26, 2010, was
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published in the newspaper.

The final comment stage of the Consolidated and Action Plan document was the incorporation of all relevant verbal and written
public comments received in a final public hearing conducted on January 26, 2010, before the City Council and in the 30-day review
period ending February 15, 2010. Comments collected through February 15, 2010, and minutes from the City Council hearing are
found in Attachment B.

In the future, the citizen participation process will include an evaluation/future activity public meeting in the summer that will be
widely advertised to solicit input from a variety of groups and a final public hearing during the adoption period of the Annual Action
Plan process.

Participants and Social Service Agencies

Participants in this Consolidated Plan Process came from a broad segment of the Consortium's population and various Social Service
Agencies. The local Social Service Agencies serve low-income individuals and families, persons with physical or mental disabilities,
families in need of emergency assistance, persons who are homeless, mobile home community residents, senior, persons at risk of
foreclosure and persons who lack employment or are underemployed.

C. FUNDING RESOURCES

Attachment A includes a comprehensive chart of funding sources for the Consortium which includes the CDBG and HOME funding
sources for Broomfield. The City will leverage its HOME and CDBG funds with State, local and private dollars when opportunity to
do so is available.

Federal Resources

The City of Broomfield is an entitlement community that is to receive approximately $224,000 in Community Development Block
Grant funds. In addition, the city anticipates receiving approximately $95,000 in HOME funding as part of the HOME Consortium for
Boulder and Broomfield Counties. All of these funds will be used to implement housing and community improvement projects
administered primarily by the City and non-profit organizations.

In years when feasible, Broomfield has allocated its Private Activity Bond funds to the Metro Mortgage Assistance Program,
administered by the Metro Mayors Caucus. This allows first-time buyers to access a below-market interest rate mortgage loan and a
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grant for down payment assistance. With home prices out of reach for many residents, this program provides an opportunity for
homeownership.

State Resources

For the past three years, Broomfield has been awarded Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG) funds from the Colorado Division of Housing,
providing a one-time subsidy to residents who face losing their rental housing due to eviction. These funds, received by the Health
and Human Services (HHS) Department and administered by the local emergency basic needs organization, assist in the prevention
of homelessness. In 2009, a grant in the amount of $14,500 provided emergency housing assistance to approximately 100 families.
This program will continue if the State funding is available.

HHS receives federal Community Service Block Grant (CSBG) funding in the amount of $22,544 through the Colorado Division of
Housing (DOH). The allocation is subcontracted to FISH, Inc. of Broomfield, the local emergency basic needs organization, to provide
one-time emergency rental and utility assistance, gas vouchers, funding for medical supplies, and to purchase healthy food.

In 2009, Broomfield was notified that it qualified for Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) funding from the Colorado State
Division of Housing (DOH). Once contracts are complete, the funds will be used in 2010 to purchase and rehabilitate foreclosed
and/or abandoned properties to be sold to low income families in an effort to combat decreasing home and neighborhood values
and improve the community.

Local

Housing

The City of Broomfield will continue to pursue opportunities to encourage private developers to address affordable housing in new
developments. In the past the City has partnered with a private developer to build Broomfield Greens, an apartment building that
offers below-market rental units for seniors earning less than 60% AMI. Another partnership with a private developer produced 29
units within a large apartment development at a below-market rental rate for households earning at or below 80% AMI by waiving a
public land dedication requirement. Broomfield contributed to the construction of 14 duplex homes by Flatirons Habitat for
Humanity by absorbing some of the development costs for the project. Two private developers have entered into agreements with
Broomfield to offer below-market priced for-sale housing in new developments in exchange for a waiver of public land dedication.

The City monitors the re-sales of the below-market priced housing in two private developments and manages the program income
for use in other affordable housing projects. The City will pursue partnerships in new developments to increase the supply of
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affordable housing.

The City also funds the position of Housing Manager to coordinate and monitor housing programs and as staff for the Broomfield
Housing Authority. This staff position provides a centralized location for housing related services and coordinates provision of
services with the City’s department of Health and Human Services.

Human Services
In 2010, the City has budgeted 9.2% of the Human Services Fund ($951,789) in human service grants and support to non-profit
entities that provide direct human services to low and moderate income households.

Senior Services

The City operates a Senior Center and provides the funding to operate it. The Senior Services Division currently serves 162 older
adults and 5 low income housing sites. The Senior Services Division concentrates on advocating, planning, and implementing
programs to meet the needs of the targeted senior population.

Children and Youth

Broomfield Health and Human Services supports a number of external programs for children and youth. The community support
includes: $25,000 to Bal Swan for educational programs for special needs and general needs children, $5,000 to the North Metro
Children’s Advocacy Center for child victims of abuse/neglect, $374,000 to Imagine! for services to developmentally disabled
children and adults, $4,500 to Emergency Family Assistance Association for financial, rental and utility assistance for low income
families, $143,000 to FISH for food, rental and utility assistance for low income families, $7,000 to Dental Aid for dental services for
low income individuals, and $21,500 to Clinica Campesina for health/medical service for low income families.

Economic Development

The City of Broomfield is highly supportive of business enterprise and works to promote a healthy and balanced business climate in
order to sustain its long-term quality of life. Throughout the current year, the City Council has partnered with the Broomfield
Economic Development Corporation (BEDC) and the Chamber of Commerce in a number of initiatives aimed at enhancing the local
economic climate.

The City has a contract of approximately $180,000 with the Broomfield Economic Development Corporation for primary industry
recruitment and retention. In 2009, the City allocated $13,333 to the Broomfield Chamber of Commerce and Front Range
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Community College for a program that offers counseling services to assist small businesses which will be evaluated in 2010.

The City plays a critical role when it comes to the economic climate of the community. It provides the basic infrastructure necessary
for urban development as well as the comprehensive planning and zoning efforts that allow the private sector to make rational
investment decisions that provide residential, commercial and industrial opportunities for existing and future residents and
employers

Community Building

The City’s planning division works with areas to collectively address issues and improvements within neighborhoods. The
development of neighborhood sub-area plans offer residents the ability to fully participate in their neighborhood and community
and focus on projects and services that will specifically address issues that will improve the livability of the neighborhood and
enhance their quality of life.

The City’s Code Compliance division works with individuals to identify and resolve property and neighborhood issues to maintain a
high quality of life. A recently adopted chapter in the Broomfield Municipal Code (Property Nuisances) will provide a structure for
identification of neighborhood eyesores and improvement in the physical condition of individual properties that reduce the stability
of the neighborhood.

Infrastructure and Community Improvements

In 2010, the City has budgeted over $30 million in various funds for a variety of infrastructure and community improvement projects
including water and wastewater system improvements, drainage, community development and transportation projects, and
improvements to parks and public buildings. Projects more specific to targeted neighborhoods scheduled for completed in 2010
include:

e $205,000 will be used for playground rehabilitation and improvements and park improvements; and

e $1,025,000 will be used to for perimeter improvements and sound walls to improve neighborhood livability in lower
income neighborhoods.
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The City funds neighborhood improvements, such as entry signs and other public improvements based on sub-area plans developed
with significant neighborhood input. Neighborhood based grants are also available for smaller neighborhood generated
improvements.

Private Funding
Non-profit groups in the City have been very successful in tapping into private resources such as local churches, private donations,
corporations and local lenders to promote their emergency assistance, housing and human service programs.

The Broomfield Community Foundation was created in 1993 by a group of local officials, business people and private citizens
concerned about education, the arts and humanities, human services, senior services, and civic projects. The organization was
founded by pooling charitable contributions from across the city to insure that there would be financial support for Broomfield non-
profits to provide the necessary activities and services. Grants have been awarded by the Foundation every year since 1994. These
grants are only used for programs and services that help the community of Broomfield. In 2008, $91,609 in grant funding was
awarded to a variety of non-profits to enhance the lives of Broomfield citizens.

Secondary Funding Sources

Since 2002, Broomfield has maintained an intergovernmental agreement with the Jefferson County Housing Authority to provide
housing vouchers for Broomfield residents. The availability of these vouchers addresses the community’s need for rental assistance.
Due to lack of funding for new Section 8 programs from the Federal and State governments, Broomfield has been unable to receive
direct Section 8 funding.

Homebuyer education and housing counseling were provided in 2009 by the Boulder County Housing Authority Housing Counseling
Program. A counselor was placed in Broomfield for two days per week to provide one-on-one services, including pre- and post-
purchase counseling, budget and credit counseling, foreclosure intervention and Reverse Mortgage counseling for seniors. The
Program also provided monthly homebuyer education courses and supports efforts to prepare residents to become educated
homebuyers. The Housing Counseling Program assisted homeowners in mortgage default and foreclosure situations. In 2010,
housing counseling services in Broomfield will continue by allocating a portion of the CDBG funds to the Boulder County Housing
Authority Housing Counseling Program

Longs Peak Energy Conservation, a division of Boulder County Housing Authority, offers weatherization and energy-efficiency
services for Broomfield residents. Funds are provided by the Colorado Governor’s Energy Office.
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Broomfield works with a few local developers to provide affordable housing. Since 2004, two developers have entered into
agreements with the City and County of Broomfield to offer below-market prices housing in new developments. The City continues
monitor the resale of the homes in these neighborhoods to assure recycling of money into future affordable housing programs.

D. ACTIVITIES TO BE UNDERTAKEN IN 2010

Broomfield’s 2010 Action Plan consists of projects to assist very low and low income households. It is estimated that 90% of the
CDBG funding will be used in this regard. The “Listing of Proposed Projects” tables in Attachment A give a summary of the 2010
CDBG and HOME Projects to be undertaken in Broomfield. A more detailed description of Broomfield’s proposed activities follows.

Allocation Priorities

Priority #1 — Preservation of Existing Single-Family and Mobile Home Housing Stock (priority 2A in the Strategic Plan)

Forty-nine (49) percent of Broomfield’s housing units were built since 1990. Offering housing rehabilitation services will allow a
home owner to maintain his or her home for long-term livability and assist in maintaining the general condition and property values
of the neighborhood. The City has recently adopted a code amendment that will require the repair of property that is not in
compliance with Broomfield Municipal Code Property Nuisance chapter. Assistance will be offered to low income home owners to
correct violations identified.

Programs proposed in 2010 to address preservation and improvement of existing housing stock are as follows:
e A housing rehabilitation program to provide assistance to low and moderate income home owners to maintain their homes.
e A mobile home repair program to provide assistance to low and moderate income owners to maintain their homes; and
e Continue to offer a weatherization program using funding from the State of Colorado to help residents to make their homes
more energy-efficient in an effort to save energy and lower their utility bills.

Priority #2 — Affordable rental units for Broomfield’s extremely and very low-income populations (priority 1E in the Strategic Plan):
Affordable rental units will service the lower income populations, particularly families. ldeally, this housing will be coupled with
supportive services such as employment training and counseling.

Programs in 2010 to promote affordable rental units are:

e Use of HOME funds to support a Tenant Based Rental Assistance program, providing rental assistance and supportive
services to low-income individuals and families to help them achieve self-sufficiency. The need for a TBRA program is
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referenced on page 55 of the Regional Market Analysis in the Consolidated Plan.
e Continue to maintain an agreement with Jefferson County Housing Authority to provide (approximately 25) Section 8
vouchers for Broomfield residents.

Priority #3 — Housing Counseling for purchase and foreclosure prevention (priority 3D & E in the Strategic Plan):
Fund the Boulder County Housing Authority Housing Counseling Program in order to place a counselor in Broomfield at least one day
per week to provide one-on-one services for pre-purchase and foreclosure intervention counseling.

Priority #4 — Affordable homeownership opportunities for households earning less than $50,000 per year (priority 3A in the
Strategic Plan):
Homeownership for low income families will be pursued through the following:
e Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) funding from the Colorado Division of Housing (DOH) will be used to purchase and
rehabilitate foreclosed properties to be sold to low income families.

E. GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION

The City is planning to provide opportunities for affordable housing for low and moderate income families on a city-wide basis.

F. OTHER ACTIONS
Further information is provided here only where Broomfield is conducting an activity specific to its community.

Meeting Unmet Needs - Actions planned for the next year to address obstacles to, and the creation and maintenance of, affordable
housing include discussions with developers regarding affordable housing as land use plans are reviewed and consideration on a
case by case basis and financial assistance to lower housing costs in the form of waivers of permit fees and regulatory constraints in
trade-off for affordable housing.

Lead Based Paint — See Chapter 2 (Housing Market Study) and Chapter 5, Section F.3. for information about this issue and
Consortium efforts to address it.

Anti-Poverty Strategy — In order to reduce the number of poverty level families, the City of Broomfield’s Health and Human Services
Department has committed the 2010 HOME funds to provide supportive services to families and individuals to break the cycle of
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poverty. A dialogue will continue among the HHS Department, the Housing Authority, and community based organizations to
address and coordinate services.

Fostering and Maintaining Affordable Housing — The Consolidated Plan lays out the Consortium’s priorities and objectives to
increase affordable housing options throughout the region for the next five years, including specific strategies to progress toward
those priorities and objectives. The priorities reflect the purposes of the various federal housing and community development funds
covered by this Plan, including:

= Development/maintenance of safe, decent, affordable housing;

= Development/maintenance of a suitable living environment; and

m  Creation of economic opportunities for low and- moderate-income households.

Needs of Public Housing — There is no public housing in Broomfield.

Institutional Structure — See Chapter 5, Section A for a full description of the Consortium’s institutional structure.
Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing — See Chapter 5, Section F.6 for a summary of the Consortium’s Fair Housing efforts.
G. PROGRAM SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS

The following is information on the process for CDBG and HOME funding, the evaluation criteria used to select the projects and a
table that summarizes planned 2010 CDBG and HOME program activities.

Process

The Consortium’s Citizen Participation Plan provides a process for citizens to advise the Consortium and the City on the housing and
community development needs in the Broomfield community. Input from citizens through the Citizen Participation Plan has been
considered and incorporated during the Consolidated Plan period.

In formulating the 2010 Action Plan, the City reviewed the proposed projects for compliance with the following criteria.

1. Federal CDBG Goals and Objectives:
A. Project must benefit low and moderate income households, or
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B. Project must aid in the prevention and elimination of slums and blight.

2. Federal technical requirements and review criteria, specifically those regarding funding eligibility thresholds and City
policies governing CDBG funds:
A. 70% benefit to low and moderate income households/individuals.
B. 15% limitation on funding public service projects.
C. 20% cap on administration funding.
D. Specific HUD eligibility requirements under each national objective.

3. The Consolidated Plan approved by the City, the Consortium and HUD which identifies:
A. Housing and home improvement goals.
B. Meeting needs of special populations.

In developing the Action Plan, projects were selected for funding based on the above noted criteria and the ability to be completed
within the program funding year. Other factors considered in establishing the 2010 work program were: (a) whether the project
conformed to City policies and CDBG regulations and (b) whether the program provided a direct benefit to citizens of Broomfield.

Description of Activities for 2010 CDBG and HOME Programs

Based on a review of the proposed projects, the City Council approved the projects for Broomfield as shown on the Table of 2010
Projects attached to this Action Plan. The budget shows allocations for a minimum amount of funding based on Broomfield’s 2009
funding level.

It is estimated that approximately 90% of the CDBG funds will be used to benefit low and moderate income persons in 2010.

H. MONITORING
The City and County of Broomfield is committed to ensuring compliance with all federal regulations through on-going monitoring to
ensure production, accountability, and project performance.

Each activity will be reviewed to ensure compliance as it pertains to:

e Grant Requirements — including recordkeeping, allocation requirements, financial and compliance audits, and timeliness of
project completion;
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e Federal Requirements — including property acquisition, relocation, lead-based paint hazard reduction, labor standards,
historic preservation, Fair Housing/EO, and Section 3; and

e Program Requirements — including adherence to program guidelines, documentation to support applicant eligibility, and data
maintenance for reporting.

The information gained from the monitoring reviews in 2010 will direct the City and County of Broomfield to assess the quality and

quantity of delivery of programs related to this Action Plan. In July, the City Council will evaluate the performance of the programs,
collect public input on performance, and make program amendments as needed.
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ATTACHMENT A

LISTING OF PROPOSED PROJECTS
WITH SOURCES OF FUNDS
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City and County of Broomfield 2010 Action Plan - Resources and Objectives

Number of Persons, Local Other
Households Households, Other Affordable Public or
to be served Units, Business, CDBG HOME Federal Housing Private Prior Year's
Program in 2010 Neighborhood Location Funds Funds Funds Funds Funds Expenditures Total
GOAL 1 - Rental Housing Programs
Tenant based Rental Assistance 12 HHs Broomfield $95,000 $95,000
Assist Private Property Owners with Rehab Broomfield $0
Fee Waiver Programs Broomfield $0
|Subtotal Existing Homeowner Programs 12 $0 $95,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $95,000
GOAL 2 - Existing Homeowner Programs
Single-family Owner Occupied Rehabilitation Program 14 Units Broomfield | $160,000 $160,000
Coordinate Rehab with Local Weatherization 10 Units Broomfield $0
|Subtotal Existing New Homebuyer Programs 24 $160,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $160,000
$0
GOAL 3 - New Homebuyer Programs
Acquisition/Rehabilitation and Sale of Homes 3 Units Broomfield $429,000 $300,000 $729,000
Homeownership Training (pre- & post purchase counseling) 60 HHs Broomfield | $15,000 $0 $15,000
Down payment assistance Broomfield $0
Fee waiver programs Broomfield $0
|Subtotal New Homebuyer Programs 63 $15,000 $0 $429,000 $0 $300,000 $0 $744,000
GOAL 4 - Homeless Assistance Programs
Emphasize keeping people in existing housing 7 HHs Broomfield $5,000 $5,000
|Subtotal Homeless Assistance Programs 7 $5,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,000
GOAL 5 - Community Investment Programs
Target programs to higher risk neighborhood 1 Neighborhood | Broomfield $0
|Subtotal Community Investment Program 1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$0
GOAL 6 - Economic Development Programs
Increase economic opportunities for small businesses 0 Broomfield $0
|Subtotal Economic Development Programs 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$0
Administration
Longmont $0
Boulder $0
Broomfield  $44,000 $44,000
TOTALS 107 | $224,000 | $95,000 |  $429,000 | $0 | $300,000 | $0 $1,048,000




ATTACHMENT B

PUBLIC HEARING
AND OTHER COMMENTS
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PUBLIC HEARING

January 26, 2010

Public Hearing on Five-Year Consolidated Housing Plan including the 2010 Action Plan recommendations for FY 2010
Community Development Block Grant and HOME Programs.

Minutes from 1/26/2010 meeting are attached

Public Notice:
¢ Legal Ad placed in Broomfield Enterprise newspaper
e City Council Agenda, including Public Hearing, published on City website
e Notices of meeting placed at the Civic Center, the Library, and the Senior Center

Meeting broadcast on public access television
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'RESOLUTION NO. 2010-6

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE SUBMITTAL OF THE 2010-2014
CONSOLIDATED PLAN FOR HOME AND CDBG FUNDS

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF
BROOMFIELD, COLORADO:

Section 1. The 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan for HOME and CDBG Funds
attached hereto with any amendments required by HUD and the addition of
citizen comments received by February 15, 2010, is hereby authorized for
submittal to HUD.

Section 2. This resolution is effective upon its approval by the City Council.

APPROVED on January 26, 2010.

THE CITY AND COUNTY OF BROOMFIELD,

e ﬂ g f,, < COLORADO
sean =
A;“TEST

¢ *:L’EM 1) f/tfm%uﬁ
ley & County CI"’Fk )
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

W

City & County Attorn ey

CITY & COUNTY OF BROOMFIELD
COLORADD

DATE: _gflia/@{g\
CERTIFIED TO BE'A TRUE AND

CORRECT COPY OF THE on:awa*
(SEAL)

=S B
Wﬁmww CLERK, Q}qtu.%
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AGENDA ACTION TAKEN

REGULAR MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS
MUNICIFAL BUILDING, EROOMFIELD, COLORADO
JANUARY 26, 2010

6:00 P.M.

1. ROLL CALL Schumacher absent
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

3. PETITIONS AND COMMUNICATIONS (limited to 5 minutes)

4. CITIZENS' COMMENTS SEE BELOW

5. CONSENT AGEMDA

Sa. Resolution No, 2010-17 Appointing Deputy Public Werks Director as Second Adopted Res. #2010-17 (JULIE)
Alternate to Rocky Flats Stewardship Council

5b. Resolution No. 2010-2 Releasing Certain Public Improvements from Adopted Res. #2010-2 (KEVIN)
Warranty Associated with Mckay Landing Filing No. &

Sc. Resolution Mo, 2010-4 Accepting and Releasing from Warranty Certain Adopted Res. #2010-4 [KEWIN}
Public Improvements Associated with the Broadlands Filing No. 12

5d.  Approval of Minutes - January 12, 2010 Regular City Council Meeting Approved
6. CONVEME AS BOARD OF SOCIAL SERVICES
7. CONVEME AS BOARD OF HEALTH

fa. Resolution No. 2010-3-BH Reappointing Jeff Stoll and Captain Ross Rilay Adopted Res. #2010-3-BH | Reques! for List of (DEBRA)
to the Mila High Regional Emergency Medical and Trauma Advisory Council Types of Emergency Responses Handled (KEVIM)

8. CONVENE AS BROOMFIELD HOUSING AUTHORITY

CITIZENS' COMMENTS

Request for Status Update Regarding Horse Arena Park - Debbie Weingardt (Sunnyslope Residant) - Willing to donate fencing / Wrillen response
forthcoming from City Manager's Office. (JULIE)

Reguest for Status Update Regarding Water Pressure Pelition Submitted - Ron Woelfel (ALAM/RUSS)
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REGULAR MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL
January 26, 2010

9. COUNCIL BUSINESS

%a.

9b.

Public Hearing - Proposed Fourih Text Amendment to the Lamberison Farms
PUD Plan and an Amendment to the Lamberlson Farms Filing Mo. 2 Site
Development Plan

Applicant: Promentory Broomfield, LLC and Mckay Shores Construction Corp.
Location: Northwest of Huron Street and West 136th Avenue

Resolution Mo, 2010-7 Approving the Fourth Text Amendment to Lamberison
Farms Planned Unit Development Plan and an Amendrment to the Lambertson
Farms Filing Mo. 2 Site Development Plan

Public Hearing - Proposed North Metro Fire Rescue District Administration
Building Site Development Plan Amendment

Applicant: Morth Metro Fire Rescue District (NMFRD)

Location: 101 Lamar Street, Northwest comer of East 1st Avenue and
Lamar Street

Resolution No. 2010-15 Approving Broomfield City Center Filing Mo, 3
Replat A, Lot 2 North Metro Fire Rescue District Administration Building
Site Development Plan Amendmant

AGENDA -

Adopied Res. #2010-7

Adopted Res. #2010-15/ Fire Chief Bruce agreed to
Consider Changes to Building Color and Inclusion of
Water Fealure

PAGE 2

(KEVIN)

(KEVIN)

Be.

Public Hearing - Citizen Comment on Proposed 2010-2014 Consolidaled
Flan for HOME and CDBG Funds

Resolution No. 2010-6 Autharizing the Submittal of the 2010-2014 Gonsolidated
Plan for Home and CDBG Funds

Adopted Res. #2010-6

(KEVIN)|
L

Bd.

Se,

af.

Ordinance No. 1873 Authorizing and Approving an Application lo the
Northern Colorado Water Conservancy Districl for Cancellation of
Temporary Use Permits and an Application to Northern Colorade Water
Conservancy District for an Annually Renewsble Perpetual Water Contract
for Right to Use Colorado-Big Thompson Project Water - First Reading

Resolution No. 2010-11 Approving and Authorizing an Agreement by and
between the City and County of Broomfield and the Broomifield Economic
Development Corporation for Economic Development Services in FY 2010

Resolution No, 2010-12 Authorizing and Approving an Agreement by and
belween the City and County of Broomfield and the State of Colorado
Acting by and through the Colorado Department of Local Affairs for the
Benefit of the Division of Housing

Resolution No. 2010-13 Authorizing and Approving an Agreement by and
between the City and County of Broomfield and Flatirons Habitat for Humanity

Adopted Ord. #1873 on 15t Reading /
Publish in Full fer 2/9/10 Public Hearing

Adopted Res #2010-11 / Sign Agresment

Adopted Res, #2010-12 [ Sign Agreement /

Request for link under Nuisance Ordinance directing
Gitizens looking for help / Request for list of foreclosed
homes “underwaler” in Westlake & Trails in 2009

Adopted Res. #2010-13 ! Sign Agreement
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REGULAR MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA - PAGE 3
January 26, 2010

9g. Ordinance No. 1922 Impasing a Temporary Maratorium of One Hundred Adopted Ord. #1922 on 1st Reading / (BILL)
Eighty (180) Days in Duration on the Processing and Approval of Any Publish in Full for the 2/9/10 Public Hearing
Application for a Permit, License, or Land Use Related to the Operation of
a Business that Sells, Grows, or Distributes Medical Marijuana Pursuant to
Any Autharily Granted by Article XVIIl, Section 14 of the Colorado Constitution
And Directing the Prompt Investigation of the City and County's Regulatory
Authority Over Such Businesses - First Reading

9h. Legislative Report Jennifer Hoffman presented repart
10. COUNCILMEMBER REPORTS SEE BELOW
11. ATTORNEY'S REPORT CCl Request for Support Regarding Amicus Brief on (BILL)

Land Use Issue in Arapahoe County - Consensus to Support
12. MANAGER'S REPORT

12a. City and County Manager's Report - January 26, 2010 Odeum Colorade Events Update
12b. Revenue Report 2009-12
12e. City Council's 2010 Priorities
13. CONVENE AS EROCMFIELD URBAMN RENEWAL AUTHORITY
13a. Public Hearing - Proposed Morth Metro Fire Rescue District Administration
Building Site Development Plan Amendment
Applicant: North Metro Fire Rescue District (NMFRD)
Location: 101 Lamar Street, Northwest corner of East 1st Avenue and
Lamar Street
Resolution Na. 2010-16-UR Approving Broomfield City Center Filing No. 3 Adopted Res. #2010-16-UR (KEVIN)
Replat A, Lat 2 Morth Metro Fire Rescue District Administration Building
Urban Renewal Site Plan Amendment
14. CONWVENE AS ARISTA LOCAL IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT BOARD OF DIRECTORS
15. SPECIAL REPORTS

15a. Expense Report for Elected Officials - Training & Travel and Community
Relations Events

16b. Community Assistance Center - 4th Quarter Report for 2008
16. COUNCILMEMBER AND MAYOR REQUESTS FOR FUTURE ACTION

17. ADJOURNMENT The meeting was adjourned at 9:42 p.m.

COUNCILMEMBER REPORTS

Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) Meeling - Report - McCloskey & Quinn - Approved Jefferson Parkway

Jefferson Parkway Authority Meeting - Report - Quinn - Expanding Board to 6 members / Request Council direction regarding purchase of Rocky Flats

Right-Of-Way - approval recommended.

Morthwest Parkway Organizational Meeting - Spader - Spader reappointed Chair, Stokes appointed Secratary.

Congratulations to Debra Baskelt Regarding Appointment by Gevernor Ritter to Reqgional Air Quality Council (RAQC)
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Council Meeting Summary

Thn- City and County of

& Broomfield &

303-469-3301

One DesCombes Drive, Broomfield, CO 80020

| st Agend Minutes/Actions City Council

Thank you! Here is the summary of the City Council action following Tuesday evening's
regular Council meeting. Thanks for your interest in your local government.

e
‘=$}City - County News and Info

Note: This is a summary only. It relates actions taken and is not to be
construed as the official minutes of the meeting. The official minutes are
posted online after they are approved by the City Council.

Broomfield City Council Meeting: Jan. 26, 2010

Note: To see the agenda with links to the memoranda, click here. Select the 2010 City Council Meetings
bar and then choose the date of the agenda that you wish to see. Video of the meeting is available at this
link too by clicking on "Video."

AGENDA
REGULAR MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL
CITY AND COUNTY BUILDING
Jan. 26, 2010
6 p.m.
Sc. Public Hearing - Citizen Comment on Proposed 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan for

HOME and CDBG Funds

Resolution No. 2010-6 Authorizing the Submittal of the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan
for Home and CDBG Funds

Manager Di Ciero called on Standbridge to present the staff summary. The planis a
prerequisite for Broomfield to receive monies from the federal Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) that primarily benefit low and moderate income families.
Broomfield is cooperating with cities in the Boulder County/Broomfield consortium.

Councilmembers commenting were McCloskey, Taylor, Reynolds, Gaiser, Cox and
Derda. After discussion, a motion to adopt the resolution by Councilmember Kevin
Jacobs, seconded by McCloskey, passed 8-1 with Cox dissenting.

To watch this segment in its entirety, see the archived city council meeting video, and
click on this specific agenda item.
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BOULDER COUNTY/BROOMFIELD COUNTY REGIONAL CONSORTIUM
COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION PLAN
Statement Of Intent

Citizen Participation is an integral part of the overall planning, evaluation, assessment and implementation process of the Boulder
County/Broomfield County Regional Consortium’s Community Development Block Grant and HOME Investment Partnerships
Programs, and any other grant program that is included in the Consolidated Plan submission, together referred to as the Community
Planning and Development or CPD Programs. The purpose of this Citizen Participation Plan is to provide all of the citizens of Boulder
and Broomfield Counties with the information and mechanisms to allow them to fully participate at all levels of the Consortium’s
CPD Programs. The Consortium recognizes the importance of citizen participation and fully endorses a philosophy that maximizes
citizen involvement in housing and community development activities.

This plan will outline a process that will:

1. Provide citizens an opportunity to participate in the development of the Consolidated Plan for the CPD Programes, set
priorities and establish goals.

2. Encourage the submission of views and proposals, particularly by low and moderate income residents.
3. Provide for timely responses to proposals and comments submitted.

4. Schedule meetings, hearings and all other activities of a public nature at times and locations which permit broad
participation and attendance.

5. Provide complete information regarding the Consortium’s CPD Programs, relevant legislation and regulations and other
materials and documents as needed or requested to ensure a knowledgeable citizen involvement.
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It is the intent of this Citizen Participation Plan that all citizen participation be conducted in an open manner with freedom of access
for all persons.

This Plan was reviewed by the appropriate Advisory Boards and then adopted by the Consortium.

. INTRODUCTION

The Housing and Community Development Act, as amended, requires that citizens be included in an advisory role in the planning,
implementation and assessment of every recipient’s CPD Programs. In meeting this requirement and in fulfilling the Consortium’s
commitment to provide residents with a wide range of opportunities to participate in the community development process, the
following Citizen Participation Plan has been developed.

Federal regulations governing the CPD Programs require that each community applying for Federal funds must:

1. Provide for and encourage citizen participation, with particular emphasis on participation by persons of low and moderate
income who are residents of slum and blight areas and of areas in which CPD Program funds are proposed to be used;
provide for participation of residents in low and moderate income neighborhoods as defined by the local jurisdiction; and
encourage the participation of residents of public and assisted housing developments;

2. Provide citizens with reasonable and timely access to local meetings, information and records relating to the proposed use of
funds;

3. Provide for technical assistance to groups representative of persons of low and moderate income who request such
assistance in developing proposals;

4. Provide for public hearings to obtain citizen views and to respond to proposals and questions at all stages of the CPD
Programs, including at least the development of needs, the review of proposed activities and review of program
performance. These hearings shall be held after adequate notice, at times and locations convenient to potential or actual

beneficiaries, and with accommodation for the handicapped;

5. Provide for a timely written answer to written complaints and grievances, within 15 working days where practicable; and
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6. Identify how the needs of non-English speaking residents will be met in the case of public hearings where a significant
number of non-English speaking residents can be reasonably expected to participate.

This Section may not be construed to restrict the responsibility or authority of the Boulder County/Broomfield County Regional
Consortium for the development and execution of its CPD Programs.

1. CITIZEN PARTICIPATION PROCESS

To ensure a well-informed citizenry, the Boulder County/Broomfield County Regional Consortium’s Citizen Participation Plan details
mechanisms by which citizens can become involved in CPD Program activities. Recognizing that there is no single best approach to
citizen involvement, the Consortium is not limiting citizen involvement to only those mechanisms described below. Citizens who feel
they are unable to find an avenue of participation using these mechanisms may suggest alternate procedures to the Consortium.
Every effort will be made to accommodate these suggestions. The following is a list of citizen participation activities to be carried
out during the coming program years. Details on each activity follow.

- Maintain and support a Housing and Human Services Advisory Board (HHSAB) in Longmont and in Boulder a housing
Technical Review Group (TRG), Community Development Advisory Committee (CDAC), and Human Services Technical Review
Committee (TRC).

- Provide technical assistance and information

- Sponsor public and performance hearings

- Publish a Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report

- Encourage citizen assessment of the Consortium’s Community Planning and Development Programs

- Answer written complaints and concerns

- Provide for citizen involvement in program amendments
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Develop additional mechanisms as may be required by citizens
. ADVISORY BOARDS

Longmont

Longmont’s Housing and Human Services Advisory Board (HHSAB) was established pursuant to the Longmont Municipal Code
Title 2, Chapter 2.58, Section 2.58.030 in 1980 to act in the role of advisor and supporter of outside human service agencies
that serve the residents of the City of Longmont. This role was expanded in 1995 to include making funding
recommendations to City Council for the CPD Programs. The HHSAB meets on a regular basis to ensure that the wide range
of citizen input is included in each year’s submission to HUD.
The HHSAB will provide the following assistance specific to Longmont’s CPD Programs.

e Evaluate and recommend priorities regarding community development and housing needs

e Evaluate and monitor existing community development and housing activities to assess Longmont’s performance

e Evaluate and recommend proposed and continuing activities for inclusion in subsequent community development
and housing submissions

e Review the draft Consolidated Plan and all annual submissions prior to the City’s public hearings

e Assist in the development and review of the Citizen Participation Plan to ensure the inclusion of a wide range of
citizen comments

e Review the annual Performance Report(s)

e Provide assistance and information to interested groups and/or individuals within the City with particular attention
directed toward areas where a significant amount of CPD Program money is now being or will be expended
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e Evaluate and make recommendations on any amendments to an approved Consolidated Plan submission
e Assist in the dissemination of information to be used in soliciting community input
e Meet with local officials whenever necessary and appropriate

e Encourage neighborhood residents to attend the various community development and housing meetings and public
hearings and to participate in CPD Program activities

e Perform those additional responsibilities which members feel are necessary and appropriate to encourage a
meaningful citywide citizen participation program

Boulder

The City of Boulder maintains several committees to direct and guide housing and human services programs including all
HOME and CDBG funding. The Technical Review Group (TRG) has five volunteer members appointed by the City Manager.
Its primary role is to review funding applications for affordable housing projects and programs and make recommendations
to the City Manager. In addition it advises staff on priorities, policies and procedures relating to affordable housing funding.
The Technical Review Committee (TRC) and Community Development Advisory Committee (CDAC) have the same structures
and roles as the TRG. The TRC advises on local funding for human services agencies. The CDAC works with CDBG funding for
human service agencies.

All of the City of Boulder’s committees will review and comment on the draft Consolidated Plan, including input on priorities
for affordable housing and community development needs and goals for meeting them.

. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND INFORMATION

The mere presence of citizens at meetings and on advisory boards is not sufficient to assure adequate citizen participation. A
well-informed citizenry is required to provide input into this very complex program. The Consortium will work closely with
citizens at each possible point of citizen involvement. The Consortium has as its prime areas of responsibility, the role of
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ensuring that citizens are informed of the various aspects of the program and how their views may be included. The
Consortium will provide technical assistance regarding these important program requirements:

e Development of CPD Programs which give maximum feasible priority to activities which will benefit low and
moderate income persons or families, prevent or eliminate slums and blight, provide decent housing, provide a
suitable living environment and/or expand economic opportunities;

e Acceptance of enforcement responsibilities of environmental laws;

e Compliance with HUD regulations concerning financial management;

e Agreement to enforce fair labor standards requirements;

e Compliance with acquisition and relocation laws;

e Conformance with civil rights laws and regulations; and

e Compliance with fair housing laws and regulations.

Additional technical assistance will be provided to assist individuals and groups so that they may adequately participate in
the planning, implementation, and assessment of the CPD Programs. This assistance will be provided for at least the
following:

e Preparing citizen proposals and suggestions to be submitted for funding consideration under the CPD Programs.

e Providing information and clarification concerning CPD Program regulations and other program requirements.

e Giving guidance to groups and individuals wishing to participate further in planning, implementing, or assessing the
programs.

The Consortium, together with the various Advisory Boards, will invite the participation of low and moderate income
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individuals, residents of blighted neighborhoods, minorities, the elderly and the handicapped in all activities. Documents
relevant to the programs will be made available to citizens at the City of Boulder, City of Longmont, City and County of
Broomfield, and Boulder County offices and websites including, but not limited to, a summary of the proposed Consolidated
Plan, the adopted Consolidated Plan, and the annual Performance Report(s).

. PUBLIC AND PERFORMANCE HEARINGS

Consolidated Plan (Every three to five years)

Pursuant to Federal regulations, The Consortium will hold a minimum of two (2) public hearings during the development of
its Consolidated Plan.

1. Identification of Needs

At least one (1) public hearing will be held to obtain views of citizens, public agencies and other interested parties on
identifying housing and community development needs. This hearing will be held between 90 and 180 days prior to the
beginning of the Consolidated Plan submission year (generally held between July 1 and October 1) and will also include a
review of the performance of the CPD Programs during the previous year. At this hearing, a representative of the
Consortium will describe the CPD Programs over the past program year, including information on total amounts expended,
and amounts expended on low and moderate income persons. Handouts will include (1) an overview of the CPD Programs,
(2) an Executive Summary of the current Consolidated Plan, (3) the amount of assistance (including grant funds and program
income) the Consortium expects to receive over the next program year, (4) the range of activities that may be undertaken
and (5) a copy of the Consortium’s Anti-displacement Plan . Copies of the annual Performance Report(s) will be available for
review.

Citizens attending the Identification of Needs hearing will be given an opportunity to comment both orally and in writing on
past performance and on housing and community development needs. The Consortium will summarize all comments for
review by the Consortium’s Community Development Officials, local agencies and the Advisory Boards. These comments will
be considered in completing and will be included in the final Consolidated Plan.
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2. Presentation of Proposed (Draft) Consolidated Plan

One (1) public hearing will be held to obtain comments on the proposed (or draft) Consolidated Plan. Approximately sixty
(60) calendar days prior to the start of the program year (generally on or before November 1), a summary of the proposed
Consolidated Plan will be published and at least thirty (30) days will be allowed for the receipt of comments on the proposed
Plan. The summary will describe the contents and purpose of the Plan, will include the amount that is proposed to benefit
persons of low and moderate income and will list the locations where the entire Plan may be examined. Free copies of the
Plan will be made available to citizens and groups upon request. The public hearing will be scheduled for midway during the
30 day comment period.

Citizens will be given an opportunity to comment both orally and in writing on the proposed Plan. A summary of these
comments, whether they were accepted or not accepted, and the reasons if not accepted will be attached to the final

Consolidated Plan.

Annual Action Plans

3. Annual Updates

During the three to five years covered by a Consolidated Plan, an Annual Update must be submitted outlining the CPD
program activities for the upcoming year. Ninety (90) days prior to the beginning of the program year (generally between
September 1 and October 1), two (2) public hearings will be held to obtain comments from citizens on the following: 1) any
community development and housing needs of recent origin not included in the Consolidated Plan, 2) the proposed one year
Action Plans submitted as an annual update to the Consolidated Plan, and 3) program performance for the previous year.
Locations and notification of these hearings will be held as outlined in the previous sections. All comments received during
the hearings will be summarized and included in the Annual Update.

Hearings shall be held at times and locations which permit broad participation, particularly by low and moderate income
persons. Hearings shall be held at locations which are accessible to persons with physical disabilities. Upon advance request,
accommodations will be made for Spanish or other foreign language-speakers and/or for the hearing impaired. Notification
of all of the above hearings will be published in the Boulder Camera, the Longmont Times-Call and Broomfield Enterprise,
posted on the City of Boulder, City of Longmont, City and County of Broomfield and Boulder County websites, and distributed
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via email to affordable housing providers and social service agencies. All notices about the hearings shall be published,
delivered or posted at least fifteen (15) calendar days prior to the date of the public hearing.

The Boulder County/Broomfield County Regional Consortium will make every effort to accommodate non-English speaking
citizens who wish to participate in the CPD Programs or at public or performance hearings. The largest group of persons
identified in the 2000 census as persons who do not speak English at all or who do not speak English well were the Hispanic
population at a total of 13% of Boulder County’s population and 9% of Broomfield’s population. There are concentrations of
Hispanics in the southeastern portion of Lafayette, in the central areas in Longmont and the eastern portion of Broomfield.
The Consortium members maintain a list of employees and other citizens who speak other languages and who may be called
upon to translate for these citizens.

The City of Longmont and the City and County of Broomfield will also follow the above Public and Performance Hearing schedule
identified above in order to meet its CDBG Citizen Participation obligations. Additional meetings to meet these requirements will be
held in those communities if the above Consortium meetings do not occur in their communities. If the Consortium meetings do happen
to be held in their communities, then the meetings can be combined.

D. ANNUAL PERFORMANCE REPORT/PROGRAM SUMMARY

The Consortium will develop and maintain a webpage found at www.buildinglivablecommunities.org to inform residents and
other interested individuals of the full range of CPD activities, programs and deadlines. In addition, the Consortium will
annually prepare and distribute a Program Summary and the annual Performance Report which details past performance and
use of funds. At least thirty (30) days prior to submission of the annual Performance Report (generally on or before
February 28), the Consortium shall make it available for public review and comment. Any comments received during this
review period or from the other public hearings held earlier in the year will be considered and a summary will be attached to
the Performance Report.

E. CITIZEN ASSESSMENT AND ACCESS TO RECORDS
The Consortium encourages citizens to comment on both past performance and ongoing program activities. The Annual

Performance Report, adopted Consolidated Plan and any amendments will be made available to all citizens. These
documents will also be made available in a form accessible to persons with disabilities, upon request. These documents will
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be available at the City of Boulder, City of Longmont, City and County of Broomfield, and Boulder County offices and
websites. More detailed program information, including the availability of other public program documents can be obtained
by contacting the City of Boulder as the Consortium’s Lead Entity.

COMPLAINTS AND CONCERNS

Complaints or concerns regarding the Consolidated Plan may be written, emailed, or phoned in to the City of Boulder
Department of Housing and Human Services, 1101 Arapahoe, "d Floor, Boulder, Colorado 80302, (303) 441-3157, attention:
Community Development Program Manager. A written response or acknowledgment of written complaints or concerns will
be provided within fifteen (15) working days.

Persons wishing to object to the approval of the Consolidated Plan by HUD may make such objections known to the
appropriate HUD State Office. The name and address of the applicable HUD State Office serving the Consortium is:

CPD Director
Community Planning and Development Division
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Rocky Mountain, Denver
1670 Broadway Street
Denver, CO 80202-4801

Although HUD will consider comments, suggestions and/or objections submitted any time, objections specific to the
Consolidated Plan should be submitted within thirty (30) days of the publication of the notice that the Consolidated Plan has
been submitted to HUD.

. PROGRAM AMENDMENTS TO THE CONSOLIDATED PLAN AND CHANGES TO THE CITIZEN PARTICIPATION PLAN

During the program year, after the Consolidated Plan has been approved, it may be necessary or desirable to change one or
more program activities and to add or delete others. Some of these changes will be considered minor and will require no

action other than the appropriate approval and submission to the Lead Entity. Other changes are considered major and will
necessitate formal citizen participation. The following defines a substantial or major change and a minor or non-substantial
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change. For a major or substantial change, the requirements set forth in Section C of this document for a public hearing will
be followed. Citizens will be given an opportunity to comment both orally and in writing on the proposed amendment. A
summary of the comments, whether accepted or not accepted, and the reasons why not accepted, will be attached to the
Amendment.

Substantial Changes

Definition Action:

The Consolidated Plan shall be amended in the event of a Formal public notice in a newspaper of general

substantial change. The following constitutes a substantial circulation outlining the proposed changes and

change: allowing at least 15 days notice prior to a public
hearing to solicit public comment. At least thirty

* Adding any project not previously approved. (30) days comment period will be allowed.

* Deleting any previously approved project. Council (for CDBG amendments) if applicable and/or
Lead Entity approval of formal amendments to the

* Changes that are more than $50,000 per project or that Consolidated Plan and/or Action Plans.

total more than $100,000 over the course of the fiscal year.
Submission to HUD.
* Changes to a particular project that alter both the
beneficiaries and the activity to be undertaken or that
necessitate a change to the eligibility or national objective
citation.

*A change in the entitlement status of the Consortium or
any of its members.

* Program income received during the first half of the
program year (by June 30) that exceeds the amount
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projected in the Consolidated Plan by more than $50,000.

* Program income received during the 2nd half of the
program year that exceeds the amount projected by more
than $25,000 but less than $50,000 may be handled
through this amendment process or may be included in the
next year’s Consolidated Plan

Minor Changes

Action:
Definition:

Summary of each change to be submitted to the
Any other change is considered to be a minor or non- Lead Entity and inserted in Consolidated Plan file.
substantial change

This Citizen Participation Plan may be modified from time to time with the approval of the Consortium governing body. All
changes and revisions must remain consistent with the Federal law and regulations governing citizen participation in the CPD
Programs. A summary of the changes and a copy of both the original and proposed amended Citizen Participation Plan will
be made available for public information and comment through the Consortium. This Citizen Participation Plan will be made
available in different formats for persons with disabilities and in different languages, upon request.

1. DISPLACEMENT

The Boulder County/Broomfield County Regional Consortium will make every effort to minimize the displacement of persons as a
direct result of the implementation of projects funded under one or more of the CPD Programs. If displacement does occur, the
Consortium will follow all applicable federal regulations to alleviate the impact of such permanent and involuntary relocations. The
Consortium’s Anti-displacement Plan and Mitigation statement is attached to this document.
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V. ADDITIONAL METHODS AS MAY BE REQUESTED

The Consortium and its members recognize that there is no single best method for involving citizens in areas of neighborhood and
community concern. Therefore, the citizen participation activities of the Consortium’s CPD Programs will not be limited to those
activities described in this Citizen Participation Plan. The Lead Entity and local staffs will work closely with those citizens who would
like to suggest additional methods for citizen involvement. Every effort will be made to accommodate these citizen suggestions.

The Consortium invites and encourages citizen participation at all stages of its Community Planning and Development Programs.
Notwithstanding any and all provisions of this Plan, the application and administration of the HOME Programs is the responsibility of
the Boulder City Council (as the HOME Lead Entity) which must assume full authority for determining which projects are selected
and funded. Therefore, the citizen participation requirement does not supersede the responsibility or authority of the Boulder City
Council for the execution of the Consolidated Plan.

The application and administration of the CDBG Programs is the responsibility of each CDBG entitlement community and each
community will assume full authority for determining which projects are selected and funded from this source.

The Consortium will accept written or verbal suggestions or comments at any time. The Consortium requests, however, that
suggestions be submitted in written format either via a letter or note, or via Boulder’s website or email and include a name, address

and contact information in case follow up is required.

V. ADDRESS AND CONTACT PERSONS

City of Boulder Boulder County

Housing and Human Services Department Housing and Human Services Dept.
1101 Arapahoe, 2™ Floor PO Box 471

Boulder, CO 80302 Boulder, CO 80306

(303) 441-3157 (303) 441-1002

Jeff Yegian, Community Development Frank Alexander, Director

Program Manager falexander@bouldercounty.org

yegianj@bouldercolorado.gov
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Broomfield Housing Authority
City and County of Broomfield
One DesCombes Drive
Broomfield, CO 80020

(303) 438-6396

Housing Programs Manager
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City of Longmont

CDBG/AH Division

350 Kimbark Street

Longmont, CO 80501

(303) 651-8736

Kathy Fedler, CDBG and Affordable Housing
Programs Manager

Kathy.fedler@ci.longmont.co.us
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BOULDER COUNTY/BROOMFIELD COUNTY REGIONAL CONSORTIUM’S
COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

ANTI-DISPLACEMENT PLAN AND MITIGATION STATEMENT

Anti-displacement Plan

The Boulder County/Broomfield County Regional Consortium’s Community Development Block Grant, HOME Investment
Partnerships Act and any other grant program that may be included in the Consolidated Plan submission (programs together
referred to as the CPD Programs) may include several programs and/or activities that might cause persons to be involuntarily and
permanently displaced from their homes or businesses as a result of the use of CPD Program funds to acquire, demolish, code
enforce, or substantially rehabilitate property. This Displacement Plan covers relocation activities not governed by the Uniform
Relocation Act.

The Consortium has developed this Displacement Plan pursuant to section 104(d) of the Housing and Community Development Act
of 1974, as amended, to aid those displaced. In general, the Consortium plans to minimize displacement. Acquisition projects
selected to be funded with CPD Program funds shall be reviewed and their merits weighed. Alternate plans will be used, whenever
viable, to avoid the need to relocate households. Rehabilitation projects will be designed to maintain units in liveable condition
whenever possible throughout the rehabilitation process. The Consortium will minimize the length of time temporary relocation is
necessary to complete necessary rehabilitation,

I General Benefits Provided under Section 104(d)
The Consortium has established a plan to provide assistance to all persons permanently and involuntarily displaced as a
result of assistance received under the Consortium's CPD Programs. These persons will be treated fairly, consistently and
equitably so that such persons will not suffer disproportionate injuries as a result of projects designed for the public as a

whole. To this end, all persons permanently and involuntarily displaced shall receive:

A. Facts about procedures, relocation payments, moving and related expenses, replacement housing payments and the
person’s right to appeal.
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B. Referrals to decent, safe and sanitary housing.

C. Assistance in completing applications, claim forms and appeals.
D. Social advisory services concerning such areas as housing, financing, employment, health, aging, welfare and legal
concerns.

E. Payments which are made promptly in the maximum amount for which the displaced person is eligible. (For moving and
related expenses, interim living costs, replacement housing assistance.)

Residential Tenants in HUD Assisted Projects:

For the purposes of this paragraph, the term “tenant” includes any lower-income family, individual, business, non-profit
organization or farm that is a renter.

A. A residential tenant who moves will be considered displaced from his or her dwelling if:
1. The tenant has not been provided a written notice offering the tenant a decent, safe and sanitary dwelling
unit following the completion of the assisted activity at a monthly cost for rent and utilities that does not

exceed the greater of:

a. The tenant’s cost for rent and utilities at the time the Consortium entity enters into a contract with the
owner for assistance received under the CPD Programs; or

b. Ten percent (10%) of the tenant’s gross monthly income, or thirty percent (30%) of the tenant’s
adjusted monthly income.

C. If temporary relocation is required, the tenant is reimbursed for all reasonable out-of-pocket expenses
incurred in connection with the temporary relocation.
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Eligibility criteria for benefits includes:

1. Any tenant legally occupying the property at the time the Consortium entity enters into a contract with the
owner to provide assistance for the acquisition or rehabilitation; and

2. Any tenant who legally moves into the property between such event and the actual acquisition or
rehabilitation, without receiving prior written notice of his or her possible displacement as a result of the
planned acquisition or rehabilitation.

Relocation Assistance:
Any residential tenant who is determined, under Consortium standards, to be displaced as a direct result of the
rehabilitation or acquisition assisted under this part (not subject to the Uniform Relocation Act), will be provided with

relocation assistance, including at a minimum:

1. At least one suitable referral to decent, safe and sanitary housing and advisement of their rights under the
Federal Fair Housing Law.

2. If suitable, decent, safe and sanitary housing is not affordable, the Consortium entity will provide either:

a. Financial assistance to make the referral affordable to the tenant for a period of 60 months. Payments
will be made by multiplying the tenant’s “need” (the lesser of 30% of the tenant’s income, or the actual
rent and utilities at a decent, safe and sanitary replacement site, or the rent and utilities at the
suitable, safe and sanitary referral site) by 60; or

b. The provision of a certificate or voucher for rental assistance payments under the Section 8 program.

3. All claims for relocation payments must be filed with the Consortium within 18 months of the date of

displacement, unless extended by the Consortium for good cause. The guidelines for determining reasonable
moving expenses for residential tenants are as follows:
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a. The displaced person may receive payment for his or her actual moving and related expenses as the
Consortium determines to be reasonable and necessary.

b. If the relocation is a self-move, the expense cannot exceed the lower of two estimates obtained by the
Consortium, unless otherwise negotiated.

C. The displaced person may choose, as an alternative, to receive a moving expense and dislocation
allowance according to the most recent applicable schedule of allowances published by the Federal

Highway Administration (current schedule is attached).

4, To be eligible for the rental assistance payment, the tenant must move to and occupy decent, safe and
sanitary housing that meets the Consortium entity’s Housing Code or applicable housing code.

5. The Consortium shall provide each tenant at least a ninety (90) day written notice in advance of the dates the
displacee will be required to permanently move from the site.

6. No residential tenant will be relocated more than once in a twelve (12) month period.
Owner/Occupant Displacees
Payments and assistance to any owner-occupant displaced as a direct result of non-Uniform Act acquisition by an agency
with the power of eminent domain will be provided at the Consortium’s discretion, depending on the particular
circumstances of the move.
Non-Residential Tenant Displacees
Non-residential tenants will be reimbursed for the actual reasonable cost of the move as determined by the Consortium.

Relocation Policy to Mitigate Adverse Effects on Low and Moderate Income Persons

For displacement resulting from a CPD Program funded activity where the Uniform Relocation Act does not apply and Section
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104(d) displacement has not occurred, the Consortium will provide the following assistance to low and moderate income

persons.
A Relocation Assistance

1. Referrals will be made to suitable decent, safe and sanitary housing within the displacee’s ability to pay when
such units are available or if eligible, priority certification to eligible tenants for public housing under the
various subsidy programs administered by the Housing Authorities within the Consortium.

2. The Consortium shall provide a fixed move payment consisting of a moving expense allowance and a
dislocation allowance which shall be determined in accordance with the applicable moving allowance
schedule approved by the Federal Highway Administration (current schedule is attached).

B. Social Services

The Consortium will provide social service counseling and/or referrals to appropriate agencies for counseling to any
family or individual with regard to housing, finances, health, welfare or other assistance to minimize any hardships.

Acquisition (non-Uniform Relocation Act), substantial rehabilitation, CPD Program assisted code enforcement and demolition are the
primary activities which could result in displacement of low and moderate income households.

Low and moderate income households displaced as a result of acquisition (non-Uniform Relocation Act), substantial rehabilitation
and demolition funded with non-CPD Program funds, but where the acquisition (non-Uniform Relocation Act), substantial
rehabilitation or demolition is a prerequisite for an activity to be carried out with CPD Program funds, are eligible for the assistance
described above.

Low and moderate income households displaced as a result of CPD Program funded acquisition, code enforcement or demolition are
eligible for the assistance described above.

Persons displaced as a result of acquisition (non-Uniform Relocation Act) or substantial rehabilitation by a private developer who is
using CPD Program funds to acquire or substantially rehabilitate a property, are eligible under Section Il described earlier.
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Mitigation Statement

The Community Development Block Grant Program, HOME Investment Partnerships Act and any other grant program that is
included in the Consolidated Plan submission (programs together referred to as the CPD Programs) administered by the Boulder
County/Broomfield HOME Consortium and member communities, may include projects that cause displacement of persons from
their homes or businesses. The Consortium will, however, make every effort to minimize the displacement and to mitigate the
adverse effects of any such displacement on the affected persons, especially those of low and moderate income.

When reviewing prospective projects, staff looks very carefully at acquisition of property to determine the effect of the project on
residents, neighborhoods, businesses, etc. Those projects that demonstrate unnecessary displacement will not be funded.

Alternatives to displacement of persons by a project are discussed and considered before final approval is made by the governing
bodies of the Consortium members.

If displacement will occur to any persons as a direct result of the CPD Programs, those persons will receive assistance, just
compensation and replacement of housing as stipulated by the Uniform Relocation Act. Those persons not subject to the Uniform
Relocation Act, but nevertheless displaced by CPD Program funds will receive benefits as established in the Consortium’s Community
Planning and Development Displacement Plan.

Notification to prospective displacees will be given in accordance with Federal guidelines (Uniform Act) and the Consortium’s
Displacement Plan. The general public will be informed through media announcements, government meetings, and public hearings.

Any records, statements, or files concerning displacement are considered public record and may be reviewed with reasonable
notification to the Boulder Housing and Human Services Department as the Lead Entity for the Consortium.
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BOULDER COUNTY/BROOMFIELD COUNTY REGIONAL CONSORTIUM’S
COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

PROCEDURES FOR MONITORING COMPLIANCE WITH HOME AND CEBG REGULATIONS

The Consortium will ensure long-term compliance with program and planning requirements through on-going monitoring to ensure

production and accountability, maintain compliance with federal requirements, and evaluate organizational and project
performance.

Each activity will be reviewed to ensure compliance as it pertains to:

e Grant Requirements — including recordkeeping, allocation requirements, financial and
compliance audits, and timeliness of project completion; and

Federal Requirements — including property acquisition, relocation, lead-based paint hazard reduction, labor standards,
historic preservation, Fair Housing/EEO, and Section 3; and

e Program Requirements — including adherence to program guidelines, documentation to
support applicant eligibility, and data maintenance for reporting.

The information gained from these reviews will enable the Consortium to assess community need for the services, the quality of the
service deliverance, and the diligence of the grantee, all of which will be used to plan future projects.
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