


















































































































































EDINA CASE STUDY

As in the other case studies, the case study on Edina addresses the
five basic issues requested by the Minneapolis Legal Aid Society.
These relate to the availability of land, characteristics of the housing

stock, the supply of low income housing, land use and zoning barriers

to low income housing, and efforts made by the city to support low
and moderate income housing. Briefly summarizing this information,
the author concludes in the case study report that Edina’s supply of
low and moderate income housing is fairly limited. This basic conclu-
sion was based upon the following factors.

HOUSING SUPPLY

In 1990, Edina had 20,983 housing units, and the distribution of the
housing types in the city is, in many respects, similar to that found in
the metropolitan region as a whole (i.e., 58 percent of housing units
were single-family detached compared to 61 percent in the region as
a whole; 4.5 percent of housing units were single-family attached,

while 8.3 percent of housing in the region was single-family aitached.)

One significant difference between the housing stock in Edina
and that of the metropolitan region is that roughly 34 percent of
housing in Edina was in complexes with five or more units while only
about 25 percent of housing in the region was in these larger com-
plexes. The author notes that this disparity is largely due to Edina’s
efforts to develop higher density renter-occupied and, in particular,
owner-occupied housing in southeast Edina.

SUPPLY OF LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING

Renter-Occupied Units

The author of the case study notes that there are two elements
dictating the supply of low and moderate income rental housing in
Edina. One is the availability of such housing, measured in terms of

‘turnover and vacancy rates, while the other is the affordability of such
units measured in terms of rental rates.

« Availability. Based upon an analysis of vacancy and turn-
over rates for multi-family housing in Edina, the author
concludes that there is high demand for rental housing in the
city which may, in turn, hamper the ability of prospective
tenants to find adequate and affordable rental housing. In
1992, the multi-family housing turnover rate in Edina was 9.8
percent, while the metropolitan rate was 18.2 percent. The
vacancy rate for multi-family housing in Edina in 1992 was a
low 3.1 percent, and there were no units vacant for six
months or longer. )

« Affordability. In 1990 the median rent for housing in Edina
was $654 compared to a median rent in Hennepin County of
$452 and a median rent for the fully developed area (less the
two central cities) of $488. The impact of the higher median
rents in Edina is apparent in the percentage of units that were
available for less than $500. In 1990, 20 percent of rental
units in Edina rented for less than $500 compared to 61
percent of rental units in Hennepin County.

The rental rate differentials become more acute when
comparing the rents for three-bedroom units, which are often
the type of units demanded by families. In 1990, nearly 65
percent of three-bedroom units rented for $750 or more, while
only 41 percent of such units rented for more than $750 in
Hennepin County and the region as a whole.

Based upon the relative lack of availability and the higher rental

rate in Edina, the author concludes that the market-rate rental oppor-
tunities for low and moderate income households are fairly limited.

o Federally subsidized rental housing. Edina has 558
federally subsidized rental units in the city, composing
approximately 2.7 percent of housing within the city. The
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metropolitan region as a whole has approximately 4.9 percent
of rental housing that is federally subsidized.

547 of the federally subsidized rental units in Edina are
project-based units financed through the Section 8, 202, or
236 programs. Of these units, the vast majority (72 percent)
are subsidized senior units.

There are eleven households in the city using Section 8
vouchers or certificates. The author notes that five of the
eleven households have “ported in” from other jurisdictions.

Minnesota Housing Finance Agency assistance. The
author notes that Edina is eligible for a small number of
MHFA rent-assisted units through a special stabilization
program focused mainly on St. Louis Park. However, it is
unclear whether any such units are located in Edina.

Tax increment financing/housing revenue bonds. Edina
has assisted in the financing of three multi-family develop-
ments through the use of tax increment financing and housing
revenue bonds. These subsidies require that 20 percent of
the 424 units in these developments be reserved at the
regional fair market rate of $535 for a one-bedroom, $630 for
a two-bedroom, and $788 for a three-bedroom unit.

The following is a brief description of the projects:

— Edina Park Plaza. Edina Park is a senior develop-
ment providing 202 rental units with approximately 30
units renting from $1,105 to $1,170. The remaining
units generally rent up to $1,600, with two units renting
for $2,200.

— Vernon Terrace. Vernon Terrace is a senior develop-
ment providing 150 units, with one-bedroom units
renting for $775.

— Walker Elder Suites. This development provides
seventy-two studio and one-bedroom units for the frail
elderly. Rental rates range from $1,810 to $2,285.

Each of the complexes provide specialized services, the
costs of which are incorporated in the rental rate, to meet the
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needs of the elderly. However, the author points out that the
rents at all three of the developments far exceed the fair
market rental rates that are required under the provisions of
the housing revenue bonds. Further, the author’s conversa-
tions with the property managers of the developments
indicated that two of the three managers were not aware of
the set-aside requirements.

BARRIERS CREATED BY ZONING
AND LAND USE PRACTICES

Minimum lot area for single-family housing. The minimum
lot area for single-family housing in Edina is 9,000 sq. ft., pro-
vided certain requirements are fulfilled. Specifically, the lot
may be as small as 9,000 sq. ft. only if the median lot size of
residential properties in the surrounding neighborhood is
9,000 sq. ft. or less. Neighborhood is defined as plats or
subdivisions in whole or in part that are 500 feet from the
subject property. Thus if residential lots surrounding the area
are larger than 9,000 sq. ft., the minimum lot area require-
ment becomes the median of the neighborhood.

Minimum lot areas for multi-family development. Edina
has ten zoning districts that regulate the development of
multi-family developments. These districts each provide a
base lot area requirement, but then provide a wide array of
density bonuses by incorporating certain amenities or other
site characteristics into the development. The maximum
density possible if all the density provisions were incorporated
into a development would be fifteen to thirty dwelling units per
acre. (See tables 1, 3 and 4 in the original case study for
more detailed information.)

Notable factors that the city uses to adjust the density of
multi-family developments include an allowance that permits
a 600 sq. ft. reduction in per unit lot area for providing low and
moderate income housing, a 500 sq. ft. reduction for provid-
ing underground parking, as well as a 500 sq. ft. increase in
the lot area for each unit that has three bedrooms.




Minimum floor areas. Edina employs minimum lot area
requirements in multi-family developments even though the
inclusion of such requirements can reduce the flexibility a
developer may have in providing lower cost units. !4

» Garage requirements. Edina maintains a mandatory two-car
garage requirement for single-family homes, but has elimi-
nated the city’s requirement that multi-family developments
provide enclosed parking. As noted above, a developer may
receive a density bonus if the development has enclosed
parking.

« Usable area. Street setback areas, driveways, parking lots,
and garages may not be calculated in determining the usable
area of a proposed development. The author concludes that
the exclusion of these areas fimits flexibility of site designs
and reduces the overall density of a development.

e Administrative barriers. Proposed developments that must
be designated “planned residential development” or “mixed
development” districts require two rounds of Planning Com-
mission and City Council review, while only one round of
review is required to re-zone land to the city’s R-1 or R-2
districts. The author notes that one potential impact of the
added review procedures is time delays, and the opportunity
costs associated with such delays.

USE OF AVAILABLE RESOURCES TO ENCOURAGE
AFFORDABLE HOUSING

In 1979, the Metropolitan Council determined that Edina’s fair share
housing goal was to provide by 1990 between 720 and 1,800 new
subsidized housing units for low and moderate income households.
Edina’s 1980 comprehensive plan set a goal of providing 720 new
subsidized units by 1990. However, the housing policy plan of the
comprehensive plan only developed goals for providing 545 new
subsidized units. Of these 545 units, 300 units were to be for seniors,
while the remaining 245 units were for families. ‘

The author’s analysis of new subsidized housing developed in
the city since 1980 indicates that Edina has not met its goal of provid-
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ing 545 new subsidized units. The development of the South Haven
and Summit Point complexes created 129 new subsidized units for
seniors, meeting 43 percent of the goal established in 1980. The Oak
Glen complex created twenty-four new assisted units for families,
meeting 10 percent of Edina’s 1980 goal.

According to the 1980 Edina comprehensive plan, the city was to
attempt to meet subsidized housing goals through the following
actions: “Review subdivision and zoning ordinances for requirements
that may unnecessarily increase the cost of housing.”

The author concludes that the city’s actions related to this
objective were to develop an array of density bonuses that reward
developers for incorporating certain features in multi-family develop-
ments. One factor was the density bonus for providing low and
moderate income housing opportunities. Another was the bonus for
underground parking, which replaced the requirement that all multi-
family developments provide enclosed parking. While acknowledging
that some of the incentives have the potential to reduce housing
costs, the author also notes that many of the density bonus factors
may also raise the cost of housing: “Consider the creation of tax
increment financing districts as a means to acquire and make lands
available for assisted housing.”

Edina has eight tax increment financing (TIF) districts. As noted
earlier, the city has employed TIF with the intention of providing
affordable housing opportunities. Specifically, Edina has used TIF to
facilitate the development of housing (such as the Centennial Lakes
and Edinborough developments) in the area surrounding Southdale in
southeast Edina. The redevelopment plan for this area was developed
in 1977 and was incorporated into the housing element of the city’s
1980 comprehensive plan as a response to the Metropolitan Council’s
housing allocation plan. The redevelopment plan, as initially con-
ceived, was to provide 250 assisted family units, 100 assisted elderly
units, and 320 market rate elderly units. Actual development provided
90 subsidized family units and 100 subsidized elderly units. However,
given the rental rates for the city’s three subsidized housing com-
plexes using TIF and housing revenue bonds, it is questionable to
what degree the use of TIF has effectively promoted affordable
housing opportunities. For example, one-bedroom units at Vernon
Terrace are actually renting for $775 per month.




Between 1975 and 1992, Edina received a total of $3.3 million in through the CDBG program to assisted housing, while allocating 25.2

CDBG funds. Over this period, the city’s largest spending categories percent of CDBG funds for housing rehabilitation. For Hennepin
were for the development of assisted-housing units and for housing County as a whole, 11 percent was allocated to assisted housing,
rehabilitation. The city has devoted 25.3 percent of the funds allocated while 30 percent of CDBG funds was spent on housing rehabilitation.

SRS e
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LAKEVILLE CASE STUDY

The general conclusion found in the Lakeville case study is that the
current pattern of city policies does not work to accommodate the
housing needs of low and moderate income residents. Briefly, the
-author bases this conclusion upon the following:

e The city is presently dominated by single-family development
and, based upon the city’s future development plans, this
trend will continue.

» The city’s growth management plan recommends zoning
changes (such as increasing lot sizes) that will generally
make housing more costly. These changes work in concert
with the city’s objective to encourage more housing that can
“pay its own way” % i.e., generate sufficient revenue to cover
the costs of providing public services.

* The city has a limited supply of developable land that is
zoned and available for high density multi-family develop-
ment. This is due, in part, to the city down-zoning a number of
sites since the late 1980s.

* The city has failed to fulfill its objectives outlined in its 1980
comprehensive plan for providing a balance of housing types
within the city.

* A recent survey of Lakeville residents identified a fourth of
respondents with having a negative attitude towards future
multi-family development in the city.

The following provides some of the evidence the author uses to
draw his conclusions, using as a framework the five questions that the
Minneapolis Legal Aid Society posed for the study.

LAND AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT

The land area of the city presently platted is dominated by single-
family residence zoning. Although platted land does not reflect all
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developable land within the city, the conclusion is that current and
future land use will be predominantly single-family.1®

The city identifies 107 acres of R-7 land as available for devel-
opment within the city’s M.U.S.A. and a total of 173 acres for future
multiple-family units. But a recent expansion of the M.U.S.A. now
includes this acreage for future mobile home development.

Lakeville presently has thirty undeveloped acres zoned for use
as a mobile home park. This area was previously located outside the
MUSA line.1”

No data are cited as to how many total acres are available for
development within the city. |

BARRIERS TO LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING

The fact that there is little developable land for multi-family housing
while a large proportion of the city is zoned single-family, is reiterated
as a potential barrier to affordable housing. In addition, the author
cites the following local policies and regulations as batrriers to afford-
able housing:

* Impact of growth management strategy. The policies
recommended in the city’s 1993 strategic growth manage-
ment plan reduce the possibility of affordable single-family
housing. The plan encourages reducing densities by increas-
ing lot sizes. This is recommended in order to reduce demand
on sewer facilities, protect the environment, and increase the
amount of housing that “pays it own way.”18

* Impact of zoning amendments. The city has undertaken a
number of residential down-zonings since the late 1980s that
have hindered the potential for low and moderate income
housing. There have been seven down-zonings from R-7
since 1987, while only one up-zoning to R-7 during this
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period. There has also been one up-zoning to R-6 during this
period.1®

Minimum floor area requirements. Although the Metropoli-
tan Council’s advisory standards for local land use regulations
recommend that cities do not have minimum floor area
requirements for multi-family housing, Lakeville employs
minimum floor area requirements for multi-family housing.

Park dedication. The case study infers that the city’s park
dedication disproportionately impacts muiti-family housing.
The dedication is based upon the development's density. For

‘a density of 2.5 dwelling units per acre, the fee is 10 percent

of the market value of the land. When a development’s
density is 10+ dwelling units per acre, the dedication is 17 to
20 percent of market value of the land.2° |n lieu of land,
Lakeville collects a park dedication fee of $650 per unit
regardless of the development’s density.

Trail dedication fee. The case study also notes that the
city’s trail dedication fee dispropottionately impacts multi-
family housing. Each dwelling unit is charged a $150 trail fee
regardless of the development's density.

Conditional use permit for multi-family developments.
While a conditional use permit is not required for multi-family
developments within a high density zoning district, construc-
tion of multi-family housing or townhomes for the elderly does
require a conditional use permit.2!.

Attitude of policy makers and community. A comment
noted in the case study is that the community has a negative
attitude in terms of encouraging additional multi-family
development in the city. As evidence, the case study cites a
survey of Lakeville residents where 24 percent of residents
were opposed to future multi-family development and 12
percent were opposed to low-income housing.22 The city
administrator is quoted as saying that the City Council has
taken notice of the survey results. The report also quotes a
developer as saying that Lakeville does not want to be
another Burnsville with its large apartment complexes.
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SUPPLY OF LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING

Lakeville’s significant stock of mobile homes is the city’s primary
source of low and moderate income housing. In 1990 there were 979
mobile homes representing approximately 12 percent of the city’s
housing stock. In the metropolitan area as a whole, only 1.78 percent
of the region’s housing stock are mobile homes.

According to the Dakota County Housing and Redevelopment
Authority, there are 166 assisted-housing units within the City of
Lakeville. Of these units, 111 are federally subsidized rental units for
families (69 units) or seniors (42 units). Section 8 vouchers or certifi-
cates, which represent 40 percent of Lakeville's federally subsidized
rental units, are the most common type of funding for rental assis-
tance within the city.

Lakeville has three muiti-family complexes that provide assisted
housing through housing revenue bonds or other alternatives to direct
federal subsidies. These developments are:

* Lakevillage. Lakevillage is a seventy-unit multi-family
complex developed by the Lakeville Development Company.
The Dakota County Housing and Redevelopment Authority
(HRA) issued multi-family housing revenue bonds for the
project and further assisted in the financing of the project
through the Interest Reduction Program—which reduces the
effective interest rate on a bond loan.

Public assistance for the project requires that 20 percent
of the complex’s units be rented to families earning no more
than 50 percent the median family income or to reserve 40
percent of the units for families not exceeding 60 percent
median family income. An additional 55 percent of the units
must be reserved for moderate income families as deter-
mined by the Dakota County HRA.

* Southfork Apartments. Southfork Apartments is a 272-unit
multi-family complex for low to moderate income families built
in two phases. Combined, the complex provides 68 one-
bedroom units, 136 two-bedroom units, and 68 three-bed-
room units. Twenty percent of the 272 units are reserved for
families at or below 80 percent the median family income.



Both phases were financed by the City of Lakeville issuing
multi-family housing revenue bonds. The Dakota County HRA
assisted in the second phase of the project by reducing the
effective bond rate through the Interest Reduction Program.

¢ Windsor Plaza. Windsor Plaza is a muitiple dwelling unit
development providing forty units for low and moderate
income seniors. Residents pay 30 percent of their monthly
income towards rent, but not less than $255 for a one-
bedroom and $355 for a two-bedroom unit. The project is
owned and operated by the Dakota County HRA and was
initially financed through the issuance of housing revenue
bonds. In 1993 the Dakota County HRA issued additional
bonds to construct a second phase of senior housing adjoin-
ing Winsor that will provide an additional twenty-four units.

In addition to these existing assisted housing units, Lakeville has
recently approved a 52-unit multiple family housing development that
will provide assisted housing for low income households. The project,
Lakeville Courts, is to be funded through the use of low income tax
credits and tax increment financing from the Dakota County HRA.

USE OF AVAILABLE RESOURCES TO
ENCOURAGE LOW INCOME HOUSING

The 1980 Lakeville comprehensive plan outlined several policies
intended to encourage low and moderate income housing in Lakeville.
In several respects, the author believes that the city has failed to
adequately pursue these policies outlined in the comprehensive plan.
For example:

o Lakeville should “maintain a balance in the types and quanti-
ties of housing units available throughout the city.”?3

The author concludes that the present character of the
housing stock in Lakeville, combined with implementation of
the city’'s growth management strategy, reflect the city’s
failure to provide a balanced housing stock. At the present
time the housing stock in Lakeville is biased towards single-
family detached units. In 1990, while 72.6 percent of housing

in Lakeville was single family-detached, only 58.6 percent of
housing in the metropolitan area was single-family detached.

Land use and zoning regulation amendments related to
Lakeville's growth management strategy during the 1980s
and 1990s will reorient the housing market toward higher
value single-family development. Examples include the
increases in minimum lot sizes for single-family homes and
the re-zoning of land to lower density zoning districts.

Lakeville should insure “that sufficient housing is provided to
meet the needs of all segments of the population.”?*

Due to the city’s preference for single-family housing
development, the author concludes that the city is not working
to meet the housing needs of all segments of the population.
Despite this conclusion, the author does recognize that the
city has cooperated with the Dakota County HRA to provide
alternatives to single-family housing through the provision of
low and moderate income multi-family housing.

“Quantitative goals for the provision of low to moderate
income housing shall be established and re-evaluated on an
annual basis.”?>

In 1980, the Metropolitan Council determined that
Lakeville should work to provide 360 to 900 new low and
moderate income housing units between 1980 and 1990 in
order to meet the city’s fair share of the region’s affordable
housing. Due to the ambiguity in determining what constitutes
affordable housing, the author does not review whether the
city has met the quantitative goals that were established by
the Metropolitan Council. However, the author does note that
the city presently does not have a quantified target for low
and moderate income housing.?®

Lakeville should “provide sufficient housing options to meet
the needs of all segments of the population including the
elderly, and those of low to moderate income.”

The author believes Lakeville has made an effort to
provide senior housing in the community. As noted eatlier,
Dakota County HRA developed a forty-unit subsidized senior




housing complex in Lakeville and has issued bonds to expand
the facility.

The city has committed resources to the senior housing
project through its contribution of more than $343,000 in
CDBG funds for site preparation. This represents approxi-
mately 45 percent of the city’s entire CDBG funding allocation
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since 1984.27 (The remainder of the city’s CDBG funds have
been used for public improvements to multi-family housing
developments ($37,118), housing rehabilitation ($60,000), a
senior citizens’ center ($260,000), commercial rehabilitation
fund ($59,000), and a battered women'’s shelter ($10,000).




MAPLE GROVE CASE STUDY

The general conclusion found in the Maple Grove case study is that
the current pattern of municipal activities works to exclude low and
moderate income residents from living within the community. In fact,
of all the case studies, this author appears to take the strongest stand
in terms of the city’s inhospitability to low and moderate income
housing. While the author concedes and provides some evidence that
Maple Grove has in the past worked to accommodate low and moder-
ate income housing, the author’s conclusions are primarily based
upon the notion that the activities of the city since the late 1980s have
had the impact of discouraging further low and moderate income
housing within the community.

AVAILABLE LAND FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

There exists 8,000 acres of undeveloped land in Maple Grove. The
majority of this land is located outside the Metropolitan Urban Service
Area (MUSA).

Under the city’s 1986 comprehensive plan amendments, the city
re-zoned all vacant and developable residential land (excluding plan-
ned unit developments) within the MUSA to single-family housing.?®

HOUSING MARKET

The city has 12,968 housing units with 9,373 (72 percent) single-
family detached units. The city has six manufactured homes.

Due to the zoning changes under the 1986 amendments, the
vast majority of building permits are for single-family homes. In 1987,
all building permits were for single-family homes. Between 1989 and
1992, the percentage of building permits in Maple Grove that were for
single-family homes ranged from 80 to 93 percent.

The average estimated value of a home is $95,565. However,
new homes constructed in the city in 1992 and 1993 had an average
valuation between $125,000 and $130,000.

Maple Grove's comprehensive plan proposes a future housing
mix of 80 percent single-family detached and 20 percent attached
housing. The Metropolitan Council recommends a 60/40 distribution.

AVAILABILITY OF LOW AND MODERATE
INCOME HOUSING

Market Rate Rental Opportunities

The author argues that the majority of rental units in the city are not
affordable to low income households. Median contract rent for Maple
Grove's 1,258 rental units is $637, while the region’s median is $447.
Of these units, 96.5 percent of rents in the city are affordable to those
at 80 percent metropolitan median family income. Thirty-five percent
of rental units in the city are affordable to those at 50 percent median
income. Only 5 percent of rental units in the city are affordable to
those at 30 percent median income.?®

Subsidized Rental Units

Approximately 116 rental units in Maple Grove are subsidized through
either city-sponsored housing revenue bonds or federal housing
subsidies. The city has one federally subsidized multi-family develop-
ment, Hickory Ridge, that provides 32 two- and three-bedroom units
for families. In addition, there were twenty-two households in Maple
Grove in 1992 that received rental assistance through the use of
Section 8 certificates.

The City of Maple Grove issued housing revenue bonds, under
Minnesota Statutes 462C, in both 1984 and 1985 to assist in the
financing of the Abitare and Eagle Ridge multi-family developments.
Twenty percent of the units within these complexes are reserved for
households earning 80 percent or less of the metropolitan median
family income. The two complexes combined provide 312 total rental
units, with a minimum of 62 units reserved for low and moderate
income households.
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Moderate Cost Home Ownership Opportunities

The author also finds that home ownership is limited for low and
moderate income households in Maple Grove. The average value for
owner-occupied housing is $109,579. According to the 1990 Census,
45 percent of owner-occupied housing was valued at greater than
$100,000.

BARRIERS TO LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING

The author cites a number of zoning, building, and design standards
that significantly raise the cost of housing within the city. These
requirements include the following:

*  Minimum lot size. Minimum lot sizes for single-family
housing zoning districts are 20,000 sq. ft. and 10,000 sq. ft.
However, the city requires that all preliminary plats have an
average lot size of 11,000 sq. ft. Thus, it appears that a mix of
larger lots must be incorporated into any plat with the more
affordable 10,000 sq. ft. lots.

°  Minimum floor area. Although the Metropolitan Council’s
advisory zoning standards discourage the use of floor area
requirements, Maple Grove has a 960 sq. ft. floor area
requirement for single-family homes. Maple Grove has one of
the highest floor area requirements for multi-family housing in
the metropolitan area. A two-bedroom multi-family unit in
Maple Grove is required to have a floor area of 950 sq. t.30

* Garage requirements. Although the Metropolitan Council’s
advisory zoning standards discourage municipalities from
requiring garages, Maple Grove requires that each single-
family home have a two-car garage. For multi-family develop-
ments, one of the two required parking spaces must be
enclosed and located either under or within the multiple
dwelling building.

* Design and performance standards for multi-family
developments. Design and performance standards that raise
the cost of multi-family developments include:

— Each development must have at least one indoor room for
social or exercise purposes. The size of the community

room is required to be either 750 sq. ft. or equal to 25 sq.
ft. per dwelling unit in the building, whichever is greater.

— Each multi-family unit shall have at least 500 sq. ft. of
usable open space available for recreation.

— All off-street parking areas of six spaces or more must be
screened and have landscaped parking islands.

— Al non-impervious surfaces must be landscaped. The
minimum number of trees shall be equal to the perimeter
of the lot divided by forty. An irrigation system must also
be installed and maintained.

~ The Maple Grove comprehensive plan recommends that
apartment concentrations be limited to no more than
twenty contiguous acres.

The barriers noted by the author in the case study were, in some
cases, also identified by the Metropolitan Council during the agency’s
reviews of Maple Grove’s comprehensive plan amendments. Although
the Metropolitan Council approved Maple Grove’s amendments during
the late 1980s, documents prepared by the agency’s staff implied that
the city was creating barriers to affordable housing. For example, a
letter dated September 23, 1988 from the Metropolitan Council to the
City of Maple Grove regarding a proposed comprehensive plan
amendment stated the following:

“While the city has made considerable progress in providing
affordable housing in a range of costs and types, the city’s
intent for the future is to build primarily high-cost housing. In
its comments on the plan, the Council expressed concern
that the city not emphasize higher-priced single-family
housing at the expense of more affordable housing. Maple
Grove has among the highest apartment rents in the metro-
politan area, and among the highest minimumrequired
apartment unit sizes. It is appropriate to reiterate the
Council’s comments on the 1987 plan update: Maple Grove
is encouraged to periodically evaluate its policy of encout-
aging primarily large-lot, single-family housing to ensure
that housing continues to be available and affordable for
people of varying incomes.”
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USE OF AVAILABLE RESOURCES TO
ENCOURAGE AFFORDABLE HOUSING

The 1980 housing element of the Maple Grove comprehensive plan
states that the city is expected by the Metropolitan Council to provide
750 to 1,850 units for low and moderate income households, or
approximately 75 to 185 units per year. The author identifies the city’s
issuance of housing revenue bonds in 1984 and 1985 for the develop-
ment of the Abitare and Eagle Ridge multi-family complexes as the
primary action the city has undertaken to meet the low and moderate
income goals established by the Metropolitan Council. As was noted
earlier, these developments provide 312 rental units, with 20 percent
guaranteed for households at or below 80 percent of the metropolitan
median family income.

Between 1975 and 1992, Maple Grove received $1.456 million in
CDBG funds. During this period, the city did not use any of the CDGB
funds for the development of assisted housing. Maple Grove’s major
spending categories for CDBG funds during this period were for public
facilities (32.3 percent) and neighborhood revitalization (26.7 percent).3!

Although Maple Grove has not met its target for low and moder-
ate income housing, the author concludes that the city’s position on
low and moderate income housing is that the city has already done its
share in providing affordable housing and, therefore, need not do
more. The following evidence is cited from Maple Grove’s 1987
comprehensive plan:

“Changing demographic characteristics and the loss of flat
sandy land place Maple Grove in a position where efforts to
develop large areas of low and moderate priced housing
would be futile. The market for this housing has shrunk and
other cities can provide it at less cost.” 32

As additional evidence, the author cites a February 6, 1986 Met-
ropolitan Council document regarding the housing element of Maple
Grove’s comprehensive plan. Joanne Barron, the author of the
document, stated that:

“Although one of the stated goals (of the p]an) is to provide

housing for all income groups, nothing in the plan would
seem to encourage construction of moderate cost housing.”
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MINNETONKA CASE STUDY

The City of Minnetonka is quickly becoming a fully developed city.
Recent data from the Minnetonka Planning Department indicate that
approximately 110 acres are available for new housing development.
Approximately seventy acres of the land are available for multi-family
housing. Many other vacant parcels of land located in the city are
unavailable for development due to environmental constraints.

The author of the case study notes that the increasing shortage
of land for residential development has resulted in slower population
growth in the city between 1980 and 1990. In addition, the number of
residential building permits issued by the city has declined after a high
level of building activity in the mid-1980s. Since 1990 the number of
residential building permits issued has remained fairly constant, with
about 140 to 200 residential building permits per year.

The author of the case study concludes that little affordable
renter- or owner-occupied housing exists in the City of Minnetonka.
Factors that the author points to as inhibiting a greater amount of
affordable housing include strong demand for higher priced units, little
subsidized housing within the city, high land costs, restrictive local
environmental and land use regulations, and ambiguously defined
municipal objectives related to encouraging additional affordable
housing within Minnetonka. The author supports these conclusions
with the following information.

HOUSING SUPPLY

Less than 25 percent of housing units in Minnetonka are renter-
occupied units. This proportion is low in contrast to the metro-wide
proportion of just under one-third and the Hennepin County proportion
of just over one-third of housing units being renter-occupied.

Rental rates in Minnetonka are far above the metro area median
and the median for the developing area. Region-wide median rent is
$447, developing area’s median rent is $518, Minnetonka’s median
rentis $631. Due to the high rental rates, renter-occupied households
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in Minnetonka tend to be affluent. 1990 Census data show that 50
percent of renters had an income greater than $35,000, while 25
percent of renter households had incomes exceeding $50,000.

The city has an uneven distribution of rental units within the city
as well as marked differences in rental rates within different parts of
the city. The section of the city that has the least expensive rental
housing is located along the city’s eastern border with the City of
Hopkins.

Vacancy rates for rental housing in Minnetonka are low com-
pared to the metro area and the developing area—providing some
indication that there is strong demand for rental housing within the
city. While Minnetonka's vacancy rate for rental units was about 4.3
percentin 1991-92, the region’s vacancy rate was 8.2 percent and the
developing area’s rate was 9.8 percent during this period (Rental
Housing in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area, Metropolitan Council,

p. 12).

SUPPLY OF LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING

Of those renter households earning less than $20,000 annually, 76
percent pay more than 30 percent of income for housing according to
the 1990 Census.

Federally Funded Housing

Minnetonka has 370 project-based, federally-funded subsidized units
through the Section 8 and 236 programs. Data from the Metropolitan
Council Housing and Redevelopment Authority (HRA) indicate 197
units (or 53 percent) of federally subsidized housing in the city are
devoted to senior housing. The units are located in five projects:
Archer Heights, Cedar Hills Townhomes, Elmbrook Townhomes,
Hunter's Ridge, and Glen Lake Landing. Waiting periods for units
ranged from six months for a one-bedroom unit to three to five years
for a three-bedroom unit.




Data from the Metropolitan Council Housing and Redevelopment
Authority (HRA) indicate ten housing units in Minnetonka are sub-
sidized through federal Section 8 certificates or vouchers.

Federally subsidized housing, which includes project-based

rental housing as well as certificates and vouchers, represented about

1.4 percent of all housing units in Minnetonka in 1992. This compares
to the region as a whole where approximately 4.7 percent of housing
units are federally subsidized.

Housing Revenue Bond Projects

The author notes four housing revenue projects containing 1,304
rental units that should supply 260 low and moderate income rental
units. However, conversations with apartment managers found that
three of the four housing complexes stated that they either no longer
participated in the rental unit set-asides or simply were not aware of
the need to set aside 20 percent of the complexes’ units for low and
moderate income households.

Modest Cost Home Ownership

Fewer than 25 percent of owner-occupied housing in Minnetonka was
at or below the metro median home price of $89,564.

BARRIERS CREATED BY ZONING
AND LAND USE RESTRICTIONS

The author of the case study examined the lot size and dimensional
requirements for each of the city’s residential zoning districts. These
include regulations related to maximum building height, minimum lot
area, setback requirements, and minimum lot width and depth require-
ments. (See Tables 1 and 2 as well as pages 18 through 23 of the
case study for these numerical standards.)

Conclusions drawn by the author based upon analysis of these
dimensional requirements include the following:

* The city’s minimum lot size for single-family homes in the R-1
district is 22,000 sq. ft. This is the largest minimum lot size
within a sewered area among the case study communities.
However, in areas that serve as a transition between low
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density and more intensive uses, the city does allow a parcel
of no more than 40,000 sq. ft. to be subdivided into lots with a
minimum area of 15,000 sq. ft. Information on the number of
potential land parcels where 15,000 sq. ft. lots could be
platted was not available.

The city’s R-2 district allows a maximum density of four units
per acre. However, the author points out that minimum lot
size requirements (15,000 sq. ft. for single-family homes and
12,500 per unit for two-family dwellings) appear to make the
four-unit-per-acre density limit infeasible. The minimum ot
area requirements for single-family homes permit a density of
2.9 housing units per acre, while the multi-family minimum lot
area requirements permit a density of only 3.9 housing units
per acre.

The city's R-3 district allows up to twelve units per acre.
However, the city requires that there be no more than four
units per structure. The author finds this restriction on the
number of units allowed per structure to be quite restrictive
since it limits building configurations that may use land more
efficiently.

The city's R-4 district allows densities of four to twelve units
per acre. Although there is no restriction on the number of
units per structure, the author notes other standards that limit
the possible layout of a given development and, thus, result in
additional land consumption and greater development costs.
These standards include a floor area ratio (FAR) of .5 com-
bined with large minimum side and rear setback require-
ments. These setback requirements are 1.5 times the height
of the building up to 100 feet, but in no case less than: 1) 50
feet from low density residential, 2) 40 feet from medium or
high density, 3) 30 feet from industrial uses, or 4) 20 feet from
open space uses.

The city’s requirements for the R-5 district allow for densities
greater than 12 units per acre. Otherwise, the standards for
the R-5 district are the same as for the R-4 district, except
that the maximum FAR is increased from .5 to 1.0.
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In addition to bulk and density zoning requirements, the city has
a number of other zoning, building and/or performance standards that
include:

¢ Outdoor recreation area. In R-4 and R-5 districts, develop-
ments must designate a minimum of 10 percent of the gross
project area to active and passive recreational areas (300.13
Subd. 5(h) and 300.14 Subd. 5(h) of the zoning ordinance).

* Road access. R-4 and R-5 developments must be on sites
with access to an arterial or collector roadway.

* Parking. Two parking spaces are required for each multi-
family unit. One of the spaces must be enclosed. In addition,
parking areas must have concrete curbs.

» Architectural standards. The author notes that there is “a
ban on certain materials which one may presume have been
deemed unsightly, but which also assume are inexpensive
construction materials” (300.27).

* Landscaping. For projects under $1 million in value, land-
scaping must account for a minimum of 2 percent of total
value. The percentage decreases as the value of the project
increases so that a project valued at $4 million need only
dedicate 1 percent of the total project value towards land-
scaping (300.27).

* Screening and buffering. Any off-street parking lot with
more than six spaces must be buffered from streets within 50
feet and from all residential lots. All developments built at a
density of four units or greater must be buffered from lower
density uses (300.27).

* Re-zoning. Since almost all vacant land in the city is zoned
R-1, any multi-family development requires a re-zoning.

USE OF RESOURCES TO ENCOURAGE
LOW/MODERATE INCOME HOUSING

In 1981, the Minnetonka comprehensive plan stated that the Metro-
politan Council set a ten-year low and moderate income housing goal
of 560 to 1,400 units. The author of the case study notes that the
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comprehensive plan rejected the upper end of the range as unrealistic
given projected growth in the city during the 1980s. In addition, the
city could not guarantee a full commitment to providing government
subsidized housing in the absence of continued federal funding levels.

Despite the city’s disclaimers, the 1981 Minnetonka comprehen-
sive plan outlined several housing policies it intended to use to guide
development and encourage more affordable housing in the city. The
author’s primary criticism of the city’s policies is that it is very difficult
to measure the success of many of the city’s affordable housing
objectives because the objectives tend to be qualitative rather than
quantitative. Thus, the author’s point is that while the city states that it
wishes to expand housing opportunities for all persons, how do we
judge the success of this objective?

A brief summary of the more specific policies, along with munici-
pal actions supporting the policy, include the following:

Zoning and Regulatory Barriers

The city identified the large minimum Iot sizes and low density stan-
dards as barriers to affordable housing. In response, the city allows
the use of flexible zoning in three contexts. These are:

* For platted lots under 40,000 sq. ft., the city permits a lot split
as long as each new lot has a minimum of 15,000 sq. ft.
(300.10).

* Planned unit development projects that allow “modification of
density and floor area requirements for developments provid-
ing low and moderate cost housing.”

 The city’s 1-394 district allows the city to require mixed-use
development projects along the 1-394 cortidor. This provision
enables the city to encourage mixed-use development
containing low and moderate income housing that would not
otherwise be feasible in the district. The author is not certain
how frequently these flexible zoning efforts have been
employed by the city to reduce housing costs.




Administrative Delays

Policy 41 of the comprehensive plan identifies administrative delays
as a barrier to affordable housing. The city’s housing policy called for
reducing such delays to promote affordable housing. The author finds
no particular evidence, given the existing planned unit development
process, as well as site and building review requnrements that admin-
istrative processes have been streamlined.

Facilitating the Construction of Subsidized Housing

The city’s federally subsidized housing projects (370 units) as well as
housing revenue bond projects (260 units) were noted above.

Minnetonka has received $3.26 million in CDBG funds between
1975 and 1992. The city’s two largest spending categories for CDBG
funds over this period have been for housing rehabilitation, which
comprised 60.9 percent of CDBG funds received, and assisted

housing, which represented 8.6 percent of the CDBG funds allocation.

The city’s comprehensive plan proposed a land bank to subsi-
dize low and moderate income housing. The author found no evi-
dence of such a program.

At the present time, the city has proposed constructing a new
subsidized rental housing development for seniors. The proposed
Presbyterian Homes development would provide 110 senior rental
units and 42 units of senior-assisted living units. The project would be
financed through a qualified housing tax increment financing district.
Based upon legislation passed by the Minnesota Legislature in 1993,
the development would be required to reserve 40 percent of the units
at rents at or below $558 per month for a one-bedroom and $669 per
month for a two-bedroom unit, including utilities. Further, 40 percent of
the units would have to be reserved for residents with incomes at or
below 60 percent the area median income or $20,800 per year fora
one-person household and $23,800 per year for a two-person house-
hold.

Assessments

The city’s comprehensive plan notes that assessments on planned
unit developments may increase per-unit costs of housing. The author
did not specifically examine this issue, but was unaware of any
change in city polices toward special assessments which may have
served to facilitate lower per unit costs.
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PLYMOUTH CASE STUDY

The author of the Plymouth case study does not believe that an adequate
supply of affordable housing exists within the City of Plymouth. Two
factors are cited in support:

1. The present housing market in Plymouth demands the
construction of large and, therefore, expensive homes. The
increasing demand for this type of housing is making housing
unaffordable to low and moderate income households.

Large lot requirements and lack of affordable alternatives to
detached single-family units.

The following provides information on the housing and develop-
ment characteristics of Plymouth as well as the efforts the city has
undertaken to provide affordable housing in Plymouth.

LAND AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT

No information was available from the city on the amount of land
available for new housing development.

HOUSING SUPPLY

According to the 1990 Census, there were 18,361 occupied housing units
in Plymouth in 1990. Owner-occupied units represented 74 percent of the
city’s housing stock (13,519 units), while renter-occupied units accounted
for 26 percent of housing in the city (4,842 units).

The author used a study prepared by the City of Eden Prairie in
1992 to compare the Plymouth housing stock with the housing char-
acteristics of ten other suburban communities.3® These communities
were Apple Valley, Bloomington, Chanhassen, Eagan, Eden Prairie,
Edina, Maple Grove, Minnetonka, Woodbury, and Plymouth. Based
upon a comparison of these communities, the author notes the following:

* Plymouth had the third highest median sales price of a
single-family home at $143,000.

* Median rentin 1990 in Plymouth was $578, compared to the
median rent in the developing area ($518), and the region as
a whole ($447).

* The price of single-family lots in Plymouth range from
$45,000 to $90,000.34

SUPPLY OF LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING

Plymouth ranked seventh out of ten communities in the Eden Prairie
study noted above in the percentage of its housing available to low
income renters. Two and one-half percent of its rental housing is
affordable by low income renters. There are 142 households in
Plymouth using Section 8 certificates with close to 50 metro HRA
Section 8 voucher holders also living in the city. While the Plymouth
HRA issued eighty-seven certificates, twenty-five certificate holders
live outside Plymouth. However, an additional eighty households
carrying certificates not issued by the Plymouth HRA have moved into
Plymouth.35

The author notes information provided by the city indicating that

* there are 2,165 rental units in fifteen housing developments which
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offer market rate rents and will accept Section 8 certificates. The city
has received HUD approval for “exception rents” so that higher cost
rental units can be used by Section 8 certificate users. These “excep-
tions rents” will cover up to 45 percent of rental units in the city for
households holding Section 8 certificates.

Plymouth has four site-based subsidized housing projects
providing 153 rental units. Of these units, 40.5 percent are three-
bedroom units and 3.9 percent are four-bedroom units. No information
was provided regarding how the projects were financed or whether
the units are designed for seniors or families.38

There are seventy-four manufactured homes in Plymouth.




BARRIERS CREATED BY ZONING
AND LAND USE PRACTICES

The author focuses discussion of local regulations on Plymouth’s
multi-family zoning and land use policies. (The city’s specific land use
standards for multi-family development are found in Table 9 of the
case study.)

A particularly noteworthy characteristic of the city’s local land
use regulations is that all multi-family developments require a condi-
tional use permit. The application fee for the C.U.P. is $250.

The city has no minimum floor area requirements for any type of
housing.

The city has no zoning district that allows mobile home parks.
The city does, however, allow for mobile homes in the city.

USE OF RESOURCES TO ENCOURAGE
LOW/MODERATE INCOME HOUSING

According to Plymouth’s 1981 comprehensive plan, the city’s long-

term goal was to provide a range of 1,040 to 2,600 low to moderate
income housing units and 1,491 modest cost housing opportunities.
No time frame in which the city hoped to accomplish this affordable
housing goal is cited.

Strategies listed in Plymouth’s comprehensive plan to provide
affordable housing include the following:

» Direct subsidy programs such as Section 8. As noted

above, the city has issued eighty-seven Section 8 certificates.

» Encourage construction of lower cost units. The city’s
zoning ordinance is, in some ways, amenable to affordable
housing. Examples include:

— The city does not have minimum floor area requirements.

— The city allows 6,000 sq. ft. single-family lots in high-
density residential districts. While such a provision clearly

-60-

reduces the amount of land available for multi-family
development, it does offer the possibility of moderate cost
home ownership by reducing land costs.

— The city is considering eliminating the garage requirement
for multi-family housing.

Other actions the city has undertaken to fulfill its affordable
housing goal include the following:

o CDBG funds. In fiscal year 1993, Plymouth received
$272,000 in federal CDBG funds. The majority of the funds
were used for housing rehabilitation ($70,000) and a scat-
tered site home-ownership program ($120,000). The housing
rehabilitation program assists ten to fourteen households per
year. The scattered site home-ownership program, which was
initiated in 1992, assisted 19 of the 145 program applicants
with loans ranging from $3,000 to $15,000. The average
income of families receiving loans was $25,800, while the
average price of houses purchased through the program was
$75,400. The author notes, however, that the home-owner-
ship program was of somewhat limited value because most
houses in the city are so expensive that applicants could not
afford to make monthly payments. Thirty-eight families have
become homeowners during the two years the program has
been in existence. CDBG funds have also been granted for
transitional housing and developmentally disabled adults.

o HRA tax levy. The author states that the HRA levied a tax to
purchase land for the construction of senior housing in
Plymouth. First priority will be for low income seniors. At the
end of 1992, the city selected an architectural firm to develop
a site plan for the project and construction will be completed
by Fall 1994. On-going subsidies will be provided each year
through the HRA tax levy to ensure that very low income
tenants pay no more than 30 percent of income on rent, low
income tenants, no more than 33 percent.




SHAKOPEE CASE STUDY

The findings of the author of the Shakopee case study clearly indicate
that Shakopee’s housing stock has the largest proportion of affordable
housing among the ten case study communities. There may be a
variety of reasons why this is so. One of the primary factors is related
to the fact that Shakopee’s housing stock reflects the older, smaller,
and less expensive housing that is typically found within a free-
standing growth center that has not experienced extensive suburban
development.

Residential development in Shakopee is, however, on the rise. In
1992, 405 building permits were issued for single-family homes and 2
permits were issued for multi-family developments. This one-year total
compares to the 353 building permits for single-family homes issued
for the fours years between 1987 and 1990, and the 15 permits for
multi-family housing during this same period.

As implied above, the author of the Shakopee case study
concludes that, “the city appears to be a growing community most
suitable for raising a family on an average income.”®” The following
provides information supporting the author’'s conclusions, as well as
information regarding the city’s efforts to provide a range of housing
opportunities within the city.

LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING SUPPLY

* Affordable rents. Twenty-one percent of rental housing units
rent for less than $337 and, thus, are available to individuals
earning 30 percent the metro median family income. Eighty-
two percent of rental housing units rent for less than $562
and, thus, are available to individuals earning less than 50
percent the metro median family income. Median contract
rent in Shakopee is $444 per month.

» Affordable home ownership. 2,012 of the 2,595 owner-
occupied housing units in the city were valued at $100,000 or
less. This made 77.8 percent of owner-occupied housing
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affordable to households at 80 percent of the median family
income. At 50 percent of the metropolitan median family
income, 7.6 percent of owner-occupied housing was affordable.

BARRIERS CREATED BY ZONING
AND LAND USE PRACTICES

In general, Shakopee’s zoning and land use practices do not place as
great a hinderance to low and moderate income housing when
compared to the land use and zoning practices of many metropolitan
communities.

* Minimum lot size. While the Metropolitan Council’s advisory
standard for local land use regulations recommends a 7,500
sq. ft. minimum lot area for single-family homes, the minimum
lot size for single-family housing in Shakopee is 9,000 sq. ft.
However, despite exceeding the Metropolitan Council’s,
Shakopee’s minimum lot area requirement compares favor-
ably to other developing communities where 10,000 to 15,000
sq. ft. minimum lot areas are more common.

The minimum lot area for a two-bedroom multi-family unit
in Shakopee is 3,000 sq. ft., permitting a maximum density of
14.5 units per acre.

* Minimum floor area. The Metropolitan Council’s advisory
standard for local land use regulations recommends that
cities do not impose minimum floor area requirements. While
there is no minimum floor area requirement for single-family
homes in Shakopee, the city does impose minimum floor area
requirements for multi-family units. The minimum floor area
for a two-bedroom multi-family unit is 720 sq. ft.

* Garage requirements. The Metropolitan Council’s advisory
standard for local land use regulations recommends that cities
do not impose garage requirements. The city does not require
that either single- or multi-family developments have garages.




Parking for multi-family developments. Each housing unit
is required to have two parking spaces. In addition, a mini-
mum 15 ft. setback is required for any paved parking area,
and the setback area must be landscaped.

« Down-zonings. The city is currently considering re-zoning a
68-acre parcel zoned R-4 to R-2. This parcel is the largest
area of undeveloped land currently reserved for R-4 develop-
ment. The re-zoning has been requested by the property
owners—who wish to construct single-family homes valued in
the $95,000 to $120,000 price range.

s Unsewered areas. The minimum lot size for single-family
homes outside the city’s urban area is 2.5 acres.

o Landscaping for multi-family units. The city specifies
minimum tree size and minimum tree spacing along boule-
vards. Parking areas, roof-top facilities, storage and trash
areas, and loading zones must be screened.

« Conditional use permits. A CUP is required for any muiti-
family housing project exceeding 30 feet in height.

USE OF RESOURCES TO ENCOURAGE
LOW MODERATE INCOME HOUSING

In 1979, Shakopee stated in its comprehensive plan that it intended to
fulfill its ten-year fair share housing goal of 470 low and moderate
income housing units. In 1990, Shakopee had 907 rental units or 77
percent of the city’s rental housing that was affordable at 50 percent
of the metropolitan median family income. In addition, the city subsi-
dized 271 housing units.
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Actions the city has undertaken to provide affordable housing in
Shakopee include the following:

Federally subsidized housing projects. Using the Section
8 program, Shakopee has constructed two low income
housing projects since 1979. Each project has 66 units for
senior housing.®8

CDBG funds. In 1980, the city used CDBG money to reduce
the costs for new owner-occupied townhouses. No informa-
tion is provided on how much money was spent or how many
units were constructed. Shakopee is not an annual recipient
of CDBG funds since Scott County is not an entitlement
county.

Housing revenue bonds. In 1986, the city issued bonds to
assist in the construction of ninety-two apartments in the Riva
Ridge development. The author notes that rents for one- and
two-bedroom units are $500 and $610 respectively. The
author did not state whether 20 percent of the ninety-two units
or all of the ninety-two units were for low and moderate
income households. However, the author makes note of fifty-
six mixed-use subsidized units that are unaccounted for
among the subsidized housing projects noted in this report.

Re-zonings. The author notes that the city has re-zoned land
within a B-1 commercial district to a R-4 high density residen-
tial district. However, re-zonings increasing the amount of
land available for multi-family have been offset by down-
zonings of land in R-4 districts.




WOODBURY CASE STUDY

The author of the Woodbury case study concludes that housing in
Woodbury is not affordable to a large segment of the metro area’s low
and moderate income population. Despite some indications of chang-
ing attitudes regarding the need for affordable housing, the author
believes that the city’s lack of affordable housing is the result of a
local regulatory framework that does not easily accommodate afford-
able housing and a previous political environment hostile to furthering
low income housing within the city. As evidence, the author cites the
following factors.

HOUSING SUPPLY

In 1985, the Metropolitan Council developed a housing allocation plan
for metropolitan cities that recommended that cities strive to develop a
housing stock that provides both affordable housing and alternatives
to single-family detached housing. The specific goals developed by
the Metropolitan Council were that 63 percent of a local community’s
housing should be affordable for modest income households (housing
values equal to $62,000 or less in 1980) and 41 percent of a com-
munity’s housing stock should be composed of alternatives to single-
family detached residences (Metropolitan Development Guide,
Metropolitan Council, 1985, p. 53).

The author uses the above criteria to evaluate the Woodbury
housing supply. In 1980, with 32 percent of Woodbury’s housing stock
composed of alternatives to single-family housing, and only 38
percent of housing affordable to low and modest income households,
the city did not meet the Metropolitan Council standards for affordable
housing or for alternatives to single-family housing.

By 1990, however, 42.7 percent of the Woodbury housing stock
was composed of alternatives to single-family homes and, thus,
surpassed the goals articulated by the Metropolitan Council. The most
dominant type of housing alternative in Woodbury is single-family
attached housing (townhomes). In 1990, almost 23 percent of the
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city’s housing was single-family attached, compared to apartment
complexes with five or more units—which consisted of 17 percent of
the city’s housing stock.

SUPPLY OF LOW AND MODERATE INCOME HOUSING

Given the variety of housing types that exist in Woodbury, the issue is
whether there is an adequate supply of housing in Woodbury afford-
able to low and moderate income households. In this regard, the
author finds that there are certain limited affordable housing oppor-
tunities in the owner-occupied housing market in Woodbury when the
city is compared to other developing communities, but that there are
few affordable rental housing opportunities in the city.

Owner-Occupied Housing

The author notes that 10 percent of owner-occupied housing in the
metropolitan area is affordable at 50 percent median family income
($21,892)—according to a Metropolitan Council data base listing
affordable home ownership opportunities. In Woodbury, 6.3 percent of
owner-occupied homes are affordable at 50 percent of the metropoli-
tan median family income.

While the author notes that the percentage of affordable housing
in Woodbury is less than in the region as a whole, a random survey
conducted by the author of housing affordability in other developing
suburbs found that only 3.2 percent of housing was affordable within
these communities.®® Further, at 80 percent median family income,
40.4 percent of owner-occupied homes are affordable in Woodbury
compared to 45.6 percent of owner-occupied homes among a random
sample of third-ring suburbs. Based upon these comparisons of
housing affordability in Woodbury with similar developing communi-
ties, the author concludes that the propottion of affordable homes
available for ownership in Woodbury is not dramatically different from
that found in developing suburbs as a whole.




Renter-Occupied Housing

o Market rate rental opportunities. Eight housing complexes
constitute the majority of rental units in Woodbury. Only two
of the complexes, Woodmere and Tamarack, have rents that
could conceivably be affordable to people at 50 percent of
median income. Rents at these complexes range from $445
for a one-bedroom unit to $565 for a two-bedroom unit.4°

There is very little rental housing in Woodbury affordable
to people earning 30 percent of the metro median family
income. While 24 percent of rental housing is affordable to
this income group in the metro area and Washington County,
only 1.6 percent of rental housing is affordable in Woodbury.#!

¢ Subsidized rental housing. There are fifty-seven house-
holds in the city using Section 8 certificates issued by Metro-
politan Housing and Redevelopment Authority. This repre-
sents about .63 percent of the housing in the city.

In addition to the Section 8 certificates, Woodbury cooper-
ated with the Washington County Housing and Redevelop-
ment Authority in the development of the Woodcliff senior
housing complex. Washington County assisted in the financ-
ing of the development, while Woodbury’s contribution
consisted of waiving the city’s ten-unit-per-acre density limit in
exchange for the provision of underground parking and a
partial brick facade.

The city presently has no site-based federally-subsidized
rental housing units. However, Washington County is cur-
rently working with Woodbury to build forty-five to fifty low-
income rental units for families.

BARRIERS CREATED BY ZONING
AND LAND USE PRACTICES

The author focuses the discussion of local regulations on the zoning
and land use policies related to multi-family housing. (The minimum
lot, minimum floor, and garage requirements noted by the author are
found in Tables 8 and 9 of the case study.) The author notes that the
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city’s existing standards are more stringent than the city’s 1977
standards. While the maximum density for multi-family units is cur-
rently ten units per acre, sixteen units per acre were allowed in
1977.2 |n addition, while each unit must now be accompanied by at
least one garage space, no such requirement existed in 1977. An
administrative barrier that increases the time and costs associated
with obtaining approval for multi-family developments in Woodbury is
the requirement that developers obtain a special use permit for muiti-
family complexes.

Construction standards that appear to apply to all housing
projects include concrete curb and gutter, brick facades, and a garage
disposal requirement.*3

USE OF RESOURCES TO ENCOURAGE
LOW INCOME HOUSING

In 1980, Woodbury established an affordable housing goal of sixty
new subsidized housing units over five years. The author notes that,
until recently, the city had taken few steps towards meeting this
objective. According to the author, the relative inaction of the city to
meet its subsidized housing target is related to two factors. The first is
an attitude on the part of elected officials in Woodbury that discour-
aged the development of subsidized housing in the city. The author
cites as evidence the comments of former Woodbury Mayor Kenneth
Mahle, who stated that housing advocates wanted to “invite ali of the
indigent people walking the streets in downtown St. Paul to come and
live in Woodbury. We don’t need that.” 44

Since the departure of Mahle from office, the author believes
there is the potential for a renewed commitment in Woodbury to
provide more affordable housing opportunities. However, the author
also believes that the city’s existing housing policies and regulatory
framework may hinder the effectiveness of any renewed effort to
develop affordable housing in Woodbury. This conclusion is based
upon the author's belief that many of the policies developed by the
city do little to encourage additional construction of low and moderate
income housing.




Policies articulated and actions undertaken by the city to pro-
mote low and moderate income housing include:

* Flexible zoning. Multi-family housing may be built at a

* Subsidized rental housing. As noted earlier, Washington
County HRA is working with Woodbury to build the city’s first
rental housing development for low income families. The

:g
.
%

density of fifteen units per acre in exchange for certain site
amenities. Additional requirements include larger unit sizes,
private recreation facilities, increased landscaping require-
ments, greater setback requirements, and the burden of
showing that the development will not have an adverse
impact upon infrastructure. The author notes that once the
additional amenities and setback requirements are fulfilled,
the use of flexible zoning has little effect on reducing housing
costs.

Modest cost home-ownership efforts. The author implies
that the city has a program to assist young families in pur-
chasing homes in the city. The objectives of the program are
discussed in the city’s comprehensive plan. (A conversation
between CURA staff and Woodbury planner Sara Prow
reveals that no such program is currently run by the City of
Woodbury.) '
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project will cost $2.5 million and will be built with municipal
general obligation (GO) bonds as well as the Minnesota
Housing Finance Agency, Twin Cities Housing Fund, and
FHA funds. The city has agreed to give concessions on the
requirement of a brick facade, underground parking, and has
relaxed standard road specifications. Rents are projected to
be $350 for one-bedroom, $450 for two-bedroom, and $550
for three-bedroom units.

CDBG funds. Since Washington County is not an entitlement
county, the county was not aware of Woodbury receiving any
CDBG funds.



FOOTNOTES

Data compiled by CURA indicate that there are 2,942 undeveloped
acres in Burnsville. This includes 589 vacant acres in the city’s
highest density single-family zoning district (R-1), as well as 90
vacant acres in the city’s highest density multi-family district (R-
30).

Stensland, Juli. “Memo analyzing Burnsville’s zoning practices.”
Unpublished manuscript for Minneapolis Legal Aid Society, August
1993, p. 3.

Ibid, p. 6.

According to 1992 data from the Metropolitan Council, Burnsville
has 743 federally subsidized rental housing units. Approximately
80 percent of these units were for families, and over 50 percent of
the city’s subsidized units were through Section 8 certificates or
vouchers.

Stensland, p. 8.
Ibid, p. 7.

Land use data provided by the City of Coon Rapids to CURA
indicate that approximately 1,665 acres or 11 percent of the land in
Coon Rapids is undeveloped. Based upon Coon Rapid’s Future
Land Use Plan (4/93), approximately 115 acres of the 1,665
presently undeveloped acres in the city are designated for apart-
ments, and 200 acres are designated for attached housing. By
comparison, only 149 acres are designated for single-family
development. Thus, while the figures noted above represent gross
undeveloped acres, it appears that the city has set-aside a signifi-
cant proportion of its remaining land for multi-family development.

1990 Census data presented in this report indicate that 10.5
percent of rental housing in Coon Rapids was affordable at 30
percent the median family income, while 49 percent of rental
housing was affordable at 50 percent the median family income.

-66-

10.

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.

17.

18.

Data from the Metropolitan Council presented in this report indi-
cate that there were 727 federally subsidized rental units in Coon
Rapids in 1992, representing approximately 4 percent of the total
housing units in Coon Rapids. Of these 727 units, 65 percent of
the units were for families. Thus, the data presented by CURA
would indicate that the number of subsidized units did not decline
during the 1980s, but rather increased by 357 units over this
period.

Falkenhagen, Beth. “Memo on the effects of Coon Rapids’ zoning
code, land use plan, and city policies on the provision of low and

modest income housing.” Unpublished manuscript for the Minne-
apolis Legal Aid Society, August 1993, p. 16.

Ibid, p. 11.
Ibid, p. 12.
Ibid, p. 5.

Data collected by CURA indicate that Edina’s 950 sq. ft. minimum
floor area for a two-bedroom apartment is among the highest in the
metropolitan area.

The proposed zoning changes noted by the case study author took
effect January 1, 1994.

Marthaler, Robert. “A memo concerning Lakeville’s zoning ordi-
nance and city actions incongruent with the comprehensive plan
and other practices and policies affecting the provision of low to
moderate income housing.” Unpublished manuscript for the
Minneapolis Legal Aid Society, August 1993, pp. 3, 7.

Based on March 15, 1994 conversation with Lakevnle City Planner
Frank Dempsey.

Marthaler, p. 3. One characteristic of the Lakeville Plan not noted
in the case study is that there is no lot area flexibility in Lakeville's
single-family planned unit development ordinance. This provision




19.

20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.

28.

29.

30.
31.

32.

reduces the effect that the PUD ordinance can provide in reducing
land costs and, therefore, housing costs.

Ibid, p. 12. See Table 14 of this report for comprehensive plan
amendments submitted by Lakeville to the Metropolitan Council.

Ibid, p. 8.
Ibid, p. 10.

Ibid, pp. 11, 18.
Ibid, p. 13.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid, p. 16.

Data obtained by CURA from the Dakota County Housing and
Redevelopment Authority.

Kett, David. “Memo concerning Maple Grove’s zoning ordinance
and comprehensive plan and their impact on the development of
low and moderate income housing,” Unpublished manuscript for
the Minneapolis Legal Aid Society, September 1993, p. 5.

See Table 5 of this report: 1990 Census data indicate that only ~
ninety-two units or 7.5 percent of rental units are affordable at 50
percent or less of the median family income.

Kett, p. 11.

Hennepin County Office of Planning and Development, “CDBG ‘
Program: The First Eighteen Years,” p. 39,

Maple Grove 1987 Comprehensive Plan, p. 8.
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34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.
44,

. January 22, 1993 memo from Eden Prairie planner Dave Lindahl

on Eden Prairie’s housing goals and objectives.

D’Amico, Sharon. “Zoning practices of the city of Plymouth.”
Unpublished manusctipt for the Minneapolis Legal Aid Society,
September 1993, p. 14.

Data from the Metropolitan Council HRA indicate that there are
ninety-seven households in Plymouth using Section 8 Certificates.

Data from Metropolitan Council HRA show that there are 153
subsidized rental units. All of the units are designated for families.

Shriver, Craig. “Current factors influencing low and moderate
income housing in the city of Shakopee.” Unpublished manuscript
for the Minneapolis Legal Aid Society, 1993, p. 3.

Data from the Metropolitan Council HRA indicate that the city has
128 senior housing units.

Strootman, Gary. “Woodbury Zoning Practices.” Unpublished
manuscript for the Minneapolis Legal Aid Society, November 1993,
at12.

Strootman, p. 11.

See Table 5: 1990 Census data STF3; H34 shows that 2.15
percent of rental housing was affordable at 30 percent median
income. -

Data collected by CURA indicate that the maximum multi-family
unit density in Woodbury in 1977 was ten units per acre.

See Woodbury Zoning Code Section 24-9.
May 17, 1993 edition of the Minneapolis Star Tribune.
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APPENDIX A: Owner and Renter Households Paying Over 30 Percent of Income for Housing

Nurnber of Owner- Number of Owners Percent of Owners Number of Renter Number of Renters  Percent of Renters
Occupied Units Paying Over 30% __Paying Over 30% Occupied Units Paying Over 30% Paying Over 30%

Burnsville 12,421 1,898 15.28% 6,706 2,076 30.96%
Coon Rapids 13,961 2,240 16.04% 3,488 1,423 40.80%
Eden Prairie 19,479 2,025 10.40% 3,968 1,104 27.82%
Edina 15,170 | 2,184 14.40% 4,690 1,938 41.32%
Lakeville 6,958 1,199 17.23% 893 | 384 - 43.00%
Maple Grove 11,250 1,966 17.48% 1,281 423 33.02%
Minnetonka 14,319 2,184 15.25% 4,368 1,413 32.35%
Plymouth 13,519 2,354 17.41% 4,852 1,358 27.99%
Shakopee 2,942 422 14.34% 1,221 359 29.40%
Woodbury 5,628 955 17.28% 1,399 404 28.88%
Metro Area 593,959 88,412 14.89% 281,545 112,976 40.13%

(7 Counties)

Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing.
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APPENDIX B: Number and Percent of Three Bedroom Renter Occupied Units by Monthly Rent

Lessthan $200to $750to $1000 No Cash Total Number of
$200 $299 $989  or more Rent 3 Bdrm Units
Burnsville 78 45 57 247 442 86 21 976
7.99% 461% 5.84% 25.31% 45.29% 8.81% 2.15%
Coon Rapids 13 8 67 395 224 16 16 739
1.76% 1.08% 9.07% 53.45% 30.31% 217% 217%
Eden Prairie 25 12 6 91 380 108 16 638
3.92% 1.88% 0.94% 14.26% 59.56% 16.93% 251%
Edina 17 0 34 138 200 216 32 637
267% 0.00% 5.34% 21.66% 31.40% 33.91% 5.02%
Lakeville 0 5 5 154 167 39 0 370
0.00% 1.35% 1.35% 41.62% 45.14% 10.54% 0.00%
Maple Grove 0 9 10 76 248 52 0 395
0.00% 2.28% 2.53% 19.24% 62.78% 13.16% 0.00%
Minnetonka 13 7 20 100 261 172 23 596
2.18% 117% 3.36% 16.78% 43.79% 28.86% 3.86%
Plymouth 25 16 39 105 198 96 13 492
5.08% 3.25% 7.93% 21.34% 40.24% 19.51% 2.64%
Shakopee 17 0 19 a0 22 5 0 153
11.11% 0.00% 12.42% 58.82% 14.38% 3.27% 0.00%
Woodbury 0 0 0 37 114 15 4 170
0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 21.76% 67.06% 8.82% 2.35%
Metro Area 1,623 1,348 4,078 13,386 9,478 2,776 1,679 34,168
(7 Counties) 4.46% 3.95% 11.94% 39.18% 27.74% 8.12% 4.62%

Shaded cells identify three bedroom units that may be affordable to low and moderate income families.

Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing.
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APPENDIX C: Percent of Renter Occupied Units by Monthly Rent—1990

Lessthan $250to $500to $700to $1000: Total
$250 $499 $699 $999  or more Rental Units

Burnsville 4.89 31.52 55.60 7.72 0.27 6,567
Coon Répids 7.44 34.23 53.29 4.92 0.12 3,415
Eden Prairie 5.10 59.97 22.05 2.15 3,900
Edina 7.07 46.65 ‘27.02 9.70 4,527
Lakeville 7.76 51.31 10.14 0.95 838
Maple Grove 2,78 69.17 20.36 0.74 1,223
Minnetonka 2.78 69.17 20.36 5.64 4,289
Plymouth 2.48 20.38 59.24 17.16 0.74 4,755
Shakopee 14.80 61.05 23.21 0.68 0.26 1,176
Woodbury 1.26 20.89 54,52 21.70 1.63 1,350
Metro Area 11.59 51.99 28.83 6.52 1.07 274,711

(7 Counties)

Shaded cells identify communities that have a low proportion with affordable rents
$250 to $499 per month.

Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing.
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APPENDIX D: Number and Percent of Households Recei\)ing Public Assistance in 1989
Number of Hslds Receiving Percentage of Hslds Total Number
Public Assistance Receiving Public Assistance of Households

Burnsville 556 2.91% 19,106
Coon Rapids 835 479% * 17,427
Eden Prairie 363 2.50% 14,548
Edina 398 2.01% 19,783
Lakeville 220 2.79% 7,890 Voo
Maple Grove 175 1.40% 12,511 |
Minnetonka 407 | 2.18% 18,670 e -
Plymouth 439 - 241% 18,213
Shakopee 201 4.82% 4,171
Woodbury 99 | 1.42% 6,982
Metro Area 48,342 5.52% 875,833
(7 Counties) :
Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing.
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