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Chair of Committee opened the meeting of the Committee to Assess and Recommend Strategies for
Housing Creation Within the Town and made the following announcement:

This meeting is being recorded and will be rebroadcast on the Town of Barnstable’s Government Access
Channel. In accordance with Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 30A, Section 20, the Administrator
must inquire whether anyone else is recording this meeting and, if so, please make their presence
known. This meeting will be replayed via Xfinity Channel 8 or high-definition Channel 1072. It may
also be accessed via the Government Access Channel live video on demand archives on the Town of
Barnstable’s website: https://streaming85.townofbarnstable.us/CablecastPublicSite/?channel=1

The administrator to the Town Council took Roll call, all members present in the Selectmen’s
Conference Room except for Maryann Barboza; Also in Attendance James Kupfer, Director, Planning
and Development.

PURPOSE: Recommend strategies for the creation of housing to serve year-round residents and
seasonal workers. The committee shall review the Cape Cod Commission’s Regional Housing Strategy,
https://www.capecodcommission.org/our-work/regional-housing-strategy and the proposed
Massachusetts State Housing Bond Bill https://www.mass.gov/lists/housing-bond-bill and the Town’s
Housing Production Plan,
https://www.townofbarnstable.us/Departments/planninganddevelopment/Projects/Housing-Production-
Plan-Update.asp with a goal of recommending 2-4 strategies for the Town to adopt, along with
recommendations for implementation and resources needed.

Chair of Committee asked for public comment: Jake Dewey sent in a comment in writing that was
distributed to the committee members prior to the meeting.
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1. Introduction

Aceess w0 affordable. stable. year-round housing is essential to maintaining  healthy

remained largely unchanged in the intervening twenty-four years. The affordable
housing ordinance is contained with Bamnstable’s Town Code as a general ordinance.
ol a zoning ordinance, which makes it unique among Massachusetts examples of what
is commonly known as inclusionary zoning. While the Bamstable ordinance has
essulied in the cresion of dasens of units of affordable housing. the Town recognizes
that the Cape Cod housing market has changed dramatically since 2000 and that
approaches to ereating afforduble housing have been tested and adopted,

“This repon summarizes Bamstable's existing affordable housing regulations and the
units they have produced. Then. 1o assess potential changes to those reg:
examines similar ordinances and bylaws in other Massachusetts municipalities, most
of which involve zoning requirements — and some additional non-zoning alieratives
o sncoungs the- Tewlon of stfordable boutig Finally. it presents an economic
than assesses the efleets of potential regulatory changes on hypothetical
lmm g development.




. Description of Existing Regulations

“The ordinances of the Town of Bamstablc provide for the production of afforduble
housing through a general affordable housing requirement that applies to all

rsidential development in Town. us well as several arca-specific zoning regulations
that require more affordable housing than the general inclusionary zoning ordinance.

ance

set aside a certain portion of newly
1 s aflordable housing. Chapter 9 of the General
‘own of Bamstable, adopted in 1999 is un mr.luuonlry hous
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. 40B, §§20-23 (Chapter 40R).!
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Affordable Housing Districts and Overlays

ion 1 general inclusionary zoning requirements. there are several zoning
siricts and coning overluys that require the inclusion of additional affordable units
in certain arcus.

ZONING DISTRICTS

T'he two underlying u(Tutﬂuhll. housing soning districts were cach adopted to
theilitate the development of of which are located near euch
other in Ty annis. The Hestdence Al (RATT Distrit was sdopied in 1988 and the
Multi-Family Afforduble Housing (MAH) District was mopwd in 2008. The MAH
District allows singl by right and

developments by special permit ut u density of up to 16 units per acre of upland.
hieen percent of units must be restricted to households at or below 80 percent
AMI in perpetuity. The RAH District allows alTordable single-family dwellings to b
built at a higher density than allowed for market-rate development.

In the Marstons Mills Village Zoning District, one-quarter of the residential units in a
mixed-use project must be set aside as affordable at 65 percent AML

bt ot nhe. At
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), Privae-
/\II})} in 2004, It allows
duy ;l\)p\-m wseek i :-pw.ml permit to oblain a density bonus in exchange lor
prowidi Mordable
i 105 must be entirely in the Residence C=1 distrigy on g site seven
er, and at least 20 percent ol units must be restricted W households
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OVERLAY DISTRICTS

Barnstable™s two overlay distrivts that require the creation of affordable housing are

the Mixed-Use Subzone of Medical Services Overlay District and the Shopping.

e unu.r Redevelopment ()vcrluy D Both are meant to facilitate mixed-use or
esidential redevel in ial and industri nreasonyanms and both

have the same affordable housing requi For all multifamily d in

the overlays, 10 percent of unils must be set aside as affordable al 65 percem of AMI

(the same requirement as Chapter 9) and an additional 3 percent of units must be

affordable 1o households at or below B0 percent AMI.

i . N ek Lhe Town requires
npphmnh to fnﬂu\v the pmvlslms uI'Lhnpler 9 |I'd0|l‘|g so would resull in the
creation of more affordable units. A simil; PROp d Ao the Shopping

L enler Kedevelopient Overlay Phstaet.

In the Senior Continuing Care Reti C ity Overlay District, assisted
living facilities must comply with the regular kZ-inclusiunary requirements excepl

that affordable units may be located off-site, in which case the number of required
affordable units rises to 12 percent of the tolal. The Everleigh Cape Cod project
was built in this district, producing 23 units of on affordable housing.
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3. Local Unit Production

Bamstable's inclusionary oy ordinanee has successfully produced 90 affordable
units over the last five years. about 11 percent of the total new units that went
through the local permilting process in the same period. Table | shows these and an
additional 481 proposed housing units, at least 39 of which would be affordable.

Table 1: Barnstable Affordable Unit Production (2017-2022)
Total Market- | Affordable %
Category Units Rate Units Units Affordable
Completed Projects 356 320 36 101%10
Under Construction Be +HE 15 11.56%
Permitted N N . s
Total 812 F22 90 11.1%
:r;:f::j:;fms % e 39:” g% © 1 Formatted: Centered, indent Leh 0.25%, bt 0257,
L4 * 2 i :
Proposed ¢ 1:393;.; HEED| a0 i :: 0 :x::: ::..::i’mt: 0.25°, Right: 0.25",
: o hia: 9 4 posed - ! SpaceBefore: 0.5 pL Line spacng: Smgle
nunber of offordadie units ! Formatted: Centered, Indent: LeRt: 0.257, Right: 025",

1 Spate Belore: 0.55 pt, Line spacing: single

Qut of the twenty-vie six projects constructed or permilted since 2017, just
wverapprovimnately half had some affordable housing component. (4 the ¢leven
Projects proposed-or in the permitting stgge as ol the wiiting of this report. five were
wapeciedd i have affesdable uniis
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4. Summary of Interviews

Between October 10- throuh 2151, 2022, the consulting team conducted seven
individual and small-group interviews with local and regional developers and
housing advocates. Participants were asked about their experience with Barnstable’s
current affordable housing regulations and the effect they can have on affordable
housing development in general. The Cape Cod region’s housing needs in general
were also discussed. Town staff helped select interviewees from:

Housing Assistance Corp
Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce
Cape & Islands Association of Realtors
Cape Cod Commission

Local developers

Local board members

PECEC R

T'he most important tukeaways from these interviews are as follows, categorized
under three central themes.

EASE OF USE

“Any inclusionary zoning ordinance has to be easier to use than Chapter 40B":
Because the Town is unlikely to exceed the required 10 percent affordable housing
threshold in the near future, developers will be able to reliably utilize comprehensive
permits 10 propose projects that would otherwise nol be permitied under local zoning.
Interviewees argued. theretore. that unless local zoning offered advantages over the

comprehensive permit process. there would be little to no incentive (o pursue the local
process.
The ini: ive costs and ired ise are ive. For several

dwclop«.rm the time and expense
rictive covenants were the greatest dclerrcms to uul g Barnstable's £
inclusionary provisions. Interviewees cited and idies from
the Town as potentially effective ways to mitigate this resulnlory burden.

AFFORDABILITY REQUIREMENTS

65 percent AMI is not best suited to regional needs. While some developers stated
that a low income threshold alone was not necessarily enough to render a project
infeasible. most interviewees agreed that the current 65 percent AMI threshold did
not address pressing needs at and above 100 percent of AML. The needs of extremely
low-income households (usually defined as 30 percent AMI or lower) are also not
addressed.

10 percent th d was not p ue. did not cite the
proportion of’ uﬂon.l.lblw units required as a significant pmblem



GENERAL APPROACH

Inclusionary zoning should be more dynamic. Several interviewees thought that a

“one size fits all™ approach was not appropriate, and that Barnstable’s villages and
ighborhoods has unique affordable housing needs and opportunities that might be

addressed differently. The need 1o set dynamic income limits based on the actual

average incomes of target populations was also discussed.

The need to look beyond IZ to needs it can’t address. Interviewees noted several
pressing local housing needs that the Town's 1Z does not (or legally cannot) address
at all. For example. the need to ensure that new housing is occupied by year-round
residents and the severe lack of even market-rate housing were common concerns.



5. Inclusionary Zoning Case Studies
Ihis section includes of i i
adopted in five Massachusctts muni
being considered
and maodels for the
housing regulations.

ionary zoning (12.)
es. and a sixth draft ordinance currently
n. Each of these case studics offers potential cxamples
5 1o consider in its own

COMMON FROVISIONS
I'here several provisions that all or most of the case studies have in common:

«  On-site affordable units must be m
indistinguishable from them.

*  Developers cannot segment or phase a project for the purpose of staying under
1Z thresholds.

= Many ordinances provide examples to help readers understand unit calculations.

ed in with market rate units and visually

Beverly

APPLICABILITY

*  All new ial and dl

*  Division of land into six or more lots.
*  Redevelopment or change in use that results in an increase of 6 or more units,

6 or more units.

AFFORDABILITY REQUIREMENTS

= Allvast 12 percent of units set aside at or below 80 percent AM

= Allcast B pereent of units set aside at or below 60 percent AM|

® At least 10 percent of units set aside where at least half of affordable units are at
or below 60 percent AMI, and the remaining affordable units are al or below 80
percent AML

Beverly offers develupers three different affordability scenarios 10 choose from with
different levels of alfordab onal lots are rounded up to the nearest whale
number, except that project containing six o nine units will only be required to
provide one affordable unit al 80 percent AMI.

v

I'he Planning Board may grant a special permit 1o approve three nltemative methods
of sutistying 17, i iding off-site unils. payment of a fee in lieu to the
City"s Affordable Housing Trust Fund. or donating developable land to a local




affordable housing entity. Fees in lieu are equal to 35 percent of the median home
sales price over the past three years in the neighborhood in which the project is
unit. This fee amount is recalculated every year. The City incentivi
by providing density bonuses per on-site unit.

In centain zoning districts, i a developer provides more affordable units than
required. they may obtain a special permit from the Planning Board to reduce the
affordable unit requirement of a future project by the number of extra units provided.
‘These transferrable credits expire afler ten years.

Brookline

APPLICABILITY

* Any project that results in 4 or more dwelling units, where at least one new unit
is created.

= Any subdivision of land for the development of 4 or more units.

«  Any development with 4 or more assisted living units.

AFFORDABILITY REQUIREMENTS

* 15 percent of units set aside at or below 50 percent AMI for rental units.

* 15 percent of units set aside at or below 80 percent AMI for homeownership
units.

Any project that falls under Brookline's 1Z bylaw requires a special permit from the
BBoard of Appeals. In addition to 15 percent of units being set aside as affordable, 15
percent of all bedrooms in the project must be located in affordable units. Fractional
units are rounded up 1o the nearest whole number.

“The Board of Appenl; may allow a developer to pnrsuc |hc l‘ollowmg nllemmc

uni to the
‘Town. or a wsh pﬂymcnl 10 Bmoklm lousing Trust. ijec!s of four to nineteen
units may opt 1o make a cash payment in licu of building units without a finding of
the Board of Appeals. Cash payments are set equal to the difference between the
value of the required affordable units and the fair market value of the same number of
market rate units.

Cambridge
APPLICABILITY
*  Any residential or mixed-us: that creates at least 10 dwelling units
«  Any residential or mixed lop that creates at least 10,000 square feet

of gross residential floor arca.

AFFORDABILITY REQUIREMENTS
*  Atleast 15 percent of units sel aside at between 50 percent and 80 percent AMI
tor rental units.




¢ Atlcast 15 percent of units set aside at no more than 100 percent AMI for
ownership units.

Under Cambridge's 1Z ordinance, 20 percent of the net floor area of a project’s total
number of dwelling units must be devoted to affordable units. If applying all other
standards for IZ units results in units comprising less than 20 percent of net floor area,
the developer must contribute a fee to the Affordable Housing Trust. The fee will be
equal to the amount of subsidy needed to create the remaining floor area in affordable
units. Any Inclusionary Housing Project may take advantage of a by-right density
bonus of 30 percent more floor area and 30 percent more dwelling units than would
otherwise be allowed.

The ordinance requires a certain number of “family-sized” affordable units (3 or more
bedrooms and at least 1,000 square feet of net floor area), which must be equal to or
greater than the proportion of family-sized market rate units. Affordable and market
rate units must also have the same proportion of renter and homeowner units. All
alfordable housing units must be located on-site. Finally, the City must reevaluate its
17 requirements every 5 years.

Newton

APPLICABILITY

. Any ial o mixed-use devel S B g
involving the or s i ion” of 7 or more units.

¢ The conversion of 7 or more rental units into ownership units.
AFFORDABILITY REQUIREMENTS

Hentél Projects: Number of Inclusionary Units Required

EFFECTIVE January 1, 2021

o 7-20 21-99 100+
UNITS UNITS UNITS

Tier 1. 50°-30° AWML 15% 15% 15%

Tier 2: 1167 AMI 0% 2.5% 5%

Total 15% 17.5% 20%




Ownership Projects: Number of Inclusionary Units Required
EFFECTIVE January 1, 2021

716 | 1720 | 2199 | 100+
Tl punr UNITS | UNITS | UNITS | UNITS
T 1 300 - AMI 15% 10% 10% 10%
Yar 2 110, AN 0% 5% 7.5% 10%
Total 15% | 15% | 126% | 20%

Lexcerprs from Cuty of Newitn Zoning Ordnance, Ch. 305, 3.1 “Inchusionary Zonng ™

Ior projects of 10 or more units. the average income served by Tier | affordable units
must be 65 percent AMI or less. Fractional units of 0.5 and above are rounded up to
the nearest whole. Fractions less than 0.5 may either be rounded up or contribute a
proportional cash payment for the (raction. Developers may eam a density bonus for
including alTorduble units beyond those required by the IZ ordinance. For every
additional Tier 1 affordable unit (sec tables above), two additional market rate units
may be added. If additional dable units are family-sized,* they are worth three
additional market units each.

Developers may make a cash payment in lieu of creating affordable units if the
project includes only 7 10 9 dwelling units or by special permit from the City Council
il'it finds there is a unique benefit Lo providing that option. The amount is calculated
using the average costs of new affordable housing developments in Newton over the
previous three years.

Somerville
APPLICABILITY
*  Three-family residential development; and
*  Apartments of four units or more.

AFFORDABILITY REQUIREMENTS

*  For three-family projects, one unit set aside as per tiered price formulas (see
below).

For apartments of four or more units, at least 20 percent of units set aside as per
tiered price formulas (see below).

* Newton usex the sume definton of “fumily-sed” as the City of Cambndge- see above

13



S PRICE T RS SONT RV

TstADU Tier 1
2nd ADU Tier 2
32 AU Tier 1
4rh ADL Tier?
Sth ADL Tier 3
Gth ADU Tier 1
7th ADU Tier 2
stk ADL Tier 1
9th ADL o Tier 3
10th ADU 5 Tier 2
1th ADU I Tier 1
12th ADU Tier 2
13th ADU L/ Tier 3

Torabihity levels for the tiers hsted in Table 3 vary depending on the type of unit. secording 10
the fomiulas in Table 4 below

MELE L ATEDRDABLE URETINCOME H{VILS SOMURY
Table 12.15 (i Rental ADU

Cream B30 | 60% | 10B0% | 17 00% [ 13.20% | 14 40% | 15 60 | 16 80%.
DT o, | 14 70% | 1880 2100% | 23 10% | 25 20% | 27308 | 28 0%
i s e | mooe | 2100% | 2800 | 2700% | 30.00% | 33 00+ | 36 00~ | 39 00n | 42 00%

lablu 12,15 Is]_Qwnership ADU Price Multiphior

TG | 7 T76a% | 18 60% | 2156 | 23 B2 | 26 Agv. | 2744
v | 19 60 | 22005 | 26.20% | 28.00% | 30.80% [ 33,600 | 640+, | 30 20%
w184t | 7o awv. | w902t | 32.96% | 36.40% | do0an | 936w | ans | o0 e

. Secuum 1

Lixwerphs from €y of Sumeeville Zonmg Ordinan “Developarent Benefirs”

Commercial buildings must provide affordable housing linkage fees per square foot
of commercial gross Moor area above a cenain thresheld. For example, in the

Commercial Core District, the development of a commercial block building wi
30,000 square feet or more of gross Moor area must pay $10 per square fool.

Affardable Dwellng Unit GADLY s 1

Some rville orl

e's general torm far requised inclisionary



A vash puyment in lieu option is available by special permil based on the difference
between the average sales prive ol comparable markel-rate units and the sales price of’
an affordable unit of the type that would have otherwise been required.

Worcester (Proposed Ordinance)

In seprember April 20222025, the Woreester's Acting City Manager recominended
st the City

Council adopted a new inclusionary zoning ordinance. While the proposed ordinance
has not been adopted at time of wriling, it represents a thoughtful and well-researched
approach to 1Z worthy ol consider: . The ordinance was drafied by Peter Dunn.
Chiel Development Officer for the City of Worcester.

APPLICABILITY
+  All multi-family development that results in the net production of 12 or more
unils.

AFFORDABILITY REQUIREMENTS
¢ At least 15 percent of unils sel aside at or below 80 percent AMI; or
* At least 10 percent of unils set aside at or below 60 percent AML.

Developers may choose to pay a fee in lieu of alfordable units equal to 3 percent of
the total construction value of all building permits for the development, including
tracle penmits.

The propused ordinance would offer two incentives to developers of affordable
housing. | the ability 10 increase the maximum number ol allowable units by a
percentage equal 1o the percentage of affordable units in the project, plus an extra 5
percent. The maximum possible density bonus is capped at 25 percent. Developers
may also take advantage of a 25 percent red in mini parking requi

15



6. Non-Zoning Alternatives

v zoning |s an i ble housing p ion tool, but

alone cannot ad ly address any ity’s housing
problcms To try and bridge the large gap in its local housing supply. the Town of
Bamstable could consider the following programs and strategies already used by
other Massachuselts communities,

SHORT-TERM TAX RELIEF OR ABATEMENTS

Affordable housing production is so d|ﬂltull to bccuusc there is always a funding gap
that makes i i units fi I for the developer. While a
multitude ol market factors contribute to making housing expensive, some of the
development costs are in the Town's control and reducing or waiving these can help
make alTordable projects feasible and desirable.

“Tax reliel can be a powerful incentive to encourage desirable behaviors in property
ncluding providing alfordable housing. A strong, nearby example is

own, where volers enacted a property tax exemption for year-round
affordable houmng in 2003 that is still going strong nearly 20 years later.
Provincetown's is granted on a year-by-year basis and verified by tax
returns each time. This eliminates the need for deed restrictions and allows property
owners 1o easily opt in or out.

PROPERTY IAX INCENTIVES FOR DEVELOPERS

Other icipalities take a long: h 1o tax i ives. The Town off
Amhum used a hume rule p\.unon to allow its Select Board to gram special

s and tax il (TIFs) 10 pm;ecls of 10 or more
units with at least 10 percent an‘ordable housing. The increase in property value
associated with a qualifying development (and the subsequent increase in property
taxes) can be spread out over ten years, incrementally increasing to the full assessed
value by year ten. .

REDUCED OR WAIVED PERMITTING AND UTILITY FEES FOR AFFORDABLE UNITS
Municipal Iees are another cost to the developer that the Town has direct control
over. and waiving upfront and ongoing fees can be an effective way to entice
dwulnpgr\ 1o create affordable umls Fee W‘leU’S are commonly granted across

for € ) Permit and other affordable projects.
By codilying lee waivers for affordable huuslng. applicants and the public can be
assured that waivers are not being granted in an arbitrary or unfair way.

CERTIFICATES FOR TRANSFERRABLE AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Transferrable certificates or credits are granted to developers that provide more than
their required share of afTordable housing and can be carried forward and applied to
future projects. The City of Beverly uses a transferrable credit system as part of its
inclusionary zoning ordinance (see Section 5 “Inclusionary Zoning Case Studies™)



that allows developers to obtain a special permit to reduce the affordable unit
requirement of a future project by the number of extra units provided. This approach
provides flexibility without reducing the total number of affordable units created by
inclusionary zoning and can help in funding projects.

ACQUISITION AND DISPOSITION OF AFFORDABLE UNITS
I'he Town can take an active and direct role in the preservation of existing housing by
ing at-risk or market rate y d units. As an example, the
Town of Tewksbury uses its AfTordable Housing Trust Fund to purchase expiring
income restrictions on affordable units and to purchase units outright to be managed
by the local housing authority. Money for the trust fund comes primarily through
Community Preservation Act funding and inclusionary zoning fees in lieu. While this
approach cannot creale significant numbers of afTordable units, it can be used in
conjunction with other strategies to maintain a stable supply of local housing options.

PARTNERSHIPS WITH COMMUNITY LAND TRUSTS.

Community land trusts (CL.I's) are nonprofit organizations that create and maintain
affordable housing in perpetuity. CLTs acquire land and facilitate the creation of
affordable units like any other nonprofit developer, but they retain ownership of the
land. Homebuyers purchase their homes but lease the underlying land from the CLT,
removing the cost of land from the sale price of the unit and allowing the CLT to
maintain affordability in perpetuity.

“The Island Housing Trust of Martha's Vineyard is a highly successful Massachusetts
example of a CLT that has created dozens of units of permanently affordable housing
in u high-pressure seasonal market. Towns frequently partner with the Island Housing
I'rust, providing funds from sources like

SHORT TERM RENTAL REGISTRATION AND TAX

Vacation homes have historically been part of Barnstable’s housing stock. but the rise
of apps like Airbnb and Vrbo have led to a nationwide explosion in short-term rentals
(STRs) ifat shows e sign-of <kowing. Many communities are grappling with how to
protect year-round housing stock from being converted to STRs given the economic
incentives pushing homeowners and investors in that direction. At a minimum, the
“Town should have a formal process for registering and documenting STRs to better
understand the issuc and 1o assess taxes and fees. There is a desire to restrict or even
ban §TRs among some residents of communities where they have become common,
but regulations should be crafied based on careful market analysis and community
input.



7. Economic Analysis

Background

‘There are two distinet delivery methods for producing affordable housing units in
Massachusetts. and more broadly, within the context of regulatory and incentive
structures in the United States. The l'rsl is a dedicated affordable housing model where
the primary objective is to il dable housing delivery through higher
proportions of restricted units at each project and a deeper level of affordability. The
second is an inclusionary model that seeks to include additional affordable units within
more traditional market-rate properties.

‘The dedicated affordable housing model is primarily deployed to provide low- and
moderate-income residents with safe, high-quality housing that is affordable at a
variety of income levels. These projects typically consist of mostly or entirely deeply
subsidized units, and utilize capital and operating subsidies to residents eaming less
than 80 percent and oftentimes less than 60 percent of Area Median Income (AMI).
I'he largest and most robust funding source for these properties is the federal Low
Income Housing Tax Credit ngram (LIH1 C) Thm projeets are undertaken by
housing devels with i P in I housmg and
working within the LIHTC allocati dication, and compli

I'he second delivery method involves the inclusion of a small portion affordable units
within an otherwise unrestricted market-rate housing developmem These units are
typically developed under local inclusionary zoning measures, Chnpler 4OB
d/.\clopmenls or other svmllu regulatory 0 ds
housing within market rate devel Income restrictions for these prop! are
typically set at 80 percent of AMI but can be set lower or higher as local and state
regulators permit. Capital funding sources and operating subsidics 10 support these
pnue«.l: are less abundant and robust. and are lyptcally undertaken by traditional

1 hnusmg lopers without ialized expertise in ble housing
lati and

T'he inherent difficulty in inclusionary zoning is that it asks developers to produce a
specialized of project that they do not necessarily have the experience and skill to
complete successfully. Dedicated affordable housing projects with deep affordability
and high percentages of affordable units will always provide more restricted housing

than the zoning requires and ! are generally to the regulatory
burden and complex nature of the ﬁmding, i and
involved in such projects. Ci with indicated that 1Z

can impose a slgmrunl administrative, regulatory, and cnsl burden for smaller
developers proposing small and mid-size projects. Often, the resources and subsidies
ble to these developers and for these projects go unused because of the associated
ive and technical




Econum:c Analysis

section discusses the findings of an economic model designed to assess the
Ii: ty of different inclusionary zoning requirements. The model uses simplified
operating and development pro-formas for a variety of housing types in order to
estimate the financial impacts of different 1Z requirements on hypothetical housing
prajects. Single-family. condominium. and multifamily residential housing typologies
were included based on real-life construction costs, current yields, capital inputs, and
local rent and sales prices. Most of the focus is on multifamily residential products as
the most common method of alTordable housing delivery that has access to the most
funding 1o build and operate.

The maodel looks at the gap between what units cost Lo build and what units can generate
in an implied value based on the restricted rent or sales price. Based on that gap
analysis. this section describes a series of capital funding sources that are available W
developers 10 close that gap and make projects feasible. These are voluntary programs
that have regulatory and adminisirative burdens associated with them, which may
uade smaller and less experienced developers from pursuing them.

FUNDING SOURCES

Housing Development Incentive Program (HDIP)

HDIP is dcugm.d Lo increase residential growth, cxpand the dLVu‘sll} ol'huusmg :uock
supporl and promote neij

Housing Development Zones in “Gateway Cities” by providing two tax incentives 1o
developers o support markel-rate housing for sale or lease, Gateway Cities as defined
under Chapter 23A Section 3A are municipalities with a population greater than 35.000
and less than 250,000, median household income below the stale average, and a rate of
educational atainment of bachelor's degree or above that is below the state average.
Bamstable meets all of these criteria and is therefore eligible o take advantage of
He.

‘There are two available tax incentives: a local option property tax exemplion and a state
tax credit for qualified rehabilitation expenses. Up to $5-10 million is available each
year for the Housi g I)cvclunm:m Tax Credit that can be uscd for muhi uni:

ation of an existing property. and mixed-use projects.
b Loy it projects and clforts 1o espand TIDIY 5

b fed during the state’~
Pl Y 0 et procees

Workforce 1lousing Initiative

i ini the force 1lousing Iniliative primarily to support the
creation ol rental housing that is affordable for households whose incomes are oo high
Tor subsidized housing but are priced out by market rents. The program is targeted at
households with incomes between 60 and 120 percent of AMI and provides up (o
$100.000 of subsidy per workforce housing unil up 10 @ maximum project limit of
$3.000.000. The workforce housing unils must be deed restricted as afordable. The
program prefers new units and 20 percent of units must be affordable for households

suming ut or below 80 percent AML The Workforos Housing Initiative is meunt to
bt w01 replace traditional MussHousing development financing.

ents. borrowers must be single-asset,

0t-for-profit borrowers are eligible and will be
force

cipal (and

Dhay voiis £ Dlaed Cos il SHaI RS oo iimetion Cohule

thresogh a u:sh Nlow sharing mechunism of 15 to 40 years. In cenain drcumﬁmnceu

Manssi e sider o full at sale nd

(he irst morigaws toun f ~vslupn\enl i e Tinanced dircctty by Masttiousing

o through un approved lending pla

FINDINGS
i ning to work.
Largor ordoets s are typically ‘Sbie 1o ofTvet Tunding BaPs more cfTectively and cfMicicntly

cot. For this unalysis. a project mm costs $372,500
ds 1o penurate at Icast an average monthly rent of 32,707 In order 10
s Gumt 10 davelo the un!

funciion of'a combinution of costs: the cost 1o opermie the projcct.
tthe project. and the cost of land. The market will increuse

# community. typloally the price o
Because land pri y.
i vemn. it 18 Ofkor hard 10 caprire additIonal rent SopAy A8 &




Table 5: Market Breakeven Rent
“Development Proforma PerUnit
Coitio Bevelop
. Land 535,000
7T Construction Cost $250,000
Profit and Incentive 587,500
Total lopment Cost {Value] ~§372,500
“Capitalization Rate 5.00%
Required NOI to Support Volue 522,350
Operiting Froforma 37O Vear | S[UnRMowH |
Income | |
T T Remalmcome 93481 SLA07 |
T Vacancy Allowance S00% [X3D))
“Expenses
Operating Expenses 58,5077
"Net Operating Income [NOI] $22,350

On average. monthly market rents of around $2,700 are high enough to support
themselves without contributing any additional value to a cross-subsidy. The rents
wauld need to be around $3,000 a month to provide cross- subsidy o support affordable
units. even at 80 percent AMI. A household would need to make $120,000 a year for
$3.000 rents to not cost burden them.

Funding gap is generally the same, what changes the economics considerably is the
olfsetting capital subsidy that is available at various income levels. Currently, if
Affordable units are 10 percent of total project units al 65 percent of AMI, capital
sources for subsidy are fewer than less abundanily available than more deeply
AfTordable projects with larger set asides. The typical threshold for a variety of state
spunsored capital sources, such as the MassHousing Workforce Housing Program is a
minimum of 20 percent A fTordable units in order to qualify for subsidy.

AL 10 perent affordable a funding gap emerges. but additional resources are available
through capital subsidy programs such as local affordable housing trust dollars for
alTordable units and potentially HDIP dollars for market rate units, However, these
sources are often utilized less than would be expected in an efficient market.



| Table 6.1: Operating Statement
_One-Bed _ Two-Bed AVGRent _ Annual Per Unit/Y

 Residential Rental Incame

5 5% AMI - AffordableUnits  _ $1,326 51,631 51,478 $17,736
0. LEP%}_\MI Affordable Units 51,631 $1,958 §1,795_ $0 $0
. 0| 100%AMI - Affordable Units___ §2,038 $2,447 52,243 50 50

.0, | 120% AMI - Affordable Units . $2,446 . $2,937 $2,692 S0 50

Market Rate Units -

| 49 junesticted  $2,500 _ $3000 | 52750 | $1,617.000 | 533,000

L I S 52,632 $1,705,680 $31,587

Gross Potential Rental income N $1,705,680 $31.587
— e 500% _ (585284)  (31,573) |

| $1,583,973 _ $29,333

ing Expenses .

| Management Fee_ . 4.00% 561916 51147 |

Operating Expenses $378,000 $7,000

Total Operating Expenses $439,916 $8,146

| Reserves 5350 $18,900 5350
Net Operating Income (NOI) $1,089,076 $20,168
Table 6.2: Reconciliation
Per Unit Total
Total Redevelopment Costs $372,500 $20,115,000
Total Implied Value 5320370 517,300,000
Funding Gap (Without Subsidy) ——1552,130) ($2,815,000)
SUBSIDY Per Unit Total
Housing Development Incentive Program (HOIP) 537,037 $2,000,000
MassHousing Workforce Housing Program $18519 $1,000,000
Affordable Housing Growth and Development Trust 513,889 $750,000
Other
_Funding Gap (With Subsidy) $17,315 $935,000

‘I'he above case study indicates that much of the funding gap can be closed with access
10 these additional subsidy funds. However, this model assumes a best-case scenario
Tor funding with no additional cost or burden for compliance, monitoring, or naturally
oceurring aflordable housing (NOAH), which is be the preference for delivering
unsubsidized housing units lor some residents

When higher levels of incl y zoning are duced 1o the case study model the
Tunding gap without subsidy increases, but so does the viability of additional capital
lunding sources. For example, when the number of affordable units is increased 1o 20




percent of the total project MassHousing Workforee Housing funds become available
The same basic relationship exists 1n small projects of 10-15 units. but subsidy sources
become more di as discussed. 1 the required income restrictions are
raised above 80 percent of AMI. revenue potential inci s but there are fewer capital
subsidy resources available 1o offset the funding gap (see below)

Income limits and affordable housing costs for renters and homebuyers.

Income limits and maximum rents have been caleulated based on published FY2022
Department of Housing and Urban Develoy (HUD) caleul which de
chgibility for assisted housing programs like the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher,
Section 202 housing for the elderly, and Section 811 housing for persons with
disabiliies programs. HUD develops meome limits based on Median Family Income
estimates and Fair Market Rent area definiions for cach area Table 7 shows
Barnstable's income limits as of 222

For sale house and condominium pricing was calculated based on the current
mclusionary <o ordinance. Annual housing costs are not to exceed 30 percent of a
resident’s meome, which for owners 1s caleulated as the aggregate of annual charges
for debt service on a purchase money mortgage, real estate taxes, and homeowner's
msurance (see Table X)

i

|

|

i

I'
i
b

Source: Department of Housing and Urban Development

Formatted: Highlight



There is a teasibiliy gap for almost all types of for-sale units at all income levels.
except for the 120 percent AMI cohort (see Table 8). Additionally. there are few. 1
any. capital subsidy off tor residential subdivision and condominium developers
10 address these costs exeept for mternal project subsidy and low-cost financing for
homeowners

COST  6500% _ 80.00%

Formatted: Highlight

1Bedroom Condo/Semi _ $320,438 _ ($139,015)  ($129,183)  ($57,726)  $13,

2 Bedroom Condo/Semi $381,863 _ (5175860) _ ($133.197)  (547.343) $38,686

3 Bedroom SE I)veldfh_e_(iv $511,875 (5284,453) ($210,011) (5110,814) (511.617)
Impact on ibility for allowing off-site units or a ination of on- and
off- site.
The feasibilny of oft-site 1s dependent on project . For ple, if land for

development of off=site units is less expensive than the subject property in question,
there will be a positive influence on feasibility, however. if the provision requires a
developer 1o acquire and improve new land or an existing building, the costs of
operating two separate projects will likely be comparable if not higher than on-site,
There may be opportumiues for developers 1o partner with non-profits or other nission-
based groups 1o co-locate aflordable units, thereby reducing overall cost and improving
feasibility on a case-by-case basis

Fee in lieu

s i liew of developing atfordable housing are a tool that can be used to direct
resources to where they are most useful.  Fees should be codified as a percentage of
total project cost or some other metric that can be escalated at a predicable rate into the
future. Fixed dollar amounts or costs per square foot that aren’t casily adjusted over
time should not be used. Fees should be sufficient to support the creation of affordable
housing by or that have the req skills and capacity to deliver atfordable
housimg clficiently and effecuvely. The amount should be equivalent 1o the cost
assoctated with providing the atfordable units within the project, otherwise, developers
are incentivized 1o pay the lesser fee and not develop the necessary units.

Incentives

Barnstable should consider ways to better align regulations with existing housing
patterns and market trends. For example. 65 percent of AMI is an uncommon threshold
that 1s not well aligned with available programs and incentives.

Zoning incentives such as density bonuses, parking reductions, or fee waivers allow
developers 10 reduce cost or increase potential revenue on a project, which increase
feasibiliny. For le. il a site is acquired with an d capacity of 10 units then
a density bonus allows 20 units to be built. the cost of land on a per unit basis has been




Mr. Dewey also sent in written comments with the presentation above:
3 Strategies
Inclusion:

Update the Inclusionary ordinance:

Intent: to create and capture a proportionate number of affordable units to the level of residential
growth, construction and development. And to fund the affordable housing trust to be able to redirect
funds to create and maintain affordability in Barnstable.

Ideas to consider:

-Increasing the percentage of affordability based on units developed (Example: 10-15 units 10%,
16-25 units 15%, 26-35 units 20%, 35+ units 25%)

-Consider a scoring system with a required score that creates a mix of level of affordability
ranging from 50-100% AMI (more points for 50% AMI units, less points for 100% AMI units, but an
overall required total points)

-Offering a cash in lieu option as a contribution to the affordable housing trust
Preservation:

Intent: to preserve existing housing stock currently used as year-round occupied homes, year-round
rentals, and keep prices, both for sale and for rent at an attainable level for our year-round residents.

- Offer a residential exemption to year-round rentals of 1-4-unit buildings (copy the
Provincetown model)

- Lite Deed Restriction (copy Vail in Deed program to purchase year-round deed restrictions),
helping year-round home buyers, helping residents age in place and creating a housing stock that the
market can determine the market value of a year round property.



- Encourage the trust to create a buy, deed restrict, lottery-sell program to convert more of our
existing stock to affordable housing

Creation:

Intent: to promote and subsidize the creation of housing that the community wants in areas and
parcels that lend themselves to such development (large lots that could comfortably hold more than one
house, small lots that don’t meet current zoning requirements but could comfortably fit a dwelling).

-Small scale housing regulatory agreement: A special permitting process where applicants could seek
approval with conditions to build 1-8-unit buildings in all residential neighborhoods through a thorough
review process. A process involving public input and feedback and options to condition the units to
affordability, year-round use, local preference and monitoring.

Larry Nikulus mentioned the recent housing bill passed in the State, he is glad we have the ADU
Ordinance in place, but its very costly to build one, and if this committee could look at that to make it
more affordable. He believes that there are approximately 40 buildable lots that were combined back in
the 90’s in Hyannis to make 1 acre lots, but then the times changed and now you can build on % acre
lots, so he knows there is a way to make those lots ¥4 acre or ¥z acre for more housing, but that is only if
the owners are willing to sell and subdivide the land. This is something that he would like the
committee to look at. He mentioned young people are boxed out of owning a home, because of the cost
and the market, but if there was a way to build starter homes under 1800 sq feet. It would give
individuals the opportunity to buy, because the cost is low. The average price of a home on Cape Cod is
$700,000 and above, so we must think of ways to reduce these prices. In the area he lives in in
Barnstable is zoned for 2 acres. He understands the 2-acre zoning in critical areas like the well
protection zones, but there are other areas that the zoning could be changed for those lots that are not in
the critical zone areas, this would free up those lots and if we limit the size of the homes to be built on
those lots it would give us more housing.

Paul Phalan, Centerville would like to thank everyone for being on this committee and the hard
work you are all doing. His concern is why it took 10 years to convert the school in Marstons Mills to
housing. The town needs to do better than that, we need to look at all the town owned buildings and to
look at the process to see if there is anything that can be done to speed that process up if the town
decides it no longer wants a building, he was upset that the town gave the Cotuit School in Cotuit to the
water company, that should have been housing. In his precinct he knows about 6 senior that are house
poor, they just can’t afford to live in their homes anymore, we need senior housing for folks like this,
and then backfill their homes with families or workforce housing individuals. We need to do more with
abandoned properties in town, he knows about three or 4 houses in his precinct that are abandoned, so
maybe we could put extra taxes on those that own these homes that do nothing with them, other
communities do this. He wanted to thank the leadership of the Council for coming up with these
committees to address the issues that are facing the town. He mentioned that he has been trying to help
with a problem for a very long time and that is that Airports are land hogs, and he would like to see the
Airport moved, he calls it the ghost Airport because they only do 70% of the business they used to in his
opinion. He would like to see housing and recreation on that property. This town needs to go to Joint
Base Cape Cod and have the initial discussion about moving it, but this town will not even do that.

Eric Schwaab, Hyannis stated he had a conversation with committee member Maryann Barboza,
and she expressed she wants things done now, she appreciates all the hard work going into this and has
challenged him to come up with ideas that can be implemented now to fix the housing crisis, he
challenges this committee to do the same. He attended the Affordable Housing Trust meeting the other
day, and stated there is 2 million of unencumbered funds, deed restriction program, moving seniors out
of their homes would put money in their pockets with a little more mobility in their lives, this deed
restriction idea could be implemented quickly according to Mr. Schwaab by taking a vote today as a
committee to recommend to the Town Council implementing a deed restriction program for the Town of



Barnstable. Planning and Development could do this quickly as they have everything needed to do this
and the know-how. Mr. Schwaab also mentioned the older homes along Betty’s Pond that are ' acre
zoning, and by changing the zoning in that area, you could potentially build homes on those parcels. He
believes the challenge for builders here in Hyannis is that the lots are small and often must combine lots
to build anything. ADU’s are next to impossible to build on a % acre lot, but if you have a 5 acre it can
be done. There are things that can be done now, zoning changes, and to free up lots to build duplexes.
He hopes this committee will come up with concrete ideas before the next year comes to submit to the
full Council that are attainable.

Chair of Committee asked for comments from the committee members on the public comment given:

Councilor Schnepp thanked all those that came out to the meeting to speak, there are some
suggestions that are very good and concrete, so she thanks the public for those comments, and are
worthy of us looking at them. She encourages those that spoke today to be present when this committee
starts to have those hard conversations, when the discussions involve the town schools, sometimes there
is a reason they can’t become housing or used for housing, so she encourages everyone to come and
participate in those conversations as we have them.

Councilor Ludtke liked all the comments made tonight, they are very detailed, and she
appreciates them, she would like to see the town work on a smaller level rather that these grand projects
that are being built here. Councilor Ludtke liked the presentation of the Wing School in Sandwich in
revamping their school. She encourages everyone to look at the model they followed, because it
worked. She believes the deed restriction program should have been done years ago, but it is something
to look at going forward. She would like this committee to come out with some attainable ideas.

Hilda Haye thanked the public for all the comments, they mean a lot to us. She asked if the deed
restrictions could be done for just Barnstable residents, say that have lived in worked in Barnstable for
at least a year would be given priority over someone from another town.

Councilor Bloom asked again for the committee to discuss the target of individuals were considering a
priority for housing. This would be helpful for us to understand and know.

Chair of Committee is going to leave the public comment open for the meeting because there are very
few individuals in the room, and if they would like to comment further on our discussions, he will allow
that.

Chair of Committee asked James Kupfer, Director, Planning and Development presented the following.

The Affordable Homes Act,
amending Zoning Act, G.L. c. 40A

An overview of specific policy
provisions.




Amending Zoning Act. G.L. c.40A

_o'_ Policy Initiatives In This Presentation
Accessory Dwelling Units

Seasonal Communities Designation
Merger of Lots Under Common Ownership
ﬂnﬂ nnﬂl Zoning Appeals
Veteran Preference for Affordable Housing

Timeline

The changes featured in this presentation are now law, except for the new ADU
requirements, which will take effect on February 2, 2025, 180 days following the date on
which the Act was enacted.




Affordable Homes Act

Capital
Authorizations

Tax Credits

Policy
Initiatives

{

<

<

» $4B in capital authorizations to support

public housing, existing housing production &
preservation programs, & new initiatives

* Tax credits like CITC & new

Homeownership Production Tax Credit
to increase housing production and

development

*» Legislation & executive orders to reduce
barriers to housing production & preservation,

strengthen protections for tenants, provide
new tools for local communities, and develop
new housing policies for seniors and those
with the lowest incomes




Accessory
Dwelling

ADUs by-right. The Act allow ADUs by right in single-family zoning
districts subject only to reasonable regulations including, but not
limited to, site plan review, Title 5, dimensional setbacks, restrictions
on the bulk and height of structures.

* Supersede any inconsistent local ADU bylaws

* Removes the ability of cities and towns to impose owner
occupancy requirements on ADUs or their principal dwellings

* Affirms the ability of municipalities to regulate, or prohibit the
short-term rental of ADUs

* Municipalities cannot require a special permit or other
discretionary zoning approval for the use or rental of an ADU that
meets the maximum size or number defined by the AHA.

+ Clarifies that the square footage reference in the definition applies
to GROSS floor area. Not larger in gross floor area than half (1/2)
the gross floor area of the principal dwelling or 900 square feet,
whichever is smaller.

* Municipalities cannot impose parking requirements in excess of
ONE parking space per ADU. No parking spaces may be required
when an ADU is located not more than 0.5 mile from a commuter
rail station, subway station, ferry terminal or bus station

affl ofl i
B



Use and Dimensional
Requirements

Number of ADUs allowed per
lot

Primary residence and ADU
entrance requirement

Number of bedrooms and
occupants

ADU size requirement

Barnstable ADU Requirements

1 ADU per lot. Septic/sewer capacity and
number of bedrooms will determine
feasibility.

If the primary entrance of an ADU is not
proposed to be shared with that of the
principal dwelling, such entrance shall be
less visible from the street view of the
principal dwelling than the main entrance
of the principal dwelling.

2 bedrooms/2 occupant; Special Permit
needed for more bedrooms or occupants.
People under 18 not applicable.

Maximum habitable floor area thatis not
larger than 1/2 of the habitable floor area
of the principal single family dwelling unit
(exclusive of floor area that converted to
the ADU), or 900 square feet, whichever is
smaller. Special Permit for greater than
900 sf.

State ADU Requirements

1 ADU per lot. Special Permit required for
more that one ADU per lot. Septic/sewer
capacity and number of bedrooms will
determine feasibility.

Maintains a separate entrance, either
directly from the outside or through an
entry hall or corridor shared with the
principal dwelling sufficient to meet the
requirements of the state building code
for safe egress

Not stated in Act.

ADU not larger in gross floor area than
1/2 the gross floor area of the principal
dwelling or 900 square feet, whichever is
smaller.




Use and Dimensional
Requirements

Zoning Requirements

Parking Requirement

Rental Requirements

Ownership/Owner
Occupied

Barnstable

New construction must comply with
setback and height requirements for the
zoning district in which the property is
located.

All parking for the ADU shall be on site.

Cannot be rented for shorter than 12
months. Prohibits vacation/short term
rentals. Either the principal dwelling or the
ADU, but not both, may be rented at any
given time.

ADU must be kept in common
ownership with principle dwelling
and lot. Owner must occupy either
the principle or the accessory
dwelling.

State ADU Requirements

The use of land or structures for such
accessory may be subject to reasonable
regulations concerning dimensional
setbacks and the bulk and height of
structures

Prohibits imposing parking requirements in
excess of one parking space per ADU,
except that, when an ADU is located not
more than 0.5 miles from a commuter rail
station, subway station, ferry terminal or
bus station, no parking spaces may be
required.

May be subject to restrictions and
prohihitions on short-term rental.

The use of land or structures for an
accessory dwelling shall not require
owner occupancy of either the
accessory dwelling unit or the
principal dwelling




Seasonal Communities Designation

A city or town characterized by significant seasonal fluctuation in population and employment
related to seasonally based tourism; criteria to be established by the SCCC

The Act establishes a Seasonal Communities Coordinating Council comprising of at least seven
members, including a representative from each regional planning agency which serves at least one
seasonal community. Cape Cod and the Islands/Berkshires.

Applies to towns with at least 35% of seasonal local housing. Barnstable at 28% of seasonal local
housing.

Gives towns access to $50 million bond bill for affordable housing, funds for public employee housing
and allows towns to increase residential property exemption to up to 50% for primary homes.

Seasonal communities can acquire year-round housing occupancy restrictions (preventing lots from
being used as seasonal homes or for short-term rentals) and can acquire and develop housing for
essential public employees.

Also allows for smaller housing units (400 square feet) to be built on undersized lots if the units are
year-round.

Communities designated may accept or reject the designation

=

=



Merger of Lots in Common Ownership

THE ACT PRESERVES THE BUILDABLE
STATUS OF CERTAIN LOTS OWNED IN
COMMON BY EXEMPTING THEM FROM
THE DOCTRIME OF MERGER. DOCTRINE
PROVIDES THAT TWO LOTS WILL “MERGE"
TO ELIMINATE OR REDUCE ZONING
NONCONFORMITIES

THE ACT PROHIBITS THE MERGER OF
ADJACENT LOTS UNDER COMMON
OWNERSHIP IF, AT THE TIME OF
RECORDING OR ENDORSEMENT, THE LOTS
CONFORMED TO THEN EXISTING ZONING
REQUIREMENTS OF AREA, FRONTAGE,
WIDTH, YARD, DEPTH. THE LOT MUST BE
10,000 5.F. AND HAVE 75 FEET OF
FRONTAGE AND LOCATED IN A SINGLE
FAMILY DISTRICT.

AS A CONDITION OF RECEIVING
PROTECTION FROM “MERGING”, AND IN
TURN, THE INCREASE IN VALUE AFFORDED
TO BUILDABLE LOTS. THE OWNER CAN
BUILD A SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE NOT
TO EXCEED 1,850 S.F. AND SHALL NOT BE
USED AS A SEASONAL HOME OR SHORT-
TERM RENTAL.



Particularized Injury for Standing. The Act revised G.L. c. 404, §
17 limiting the types of appellants who will be eligible to
establish standing to challenge local zoning determinations.
Requires that a complainant who is not an original applicant,
appellant or petitioner in a zoning matter at the local level must
“sufficiently allege and must plausibly demonstrate that
measurable injury, which is special and different to such plaintiff,
to a private legal interest that will likely flow from the decision
through credible evidence.” The requirement that appellants
demonstrate a particularized injury establishes a higher standard
for persons seeking to file lawsuits challenging zoning decisions.

Higher Bonds Authorized for Appeals. The Act further revised
G.L.c. 40A, § 17 by empowering judges to require plaintiffs to
post sureties or cash bonds of not more than $250,000, rather
than $50,000 when appealing a decision approving a special
permit, variance or site plan. The bond, intended to secure the
payment of, and to indemnify and reimburse, damages, costs and
expenses incurred in such an action, can be imposed if the court
finds that the harm to the defendant or to the public interest
resulting from delays caused by the appeal outweighs the
financial burden of the surety or cash bond on the plaintiffs.




The Act inserts a new G.L. c. 40A, § 18, which allows a
municipality, in specific circumstances, to negotiate with a
housing developer or residential development owner to include a
preference for affordable housing for low- or moderate-income
veterans.

This option is available only to municipalities that permit or
adopt:

Vete ran * inclusionary zoning; or

* incentive zoning; or

Prefe re nce * adensity bonus ordinance or bylaw; or

* ahousing production plan submitted to EOHLC.

Veteran preference can include up to 10 percent of the
affordable units in a particular development. Importantly, the
preference will not affect a municipality’s ability to receive credit
for affordable housing purposes, such as inclusion on the
Subsidized Housing Inventory (“SHI").

Reference/Links

https://www.mass.gov/info-details/the-affordable-homes-act-smart-housing-livable-
communities

https://www.mass.gov/info-details/accessory-dwelling-units

https://malegislature.gov/Laws/SessionLaws/Acts/2024/Chapter150

https://k-plaw.com/resources/eupdates/

.

Committee members would like to explore tiny homes ideas, either on wheels or stationery. Barnstable
needs to look at this further.

Committee member Laura Shufelt presented the following



Melpet Farm

Dennis

*Dennis purchased the land with General Funds
for $800,000

*Half of the 12+ acres was preserved as
conservation/agriculture

*The other half was given to the Housing
Authority to develop as affordable housing.
After the LHA stumbled, the town took the land
back and issued a Request for Proposals for a
developer

*POAH and HAC were awarded the project.

*The result: 27 units of near net zero affordable
rental housing for families.

*CPA funds contributed $470,000



The Residences at Melpet Farm features 27 affordable, energy-efficient apz




Little Pond Place
Falmouth

*Falmouth bought the 21.3 acres of land using Open
Space and Community Housing funds of CPA

*9.59 acres was preserved as open space

*The remaining 11.54 acres was designated for
community housing

*The project was delayed while the site was sewered

*Falmouth Housing Corp and Affirmative
Investments were awarded the project

*The result: 39 affordable family rental apartments
and 1 manager’s apartment

*CPA funds contributed $750,000




Millstone Rd.

Housing
Brewster

*Brewster bought a parcel of land in 2018 with CPA
funds that opened up the adjacent town-owned 16
acres of land for affordable housing development

*BOS gave control of the land to the Trust to issue an
RFP for a developer. Max. 90 bedrooms (Title 5)

*The Trust, working with MHP, did site due diligence
and engaged a consultant for community
engagement

*The project was awarded to POAH and HAC in
March 2022 for 45 community rental housing

*The project is under construction.
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PROGRAM
{3 (1) 13 Unit Multifamily Building (Bldg 2)
(9)1BR, (3) 2BR & (1) 3BR Units

B (3) 1BR/2BR Manor Houses (Bldgs 4, 6 10)
T8 Eachw/(2)1BR & (2) 2BR Units
A%  (6)1BR & (6) 2BR Units Total

(4) 2BR Manor Houses (Bldgs 3,5, 76 9)
AN Eachw] (4) 2BR Units
BTl (:6) 2BR Units Total

B (2) 3BR Duplexes (Bldgs 8 11)
B\ Eachw/(2) 38R Units
I (4) 3BR Units Total

(1) Community Building (Bldg 1)
Community Room, Laundry,
Management Office

P (72) Total Parking Spaces
1.5 Spaces/Unit +
4 Visitor Spaces

MILLSTONE ROAD | BREWSTER ﬁg@ = :
[r. : F( [ ‘TF, LAYOUT - DETAILED VIEW ‘Q SH“‘%SE); Witten Group of )y ;1;:-;:'5‘34 \\‘/"\ %?;%
cae resoo- PAGE € - HOUSING  Commmer UNION STUDIO

*The town of Barnstable in conjunction with
Lombard Trust issued an RFP for 2 parcels of land:

* A portion of Lombard Farm in West Barnstable and,
* A parcel of town-owned land behind the YMCA

West Barn.st.able *Lombard Farm Apts. Have 12 1-bedroom affordable,
Communities: rental apartments for seniors.

Lombard Farm Apts *Kimber Woods has 28 affordable, rental family

homes in quad buildings
*CPA contributed $350,000

&
Kimber Woods




Stage Coach Rd

Apartments
Centerville

*Barnstable Housing Authority was gifted land in
Centerville by the Town in the late 1980’s

*The BHA investigated developing the site and
purchased a vacant lot that connected 2 BHA sites,
totaling 6.86 acres.

*The resulting parcel was have enough land to
develop 12 apartments and sufficient conservation
land to preserve for critical habitats.

*Stage Coach Apartments has 12 affordable, rental
family homes in quad buildings

*CPA contributed $350,000



LeClair Village
\WENJEE

*The Town of Mashpee made approximately 13 acres
of land available for development of affordable
housing.

*Due to environmental and Critical Habitat required
preservation, the resulting developable area was
3.65 acres.

* The project, 39 family, affordable apartments
recently held an open house.

Councilor Ludtke asked about the most recent project in Barnstable, and where that was. Ms. Shufelt
answered Stagecoach in Centerville and that was completed in 2012. These are all rentals that have been
built, mentioned Councilor Schnepp, so when we look at these projects, we must decide if they are all
rentals or half rental and half ownership etc., and they get a little more complicated as you add more to

the type of build.

The Committee members had a question at the last meeting regarding renting rooms. The Chair of the
Committee asked the building commissioner about this, and he discovered that if you own a home and
you have empty bedrooms, you can rent those bedrooms if you choose.



Committee Chair discussed the identifying those that need housing that fall into certain categories. The
Chair was asking that id this is a priority of this committee to identify those, then we need to discuss it,
if it is not a priority, then we need to move on. Councilor Schnepp mentioned that when she first
mentioned creating this committee it was or the intent of discussing the affordability of housing, for
those that are challenged in that area. She would like to look at the AMI percentage for some of the
programs that are offered. Councilor Schnepp pointed out Barnstable’s Housing Production Plan
because it identifies this. Laura Shufelt agrees with Councilor Schnepp and focus on the AMI at 100
percent and below for some of these programs. Councilor Ludtke would like to see some ownership
available to individuals that want to gain equity, and rentals if there aren’t individuals that don’t want to
own, so a mix is what we should look at. The Chair of the committee would like to be able to provide
the Council with three solid ideas that are attainable and affordable.

Hilda Haye said owning a home is very important for people’s future generations, and the idea of adding
a restriction to it that in 10 years after the initial renting that that individual owns it with equity by
maintaining it with repairs, and landscaping. Councilor Ludtke agreed with the time factor and if you’re
in this home for 10 years or more then it is yours, that is why she likes the tiny homes idea for
individuals, they are affordable, and if other communities are doing this then we should be able to as
well.

Councilor Bloom would like to see both options, renting and home ownership if possible.
Committee members decided on October 28, 2024, as the next meeting from 3p-5p.

A motion was made by Councilor Paula Schnepp, this was seconded by Councilor Bloom, all members
voted in favor of adjournment at 6:00pm

ADJOURNMENT 5:00pm



