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Housing Levy Oversight Committee 
March 8, 2017 Meeting Minutes 
 
Committee Members Present:  Doug Ito, Kelly Rider, Betsy Hunter, Beth Boram, Colin Morgan-Cross, 
Doug Vann, Traci Ratzliff, Kristin Pula, Ann Melone, Erin Christensen Ishizaki (by phone) 
Staff:  Steve Walker, Miriam Roskin, Laurie Olson, Dan Foley, Jen LaBrecque, Emily Alvarado, Maureen 
Kostyack 
 
1. Welcome and Minutes  
Miriam Roskin opened the meeting at 2:40 pm, and welcomed new and returning members to the first 
meeting of the Oversight Committee for the 2016 Housing Levy.  She asked the members to introduce 
themselves.  Miriam then announced that OH has asked Doug Ito if he would be willing to serve as chair 
and he has agreed.  There was a motion, and unanimous vote, electing Doug as chair.   
 
2.  Minutes and Disclosure Forms 
Doug Ito asked for a vote to approve the minutes of the December 20, 2016 meeting.  The returning 
committee members who were in attendance approved the minutes. 
 
3.  Levy Administrative and Financial Plan 
Maureen Kostyack began the discussion of the Draft A&F Plan with an explanation of the structure:  
general levy policies such as program funding amounts and annual reporting are in the A&F Plan. The 
program policies are in the attached Funding Policies, which apply to Levy and other funds administered 
by OH.  The exception is policies for the Homelessness Prevention and Housing Stability Services 
Program, administered by the Human Services Department, which are included in the A&F Plan section. 
These policies were adopted by City Council last fall and are incorporated in this draft plan without any 
changes. 
 
Maureen also described the process for developing the policies, which involved several public meetings 
and issue papers published on line last November, and then a draft plan published for public comment 
in February.  We received written comments in the fall and again last month, which resulted in revised 
policies.  
 
Maureen then reviewed the A&F Plan section of the document.  Traci Ratzliff asked whether the 
authorization for bridge lending had increased.  Maureen responded that for rental housing, the prior 
authorization of $5m continues and $2m has been added to reflect OH’s long-time funding to Impact 
Capital’s loan fund.  The $2m for homeownership development bridge lending is new.  Traci also 
suggested that we make clear that project receiving a forward commitment of funds must go through a 
NOFA, which is what OH intended. 
 
Jen LaBrecque described the Homeownership Program policies. Three uses of funds are authorized: 
homebuyer assistance, foreclosure prevention loans, and home repair grants.  Jen was asked about the 
impact of increasing the maximum home purchase loan amount on meeting the levy goal to assist 280 
households. She explained that OH has flexibility in the amount of funds allocated to the three 
programs, which have different loan amounts, which should help in achieving the levy goal. 
 
Laurie Olson gave an overview of the Rental Housing Program which is intended to balance three 
objectives: maximizing production, achieving affordability for the lowest income residents, and ensuring 
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sustainability of the project.  The funding policies, in turn, are designed to make levy dollars work well 
with other critical fund sources to maximize overall investment in the City’s low-income housing 
priorities. Laurie walked through the population and location priorities for the new levy, and described 
some of the new and revised policies.   
 
Betsy Hunter asked about OH’s decision to encourage use of Impact Capital bridge loans rather than 
making OH bridge loans; she urged OH to work with Impact Capital to make loans more affordable.  
Steve Walker explained why OH generally will not be a bridge lender, but will work with Impact Capital 
to made loans available.  Betsy also commented on the policy that requires OH to consider the 
applicant’s performance on existing homeless housing when funding new projects. This policy makes 
sense but housing providers have concerns, for example, about the impact of tenant referrals though 
coordinated entry on their ability to meet occupancy standards. Laurie replied that OH shares this 
concern and we are working together with services funders on improvements. 
 
Laurie then described the new Acquisition and Preservation program policies, which will allow short-
term funding, up to 5 years, to acquire land or buildings for affordable rental or for-sale housing. The 
developer may apply for permanent financing from OH.  This program will require a 20-year covenant, 
ensuring low-income housing benefit even if OH does not provide the permanent financing.   
 
OH is also proposing a request for proposal process, as an alternative to the usual NOFA, for 
development of affordable housing on publicly owned sites.  Laurie described potential use of the RFP 
process, for example, to take advantage of Sound Transit station area sites now prioritized for affordable 
housing.  The selection of the developer and OH funding for the project would be combined in a single 
process.  Doug Ito asked if this was designed to tie to 9% tax credits and other leverage sources, and 
Laurie replied yes, the RFP process could be timed to take advantage of tax credits. 
 
Dan Foley described changes to Rental Housing Program policies that allow reinvestment in OH-funded 
projects. The objective is to prioritize older buildings serving extremely low-income and homeless 
residents, which do not have the cash flow to make major repairs. OH will now fund up to 75% of the 
redevelopment cost, and will waive the requirement for owner contribution if necessary.  In addition, 
the program’s compliance policies have an increased emphasis on affirmative marketing, and include 
more detail on services funding and referral requirements in building management plans.   
 
Dan also described new policies related to tenants whose incomes increase over time, exceeding the 
maximum income for the unit.  OH will require over-income tenants who have rent subsidies to pay 30% 
of income on rent, even if that exceeds the maximum rent for the unit. For tenants without rent subsidy, 
owners will be encouraged to charge 30% of household income for rent once the tenant’s income 
exceeds 140% of the maximum for the unit.  Doug Ito asked Dan to confirm that tenants cannot be 
required to leave, which is correct.  Doug Vann pointed out that, due to tax credits, it’s also not possible 
to require a tenant to move to a smaller unit if the family size decreases.  There was discussion among 
committee members about the importance of a policy that would encourage over-income tenants to 
move on to market rate housing, freeing up the unit for a low-income household. 
 
Beth Boram asked whether affirmative marketing policies could include a geographic priority, such as a 
radius of 1-2 miles around the project.  Emily Alvarado responded that several cities have tried this, and 
have encountered opposition from HUD on fair housing grounds.  OH will continue to explore this.  One 
successful approach is to pair housing developers with community-based organizations who can assist 
with outreach to potential residents. 
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Kelly Rider asked why over-income tenants with rent subsidies would pay a higher rent as soon as their 
income exceeded the maximum for the unit, but tenants without subsidy wouldn’t pay until their 
income was higher [140% of the maximum].  Dan explained that the policy for tenant with rent subsidies 
aligns with the tax credit policy.  Maureen added that the issue is partly administrative, since tenants 
with rent subsidies are already paying 30% of income through programs administered by SHA or another 
funder.  For tenants without subsidies the building owner would need to put new rent policies and 
administrative procedures in place, so applying the increase to higher income tenants would lessen the 
impact. 
 
Emily described the new Rental Rehabilitation program, which is intended to improve rental properties 
and prevent rent increases and tenant displacement.  OH staff have discussed the program with private 
market owners, and created a flexible program where the number of affordable units and term of 
affordability can vary depending on the level of City funding.  If there are code violations, the owner 
must contribute funds for the rehab.  Doug Ito asked if this program was for private market owners only, 
and Emily replied that it is not restricted, nonprofits can apply. He also asked if projects with 
unreinforced masonry could be assisted.  Emily replied that the program doesn’t have enough money, 
but it can be layered with other sources such as weatherization, historic tax credits, and owner 
contributions.  Colin Morgan-Cross asked about input from housing owners, and Emily replied that 
owners provided input but it was a challenge to find owners who showed a clear interest in 
participating.  She said the Tenants Union was helpful in finding friendly owners. 
 
Dan then described the Operating and Maintenance Program, which is substantially larger in this levy.  
The policies are similar to past levies, with a relatively shallow subsidy that must be matched by other 
operating and services sources.  OH is recommending a few changes: the O&M award will be limited to 
25% of net operating income, and O&M may be paired with Section 8 vouchers if necessary to cover 
enhanced property management costs in supportive housing for chronically homeless residents. We will 
also consider awarding O&M to an existing project if the project receives levy capital funding to assist 
with convertion to permanent supportive housing.  Ann Melone asked if it’s possible to award O&M and 
Section 8 at the same time as capital funding, which would be preferable for investors.  Laurie replied 
that we can commit to provide the funding, in writing, but cannot award the Section 8 upfront due to 
impact on construction costs.  Steve added that OH contracts also address investor concerns by 
including an escape clause – homeless housing converts to 30% AMI housing for the general public if 
services funding is no longer available.  Beth asked if OH will maintain the 25% cap when O&M funds are 
renewed annually, and Dan confirmed that the cap is applied only at the initial award. 
 
Doug asked the committee if there was support for the A&F Plan and Funding Policies as presented, and 
the committee agreed to recommend the policies to the Mayor and Council. 
 
4.  March 22nd Meeting 
Maureen reminded the committee that the topic of the next meeting will be the 2016 annual report. 
There will also be a discussion of the committee’s work for the rest of the year. 
 
Doug ended the meeting at 4:25 pm. 
 

  


