
Working Group Name: _____Housing Multi-Family/ Organizational and Regulatory 
Issues._________________________________ 
 
 
List the priorities of your working group in the appropriate areas below… 
 
 
 
 
PRIORITY INITIATIVES: Things that should be addressed during the 2011 budget/legislative process   
 
 Policy Initiative Immediate Fiscal Impact 
1. $100 million in each of the next two fiscal years Job creation, revenue generator, and 

multiplier effect of public 
investment ($10 of private activity 
for each $1 invested by the state) 

2. Maximize the use of Medicaid dollars in the delivery of supportive housing services Opportunity to realize a ‘net 
savings’ to the General Fund while 
expanding services to the 
chronically homeless 

   
   
   
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
SHORT-TERM INITIATIVES: Things that should be addressed by 2012/2013   
 



 Policy Initiative Short Term Fiscal Impact 
1. Consider ways to leverage private sector dollars for affordable housing through 

expansion of state tax credit program, multi-family loan insurance fund 
Again, the opportunity to create 
economic development and leverage 
private sector investment 

2. Intervene in Alliance Bank merger in order to leverage investment in low and moderate- 
income neighborhoods.  Perhaps consider establish a pool of funds to invest in affordable 
housing. 

Opportunity to create economic 
activity in low and moderate-income 
neighborhoods 

   
   
   
   
 
 
 
LONG-TERM INITIATIVES: Things that should be considered beyond 2013   
 
 Policy Initiative Long Term Fiscal Impact 
1. Streamline the housing permitting process at the state and local level Proposal suggests a mediated 

consensus development process to 
accomplish 

2. Reorientation of State Housing plan to outcome-based strategies More effective use of resources 
3. A study should be undertaken to review public housing authorities to consider 

consolidation and economies of scale 
Potential more effective use of 
existing resources and better service 
to clients of public housing 
authorities 

   
   
   
 
 
 
On items in which there was not consensus, please append any dissenting opinions. 



Working Group Name: __Housing Single Family____________________________________ 
 
 
List the priorities of your working group in the appropriate areas below… 
 
 
 
 
PRIORITY INITIATIVES: Things that should be addressed during the 2011 budget/legislative process   
 
 Policy Initiative Immediate Fiscal Impact 
1. Second mortgage guarantee program Frees up $Millions in spendable 

cash 
2. Stimulate sale of Bank owned properties  use Governor as “message maker” $ Billions in gross sales econ. 

Activity/jobs 
3. Direct CHFA to start S/F rehab loan program $Million in sales econ. Activity/ jobs
   
   
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
SHORT-TERM INITIATIVES: Things that should be addressed by 2012/2013   
 
 Policy Initiative Short Term Fiscal Impact 
1. Reduce /remove regulatory barriers to Home building Increase by 20% the number of 

homes built 
2.   
   
   



   
   
 
 
 
 
 
LONG-TERM INITIATIVES: Things that should be considered beyond 2013   
 
 Policy Initiative Long Term Fiscal Impact 
1. Look at future of foreclosure mediation program unknown 
2. Fund housing counselors Reduces foreclosure rate 
   
   
   
   
 
 
 
On items in which there was not consensus, please append any dissenting opinions. 
 
 



                            Housing Policy Committee – Multi-Family Housing 
 
 
Statement of Issues 
 
Affordability/Investment 
 
 
For more than 400,000 low-and moderate-income households 
in Connecticut, housing is simply unaffordable. 
 
Statewide, and in most towns, affordability remains a big problem or has gotten worse. In 
only 31 of 169 municipalities is 10 percent or more of the housing stock defined as 
affordable. The ”housing wage“ – what someone must earn per hour to afford a typical 
two-bedroom apartment without paying more than 30 percent of income in rent – grew to 
$23 from $15.67 in 2000; 337 of the state's 683 occupations don't pay an average wage 
equal to the housing wage. 
 
Twenty-six percent of all households – renters and owners – make less than 80 percent of 
Connecticut median income and spend more than 30 percent of it on housing.  Many 
renters are in even worse shape. One in four makes make less than 50 percent of median 
household income, and spends more than half of it on housing.  With whatever’s left, she 
must pay for food, clothing, transportation, utilities and health care. 
 
At all income levels, 40 percent of all households – 36 percent of homeowners, 49 
percent of renters – were spending more than 30 percent of income on housing in 2009. 
 

Various studies have indicated that 
investing in housing production 
creates an immediate economic 
benefit in job creation and significant 
tax revenues for state and local 
government. Noted Connecticut 
economist Don Klepper-Smith has 
estimated that 1,257 new jobs are 
created for every 1,000 affordable 
housing units developed in the state.1  
In addition to job creation, estimates 
show that housing production 
generates significant tax revenues 

related to both the construction and habitation of new units.  Data from Ted Carman, 
done for the Partnership for Strong Communities, shows that the state stands to enjoy 

                                                 
1 Klepper-Smith, Don. “Updated Perspectives on the Need for Affordable Housing within Connecticut.” January 2008. 
Study commissioned by the Partnership for Strong Communities. 
<http://www.homeconnecticut.org/images/stories/pdf/dk-s_presentation.pdf> 

http://www.homeconnecticut.org/images/stories/pdf/dk-s_presentation.pdf


new income and sales tax revenue for the creation of housing under the 
HOMEConnecticut statute; these revenues include $7,500 from the construction of each 
new multifamily unit and $12,500 from each single-family home – the result of 
construction salaries and materials, and occupation expenditures such as furnishings 
and $4,000 in continuing annual revenues from the jobs the new units would make 
possible.
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w-
e 

s 

                                                

2  Studies from the National Association of Home Builders also show that 
housing production, including affordable housing, creates jobs and results in 
revenues for state and local governments and local economies.3 4 

Investing in housing 
production also results in long-
term economic benefit by 
attracting a workforce that 
spends money, pays taxes and 
contributes to the civic life
the community.  The 
demographic changes 
Connecticut will face over t
next 20 years make the need to
attract and retain residents, 
especially those from 25 to 34 
years of age, crucial for
state’s continued economic 
growth.  According to 
population projections from th

Connecticut State Data Center at UConn, Connecticut, which now has
every resident 65 or older, will have only 2.65 by 2030 unless demographi
trends are reversed.  The shrinking of the 25-34-year-old cohort will leave 
the state with a smaller working population, resulting in a diminished 
workforce, a weaker economy and less in tax revenues in coming years. Th
will make it difficult fo
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In order to correct this problem, Connecticut must increase its supply of 
housing affordable for workers and young professionals as well as for lo
income families and people living on disability income— those whos
participation in the workforce is virtually impossible without stable, 
affordable housing.  Connecticut’s diverse population needs a variety of housing option

 
2 “State Revenues per Housing Unit Under HOMEConnecticut.” Partnership for Strong Communities. April 2008. 
<http://www.homeconnecticut.org/images/stories/pdf/revenue_summary_homect_units.pdf>  
3 Fei Lui, Helen and Paul Emrath. “The Direct Impact of Home Building and remodeling on the U.S. Economy.” National 
Association of Home Builders.  7 October 2008. 
<http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=734&genericContentID=103543&channelID=311>  
4 “The Local Economic Impact of a Typical Tax Credit housing Project: Income, Jobs and Taxes Generated.” Housing 
Policy Department, National Association of Home Builders. September 2007. 
<http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=275&genericContentID=5765>  
5 “Fiscal Accountability of State Government: Presentation Prepared for the Appropriations Committee and the Finance 
Revenue and Bonding Committee by the Office of Policy and Management.” 18 November 2008.  

http://www.homeconnecticut.org/images/stories/pdf/revenue_summary_homect_units.pdf
http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=734&genericContentID=103543&channelID=311
http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=275&genericContentID=5765


that can meet their various needs.  The production of adequate housing options for the 
full spectrum of residents we need in Connecticut is connected to other issues as well: 

ansportation, educational performance, healthcare and environmental quality.    

omelessness and Chronic Homelessness 
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 individuals in Connecticut. The count was 8,874 in 2008, compared with 7,857 
 2007. 
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$350 million and mounting.  Nearly 
0% of these homes are more than 30 years old. 

tr
 
 
 
H
 
Homelessness – the worst of all possible housing situations – is a continuing problem.  
According to the Point-In-Time Count supervised by the Connecticut Coalition to E
Homelessness, which is done on a single night each year in January, the number of 
homeless households in Connecticut has remained virtually unchanged – 3,320 in 20
compared with 3,325 in 2007.  A wider-ranging count – the Homeless Management 
Information System Report – over many more days shows a consistently rising number of 
homeless
in
 
It is estimated that over the course of a year in Connecticut some 33,000 people 
experience homelessness, including 13,000 children.  Connecticut has been on the 
leading edge of capital funding for supportive housing units through the issuance of 
501(c) (3) bonds by CHFA and through the work of the Interagency Council that bri
together the relevant state agencies providing supportive services to the chronically 
homeless.  Unfortunately, there is no new capital fund commitment in the current fiscal 
year and there is uncertainty with respect to Gene
c
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• Facilitates employment and increases individuals’ earnings 
• Reduces the use of expen
• Creates good neighbors 
• Establishes attractive housing options that fit into 
   neighborhoods and leads to grea
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$350 million and m
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State-funded public housing is home to about 14,000 of Connecticut's very low-incom
households.  Replacing this housing with new units would cost the State about $2.3 
billion. Preserving and revitalizing this housing -
6



 
 
In this decade alone, the fate of more than 16,000 additional affordable rental homes 

ill be decided.   

e 

 

roperties lose their federal subsidies, Connecticut 
 at risk of losing these federal funds. 

roposed Actions/Benefits/Costs

w
 
Large numbers of affordable rental homes have been made affordable through federal 
subsidy contracts with property owners. In the coming years these owners must decid
whether or not they wish to continue these subsidy contracts or to offer this housing at 
market rates. On an annual basis about $125 million in project-based rental assistance
supports the occupancy of these affordable apartment home with over 13,000 units by 
very low-income households.  If these p
is
 
 
P  

 
ortive 

rtunities and consider capitalizing project based RAP 

ed in 
 is a 25% unemployment rate among construction 

ing Trust Fund allocations has leveraged 

d projects so as 
not to increase the debt counted towards the statutory bond cap. 

 provided 

, 
r Strong Communities and the Connecticut Coalition to End 

uncil that has worked on supportive 
housing issues to coordinate this effort. 

g 
commercial lenders to participate in the financing of affordable housing 

 
• Invest $100 million in each of the next two fiscal years in capital, which 

should be apportioned between the Housing Trust Fund (gap financing and 
support for Housing Incentive Zones created under HOME CT) and CHFA
(for a preservation program and for 501(c)(3) bonds to expand supp
housing oppo
certificates). 

• As noted above, Connecticut economist Don Klepper-Smith has estimated that 
1,257 new jobs are created for every 1,000 affordable housing units develop
the state.  Currently there
workers in Connecticut. 

• Other economic studies have shown that for every public dollar invested in 
housing, there is $8-12 of private economic activity generated.  Statistics from 
DECD show that $55 million in Hous
over $500 million in private activity. 

• Cancel $100 million in previously authorized but unallocated bon

 
• Maximize the utilization of Medicaid to provide supportive housing services. 
• There currently are opportunities to ‘cost shift’ some of the services now

through General Fund appropriations.  There are groups outside of state 
government working on this (including the Corporation for Supportive Housing
the Partnership fo
Homelessness). 

• Continue and charge the Interagency Co

 
• Consider ways to leverage private sector dollars for affordable housing:  

Consider expansion of Housing Tax Credit program; create a multi-family 
loan insurance fund, which could underwrite risk as a way of encouragin



projects and provide incentives for developers to set-aside more affordable 
units in a development. 

 
• Look at intervening in the merger of New Alliance Bank in order to establish 

a fund that could underwrite risk of financing affordable housing projects. 
• Previously the state was able to negotiate a multi-year commitment to low and 

moderate-income neighborhoods as a result of the Fleet/Bank Boston merger, 
which was subsequently honored by Bank of America. 

 
• Continue the Security Deposit Guaranty Program. 
• This program provides a tool whereby individuals and families can move into 

affordable housing units without having to post a security payment.  It is often the 
case that these individuals and families could afford the monthly rent, but not the 
required security deposit.  Without this program more individuals and families 
will be forced into emergency shelters and chronic homelessness. 

 
• By Executive Order, require that proposed bonding projects related to 

Transportation and Economic and Community Development be required to 
consider mixed income housing opportunities and smart growth principles as 
part of a review process. 

 
All of the above stated action steps are consistent with the articulated 
Malloy/Wyman campaign strategy of characterizing housing as an investment 
opportunity and a way to serve the needs of working families and vulnerable 
populations in need of affordable housing. 
 
Long-term Needs/Vision 
 
All of the above initiative should be considered in the context of the next biennium.  The 
longer-term needs in housing development and policy largely relate to 
organizational/regulatory issues, which are discussed in the next piece of this report. 
 
Other Relevant Items & Dissenting Opinions 
 
The statement of the issues above was taken from a number of sources:  The Blue Ribbon 
Commission on Housing and Economic Development (January 2009); The Black Book 
Report to Governor-elect Dan Malloy (A project led by William Cibes to look at a range 
of issues and present findings, suggestions and action steps to the next Administration); 
information from the Partnership for Strong Communities and The Reaching Home 
Steering Committee; input from various groups and individuals submitting ideas and 
suggestions to the co-chairs of the Transition Committee on Housing (53 people attended 
an event seeking input held at the Lyceum on December 13, 2010). 
 
 



                 Housing Policy Committee –Housing Regulations and Organization 
 
 
Statement of Issues 
 
Over the last several years as Housing development and policy has been recognized as an 
integral component of building strong communities and stability in neighborhoods 
(including schools), an economic engine and a critical piece of job creation and retention, 
and a critical aspect of good land use policy, smart growth and transit oriented 
development, there has been more focus on how we are organized to do housing and the 
regulatory environment surrounding housing development. 
 
The Housing Policy Committee has heard loud and clear from builders, bankers, 
developers, lawyers representing developers, housing advocates and others that much 
needs to be done in this regard. 
 
Connecticut faces two challenging demographic trends:  We are the third fastest aging 
state in the country and we are first among all states in the loss of twenty-one to thirty-
four year olds.  In a February 2010 report by BlumShapiro for the Connecticut Regional 
Institute for the 21st Century it is suggested that the state needs to completely re-think 
how it is providing long term care for the increasingly elderly population in Connecticut.  
This report coupled with a recently released study by the Brookings Institute entitled, 
“The Next Real Estate Boom”, argues that there are tremendous economic benefits to be 
had by creating more integrated housing for the elderly and affordable housing for 
younger workers in and around transportation centers and urban and near-urban 
communities. 
 
The ability of the state to think more strategically will require a more thoughtful and 
coordinated approach to housing development and in a time of scarce public resource an 
emphasis on developing public-private partnerships. 
 
 
Proposed Actions/Benefits/Costs (the longer view) 
 

• A number of worthy ideas on the regulatory environment are laid out in the Blue 
Ribbon Commission on Housing and Economic Development report (January 
2009).  In addition, the Housing Policy Committee heard a number of ideas also 
worthy of mention and consideration. 

• Streamline the permitting process 
• One approach that might be worth considering is to try a Negotiated Investment 

Strategy process.  This was used during the 1980s to arrive at priorities for 
spending and policy under the then recently enacted federal Social Services Block 
Grant.  Three teams (state, municipal and non-profits) met in a mediated process, 
agreed to try and reach a consensus on a plan, agreed to reduce the plan to a 
written agreement that would bind each party, and sought and received legislative 
acquiescence to abide by the agreement.  This might work in the housing 



permitting area as well.  Here there could be a state team assembled, a municipal 
team and a team representing developers and builders (for profit and non-profit) 
that would agree to work on streamlining the permitting process at both the state 
and municipal level. 

• The state should create some linkage with the regional 10-year plans to end 
homelessness. 

• The state should reorient its State Housing Plan to an outcome-based 
approach. 

• Some expressed the view that housing policy and development has been given 
a back seat in the consolidation of housing into the Department of Economic 
and Community Development.  Others indicated that it is a function of 
leadership and commitment to a more integrated development policy rather than a 
question of organizational design. 

• A study should be undertaken to review public housing authorities.  
Statutory updates might be considered as well as whether there should be a 
consolidation of authorities. 

• Continue the Interagency Council, which has become a good model for the 
coordination of services in supportive and transitional housing settings. 

• Look for opportunities to create a public/private partnership fund to support 
community development that promotes smart growth, mixed income 
housing, economic development, rationale land use policies along 
transportation corridors.  Private capital could be attracted through state tax 
credits, investments by high net worth individuals who would be willing to accept 
a lower rate of return from their investment, and perhaps pension funds. 



SUB-COMMITTEE HOUSING REPORT 
Single Family 

 
 

1. Home Building 
 

Home building could be a greater economic engine driving CT growth.  Home 
building in CT in 2009 represented two-thirds of all housing constructed. 
 
Regulatory and permitting requirements add delays and expense to home 
construction that reduce feasibility and raise prices but not value.  A H.U.D. study 
claims regulations add 35% to the cost of a home. 
 
The elimination, reduction and streamlining of regulations and permitting will 
allow home construction to play a significant role in growing the CT economy. 
 

2. Home Refinancing 
 

There are thousands of families in CT that cannot refinance their existing 
mortgages to take advantage of lower interest rates.  These families have excellent 
credit records and stable employment histories.  If they could refinance, they 
would lower their housing expense thereby freeing up money that most likely 
would be spent making retail purchases which would grow the CT economy and 
grow State revenues while creating jobs. 
 
The desirable outcome isn’t happening because the homeowner’s properties are 
not worth the balance of their existing mortgages. 
 
A bifurcation of the existing mortgages into: 
 

a. A first mortgage for the maximum amount able to be borrowed against the 
current value. 

b. A second mortgage for the difference between the balance on the original 
first and the amount of the new first. 

 
The new 2nd mortgage, due to insufficient collateral, would not meet normal bank 
underwriting requirements for 2nd mortgage laws.  A State guarantee of the “new” 
2nd mortgage and a Governor urging CT banks to participate, should make the 
program work.  The level of guarantee which would only guarantee principal 
would be determined by the offered interest rate, terms and repayment and the 
amount of the loan that extends beyond the value of collateral. 
  
 
 
 
 



3. Short Sales 
 

Short sales in many instances represent great opportunities for builders and 
homeowners.  Unfortunately, many of these sales are falling apart because the 
approval process takes so long, the buyers are losing interest.  Many of the slow 
moving lenders are located outside of CT.  State government needs to take an 
interest in these failing transactions.  They represent solutions to defaulted loans 
which would otherwise move to foreclosure and therefore further diminish 
economic activity. 
 

4. Lender Owned Properties 
 

There are thousands of lender owned properties within CT primarily as a result of 
loan default and foreclosure.  They are vacant properties that could be used to 
house our people and create, through these sales, economic activity. 
 
The State needs to have an inventory of these properties so that it can develop 
stimulus programs that will move these properties through sale and reuse. 
 
The likely buyers of lender owned properties are first time buyers who will 
maximize their opportunity by using the C.H.F.A. First Time Homebuyer 
Program. 
 
First time homebuyers need to hear the Governor’s message “now is the time to 
buy a house in CT”. 
 
Contractors will purchase lender owned properties that will sell cheap because 
they need rehabilitation before occupancy.  This activity creates jobs in 
construction and all related economic activity. 
 
The contractors need working capital and construction loans.  Generally, these 
businesses are not strong financially and may need help from C.H.F.A. with their 
financing. 
 

5. Aging Urban Housing Stock 
 

Single Family Housing built in the 1950’s, 1960’s and 1970’s in older urban areas 
has in many instances not been modernized and is therefore difficult to sell.  A 
buyer/owner/occupant will be significantly challenged if required to manage such 
rehabilitation. 
 
Success would be more likely if the cities and towns as well as the State could 
identify single family homes that fall into this category. 
 
There is a need to identify contractors who can buy/rehab/sell these houses.  
These contractors will need financing through local banks. If the contractors can’t 



get bank financing, the State can help through a program that C.H.F.A. could 
develop using either direct or guaranteed loan programs. 
 
These rehabilitated houses would most likely be sold to 1st time home buyers.  
Such a program would add jobs and grow economic activity/home sales. 
 

6. Condominiums 
 

The condo sales market is weak.  Condo projects and associations are struggling 
as present owners with financial problems fail to pay association fees.  Lenders 
faced with this environment are less willing to lend on projects that in the past 
were acceptable.  Condo project approvals by secondary market lenders and 
insurers are being reviewed.  In many cases, lenders /insurers want to see the 
current condo budget to determine project viability. 

 
The Federal Housing Administration (FHA) (insurer) is requiring all approved 
condo projects to go through a re-approval process; unfortunately, not all condo 
associations and condo management companies have given this new approval 
process attention.  As a result, potential purchasers of these individual 
condominium units will be unable to purchase because they need FHA insured 
financing. 
 
This current situation means sellers can’t sell and buyers can’t buy.  There are 
fewer condo units being sold than could be. 
 
CT needs to require condo associations and condo management companies to 
disclose to owners that approvals that could facilitate sales are not in place.  These 
disclosures will hopefully move owners to get associations and management 
companies to get approvals.  This will increase sales and help move lender owned 
units and create new home owners. 
 

7. Additional suggestions 
 

a. There is a need for more funding for housing counselors. 
b. The foreclosure mandatory mediation process expiration date should be 

extended. 
c. Laws should be changed to prevent the commencement of foreclosure 

until the mandatory mediation is complete. 
d. There needs to be more public education for personal finances. 
e. Foreclosure prevention can be more effective if courts force lenders to 

reduce the debt to the current values of the property (cram down) and from 
there negotiate a modification of the loan. 

f. Connecticut should incentivize the construction of starter homes.  
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About the Blue Ribbon Commission on Housing and Economic Development 
 

The Blue Ribbon Commission on Housing and Economic Development was created by the General Assembly in Public Act 07-
04 Section 33(d)(7), and was called upon to “study housing affordability needs of the state, with particular emphasis on the 
impact of such needs on economic growth and development.”  With this charge in mind, the Commission sought to examine 
various issues related to affordable housing and to understand how affordable housing impacts the state’s economic 
development.  In particular, the Commission turned its attention to the financing and regulatory systems that govern affordable 
housing production and how these systems could be improved and strengthened. 
 

This Report contains information documented by the Commission regarding the relationship between affordable housing and 
Connecticut’s continued economic growth.  Included are a series of recommendations related to improving the efficacy and 
efficiency of the housing financing and regulatory systems, which, if implemented, would have significant positive impacts on the 
creation of affordable housing in the state. 
 

The members of the Blue Ribbon Commission on Housing and Economic Development are as follows: 
 

• Chairman - Honorable Mark D. Boughton, Mayor of Danbury  
• Timothy Bannon, Executive Director, Connecticut Housing Finance Authority 
• Stephen F. Darley, New Haven Construction Corp.  
• Mark Foreman, Connecticut Capital Mortgage & Real Estate  
• Robert L. Genuario, Secretary of Policy & Management  
• Joan McDonald, Commissioner of Economic & Community Development 
• Honorable Elizabeth C. Paterson, Mayor of Mansfield  
• Diane Randall, Partnership for Strong Communities  
• Anthony Rescigno, Greater New Haven Chamber of Commerce 
• Howard G. Rifkin, Treasurer of Connecticut’s Designate  
• Patricia Spring, Connecticut Housing Coalition  
• Elizabeth Verna, Verna Builders & Developers  
• Rolan Joni Young, Esq., Chair, Connecticut Housing Finance Authority  

 
Blue Ribbon Commission on Housing and Economic Development:  Public Act No. 07-4 

Sec. 33. (NEW) (Effective from passage)  
(a) There shall be a Blue Ribbon Commission on Housing and Economic Development which shall consist of twelve members as follows:  (1) The State Treasurer, 

the Commissioner of Economic and Community Development, the Secretary of the Office of Policy and Management and the chairperson of the Connecticut 
Housing Finance Authority, or their respective designees, who shall be voting members of the commission; (2) Two appointed by the Governor, one of whom shall 
be designated as the chairperson of the commission; (3) One appointed by the speaker of the House of Representatives; (4) One appointed by the majority leader 
of the House of Representatives; (5) One appointed by the minority leader of the House of Representatives; (6) One appointed by the president pro tempore of the 
Senate; (7) One appointed by the majority leader of the Senate; and (8) One appointed by the minority leader of the Senate.  

(b) Members appointed under subsection (a) of this section should include representatives of large municipalities, small municipalities, realtors, planners, nonprofit 
developers, for-profit developers, housing policy organizations and regional planning organizations.  
(c) All appointments to the commission shall be made not later than thirty days after the effective date of this section. Any vacancy shall be filled by the appointing 
authority.  
(d) The commission shall study housing affordability needs of the state, with particular emphasis on the impact of such needs on economic growth and development. 
Such study shall include, but not be limited to, an evaluation of the following:  

(1) The short and long-term housing need required to support economic development and growth in the state;  
(2) The barriers, including, but not limited to, zoning and an inadequate supply of zoned land for affordable housing creation, that hinder the free working of the 
housing market and solutions to remove those barriers;  
(3) The geographic areas of the state with the greatest needs for additional housing supply;  
(4) The amount of incentive housing zones necessary to create an adequate supply of home ownership and multi-family housing to accommodate the creation of 
at least twenty thousand new jobs annually in the state;  
(5) The use of incentives to local governments to stimulate creation of incentive housing zones, including, but not limited to, compensating municipalities for any 
additional public education costs incurred as a result of new housing creation;  
(6) A comprehensive review of the rental housing market and an assessment of the benefits and financing of a project-based rental assistance program to develop 
housing for households below fifty per cent of area median income; and 

(7) The best use of existing housing programs and coordination of resources to both preserve housing that is affordable and stimulate the production of new 
affordable and modest, market-rate housing. Such review should include, but not be limited to, (A) establishment of uniform underwriting criteria for the financing of 
multifamily housing; (B) expansion of loan guarantees, (C) better utilization of state and quasi-public housing development and mortgage programs; (D) utilization of 
mortgage insurance and other forms of credit enhancements provided by the Connecticut Housing Finance Authority or others to significantly expand the amount of 
public and private financing; (E) enhancement of the affordable housing tax credit program under section 8-395 of the general statutes and historic tax credit 
programs under sections 10-416 and 10-416a of the general statutes to promote renovation of existing housing; and (F) coordination of financing to better utilize four 
per cent federal tax credits.  



 

Page 5 of 23 

                                                

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Blue Ribbon Commission is cognizant that this report is being issued at a time when Connecticut’s economy is 
under significant strain resulting from declines in the overall economy and, particularly, the financial services sector.  
The importance of affordable housing as a crucial part of the state’s economy and infrastructure, however, must 
continue to be recognized.  Policymakers must understand that investment in housing is a critical tool in helping 
Connecticut overcome the current fiscal crisis.  Enhancing Connecticut’s housing infrastructure creates jobs and 
revenues for the state.  But more importantly, it creates homes for the young professionals and families that 
Connecticut must attract and retain in order to maintain its workforce.  Connecticut will have a difficult time recovering 
from this recession without an adequate and varied supply of housing that workers and families can afford.  This 
Commission has found that, by investing in Connecticut’s affordable housing, the state is investing in its own 
economic growth.   
 
The need for affordable housing for Connecticut’s residents remains strong, a fact that is amply supported by 
numerous measures:  
 

• The most recent Out of Reach report by the National Low Income Housing Coalition indicates that rents 
continue to rise in Connecticut, making it increasingly difficult for low income households to afford rental 
units.  The 2007-2008 report shows that the state’s housing wage, the hourly wage needed to afford the 
typical two-bedroom apartment, rose to $21.11/hour, up from $20.42 in 2006 and $19.30 in 2005.  A person 
earning minimum wage would need to work 110 hours a week to earn enough to afford the typical two-
bedroom apartment. 1 

• 72% of the jobs projected by the State Department of Labor to be created through 2014 in Connecticut will 
pay less than $40,000.2 

• As of 2007, 26% of Connecticut households earned 80% of the median income or less and spent 30% of that 
income or more on housing.3  

• Almost a fourth of the estimated 396,271 renting households in Connecticut earn 50% of median income or 
less and spend at least half that meager income on housing according to 2007 Census data.4  

• A 2007 study by the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston New England Public Policy Center indicated that there 
is only one affordable and available housing unit for every three low income households in Connecticut that 
need one.5 

• A 2007 study by the HOMEConnecticut Campaign found that a household earning the median income would 
not qualify for a mortgage for the median sales priced home in 142 of Connecticut’s 169 towns.  This 
indicates that despite the downturn in the housing market, prices still remain high for many of Connecticut’s 
households.6  

 
 

 
1 “Out of Reach, Selected Connecticut Statistics.” National Low Income Housing Coalition, Connecticut Housing Coalition. April 2008.  
<http://www.ct-housing.org/OOR%20CT%20stats%202008.pdf> 
2 Klepper-Smith, Don. “Updated Perspectives on the Need for Affordable Housing within Connecticut.” January 2008. Study commissioned 
by the Partnership for Strong Communities. <http://www.homeconnecticut.org/images/stories/pdf/dk-s_presentation.pdf> 
3 U.S. Census Bureau. 2007 American Community Survey. Table B19013 –Median Household Income and Table B25106 Tenure by 
Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income. <http://factfinder.census.gov>  
4 “Congressional District Profiles, Connecticut.”  National Low Income Housing Coalition. December 2008. 
<http://www.nlihc.org/doc/cdpCT.pdf>  
5 Rollins Saas, Darcy and Alicia Sasser. “Crowded Out of the Housing Market.” Federal Reserve Bank of Boston New England Public Policy 
Center.  March 2007. http://www.bos.frb.org/economic/neppc/briefs/2007/briefs072.pdf  
6  “Affordability in Connecticut, 2007.” Partnership for Strong Communities for the HOMEConnecticut Campaign. April 2008. 
<http://www.homeconnecticut.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=111&Itemid=1> 

http://www.ct-housing.org/OOR%20CT%20stats%202008.pdf
http://www.homeconnecticut.org/images/stories/pdf/dk-s_presentation.pdf
http://factfinder.census.gov/
http://www.nlihc.org/doc/cdpCT.pdf
http://www.bos.frb.org/economic/neppc/briefs/2007/briefs072.pdf
http://www.homeconnecticut.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=111&Itemid=1
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Undoubtedly, this need will only grow as economic conditions 
deteriorate, job losses mount and fewer resources are available to 
help those who are struggling to get by.  If nothing is done, many of 
Connecticut’s most vulnerable residents will be left behind, expanding 
the economic underclass. 
 
Although housing prices declined modestly during 2008 in 
Connecticut, they have done so at a slower rate than in the rest of the 
country.  In addition, many of the conditions that have led to high 
housing costs in Connecticut are unlikely to change in the near future 
unless action is taken.  High housing costs in the state can be traced 
to a shortage of supply.  Connecticut is 46th in units built per capita 
since 2000.  The limited supply of affordable rentals, starter homes 
and other modest and moderately priced units result from high land costs, which are typically brought about by a 
combination of large lot zoning, increased regulation, regulatory delay, litigation and/or increased fees. In addition, 
affordable housing developments using public funds usually proceed more slowly than private developments due to 
bureaucratic and regulatory delays, thus adding to the cost.   

  

 2008 Housing Wage $21.11/hour  
 Emergency Dispatchers $19.16 
 Paramedics/EMTs $17.59 
 Nursing Aides $14.50 
 Preschool Teachers $14.34 
 Home Health Aides $13.66 
 Security Guards $13.32 
 Child Care Workers $11.12 
 
Housing Wage – National Low Income Housing Coalition,  
 “Out of Reach”, April 2008 
Occupation Wages – CT Dept. of Labor, 
  “Occupational Employment & Wages”, 
 2008  (all wages are Average Hourly Wages)  

 
With the now-unfolding credit crisis, it is unlikely that housing production of any kind will be able to move ahead 
quickly without significant intervention by the government.  In addition, the current subprime mortgage crisis is likely 
to lead to significant numbers of families seeking housing in the rental market, driving up rental prices.  The current 
supply shortage of starter homes, rental units and other modest, market-rate and moderate- and low-income 
affordable units presents a development opportunity for home builders and both for- and non-profit developers.  
Significantly, those feeling the supply shortage most acutely are Connecticut’s municipalities, which are in the unique 
position of allowing housing creation.  Increasing numbers of towns are inclined to allow more housing to be built.  
Providing new supply will not only meet existing demand but could give Connecticut a competitive edge against 
surrounding states and regions that are also failing to provide similar options. 
 
While the national economy is suffering, so is Connecticut’s, with the losses of jobs related to the financial services 
industry driving unemployment in the state up to 6.6% in November 2008.7  The need to create jobs and jumpstart 
the economy makes this the opportune time for Connecticut to invest in the development of affordable housing as a 
crucial part of the state’s infrastructure.  In fact, in December 2008, Gov. Rell directed state agencies to identify 
infrastructure projects, including housing initiatives, which could begin immediately in the event that a federal stimulus 
package is passed.   

Various studies have indicated that investing in housing 
production creates an immediate economic benefit in job 
creation and significant tax revenues for state and local 
government. Noted Connecticut economist Don Klepper-
Smith has estimated that 1,257 new jobs are created for 
every 1,000 affordable housing units developed in the 
state.8  In addition to job creation, estimates show that 
housing production generates significant tax revenues 
related to both the construction and habitation of new units.  
Data from Ted Carman, done for the Partnership for Strong 
Communities, shows that the state stands to enjoy new 
income and sales tax revenue for the creation of housing 

 
7 “Labor Situation – November 2008.” Connecticut Department of Labor.  <http://www.ctdol.state.ct.us/lmi/laborsit.pdf> 
8 Klepper-Smith, Don. “Updated Perspectives on the Need for Affordable Housing within Connecticut.” January 2008. Study commissioned 
by the Partnership for Strong Communities. <http://www.homeconnecticut.org/images/stories/pdf/dk-s_presentation.pdf> 

http://www.ctdol.state.ct.us/lmi/laborsit.pdf
http://www.homeconnecticut.org/images/stories/pdf/dk-s_presentation.pdf
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under the HOMEConnecticut statute; these revenues include $7,500 from the construction of each new multifamily 
unit and $12,500 from each single-family home – the result of construction salaries and materials, and occupation 
expenditures such as furnishings – and $4,000 in continuing annual revenues from the jobs the new units would 
make possible.9  Studies from the National Association of Home Builders also show that housing production, 
including affordable housing, creates jobs and results in significant revenues for state and local governments and 
local economies.10 11 

Investing in housing production also results in long-
term economic benefit by attracting a workforce that 
spends money, pays taxes and contributes to the 
civic life of the community.  The demographic 
changes Connecticut will face over the next 20 years 
make the need to attract and retain residents, 
especially those from 25 to 34 years of age, crucial 
for the state’s continued economic growth.  
According to population projections from the 
Connecticut State Data Center at UConn, 
Connecticut, which now has 4.5 workers for every 
resident 65 or older, will have only 2.612 by 2030 
unless demographic trends are reversed.  The 
shrinking of the 25-34-year-old cohort will leave the 
state with a smaller working population, resultin
diminished workforce, a weaker economy and less in

tax revenues in coming years. This will make it difficult for the state to maintain its level of services, particularly fo
aging populatio

Data:  CT Office of Policy & Management.  Report to Appropriations and 
Finance Committees. An Act Concerning Fiscal Accountability of State 

Government. November 15, 2008. 

Projected Population Changes In Connecticut, 
by Age

-20%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

120%

2000 2010 2020 2030

Year (projections)

Pe
rc

en
t P

op
ul

at
io

n 
Ch

an
ge

0-17
18-64
65+
85+

 
In order to correct this problem, Connecticut must increase its supply of housing 
affordable for workers and young professionals as well as for low-income families 
and people living on disability income— those whose participation in the workforce is 
virtually impossible without stable, affordable housing.  Connecticut’s diverse 
population needs a variety of housing options that can meet their various needs.  
The production of adequate housing options for the full spectrum of residents we 
need in Connecticut is connected to other issues as well: transportation, educ
performance, healthcare and environmental quality.    
 
If Connecticut is to remain competitive in today’s changing economy, the way land and existing infrastructure is used 
must change.  Housing creation can lead the way.  There are opportunities for change, most obviously in 
Connecticut’s poor urban neighborhoods that have been isolated from the mainstream economy.  Opportunities also 
exist along proposed rail lines where the production of affordable and mixed-income housing would link customers 
with businesses, workers with employers, and riders with transit. Bringing these forces together would stimulate 
Connecticut’s economy, meet the immediate needs of job creation and state revenue production, and help grow the 
state’s workforce population for the future.   

 
9 “State Revenues per Housing Unit Under HOMEConnecticut.” Partnership for Strong Communities. April 2008. 
<http://www.homeconnecticut.org/images/stories/pdf/revenue_summary_homect_units.pdf>  
10 Fei Lui, Helen and Paul Emrath. “The Direct Impact of Home Building and remodeling on the U.S. Economy.” National Association of 
Home Builders.  7 October 2008. <http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=734&genericContentID=103543&channelID=311>  
11 “The Local Economic Impact of a Typical Tax Credit housing Project: Income, Jobs and Taxes Generated.” Housing Policy Department, 
National Association of Home Builders. September 2007. <http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=275&genericContentID=5765>  
12 “Fiscal Accountability of State Government: Presentation Prepared for the Appropriations Committee and the Finance Revenue and 
Bonding Committee by the Office of Policy and Management.” 18 November 2008.  

http://www.homeconnecticut.org/images/stories/pdf/revenue_summary_homect_units.pdf
http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=734&genericContentID=103543&channelID=311
http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=275&genericContentID=5765
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Summary of Recommendations 

 
The following recommendations were offered to the Blue Ribbon Commission by its Financing and Regulatory 
Subcommittees and were accepted by the Commission.  They offer a path by which the state can improve the way it 
produces affordable housing. 
 
Recommendations from the Finance Subcommittee: 
 

• Seize the opportunity and invest in the state’s housing infrastructure.  The state should recognize affordable 
housing as a crucial part of the state’s infrastructure and assertively approve and advance a pipeline of 
affordable rental housing for households below 80% of area median income.  It is likely that the federal 
government will move ahead in early 2009 on an economic stimulus package aimed at providing states with 
funds to spend immediately on infrastructure projects.  Connecticut’s affordable housing programs - Housing 
Trust Fund, FLEX, HOME, CHFA tax-exempt bonding, state-funded public housing and the Next Steps 
supportive housing initiative – are all backlogged as they lack the funds to meet demand.  With this steady 
stream of development, preservation and rehabilitation housing projects ready to move ahead, the state 
would be able to quickly capitalize on any federal economic-stimulus funding provided in 2009.   
 

• Leverage federal financing with state funds.  The state’s General Obligation bonding ability is limited, but one 
mechanism that has successfully been used to increase the state’s ability to finance low- and moderate-
income housing creation combines the bond issuing capacity of the Connecticut Housing Finance Authority 
(CHFA) with contract assistance from the state for debt service payments.  This revenue stream could offer 
“gap” financing for a portion of the cost of developments that use private activity bonds through CHFA for 1st 
mortgage financing and associated 4% Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) equity. This would leverage 
the use of scarce tax-exempt private activity bonds and the generation of private investment capital through 
the LIHTC program.  However, this mechanism would only apply to the development of multifamily housing. 
 
This mechanism, using contract assistance from the State to support CHFA bond issuance, was developed 
by CHFA, together with the State Treasurer and the Office of Policy and Management (OPM).  It is now 
being used successfully by the state to fund housing initiatives where project or borrower income is not 
sufficient to support the required additional debt service payment. These initiatives include the Next Steps 
Supportive Housing Program, funded through the issuance of 501c3 bonds and the newly authorized State 
Emergency Mortgage Assistance Program (EMAP) which anticipates the issuance of taxable bonds. Neither 
of these uses can leverage scarce private activity bonds or raise additional investment capital through the 
LIHTC program. 

 
The CHFA bonds supported through contract assistance are not subject to the overall limitation on state 
bonded debt and the debt service payments are not subject to the state budget cap. Depending upon how 
the ‘stimulus’ package takes shape, federal funds could be substituted for bonds issued by CHFA under a 
contract assistance agreement. 
  

• Ensure a mechanism to fund HOMEConnecticut incentive housing payments to municipalities, using General 
Fund dollars, federal infrastructure funds and/or modifying the statute to permit use of capital dollars to 
finance local projects.  More than 40 municipalities are preparing or have received grants to plan Incentive 
Housing Zones by the end of 2008. 
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• Develop a long-term statewide affordable housing strategy to identify and plan for affordable housing 
demands and priorities, by type of housing - rental or ownership; preservation or new production - within the 
context of the State’s goals for responsible growth and meeting the housing needs of our workforce and of 
vulnerable populations such as the elderly and people with disabilities.   

 
• Convene a working group to review existing state and quasi-public affordable housing development and 

mortgage programs to assess most effective utilization funding sources and whether or not they can be more 
effectively leveraged with both public and private funds.  The following parties should be represented on this 
working group: CHFA, DECD, HUD, OPM, State Treasury, private lenders, users of the programs and policy 
thinkers.  

 
• Priority consideration should be given to creating flexible mechanisms that include gap financing and 

regulatory relief so that the production of affordable home ownership units can be significantly increased 
throughout the state. The goal of increasing affordable workforce housing units in Connecticut can only be 
accomplished with adequate financial resources that can be utilized in a flexible manner by both for profit and 
nonprofit developers. The Housing Trust Fund program is one such resource that could be used for this 
purpose and we recommend that funding for this important program be continued. 

 
• Make sure that CHFA and DECD focus on their respective  strengths.  DECD should focus on developing 

and implementing state policy on housing, economic development and responsible growth.  CHFA should 
support the implementation of this policy with the full range of its housing finance programs for the 
development and preservation of affordable rental housing and the expansion of homeownership, ensuring 
an integrated and efficient use of the public resources available.  

 
• Coordinate the use of grants and loans from the Housing Trust Fund, Flex and HOME programs, treating 

each pool of funding as a source of flexible capital. This would allow developers to seek ‘subsidized’ capital 
from a pool of funds and be better able to put all the pieces of the capital structure of a housing project 
together while mitigating uncertainty and delays.  

 
• Increase transparency regarding rating and ranking for all subsidy programs administered by the state so 

that developers understand the program and policy priorities and the financial and administrative issues 
involved. 

 
• Assess opportunities for DECD and CHFA to provide loan guarantees, credit enhancements, and/or 

mortgage insurance that would help stimulate increased private investment in affordable housing.  Cost-
benefit analyses would need to be performed in order to understand if the resulting private investment would 
be significant enough to warrant these types of programs.   

 
Recommendations from the Regulatory Subcommittee:  
 

• Create a scorecard to assess municipal actions/improvements.  Municipalities should be encouraged to show 
progress, voluntarily, on a handful of regulatory streamlining methods. Better performance on the following 
items would enhance municipalities’ eligibility for state incentives and funding: 

o Front-load the decision-making process.  An example would be creating Incentive Housing Zones 
under the HOMEConnecticut Program.  

o Enact simultaneous consideration of developments by local land use bodies. 
o Merge local land use commissions or provide certainty on the time it will take to consider a 

development proposal.    



 

Page 10 of 23 

o Reward speed by having Regional Planning Organizations assess how long development 
considerations should take. 

o Encourage uniformity of regulations among municipalities. 
o Increase training of land use officials and staff.  

 
• Reward municipal streamlining with state incentives.  The state should reward municipalities that score well 

on the above scorecard with new, flexible funding and by leveraging existing funding.  The state could also 
trade for quickness - in exchange for faster local decision-making on development applications, the state 
would give municipalities quicker consideration for state bonding, other funds, or required permits. 

 
• Undertake legislative and legal changes, including the following: 

o Enable simultaneous review by municipalities – i.e. enabling legislation for the above-mentioned 
Simultaneous Consideration of Developments. 

o Reduce extension time period, to shorten certain time periods for public feedback. 
o Streamline legal appeals – develop a cadre of judges that hear land use cases in a timely way, and 

render faster and more consistent judgments. 
 

• Help municipalities reach the goals, by providing more land use training, assistance from Regional Planning 
Organizations and the Office of Policy and Management, and funding to hire consultants. 

 
• Streamline state regulations.  This should be accomplished through a variety of measures, such as 

establishing simultaneous review by state agencies, reducing parking requirements, allowing reasonable 
development within the 500-Year Floodplain, and encouraging more brownfield redevelopment by providing 
liability relief and reducing uncertainty in developing these sites.   
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FULL REPORT 
 

Affordable Housing: Opportunities to Expand Economic Growth 
 
Housing is fundamental to economic growth. Its construction creates jobs, economic activity and tax revenues for 
municipalities and the state. But if it is not affordable– that is, if a safe, secure home costs its residents more than 
30% of their income – such housing can be a drag on the economy because it leaves residents with too little 
disposable income to pay for other necessities and luxuries, and because it may place such residents at risk of 
homelessness, which takes a huge toll on the economy, the fiscal structure of the state and its municipalities, and the 
personal circumstances of those without homes. 
 
In a wider sense, a failure to provide housing affordable to residents of a community can lead to serious problems 
and higher costs for healthcare, education, transportation, environmental quality and other areas of public policy: 
 

• Education: High housing costs can force families to move during the 
middle of the school year, requiring school transfers that frequently 
cause students to fall behind and fail. High housing costs also force 
families to double up in crowded conditions, hurting the ability to do 
homework, read or get sufficient rest. High housing costs also leave 
little money for nutritious food, adequate clothing, necessary 
healthcare, books, movies, excursions or other requirements or 
enrichments.  In addition, high housing costs can result in parents 
working long hours, taking away from the time that they can spend 
with 
 their children providing needed guidance and attention. 
 

• Transportation: Housing is an integral component of a smart growth 
and transit-oriented system of development.  High housing costs can 
force workers to live far from their jobs, or the limited mass transit 
facilities in Connecticut, forcing them to drive long distances to work, 
causing highway congestion and higher commuting costs. 
Conversely, affordable homes close to transit facilities or workplaces 
can obviate the need for long commutes or permit the use of mass  
transit, lowering commuting costs and time, and unclogging 
congested roadways. 
 

• Healthcare: Spending too much on housing can take money away 
from warm clothing, good nutrition and medical treatment. When a 
shortage of quality affordable housing exists, residents frequently 
must live in crowded and unsafe conditions (from building code 
dangers to dust mites, lead paint and rodents).  
 

• Environmental quality: A lack of affordable housing often forces 
residents to live further from work, leading to sprawl, long commutes 
and more use of fossil fuels. Density that provides more affordable 
housing can also lead to decreased energy use for heating. 
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In much the same way that housing creation is a key economic indicator, sparking rises in stock prices and multiplier 
effects that lead to new jobs and higher levels of consumer spending, the creation of housing in Connecticut would 
spark the economy and state revenue growth.  
 

• According to estimates undertaken for the HOMEConnecticut statute, the state can expect one-time 
construction revenues of $7,449 per multifamily unit and $12,415 per single-family unit based on 
conservative estimates of construction material and labor costs, and unit size, enhanced by a conservative 
multiplier of 1.3.13 
 

• The state can also expect on-going revenues from occupation of the new housing of $3,974 – to rise by the 
inflation rate in ensuing years – based upon conservative estimates of household income.14 
 

• There are two less quantifiable impacts: that companies that will come if they find there are sufficient and 
affordable housing options for their workers and the invisible companies that do not locate here because 
appropriate and appropriately priced housing is not available. 

 
• Economist Don Klepper-Smith, in a study for the Partnership for Strong Communities, has estimated that 

1,257 new jobs are created for every 1,000 affordable housing units developed.15 
 

• Studies by the National Association of Home Builders have shown that housing creation, including housing 
developed under programs such as the Low Income Housing Tax Credit, create a significant number of jobs 
and bring in substantial tax revenues.16 17   
 

So while it is true that a failure to create housing options for workers, families 
and young professionals can contribute to a continuing exodus of labor pool, 
businesses and the attendant business activity and tax revenues, the 
converse is also true: providing housing capacity for those needed residents 
can accommodate population growth, economic growth and revenue growth.  
Creating housing by itself will not necessarily draw new businesses, 
population and revenues; the state must provide incentives, adequate 
transportation and all the other tools businesses need. But not having 
sufficient housing options for workers will render moot all other state efforts to 
attract business growth, much the way inadequate seating capacity at a 
restaurant will limit revenues no matter how good the food, ambiance and 
other amenities. 
 
While it is clear that Connecticut has shown great interest in growing its financial services industry and building its 
fledgling but promising bio- and high-tech industries, housing on the lower rungs of the ladder – affordable rentals 
that permit savings for down payments, condos and town homes from which buyers can trade up, and 3BR detached 
starter homes – will be needed for entry-level workers in the above industries but, mostly, for those in key sectors in 
the early 21st Century economy. 

 
13 “State Revenues per Housing Unit Under HOMEConnecticut.” Partnership for Strong Communities. April 2008. 
<http://www.homeconnecticut.org/images/stories/pdf/revenue_summary_homect_units.pdf> 
14 Ibid. 
15 Klepper-Smith, Don. “Updated Perspectives on the Need for Affordable Housing within Connecticut.” January 2008. Study commissioned 
by the Partnership for Strong Communities. 
16 Fei Lui, Helen and Paul Emrath. “The Direct Impact of Home Building and remodeling on the U.S. Economy.” National Association of 
Home Builders.  7 October 2008. <http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=734&genericContentID=103543&channelID=311> 
17 “The Local Economic Impact of a Typical Tax Credit housing Project: Income, Jobs and Taxes Generated.” Housing Policy Department, 
National Association of Home Builders. September 2007. <http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=275&genericContentID=5765> 

http://www.homeconnecticut.org/images/stories/pdf/revenue_summary_homect_units.pdf
http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=734&genericContentID=103543&channelID=311
http://www.nahb.org/generic.aspx?sectionID=275&genericContentID=5765
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• Don Klepper-Smith, in a study for the Partnership for Strong Communities, has used Department of Labor 

projections to forecast that 72% of new net jobs created through 2014 will pay less than $40,000/year.18 
Mostly service occupations, those jobs include nursing aides, childcare workers, food preparation workers, 
truck drivers, customer service representatives and home health aides.  Currently, the median sales price 
home statewide sells for about $270,000, requiring an annual income of at least $75,000 to qualify for a 
mortgage.19  
 

• Similarly, the state’s housing wage, the earnings needed to afford a typical 2BR apartment, is now 
$21.11/hour – or about $44,000 annually.20 Half the occupations in the state have median wages below that 
level.21 
 

• The median salary for skilled manufacturing labor in Connecticut is about 
$42,000 annually, while nurses and teachers have entry level salaries at 
about that level. To the extent that Connecticut wants to preserve its 
192,000-worker skilled manufacturing sector, replace the 41% of teachers 
who are older than 50 when they retire and provide care for aging residents 
with nurses and nurse’s aides in nursing homes and private homes, it must 
provide housing they can afford. 

 
 

The Need for Affordable Housing 
 
The following studies and measures portray the significant affordable housing need in Connecticut: 
 

• A 2007 study by the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston New England Public Policy Center indicated that there 
is only one affordable and available housing unit for every three low income households in Connecticut that 
need one.22   The study points out that the lack of supply of moderate income housing exacerbates this 
problem because moderate income households are competing for the same units as low income households.  
In such a competition, moderate income households have a greater ability to pay and thus secure the unit 
more often, driving up the price for such housing and leaving low income households with fewer affordable 
options.   

 
• National Low Income Housing Coalition tabulations of 2007 American Community Survey data indicate 

101,111 of 396,271 renter households in Connecticut spend more than 50% of their income on housing, with 
94% of these renters earning less than 50% of area median income. 23   

 

 
18 Klepper-Smith, Don. “Updated Perspectives on the Need for Affordable Housing within Connecticut.” January 2008. Study commissioned 
by the Partnership for Strong Communities. 
19  “Monthly Home Sales Stats from The Warren Group.” The Warren Group. 4 December 2008. 
<http://www.homeconnecticut.org/images/stories/pdf/warren_group_ct_stats_2006-08.pdf> 
20 “Out of Reach, Selected Connecticut Statistics.” National Low Income Housing Coalition, Connecticut Housing Coalition. April 2008.  
<http://www.ct-housing.org/OOR%20CT%20stats%202008.pdf> 
21 Ibid. 
22 Rollins Saas, Darcy and Alicia Sasser. “Crowded Out of the Housing Market.” Federal Reserve Bank of Boston New England Public Policy 
Center.  March 2007. http://www.bos.frb.org/economic/neppc/briefs/2007/briefs072.pdf  
23“Congressional District Profiles, Connecticut.”  National Low Income Housing Coalition. December 2008. 
<http://www.nlihc.org/doc/cdpCT.pdf> 

http://www.homeconnecticut.org/images/stories/pdf/warren_group_ct_stats_2006-08.pdf
http://www.ct-housing.org/OOR%20CT%20stats%202008.pdf
http://www.bos.frb.org/economic/neppc/briefs/2007/briefs072.pdf
http://www.nlihc.org/doc/cdpCT.pdf
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• Census data indicate that the number of Connecticut households making 80% or less than the state median 
income (about $50,000 in 2006), and paying more than 30% of their income on housing grew from 19% in 
2004 to 26% in 2006, numbering over 344,493 households.24   

 
• The most recent Out of Reach report by the National Low Income Housing Coalition indicates that rents 

continue to rise in Connecticut, making it increasingly difficult for low income households to afford rental 
units.  The 2007-2008 report shows that the state’s housing wage, the hourly wage needed to afford the 
typical two-bedroom apartment, rose to $21.11/hour, up 40% since 2000.  A person earning minimum wage 
would need to work 110 hours a week to earn enough to afford the typical two-bedroom apartment. 25 

 
• A 2007 study by the HOMEConnecticut Campaign found that a household earning the median income would 

not qualify for a mortgage for the median sales priced home in 142 of Connecticut’s 169 towns.  This 
indicates that despite the national downturn in the housing market, prices still remain high for many of 
Connecticut’s households.26  

 
• Median sales prices for single-family homes in Connecticut increased 70% between 2000 and 2007,27 from 

$165,000 for the year in 2000, reaching a high of $280,000 for the year in 2007, before falling to $270,000 for 
the year-to-date in November 2008.28  

 
• In September 2007, the Connecticut Department of Social Services received 50,000 applications for only 

1,000 available Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers and State Rental Assistance Program grants when the 
agency opened its waiting list. 

 
The need for affordable housing is spread across several different groups, such as families, young professionals, the 
elderly, the disabled, and the chronically homeless.  Within these groups, income levels vary and the need for 
affordable housing ranges from those making median income to those who have no income at all.  In addition, there 
are various populations that may have specific housing 
needs.  For example, families typically require units 
with more bedrooms than the elderly need.  The 
disabled, and often the elderly, need units that are 
accessible and provide amenities that will help make 
living independently feasible.  Supportive housing for 
the chronically homeless often includes access to 
support services on-site or within close proximity.   
 
Meeting these needs may require the construction of 
new affordable units, the rehabilitation and conversion 
of existing buildings into affordable housing, or the 
preservation of existing units of affordable housing.  

 
24 Klepper-Smith, Don. “Updated Perspectives on the Need for Affordable Housing within Connecticut.” January 2008. Study commissioned 
by the Partnership for Strong Communities. 
25 “Out of Reach, Selected Connecticut Statistics.” National Low Income Housing Coalition, Connecticut Housing Coalition. April 2008.  
<http://www.ct-housing.org/OOR%20CT%20stats%202008.pdf> 
26  “Affordability in Connecticut, 2007.” Partnership for Strong Communities for the HOMEConnecticut Campaign. April 2008. 
<http://www.homeconnecticut.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=111&Itemid=1> 
27 “Growth in Connecticut Median Single-Family Housing Prices vs. Personal Income 2000-2007.” Data from the Warren Group and U.S. 
Department of Commerce. Analysis undertaken by the Partnership for Strong Communities for the HOMEConnecticut Campaign. 
 <http://www.homeconnecticut.org/images/stories/pdf/cthsgprice_v_income_2000-2007.pdf> 
28 “Monthly Home Sales Stats from The Warren Group.” The Warren Group. 8 January 2009. 
<http://www.homeconnecticut.org/images/stories/pdf/warren_group_ct_stats_2006-08.pdf> 

http://www.ct-housing.org/OOR%20CT%20stats%202008.pdf
http://www.homeconnecticut.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=111&Itemid=1
http://www.homeconnecticut.org/images/stories/pdf/cthsgprice_v_income_2000-2007.pdf
http://www.homeconnecticut.org/images/stories/pdf/warren_group_ct_stats_2006-08.pdf
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Constructing new units of affordable housing is essential to increasing the overall supply and is also one way in which 
affordable housing can be introduced into communities that currently lack this resource.  Rehabilitating existing 
properties and converting them into affordable housing is also common and can improve the economic 
competitiveness of neighborhoods.   
 
Rehabilitating and preserving existing units of affordable housing is also crucial to maintaining the supply of 
affordable housing in the state.  The loss of affordable units is a pressing issue in Connecticut and significant 
resources are needed to simply maintain these units as part of the state’s supply of affordable housing.  Many of the 
units in need of preservation are public housing units developed under either the state or federal affordable housing 
programs.  In addition to these, there are many units of affordable housing developed by private or non-profit 
developers that are also in need of preservation.  Some housing is in danger of being lost due to the expiration of 
federal or state subsidies while other units are endangered because of chronic underfunding and the resulting 
deterioration of the property.       
 

Improving the Affordable Housing Finance System 
 
Affordable housing in Connecticut is funded largely through the following state and federal financing programs, which, 
while important, provide only a partial solution to financing affordable housing and have thus far not produced the 
housing needed for the state’s low- and very low-income workers. 
 

• The federal Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program (LIHTC) –the workhorse of affordable rental housing 
production is severely oversubscribed.  This summer CHFA approved six projects that will create only 367 
units of rental housing to receive a total of $6.7 in 9% LIHTC financing, which represented a forward 
commitment of 2009 credits. CHFA received 18 applications for the 9% credits, requesting $16.3 million to 
produce a total of 1,244 units; these projects represented supportive housing, revitalization of public housing 
and family and elderly rental housing suburban communities. It should be noted, however, the tax credit 
market is currently experiencing difficulty, with fewer entities purchasing the credits, causing the value of 
credits to decline.  This has resulted in some recent projects requesting more credits in order to raise the 
funds needed for a project to move forward.   

 
• The State Housing Tax Credit Program (HTCC) receives requests at twice the level of the annual $10 million 

in funds available.  CHFA awards about 80% of HTCC in critical “gap” financing for projects funded through 
LIHTC, Next Steps supportive housing or other public dollars.   

 
• Private Activity Bonds are in demand for 

both single-family and multi-family 
housing.  Even before CHFA issued in a 
July 2008 NOFA for $38 million on tax 
exempt bonding to be used in conjunction 
with 4% LIHTC, it had pending requests 
for $33 million.  Additional applications are 
expected to come in on a rolling basis.  
Many of these projects require additional 
“gap financing” in addition to PAB and 4% 
credits.  At the December meeting of the 
State Bond Commission, an additional 
allocation of $74 million in private activity 
bonds was granted to CHFA for Single 
and Multifamily Revenue Bonds.   
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• The State Housing Trust Fund, funded by state general obligation bonds, episodically awards “gap financing” 

for home ownership and rental housing.  Administered by DECD, this program provides grants and loans for 
home ownership and rental projects that use both private and public sources.   In the last two years, $40 
million has been approved by the bond commission; a total of $34 million has been awarded to create over 
800 units of affordable housing.   

 
• Supportive housing creation has proceeded at a steady pace over the last decade, but a slowdown of 

financing will reverse progress.  Round III of the Next Steps Initiative—the highly successful interagency 
initiative to create affordable housing connected to services for individuals and families who are homeless— 
received 18 responses in July 2008, totaling 464 units of supportive housing with a total financing request  of 
just over $100 million.  The State has $35 million of available capital through 501(c)(3) bonds, which is 
expected to create 150 units, less than 1/3 of the total request.  However, due to budget concerns, OPM has 
indicated that they will delay funding announcements for Round III, thus stalling the creation of those 150 
units.  

 
• Established in 2007, the $10 million Housing Sustainability 

Fund is being used to meet the most critical life, health and 
safety needs of the 17,000 housing units of State Moderate 
Rentals. More than $400 million is needed to restore this 
housing. 

 
• The State also relies on its limited federal HOME 

Investment Partnership program funding to finance 
projects.  The HOME program, along with the Housing 
Trust Fund, is the major source of funding for affordable 
housing provided through DECD.  Because it is a federal 
program, HOME’s regulations can make it difficult to 
combine with other funding, but it is nonetheless a valuable 
resource for the state.  The state generally receives about 
$12 million in HOME funds each year from the federal 
government.  

   
• DECD’s Affordable Housing Program, also known as FLEX, has not consistently been available for projects. 

FLEX projects must receive individual approval from the State’s Bond Commission, which makes this 
financing source slow and unable to respond to the market and developers in a timely manner.     

 
The future demand for multi-family housing in Connecticut is far beyond the existing sources: 

• Projections from supportive housing advocates look for the development of 800 units of supportive housing in 
the next five years, which would require an estimated $190 million in capital financing.  Half of these units 
would be dedicated to the target population of people who are homeless; the remaining 400 units are 
targeted to very low income households.  Supportive housing is a primary method for producing housing for 
extremely low income households—the other being HOPE VI, which is mostly redevelopment, and some 
through the 9% LIHTC funding.   (This year’s 9% tax credit round will fund only 80 units dedicated to 
households below 25% of AMI.) 

 
• Preservation of existing affordable rental housing.  DECD and CHFA have estimated that, of the total supply 

of 117,000 affordable rental units in the state which have received government assistance, 15,000 units will 
lose their requirement to remain affordable by 2015 and another 5,000 units will lose affordability 
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requirements by 2020.  All of these developments will require an infusion of resources to address capital 
needs.    

 
• HOMEConnecticut’s Incentive Housing Zones require 20% of the units created to serve households at 80% 

of Area Median Income.  Those towns that want to assure housing affordable to teachers, paraprofessionals, 
nurses’ aides or other critical workforce participants will need subsidies to deepen the affordability of the 
housing. 

 
Housing production can also address education, transportation and environmental problems. While some of the 
problems can be fixed with relatively inexpensive investments – the new HOMEConnecticut statute promises to 
create thousands of new units of market rate/moderate-income units with very modest incentive payments from the 
state – it is impossible to escape the conclusion that a significant reinvestment of gap financing, construction, 
operating and service dollars must be made. Other states, such as New York, New Jersey and California, have 
recognized that need. Recently, Massachusetts passed a $1.3 billion housing bond over 5 years. The proportionate 
bond in Connecticut would equal $600 million or $120 million a year, equal in absolute dollars and less than the 
amount Gov. O’Neill devoted to housing in 1990. 
 
Recommendations to Improve the Current Financing System 
 

• Seize the Opportunity and Invest in the State’s Housing Infrastructure 
The state should recognize affordable housing as a crucial part of the 
state’s infrastructure and assertively approve and advance a pipeline 
of affordable rental housing for households below 80% of area 
median income.  It is likely that the federal government will move 
ahead in early 2009 on an economic stimulus package aimed at 
providing states with funds to spend immediately on infrastructure 
projects.  With a steady stream of housing projects ready to move 
ahead, the state would be able to quickly capitalize on any federal 
economic stimulus funding provided in 2009.  This potential 
opportunity could also be used to demonstrate the state’s 
commitment to building standards that promote energy efficiency and 
to conservation standards in the use of materials. 
 
The state should consider using infrastructure funds to finance the 
hundreds of affordable units that have not received funding due to a 
lack of resources, projects that could begin right away if funding and 
financing were available.  This includes the 464 units of supportive housing that were submitted for funding 
under Round III of the Next Steps Initiative, eligible projects not funded under the LIHTC program, those that 
have applications pending under the Housing Trust Fund, FLEX, HOME programs or those awaiting CHFA 
tax-exempt bonding.  There are also approximately about 3,500 units of public and privately owned rental 
housing will have various assistance and regulatory agreements expire over the next two years, many of 
which could  be preserved for future generations of low income households if steps are taken now to do so.  
In addition, funds could be used to set the stage for the development of thousands of units of housing under 
the HOMEConnecticut statute.  Small scale renovations of privately owned older homes aimed at 
improvements such as energy efficiency and enhanced accessibility could also create significant economic 
activity, while stabilizing and revitalizing neighborhoods.  
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• Leverage Federal Financing with State Funds  
The state’s level of bonded indebtedness cautions against an increase in General Obligation bond authority. 
One mechanism that has successfully been used to increase the state’s ability to finance low- and moderate-
income housing creation without running up against the bond cap or increasing General Fund appropriations 
significantly combines bond issuing capacity of CHFA with contract assistance from the state for debt service 
payments.  This revenue stream could offer “gap” financing for a portion of the cost of developments that use 
private activity bonds through the Authority for 1st mortgage finance and associated 4% Low Income Housing 
Tax Credit equity, leveraging the use of scarce tax-exempt private activity bonds and the generation of 
private investment capital through the Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program.  This mechanism:  

o Provides additional flexible capital funding to fill development project funding “gaps” by increasing 
the use of tax-exempt mortgage finance and associated 4% Low Income Housing Tax Credits 
through CHFA for the development and preservation of affordable rental housing. 

o Provides these combined resources through public notification of funds availability process 
administered by CHFA in coordination with the Department of Economic and Community 
Development (DECD). 

o Ensures smooth application to maximize the efficiency of the process. 
o Streamlines the process to clear debt underwriting, construction and operational requirements.  
o Applies only to the development of affordable multifamily units. 
 

This mechanism would work in the following manner:  state housing developers would apply for 1st mortgage 
financing through CHFA pursuant to a public notice of funding availability. Application review, preliminary 
underwriting and technical assistance would be undertaken by CHFA based on its requirements. Those 
developments not requiring additional “gap” financing would proceed with processing for mortgage 
commitment approval. Those requiring “gap” financing would be reviewed by CHFA in conjunction with 
DECD. The debt service on bonds issued through CHFA to provide this gap financing would be paid by the 
State of Connecticut, perhaps with federal infrastructure funds.  This funding would eliminate the need to 
provide capital funding from the other state and CHFA housing finance programs that are experiencing 
demand that exceeds available funding. 

 
Combining state contract assistance for debt service 
payments on bonds issued by CHFA in conjunction with 
private activity bonds and 4% low income housing tax credits 
is a more limited use of the funding mechanism, one that is 
already being used successfully by the state to fund housing 
initiatives where project or borrower income was not 
sufficient to support the required additional debt service 
payment. These include the Next Steps Supportive Housing 
Program,funded through the issuance of 501c3 bonds,  that 
provides a permanent housing solution for individuals and 
families that are homeless or at risk of homelessness as well 

as the newly authorized State Emergency Mortgage Assistance Program (EMAP), which anticipates the 
issuance of taxable bonds,  to assist distressed homeowners who are at risk of losing their homes through 
foreclosure.   Neither of these uses can leverage scarce private activity bonds or raise additional capital 
through the low income housing tax credit program. The CHFA bonds supported through contract assistance 
are not subject to the overall limitation on state bonded debt and the debt service payments are not subject 
to the state budget cap.  

 
CHFA, together with the State Treasurer and the Office of Policy and Management (OPM), developed this 
successful mechanism which has been included in the Governors’ proposed state budgets for these 
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purposes. It is also similar to the interagency funding approach that has been used by the Authority in 
cooperation with the Departments of Social Service (DSS) and Developmental Services (DDS) for many 
years to fund group homes for the developmentally disabled.  Depending upon how the ‘stimulus’ package 
takes shape, federal funds could be substituted for bonds issued by CHFA under a contract assistance 
agreement. 

 
• Ensure a mechanism to fund HOMEConnecticut incentive housing payments to municipalities, using General 

Fund dollars, federal infrastructure funds and/or modifying the statute to permit use of capital dollars to 
finance local projects.  More than 40 municipalities are preparing or have received grants to plan Incentive 
Housing Zones by the end of 2008. 

 
• Develop a long-term statewide affordable housing strategy to identify and plan for affordable housing 

demands and priorities, by type of housing – rental or ownership; preservation or new production – within the 
context of the state’s goals for responsible growth and meeting the housing needs of our workforce and of 
vulnerable populations such as the elderly and people with disabilities.   

 
• Convene a working group to review existing state and quasi-public affordable housing development and 

mortgage programs to assess most effective utilization funding sources and whether or not they can be more 
effectively leveraged with both public and private funds.  The following parties should be represented on this 
working group: CHFA, DECD, HUD, OPM, State Treasury, private lenders, users of the programs and policy 
thinkers.  

 
• Priority consideration should be given to creating flexible mechanisms that include gap financing and 

regulatory relief so that the production of affordable home ownership units can be significantly increased 
throughout the state. The goal of increasing affordable workforce housing units in Connecticut can only be 
accomplished with adequate financial resources that can be utilized in a flexible manner by both for profit and 
nonprofit developers. The Housing Trust Fund program is one such resource that could be used for this 
purpose and we recommend that funding for this important program be continued. 

 
• Make sure that  CHFA and DECD focus on their respective strengths:  DECD should focus on developing 

and implementing state policy on housing, economic development and responsible growth.  CHFA should 
support the implementation of this policy through the full range of its housing finance programs for the 
development and preservation of affordable rental housing and the expansion of homeownership, ensuring 
an integrated and efficient use of the public resources available. 

 
• Coordinate the use of grants and loans from the Housing Trust Fund, Flex and HOME programs, treating 

each pool of funding as a source of flexible capital. This would allow developers to seek ‘subsidized’ capital 
from a pool of funds and better able to put all the pieces of the capital structure of a housing project together 
while mitigating uncertainty and delays.  

 
• Increase transparency regarding rating and ranking for all subsidy programs administered by the state so 

that developers understand the program and policy priorities and the financial and administrative issues 
involved. 

 
• Assess opportunities for DECD and CHFA to provide loan guarantees, credit enhancements, and/or 

mortgage insurance that would help stimulate increased private investment in affordable housing.  Cost-
benefit analyses would need to be performed in order to understand if the resulting private investment would 
be significant enough to warrant these types of programs.   
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Streamlining Regulatory Systems Related to Affordable Housing 
 
Connecticut’s significant housing shortage and high housing costs are, in large part, caused by the cost and difficulty 
housing developers face as they try to build housing in Connecticut.  State and local regulations, and the manner in 
which they are enforced, is often inefficient, unpredictable and unnecessarily time-consuming. 
 
Many state and local regulations that impact housing production are worthwhile, and serve to protect the 
environment, mitigate traffic congestion, ensure safety of buildings, maintain neighborhood attractiveness and vitality 
and address many other concerns and needs.  However, some regulations or permit processes exact too much 
money from housing development for little, if any, return to the public’s benefit.  Taken collectively, even worthwhile 
regulations make housing very difficult, time-consuming and costly to build because they are not coordinated or it 
takes too long to obtain a decision. 
 
Each hurdle a housing developer must overcome 
costs money, either in fees, development or 
construction costs, or lost time.  These costs 
often end up in the final sales price or monthly 
rent of the housing or may ultimately result in the 
abandonment of a proposed development.   
 
The length of the permitting process also makes 
it harder for developers to respond to the market 
and supply the right type of housing.  Existing 
statutory timeframes can delay a project for 
years, making it difficult for a developer to predict 
what the market conditions will be at the end of 
that long process.  This uncertainty also has 
tremendous opportunity costs, which result when developers decide not to build because the financial risk outweighs 
the benefit to them.  If regulatory requirements were more reasonable, an increasing number of marginal-profit 
developments might get built.   
 
The industry estimates that over-regulation, ever-increasing fees, and unnecessary processing delays account for  
5% to 25% of the sales price of a new home in Connecticut, adversely affecting the entire housing spectrum.  They 
harm both affordable housing efforts as well as the efforts of businesses to locate or expand here with housing 
options that serve all employees and business owners.  Furthermore, they harm the state’s ability to attract and keep 
young people here or provide the homes that public employees, service workers, and our growing elderly population 
need.  In short, it is essential to address the problems that exist with the state’s current regulatory system if we are to 
make meaningful headway in the effort to build more affordable housing in Connecticut. 
 
Recommendations for Streamlining of Municipal Regulations 
 
The Commission believes Connecticut can transition to a regulatory environment that is efficient, consistent and 
predictable as well as cost-effective.  Some of the proposals may require legislation, but many can be accomplished 
immediately by state agencies and municipalities.  The Commission respects the authority of municipalities to decide 
their own affairs, and recognizes the political difficulties of forcing municipalities to comply with state requirements to 
streamline their permitting.  Still, much can be accomplished by incentivizing municipalities and helping them grapple 
with challenging land-use matters.  Monetary and non-monetary incentives are recommended below. 
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• The State should develop a scorecard by which to judge municipal regulatory improvements, rewarding 
municipal streamlining efforts with incentives.  The Office of Policy and Management, in consultation with 
municipal representatives and land-use experts, should give points to municipalities that have enacted 
HOMEConnecticut Incentive Housing Zones, adopted simultaneous review, combined their land-use bodies 
where possible, met approval timeframe goals, adopted model regulations and/or had land use officials and 
staff attend training to enhance their knowledge and skills.  Municipalities should not be required to make all 
of these changes, but those scoring highest on the scorecard would have greater eligibility for the state 
incentives described below. 

 
• The state should provide incentives to reward municipal streamlining efforts.  Municipalities scoring well on 

the scorecard, by using some or all of the streamlining methods mentioned above, should be rewarded with 
the following incentives: 

 
o New, flexible funding - Although the state is undergoing a serious budget deficit, there may be new 

funds coming from the federal government.  Discretionary federal funding should be tied to 
streamlining local approvals and meeting housing and responsible growth goals. 

o Leverage existing funding - As the state considers municipalities’ applications for a variety of 
already-existing funds, towns that have streamlined their permitting should get a higher funding 
amount and should receive faster consideration. 

o Trading quickness – The state should provide a non-monetary incentive to towns by fast-tracking its 
consideration of funding or permitting that a municipality seeks.  For a variety of funding streams and 
programs, municipalities must sometimes wait upon the state decisions.  The state should put 
municipalities at the front of the line for consideration if they have streamlined their permitting. 

 
• The Legislature should enact specific legislative and legal changes.  Three simple actions would greatly 

assist in reducing unnecessary and wasteful time constraints associated with processing municipal land use 
decisions for a development proposal.  The first two concern the municipal review process; the third involves 
the processing of court appeals: 

o Enable simultaneous review - The legislature should clarify that multiple land use applications may 
be processed simultaneously by all applicable land use agencies (i.e. that the applications need not 
be processed sequentially).  Appropriate language may be added to Sec. 8-7d(a) to clarify this. 

o Reduce extension time period - The extension time period provided by Sec. 8-7d(a) for opening a 
public hearing (65 days after receipt of an application), entertaining a public hearing (35 days), and 
rendering a decision on an application after closing the public hearing (65 days) should be reduced.  
Currently, Sec. 8-7d(a) provides that extensions may be “consented to” whereby the total number of 
extensions shall not exceed 65 days.  This 
should be reduced to 35 days. 

o Streamline legal appeals - Sec. 8-8, which 
provides for appeals from municipal land use 
boards to the Supreme Court, should be 
modified to reflect that all appeals taken 
pursuant to Sec. 8-8 should be entertained by a 
judge assigned by the Chief Court 
Administrator to hear such an appeal.  This 
would promote more consistent and efficient 
decisions relative to land use appeals in 
Connecticut.   
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• The state should help municipalities reach the goals.  Most municipalities have capacity issues with regard to 
land-use decision-making and land-use issues can be complex, multifaceted, and filled with legal or fiscal 
ramifications.  Municipalities need help to meet these challenges.  One of the reasons municipalities place 
regulatory obstacles in the way of development is that they feel overwhelmed by the task of shaping 
development to meet the needs and goals of their community.  Feeling understaffed, underfunded, and 
sometimes underinformed, they opt to limit on potential development without considering its potential. 

o Local land use decision-makers can benefit from enhanced training opportunities because of limited 
planning staff, the all-volunteer nature of most land-use commissions, constant turnover of 
commission membership, and evolving best-practices in land use.  There are already entities 
providing land-use training in Connecticut, including the University of Connecticut’s Center for Land 
Use Education and Research (CLEAR), Land Use Leadership Alliance (LULA), Green Valley 
Institute, Connecticut Attorney General’s office, Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection 
and several regional planning organizations.  The state should make more funding available for 
these training entities and facilitate greater coordination between them.  The state should also 
ensure a significant amount of training is available in the towns where land use officials serve to 
ensure greater participation.  

o Regional planning organizations play a valuable role in helping their member municipalities make 
wise decisions on land use and other important issues.  The state should offer funding for RPOs to 
hire more staff to help municipalities on land use.   

o More staff should be added at Office of Policy and Management’s Office of Responsible Growth to 
implement the recommendations offered here, especially with regard to incentivizing municipal 
streamlining.   

o Funding to hire consultants - Despite land use training and technical assistance by training 
organizations, RPOs and OPM, municipalities will still benefit from some funding to hire consultants 
to work on their own particular needs, such as rewriting regulations, understanding the legal or fiscal 
implications of decisions, and ensuring regulatory changes meet land-use goals.   

 
• The state should act to streamline land-use regulations - State level 

reviews and permitting, like local reviews, often slow down 
development.  The Commission recommends: 

o The state should move toward simultaneous agency review, 
starting with larger developments, in a process similar to 
economic development Projects of Regional Significance.  
Furthermore, some state programs require all local 
approvals to be obtained before state consideration
determinations force changes to the development, and it has 
to go back to municipal bodies for reconsideration, the delay 
is considerable.  The state should enhance connection with 
the local approval process by doing an initial review of 
developments at the same time as the municipality, to alert 
developers to any potential obstacles to state approval. 

.  If state 

o Study Feasibility of Reduced Parking Requirements for 
Housing Developments - Municipal zoning typically includes 
requirements on how much on-site parking must accompany 
housing and other development.  While adequate parking is obviously essential, these requirements 
in many cases are inflexible and require more than is necessary.  Fewer spaces are necessary with 
housing for low income people, as they are likely to own fewer cars per household. In transit-oriented 
developments or those in town centers, residents also need fewer automobiles because they can 
walk to destinations or easily take a train or bus. However, many municipalities add to development 
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and land costs – and discourage or deter affordability -- by requiring 1.5 to 2 parking spaces per 
housing unit, when 0.5 or 0.75 will do. The Commission’s perception is that municipalities need 
better Connecticut-specific research on the parking needs of various types and locations of housing 
development.  OPM and the DECD should study how to best foster this research, which would be 
performed by hired consultants and/or by a university department. Further, when considering 
applications for affordable housing financing, CHFA and DECD should not impose any parking 
requirements greater than what is called for by municipal zoning. 

o Allow reasonable development within the 500-year floodplain - The state does not allow its funds to 
be used in developments in the 500-year floodplain, which is the area that can be expected to flood 
at some point within the next 500 years.  This area includes many brownfields in need of 
redevelopment, waterfront reclamation areas in cities where housing can boost the local economy, 
and other areas that are suitable for development except for their location in the floodplain.  The 
Commission understands that public funds should not be wasted in developments likely to be 
destroyed, but 500 years is a very long time.  The state should change this restriction to encompass 
the 100-year floodplain, which would release a significant amount of land for development using 
state resources.  The state should also establish a process for reviewing developments, and 
consider approval if sufficient flood-protection techniques are used.   

o Improve the ability of developers to undertake brownfield redevelopment - Contaminants and other 
issues can make brownfield redevelopment quite challenging.  A coordinated and assertive state 
strategy can reduce burdens on developers and help more projects reach fruition. 

• Liability Relief - One of the biggest obstacles to redevelopment is the fear of being held 
liable in the future for issues not foreseen today.  The state should enact comprehensive 
liability relief for “innocent” purchasers of brownfield property, to encourage cleanup. 

• Reducing Uncertainty - The state should conduct environmental assessments of brownfield 
properties around the state, starting with those offering the most responsible growth or 
economic development potential, so that developers can know with more certainty what 
remediation and redevelopment will entail.  The state should also fund brownfield cleanup 
efforts and pre-permit properties to make them “shovel ready.” 

CONCLUSION 
 
The Blue Ribbon Commission understands the tough fiscal times Connecticut faces and is aware that cutbacks in many 
program areas will have to occur.  However, the Commission also realizes that housing is a critical determinant of our 

state’s economic success as it prepares for the certain recovery from the current recession. 
 

Policymakers focused only on cutting funds in order to balance the state budget could fail to miss the opportunities 
before them to use housing to create economic growth and to enhance revenue.  In balancing budgets, the typical 
approaches are to cut funding or raise taxes.  This Commission suggests there is a third alternative: to use housing 
investment to grow the economy, increase population, expand the workforce, attract businesses, and draw revenue 

from the added economic activity.  By using federal infrastructure funds, CHFA bonding authority, and other modest and 
cost-effective investments, along with streamlined regulations to quicken mixed-income and affordable housing 

production, Connecticut can help itself overcome the current recession.  The production of housing will create jobs and 
economic activity in the short run and give Connecticut a more competitive housing infrastructure to keep the economy 

strong in the long run. 
 

We are in a time of crisis and opportunity – one that will test everyone’s resolve and creativity.  We hope the state of 
Connecticut will be thoughtful and decisive enough to take full advantage of this Commission’s recommendations. 















































































































































































































The Cibes Black Book Project 
 
 

Cut Spending, But Don’t Cut Investments  
 
Obviously, you need to balance the budget. It’s not only constitutionally required, 
but economically required. Connecticut must struggle to invest in the future if it’s 
running a deficit. It’s also important to give priority to spending that acts as an 
investment in better government. If there is a choice between spending for a 
discretionary purpose and investing in a program that is necessary to build a 
competitive economy, then the decision should be clear.  
 
Almost all analysts focus on the same building blocks, or “economic levers.”  
 
One is infrastructure,1 particularly housing for the workforce, and transportation 
of workers between homes and jobs, and of goods from producer to consumer – 
but also including production and transmission of energy, communication of 
ideas, provision of clean drinking water and disposal of clean wastewater. 
 

 
Housing Infrastructure 

   
• Enhance and accelerate programs to encourage development of higher 

density, inexpensive and moderately priced housing in town centers, along 
commercial strips and along bus routes and rail lines extending from 
urban centers. Giving low- to moderate-income households a wider choice 
of housing in more locations improves their chances of achieving a better 
life. Affordable housing creation also would stimulate the economy, 
increase state revenues, fight homelessness, provide a less expensive 
alternative to institutional care and attract a younger, skilled workforce to 
Connecticut.   

 
 
 
II. Housing Infrastructure 
 
An improved transportation system encourages development of high-density, 
affordable housing for commuters, and vice-versa. This “transit-oriented 
development” has rightly been emphasized in the past, and requires continued 
support. 
 
But “transit-oriented development” alone will not solve Connecticut’s housing 
infrastructure problem.  Despite a market buffeted by foreclosures, Connecticut 
                                            
1 See A.T. Kearney, “Sustainable Prosperity,” and the Metropolitan Policy Program at the 
Brookings Institution, “Prosperity for All.”  Click on “transcript” at 
www.brookings.edu/events/2007/1106blueprint.aspx. 
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remains an expensive place in which to buy or rent housing. More families have 
become homeless or edged closer to homelessness while the supply of 
affordable homes has decreased. And many households that are getting by are 
nonetheless overburdened by housing costs.   
 
While many policymakers see the decline in the median price of a home since 
2008 as indicating an increased supply of affordable housing, the reality is that 
most of the decline has been at the high end of the rental and sales markets. The 
proportion of homes for sale below $200,000 has shrunk from 65.2 percent of the 
market in 2000 to 19.7 percent in 2008.2 Few housing units have been built3 and 
rental costs remain high, due largely to a 7,000-unit drop in available rentals 
since 2000.4 
 
Statewide, and in most towns, affordability remains a big problem or has gotten 
worse. In only 31 of 169 municipalities is 10 percent or more of the housing stock 
defined as affordable.5 The ”housing wage“ – what someone must earn per hour 
to afford a typical two-bedroom apartment without paying more than 30 percent 
of income in rent – grew to $23 from $15.67 in 2000; 337 of the state's 683 
occupations don't pay an average wage equal to the housing wage.6 
 
Twenty-six percent of all households – renters and owners – make less than 80 
percent of Connecticut median income and spend more than 30 percent of it on 
housing.7  Many renters are in even worse shape. One in four makes make less 
than 50 percent of median household income, and spends more than half of it on 
housing.8 With whatever’s left, he must pay for food, clothing, transportation, 
utilities and health care. 
 

                                            
2 “Table H74. Value for Specified Owner-Occupied Housing Units.” Decennial Census 2000.  U.S. 
Census Bureau. factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en. 
“Table B25075. Value (Owner-Occupied Housing Units).” American Community Survey 2009 1-
Year estimates. U.S. Census Bureau.  factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.  
3 “Annual Housing Permit Data by Town.” State of Connecticut Department of Economic and 
Community Development.  
www.ct.gov/ecd/lib/ecd/housing_files/annual_permits_data_by_town_1990_to_present.xls. 
4 Table H4, “Tenure.” Table H5, “Vacancy Status.” Decennial Census 2000, U.S. Census Bureau, 
factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en..  
Table B25003, “Tenure.” Table B25004, “Vacancy Status.” American Community Survey 2009 1-
Year Estimates. U.S. Census Bureau. September 
2009,factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en.  
5 “2009 Affordable Housing Appeals List.” Connecticut Department of Economic and Community 
Development, www.ct.gov/ecd/lib/ecd/2009_affordable_housing_appeals_list.pdf. 
6 “Out of Reach 2010,” National Low Income Housing Coalition, June 2010, 
www.nlihc.org/oor/oor2010/. 
7 Table B25106. “Tenure by Housing Costs as a Percentage of Household Income in the Past 12 
Months.” American Community Survey 2009 1-Year Estimates. U.S. Census Bureau. 
factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en. 
8 Ibid. 
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At all income levels, 40 percent of all households – 36 percent of homeowners, 
49 percent of renters – were spending more than 30 percent of income on 
housing in 2009.9          
 
 
And while the nation's housing market has faltered through the summer, prices in 
Connecticut have risen markedly statewide and in most counties, making more 
and more homes unaffordable.10 New homebuilding is down from 9,354 in 2000 
to 3,786 in 2009,11 and permits issued so far in 2010 are on the same pace as 
last year.12 Partly because of the scarcity of affordable homes, workers are 
commuting longer distances.13 
 
The basic problem is that housing prices rise when supply falls short of demand  
and when people are willing to pay more.  Connecticut has many people who can 
pay considerable sums for housing.14  Better-off people drive up the cost of 
housing, among other necessities, putting much of it out of reach of those with 
lower incomes. 
 
Homelessness – the worst of all possible housing situations – is a continuing 
problem.  According to the Point-In-Time Count supervised by the Connecticut 
Coalition to End Homelessness, which is done on a single night each year in 
January, the number of homeless households in Connecticut has remained 
virtually unchanged – 3,320 in 2009, compared with 3,325 in 2007.15 A wider-
ranging count – the Homeless Management Information System Report – over 

                                            
9 Ibid. 
10 “August Conn. Home Sales Reach Lowest Level in Two Decades: Median Prices Of Single-
Family Homes, Condos Highest This Year,” The Warren Group, Oct 5, 2010. 
www.commercialrecord.com/news140514.html.  
11 “Annual Housing Permit Data by Town.” Connecticut Department of Economic and Community 
Development, 
www.ct.gov/ecd/lib/ecd/housing_files/annual_permits_data_by_town_1990_to_present.xls. 
12 “The Connecticut Economic Digest: Monthly Permit by Town.” Connecticut Department of 
Economic and Community Development, 
www.ct.gov/ecd/lib/ecd/housing_files/2010_monthly_permit_data_from_census.xls. 
13 Table B08303. “Travel Time to Work.” American Community Survey 2009 1-Year estimates, 
U.S. Census Bureau,  factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en. 
14 The income disparity between rich and poor in Connecticut has grown more since 1990 than in 
any other state.  “State of Connecticut 2010-15 Consolidated Plan for Housing and Community 
Development,” Department of Economic and Community Development, p10-11. July 16, 2010. 
www.ct.gov/ecd/lib/ecd/housing_plans/2010-15_cp_-_hud_approved.pdf.   In the late 1980s in 
Connecticut, the lowest quintile (20 percent) of state residents earned $25,570 a year but by 
2005, their incomes – adjusted for inflation – had fallen to $21,133.  By contrast, the top 20 
percent averaged $116,939 in the late 1980s and were up to $169,378 by 2005. Those in the 
middle quintile saw their incomes stay essentially flat over the same period. “Pulling Apart: A 
State-by-State Analysis of Income Trends,” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, April 9, 2008, 
www.cbpp.org/cms/?fa=view&id=255. 
15 “Connecticut Counts: Point-In-Time Homeless Count,” Connecticut Coalition to End 
Homelessness, www.cceh.org/count_report.htm. 
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many more days shows a consistently rising number of homeless individuals in 
Connecticut. The count was 8,874 in 2008, compared with 7,857 in 2007.16  
 
It’s important to recognize that housing is related to many other policy areas. 
 
 

                                            
16 “CT HMIS Reports,” Connecticut Coalition to End Homelessness, 
www.cceh.org/hmis_reports.htm. 
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