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Executive Summary

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
As cities and towns across the United States struggle to address economic inequities
caused by rising housing prices, Carrboro, North Carolina is no exception. The Town of
Carrboro has a rich history of housing blue-collar workers and working-class individuals,
starting from the settlement of the town in 1882 and its incorporation in 1911. Until the
1960s, Carrboro experienced slow, steady growth as a mill town with a population of 2,000
in 1960. At this point in the town’s history, the population began to quickly increase as
development in the surrounding region brought in new residents. Carrboro’s proximity to
the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill and neighboring businesses led to great
population growth (Town of Carrboro, n.d.). The town is now home to 21,314 people with
about 9,600 housing units (U.S. Census Bureau, 2018). It is also now the second-most
densely populated urban area in North Carolina (U.S. Census Bureau, 2018).
With the growth of the town and its proximity to the University of North Carolina at
Chapel Hill, higher housing prices have now led to a high incidence of cost-burdened
households in the town (U.S. Census Bureau, 2018). To address this issue, Carrboro has
identified three different pieces of town-owned land to develop for affordable housing. All
three pieces of land are infill properties, undeveloped parcels bordered by low-density
development. Other than a focus on serving residents making 60% of Area Median Income
(AMI) or less, the town does not currently have any existing policies guiding the
development of town-owned land for affordable housing.

The goal of this report is to help inform the work of Carrboro’s planning
department, the Affordable Housing Advisory Commission (AHAC), and the town council in
using the identified land for the development of affordable housing. While this report and
research are created for specific application to the town of Carrboro, the findings are
presented to be helpful to other municipalities across the State of North Carolina. This
report is also intended to be shared, at the discretion of town staff, with other interested
parties such as neighbors and other stakeholders in the affordable housing development
project.

Background

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
This report is the culmination of a Master’s Project out of the UNC Department of
city and regional planning. The scope of the project was determined through an initial
meeting with Trish McGuire and Rebecca Buzzard of the Carrboro Planning and Housing
and Community Service Departments. Following this initial meeting, the scope was further
refined through a literature review focused on policy and procedural tools used by North
Carolina municipalities to create affordable housing. Throughout the initial phase of the
project, community wants and needs were also incorporated through attending multiple
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Carrboro Affordable Housing Advisory Committee Meetings (AHAC). Bringing together the
priorities identified through this process, this project focused on leveraging town-owned
property to address Carrboro’s need for affordable housing, especially for those below 60%
AMI.

It is clear Carrboro has an affordable housing problem. According to the HUD
definition, a household is cost-burdened if it is paying more than 30% of its income on
housing including utilities and property taxes (HUD, 2020). With 35% of Carrboro’s
residents cost-burdened, addressing housing affordability is of utmost importance. For
additional detail, 50% of renters and 16% of homeowners are cost-burdened in the town
(U.S. Census, 2018). While there is a housing burden for workers in the town, this data is
also skewed by the large number of students that live in Carrboro. While students often
have low incomes, they may have other sources of income for housing such as support from
parents.
Although the average cost of a home in Carrboro is $334,500 and the median gross
rent is $980, many workers in the town are not able to afford these prices (Buzzard &
Vanaman, 2020). The figure below compares the salaries of different jobs within Carrboro
with the rent or home price that would correspond with spending 30% of their salary each
month on rent or a mortgage. Many of the town’s essential employees, such as solid waste
equipment operators and teachers are not able to afford median housing prices. Minimum
wage or lower salaries leave residents with even fewer affordable housing options, with
salaries hundreds of dollars away from being able to afford the current market rate of
housing.
Job

Minimum Wage
Cashier
Solid Waste Equipment
Operator I
New Teacher
Police Officer II
Nurse

Starting Salary
$7.25/hr or
$15,080
$9.86/hr or
$20,510

Affordable Rent

Affordable Home Price

$375

$12,570

$515

$29,960

$31,185
$37,000
$40,230
$60,000

$780
$925
$1,005
$1,500

$64,200
$83,000
$93,205
$156,570

Figure 1: Examples in our Community (Buzzard & Vanaman, 2019)

As seen above, the issue of housing affordability is most salient for those making
60% or less of AMI ($35,620). Using the 30% of household income HUD definition, one can
afford to pay $890 in rent, less than the fair market value of a one-bedroom apartment at
$934. Out of the housing units of people making less than 50,000 a year, 69% of them
reported spending more than 30% of their household income on housing costs (U.S.
Census, 2018). These gaps in housing affordability have led Carrboro to create a task force
which recommended the Town formulate future goals for increased units of affordable
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housing. Specifically, the town has identified leveraging town-owned land for affordable
housing development as a key part of their affordable housing plan.

For municipal land to be used for affordable housing development, the municipality
will usually either lease or sell the land to a developer. In many cases, the land will be
“disposed” of to a developer through the gift of the land or sale of the land for a nominal
price to provide a subsidy to the developer. This is often done since creating affordable
housing is financially difficult due to lower profits from affordable rents. Relatively new
changes to the North Carolina General Statutes allow local governments greater flexibility
in this disposition of city or town-owned land. This updated statute gives localities the
authority to create and implement their own guidelines and policies for the disposition of
land for affordable housing- as long as it serves low and moderate-income households.
(N.C. Gen. Stat. 160D-1316) Combined with the increasing cost of land within city limits
and this new legislation, municipalities are turning to use city-owned land for affordable
housing development.

The town of Carrboro has three infill sites set aside for affordable housing creation,
either for homeownership and rental units. These three infill sites are located at Crest
Street, 106 Hill Street, and Pathway Drive (Carrboro Board of Aldermen, 2017). Per these
sites, the research focused on the creation of infill development of housing compatible with
existing development in the town of Carrboro. All three of these sites are small infill sites
with varying levels of topographical challenges to housing development. Because of these
challenges, the interview structure and choice were attuned to discovering tools used by
other municipalities to relax infrastructure and buffering requirements.

In 2014, Carrboro’s town council passed its housing goals and strategies through the
fiscal year 2024. Of note, these goals and strategies include specific target numbers for
increasing the number of permanently affordable homeownership and rental units. The
town has a goal of having 85 permanently affordable homeownership units by FY 2024. In
July 2019, there were 70 affordable homeownership units. The town also aims to have 470
affordable rental units by FY2024, an increase from the 370 affordable rental units present
in July 2019 (Town of Carrboro, 2019). Based upon these goals, this project provides
actionable recommendations to the town of Carrboro to increase and improve their
affordable housing policy and procedural tools.

Methodology

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
This study followed a qualitative methodology approach, centered on the
administration and analysis of interviews with key stakeholders involved in affordable
housing creation at the local level in North Carolina. The study was restricted to North
Carolina due to legal regulatory differences across state lines and to preserve applicability
to the town of Carrboro. Through a literature review of existing policies across the state,
Asheville and Chapel Hill were chosen as case studies. A project completed with the City of
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Durham is also included briefly to provide additional detail in the recommendations
section.

The two municipalities of Asheville and Chapel Hill were chosen after an initial
policy review for their creation of affordable housing-specific policies applicable to townowned land. Out of the cities in the state, Asheville has some of the most specific, written
requirements for the disposition of city-owned land for affordable housing creation. The
city has identified several city-owned infill properties for affordable housing development
and has created policies to guide this process. These guidelines specifically target providing
housing affordable to people making at or below 60% AMI, a key goal of Carrboro’s
affordable housing creation.
Chapel Hill was chosen to allow Carrboro to gain a better understanding of the
affordable housing processes of their neighboring town. There are a few proposed housing
projects that are being built on both Carrboro and Chapel Hill land. The Community Land
Trust has also worked within both towns to provide affordable housing. However, the town
of Chapel Hill has created more affordable housing in the last few years. Due to the
similarities in population, proximity to each other, and the potential for overlap in
affordable housing projects, Chapel Hill was chosen as a key case study.

Interviews with multiple actors in the affordable housing development process
allow Carrboro to better understand differing stakeholder views in the affordable housing
development process in each municipality. The research constituted a series of 9
interviews with decision-makers in Asheville and Chapel Hill. Interviewees included staff in
planning departments, for-profit, and nonprofit affordable housing developers, and
housing advisory board members. Interviewees were identified largely following a
snowball process, with first interviews conducted with planning staff and contacts
recommended by Carrboro town staff. The interviews focused on understanding the
strategies different municipalities have used to promote the creation of affordable housing
through leveraging publicly owned property. City council meeting notes and minutes as
well as other publicly available policy documents supplement interview information.
Throughout the interview process, research also included a review of policy
documents applicable to each case study. Many varying policies presented during
interviews were reviewed to provide additional clarity and specificity to the interview
findings in this report. While not all policies were applicable to interview findings, those
most applicable are provided as part of the case studies below.
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Interview Findings

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
While the topics explored in each case study were similar, each study was conducted
to learn specific details about the policies and procedures each municipality has used to
promote the creation of affordable housing on town-owned land. Both case studies
specifically focused on the disposition or retention of land in affordable housing deals,
relationships with developers, and community engagement based upon the interests of
Carrboro town staff. Other relevant findings are included as they appeared in the interview
process and are potentially relevant to Carrboro’s future work.

Asheville Case Study

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Introduction

As the city of Asheville grows and continues to see an economic boom, largely due to its
strong tourism economy, housing costs within the city limits have continued to rise. To
cope with housing prices that are inaccessible to many of the workers who support
Asheville’s economy, the city passed a $25 million affordable housing bond in 2016
(Freeland, 2019). However, despite strong financial support for affordable housing- the
cost of land within city limits- especially near downtown- has continued to deter the
development of affordable housing. In response, the city has allocated multiple city-owned
properties for the development of affordable housing and created strong policies around
the use of such properties for development. Asheville provides a strong example of
effective policy clarity and community and developer relationships, while also presenting
opportunities for continued improvement.
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Strengths

Policy Clarity

Asheville Policy for Implementing Affordable
Housing on City-Owned Land

One of the largest strengths mentioned by
Asheville, North Carolina has specific binding
interviewees in Asheville is the clarity of
requirements for the use of city-owned land in
the policy for the disposition of city-owned
the development of housing. The affordability
land. It provides consistency for city staff,
requirements are listed below:
developers, and residents when planning
Affordable Housing Baseline 1:
for future development. It functions as an
When developing City property, a minimum 20%
actionable affordability goal for city staff to
of all units must be affordable to individuals and
target and provides clear expectations for
families at 60% Area Median Income and accept
developers as they submit proposals for the
Housing Choice Vouchers.
use of city land. However, despite the
policy’s preference for 99-year leases of city
Affordable Housing Baseline 2:
land to retain land ownership, interviews
Affordability period of no less than 20 years, with
revealed that leases are very rare, and most
a strong preference of 30 years or longer.
city-owned land slated for affordable
Exceeding the Baseline:
housing is given or sold to the developer for
It is the City’s strong preference that the
a nominal fee. This conveyance of land is in
development of City property exceed these
response to developer pressure to be given
baselines, where appropriate, and/or offer other
the land at a low price for affordable
community benefits.
housing projects to be financially stable
given lower rental income. In addition,
(McDaniel, P., & Traynum-Carson, A., 2020)
most homeownership projects in Asheville
have only required an affordability period
of 10 years, rather than the stated 30. The core policy is outlined above and shows the
baseline requirements for a developer’s application to develop city-owned land to be
considered.

Building Community and Developer Relationships

Interviewees spoke extensively about the role that Asheville town staff and
developers have played in successfully bridging the gap between developers, the town
council, and community members. One of the ways that Asheville city staff are increasing
clear communication with these stakeholders is by working with developers to address
community needs. In one town hall meeting, a developer repeated all of the resident
concerns that he had heard in his project description and described how the project would
address each one. Efforts such as this one have greatly increased the efficacy of developers
in building relationships with community members during the early phases of projects.

Asheville is also moving away from solely using AMI designations when speaking
with the city council and residents about levels of affordability. Instead, both developers
and city staff are providing AMI information in community meetings but also connecting
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those income levels to occupations to “put income to person” and better describe the type
of people who will be able to benefit from specific affordable housing projects.

Interviewees spoke about the necessity of carefully timing community engagement
so that residents can be well aware of a project in early stages and not be blind-sighted by a
proposed development in their neighborhood. However, interviewees also cited a balance
in their approach because they have found community engagement too early in the process
to be unproductive. This dynamic was especially present when a development plan had not
yet been created in enough detail to prompt meaningful discussion between residents, the
city, and the developer.

Opportunities

Affordable Housing Policy Philosophy
While the city of Asheville does have one of the clearest policies for the creation of
affordable housing on town-owned land, a consistent interview finding was the need for
additional clarity in city expectations. Multiple interviewees found that while the current
city policy provides clarity on the AMI requirements for affordable housing developments,
city expectations and guidelines beyond the AMI requirements are not currently clear for
developers. Both developers and town staff saw this as detrimental to the goal of creating
affordable housing, as it causes inefficiency in the process of developers applying to use
city land. These interviewees described a need for an “affordable housing philosophy” with
additional developer guidelines that go beyond AMI requirements to reflect city and
residents' expectations around less black and white requirements such as, “How does it
[the development] affect the neighborhood? How does it [the development] affect the
immediate, the residents?” With a concern of gentrification, interviewees also had hope
that increased city guidelines could aid community engagement efforts and assessments of
whether a development will cause displacement or gentrification in the surrounding
neighborhood. An interview also noted that a future policy such as this one is hopefully
going to help the city prioritize high-quality design of affordable housing- rather than
developments that meet minimum requirements but are not comparable in design to a
market-rate residential development. There is also hope for such a policy of affordable
housing policy to address city preferences for green infrastructure and development. A
policy addressing these needs has been presented publicly by town staff, but not currently
enacted as of the writing of this report.

Clear Procedural Guidelines

Interviewers also saw the need for continued clarity and consistency in the
implementation of existing procedural guidelines for the use of city-owned land for
affordable housing. Specifically, the process by which parcels of land become available for
use for a developer. Currently, the policy provides an outline for an RFP (Request for
Proposal to develop the land) process but also allows developers to approach the city about
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a piece of land before it has officially been listed as available through an RFP process. Given
interviewee support for policy specificity, Carrboro can learn from Asheville’s experience
and implement a detailed procedural policy for the disposition of town-owned land for
affordable housing.

Infrastructure and Code Requirements

One of the most frequently cited challenges to affordable housing development was
the high cost of meeting infrastructure requirements in new developments. While this cost
is high for all developments, it is especially difficult for affordable housing projects where
profit margins are already slim. Both developers and city staff realized the gap in funding in
most projects for large infrastructure costs, but current city funds are unable to provide
infrastructure grants.

At the same time, there is a perception among some interviewees of lack of
bureaucratic flexibility with building codes and fire requirements. Often, developers want
increased flexibility to save costs, again given the low-profit margins on affordable housing
projects. All interviewees supported requirements focused on safety such as necessary
firewalls, despite their cost. Other requirements such as strict city road standards were
seen as a high-cost barrier that could potentially be changed. However, much of this
bureaucratic inflexibility comes from standards that are at the state or federal level which
are not within the limits of the city of Asheville to change. Some city standards such as city
road standards could potentially be open to flexibility. Town staff are currently working on
finding ways to support affordable housing through potential interdepartmental changes to
the bureaucratic process.

Conclusion

Asheville has many strengths in its approach to using city-owned land for affordable
housing development- especially in its clear communication of policies to developers and
efforts to bridge the gap between community members and potential developers. By
focusing on the person impacted, Asheville is bringing multiple members of the city
government, developers, and the wider community together to support residents in need of
affordable housing. While there is still room for improvement in policy and procedural
clarity as well as continued barriers of infrastructure costs, the City of Asheville is a strong
example of clear policy and communication around the use of municipal land for affordable
housing.
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Chapel Hill Case Study

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Introduction

Chapel Hill is also unique among North Carolina towns in their commitment to
affordable housing. In tandem with a large housing bond of ten million dollars, the town
has identified multiple parcels of land for affordable housing development (Town of Chapel
Hill, 2021). While some of these are larger developments, they have also focused on smaller
in-fill properties as well. Chapel Hill in the last few years has specifically focused on strong
developer relationships to get an abundance of applications to build in the town, as well as
providing ample staff support on the front-end of development and community
engagement. The town’s specific designated zoning category for affordable housing, giving
developers additional latitude in requirements. The town also presents opportunities for
effective community and developer relationships in the form of increased clarity in
prioritization in the RFP and community visioning processes.

Strengths

Developer Relationships
Key to the development of affordable housing in Chapel Hill is the strength of the
relationship between developers and between developers and the town. As the town has
worked to increase affordable housing stock within city limits, town staff have been and
continue to be intentional about developing relationships with developers. Some of that
process looked like “doing research on what developers are active in North Carolina, who's
getting tax credit awards, who's getting just general like affordable housing awards.” Once
these relationships are built, the town will also directly reach out to developers to ensure
that the developers are aware of town solicitations for project proposals. In the past, Chapel
Hill had put out RFPs with very little developer interest, but building up developer
relationships has greatly increased the number of developers interested in construction.
Once a connection with a developer has been made, Chapel Hill has a consistent RFP process
that they follow in soliciting applications for developing on town-owned land. The town also
includes multiple listed priorities for affordable housing development, which allows
developers to focus proposals on town priorities. This consistency in RFP format also allows
developers who have submitted proposals in the past to be able to rely on a similar process
in the future, increasing developer buy-in to the process.

Front-End Development Support

Over multiple interviews, one of the key strengths of the town of Chapel Hill’s
affordable housing development strategy is the staff time and effort that is spent on
projects. Multiple interviewees mentioned the added difficulty that a project entails if the
land is received by the developer either through a lease or disposition agreement, and then
must be rezoned, permitted, and have major infrastructure changes before vertical housing
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development can begin. In the case of Chapel Hill, staff often works closely with developers
to ensure that permits are expedited, even serving as the point of contact between multiple
town departments to ease the difficulty of the permitting process for developers. The town
has even hired consultants and engineers for initial work on development sites to prepare
sites for vertical housing development before bringing in a developer. This not only defers
developer costs but also decreases risks as initial suitability analyses have already been
completed before the developer acquires the land. This process has largely developed over
time through communication with developers and their needs across multiple affordable
housing projects.

The town also has a permit-fee forgiveness program which waives permit fees for
affordable housing developments. Since these fees can be high, waiving these fees provides
a needed subsidy to developers working to create affordable housing. The town has also
worked with developers to prepare sites for development, including hiring outside
consultants to assess possible development and paying design teams for initial work on
development sites to prep the land for vertical housing development. However, efforts such
as these inherently cost town resources either through requiring staff capacity or paying to
hire a consultant.

Community Vision and Engagement

Consistent with the town of Chapel Hill’s involvement with front-end development
such as zoning and permitting, the town also plays a pivotal role in community engagement
surrounding new affordable housing developments. Interviewees consistently saw the
town’s involvement with neighborhood organizations and developers as a major asset in
the development process. Due to town staff’s strong relationships with different
community members, organizations, and developers, they can serve as a link between
residents and developers to better facilitate community engagement as opposed to a
developer performing most or all of the community engagement activities themselves. Most
of these community engagement activities took place through building relationships with
community-based organizations and having public hearings and meetings with advisory
boards early and often.

Zoning Specificity

Chapel Hill has also created a conditional zoning category called residential-special
standards-conditional use district (R-SS-CZD) which is specifically designated for
affordable housing projects. Instead of the developer requesting specific variances as
necessary on the site, this conditional zoning allows flexibility in terms of setback
requirements, density, floor area ratio, and other ordinance requirements that can restrict
development. However, it does require a conditional zoning district rezoning application.
(Chapel Hill Code of Ordinances, 2021). This zoning option is helpful in that the flexibility in
local requirements can decrease the cost of construction, specifically for affordable
13

housing. It also allows greater density- providing an opportunity for an increased number
of housing units.

Opportunities

Communication of Priorities
Town priorities can seem to conflict with each other. For example, the priorities to
serve a high number of people with a low AMI and a priority of mixed-income housing must
be balanced in a project. Interviewees expressed that clearer priorities or the prioritization
of specific goals could increase clarity for developers applying to develop affordable
housing in the town on municipal land. The town already prioritizes relationships with
developers in the project proposal process, and providing a clear ranking of priorities
would further strengthen this relationship.

Community Visioning

One of the consistent findings from interviewees was the need to explain
development constraints when interacting with community members and advisory boardsespecially in the visioning stages. For example, in projects that use federal grants or tax
credits, development options can be very limited depending on federal requirements. Also,
most community residents are unlikely to have a background in the topography of a
specific site, which often also limits what type of housing can be built. While all
interviewees saw community engagement as a positive and needed process, many hope for
improved clarity in the visioning process to be able to honestly communicate with
residents about the feasibility of different development options.

Conclusion

Chapel Hill is a strong example of the utility of strong developer relationships and
support in the successful development of affordable housing on municipal land. Through
both the process of development and community engagement, town staff works closely
with developers to see projects to fruition. While there are opportunities for increased
clarity in the proposal process and communication during community visioning, the town
is a strong example of effective leadership in affordable housing creation. With a
combination of the strengths from the Asheville case study of clarity of policy, and the
strong community and developer relationships especially evidenced by Chapel Hill,
Carrboro can create a strong program to support the development of affordable housing.
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Limitations

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
This study is subject to a few limitations, first of all being the limited generalizability
of the study as it was conducted to specifically provide recommendations to the town of
Carrboro, NC. The process of snowball sampling, largely informed by this purpose, further
limits the generalizability of the study. Also, given the short time frame of the research
process over a couple of months, compared with the years that affordable housing
developments take, the study was not able to follow projects throughout their
development. Due to the nascent nature of some policies, such as those in Asheville, a
longer study would provide increased detail as to the efficacy of these policies. Finally, the
presence of the COVID-19 pandemic limited the ability of the researcher to perform
interviews in-person, as Zoom interviews were used instead. Additionally, no residents
were interviewed as there were no opportunities for the researcher to attend public
meetings in-person to more likely be able to meet and interview residents.

Recommendations

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
These two cases of Asheville and Chapel Hill, built upon interviews with municipal staff,
planning staff, and developers, provide important insight into how two North Carolina
cities have leveraged municipal land to create affordable housing to combat their own
housing crisis. Lessons from these case studies can be used as guidelines for Carrboro’s
efforts to increase the affordable housing stock in the town using existing infill properties.
The following recommendations to Carrboro include short-term and long-term
recommendations. The short-term recommendations are meant to be applied to the town’s
current process of beginning to work with developers to create affordable housing on
town-owned land. The long-term recommendations focus on policies that the town can
implement to support the long-term creation of affordable housing through clear
parameters in relationships with developers.

Short-term Recommendations

1. Devote town staff time to assisting developers with the permitting process. Both case

studies exemplified the importance of town staff support in the permitting process
for affordable housing. Because affordable housing often has more complex financial
structures than market-rate housing, an expedited timeline for permitting can
greatly increase developer and investor confidence in the project. In the case of
Chapel Hill, developers now can expect town support in this process- further
increasing interest in developing Chapel Hill town property. By focusing town staff
time in the permitting process, Carrboro can increase developer confidence while
also expediting current affordable housing projects to more quickly serve residents.
2. Devote staff time to community engagement and creating linkages between developers
and residents. In both Chapel Hill and Asheville, strong and timely community
engagement has been essential to the success, of affordable housing projects. As
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local experts with community knowledge and trust, Carrboro town staff can serve as
an essential bridge between developers and community residents. One essential
piece of this role is educating town residents about the possibilities for development
on specific land. For example, speaking with residents about the topographical
needs of a site that will not support multi-family residences so that community
engagement conversations with the developer can be focused on realistic,
financially feasible options.
3. Increase staff capacity to devote time to intentional relationship-building with
potential developers across the region and the state. One key to increased support for
affordable housing development in Carrboro is strong developer relationships. Both
Asheville and Chapel Hill have focused staff time on gaining knowledge of
developers operating in North Carolina, and the types of projects that these
developers tend to focus. By building relationships with developers on the frontend, when Carrboro is ready to accept proposals for development on a piece of landthey will be able to directly reach out to developers that are likely to be interested.

Long-term Recommendations

1. Create a clear policy including goals of who to serve based upon AMI or other metrics
such as a prioritization of mixed-income housing, serving elderly people, people with
disabilities, etc. Developers especially in interviews continually praised the
effectiveness of clear municipal priorities for development. A clear written, public
policy and prioritization of the type of affordable housing the town of Carrboro
wants to see developed will help developers develop proposals for town-owned
land. The process of further creating this prioritization will also help town staff
weigh different development options against stated priorities to make allocation
and funding decisions.
2. Determine a town policy with a preference of disposition of town-owned land, a longterm lease, or another mechanism for land management. Interviewees had varying
views on different models for land ownership- specifically between developing
affordable housing on town-owned land with the town retaining ownership through
a 99-year ground lease, or through the disposition of town-owned land with
affordability deed requirements. Although 99-year ground leases are becoming
more common and are the preference of the town of Chapel Hill, interviewees also
presented the uncertainty that comes with 99-year ground leases with 99-year
affordability requirements. One of the largest concerns is that “be seen no one's
bumping up against 99 years and finding out what really happens.” This can be a
concern for investors who are less likely to be comfortable investing in a
development with a 99-year ground lease rather than land that is owned by the
developer. However, projects can be done with 99-year leases, such as the 300/500
East Main Street Development project coming soon in Durham, NC. Key to this
project is the provision of renegotiation for additional funds in 30-40 years, to
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ensure funds for the renovation of the project when necessary, which will be before
the 99-year lease is complete (Durham County, n.d.).

Most interviewees, whether municipal staff or developers, agreed that developers
would rather own the land through an agreement for the disposition of city-owned
land. However, all interviewees also mentioned the feasibility of 99-year ground
leases and the possibility of continual growth in this structure of affordable housing
development deals when using municipal land. By weighing these options for the
ownership of land, Carrboro can create a clear framework for developers to follow
when looking at the feasibility of affordable housing development on town-owned
land.
3. Increase funding for the Affordable Housing Special Revenue fund to waive permit fees
and otherwise provide subsidies for affordable housing. While Carrboro currently has
a limited budget in the Affordable Housing Special Revenue fund, long-term
increased support for the fund- or a separate housing bond- would allow for
increased town support of affordable housing. This fund could also be increased to
increasingly waive permit fees, or otherwise provide a subsidy for affordable
housing units. In addition to the provision of town-owned land for affordable
housing, these financial incentives will further increase developer interest in the
town.

Conclusion

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
As cities and towns across North Carolina and the country increasingly focus on the
lack of affordable housing in their communities, municipal-owned land is a key tool to
creating new affordable housing developments. Because of the inherent lower profits
associated with affordable housing as opposed to market-rate developments, municipal
action focused on affordable housing will continue to be necessary. Nine different
interviews among various stakeholders in Asheville and Chapel Hill North Carolina reveal
the common strengths of developer relationships and the need for early and clear
community engagement. The case studies also revealed challenges and opportunities for
improvement in further easing the ability of affordable housing creation. While this report
is not meant to be generalizable to other municipalities in North Carolina or the U.S, some
lessons may be helpful for other municipalities looking to leverage municipal-owned land
for affordable housing creation. The key recommendations presented in this report will
also hopefully assist the town of Carrboro in building strong developer relationships,
solidifying community support for affordable housing, and ultimately safely and affordably
housing residents for many years in the future.
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Background Info
•

2016- Staff and Affordable Housing Task Force explored the potential of affordable
housing development on town-owned land.

•

Partnered with Orange County and the Town of Chapel Hill

•

3 sites identified

•

Staff would like direction from the Board of Aldermen on whether to continue to
pursue this strategy and desired methods on moving forward, if the Board wishes
to continue this exploration.
•
•

Refer item to Affordable Housing Advisory Committee
Other factors to be considered than those included in Attachment D?

Crest St. Property
-R75; 6 units, 9 with density bonus

Considerations
•

All utilities are adjacent to the property

•

Most of the property does not contain significant slopes

•

A property (502 Crest) currently cuts off a large portion of the property, limiting
density

•

Stream buffer towards the back of the property

106 Hill St
-R75; 1 Unit
201 foot frontage

Considerations
•

All utilities are adjacent to property

•

Stream buffer runs through most of property

•

OWASA easement on property

•

Duke Power easement on property

•

Would require a variance from Board of Adjustment

-1816 Pathway Drive
- R-15 (15,000/unit); 8.1 u
-217 foot street frontage
40 – 20 percent open spac

-1814 Pathway
-368 foot frontage
-two Zone 2 buffers (30 feet)
-RSIR-2 ; 5.3 units
- Access to 1814A (10.5 units)

Considerations
•

-Stream buffer verification needed – may shift extent of Zone 2 buffers slightly

•

Three building pods – 12, 7, and 4 townhome units seem possible. Also exploring
apartment-style and tiny home concepts.

•

1814A- appears too constrained for development; transfer/sharing of density
possible

•

Single-family and duplexes in adjoining neighborhoods (building footprints –
approximately 1,1oo to 1,600 square feet)

•

Following images show nearby duplexes and affordable townhomes and
apartments elsewhere in town.

Griffiths Landing at Winmore

Duplexes in Fair Oaks
CHT Homes at Ballentine

Affordable townhomes at the Legend

MANUFACTURED
HOME PARKS IN
CARRBORO

1

Rocky Brook

2

Pine Grove

3

Homestead
Acres

4

Calvander

4 MANUFACTURED HOME PARKS IN CARRBORO
2

ROCKY BROOK
 South Greensboro St.
 41 Units

 2 lots = 1.9, 4.9 Acres
 Owned by Affordable Communities

Group

 No interest in redevelopment at this

time

3

PINE GROVE
 Old Fayetteville Road
 38 Units
 2 lots: 1.9, 2.8 Acres
 Owned by Sustainable Properties,

LLC

 Interested in redevelopment with

commitment to residents and
affordability
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HOMESTEAD ACRES
 Homestead Road
 7 Units
 3.5 Acres
 Family Owned

 No plans to redevelop at this time

5

CALVANDER
 Old 86

 8 Units
 6.2 Acres
 Newly acquired by Mulberry Ridge,

LLC

 No Plans to Redevelop
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HISTORY &
REGIONAL WORK
2017 Survey
FSA * 4 years ago * 8 parks * 30% response rate

Town & County Programs
Refining established strategies * Recent agenda items

OCAHC

Funding

Subcommittee dedicated to MHP * Delores Bailey Chair

County land banking fund * Local money

AHAC

“Collaborative”

Discussion restarted in March, continued to May

Expanded scope – regional affordable housing issues
7

Current Housing & Community Work
 Part of a regional manufactured home park work group examining existing strategies
and implementation approaches to:
 Preserve existing parks
 Minimize resident displacement due to development
 Create a relocation assistance package

LOW RISK OF
DISPLACEMENT
OF RESIDENTS
DUE TO PARK
REDEVELOPMENT

 Participate in the Mobile Home Park sub group of the Orange County Affordable
Housing Coalition
 Continue to work with the Orange County Preservation Coalition on a streamlined
program for manufactured home repairs and energy efficiency improvements
 Work with the owner of the Calvander property on ways to possibly increase the
permissible density
 Facilitate meetings with local non-profit affordable housing providers and the Pine
Grove owners to work on a redevelopment plan that prevents displacement and
maintains affordability

 Expect the “Collaborative” to discuss a regional approach to displacement mitigation
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DISCUSSION & QUESTIONS

THANK YOU!
REBECCA BUZZARD, HOUSING &
COMMUNITY SERVICES DIRECTOR
ANNE-MARIE VANAMAN, MANAGEMENT
SPECIALIST
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