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ROARING FORK HOUSING AUTHORITY INITIATIVE 
 

Steering Committee Meeting 
 

Agenda 
 
 
Date: Wednesday, October 2 
Time: 9am-12pm 
Location:  Glenwood Springs Community Center  
 
 
Meeting Outcomes:   
 
Reach consensus on work program, budget, and executive director position for draft IGA. 
 
 
Agenda Items: Outcomes Est. Time 
 
Welcome and introductions 
 

 
Informational 

 
5 min. 

 
Douglas County Development Model – Tom Stone  

 
Informational 

 
20 min. 

 
 
Organizational charts showing work program and 
relationships between regional authority and GCHA and 
MRHC 

 
Discussion / Decision 

 

 
40 min 

 
Executive director job description examples 
 

 
Discussion / Decision 

 
30 min 

 
Revised budget options  
 

 
Discussion/Decision 

 

20 min 

 
Sample cost sharing formulas for local government 
contributions to the regional authority budget (all equal, 
by population, by revenue, some weighted formula, etc.) 
 

 
Discussion 

40 min 

 
Next meeting date and meeting evaluation  
 

 
Set date, time, and 

location 
 

 
5 min. 
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MEMORANDUM 

 
To: Roaring Fork Housing Authority Initiative Steering Committee 

 
From: Andy Knudtsen, Economic & Planning Systems 303-623-3557 

Kathy McCormick, McCormick Associates 303-499-1915 
Colin Laird, Healthy Mountain Communities 970-963-5502 
 

 

Summary of Discussion August 26, 2002 
 
Participants 

Tracy Bennett, Town of Basalt, Town Council 
Scott Chaplin, Town of Carbondale, Town Council 
Russ Criswell, Town of Carbondale, Town Council 
Jean Martensen, City of Glenwood Springs, City Council 
Tom Stone, Eagle County, Board of County Commissioners 
Walt Stowe, Garfield County, Board of County Commissioners 

 
Susan Hunke, Mountain Regional Housing Corporation 
Geneva Powell, Garfield Housing Authority 
Fred Wall, Superintendent RE-1 School District 
Kay Philip, Town of Basalt staff and MRHC board member 
Gavin Brooke, WindRiver Companies 
 
Colin Laird, Healthy Mountain Communities 
Kathy McCormick, McCormick and Associates 
Andy Knudtsen, Economic & Planning Systems 
 
 

Meeting goals 
The goals for the meeting included: 
� Reach consensus on Regional Authority staffing and budget for Administrative and 

Policy Services  
 

� Examine Regional Authority goals and revenue sources for Development Related 
Services 
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Existing Housing Organizations 
Several community representatives attended the meeting and were invited to summarize 
their organization’s purpose and/or recent activity regarding affordable housing. 
 
RE-1 School District 
Fred Wall reported that the school district just closed on 24 acres of land in Carbondale 
and plans to use a portion of the site for housing for district employees.  The district is 
currently working on a project to develop 20 units on a site located in Basalt.  They are 
also looking for opportunities for a housing project in the Glenwood Springs area. 
 
Garfield County Housing Authority 
Geneva Powell summarized the activities of the Garfield County Housing Authority 
(GCHA).  The annual budget is approximately $2.8 million, most of which is used for 
rental subsidies for Section 8 vouchers.  The administration fee provided through the 
voucher program provides approximately $300,000 for administration costs.  The housing 
authority provides administrative services for its own programs as well as, Pitkin County 
Section 8 housing, and Garfield County’s deed restricted housing stock (9 units to date).  
GCHA is also completing a contract to administer the deed restricted housing units created 
through inclusionary zoning Glenwood Springs’ inclusionary zoning program (no units to 
date).  The Housing Authority charges fees for services and administered the buyer 
qualification and selection for a recently completed County project.  The housing authority 
has a staff of six. 
 
Mountain Regional Housing Corporation 
Susan Hunke, executive director for the MRHC, summarized their operations.  The annual 
budget is $78,000, which is funded by a number of grants from state and local sources.  
The organization is a Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO) which 
must receive support from local governments to match funds provided by the state. The 
organization administers the deed restrictions at Thompson Corner and receives revenue 
from the fees charged for the resale of these units.  They are pursuing three developments 
including a 29-unit rental project in Rifle, a revised Bair Ranch project in Carbondale, and 
a 4 to 5 unit project in the initial stages of development located near Carbondale.  The 
organization has a staff of one. 
 
Kay Philip, a board member for MRCH, expanded on the discussion and reported that 
MRCH currently does many of the objectives identified by the steering committee.  In 
reference to administrative needs, she reported that the MRCH staff and board spent more 
than 100 hours administering the deed restrictions at Thompson Corner over the past year.  
They would welcome the opportunity to turn the tasks and revenue over to a regional 
entity that could handle administration.  The proposed scope for the organization concerns 
her, however, and she is very concerned about duplication of services.  She summarized 
the following points from a prepared in a written statement: 
 
� The additional layer of government would be expensive and unnecessary, as the 

services already exist. 
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� A full-time director would not be necessary and local governments and voters are 
not likely to approve the funding for one. 

� A regional administrative entity is desperately needed, but not with the additional 
layer of staff and associated costs. 

� Because the Garfield Housing Authority is already set up to administer programs, 
the regional entity should contract with them for services and focus on ballot 
language to establish a funding source. 

� The MRHC (Mountain Regional Housing Corporation) is a non-profit community 
housing development organization that is focused on development.  It will add staff, 
such as a project manager for specific projects, as it grows in the future. 

� The regional housing entity should not duplicate efforts but should plan to help fund 
the MRHC. 

� The vision for the organization should be a board that oversees the distribution of 
funds.  Any development efforts should come at a later date. 

 
Wind River Development LLC 
Gavin Brooke, Director of Design and Development, suggested that the group look at the 
Boulder County Housing Authority as a model.  It acts as a regional entity and works with 
nonprofits and local housing authorities in a number of jurisdictions within the County. 
 
 
Regional Housing Authority Work Program  
The committee moved into a discussion about the nature of the regional entity.  It was 
noted that in previous meetings, the goals for this organization covered a broad spectrum 
ranging from administration to development.  Because representatives of existing housing 
organizations expressed a vision that was much narrower, the committee discussed the 
issue of duplication.   
 
The committee stated that its goal was not the duplication of services, but to expand the 
capacity and resources for addressing the housing need.  It was noted that the housing 
need is very large and that there is enough work for all organizations.  The goal is to 
coordinate efforts and to find ways to work cooperatively.  The approach will be to “fill the 
voids and avoid duplication” by increasing the resources of all organizations to address 
housing need. 
 
The committee discussed the range of tasks needing to be addressed and grouped them 
into four categories (shown below).  It concluded that the services to be provided would be 
shared among the existing organizations, based on the strengths and interests of each.  The 
specific delineation of responsibilities would be done at a later time, but it was recognized 
that each organization would have a role. 
 
� Administration: 

o Organize and coordinate the regional board; 
o Facilitate regional dialogue among all jurisdictions; 
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o Manage leasing (income qualification)of affordable rental units; 
o Conduct renter/buyer qualification regarding income, employment, etc. 
o Enforce regulations in all housing developments; 

 
� Policy related work: 

o Development review for all jurisdictions, including recommendations to staff 
and board regarding proposals from developers that fulfill recently adopted 
housing ordinances; 

o Work with advisory committees within various jurisdictions; 
o Monitor need throughout the lower valley; 
o Maintain consistent set of standards for all jurisdictions, specifically regarding 

deed restrictions; 
o Track the success (or lack of success) of various policies and advising local 

jurisdictions on revisions or additions to existing codes;   
o Track affordable housing inventory. 
 

� Development: 
o Identifying opportunities for new rental or ownership development; 
o Establish and facilitate partnerships with non-profit or private developers, 

depending on opportunity and resources needed;  
o Pursue financing and other sources of funds to support local affordable 

housing developments. 
 

� Allocation of funds: 
o Assuming that a tax initiative is passed, the regional entity would oversee the 

allocation of funds and/or funds collected as payment-in-lieu of providing 
units.  This would involve additional discussion with the local governments 
about how they planned to use the payment in lieu dollars as well as 
establishing some guidelines for use of funds that might be generated as a 
result of a successful tax initiative. 

 
A concern was noted that the two existing organizations and the proposed regional entity 
may all request funding from local jurisdictions and may compete for funds.  To address 
the potential conflicts, it was suggested to go to the funding sources together and propose a 
joint funding request.   
 
Staffing 
The steering committee discussed staffing options.  These included: 
 
� No staff for the regional entity. 
� Staff located within an existing organization, such as the Garfield Housing 

Authority. 
� A staff member for the board. 
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The steering committee decided that it would like to have an autonomous staff member 
dedicated to regional issues.  To save costs, the position could be funded at less than full-
time or could be a contract position.  There were some concerns about recruiting a person 
who might be less than full-time who had the qualifications that the board would want.  
The five jurisdictions in the Lower Roaring Fork would fund the position until a permanent 
funding source, or alternative funding source such as a business license fee, can be 
established. 
 
 
Permanent Funding 
The steering committee reviewed information about potential funding, particularly for a 
ballot initiative.  The sources included a sales or use tax or both, not to exceed 1%, a 
property tax not to exceed five mills and a development impact fee of $2 per square foot or 
less.   
 
Establishing a goal was discussed as one option for quantifying the number of units to be 
produced in the area and also evaluate the amount of funds that would be needed to 
achieve the goal.  To focus on having at least  5% of the housing stock (525 units) as 
affordable was discussed.  To achieve this goal, it was assumed that about half the units 
(262) would be produced through the inclusionary zoning programs adopted by the 
different communities.  Assuming a per unit subsidy of $37,000 (the amount needed to buy 
down the cost of a unit to an affordable level) and that these funds would be leveraged on 
a 6:1 basis results in an annual revenue source requirement of $1.2 million dollars. 
 
The steering committee discussed the pros and cons of using a property tax.  Some ideas 
included generated a property tax rebate, that would be given to an owner at the time they 
sold their home in the future.  Property taxes in mountain communities are generally lower 
than other areas and a property tax increase of $10 per month for residential might be 
tolerable; however, the cost to businesses is much higher .  Because of this, the committee 
generally decided that a property tax may not be the best option.   
 
A sales tax increase may be more plausible, although there are concerns about how this 
option could be received given the slowness in the economy at this time.  Business 
licensing  fees were discussed as an option to generate revenue to cover administrative 
fees.    
 
There was also discussion about the average cost per home, which was used as a basis for 
establishing the amount of subsidy needed to meet the program goals.  There was 
consensus that a price of $222,000 was a reasonable base from which to evaluate revenue 
needs and options. 
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Next Steps for October 2 meeting 
 
1. Revise budget options  

a. E.D. position to reflect .75 FTE and 1 FTE on a contractual basis for two years. 
b. Shared office with GHCA in Garfield County Courthouse 
c. Include a survey in anticipation of the sales tax initiative 

 
2. Show different cost sharing formulas for local government contributions to the regional 

authority budget (all equal, by population, by revenue, some weighted formula, etc.) 
 
3. Check into Boulder County Housing Authority and Loveland Housing Authority as 

potential models for how to organize and operate the Roaring Fork Housing Authority 
 
4. Develop services funding 

a. More detail on potential property tax who pays –residential commercial split 
b. Check numbers and assumptions 
c. Tom Stone volunteered to meet with Douglas County representatives to learn 

more about their development model for building more affordable housing. 
 
5. Obtain some job descriptions for executive director’s from other housing authorities or 

comparable entities.  
 
6. Create organizational charts to show work program and relationships between regional 

authority and GCHA and MRHC 
 
7. Update info in Housing Authorities Matrix 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

To: Roaring Fork Housing Authority Initiative Steering Committee 
 

From: Colin Laird, Healthy Mountain Communities 963-5502 
 
 

 
Draft Housing Organizational Charts 

& Work Programs 
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OUSING AUTHORITY INITIATIVE  HEALTHY MOUNTAIN COMMUNITIES 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ROARING FORK H

Current 

� Rental 
subsidies for over 
350  Section 8 
vouchers (Aspen to 
Parachute) 
� Owns and 

manages some 
Section 8 units  
� Administers 

Garfield County’s 
deed restricted 
housing stock (9 
units to date).  
� Administers 

Glenwood Springs 
deed restricted 
housing stock (0 
units to date). 
� Development 

review for Garfield 
County 
� Conducts 

renter/buyer 
qualification 
regarding income, 
employment, etc. for 
Garco and GWS 
� Exploring 

development 
opportunities 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

Town of Basalt Town of Carbondale City of Glenwood 
Springs 

Garfield County Eagle County 

Blue = Current conditions Green = Proposed work program and relationships 

PROPOSED - IN 
ADDITION 

� Administers deed 
restricted housing stock 
for Basalt, Carbondale 
(incl. the 60 managed by 
MRHC), and RV- Eagle.  
� Enforce regulations in 

all housing developments 
� Manage sales and 

resales of existing and 
future ownership 
development; 
� Manage leasing 

(income qualification) of 
affordable rental units; 
� Conduct 

renter/buyer qualification 
regarding income, 
employment, etc. for all 
jurisdictions 
� Track affordable 

housing inventory 
� Section 8 

acquisition, rehab, and 
management? 

Garfield County Housing 
Authority Board of Directors 

Garfield County Housing 
Authority Executive Director 

Roaring Fork Housing Authority Board of Directors 
� 1 elected official & 1 citizen from each jurisdiction 

Regional Housing Authority Executive Director 

Administration: 
� Organize and coordinate 

the regional board 
� Coordinate the contracts for

services provided by GCHA 
� Facilitate regional dialogue 

among all jurisdictions 
� Advocate for projects in the 

area and work to strengthen 
financial resources/ 
leveraging for projects 

Funds Allocation: 
� Assuming that a tax 

initiative is passed, the 
regional entity would oversee 
the allocation of funds and/or 
funds collected as payment-
in-lieu of providing units.  
This would involve additional 
discussion with the local 
governments about how they 
planned to use the payment 
in lieu dollars as well as 
establishing some guidelines 
for use of funds that might be 
generated as a result of a 
successful tax initiative. 

 

Policy related work: 
� Development review for 

all jurisdictions, including 
recommendations to staff 
and board regarding 
development proposals 
(i.e., location of housing, 
type of housing, additional 
incentives, financing); 
� Track the success (or lack 

of success) of various 
policies and advising local 
jurisdictions on revisions or 
additions to existing codes;  
� Work with advisory 

committees within various 
jurisdictions; 
� Monitor need throughout 

the lower valley; 
� Maintain consistent set of 

standards for all 
jurisdictions, specifically 
regarding deed restrictions; 

 

Affordable Housing 
Outreach and Education: 
� Conduct opinion poll in 

tax initiative 
� Further develop ballot 

initiative with local 
governments 
� Develop affordable 

housing outreach materials 
(brochures, news paper ads,
radio spots) to increase 
awareness of affordable 
housing problem and the 
success of current efforts. 
� Outreach to state 

agencies / lenders about the
unique housing needs of 
mountain communities. 
� Outreach to local 

governments on challenges 
and opportunities of 
affordable housing in 
region and role of housing 
authorities and nonprofit 
developers. 
� Evaluate new program 

options/funding sources 
that would support efforts 
of non-profits/private sector 
providers 

Contract 
General Support 

Current Community 
Development Housing 
Corporation (CHDO): 
� Manages 60 deed 

restrictions for 
Thompson Corner  
� Pursues 

opportunities for new 
rental or ownership 
development; 
� Establishes and 

facilitate partnerships 
with private 
developers, 
depending on 
opportunity and 
resources needed;  
� Pursues financing 

and other sources of 
funds to support local
affordable housing 
developments. 
� Currently pursuing 

3 new affordable 
housing projects in 
region 

 
 

Mountain Regional 
Housing Corporation 
Board of Directors 

Mountain Regional 
Housing Corporation 
Executive Director 

HOUSING ORGANIZATION CHART AND WORK PROGRAMS – DRAFT A 

Proposed in 
addition: 
� Increase capacity 

to develop more 
new affordable 
housing through 
private and public 
a s. p rtnership

� Develop 
homebuyer 
education program 
� Create revolving 

loan fund for 
downpayment 
assistance 
� Create Home 

Rehabilitation and 
Self Help Housing 
services  
� Hire project 

managers. 
 
 
� Note: Transfer 

deed restrictions to 
GFHA 
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R FORK HOUSIN

Section 8 & Senior 
Housing: 

� Rental 
subsidies for over 
350  Section 8 
vouchers (Aspen to 
Parachute) 
� Owns and 

manages some 
Section 8 units  
� Administers 

Garfield County’s 
deed restricted 
housing stock (9 
units to date) & GWS 
(0 units to date). 
� Senior 

Housing Projects 
� Development 

review for Garfield 
County 
� Conducts 

renter/buyer 
qualification 
regarding income, 
employment, etc. for 
Garco and GWS 
� Exploring 

development 
opportunities 
� Outreach and 

education 
� Needs 

assessments 

 

UTHORITY INITIATIVE

Administration: 
� Organize and 

coordinate the regional 
board 
� Coordinate the 

contracts for services 
provided by GCHA 
� Facilitate regional 

dialogue among all 
jurisdictions 
� Advocate for projects 

in the area and work to 
strengthen financial 
resources/ leveraging for 
projects 
� Administers deed 

restricted housing stock 
for Basalt, Carbondale 
(incl. the 60 managed by 
MRHC), and RV- Eagle.  
� Enforce regulations in 

all housing developments 
� Manage sales and 

resales of existing and 
future ownership 
development; 
� Manage leasing 

(income qualification) of 
affordable rental units; 
� Conduct 

renter/buyer qualification 
regarding income, 
employment, etc. for all 
jurisdictions 
� Track affordable 

housing inventory 
� Section 8 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

Funds Allocation: 
� Assuming that a tax 

initiative is passed, the 
regional entity would 
oversee the allocation of 
funds and/or funds 
collected as payment-in-
lieu of providing units.  
This would involve 
additional discussion with
the local governments 
about how they planned 
use the payment in lieu 
dollars as well as 
establishing some 
guidelines for use of funds 
that might be generated as 
a result of a successful ta
initiative. 

 

to 

x 

 

Policy related work: 
� Development review for all 

jurisdictions, including 
recommendations to staff 
and board regarding 
development proposals 
(i.e., location of housing, 
type of housing, additional 
incentives, financing); 
� Track the success (or lack 

of success) of various 
policies and advising local 
jurisdictions on revisions or 
additions to existing codes;  
� Work with advisory 

committees within various 
jurisdictions; 
� Monitor need throughout 

the lower valley; 
� Maintain consistent set of 

standards for all 
jurisdictions, specifically 
regarding deed restrictions; 

 

Affordable Housing 
Outreach and Education: 
� Conduct opinion poll in 

tax initiative 
� Further develop ballot 

initiative with local 
governments 
� Develop affordable 

housing outreach materials 
(brochures, news paper ads,
radio spots) to increase 
awareness of affordable 
housing problem and the 
success of current efforts. 
� Outreach to state 

agencies / lenders about the
unique housing needs of 
mountain communities. 
� Outreach to local 

governments on challenges 
and opportunities of 
affordable housing in 
region and role of housing 
authorities and nonprofit 
developers. 
� Evaluate new program 

options/funding sources 
that would support efforts 
of non-profits/private sector 
providers 

Town of Basalt Town of Carbondale City of Glenwood 
Springs 

Garfield County Eagle County 

Blue = Current conditions Green = Proposed work program and relationships 

General 
Support 

Current Community 
Development Housing 
Corporation (CHDO) : 
� Manages 60 deed 

restrictions for 
Thompson Corner  
� Pursues 

opportunities for new 
rental or ownership 
development; 
� Establishes and 

facilitate partnerships 
with private 
developers, 
depending on 
opportunity and 
resources needed;  
� Pursues financing 

and other sources of 
funds to support local
affordable housing 
developments. 
� Currently pursuing 

3 new affordable 
housing projects in 
region 

 
 

Mountain Regional 
Housing Corporation 
Board of Directors 

Mountain Regional 
Housing Corporation 
Executive Director 

Regional Housing Authority Executive Director 
(Garfield County Housing Authority Executive Director) 

REGIONAL HOUSING AUTHORITY 

Regional Housing Authority Director of Policy & Development 
(Roaring Fork Housing Authority Executive Director) 

Roaring Fork Housing Authority Board of Directors (elected officials) Garfield County Housing Authority Board of Directors (5 members) 

HOUSING ORGANIZATION CHART AND WORK PROGRAMS – DRAFT B 

Proposed in addition 
to : 
� Increase capacity 

to develop more 
new affordable 
housing through 
private and public 
partnerships. 
� Develop 

homebuyer 
education program 
� Create revolving 

loan fund for 
downpayment 
assistance 
� Create Home 

Rehabilitation and 
Self Help Housing 
services  
� Hire project 

managers. 
 
 
� Note: Transfer 

deed restrictions to 
GFHA/Regional 
Authority 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

To: Roaring Fork Housing Authority Initiative Steering Committee 
 

From: Kathy McCormick, McCormick Associates 303-499-1915 
 

 
Revised Budget Options 

 
Presented below are several budget options that reflect the discussion of the Steering 
Committee.  These include: 
 

1. A budget based on a ¾ time director, in-kind rent for office space and the cost 
for a survey to assess the potential of a housing initiative to pass; and, 

2. A budget based on contracting for staff services. 
 
In addition, we wanted to point out that this budget does not include the amounts 
paid (or proposed to be paid) by local governments for the services currently provided 
by the Garfield County Housing Authority.  Assuming there is agreement about the 
staffing, we would get additional information about these payments and include them 
in an expanded operating budget for the Regional Housing Authority. 
 
PART-TIME DIRECTOR: 
 
The budget assumes a director would be hired for ¾ time.  It assumes that someone 
would be hired at the beginning of the year, although this is more likely to occur later 
in 2003.  It also assumes that all other expenses would be reduced by 25%.  Lastly, it 
assumes that office space expenses would be provided through an in-kind donation. 
 
This budget includes $15,000 to conduct a poll to assess the likelihood of a tax 
initiative for housing to pass. 
 
A ¾ time staff person would result in an overall annual cost estimate of $110,925 in 
comparison to the original $151,500 that was originally projected.  The difference 
between the two budgets is $40,575. 
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Salaries 
Original 
Budget 3/4 Time 2003 2004 

Director $60,000  $      45,000   $      46,350   $     47,741 
Benefits $13,800  $      11,250   $      11,588   $     11,935 
Total Salaries and Benefits $73,800  $      56,250   $      57,938   $     59,676 
Operating Expenses      
Legal $5,000  $        3,750   $        3,863   $      3,978  
Travel $2,500  $        1,875   $        1,931   $      1,989  
Training  $2,500  $        1,875   $        1,931   $      1,989  
Telephone $2,400  $        1,800   $        1,854   $      1,910  
Rent $4,800   $             -     $           -    
Supplies $1,000  $           750   $           773   $         796  
Printing  $1,200  $           900   $           927   $         955  
Advertising $2,500  $        1,875   $        1,931   $      1,989  
Accounting $1,200  $           900   $           927   $         955  
Postage $600  $           450   $           464   $         477  
Marketing/Information Fairs $4,000  $        3,000   $        3,090   $      3,183  
Administrative Overhead $15,000  $      11,250   $      11,588   $     11,935 

Miscellaneous/Contracts/Survey1 $35,000  $      26,250   $      27,038   $     27,849 
      
Total Estimated Operating $77,700  $      54,675   $      56,315   $     58,005 
       
Total Budget Estimate $151,500  $     110,925  $     114,253  $   117,680 
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CONTRACT STAFF 
 
The advantage of a contracted staff person is that the governing board has not created 
a permanent position for the authority.  It does not necessarily translate into a cost 
savings.  Although the entity is not paying benefits, the contractor must do so and 
usually seeks additional compensation for taxes that they must pay out of the contract.  
For this option, it was assumed that a contract salary would be $70,000, which is 
roughly equivalent to a salary of $52,500.  This option also assumes in-kind office 
space, as well as $15,000 to fund a survey.   
 
The total cost under this option is $142,500, which is $9,000 less than the $151,500 
proposed under the original budget option.  
 

Budget Item Contract 
Contract    
Director $70,000
OPERATING EXPENSES   
Legal $5,000
Travel $2,500
Training  $2,500
Telephone $2,400
Rent in-kind
Supplies $1,000
Printing  $1,200
Advertising $2,500
Accounting $1,200
Postage $600
Marketing/Information Fairs $4,000
Administrative Overhead $15,000

Miscellaneous/Contracts/Survey2 $35,000
   
Total Estimated Operating $72,900
    
Total Budget Estimate $142,900

 
Variations: 
 

1. It may be possible to hire a director on a term-limited basis.  For example, the 
job may be listed as available for two years and is subject to the success of a 
tax initiative. It is not uncommon to have a time-limited position; 
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2. It may be possible to hire a director and have the benefits paid through a local 
government.  Including a benefit package from a local government may be 
advantageous, since they have more buying power and can offer an enriched 
benefit package to an employee. 

 
3. In addition to providing in-kind offices, local governments could also offer 

legal services through the city attorney’s office.  The enabling legislation for 
Colorado Housing Authority stipulates that local governments must offer legal 
assistance.  Some housing authorities use their local governments legal 
assistance, whereas others retain their own legal counsel.  In the early years of 
the housing authority, when it is working closely with local governments, using 
in-house counsel may be possible.  
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MEMORANDUM 
 

To: Roaring Fork Housing Authority Initiative Steering Committee 
 

From: Andy Knudtsen, Economic & Planning Systems 303-623-3557 
 
 

 

Sample cost sharing scenarios 
 

Table 1
Alternative Funding Scenarios
Roaring Fork Regional Housing Authority

Basalt Carbondale Eagle Garfield Glenwood Total
County County Springs

Equal Distribution
Percent 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 100%
Amount $24,000 $24,000 $24,000 $24,000 $24,000 $120,000

Population 2,681 5,196 5,466 5,918 7,736 26,997
Percent 10% 19% 20% 22% 29% 100%
Amount $11,917 $23,096 $24,296 $26,305 $34,386 $120,000

Revenue 1 $5,098,059 $7,273,504 $71,054,680 $55,379,000 $30,870,894 $169,676,137
Percent 3% 4% 42% 33% 18% 100%
Amount $3,605 $5,144 $50,252 $39,166 $21,833 $120,000

Blended Distribution
Percent 13.0% 13.0% 19.0% 25.0% 30.0% 100%
Amount $15,600 $15,600 $22,800 $30,000 $36,000 $120,000

1 Reflects entire geographic area of each County.  Figures reflect 2002 budget for all funds (general, capital, enterprise, etc.) 
Source: Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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Table 2
Proportionate Share For Eagle and Garfield Counties
Roaring Fork Regional Housing Authority

Eagle County Garfield County
# % # %

Population
Total for County 41,659 100% 43,791 100%
Portion within RE-1 5,466 13% 5,918 14%

Assessed Valuation
Total for County $1,968,609,490 100% $817,673,220 100%
Portion within RE-1 $131,707,510 7% $383,057,456 47%

Sales Tax
Total for County $28,929,023 100% $19,963,586 100%
Portion within RE-1 $1,838,778 6% $13,759,130 69%

Source: Eagle County Assessor, Garfield County Assessor, State Division of Tax, 2000 US Census, EPS

 


	Steering Committee Meeting
	Agenda
	
	
	Summary of Discussion August 26, 2002

	Participants
	Meeting goals
	Existing Housing Organizations
	RE-1 School District
	Garfield County Housing Authority
	Mountain Regional Housing Corporation
	Wind River Development LLC
	Regional Housing Authority Work Program
	Permanent Funding
	Next Steps for October 2 meeting


	Revised Budget Options
	PART-TIME DIRECTOR:
	CONTRACT STAFF
	
	
	OPERATING EXPENSES
	Sample cost sharing scenarios






