in other areas of the Valley. In this case, a voluntary fee could be negotiated under the terms of the PUD
and deed restriction. The reason for a voluntary fee is that Basalt permits non-Basalt workers in its
Community Housing Program. This may make it harder for Basalt employers to recruit and retain full
time employees. The policy concern is that Basalt’s existing “occupancy priority” policies may not serve
the best interests of the community by diluting the number of community housing units available for
local workers. Any re-evaluation of the Town’s occupancy priority policies should be re-evaluated in
relation to employment and industry data and a survey/analysis of the current occupancy characteristics
of the approximately 230 households benefiting from the housing program, including work location,
industry, and employer.
Mike Kosdrosky
Workforce Housing Solutions, LLC
April 21, 2022

Commentary, Observations, and Discussion Points Regarding Motion Before BACH
The Applicant for Parcel 5 Sopris Meadows Subdivision/PUD has is proposing BACH to consider a range
of options for its Affordable Housing 2 (AH-2) apartment building. The AH-2 building is not subject to the
Town of Basalt’s inclusionary zoning requirements because these units exceed the Town’s mitigation
requirements.
I see this project as an opportunity to re-evaluate several of Basalt’s community housing policies. I also
welcome the conversation and the applicant’s desire to seek creative solutions for housing Basalt-based
workers across the income spectrum.
Based on previous conversations between BACH and the Applicant, as well as the Applicant’s amended
application and supplemental information dated April 14, 2022, this comment section is meant to help
explain the motion and facilitate productive conversation amongst BACH committee members.
I have created comments for each recommendation contained in the motion:
1. The Applicant proposes a “middle-income” project for AH-2 using the “Resident Occupied”
(RO) designation under the Housing Guidelines, allowing greater flexibility to rent to a wider
(and higher) range of middle- and upper-middle income working households. The Applicant
proposes renting to working households making up to $250,000 in annual gross income, or
250% of Basalt’s AMI weighted average.
Comments:
•

•

•

•

4
5

The Community Housing Guidelines define RO (resident occupied) as an “income
category” with no limits on income or assets for the buyer or employee who rents from
an employer. The unit must be occupied by the owner or an employee of the employerowner.
The median price of a single-family home sold in Basalt (through March 2022) was $1.63
million and the median price of a townhome/condominium was $1.1 million. 4 The
current median home price in Basalt is out of reach for most households, including
many working middle- and upper-middle income households.
o EX 1: A working household of four with a gross annual income of $100,000
(100% AMI for Eagle County) could afford to purchase a $428,500 home,
assuming: 1) 30-year fixed rate loan; 2) 5% interest rate; 3) $25,000 down
payment; and 4) no other monthly debts (credit card, student loans, etc.). 5
o EX 2: Same scenario as EX 1 except this time a working household of four
earning 200% of AMI ($200,000) could afford to purchase a $818,000 home.
Currently, Basalt’s Community Housing Program serves employee households with
incomes ranging from 60% to 120% AMI (prior to 2015, Basalt targeted households
earning up to 150% AMI).
By comparison, the Aspen Pitkin County Housing Authority (APCHA) serves working
households earning up to 240% of Pitkin County AMI under their Category 4 and 5
income limits. A 4-person HH @100% AMI in Pitkin County is $106,400.

Source: Aspen Board of Realtors, Local Market Update for March 2022
According to Bankrate.com, the average U.S. savings account balance in 2019 was $41,600.
Mike Kosdrosky
Workforce Housing Solutions, LLC
April 21, 2022

•

•

Targeting up to 250% AMI may be too high of a target for this or any community housing
project in Basalt. A more reasonable “middle-income” limitation might be 200% AMI.
o Allowing up to 200% AMI means a working household could make up to
$200,000 and still qualify to rent a unit in Parcel 5’s AH-2 project.
o Based on 30% gross income, rent for a 200% AMI household would be $5,000
per month.
o Based on Applicant’s real estate data as of April 13, 2022, all market-rate 2bedrooms listed on Flexmls are above $5,000.
o The average rent for the five 2-bedroom market rate rentals listed in Basalt is
currently $7,000.
o Allowing up to 250% AMI (as proposed by Applicant) would mean working
households could make up to $250,000 and qualify for AH-2.
o Based on 30% gross income, monthly rent for a 250% AMI household would be
$6,250. This is only $250 below the median listing price for a market rate rental
in Basalt right now (source: Flexmls).
o Rents based on 30% of gross income are easy to calculate and manage but may
be too high to be called “community housing”. One could argue the Applicant’s
proposal blurs the line between community housing and free market housing. In
other words, a community housing project that allows higher income AMI
households and rents based off 30% of gross income, could look more like a
market rate project than a community housing project.
o Although I agree with the Applicant that middle-income housing should become
more of a priority in Basalt, at this point I do not think Basalt’s Community
Housing should support households with incomes above 200% of AMI.
For additional context, 18 out of the 23 units in AH-2 are 2-bedrooms.
o According to Basalt’s Planning Department, the max rent for a 2-bedroom
category unit is:
 2-BR Cat 1 max rent @ 80% AMI = $1,689/mo.
 2-BR Cat 2 max rent @ 100% AMI = $2,112/mo.
 2-BR Cat 3 max rent @ 120% AMI = $2,534/mo.

2. Except for households earning between 100.1% and 120% AMI (Category 3), allow owner
to calculate monthly rent based on 30% gross income, and allow annual adjustments to
rent based on changes to the Consumer Price Index (CPI) as defined in the Town of
Basalt’s Community Housing Guidelines.
Comments:
• The Town could require total housing expenses, including rent, not to exceed a range of
28%-36% of gross household income. This is the stated policy goal in the Town’s Community
Housing Guidelines (regulations).
• As discussed above, calculating rents at 30% of gross income at AMI levels above 120.1%
may look more like market rate rents vs. affordable community housing rents.
• I question the utility and accuracy of annually adjusting community housing rents based on
the Town’s current choice (definition) of CPI (CPI-W). The CPI-U index is a preferred
Mike Kosdrosky
Workforce Housing Solutions, LLC
April 21, 2022

•

•

•
•

inflationary measure because it represents 93% of the total US population versus the CPI-W
index which represents only 29% of the total US population (source: US Bureau of Labor
Statistics or BLS). The Town might consider updating its CPI definition and/or consider
narrowing the CPI definition to the cost of housing and/or cost of the specific type of shelter
(e.g., rent vs. owned).
o CPI is a measure of the changes in the prices paid by consumers for goods and
services. The cost of housing as it relates to CPI is more complicated.
o Under CPI-U, shelter is divided into four subcategories, but the two primary
categories are “Rent of Primary Residence” (Rent) and Owners’ Equivalent Rent of
Residence (OER).
o Based on the latest CPI Report for March 2022, Rent was up 4.4% year-over-year.
Compare this to “All Items” or goods and services in the latest CPI Report, which
was 8.5%.
Inflation is rising and may not abate for some time yet. There is a risk to tenants of losing
affordability in an inflationary environment without an annual cap on inflation. The owner
also bears risk in the case of deflation, but this is a much rarer economic occurrence.
As the Applicant states, 30% of gross income is accepted as a “rule of thumb” affordability
metric, albeit an imprecise one, particularly for low- and low-moderate-income (AMI)
households.
It may be a suitable metric for middle-income households, but every situation is different,
making it difficult to create a one-size-fits-all affordability standard or policy.
Tying rents to 30% of gross income is an easy, clear standard to apply, and it is easy to
monitor/manage for compliance purposes, but it is not a perfect solution. It might be better
to gradually scale up (increase) rents the higher the AMI level.

3. Maintain existing asset caps for any qualifying Category 3 rental households but allow no
asset caps for qualifying households earning between 120.1% and 200% AMI based on the
Town of Basalt’s AMI weighted average.
Comments:
• After further thought and consideration, I do not believe it is a good idea (out of fairness
and consistency with existing regs) to deviate from the Community Housing Guidelines
for any renters who qualify under a Category 3 income.
• Likewise, for renters making more than 120.1% of AMI, there should be no asset caps as
defined under Resident Occupied (RO).

Mike Kosdrosky
Workforce Housing Solutions, LLC
April 21, 2022

4. Require owner to prioritize leasing (and advertising) to prospective occupants meeting the
Town’s Occupancy Priority One (essential) and Occupancy Priority Two (non-essential)
definitions for occupants working full time in the Town of Basalt during the first 60-days after
a unit becomes available or vacant.
Comments:
• See Part II, Section 5 of the Community Housing Guidelines for “Occupancy Priority”
definitions.
• The rationale for 60-days vs 30-days is that most leases have a minimum 30-day notice prior
to termination/renewal, which means the applicant/owner can begin to advertise an
“available” unit 30-days prior to vacancy.
• The applicant/owner must advertise each upcoming available or vacant unit to demonstrate
that it is first and foremost seeking locally working (Basalt) employees/workers.

5. Allow Occupancy Priority Three and Occupancy Priority Four occupants only in the event the
owner is unsuccessful (and can verify its unsuccessful attempts) to lease any available or
vacant unit to Occupancy Priority One and Occupancy Priority Two prospective occupants
during the first 60-days after a unit becomes available or vacant.
Comments:
• As discussed in Footnote 3 (above), I am not convinced the Community Housing
Guidelines’ “occupancy priority” policies are in the best interest of the community. As
the applicant has stated, Basalt community housing should be for Basalt workers and
employees. Unless there is clear reciprocity from other communities, Basalt should not
be using its community housing program (at Basalt taxpayers’ expense) to solve or
subsidize other areas of the valley. We must take care of our local employers and
workers first.
• Paragraph 5 requires the applicant/owner to seek out Occupancy Priority One and
Occupancy Priority Two prospective occupants (i.e., Basalt workers). It requires the
applicant/owner to demonstrate that they have attempted to recruit tenants working in
Basalt, by advertising, etc.
• If Basalt (or the private property owners/managers) cannot find Occupancy Priority One
and Two occupants, then it begs the question: Is there a real need (demand) for more
community housing?

Mike Kosdrosky
Workforce Housing Solutions, LLC
April 21, 2022

6. After the first 60-days that a unit becomes available or vacant, if owner can demonstrate
a lack of demand from Occupancy Priority One and Occupancy Priority Two prospective
occupants, then the Town may grant owner permission to lease to Occupancy Priority
Three and Occupancy Priority Four occupants only if the owner agrees to collect a
voluntary fee on behalf of the Town for the right to lease a Basalt Community Housing
unit to a non-Basalt employer or worker.

Comments:
• The policy concern is that Basalt’s existing “occupancy priority” policy may not serve the
best interests of the community by diluting the number of community housing units
available for local workers.
• The current policy allows deed restricted units to be sold or leased to non-Basalt
workers which may not be in the best interests of Basalt or its employers, particularly if
no reciprocity exists to house Basalt workers in other areas of the Valley.
• Paragraph 6 is intended to clearly prioritize Basalt’s Community Housing Program for
Basalt employers and employees.
• This requirement would be negotiated under the PUD agreement between the applicant
and Town in exchange for allowing higher AMI levels and higher rents at AH-2.
• The applicant/owner would agree to collect a fee at the point of leasing a unit (separate
from rent) from any out-of-town employers/employees on behalf of the Town for the
right to lease a Basalt Community Housing deed restricted unit.
• The idea is meant to provide a funding source or revenue stream back to the Town for
the use of its community housing by non-community members (employers/employees).

Mike Kosdrosky
Workforce Housing Solutions, LLC
April 21, 2022
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