Dunbar Spring Neighborhood Association

August 21, 2006

I.  Meeting called to order, sign in, general information

    * Motion to approve July minutes – Motion passed 46-0

    * Maritza Broce from Ward I office – Stove Ave. should be complete beginning of October.  There were some issues about parking on 5th St. Contact Maritza with your concerns.

    * Karen Greene indicated that she has information about parking issues and trees if anyone has concerns, contact her.  Also, Karen and Natasha need assistance with the crossroads art project.  Please contact either one to help out.

    * Comment on huge turnout.  Need to discuss a number of important issues, Jim encouraged people to come out to meetings and participate and stay involved.

II.  Discussion /history of issues

    * Why revisiting issue – looking at other processes (city councils, etc.) items are brought forward and people can bring up motions and bring in ideas to be on the agenda.  There was a vote taken in March.  It is allowed to come back to the neighborhood because it’s within the process of the bylaws to reconsider a motion.

    * Concern about notice of meeting – mentioned a month ago on the listserve; postcards sent out (arrived late last week); newsletter mentioned the meeting – however due to technology issues the newsletter was not received at Dept. Neighborhood Resources so it was not mailed out in time for the meeting.  Observations – this is the biggest meeting ever.

    * Discussion about notice and process:

          o A number of people interested in the issue are out of town

          o Many people only received notice by postcards a few days ago

          o Bylaws indicated there doesn’t need to be special notice for a regular meeting

          o No requirement to send information out about a vote

          o Question about a quorum – need 7 voting members

          o Bylaws info: Who is a voting member – person over 18 who resides in or owns residential property within the neighborhood; any organization or owner of commercial property within the neighborhood; each person is entitled to one vote only, even if they reside and have commercial property within the neighborhood

          o Concern about translating the newsletter to Spanish

          o Question about how many voting members – 400+ homes in the neighborhood; commercial?

          o Suggestion to use A-frames to post meeting notices

          o Question about how binding votes can be revisited.  Anyone can bring up issues to be revisited.

          o Everyone was asked to give their name and stand up to speak (if able to)

    * Motion to have discussion and reports and vote at another time

          o Discussion – One person travels a lot and wants to vote on topics at hand; There was an organizing aspect to turnout, the people that oppose the proposal had little time to prepare; If we wait to vote those that aren’t here won’t have direct information, it will go through filters; Meetings happen every month, people need to come to meetings; One West went door to door and posted signs; Neighborhood Association can go door to door also

          o Vote results 31 for motion, 73 against

    * History of One West development – dedicate one hour to discussion, no motions until after the discussion

          o Over 1 year ago, developers approached neighborhood that they wanted to purchase land at corner of Stone and Speedway.  City owns part of the property and they won’t sell the land unless the developer has a letter from the neighborhood indicating their approval of the project.  One West bought L-shaped property along 9th Ave and against the Royal Sun hotel.  Dialogue with One West began May 2005.  Summer 2005, a vote was taken in favor of the neighborhood continuing to discuss the project with certain conditions.  A wish list of conditions was created and the board was authorized to make decisions concerning the negotiations.  As the board met with developers and had new information, it was shared with the neighborhood.  By Feb. 2006, all was negotiated except for 1 final piece – affordable housing.  The board decided to go back to the neighborhood for broader discussion and approval of this issue.  Councilman Ibarra was asked to come and discuss the topic, as well as other city staff involved with affordable housing issues.  In March the topic was voted on:

                + Motion to reject proposal in totality – 18 approved, 20 rejected

                + Motion to tell developer we reject 6 units at 750 sq. ft. – 27 approved, 2 rejected, 5 abstained

                + Motion in favor of development having minimum 33% affordable housing – 20 approved, 16 rejected, 4 abstained

A special meeting was held about the affordable housing issue.  Neighborhood helped craft the Stone Ave. Corridor plan which was adopted in 2000.  The corner of Stone and Speedway was meant for mixed use development.  The plan had a vision of 33% affordable housing for the mixed use developments.  How is this reconcilable with the amount of money the city has to offer to these projects?

    * One West presentation

          o Drawings and overview of proposal – parking internal, rooftop garden, building steps back on 9th Ave – this fits in with Stone Ave. Corridor plan; increase density near downtown, have interaction with the street; revitalize Stone Ave

          o Affordable housing issue – 33% is the intention of the plan blended across the entire corridor.  Feds and city recommend 10% mix.

          o Developer limited to ten units because if they build eleven units that use federal money the costs will increase astronomically (Davis-Bacon act – secretary not sure if spelling is correct on this)

          o Concrete and steel are expensive materials to use

          o Worked with city and other agencies and county to look for funding to help get more affordable units in the project

          o Idea is not to stigmatize the affordable units, mix in with market rate units so don’t want to have them only on 9th Ave.

          o Stone Ave. plan called for 2 projects between Drachman and 6th St. to improve corridor – this proposal meets that

          o Two options

                + 10 units of affordable housing and other items previously agreed to (including $50,000 payment to neighborhood for loss of historic houses)

                + 6 units of affordable housing plus $100,000 to neighborhood to use for folks that need assistance with their homes – use for projects in the neighborhood

    * Discussion

          o Ball dropped by developers several times, but still in favor of project – like environmental building, LEED certification, water harvesting, high density, not stick and stucco, misgiving about how it has all come across

          o How was 33% number arrived at in Stone Ave corridor plan – when plan was created incomes along the corridor were lower than average city wide.  Wanted to make sure new developments reflected the neighborhoods.  33% was picked out of the air.  Seen as a target, not set in stone

          o What is price point of the units, could developers get more money from the city, what is the price per square foot, are high-end units what is best?

          o Developers response – market has changed, don’t know what demand will be, price starts at $200,000 for under 1,000 sq. ft; don’t have price point – market will arrive at that #; $250-$275/sq. ft is estimated cost; misperception to be cleared – the affordable housing units will be the same size as the other smaller units available for sale; talked about costs of construction increasing if they offer more than 10 units of affordable housing using federal money

          o Would affordable housing units stay that way if person wants to sell – Yes, unit has title jointly with the city, if unit is sold goes back into affordable housing pool

          o Development is incompatible with the neighborhood, this is a poor neighborhood, affordable housing is critical to the neighborhood; increased property taxes will forces renters to leave; long-term residents rely on affordability; green design does not offset impact of urban flight; project relies heavily on city funds, there’s a better use of those funds

          o Why try to keep the neighborhood poor; integrate affordable housing with the entire community; 33% is not designed to encumber one particular developer; this project is a great thing to increase values and tax base

          o This project would help people in the neighborhood that don’t have a lot of money to fix up their houses; want neighborhood to flourish and need money to restore historic homes; protect diversity of neighborhood

          o Asked about 2005 survey of neighborhood priorities done by Drachman Institute and was it used for this development plan; doesn’t maintain character of neighborhood

          o 33% = 35 units; total number of units to be built 105-110

          o Like some aspects and not others; don’t have anything to compare it to in Tucson; if we vote them down are we developing the corner ourselves; who will work on this project; if voted down what happens next

          o There used to be a bank at that corner, more residents would be better for the neighborhood

          o Think it’s a great project, don’t want renter vs. owner society; 33% says we don’t want this project; better to have owners than have apartments

          o Affordable housing – Dunbar Spring one of the few neighborhoods who welcome it; some oppose 1/3 mandate of affordable housing because it’s not realistic; no way to develop affordable housing in US without marriage of public and private money; little public money is available; offer on the table is a first step; for those voting against it how would we do it, stand up and work on a different project then

          o Eclectic neighborhood; Tucson has no sense of center; makes downtown more attractive; attract companies to move to Tucson and improve wages, raise economies of scale; asset to community

          o 33% not unreasonable; look at increased property tax and can’t own your home anymore; developers choosing not to invest money in affordable housing; who can afford homes here anymore; this is a form of sprawl; not offset by green building design

          o Renters vs. owners; if money is brought in to neighborhood we should go for it

          o Tired of investment mentality; don’t want taxes to increase; tired of neighborhood being used for investments

          o Equating affordable housing with poor people; doesn’t make the neighborhood stay poor; ok with people on lower end of economic scale

          o Limit to affordable housing units because have to pay higher wages; economics of overall project don’t allow it; using public money to pay for this; workers get paid a just wage; private project with public funding doesn’t have to pay certain wages; lot of money goes to administration of Davis-Bacon funds

          o 33% average for Stone Corridor won’t be reached if all projects think they can do less than this; 33% was the original compromise; bringing in more places to live doesn’t increase our wages; solar panels don’t make green building, this is a trick; can build it another way

          o For middle class the tax increases will be hard to pay; if fixed or lower income this will be the breaking point; lots of investors coming into the neighborhood, is that what we want? what is guarantee our taxes won’t go up; first thing to get scrapped in a proposal will be green building aspect; what is profit anticipated from project?; 20 more units would be a drop in that bucket

          o 1980 lots of houses boarded up; see writing on the wall; cappuccino places are coming

          o If project is approved what guarantee neighborhood will be involved in design process; units are not open to light and air – Jonathan Crowe has been involved in design process so far, in the development agreement it will be written that developers have to meet with guidelines set forth or else city won’t issue building permits

          o Are the 10 units enough for us; are we getting $ if we choose 10 units – Conditions of original agreement, neighborhood would get $50,000

          o Clarification of LEEDs process – letter says developer applies for the process; this is an investment to sign up so it is a cue that developer is committed.  There are different levels of LEEDs certification – minimum level is attempting the process, there are also silver, gold and platinum levels.  We can ask for the developers to aim to attain a certain level.  Just by making general LEEDs certification you are building a green project; each level adds $ to building costs

          o Applaud the project; like development in the neighborhood; important to have diversity; this is not luxury housing; will make neighborhood sparkle

          o How much profit will developers gain? – Developers say this is an inappropriate question.  Sole intention is to make a profit, ashamed to see people looking only at profit

          o How affordable will the retail/office space be?  Try to place local business’ first, ideal tenant lives in the neighborhood

          o If we don’t get this project we’ll get something else; we can fight anything else, fight to win

          o Concerned about gentrification and homogenization of neighborhood; moved here because of eclectic nature; like idea of wealthier segment of Tucson living here rather than in gated community; mix is a good thing; higher density is better for the landscape; biologists have been promoting higher density to prevent sprawl; frustrated with rich vs. poor, this is a great idea

          o Wondering about retail portion; how will people in the neighborhood be able to afford anything in the retail portion if the taxes go up

          o Would like to see more energy on the west side of the neighborhood, the forgotten side; may not be perfect but what is; would like to see cities start to go up, not out

          o What about Option C – 10 units with donation of 1% of project’s profits, perhaps $300,000 for neighborhood

          o Growth of city attracting people to move here; problems with only having 10 units; process of meeting unfair

          o Membership of developers – business gets 1 vote, commercial gets 1 vote, own houses in neighborhood outside of this project

          o Question about whether we can amend options A and B

Discussion closed.

Motion to reconsider the March vote – results 74 approve, 34 against

Motion to accept developer’s proposal of 10 units of affordable housing and to include letter of recommendation of the project to Mayor and Council

Discussion – will include all conditions outlined in past agreement; question about amendment for minimum size of affordable housing units; with Option A there’s $50,000 for the neighborhood; no amendments on this motion

Final vote – 63 approve; 40 against; 7 abstained

Meeting adjourned
