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Context Setting 

Other reports have examined regulatory and financial barriers to development of suburban 

affordable housing, though few have approached the topic from the perspective of the community 

developer. In partnership with the Metropolitan Consortium of Community Developers (MCCD), 

this report uses this lens to examine regulatory and financial barriers that currently exist within 

suburban communities throughout the Twin Cities metropolitan area. This study will demonstrate 

the need for greater administrative and procedural flexibility within municipalities, in tandem with 

community support, in order to make progress on suburban affordable housing development.  

  

Case studies were conducted within eight first- and second-ring suburbs within the Twin Cities 

metropolitan area. Of the eight cities in this report, half are considered model cities, which use 

some combination of regulatory flexibility, financial commitment, and community support to 

successfully develop affordable housing in their community. The additional four cities are 

considered support cities, who have a proven record of commitment to affordable housing, but 

may consider implementing additional tools to increase production in the future. Municipalities 

were chosen based on which were best equipped to implement best practices, generate political 

and community support, and feasibly support development, as determined by availability and 

track-record of a commitment of public resources.  

 

Building off the Minnesota Challenge’s Cost Containment Report and a 2009 Center for Urban 

and Regional Affairs-sponsored student capstone project entitled, “A Vision for the Next Decade: 

Planning for Affordable Housing in the Twin Cities Metro”,   this report attempts to create a 

framework for understanding the various factors that help or hinder suburban cities’ ability to 

develop affordable housing. Using this framework, the report documents current regulatory and 

financial barriers as well as barriers to community support in eight municipalities within the 

metropolitan area. To summarize the case studies, matrices documenting regulatory, financial, and 

community support practices of each study city have also been included. 

 

In an effort comprehensively understand the climate of suburban affordable housing throughout 

the region, case studies will reflect Kingdon’s three stream approach by attempting to synthesize 

the problems and opportunities of each community, while analyzing policies and community 

support regarding affordable housing. Each case study begins with a brief summary of findings, 

followed by a more descriptive narrative, and ends with lessons learned and recommendations for 

further improvement to enhance already ongoing efforts.  
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Project Framework 

Regulatory and financial barriers stem from public policy, politics, and power. In order to analyze 

current practices and outline trends that may shape a positive tractor, we must understand the 

power dynamics that shape current regulatory practices.  

The framework underpinning this analysis was adopted from Jon Kingdon’s “three streams” 

model, which is used to set agendas and generate policy change.1 

What does positive policy change mean for affordable housing in the suburbs? 

1) Increase the production of units demanded by the market (i.e., senior, workforce, ADA-

accessible, with supportive services, etc.) required to address a broad set of community 

needs 

2) Move cities toward more progressive policies necessary to promote suburban affordable 

housing development, including increased regulatory flexibility and willingness to commit 

public finances, 

3) Promoting racial and economic inclusion in areas of historic market exclusion 

 

Kingdon’s three stream model through an affordable housing lens... 

● Problem Stream - garner support for the problem that you are trying to fix. 

Developers need to engage citizens and Council members to set the stage in order to prove 

the need for affordable housing within suburban communities. 

● Politics Stream - work with Council members to gain support by providing them with 

proof of community support and financial feasibility. 

Council members can more readily support affordable housing development and be more 

amenable to regulatory flexibility and financial support. 

● Policy Stream - provide community stakeholders with best practices to tackle 

affordable housing in their communities. 

Cities that have modeled tools for successful affordable housing development within their 

communities can provide insight to those interested in adopting practices that may increase 

commitment of public resources, regulatory flexibility, as well as community support. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1 Kingdon, J. W., & Thurber, J. A. (1984). Agendas, alternatives, and public policies (Vol. 45). 

Boston: Little, Brown. 
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Methodology 

This report will examine regulatory and political barriers to the development of affordable housing 

within Twin Cities’ suburban areas. Twenty-three cities were evaluated based on interviews with 

city staff, comprehensive plans, and demographic data.  

● Topics covered in interviews with city staff include  

○ Procedural flexibility 

○ Financial barriers 

○ Community support 

 

Creating a Typology 

● Model cities have proven successful in developing affordable housing within their 

jurisdiction. These cities often have a strong history of public financial assistance, 

successful community engagement, and flexibility in their administration processes.  

 

● Support cities have expressed interest in moving forward with the development of 

affordable housing in their communities, though may need additional technical, financial, 

or administrative assistance to advance efforts. These cities may struggle from a lack of 

market demand or have difficulty gaining the support of the community or elected officials. 

 

● Disinterested cities understand the need for affordable housing, but may not feel that their 

community offers appropriate sites for development. Disinterest tends to stem from the 

political, cultural, and socioeconomic culture of the community. For example, cities may 

not feel that affordable housing is appropriate given the location, demographics, or housing 

stock within the community.  

 

● Unaware cities prove to be the most difficult to develop affordable housing within. 

Insufficient market activity, limited staff capacity, and limited technical capability render 

these cities the least likely to develop affordable housing. In some cases, even if cities were 

able to develop affordable housing, residents needs for transportation or additional support 

services may create insurmountable barriers. 

 

 

 

Model Support 

Chaska Coon Rapids 

Edina Eden Prairie 

Hopkins Minnetonka 

St. Louis Park Woodbury 
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Chaska 

Typology Summary 

The City of Chaska utilizes many tools and processes to actively support the development of 

affordable housing and engage community members. The City’s administrative process is 

transparent and effective. A wide range of regulatory and financial tools are used to incentivize 

affordable housing developers. The City has developed strong partnerships with Carver County 

Community Development Agency, which supports affordable housing development in Chaska 

through financial assistance and providing staff time to increase the City staff’s capacity. In 

addition, Chaska’s projected population growth and significant amount of developable land 

increase the leveraging ability of staff when negotiating with developers. Finally, in an effort to 

proactively engage residents the City’s strong belief in developing quality affordable housing, 

community members will hopefully support development for years to come.  

Place, Constraints, and Opportunities 

The City of Chaska is located in the southwest metro area and is considered a third-ring suburb, 

approximately 40 miles from Minneapolis. As of 2014, the City’s population was 25,270 and is 

projected to dramatically increase in the coming years. The Metropolitan Council’s most recent 

long-range plan estimates an increase of approximately 6,700 individuals by 2030, equivalent to a 

27 percent growth. The Carver County Community Development Agency’s housing study, 

conducted by Maxfield Research, also indicated a growing population and an increased demand 

for housing within Chaska.2  

 

Despite the growing need for affordable housing in the community, only 686 affordable units 

currently exist, according to Housing Link’s Streams data. Coupled with an extremely low vacancy 

rate of 0.3%, rents continue to increase for residents of Chaska.3 This increase in population, and 

the increasing need to provide affordable housing for current residents, has forced the hand of City 

staff and elected officials to shift priorities and create policies to address the issue. 

 

The City of Chaska has achieved relative success in providing affordable housing to residents in 

recent decades, whether through two of the largest mobile home parks in the metropolitan area, 

low- and moderate-income homeownership opportunities, traditional subsidized housing, or 

through naturally occurring affordable housing. However, with current and projected population 

growth, the City must plan to provide additional affordable housing. Chaska’s clear and flexible 

administrative process has made possible the construction of new affordable housing, primarily in 

the form of mixed-income developments. Reflecting on the City’s productive relationship with 

                                                           
2 Maxfield Research. (2014). Comprehensive Housing Needs Assessment for Carver County, Minnesota 

Retrieved from http://carvercda.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/555-11-Carver-County-Comp-Housing-

Needs_FINAL_v2.pdf 
3 Ibid, p. 128 

http://carvercda.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/555-11-Carver-County-Comp-Housing-Needs_FINAL_v2.pdf
http://carvercda.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/555-11-Carver-County-Comp-Housing-Needs_FINAL_v2.pdf
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developers, Kevin Ringwald, Chaska’s Community Development Director, points to the City’s 

ability to clearly identify its own objectives, align them with the developers’ objectives, and 

negotiate which of the various regulatory and financial tools are most appropriate for each project. 

Proactive engagement with developers highlights Chaska’s unique barriers and opportunities well 

before staff bring the proposal before City Council or community members.  

 

In addition to the City itself supporting affordable development, Carver County’s Community 

Development Agency has illustrated their on-going commitment to the creation and preservation 

of affordable housing, whether by volunteering staff time or pledging financial resources. The 

Carver County CDA also invests in the long term affordability of the community through 

affordable homeownership opportunities as well as first-time homebuyer education, down 

payment assistance, and loans for home repair and maintenance. Carver County CDA is a natural 

partner for Chaska, as they have the ability to provide staff capacity to take over the City’s land 

trust program or offer financial support in the form of grants applied for on behalf of the City.  
 

Obstacles to affordable housing development most relevant to the community have been identified 

through interviews with City staff. The cost of land in Chaska is high and is projected to increase, 

as is the case in many second and third-ring suburban communities. Although developable land is 

less limited in Chaska than in other metropolitan area suburbs, land costs remain high, driving up 

the price for developers. Understanding that higher densities may reduce the cost of developing 

affordable housing, Chaska’s comprehensive plan suggests a more flexible approach to 

determining the appropriate density for a particular site and project by utilizing the Planned 

Development Process. Due to the large number of greenfield developments and the need to rezone 

in order for projects to move forward, holding zones work well for cities on the urban fringe by 

increasing regulatory flexibility and decreasing barriers to developers seeking zoning changes.  
  

Comprehensive Plan 

Despite some of the resistance to affordable housing development coming out of Carver County 

in recent months, Chaska has successfully illustrated its ongoing commitment to affordable 

housing development through their partnership with Carver County Community Development 

Agency and their flexibility through planning and administrative processes. However, some 

elected officials still believe Met Council’s allocation of 726 units of affordable housing between 

2011 and 2020 may be too high. In Chaska’s most recent comprehensive plan update, the City 

stated that their actions respond primarily to market conditions rather than governmental controls. 

Therefore, with limited funds and little market activity, City officials have encountered various 

obstacles in their attempt to provide housing for low- and moderate-income residents. 

 

Policies 

Chaska’s comprehensive plan has specific standards for projects that take advantage of regulatory 

flexibility. The City requires that 30% of the total units in the project be affordable according to 

the Met Council’s formula, and that at least 5% of those units remain permanently affordable.4 In 

                                                           
4 Chaska (Minnesota). Comprehensive Plan. https://mn-

chaska.civicplus.com/DocumentCenter/Home/View/434 



 

 

7 

addition, developers must also maintain one of the model homes within a development as 

affordable when engaging in new construction. Although the City has not amended their zoning 

code, Chaska has essentially passed an inclusionary zoning resolution by including 

implementation objectives for their affordable housing goals within their comprehensive plan. 
 

The City has expressed interest in increasing densities for new multi-family developments on a 

case by case basis using the Planned Unit Development (PUD) procedures. Furthermore, recent 

single family home developments in the community have incorporated neo-liberal development 

approaches, which reduce lot and unit sizes, and thus, increase densities.5 
 

In addition to the PUD process, the City has been able to remain flexible in terms of zoning by 

using flexible holding zones for developable areas. Providing affordable and lifecycle housing for 

residents of Chaska is a clear priority in the City’s comprehensive plan. In an effort to facilitate 

development and retain the affordability of units, Chaska has included the following policies in 

their most recent comprehensive plan update6:  
a) Establishing sales prices or rents for housing affordable to low- and moderate-income 

households;  

b) Establishing maximum income limits for initial and subsequent purchasers or renters of the 

affordable units;  

c) Establishing means, including, but not limited to, equity sharing, or similar activities, to 

maintain the long-term affordability of the affordable units; and  

d) Establishing a land trust agreement to maintain the long-term affordability of the affordable 

units.   

 

In addition to new development, policies for affordable housing in Chaska support the 

rehabilitation and updating of older housing stock. Although the City itself does not provide loans 

and grants for low- and moderate-income homeowners, the City states their ability to assist 

residents in locating these resources, which are available from the Carver County CDA, as 

previously mentioned. 
 

Programs 

Programs that address housing needs within Chaska are primarily available through the Carver 

County CDA. The County supports affordable homeownership through financing and down 

payment assistance as well as education and foreclosure prevention counseling. In addition, the 

CDA also provides assistance through the following programs. 

● Homeowner Rehabilitation through MHFA Deferred Loans as well as Carver County 

CDA Home Improvement Loans. 

                                                           
5 Ibid, p. 82 
6 Ibid, p. 85 
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● Chaska Housing Trust Fund, a city-operated trust fund, is funded by excess revenue 

generated by the Clover Ridge TIF district, which was “created to meet an affordable 

workforce housing need within the growing suburban community”. 7 

● Shelter plus Care, a federally funded program, which provides additional supportive 

services and rental support for low-income households with severe and persistent mental 

illness or who present other needs. 

 

Community Support 

Chaska’s efforts to proactively engage community stakeholders has been identified as one of the 

most effective approaches to garnering community support for affordable housing in the Twin 

Cities metropolitan area. This provides an opportunity for neighborhood groups to identify their 

objectives for potential developments through discussions with City staff. By engaging in 

conversations with neighborhood residents early on, the City can break down misconceptions of 

affordable housing and simultaneously convey their own objectives through staff advocacy.  

Staff have stated the importance of well-managed projects in helping the community feel 

comfortable with development. If the City demonstrates a commitment to developing highly 

regarded projects, the community is more likely to support projects that include an affordable 

component or higher density in the future. If and when community members express concern about 

a project, often with regards to density or affordability of units, the City provides examples of 

various housing types and educates the public on what affordability looks like in their 

neighborhood. This kind of education cannot be overstated and should be replicated in cities that 

feel a proactive approach to community engagement would best serve their affordable housing 

objectives.  

Recommendations and Strategies 

● Seek out additional partner organizations, such as Carver County CDA, which may be able 

to commit financial resources or provide additional staff capacity 

● Locating affordable housing advocates within the larger metropolitan area that are trained 

to proactively engage neighborhoods about the need for affordable housing 

● Continue engaging residents proactively to provide examples of higher density housing, 

dispel myths concerning affordable housing, and educate the public on the need for 

affordable housing within their own communities. Some resources and examples that might 

be of use for the City or advocates that work within Chaska are: 

                                                           
7 Tax Increment Financing: Overview. (2016 1–5). Retrieved from 

http://www.housingpolicy.org/toolbox/strategy/policies/tif_MN.html 
 

http://www.housingpolicy.org/toolbox/strategy/policies/tif_MN.html
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○ Kaid Benfeld’s article on how “Sell the Urban Experience to Suburbanites”.8 

○ The Natural Resources Defense Council’s attempt at exploring smart growth and 

higher densities through examples.9 

○ Myth and fact sheets describing some common misconceptions concerning 

affordable housing and density. This resource from California is a great example.10 

Edina 

Typology Summary 

Edina is the most recent municipality to adopt an inclusionary zoning policy in the metropolitan 

area. By explicitly highlighting the importance of affordable housing in their community, Edina is 

paving the way to more progressive policies within communities of opportunity throughout the 

metropolitan area. Edina’s faith community has also expressed significant interest in the 

development of affordable housing to serve the rising number of low-income families and 

homeless youth who currently live in the City. In addition to creating a more positive narrative, 

Edina has committed financial resources and crafted policies and programs to support affordable 

housing development, including homeownership. The City should continue to think creatively 

about opportunities to capitalize on the market demand that exists for luxury renal currently being 

developed within the community to pursue additional affordable development in the future. 

Place, Constraints, and Opportunities 

Located southwest of Minneapolis, Edina is an affluent first-ring suburb with a population of 

50,261, as of 2014. Developers mention that the biggest barrier to developing affordable housing 

in Edina is the inflated land costs due to high property values within the City and the lack of the 

developable land. Edina’s inventory of affordable housing includes 586 units, of which 76% target 

30% area median income (AMI) or less, and 99% target 50% AMI or less.11 The City’s focus on 

developing units targeted for the low and very low income residents demonstrates their ability to 

developing housing with deep subsidies, whether through traditional avenues of funding or by 

financing projects with local resources, such as allocating the City’s CDBG funds to support 

affordable housing or through the creation of TIF districts. Recently in 2015, Edina’s CDBG funds 

were allocated to several organizations support housing low- and moderate-income families, 

                                                           
8 Benfield, K. (2012 10–9). Tips for Selling the “Urban” Experience to Suburbanites. Retrieved 

from http://www.citylab.com/housing/2012/10/tips-selling-urban-experience-

suburbanites/3527/ 
9 Natural Resources Defense Council. (n.d.). Picturing Smart Growth: Visions for Sustainable 

Communities Across America. Retrieved from 

http://www.nrdc.org/smartGrowth/visions/default.asp 
10 California Department of Housing and Community Development. (2002).Myths and Facts 

about Affordable and High Density Housing. Retrieved from 

http://www.cproundtable.org/media/uploads/pub_files/mythsnfacts.pdf 
11 HousingLink. (n.d.). Streams. Retrieved from http://www.housinglink.org/streams/ 

http://www.citylab.com/housing/2012/10/tips-selling-urban-experience-suburbanites/3527/
http://www.citylab.com/housing/2012/10/tips-selling-urban-experience-suburbanites/3527/
http://www.nrdc.org/smartGrowth/visions/default.asp
http://www.housinglink.org/streams/
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including Senior Community Services, Community Action Partnership for Suburban Hennepin 

County (CAPSH), HOME line, and West Hennepin Affordable Housing Land Trust 

(WHAHLT).12  

 

A more detailed look at the City’s allocation of CDBG funds shows that 85% of total funds support 

WHAHLT’s Homes Within Reach program, based on a community land trust model, which 

provides affordable homeownership opportunities for eligible suburban Hennepin County 

residents. According to City staff, there has been little opposition to low- and moderate-income 

homeownership opportunities from the broader community. Affordable homeownership is seen as 

more palatable to a community that dislikes density and disruption of current land use patterns, 

which single-family homes tend to have little impact on. 

 

In addition to a direct commitment of financial resources, Edina is the most recent Twin Cities 

suburb to adopt a formal opinion on inclusionary zoning. The current policy states that all new 

multi-family developments of 20 or more units that require a re-zoning or an amendment to the 

comprehensive plan must make at least 10% of the units within the development affordable or 

build 110% of the units that would have been included at an off-site location elsewhere in Edina.13 

The policy allows flexibility for developers to pay an in-lieu fee of $220,000 per unit for affordable 

units that they do not develop. They also allow developers to build affordable units off-site. The 

City has included a provision in their policy that eliminates the need to include affordable housing 

if the developer can prove that providing such housing would cause financial hardship. Because 

this policy became effective as of November 1, 2015, it has applied to zero developments thus far, 

according to City staff, at the time this research was conducted. 

 

Previous to the inclusionary zoning policy, Council members and staff would suggest that 

developers include an affordable element in their projects, but they had little leverage, prompting 

them to take a more public stance on affordable housing. However, it is important to note that 

Edina’s stance on inclusionary zoning is a policy rather than an ordinance. In other words, 

inclusionary zoning is not yet an adopted part of the City’s zoning code, and thus, has no legal 

basis by which the City can enforce it. However, the policy has certainly added to the changing 

narrative of affordable housing throughout the region’s suburban communities and has brought 

much needed attention to the lack of affordable housing in affluent areas such as Edina.  

                                                           
12 Joyce Repya. (2015). Public Hearing -- 2015 Community Development Block Grant, 

Resolution No. 2015-20. Retrieved from 

http://edinamn.gov/edinafiles/files/City%20Council%20Staff%20Reports/021715_CC_M

eeting/Item%20VI_%20A_%20Public%20Hearing%20-

%202015%20Community%20Development%20Black%20Grant%20-

%20Resolution%20No_%202015-20.pdf 
13 Affordable Housing Policy. (n.d.). Retrieved from 

http://edinamn.gov/index.php?section=planning_affordablehousing 

http://edinamn.gov/edinafiles/files/City%20Council%20Staff%20Reports/021715_CC_Meeting/Item%20VI_%20A_%20Public%20Hearing%20-%202015%20Community%20Development%20Black%20Grant%20-%20Resolution%20No_%202015-20.pdf
http://edinamn.gov/edinafiles/files/City%20Council%20Staff%20Reports/021715_CC_Meeting/Item%20VI_%20A_%20Public%20Hearing%20-%202015%20Community%20Development%20Black%20Grant%20-%20Resolution%20No_%202015-20.pdf
http://edinamn.gov/edinafiles/files/City%20Council%20Staff%20Reports/021715_CC_Meeting/Item%20VI_%20A_%20Public%20Hearing%20-%202015%20Community%20Development%20Black%20Grant%20-%20Resolution%20No_%202015-20.pdf
http://edinamn.gov/edinafiles/files/City%20Council%20Staff%20Reports/021715_CC_Meeting/Item%20VI_%20A_%20Public%20Hearing%20-%202015%20Community%20Development%20Black%20Grant%20-%20Resolution%20No_%202015-20.pdf
http://edinamn.gov/index.php?section=planning_affordablehousing
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Edina’s faith community has also championed the movement for increased suburban affordable 

housing development.  Joyce Repya, Senior Planner for Edina, gave the example of the recent 66 

West, a project being developed by CommonBond in partnership with Beacon Interfaith Housing 

Collaborative, to illustrate the strength of the faith-based community in pushing for affordable 

housing in Edina. She mentioned no other nonprofits that do housing work in Edina that would be 

similar. The Edina Housing Foundation has also illustrated a sustained commitment to affordable 

homeownership within the community. In fact, the organization worked alongside City staff to 

craft the inclusionary zoning policy throughout the last two years.  
 

Comprehensive Plan 

Policies 

A variety of specific needs are addressed in Edina’s most recent comprehensive plan update, most 

notably aging in place, preservation of existing affordable housing, and increasing affordability of 

current and future residents.14  

Specific goals to address these needs include promoting affordable housing by increasing housing 

choice and type through the use of creative land use strategies. The City has expressed interest in 

making sure preservation or creation of new housing is compatible with surrounding land uses. 

Currently, the majority of the City’s housing stock is single-family homes, thus the City has a 

vested interest in providing opportunities for affordable homeownership for a wide range of 

income levels. In order to achieve these goals, the City has stated the will continue to provide 

financial assistance to WHAHLT and to households for home rehabilitation. In order to increase 

the number of families who benefit from these services, the City has also committed to expanding 

community engagement opportunities to educate the public on resources available to low- and 

moderate-income families.   

Programs 

● East Edina Housing Foundation serves the community in several capacities. The 

Foundation provides low-interest financing to low and moderate-income individuals and 

families who purchase homes as well as assisting non-profit developers within the 

community.  

○ Come Home 2 Edina is the largest of the programs that the East Edina Housing 

Foundation manages. The program provides loan assistance to low-income families 

and individuals who meet income eligibility standards.  

● Community Homebuyer program provides interest-free, deferred repayment loans to 

eligible individuals to support down payment assistance through Fannie Mae’s Community 

Homebuyer program 

● Home Partners program allows homeowners to make basic home improvements by 

providing low-interest loans through FNMA’s Community Homebuyer program 

                                                           
14 Edina (Minnesota). Comprehensive Plan. 

http://edinamn.gov/edinafiles/files/City_Offices/Community_Development/Planning/Co

mprehensive_Plan/ComprehensivePlanCh5.pdf 
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● Household and Outside Maintenance for Elderly (H.O.M.E.) program provides 

assistance for maintenance and homecare services for residents 60 years or older. H.O.M.E. 

is not a city-specific program and operates within 13 jurisdictions region wide.  
 

Community Support 

With the City becoming increasingly unaffordable for longtime as well as new residents, the City 

commissioned a task force, part of the Edina’s Human Rights and Relations Commission, to 

investigate the current state of housing within the community and provide recommendations to 

increase affordable and lifecycle housing. The majority of Task Force members are also residents 

of Edina. The Task Force completed their research and presented their report to the City in fall 

2015. Not only does this Task Force illustrate the City’s commitment to increasing affordable 

housing within the community, but it also demonstrates the support of the community for 

affordable housing.  In their recent report, they write, “While some residents expressed skepticism 

and others requested further information, the majority recognized the need for affordable housing 

in the community and supported the work of the Task Force.”15 By having educational 

conversations with community members and trying to understand their needs, relationships were 

built to help promote affordable housing within the greater Edina community.  

More recently, the City’s faith community has received attention for their support of affordable 

housing development within Edina. Beacon Interfaith Housing Collaborative was instrumental in 

helping the faith community organize to support the development of a supportive housing project 

for young adults as recently as this summer. Members of the faith community, including Edina 

Community Lutheran Church, Beacon’s lead congregation for the 66 West development, came out 

strong to City Council meetings and continuously voiced their support for the project. The Edina 

Community Foundation, a nonprofit within the City, also voiced their support for the project at 

public meetings. Community residents and non-profits within Edina asked Council members not 

only to support the development of affordable housing, but also to contribute local resources to the 

project.  

 

Recommendations and Strategies 

● A lot of the redevelopment in the City occurs through tear downs, which residents cite as 

undesirable. In a City with little naturally occurring affordable housing, the few more 

affordable homes are developed into larger, luxury homes. With Edina’s developable 

parcels few and far between, the City may want to consider policies that would capitalize 

on market demand for this type development, which many residents have voiced concern 

over.  

○ For example, Edina may consider applying a tear down fee to fund affordable 

housing developments, much like linkage fees, which are popular in areas with 

similarly strong luxury markets. 

                                                           
15 Edina Housing Task Force. (2006). Housing Succession Plan for Edina’s Future. Retrieved 

from 

http://edinamn.gov/edinafiles/files/Advisory_Boards/Human_Rights/HousingTFReport-

19Sep06.pdf, p 51 

http://edinamn.gov/edinafiles/files/Advisory_Boards/Human_Rights/HousingTFReport-19Sep06.pdf
http://edinamn.gov/edinafiles/files/Advisory_Boards/Human_Rights/HousingTFReport-19Sep06.pdf
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Hopkins 

Typology Summary 

Within recent decades, Hopkins has seen a once homogenous residential demographic rapidly 

diversify. With a majority of the City’s housing stock considered “naturally affordable”, lower 

income families and minorities find fewer barriers to entry than in neighboring suburbs. The City’s 

stance on affordable housing is to promote preservation of the existing housing stock, rather than 

capitalize on market demand and build new construction, which is the case in some nearby 

municipalities. Through educational and supportive services, City staff hope to protect the integrity 

of Hopkins’ affordability, all while proactively engaging the community. While the need for 

additional affordable housing in the City may not be necessary currently, Hopkins’ has been 

proactive in their approach to planning for future light rail stations in the area and understanding 

the needs of residents may evolve.  

Place, Constraints, and Opportunities 

Hopkins is a small first-ring suburban community, located in the southwest metro area, just four 

miles from Minneapolis. The City is bordered by other larger suburban communities—Minnetonka 

to the west, St. Louis Park to the north, and Edina to the south. In 2014, Hopkins had 18,971 

residents and is projected to experience only minimal growth in coming decades. Although 

population growth within the City has remained marginal over the past two decades, demographic 

diversification in Hopkins has exploded, according to the Met Council, with Black and 

Hispanic/Latino populations increasing by 15.5% and 10.5% respectively.   

City officials have suggested that demographic diversity is increasing as housing stock within 

Hopkins ages and becomes even more affordable to low- and moderate-income families. The City 

has significant amount of older, naturally occurring affordable housing, much of which is rental 

property. According to the 2010-14 Census data, the homeownership rate in Hopkins was much 

lower at 34% compared to the seven-county metropolitan area average of 69%. In a diverse 

community of renters, City officials see preservation of naturally occurring affordable housing as 

a top priority in an environment where deep subsidy is needed to finance new construction of 

affordable housing and significant financial subsidy may be out of reach. 

Preservation of affordable housing primarily occurs through strict oversight within Hopkins’ 

housing inspection department as well as the City’s proactive approaches to prioritize safety 

throughout their community. The inspections department promotes relationship building between 

landlords and tenants and facilitates communication between landlords in the community through 

the Hopkins Apartment Landlords Association. In addition to relationship building, property 

owners must also attend at least one meeting of the Hopkins’ Apartment Managers Association 
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per year.16  The inspectors’ strong enforcement of standards, both through landlord accountability 

and thorough tenant screenings, help sustain high standards for rental housing high, though keep 

the cost of preservation, and thus rent increases, at bay.  

The City’s size, coupled with decreasing property tax revenues, create barriers to developing new 

affordable housing for residents. Hopkins currently has 283 affordable units, with an 

overwhelming majority targeted at the 30% AMI income threshold. Only 143 additional units have 

been allocated through Met Council’s LCA goals for the City. It is important to note that Hopkins 

has no citywide affordable housing policy, which staff have suggested is due to the City previously 

exceeding Met Council’s affordable housing allocation.  

Despite little new development of affordable housing in recent years, some may be on the horizon 

due to the extension light rail into Minneapolis’ Southwest corridor. The recent Housing Gaps 

Analysis completed by Hennepin County suggests that 2,424 new units be developed within the 

three new station areas. However, the report recommends that out of the total number of units, 

only 13% be available to residents earning 80% AMI or less, with less than 2% of new units 

available to very low income residents earning 30 percent AMI or less.17  

With limited financial resources and much of the staff’s capacity being taken up by other timely 

projects, Hopkins has been able to maintain a high level of commitment to preserving the naturally 

occurring affordable housing that exists within their community. Through policies and programs, 

they hope to improve housing conditions for low- and moderate-income residents while continuing 

to support the safety and growth of the community for all. 

Comprehensive Plan 

Policies 

The City of Hopkins has identified a preference in using PUD overlays to increase regulatory 

flexibility for projects rather than issuing rezonings, variances, or conditional use permits. 

Although PUDs agreements add an additional administrative component to the development 

process, City officials hope that by staff with an opportunity to advise developers early on in the 

process, stakeholders can avoid delays later.  

                                                           
16 Housing Preservation Project, & Urban Land Institute Minnesota. (2013). The Space Between: 

Realities and Possibilities in Preserving Unsubsidized Affordable Rental Housing. 

Family Housing Fund. Retrieved from http://www.gmhf.com/downloads/publications-

research-reports/The-Space-Between.pdf 
17 Marquette Advisors. (2014). SWLRT Housing Gaps Analysis. Retrieved 

fromhttp://www.swlrtcommunityworks.org/~/media/SW%20Corridor/Document%20Arc

hive/housing/housing-gaps-analysis-report.pdf 
 

http://www.gmhf.com/downloads/publications-research-reports/The-Space-Between.pdf
http://www.gmhf.com/downloads/publications-research-reports/The-Space-Between.pdf
http://www.swlrtcommunityworks.org/~/media/SW%20Corridor/Document%20Archive/housing/housing-gaps-analysis-report.pdf
http://www.swlrtcommunityworks.org/~/media/SW%20Corridor/Document%20Archive/housing/housing-gaps-analysis-report.pdf
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City staff have stated that they have a sufficient understanding of where affordable housing will 

be well-received and what land is available for development. For example, they directed Project 

for Pride in Living to the Blake Road location, an area suffers from absentee landlords. However, 

the City does not provide publicly owned land for affordable housing nor do they acquire land for 

affordable housing because of limited funds and significant amounts of already existing affordable 

housing. Hopkins cites their lack of an official citywide affordable housing policy due to previous 

success in exceeding Met Council’s LCA goals. Furthermore, with much of the City’s focus on 

the Southwest LRT extension and so few planners, affordable housing development is one of many 

timely priorities. 

Programs 

● The Housing Inspection program mandates inspections for licensed rental properties a 

minimum of every three years. The inspections process is based on a point system that 

helps identify substandard dwellings, which in turn helps preserve naturally occurring 

affordable housing and keep the units to a high standard. 

● Hopkins’ Rehab Grant and Loan programs are funded through the City’s CDBG funds. 

Residents are eligible for grants or loans depending on their household income. 

● Engaging Raspberry Renters program facilitates interactions between City officials and 

Hopkins’ renters. Beginning in 2009, the City chooses an apartment complex to host the 

events, which occur on a monthly basis. While this program does not provide financial 

resources for residents, it does increase communication and build community among those 

involved.  

● Household and Outside Maintenance for Elderly (H.O.M.E.) program provides 

assistance for maintenance and homecare services for residents 60 years or older. H.O.M.E. 

is not a city-specific program and operates within 13 jurisdictions regionwide.  

 

Community Support 

One of Hopkins’ largest strengths is their focus on community engagement among their residents. 

Aspects of the City’s engagement focus on community safety, the inclusion of residents in local 

government decision making, and preservation of community cohesion. For example, significant 

efforts have been made to foster communication between low-income renters and renters of color 

and police services. Police Services Liaison, Anne Marie Buck, proactively engages with 

community members to form relationships before focusing on policing so residents feel safer 

reaching out.  

Council members also push for more inclusionary policies and practices, such as Hopkins’ “Take 

It to Them” approach.  The City is not afraid to take chances and has strong support from City 

Council. In this approach, Council members bring decision making to the people by hosting 

meetings at various locations within the community rather than at City Hall. Staff have suggested 
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that engaging the community in this way has helped to build trust between City officials and the 

community.18 Elected officials have also championed increases for affordable housing within the 

community and are seen as committed to preserving affordability for residents in the future. 

By decreasing barriers and increasing communication between residents and City staff and elected 

officials, community support for affordable housing comes more naturally. It is important to note 

that Hopkins’ officials mentioned little support for NIMBYism in the community. However, some 

residents have voiced opinions at wanting to limit the amount of new affordable housing within 

the community because they feel they already have enough naturally occurring affordable housing. 

However, high proportions of renters and increasing demographic diversity continues to contribute 

to the support of preservation of affordable housing in Hopkins. 

Recommendations and Strategies 

● Naturally occurring affordable housing takes some pressure off the need to provide 

additional or newly constructed affordable housing within the community, though efforts 

for preservation and stabilization still demand financial and regulatory assistance.  

● Some residents have been vocal about wanting to limit the amount of new affordable 

housing that the community takes on 

● May be more beneficial for the City or developers who work in Hopkins to communicate 

the needs of low- and moderate-income residents already living within the community 

● Continue to engage in community-based activities and decision making to remove barriers 

to involvement for traditionally marginalized populations 

● With a large naturally occurring affordable housing stuck, a teardown/linkage fee might be 

important to implement before this becomes the new trend, like it is in some suburban 

communities. 

● Increase staff capacity by using innovative ways to fund staff time associated with 

affordable housing development efforts, as is a practice in St. Louis Park 

● Create a more robust and accessible referral system to help residents access resources that 

the County or other organizations may provide  

 

St. Louis Park 

Typology Summary 

St. Louis Pak officials have explicitly stated their interest in preserving affordability for residents 

of the community. It is for this reason that the City was one of the first to pass an affordable 

                                                           
18 Metropolitan Council. (2015).Hopkins (Local Planning Handbook). Retrieved from 

http://www.metrocouncil.org/Handbook/Local-Planning-Highlights/Hopkins-

Community-Engagement/photos/Hopkins-Community-Engagement-PDF.aspx 
 

http://www.metrocouncil.org/Handbook/Local-Planning-Highlights/Hopkins-Community-Engagement/photos/Hopkins-Community-Engagement-PDF.aspx
http://www.metrocouncil.org/Handbook/Local-Planning-Highlights/Hopkins-Community-Engagement/photos/Hopkins-Community-Engagement-PDF.aspx
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housing policy to capitalize on recent market rate investments in housing development in order to 

build more affordable housing in the future. City Council members have led the way in supporting 

affordable development throughout the region, although many recognize the significant amount of 

affordable housing that already exists within the community. St. Louis Park’s proactive approach 

to development and publicly stated support of affordable housing makes it a model example for 

cities across the metropolitan area to use as a case study.  

Place, Constraints, and Opportunities 

Unlike some of the other study cities in this report, St. Louis Park continues to attract and retain 

both younger and older age cohorts, and as such, must provide a range of housing types for current 

and future residents. St. Louis Park has witnessed large amounts of luxury rental development in 

recent years, prompting the City to take action to capitalize on the current investments and provide 

additional housing options for low- and moderate-income residents. 

Tim Brausen, a St. Louis Park City Council member, suggested that cities with active housing 

markets should take advantage of the high market demand and adopt policies that create affordable 

housing, leading the City to begin drafting their inclusionary zoning policy in 2013.19 The policy 

was officially adopted in June 2015 – just in time to capitalize on the development expected around 

St. Louis Park’s three new Southwest light rail stations set to be active by 2020. 

Despite the rush of recent luxury development within St. Louis Park, 71% of the current housing 

stock remains affordable for families earning 50% to 60% AMI, according to St. Louis Park’s 

Housing Needs Analysis, conducted by Maxfield Research in 2013.20 In fact, more than 85% of 

renter and owner-occupied housing was built between 1950 and 1999, according to the City. 

However, City officials continue to support the development of affordable housing by providing 

financial assistance and incentives as well as regulatory flexibility. In addition, the ability for St. 

Louis Park staff to commit significant time and resources to developments with affordable housing 

is noteworthy. The City’s Housing Supervisor, Michele Schnitker, describes staff capacity as 

particularly high thanks to funding that is not tied to dwindling CDBG funds. St. Louis Park funds 

rental programs, the land trust, and some staff salaries using a fund generated by municipal revenue 

bonds, on which the City charges ⅛ of 1% of the outstanding balance.21 

Housing trends in St. Louis Park tend to mirror most of those throughout the metropolitan area, 

with an increased demand for smaller multi-family units for single millennials and aging baby 

                                                           
19 Reinan, J. (2015 6–8). City-aided projects in St. Louis Park now must include affordable 

housing. Star Tribune. Retrieved from http://www.startribune.com/city-aided-projects-in-

st-louis-park-now-must-include-affordable-housing/306573771/ 
20 Maxfield Research. (2013).Comprehensive Housing Needs Analysis for St. Louis Park, 

Minnesota. Retrieved from http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/community-

dev/maxfield_slp_housing_report_final_102813.pdf, p. 2 
21 Schnitker, M. (2014 12). The Cost of Affordable Housing Production Interview. 

http://www.startribune.com/city-aided-projects-in-st-louis-park-now-must-include-affordable-housing/306573771/
http://www.startribune.com/city-aided-projects-in-st-louis-park-now-must-include-affordable-housing/306573771/
http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/community-dev/maxfield_slp_housing_report_final_102813.pdf
http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/community-dev/maxfield_slp_housing_report_final_102813.pdf
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boomers. Metropolitan Council’s LCA goals for affordable housing within St. Louis Park between 

2011 and 2020 are 501. The City has been successful in meeting the need of seniors looking to age 

in place. As of 2013, Maxfield Research identified 12 senior housing developments within St. 

Louis Park with a total of 934 units.  

The progressive state of affairs in St. Louis Park suggests that residents have expressed little 

opposition to affordable housing development within their community. While this is in fact true, 

community members have stressed that their dissatisfaction of housing development has more to 

do with density than with income levels of residents. The vast majority of development (91%) 

since 2000 has been multi-family homes rather than single-family—a factor which may be driving 

insecurity around affordable development in St. Louis Park.22 According to HousingLink Streams, 

St. Louis Park is home to a large number of developments that include an affordable element—of 

which 77% provide housing to households at or below the 30% AMI threshold. 

Comprehensive Plan 

Policies 

Like many suburbs, a section of policies identified in the St. Louis Park’s comprehensive plan 

include property maintenance and preservation of existing affordable housing, with a particular 

focus on single-family, owner-occupied homes. St. Louis Park has identified their interest in 

increasing affordable, workforce, and supportive housing for low- and moderate-income residents 

within the community. The City also states the need for additional senior housing. These priorities 

will be addressed through land use changes as well as increases in housing production and 

continued maintenance of already existing affordable housing.  

To preserve and enhance already existing affordable housing, the City plans to implement 

educational activities for property owners to support building maintenance. In order to stabilize 

neighborhoods and provide opportunities for low-income homeownership, St. Louis Park suggests 

the promotion of potential partnerships with a community and to better understand the needs of 

residents, to collect data to determine why residents move out of the area. The comprehensive plan 

also identified many strategies to increase residential opportunities in current non-residentially 

zoned areas, which is particularly important in cities that are already fully built out, such as St. 

Louis Park.  

St. Louis Park has not only made development and preservation of affordable housing a priority 

in City’s comprehensive plan, but they were also the first City in the metropolitan area to officially 

adopt an inclusionary housing policy to promote affordable housing. The City worked with MN 

                                                           
22 Maxfield Research. (2013).Comprehensive Housing Needs Analysis for St. Louis Park, 

Minnesota. Retrieved from http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/community-

dev/maxfield_slp_housing_report_final_102813.pdf 
 

http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/community-dev/maxfield_slp_housing_report_final_102813.pdf
http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/community-dev/maxfield_slp_housing_report_final_102813.pdf
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Challenge staff to develop a policy framework, of which the final draft was presented in last May, 

and the policy adopted soon after on June 1, 2015, although Council members state that it has been 

in the works for many years. The policy states that any developer receiving financial assistance 

from the City must include certain levels of affordable housing for developments of 10 or more 

units. Although only adopted within the last year, City staff have stated that four proposed or 

current developments will be affected by the new policy.23  

Programs 

● Household and Outside Maintenance for Elderly (H.O.M.E.) program provides 

assistance for maintenance and homecare services for residents 60 years or older. H.O.M.E. 

is not a city-specific program and operates within 13 jurisdictions region wide.  

● Live Where You Work program provides grant money to help eligible employees who 

work in the community purchase a home in St. Louis Park. The City provides a grant of 

$2,500 to eligible program participants that can be used for down payment assistance, gap 

financing, or closing costs. To be eligible for the program, individuals must make 120% or 

less of area median income.  

● A host of home improvement and loan programs including:  

○ Architectural design assistance, remodeling advisor, remodeling handbook, 

remodeling tours/open houses, green remodeling program, home energy loans, 

Home Improvement Area (HIA), and community fix-up funds 

● Point of Sale and Rental Licensing Inspections programs protect the community's 

housing stock, much of which is considered affordable. The program is run by the City’s 

inspections department. 

● St. Louis Park Rental Coalition (SPARC) provides opportunities for property managers 

and landlords to share effective management practices to promote quality affordable 

housing within the City.  

● Foreclosure prevention and reverse mortgage counseling are also available for 

homeowners needing additional support 

● Housing Improvement Areas (HIA) work by establishing common interest community 

in which the City can provide financing to improve housing structures. 

 

In addition to these supports for new or existing homeowners, renters also receive assistance from 

St. Louis Park HRA through federally-funded programs such as the Public Housing program, 

Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher rental assistance program, Shelter Plus Care rental 

                                                           
23 City of St. Louis Park. (n.d.). St. Louis Park Inclusionary Housing Policy. Retrieved from 

http://www.metrocitiesmn.org/vertical/Sites/%7B63D48B3B-FE99-433B-BCDD-

78BBF3D7629D%7D/uploads/PPT6_SLP_Inclusionary_Housing_Presentation_022516.

pdf 
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assistance program, and TRAILS (Training & Resources to Attain Individual Long-Term 

Success), and the Family Self Sufficiency (FSS) program. Federally subsidized public housing 

also provides significant support for St. Louis Park residents. The City’s Housing Authority 

administers Section 8 rental assistance vouchers, owns and operates approximately 150 public 

housing units.24 Public housing helps support those with the lowest incomes, which are more 

difficult to support through the City’s recently adopted inclusionary housing policy.  

Community Support 

Proof of community support is seen in the number and variety of housing programs available to 

low and moderate income residents in St. Louis Park. In response to recent increases in the market 

rate and luxury multifamily housing marked in the City, elected officials have widely supported 

affordable housing and have tried to create a narrative that welcomes all residents to the 

community. Officials have illustrated their commitment to supporting this issue through the 

adoption of an inclusionary housing policy in June 2015, with a passing vote of 6-1. The 

inclusionary policy applies to market rate multifamily housing developments larger than 10 units 

that are seeking financial assistance from the City.  

It is important to note that because St. Louis Park has been more progressive than some of the 

metro area suburbs with regard to building or preserving affordable housing, some elected officials 

have expressed frustration about pursuing more affordable housing, as they feel they have already 

done their fair share. In response, Councilmember Gregg Lindberg stated, “It’s not lost on me that 

maybe some of our neighbors further out west aren’t doing something like this, but that’s what 

makes St. Louis Park great, and that’s very important to me”.25  

Recommendations and Strategies 

● Focus on opposition to density rather than affordability. Increase education for community 

members about density and various options for development. 

● Create a more robust and accessible referral system to help residents access resources that 

the County or other organizations may provide  

 

 

 

                                                           
24 St. Louis Park (Minnesota). Comprehensive Plan -- Housing Plan 

http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/community-dev/iv_d_housing_plan.pdf 
25 Rowe, S. (2015 6–11). Residential developments with city support must include affordable 

housing, St. Louis Park council says. Sun Sailor. Retrieved from 

http://sailor.mnsun.com/2015/06/11/residential-developments-with-city-support-must-include-

affordable-housing-st-louis-park-council-says/ 
 

http://sailor.mnsun.com/2015/06/11/residential-developments-with-city-support-must-include-affordable-housing-st-louis-park-council-says/
http://sailor.mnsun.com/2015/06/11/residential-developments-with-city-support-must-include-affordable-housing-st-louis-park-council-says/
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Coon Rapids                                                                                         

Typology Summary 

City staff at Coon Rapids understand the barriers to affordable housing development within their 

community, including an aging housing stock, limited interest in market rate development, and 

lack of community support. The City’s most recent comprehensive plan update identifies these 

obstacles and strives to proactively address them, with particular interest in community education 

of financial assistance programs. Much of the City is currently considered affordable, which limits 

the need for additional affordable housing development. However, much can be done in advance 

to prepare the community to be welcoming to affordable development projects in the future 

through community visioning and public education. 

Place, Constraints, and Opportunities 

To the North of Minneapolis, Coon Rapids is one of the largest suburban communities in the Twin 

Cities with population estimated at 62,435 as of 2014, according to Metropolitan Council. 

Incorporated in 1959, Coon Rapids is an aging suburb with most of the current housing stock built 

during the 1980s. According to the City, an estimated 86% of the housing stock will be 20 years 

or older by 2020, with 66% more than 30 years old. This trend is expected to continue. 

Housing stock age provides both advantages and disadvantages in terms of affordability.  Large 

amounts of the current housing stock are considered to be naturally occurring affordable housing. 

It is partially due to this that the affordable housing LCA goals set by the Metropolitan Council 

have remained relatively low, allocating only 200 units of affordable housing to the City between 

2011 and 2020. The City’s ability to meet the goal seems likely, according to staff. However, with 

an aging housing stock and limited estimated population growth, interest of new development 

within the community has remained low. According to an interview with Matt Brown, the City’s 

Economic Development Coordinator, Coon Rapids has not seen a new market rate development 

in several years. Little interest in new development creates market barriers for new affordable 

development to occur.       

Despite the lack of market demand in recent decades, Coon Rapids has demonstrated its support 

in preserving the existing housing stock through explicit policies, procedures, and financial 

programs that support homeowners and individual efforts to pursue home improvements. 

However, in order to meet the future need for additional housing, the City will also have to pursue 

policies that support the creation of new affordable and market rate housing. Considering the 

demographics and location of Coon Rapids, the creation of affordable housing may be more 

feasible than market rate due to market demand. However, development of affordable housing will 

require significant subsidy from or in relationship with partners, such as Met Council.   

With that in mind, the City has worked diligently to improve housing conditions for residents 

through a variety of programs geared toward home improvement and foreclosure prevention. In 
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order to continue to improve livability and provide a range of housing options for future residents, 

some of the engagement practices used for improvement programs may be implemented with 

respect to new affordable housing development. 

Comprehensive Plan 

Policies 

Goals included in the City’s most recent comprehensive plan include continuing to provide a high-

quality living environment, while increasing the range of housing options available to residents. 

The preservation of existing neighborhoods and housing stock is integral achieving the goals of 

the comprehensive plan. The majority of Coon Rapid’s housing stock was built in decades ago, 

thus creating a vast need for home improvement programs as well as financial assistance to 

residents looking to upgrade their homes. By encouraging developments for seniors and for others 

with special housing needs, the City hopes to meet the needs of existing residents, while increasing 

availability of current housing stock for future incoming residents. 

The comprehensive plan identifies certain strategies and tools they will utilize in order to provide 

housing in the face of the changing demographics of Coon Rapids, including guiding areas for 

higher density development, continuing the use of the PUD process to provide increased flexibility 

for developers, as well as proactively engaging neighborhoods. In hopes of developing procedures 

that result in productive discussions between developers and households, the City suggests 

“Document[ing] the characteristics and neighborhood experiences of community based residential 

facilities in the City, so that better relations may be forged between such facilities and surrounding 

neighborhoods”. From a community engagement perspective, this progressive policy seeks to be 

proactive in order to avoid potential delays in housing production that might result from lack of 

community support. Despite its inclusion in the comprehensive plan, this policy has not yet been 

pursued nor are there current plans to pursue this engagement tool before the next comprehensive 

plan update. 

A final goal of Coon Rapid’s comprehensive plan is to increase housing affordability for low and 

moderate-income households. The City suggests that this be done by continuing its current 

administrative processes, which they believe do not contribute to excessive costs or delays.    

The City has also identified various financial tools that they can utilize to support affordable 

housing development. These include the use of Tax Increment Financing as well as the ability to 

create a levy through the authority of the City’s HRA. Both of these tools are called out in the 

City’s comprehensive plan. 

Programs 

Current programs available to Coon Rapids residents primarily focus on home maintenance in 

order to combat the City’s aging housing stock. However, the City does support the preservation 
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and production of affordable and supportive housing units through various financial tools and 

administrative flexibility. 

● Housing Improvement Areas (HIA) work by establishing common interest community 

in which the City can provide financing to improve housing structures. 

● Home improvement grants and financial assistance for to update or preserve their homes 

in accordance with zoning code and architectural style. 

● Open houses for residents to better understand ways that they can improve their own 

homes, proactive and open engagement strategy for residents to take advantage of 

opportunities. 

● Neighborhood Reinvestment Program, which began in 2008, was a way to protect 

neighborhoods from blight through communication with City staff as well as provision of 

tools and resources from the City. 

  

Community Support 

The housing chapter of the City’s most recent comprehensive plan identifies various policies that 

they plan to implement regarding the objectives of increasing the range of available housing 

options as well as increasing housing affordability. The City has identified the need for proactive 

community engagement in order to achieve their stated goals and objectives. Although policies 

have been clearly defined, little has been done since the plan’s update in 2008 to move forward 

with implementation. Proactive community engagement and education around affordable housing 

can be most effective when proactively done, before a development proposal is on the table.   

Recommendations and Strategies 

● Continue to prioritize the preservation and upgrade to the existing housing stock through 

financial assistance and grant programs. 

● Pursue additional financial assistance provided by Met Council or other state or regional 

entities in order to subsidize affordable housing development and meet LCA affordable 

housing goals. 

● Understanding that homes are aging and households are changing demographically, the 

City should consider working with developers and housing and advocacy organizations to 

create alternative methods of community engagement to build support for home 

maintenance programs and affordable housing development. 

○ Consider implementation of neighborhood mapping and proactive community 

engagement strategies. 
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Eden Prairie 

Typology Summary 

The City of Eden Prairie is primarily interested in pursuing opportunities for preservation of 

naturally occurring affordable housing and low-income homeownership. Staff seem amenable to 

adopting a community engagement strategy, with the understanding that they may be unable to 

achieve complete community support. The City does not see their administrative or regulatory 

processes as a nuisance, but rather see high land values and need for a significant amount of gap 

financing as primary deterrents for developers hoping to build in the community.  

Place, Constraints, and Opportunities 

Within the Twin Cities region, Eden Prairie is one of the more affluent suburbs, with median 

household income between 2010 and 2014 at more than $95,000. Despite the above average 

household income and property values, the demographics within Eden Prairie are increasingly 

diverse. In fact, according to the U.S. Census, approximately 14% of those residing in Eden Prairie 

were foreign-born between 2009 and 2011.26 The City’s immigrant population has been moving 

to Eden Prairie for over a decade for job opportunities and good schools, like many other families 

in the metro area. In many cases, City officials are able to provide significant resources for 

immigrant families. For example, "a Somali speaking staff person was hired as the Community 

Services Technician, to provide services for issues of immigration, citizenship, employment, 

housing, ESL and other educational opportunities”, as explained in the housing element of the 

City’s comprehensive plan. While these resources support the Somali community in many ways, 

many families have voiced the need for additional affordable housing within the community, 

which has put pressure on the City.   

 

With very few options for new housing development, the City believes that they should continue 

to focus their efforts or preserving the affordable housing that already exists within the community. 

However, with the every expanding need for affordable housing as more and more low- and 

moderate-income immigrant families move to the community, demand has vastly outgrown 

supply. Furthermore, residents advocating for additional affordable housing have touted the soon-

to-be expansion of the Southwest light rail as an opportunity to provide more housing for low- and 

moderate-income residents.  

 

                                                           
26 Andi Egbert. (2015).Demographic changes transforming Minnesota & Edina’s unique context. 

Presented at the Edina Morningside Rotary Club. Retrieved from 

https://mn.gov/admin/images/ae-edina-morningside-rotary-feb2015-post.pdf 
 

 

https://mn.gov/admin/images/ae-edina-morningside-rotary-feb2015-post.pdf
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The Metropolitan Council also sees Eden Prairie as needing more affordable housing, and thus, 

has allocated the City provide an additional 1,844 affordable units between 2011 and 2020. 

Compared with other cities in the region, Eden Prairie has stated their intention to meet the high 

goals of the Council. However, the City suggested that they should more seriously consider the 

efforts of Eden Prairie to preserve affordable housing when determining allocation of lifecycle and 

affordable housing goals.  

 

Some articles suggest that Eden Prairie is losing diversity because of the lack of affordable housing 

in the community. Although regulatory and comprehensive plans suggest that the City is trying to 

move toward more equitable developments and provide resources for the immigrant and other low-

income residents in the community, more support is needed to actually achieve levels of 

development that meet the needs of City residents. However, by increasing resident engagement, 

particularly within the Somali community, the City hopes to support development of jobs and 

affordable housing along the light rail extension.  

 

Comprehensive Plan 

Policies 

In general, Eden Prairie officials suggested that they are not in the business of acquiring or holding 

property for development of affordable housing. In addition, the City does not have a history of 

reducing of waiving fees for affordable housing projects. However, City officials have suggested 

that they will pursue acquisition of undeveloped land by a land trust when possible. This is done 

with the intention of creating housing on smaller lots or possible higher density housing types.  

 

The City has also stated that it is standard for ask for 20% affordable housing on project that obtain 

a PUD. In addition, Eden Prairie requires that developers provide a 20% set aside for affordable 

units.  

 

Programs 

● West Hennepin Affordable Housing Land Trust (WHAHLT) buys and sells properties 

to residents.  

● First time homebuyer program that assists low income homeowners. Overall, there is less 

buzz about affordable homeownership, but they have the same income guidelines. 

● Household and Outside Maintenance for Elderly (H.O.M.E.) program provides 

assistance for maintenance and homecare services for residents 60 years or older. H.O.M.E. 

is not a city-specific program and operates within 13 jurisdictions region wide.  

● People Reachout Out to Other People (PROP) CDBG funds to assist with emergency 

housing programs for payment of rent or home mortgage  

● Minnesota Fix-up Fund is a homeownership grant funded through MHFA  
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● Community Action Partnership of Suburban Hennepin (CAPSH) provides counseling 

services foreclosure prevention, and other support services  

● Rental inspection programs aid in protection of well-maintained affordable rental units 

 

Community Support 

Communication between the East African community and City staff is vital in order to include all 

residents in planning for the future of Eden Prairie and to establish trust and create a positive 

working relationship. This is already happening and can be seen in an example from 2012, when 

a local non-profit, New American Academy, partnered with Twin Cities LISC to identify transit 

needs within the community. Local immigrant residents suggested that affordable housing be 

included in plans for the new LRT stations. Since then, the City has engaged with the community 

to determine guidelines for development, according to a recent report from the Brookings 

Institute.27 

In addition to large scale community engagement, City staff have found that the best practices of 

affordable developers have involved meeting with nearby property owners early in the 

development process. It is better if residents’ first contact about a project is with the applicant 

before public forums. In an effort to avoid delays and increases in project cost, proactive 

community engagement for affordable housing projects may be the best option for Eden Prairie. 

Recommendations and Strategies 

● Immigrants are a vital part of the Eden Prairie community. Many of whom work in the area 

and cannot afford to live there anymore. Community support as well as financial support 

must be continuously communicated through outreach in order for City officials to remain 

a good working relationship with the community 

● With a forecasted growing population, it is important to keep in mind the link between job 

creation and affordable housing along the Southwest LRT extension and continue to reach 

out to traditionally marginalized groups, such as low-income and immigrant communities  

 

Minnetonka 

Typology Summary 

Minnetonka has shown an increase in the level of support and provision of affordable housing in 

recent years. The City has been successful in meeting LCA goals for affordable housing. The City 

currently provides or supports a variety of rental and homeownership programs for low- and 

                                                           
27 Jennifer Bradley. (2015). The Changing Face of the Heartland: Preparing America’s Diverse 

Workforce for Tomorrow. Brookings Institution. Retrieved from 

http://www.brookings.edu/research/essays/2015/changingfaceoftheheartland# 

 

http://www.brookings.edu/research/essays/2015/changingfaceoftheheartland


 

 

27 

moderate-income residents. Additional support is likely needed to engage community 

stakeholders, residents, and organizational partners in order to broaden support for affordable 

development within Minnetonka. 

Place, Constraints, and Opportunities 

Minnetonka’s population was 51,144 as of 2014, according to the Metropolitan Council. The need 

for affordable housing in Minnetonka is high and increasing with the cost of land and market 

demand for the area as strong as ever. Barriers to affordable housing development in Minnetonka 

primarily constitute the high cost of land and the built out nature of the city. These pressures drive 

up the cost of housing, which both limits the amount of naturally occurring affordable housing and 

constrains the possibility of new development. Higher density development remains one of the 

easiest ways to lower the cost of affordable housing in areas with high land values through 

construction cost savings as well as spreading development costs over more units. Opposition to 

density still remains one of the largest obstacles for Minnetonka, though it is important to note that 

Council members have voted in favor of what the feel is best for the community, despite the 

opposition.  

Opposition to affordability from community members has been less of an issue than density, said 

Julie Wischnack, Community Development Director for Minnetonka. Most of the opposition to 

affordable housing comes from misunderstanding of who affordable housing serves and would 

serve in their community. To help better educate community residents and communicate ideas for 

a potential project, Minnetonka has used LISC’s Corridor Development Initiative (CDI), most 

recently with the Glen Lake Redevelopment Project—a 256 unit project with 33 units designated 

as affordable. LISC’s CDI provides communities with a proactive, facilitated development process 

that incorporates the visions of developers, officials, and community members.28  

One reason that affordable development has been less controversial in Minnetonka is that Council 

members have voted in favor of affordable housing development since the mid-1990s.  

Furthermore, in 2004, Minnetonka passed an affordable housing resolution that recommended 10 

- 20% of the units in a development be designated affordable if the project was receiving any kind 

of financial assistance or regulatory relief from the City. The City’s decision to pass a resolution 

rather than an inclusionary zoning policy illustrates their preference for flexibility in working with 

developers to build the most appropriate project for the community. Staff have expressed 

disinterest in making broad sweeping decisions about affordability that would scare off potential 

developers. Although Minnetonka traditionally reviews affordable project proposals on a case-by-

case basis, staff mentioned that there has been little, if any, pushback from developers on including 

                                                           
28 Twin Cities LISC. (2014). Corridor Development Initiative. Retrieved from 

http://www.corridordevelopment.org/ 
 

http://www.corridordevelopment.org/
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an affordable component in their projects when they receive financial or regulatory support from 

the City. 

Aside from opposition to density and affordability, other barriers exist to providing a full spectrum 

of lifecycle housing for current and future residents of the community. One of the largest concerns 

identified in the most recent comprehensive plan was Minnetonka’s aging population and the needs 

of seniors within the community as demographics continue to shift. Many baby boomers have 

expressed interest in a wider range of housing types and locations, often brought on by the need 

for public transit and their increasing longevity in the workforce.  

The City of Minnetonka successfully gathered information from senior focus groups for the last 

update of their comprehensive plan, in which seniors identified the following as the needs and 

desires for  housing within their community: “age-restricted owner-occupied and rental units (e.g. 

condominiums, townhomes, apartments, co-ops); assistance for seniors who want to remain in 

their single-family homes; subsidized, affordable senior units; congregate buildings; and assisted 

living and memory care”.29 

The need for lifecycle housing is only exacerbated by the high cost of assistance for seniors with 

special needs. Although the City can provide financial and regulatory assistance to developers to 

provide assisted living and memory care units for seniors, the services provided within the facilities 

drives up the cost, often making them unaffordable.  

Unlike other suburban cities, Minnetonka has remained primarily homogenous in terms of race 

and ethnicity, suggesting a particular need for lifecycle housing for longtime and aging residents. 

With the high cost of land and changing preferences of residents, the future of housing in 

Minnetonka should include a wider range of housing choices that are both more flexible and 

affordable for aging residents.  

Comprehensive Plan 

Minnetonka’s most recent comprehensive plan update states the City’s interest in increasing the 

availability of rental housing through infill development and redevelopment as well as 

rehabilitation of aging, outdated multi-family structures. Additional units will be necessary to 

house aging residents--particularly those that do not require medical and additional services on-

site. 

Officials have identified various tools to be used to assist developers in completing projects the 

City sees as most beneficial. As important as visioning and goal setting has been for the City, these 

tools have been primarily used on a discretionary basis, so as to be most flexible for the needs of 

                                                           
29 Minnetonka (Minnesota). Comprehensive Plan Guide. 

http://eminnetonka.com/documents/comprehensive_guide_plan/2030/ch_5_housing.pdf, 

p. v-12 
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the developer as well as the community. Due to this flexible approach, Minnetonka’s 

comprehensive plan is less clear than other suburban cities in stating affordable housing 

development as a specific priority. Instead, the City is engaged with various programs and policies 

that promote affordable housing on a case-by-case basis that tries to balance various needs of the 

community. 

Policies 

Minnetonka’s use of financial assistance to aid developers in developing affordable housing is 

impressive. The City’s use tax increment financing, particularly their ability to pool excess funds 

from successful TIF projects, a resolution that passed in May 2011, shows the City’s ability to 

significantly incent developers who can provide an affordable component. This has worked 

particularly well, for some areas of Minnetonka have exploded from TIF-assisted redevelopment, 

providing enough excess funds to jumpstart additional redevelopment projects. An example of this 

is the West Ridge market commercial redevelopment district, which was more successful than 

anticipated and will continue contributing to the pooled discretionary fund until 2021. In addition, 

Minnetonka policies also include tax abatement as an officially adopted tool to support long-term 

affordable housing opportunities for residents.   

In 2004, when the EDA adopted the affordability resolution, the City had several priorities 

concerning development, including affordable housing as well as the preservation of natural 

resources. Elise Durbin, Economic Development Supervisor suggested that discretionary use of 

the resolution has afforded considerable flexibility during negotiations with developers.  

According to a meeting report of the Economic Development Advisory Committee in June 2015, 

the City proposes to continue to collect a levy for housing and redevelopment for 2016 and 2017. 

The levy can be no more than that maximum percentage, set by the state at 0.0185% of the City’s 

taxable value, which for Minnetonka is $1.55 million. Minnetonka’s HRA has passed a levy 

annually to provide additional funding to conduct village center studies as well as to provide 

assistance to housing programs and support the Livable Communities Fund since 2010. The first 

HRA levy was collected in 2009, when funds were used to assist the Homes Within Reach 

program. Despite the levy’s consistent use in recent years, it is far from being utilized to its fullest 

extent. Although the City plans to continue using the levy to fund the village center studies in 2016 

and 2017, according to the June Advisory Commission meeting, an additional levy may still be 

collected to produce alternative funds for affordable housing. Council members wane on their 

support for increasing the levy despite their ability to do so.  

Programs 

● WHAHLT (land trust) 34 units of new and renovated units sold to low income 

households.  The City provides a $750,000 line of credit and an annual $250,000 grant for 

property purchases 
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● Homes Within Reach (HWR) is a non-profit land trust program, initially formed by the 

City, to create and sustain affordable, owner-occupied housing in Minnetonka. 

Incorporated as a non-profit organization in 2001, the City and other communities support 

the work of HWR to provide the opportunity for low-income households to own their own 

home in communities where it may not be generally possible.” 

● CDBG loan program for housing rehabilitation (began in 1975, second 2005). Although 

the 2015 CDBG allocation increased to $157,080 in 2015, the City expects decreases in 

2016.  

 

Community Support 

Council members have been in favor of affordable housing development within Minnetonka since 

the mid-1990s, thus requiring staff to play a lesser role in supporting policy to influence affordable 

housing. Council members are more likely to support less controversial projects, such as lower-

density as well as mixed-use or mixed-income developments.  

Despite Council members’ long-stated support of affordable housing development within the City, 

some community members still openly resist development, sometimes increasing the difficulty 

officials face in voting in favor of affordable projects. According to former Mayor and City 

Council member Karen Anderson, the importance of having advocates at meetings where 

affordable housing is being discussed cannot be overestimated. She notes the success of faith-

based organizations in the community in organizing support for affordable housing projects, 

making it significantly easier for Council members to vote in favor of controversial developments. 

Furthermore, by bringing members of the faith community, meetings may become less hostile.  

Recommendations and Strategies  

 Those who need increased housing choice already live in the community. In order to 

increase community support for the development of a more affordable, diverse, and dense 

housing stock, development officials can engage residents and make clear the wants and 

needs coming from the community.  

 In order to continue to attract younger families to the City and to create a sustainable future 

for Minnetonka, senior housing must be made a priority. By providing more lifecycle 

housing, residents will find themselves with increased housing choice.  

 Although Minnetonka has illustrated its continued support for affordable housing through 

their financial commitments, particular tools should be considered in the future to mitigate 

the high cost of development due to the high cost of land. Minnetonka’s current support of 

WHAHLT land trust should be continued and potentially strengthened in order to keep 

single family housing an affordable option for younger families moving to Minnetonka.  

 As for the City, more direct and explicit language about how they intend to “encourage” 

property owners to keep or provide affordable rental units to residents. Depending on the 

future of the market in Minnetonka, City officials might consider taking a more strict stance 
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on affordable housing and adopting an inclusionary zoning policy, like St. Louis Park or 

Edina have done, rather than the resolution passed by the EDA in 2004.  

Woodbury 

Typology Summary 

The City has demonstrated its ongoing commitment to developing affordable housing within their 

community and has used a wide array of administrative and regulatory tools to reduce the cost of 

affordable housing development. The use of these tools has led to significant development of 

affordable housing. However, the type of housing product and for whom the product is for is 

limited due to the need for additional gap financing. Current development tools primarily only 

allow projects with limited subsidy gaps to be developed, which leaves some Low and Very Low 

Income households under housed within the community. Woodbury has few, if any, programs that 

support rental assistance. Considered a community of choice or an “opportunity city”, Woodbury 

has made significant strides to meet their LCA affordable and lifecycle housing goals. 

Place, Constraints, and Opportunities 

Woodbury is a second-ring suburb in the east metro area of the Twin Cities, just east of St. Paul 

within Washington County. In 2014, Woodbury’s population was 66,119, making it the ninth 

largest City in Minnesota, and is projected to continue growing at the rate of 10% per decade 

through 2040, according to the Metropolitan Council. Unlike many of the other study cities in this 

report, Woodbury’s poverty rate is the lowest of the 21 cities surveyed, with 3.5% of residents 

living in poverty compared to 11.1% of residents within the metropolitan area. However, due to 

the projected growth and the number of low-wage jobs in Woodbury, the Metropolitan Council’s 

allocation of 2,057 units of affordable housing between 2011 and 2020 are the fourth highest in 

the region, behind Lakeville, Minneapolis, and St. Paul. 

Despite the low rate of poverty and the distance from the Twin Cities, Woodbury’s expected 

growth and increasing need for affordable housing demonstrates that need for affordable housing 

in all communities throughout the region. In the past, Woodbury has shown its commitment to 

building affordable housing by being one of the only six metropolitan jurisdictions to successfully 

meet their LCDA affordable housing goals between 1996 and 2010. The City primarily met their 

housing goals by having the support of elected officials and City staff, through flexible use of 

planning and zoning tools, and by proactively engaging in community to minimize opposition. 

Not much naturally occurring affordable housing exists within the community, necessitating 

subsidized new construction. Located on the urban fringe, Woodbury still has a significant amount 

of developable land. In fact, in 2010, almost 40% of the City’s land was undeveloped or 

agricultural. Although land costs in developing affordable housing in the past have not been 

prohibitive because of the large amounts of undeveloped land, land values are expected to increase, 

which will likely make subsidized development even more difficult. 
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The City of Woodbury understands that the demand for subsidized housing cannot be met through 

market forces alone, hence the City’s approach to reduce costs associated with administrative 

delays and community opposition. Unlike other cities in the region, Woodbury does not use their 

ability to create TIF districts in order to provide developers with gap financing. However, by not 

committing local resources to affordable housing development, developers have been unsuccessful 

in building deeply subsidized projects for low and very low income households. According to 

HousingLink’s Streams, of the 280 affordable housing units within Woodbury, approximately 

48% target households at 50% AMI or less, with only 22% of units for households at 30% AMI or 

less.  

Throughout the region, Woodbury is known as a success story for building suburban affordable 

housing. While their success cannot and should not be overlooked, the need for affordable and 

stable housing within communities of opportunity is greater than ever. The City must continue to 

address the needs of low and moderate-income households, but may benefit from new strategies 

that target the lowest-income households within their community.  

Comprehensive Plan 

Policies 

Work collaboratively with Washington County HRA and other stakeholders to meet the housing 

needs of the community. The City does not explicitly mention specific policies to meet 

affordability needs of the community in the housing chapter of their comprehensive plan. 

However, some strategies are identified as effective tools to create a wider variety of housing for 

current and future residents of Woodbury.  

Some of these tools include density bonuses, site identification and acquisition, tax exempt bonds, 

TIF, waiving City fees, implementing an HRA levy, and the usage of loan programs that the City 

of Woodbury HRA runs to support low and moderate income homeownership.  

Programs 

● Woodbury Goes Green program promotes rehabilitation and renovations of homes using 

sustainable resources and energy-efficient utilities. This program provides low-interest 

loans to eligible households.  

● City of Woodbury Home Improvement Fund provides low-interest homes to eligible 

households to renovate homes or increase property values of homes within the community. 

● Woodbury Foreclosure Purchase program incentivizes the purchase of foreclosed 

homes within the community by providing low-interest loans to income-qualified 

households. 
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Community Support 

City staff have stated that community opposition to affordable housing has not been a significant 

problem thanks to the high design standards and scattered site approach that Woodbury has taken 

to implementing affordable housing throughout the community.  

While there is not yet outright community support for affordable housing, community residents 

have been involved in some of the planning of affordable housing, such as site design for the 

mixed-income project, Views at City Walk. Rather than work to improve community support for 

affordable development, staff and housing developers work to provide more homeownership 

opportunities for low- and moderate-income residents, promote high quality design standards that 

work for the particular neighborhood and surrounding developments, and try to not put too much 

local money into projects. Through these strategies, City staff have not attracted too much political 

opposition from the community and are able to continue to provide scattered site homeownership 

opportunities for lower-income families throughout Woodbury. 

Strategies and Recommendations 

● Search for additional funding tools to meet the needs of the lowest-income households 

● Promote social services for residents of affordable housing 

○ Not City provided, but organizations that service the greater Washington County 

area 

● Better understand the needs of low and moderate income community members (especially 

since poverty rate in Woodbury is on the rise… talk to food shelf?) 
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Broad Strategies to Address Barriers to Suburban Affordable Housing Development 

● Consider addressing density when educating communities on affordable housing. Many 

residents of suburban cities have expressed discomfort with increasing density of multi-

family housing within their communities. In an attempt to quell concerns about impending 

changes low-density suburban neighborhoods, advocates should consider providing 

varying examples of medium- and high-density housing to expand residents’ understanding 

of what multi-family affordable housing could mean for their community.  

 

● Directly address city priorities with the development of affordable housing. Potential for 

increased neighborhood stability, access to additional amenities, and a growing tax base 

are a few goals that most communities have. 

 

● Understand what type of community engagement works best for the political and social 

environment of each individual suburb. Proactive community engagement tools work best 

when community support for affordable housing already exists. In areas with some 

resistance for affordable housing, framing your approach on a case-by-case basis can help 

mitigate concerns of community members.  

 

● Recent campaigns among faith communities in the suburbs illustrate how political activism 

can sway elected officials and the broader community toward increasing funds for 

affordable housing. While some cities have strong and organized faith communities, there 

is untapped potential for growth of advocates in many suburban communities – particularly 

within a faith-driven context. 

 

Furthermore, Elizabeth Kneebone and Alan Berube, authors of Confronting Suburban Poverty in 

America, suggest that there is no silver bullet to developing affordable housing in suburban 

communities. However, in a recent article, the team states various best practices necessary to 

achieve successful suburban development. Some of these best practices include30: 

 The need for early seed money to later be used for leveraging additional funds from local 

and state entities, 

 The importance of data collection – and the marketing of that data – to clearly 

communicate needs of the community and spur mobilization of partner organizations, and 

                                                           
30 Alan Berube, & Kneebone, E. (2014 5–20). Suburban Poverty: A Year of Lessons. Retrieved 

from http://www.brookings.edu/blogs/the-avenue/posts/2014/05/20-suburban-poverty-

lessons-kneebone-berube 

http://www.brookings.edu/blogs/the-avenue/posts/2014/05/20-suburban-poverty-lessons-kneebone-berube
http://www.brookings.edu/blogs/the-avenue/posts/2014/05/20-suburban-poverty-lessons-kneebone-berube
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 The role that local community organizations should play with larger, more experienced 

partners to strategically “assemble the right team”, 

With the understanding that a “one-size fits all” will not appropriately address barriers to suburban 

affordable housing development, it is important that all approaches include complementary 

government actions to spur development within suburban communities. According to Hoek-Smit 

and Grigsby (2002), “if government does not do what is necessary to encourage the housing 

construction and finance industries to function efficiently, housing supply cannot respond to price 

signals, and higher incomes or subsidies will not translate into better housing”.31  In other words, 

local governments should not rely solely on commitment of financial resources to spur the 

affordable housing market within their communities; they should, however, make attempts to 

improve efficiency of local institutions and policies and increase administrative and regulatory 

flexibility alongside providing subsidies to address local housing objectives.  

In addition to these complementary government actions, officials must engage with residents to 

better understand the unique needs of the community, while making strides toward gaining public 

support for affordable housing. Keep in mind John Kingdon’s “three stream” approach to policy 

change, which includes problem, politics, and policy streams. In order for suburban municipalities 

to advance development of affordable housing within their communities, significant efforts must 

target changing the narrative of suburban affordable housing as much as we focus on changing 

policies to address community needs. 

                                                           
31 Hoek-Smit, Marja and William Grigsby. 2002. Housing Markets, Housing Policy and 

Subsidies, Lecture Notes International Housing Finance Program, Wharton School, 

University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia. P. 5  
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APPENDIX 1 - Selection of Study Cities and Research Resources 

Methodology 

Selection of Study Cities 

 

This report will examine regulatory and political barriers to the development of affordable housing 

within Twin Cities suburban areas. Twenty-three cities were evaluated based on interviews with 

city staff, comprehensive plans, and demographic data. Topics covered in interviews with city staff 

include 1) procedural flexibility, 2) public finance and additional financial barriers, and 3) 

institutional guidelines and community support.  

 

By creating a typology of study cities, developers will be able to assess ease of development within 

each jurisdiction and the particular tools needed to successfully develop affordable housing. Cities 

were classified based on their adherence to one of four typologies—model, support, disinterest, 

and unaware.  

 

Narrowing the Selection 

 

After identifying typologies for all 21 study cities, the selection was narrowed to only the model 

and support cities in order to focus energy where momentum for affordable housing development 

already exists. Model and support cities were further classified based on a variety of 

socioeconomic and other characteristics based on the understanding that differences in community 

characteristics necessitate different approaches to affordable housing development.  

 

Using median household income, access to current and proposed transit routes, and communities 

with the least affordable housing produced relative to their Livable Communities Act (LCA) 15-

year goals. These characteristics were chosen for the following reasons: 

 

● Median household income is used as a proxy for socioeconomic status. As previously 

mentioned, varying socioeconomic levels must be studied to create differing strategies to 

address affordable housing development across the metropolitan area. 

 

● Affordable housing development necessitates access to reliable public transportation. The 

Met Council has designated a level of public transit access for each of the cities within the 

metropolitan area. Jurisdictions with many and frequent transit routes are most appropriate 

for future siting of affordable housing development. Proposed transit routes were also 

considered highly important when choosing study cities. Not only do proposed routes 
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provide access to transit, but are prime for transit-oriented affordable housing development 

in the future.32 

 

Research Resources for This Paper 

 

Tools to inform best practices for affordable housing development within suburban communities 

has been well documented. Sources used to document best practices include past reports from the 

Center for Urban and Regional Affairs (CURA), including “A Vision for the Next Decade, 

Planning for Affordable Housing in the Twin Cities Metro”, a report in response to the Minnesota 

Challenge competition, “Best Practices to Reduce the Cost of Affordable Housing”, written in 

partnership with CURA, the Housing Justice Center (HJC), and Becker Consulting. Current 

practices within the Twin Cities areas were also compiled using interviews with city staff and 

officials conducted by University of Minnesota students in partnership with CURA and HJC.  

 

For cities not previously examined in either of the CURA studies—Edina and Coon Rapids—

interviews were conducted with city officials and other housing professionals: Cary Teague, Edina; 

Coon Rapids, Matt Brown.  

 

Comprehensive plans, progress toward LCA goals, current and past sociodemographic data, and 

factors of community support were examined to help determine typologies of cities as well as 

complete case studies for eight of the study cities.  

 

To determine the success of each city’s progress towards their affordable housing goals, number 

and types of affordable development were collected from Housing Link’s Streams data. This data 

was used to analyze the amount of affordable housing that currently exists, despite the language 

of comprehensive plans or interviews with city staff.  

 

Community support was evaluated based on characteristics of communities, success or failure of 

past affordable projects within the community, public meetings and comments made by elected 

officials, city staff, and city residents, as well as past engagement with community groups and 

residents. Support was also determined based on the interviews conducted by students in 

partnership with HJC, as previously mentioned.  

 

 

                                                           
32 National Housing Trust. (2007).Transit-Connected Affordable Homes: Securing and 

Expanding Affordable Housing Opportunities Near Transit. Retrieved from 

http://www.nhtinc.org/downloads/nht_tcah_issue_brief.pdf 

 

http://www.nhtinc.org/downloads/nht_tcah_issue_brief.pdf
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APPENDIX 2 - Study City Typologies 
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APPENDIX 3 – Study City Matrices 
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