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Via Capitol Website
February 4, 2009
Senate Committee on Education and Housing
Hearing Date: Wednesday, February 04, 2009, 1:15 p.m. in CR 225
Testimony in Opposition to SB 100: Relating to Housing
(Expanding the 45-day window to approve affordable housing projects)
Honorable Chair Norman Sakamoto, Vice-Chair Michelle Kidani  

and Members of the EDH Committee:  

My name is Dave Arakawa, and I am the Executive Director of the Land Use Research Foundation of Hawaii (LURF), a private, non-profit research and trade association whose members include major Hawaii landowners, developers and a utility company.  One of LURF’s missions is to advocate for reasonable, rational and equitable land use planning, legislation and regulations that encourage well-planned economic growth and development, while safeguarding Hawai’i’s significant natural and cultural resources and public health and safety.
LURF appreciates the opportunity to provide our testimony in opposition to SB 100, which  
would allow a county council ninety days (instead of the current 45 days) to approve, approve with modifications, or disapprove a 201H affordable housing project.  We would also respectfully request that the statute be amended to delete the provisions relating to “modifications” by the council, and limit the councils’ actions to either approval or disapproval.  

Background.  The lack of affordable housing remains a significant problem affecting Hawaii.  Finding ways to provide sufficient affordable housing and market housing for Hawaii’s residents on a timely basis has been a major objective for our elected officials, and state and county agencies, and members of the housing industry and business community.   With such a crisis, we should be trying to expedite the approval of affordable housing projects, instead of creating laws which would further delay such needed affordable housing.
According to the Hawaii Housing Finance and Development Corporation (HHFDC), the agency which processes the approval of 201H affordable housing projects, applications for affordable housing projects processed under Chapter 201H already undergo an extensive review process by state and county agencies and public, which includes, but is not limited to the following: 

· Planning, public works, transportation, water, fire, parks, historic preservation, health, environmental and education have the opportunity to review, evaluate and discuss the project plans;

· The HHFDC also requires the affordable housing developer to conduct at least one public meeting to solicit community input and discussion on the proposed project;

· Additionally, most 201H affordable housing projects require an Environmental Assessment, and are subject to further review and evaluation; and 

· The affordable housing developer usually modifies the proposed project to address the concerns raised by the state of county agencies, or the general public;

· Transmittal to the county council for review and approval, disapproval or modification of the 201H affordable housing application – It is at stage, after all of the above reviews, evaluations and discussions, that the 45-day clock starts.
From the initiation of the state affordable housing project law in 1970 until 2007, the authority of the county legislative bodies and the state land use commission was limited to approval or disapproval of the affordable housing project.  In 2007, however, the legislature passed Act 217 (2007 Session Laws), which made an amendment (now HRS 201H-38) which authorized the county legislative body and land use commission to approve housing projects “with modifications.”   

LURF’s Position
· LURF is opposed to SB 100, based on the already lengthy review process for 201H affordable housing projects, there is more than sufficient technical review, evaluation, public input and meaningful discussion of the project.  The county councils should be able to review, have further meaningful discussions, then approve, disapprove, or modify the project within the current 45-day deadline;  

· LURF would also respectfully request that the statute be amended to delete the provisions relating to “modifications” by the council, and limit the councils’ actions to either approval or disapproval.  If the councils responsibilities were only to approve or disapprove, the 45-day requirement could easily me met.

Thank you for the opportunity to express our views on this matter.
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