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Thank you for the opportunity to be here today.  My name is Raymond Christman and I am President and CEO of the Federal Home Loan Bank of Atlanta.  Our Bank is part of the Federal Home Loan Banks (FHLBanks), a system of 12 private, for-profit, independent banks that provide funding and other services to depository financial institutions across the United States.  The Federal Home Loan Bank of Atlanta is responsible for a district comprised of seven states and the District of Columbia.  We currently have approximately $87 billion in assets, $66 billion in outstanding loans, and nearly 1, 200 member institutions.


Commercial banks, thrifts, and credit unions depend on the FHLBanks as a source of wholesale funding to support not only their home mortgage lending activity but their other lending as well.  In addition, the FHLBanks ( as governmentally sponsored corporations ( are mandated by Congress to dedicate a portion of our profits each year to affordable housing and community development.  Our flagship program in this regard is the Affordable Housing Program (AHP), which since its inception in 1990 has provided nationwide approximately $1.2 billion to support more than 7,000 projects including 275,000 units of housing.


The FHLBanks are important to the work of this Commission both because of our longtime, central role of providing liquidity for the nations home mortgage lending market and because of our more recent role as a major funder of affordable housing and community development projects.


I believe that the work of this Commission is particularly timely and important.  It has been over a decade since there has been a national examination of housing policy issues and concerns and much has changed during the intervening period.  For one thing, the cost of housing has been driven up steadily by the long boom economy and its subsequent efforts on housing costs.  Affordability has also been affected by a worsening income gap in the United States where the wages and salaries of many working families have not grown as rapidly as those in the upper middle and upper income states.


As a result, affordability is not just a low income problem anymore.  It has penetrated America’s working families as well.  The recent work by the Center for Housing Policy (“Housing America’s Working Families”), which found that one out of seven American families has a critical housing need, documented this concern well.


One of the specific areas of interest of the Commission ( and the subject of this panel ( is the identification of models for developing mixed income/mixed finance communities.  In this regard, it is first important to note that recent trends have had a mixed effect in accomplishing this goal.  On the one hand, recent census data confirms that suburbanization continued unabated across much of America in the 1990s.  And much of this suburban development ( while reflecting the choices and preferences of millions of American families seeking a safe, secure place to live with access to good schools ( unfortunately offers little in the way of diverse, mixed income housing or linkage between residential, commercial and other types of land use.


On the other hand, the recent decade of economic expansion has also created an environment in which older urban neighborhoods and traditional city centers have enjoyed an unprecedented comeback in terms of population growth and new housing development.  This has been driven by the desire of a growing number of families to enjoy quality housing that is closer to their jobs and/or located in neighborhoods with a more diverse quality of life.  Clearly mixed use and mixed income neighborhoods ( primarily urban based ( are experiencing a resurgence, causing many suburban communities to take a second look at their attributes.


If we assume that our goal should be to encourage housing at the community level that is mixed income in nature, and affordable to a wide spectrum of families, then there are three main issues that I recommend the Commission explore:

1. Housing costs.  As private developers serving on the Commission or testifying before it will tell you, the cost of housing continues to rise at a dramatic rate, limiting opportunities for mixed income development.  The impacts are felt primarily in the cost of land and materials, posing an enormous challenge, particularly in a growing economy.

2. Land use regulations.  Local land use regulations and controls often work directly against the goal of mixed income development, as well as against mixed-use development.  Regulations often mandate segregation of uses, large lot zoning and other requirements that do not permit other types of development.  It should be remembered that this is almost always by design, not accident, and reflects the preferences and priorities of local officials in which this power resides.  The Commission may wish to explore suggestions around advocacy and education campaigns, best practice case studies, land use model codes, and other efforts that can begin to expose local officials and citizens to alternatives regulatory approaches that can positively impact the quality of life of their communities.

3. Public subsidy.  In the final analysis, significant levels of mixed income housing can only be built with additional public or quasi-public financing support.  There are, of course, multiple existing sources of funding for housing through federal, state, and local programs, non-profit organizations like Enterprise Foundation and LISC, GSEs like the FHLBanks and FannieMae, and others.  But this mix of resources is thin in dollars and uneven in its coverage throughout the nation.  Given the steady reduction of funding dollars available to support affordable housing in the U.S. over the past several decades, it is timely to consider development of a new initiative to support targeted kinds of housing production.

Finally, I would like to offer some additional thoughts relating to the broader charter of your commission beyond the specific issue of mixed income housing.

First, the Commission should look carefully at the role of community development corporations and other non-profits in developing and delivering housing.  While the growth of the non-profit community development sector has been a great mark of progress over the past several decades, there are still questions to be asked about capacity and scale.   The issue is not whether to rely on non-profits ( they are a primary delivery system for affordable housing ( but how to better develop the skill sets, and capacity to enable them to perform in a consistent and sustaining fashion in their efforts in new construction and rehabilitation.  National intermediaries like Enterprise, LISC, NRC and HAC (as well as the FHLBanks) have made headway in providing technical assistance to non-profits and should be supported in their work.  But building adequate non-profit capacity across the nation remains a major challenge.

Second, the Commission should look at partnership models that can better leverage private financial institution resources to address unmet housing credit needs.  The Ford Foundation, for example has provided the Self-Help Credit Union in Durham, North Carolina with a significant grant to work with North Carolina banks, The Federal Home Loan Bank of Atlanta, Fannie Mae, and others to purchase and securitize CRA home loans, thereby encouraging the private financial institutions to do more CRA lending.  Other partnership models involving private financial institutions, non-profits, GSEs, and foundations can also be found and built upon.

Third, we need to begin to directly tackle the problem of gentrification in our older city neighborhoods.  While this new investment as been a welcome new development in cities like Atlanta, Chicago, New York, and many others, it poses further obstacles to affordability.  Focused private/public efforts are needed to allow properties to be purchased in selected neighborhoods ( particularly those on the edge of gentrification ( to create opportunities for future mixed income development.  “Land Banking” may become a major tool for dealing with escalating housing costs, and funding models (Land Bank authorities, etc.) will need to be developed in regions across the country for this purpose. The Commission can contribute to this debate.

Fourth, the Commission needs to also recognize the critical housing issues that exist in our small towns and rural areas, not just our larger metropolitan areas.  The housing problems in rural and smaller communities are often unique:  an absence of capable, qualified private developers, inexperienced community banks, limited local government capacity, an absence of non-profit organizations.  The challenges of rural housing may require in some cases separate attention and action.

Finally, I would urge the Commission to explore the appropriate roles and responsibilities for each level of government in addressing housing needs.  In particular, I believe it is appropriate to challenge the states to become involved to a greater degree than in the past.  While there are some fine state housing finance agencies, in general housing policy and funding support has not been a priority of state administrations to the degree, say, that economic development has.  There has been a continuing deference to the federal government on this issue as opposed to development of a genuine partnership.  This could be an area for the Commission’s attention.

In closing, let me again thank you for this opportunity.  Your work is very important and I look forward to benefiting, along with many others, from the results of your efforts.

Thank you.
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