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BUDGET AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

The Budget and Economic Development Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Monday, October 28, 2002, at 11:00 a.m. in the City Council Chamber, Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 West Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present:
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Mr. Kirkman (part of meeting)
Mayor Meeker called the meeting to order and following items were discussed with action taken as shown.

01-43 – Monument – Celebrating Flight.  Thad Woodard and Ben Taylor explained they were working on the celebration of the 100th Anniversary of Powered Flight for the Triangle region.  A part of the request is a monument to be installed at the Raleigh-Durham International Airport, the closest international airport to Kitty Hawk.  He pointed out the proposal is that Durham, Durham County, Raleigh and Wake County appropriate $100,000 each for the project.  Committee members had received in their agenda packet a proposed agreement and information concerning the proposal.  It was pointed out the part of the money would be needed this year and part next year.  Mr. Odom stated he is in favor of the proposal as he feels it will help our region.  

Mayor Meeker moved that the Council appropriate $50,000 this December out of Council contingency and place $50,000 in the budget for allocation next October contingent upon the other three parties, Durham and Wake Counties and the City of Durham agreeing.
City Manager Allen pointed out the agreement is pretty loose pointing out he would recommend that the $100,000 be the total amount for each entity and any risk associated with increased cost be borne by the Airport Authority.  Mayor Meeker restated his motion to recommend appropriation of $50,000 from Council contingency to be allocated in December 2002 with $50,000 to be in the FY 03-04 budget for allocation next year, contingent upon City of Durham and the counties of Wake and Durham putting up like amount and that an agreement be worked out to the satisfaction of the City Manager and the City Attorney.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Odom and put to a vote which passed unanimously.

Item 01-45 – Wake County Housing Authority – Walnut Ridge Concerns.  City Manager Allen pointed out Committee members received in their agenda packet information concerning this item.  Mr. West asked the City Attorney to make comments regarding the City’s rational of treating this complex differently and not making it comply with our scattered site policy.  It was pointed out that interpretation was made because Walnut Ridge deals with moderate and income and the provisions of the scattered site policy deals with low income.
Daniel Coleman, 517 Rock Quarry Road, presented the following prepared statement:

In the packet I have prepared for you I have tried to chronicle the involvement that the South East Raleigh Improvement Commission (SERIC) had in this apartment development during the month of November, 2000.
Some of you were on the Council at that time some were not.  SERIC set up an Ad Hoc committee to try and bring together a developer trying to sell land, the Wake County Housing Authority trying to issue Revenue Bonds for a project inside the City limits of Raleigh, a buyer trying to buy land, a land use that was not intended for this site and a community of home owners who felt betrayed.  From those well attended meetings the attendees were able to come to some accord so that this development could go forward.  The homeowners were especially helpful because the seller and the buyer had a window of opportunity that was extremely short because of Bond and Tax Credit deadlines.  I remember one of the most consistent questions was if the economy took a downturn would voucher holders be permitted to rent the apartments.  The homeowners were assured by those attendees representing the buyer and Wake county Housing Authority that voucher holders would not be permitted to lease these units.  Everyone was in agreement that the reduced rents, stipulated by the bond, would be the only incentive offered.
To further this hard work, SERIC in cooperation with the Community Development Department made recommendations to the “Scattered House Policy” that included the work completed that November (see attachment).

We thought we were creating a paradigm that would guide the development of other projects throughout the city using Tax Credits and or Bond financing.

Today we find ourselves highlighting everything we worked so hard against.  Distrust rather than trust, disconnection rather than connection, devil in the detail rather than divine intervention in the detail.

Where do we go from here?  How do we create trust between those that seek immediate gratification and those whose gratification come from time generated appreciation of their property, camaraderie among neighbors, building a model community for others to emulate.

Blaming is very easy and non-productive action.  Taking action, as this community did at the time it was called upon is needed now.  That action needs to be the development of an enforceable “Scattered Site” policy that is cognizant of the incomes of the census tracts the housing is being built in, the need to create stable and sustainable communities, much like the last work product of the South East Raleigh Improvement Commission.  Until this Policy can be adopted we, as a City need to send out a message to Funding Agencies as well as developers that there will be a moratorium on the part of the City advocating for this type of housing.  Looking at the current vacancy rate, I can’t think of a more appropriate time to do such a thing.

Mayor Meeker questioned other than not adhering to the scattered site policy and the issue of Section 8 vouchers are there other problems with Walnut Ridge.  Mr. Coleman explained at the time the Southeast Raleigh Improvement Commission was asked to bring everyone together and try to work these things out.  He stated they did not have a lot of time because the window of opportunity for comment was very short.  He stated one was the vouchers and the question was asked many times.  There was concern that the Wake County Housing Authority come into the City of Raleigh placed a project that was not in compliance with Raleigh’s rules.  He talked about a proposal to develop an apartment complex in their area recently and how that has fallen through.  He stated if the only thing that Southeast Raleigh can attract is tax credit housing we must do something.  We have to have something in place to give someone assurance of what is going to be developed next to them.  We have to have something for the people to hang their hats on.  He stated the people should be here today saying Walnut Ridge is a model, but the people are here because they feel betrayed.

In response to questioning from Council Member West, Chris Moody, 1500 Clover Ridge, stated he chairs a committee of the residents.  There has been general concern about Section 8 vouchers being accepted at Walnut Ridge and the question has been asked a number of times.  He pointed out the residents were assured that the people living in Walnut Ridge would be teachers, firemen, policemen, everyday workers.  They were told that Section 8 tenants would not qualify.  He stated the community was against Walnut Ridge being constructed.  Now they are being presented with documentation saying that Walnut Ridge cannot discriminate against Section 8 vouchers and were provided literature referencing a 1970 law.  He stated the community feels that they were deceived.  He pointed out since tax credit projects are vague as it relates to the scattered site policy, the community feels that should be studied.  He stated there have been changes made to the site plan; the most visible is the lack of a buffer.  He stated prior to the project being constructed, the community saw diagrams with pretty brick walls, shrubbery, trees, flowers, etc.  Now all they have is a white picket fence with brick stanchions and noise is becoming an issue.  He stated they were assured Walnut Ridge would provide programs and there would be a partnership with the community.  They were to team together and come up with projects.  The community feels that they have not received any cooperation or communication from Walnut Ridge.  They haven’t seen the programs for the kids or the after school programs.  They were promised workshops to help people become homeowners.  The community was given a whole list of programs and the goal was to get people in their own homes.  Mr. Moody pointed out the residents of Walnut Ridge were entitled to a seat on the community’s homeowner association and the community would have representation on the Walnut Ridge Tenants Association.  He stated the community just received notification last month that the tenant association was being formed.  He stated there just is no communication and they just want Walnut Ridge developers to follow through on their promises.  A gentleman in the audience pointed out the concern with speeding in the area and they would like to see speed humps in the area.  Mr. Moody stated that was not voted on by the homeowners association but the homeowners in the area have noticed a lot of excessive speeding.
Mr. West questioned how the City can follow-up or if there is any data or qualifying documents to make sure that a development is housing moderate income residents.  He stated the reason the Council approved the project and made an exception does not seem to have occurred.

Julie Shea Graw and Gordon Blackwell, representing Regency Development were present to answer questions.  Mr. Blackwell pointed out he is the retired CEO of Regency Development.  He pointed out he did not attend all of the meetings but he did attend some.  He stated when the City of Raleigh approved Regency’s planned unit development it was good for Southeast Raleigh.  The project always had an area for apartments.  He stated what he remembers is that the people in the area wanted apartments that rented and looked like the ones in North and West Raleigh.  He talked about the cost of the units and the rental rates of the units pointing out something less than 25 percent of the units are occupied by Section 8 voucher holders.  He stated people who live there all pay the same rate as and owner of the property they would like all moderate income people to live in the units but they are not allowed to discriminate against anyone.  He pointed out the apartment started renting in May of 2002 and they do not usually form their tenant association until they are predominately full and the adjacent homeowners association will have seats.  He stated Walnut Ridge is an excellent project and if the Committee has not seen it they should take that opportunity.
Mr. Blackwell talked about the Section 8 program which began in 1987 and pointed out he could have never promised that a tax credit project would not allow Section 8 residents.  He stated he thought any changes in the plan had been approved by the neighborhood and he would be glad to look into that.  He stated he is a little disappointed to hear all of the complaints and Mr. Coleman’s statement as he knows Mr. Coleman and has worked with him and did not know of the problem.  
Mr. West stated the concerns relate to commitments and lack of follow through.  He stated he personally called a meeting when he started hearing about all the concerns as the community had heard nothing from the developer.  People resist change that they do not understand and this process needs to be improved.  He stated he thought if there had been communications and the neighborhood were allowed to be involved we wouldn’t be here, the community does not know what is going on.  He stated he keeps getting information from various sources that the complex is being filled with this type of people, that and the other.  The community just has not received any information.  He stated in reviewing the minutes of the meetings in which the project was approved by City Council, concern had been expressed and Mr. Odom had personally stated he was very uncomfortable with the project.  He stated when the City approved the project they expected the developer to sit down with the people and follow through with the promises they had made but that simply hasn’t been done.  Mr. Blackwell apologized stating that was not the intention.  He talked about the manager of the complex and pointed out she was recommended by the community and she is presently the manager.  Mr. West stated it is correct that Regency hired an individual from the community to be the property manager, but that turned out not to be a positive.  There is nothing official between the homeowners and the tenants.  Having someone from the community work for the property management company and that same person bringing information back to the neighborhood creates a sense of distrust.  The neighborhood perceives the manager as being a part of the problem.  The person is not being a representative for the community.  The community perceives that the property manager has taken on a different role and it has made a bad situation worst.  He stated he thought that everyone went into this development in good faith and he hopes that we can make some changes and get a win-win situation as this project must demonstrate that it can stabilize the community.  He pointed out when you look at apartments on Duraleigh Road or North Raleigh, you don’t just look at the façade, you have to look at what is inside a complex and the situation we are talking about is in an area that is over concentrated.  It is a depressed community under pressure.
Ms. Graw pointed out Walnut Ridge first begin leasing in the spring and it now has a sufficient population for a tenants association and they have selected two people to serve on the homeowners association.  She told of other activities that are taking place including a club for children that is headed by a retired school teacher.  She told of other things that are happening.  She stated she had talked to the people at Regency and they are attuned to the Section 8 concern.  Everybody who becomes a tenant at Walnut Ridge has to undergo criminal check, credit check, meet the income criteria, etc.  The Section 8 voucher only supplements their income.  They have to pay the same rent as any other tenant.  She stated she did not vote on this case when it was before the City Council and she does not remember the Section 8 vouchers being discussed.  Mr. West stated there was discussion about Section 8 vouchers.  Ms. Graw pointed out she had followed up with Claude Hicks who had said there was never any promises made that the complex would not take Section 8 vouchers.  Mr. Odom stated he was on Council when this item was approved and he did have concern at that point.  He stated he is very nervous to learn that approximately 25 percent of the tenants are Section 8 holders.  He stated there is nothing wrong with the Section 8 program or people who receive Section 8 vouchers but he remembers how the complex was approved.  Ms. Graw stated it is important to these properties to have long term viable tenants and you do need a balance of tenants.  Mr. Odom stated he just does not feel this is what was intended for the area.  Ms. Graw stated there is a need to have interaction between the groups.  She talked about the apartment complex hosting the first neighborhood meeting, refreshments were served and everything went well and she met at length with the people and she though they had satisfied all of Councilor West concerns.  Mr. West stated that is not the case.  He stated he does not want to be involved in this and shouldn’t have to be involved.  He stated he had attended a meeting and talked about the process he observed.  He talked about the differences and the expectations that all would work together to resolve the differences, but he is hearing the neighborhood say the conditions that were promised to them hasn’t been met or dealt with to their satisfaction.  He stated it would be beneficial if everyone got together and went through the various conditions and concerns and report on the status of meeting those concerns.  He talked about the property management and whether they understand the situation and are willing to create the type partnership everyone thought would occur.  He stated he is seeing things occurring in the community that is not good and he fears will be a detriment to the community.  He stated we have to do some creative thinking to turn this situation around.

Ms. Graw pointed out Regency has agreed to pay $1,800 per year to the homeowners association for public space improvements, community events, etc.  She stated she has talked to the property manager, has told the property manager what she is hearing from the neighborhood and what the neighbors have observed such as kids hanging out playing basketball 10:00 and 11:00 o’clock at night and the concerns and the property manager has responded.  She stated she has some information and exhibits that she would be glad to go through and explain what has occurred and what is being done.
Mayor Meeker stated there is a lot of history and strong feelings concerning this issue.  He suggested that the City Attorney take a look at the Section 8 program requirements and see what Regency can do to limit the number of Section 8 vouchers without being discriminatory.  Mayor Meeker asked that the Planning Department review the plans and the buffer to see if all requirements have been met and if additional noise abatement or buffering is needed.  He also asked that Regency and the neighborhood communicate to learn the expectations of each other to see where Regency is on the workshops and the other issues that were promised.  Mr. Odom pointed out there was a variety of things that were going to be put in place.  He hasn’t seen a list of what was promised and what has occurred.  Mayor Meeker also asked that the City look at the concerns of that excessive speeding in the area and see what might be done as it relates to traffic calming in the area.  Mayor Meeker suggested this item be placed on the agenda for the next meeting and suggested everyone have a constructive, positive attitude and continue to work on this issue.  He stated he would be glad to work with the group and provide guidance if they requested it and gave his number and asked that he be called if needed to provide guidance in this situation.
Mr. West talked about the issue of partnership pointing out he thinks someone is going to have to forge that partnership between the homeowners association, the townhome owners and the tenants association and we have to look at what can be done to sustain the community and he would like to see something concrete come out of this partnership and we may need to have a mediator or a facilitator, maybe someone from staff to offer some guidance.  The Mayor again offered to provide guidance to the groups if needed.

Mayor Meeker suggested that the Committee request the scattered site policy be referred to Budget and Economic Development Committee for review and so moved.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Odom and put to a vote which passed unanimously.

Item 01-44 – Wake County Revenue Bonds – Crabtree Station.  Mary Nash Rusher, Hunton and Williams, stated her group is the bond counsel for the Wake County Housing Authority.  She explained Crabtree Station Apartments is a 108 unit multi-family development designated for moderate income and described what qualifies as moderate income.  She sated the bond proposal has been approved by the Wake County Housing Authority and the Wake County Commissioners.  She pointed out Regency Group has proposed the Crabtree Station complex and went through the process for applying.  She stated the proposal is located in the City’s priority II area but it’s on the border between priority area II and III.  She stated it is her understanding that since this complex is targeted to the moderate income it is not subject to the City’s scattered site policy as was determined last year in the discussions relative to Walnut Ridge.  Mr. West stated that is not his interpretation of what the City did when Walnut Ridge was approved.  He did not feel the City made the decision that tax credit housing for moderate income was exempt from the City’s scattered policy.  It was a technicality that allowed their approval of Walnut Ridge.  He stated the scattered site policy has not been changed.  City Attorney McCormick pointed out in the Walnut Ridge situation what occurred is the City Council wanted to help get that project done and made an interpretation at that time that the scattered site policy referred to low income.  Discussion took place relative to the census tract with Community Development Director Breazeale indicating it would be located in census tract 521 which already has a minority concentration.  Tax credit housing and subsidize housing already in the area was talked about.  
Julie Shea Graw, Regency Development, talked about the tax credit bonds and how the procedure works.  She talked about comments she had received from the neighborhood and again discussed how the tax credit bonds are allocated and decided upon.  She stated Regency felt comfortable with this location as it is on the Beltline, close to services, shopping, restaurants, employment, etc.  She stated the City talks about walkable communities and this would allow for a walkable community.  She talked about projects that have been built in the area through joint venture funding and talked about the need and demand in this area.  She talked about the vacancy rate in this area and the proximity of the proposed area to the various service facilities and employment base.  She stated it is a prime location for working folks.
Mr. West agreed it is a prime location but expressed concern about the process.  He explained the City Council should be involved earlier on in the process and in developer’s choice of location and not let these things just pop up and then the City say it’s an exception to our policy.  He pointed out we have to come to grips with the situation and not over concentrate one area with this type housing units.  He stated he if very sensitive to the need but we cannot over concentrate an area.

Representatives of Regency Development told of the work proposed for the site including extending streets through the area, the work with the City DOT, dedication of approximately 1.5 acres of greenway and other efforts they have undertaken to meet the City’s requests and requirements.

City Council Member Benson Kirkman pointed out reference was made to the approval of Walnut Ridge a couple of years ago.  He stated when that came through originally he was very concerned and felt if it was approved it could be used as a precedent for breaching the City’s scattered site policy.  He stated he does not like to make exceptions.  He feels the proposal before the Committee is more than an exception.  He stated he does not want to see the concentration that this project would cause in an area to occur in any part of the City.  He is very concerned about the process and would like to send a letter to the County Commissioner saying when this type project is brought to the County and it is inside the City of Raleigh that the City be notified before they move forward to approve a project.  He stated had he known this was on the Wake County Commissioner’s agenda he would have spoke against it as it isn’t in compliance with the City’s scattered site policy which he feels is a very solid policy.
Mr. Odom stated he is very much in favor of the City’s scattered site policy but he is also in favor of tax credit projects as they do help meet a need.  He stated you always have to take into consideration the surroundings of a proposed complex.  He stated this particular location maybe the last undeveloped location in that general vicinity and he is not sure what better could be developed at the location.  He stated it maybe too late to help over concentration in this particular area.  He stated he thinks the proposal is a pretty solid proposal.  Mr. Odom moved approval of the use of Wake County Multi-family Housing Revenue Bond for Crabtree Station Apartments.  His motion did not receive a second.  Mr. West stated based on the experience the City has had with Walnut Ridge and non compliance with the City’s scattered site policy he would move that the City recommend against the issuance of revenue bonds for Crabtree Station Apartments.  His motion was seconded by Mayor Meeker who stated he does not feel the proposal is in compliance with the scattered site policy.  The motion as stated was put to a vote which passed with Mr. Odom voting in the negative.

Item 99-38 – 331 West Cabarrus Street.  City Manager Allen pointed out sometime back the City Council voted to retain city-owned property at 331 West Cabarrus Street.  He stated however, a request has been received to purchase this property.  Committee members received in their agenda packet a summary of activities that have occurred on this property as well as the latest request.  City Manager Allen again pointed out Administration recommends that the City retain this property.

Thomas Carter, Hampton Road, gave a history of his involvement in this property pointing out the City offered it for sale through the upset bid process.  The initial bid was $2,190 and was submitted by Metropolitan Company.  He stated the bid was raised a number of times and he was the final bidder in the amount of $24,000; however the City then decided not to sell the property to him.  He stated he would like to consummate the purchase and would like to move forward to develop a 2 to 3 story building with parking underneath.  He stated he would like to move forward pointing out the City held his $1,200 deposit for quite sometime and when he checked on the status of his bid he was told the item had been removed from the agenda and taken out of the surplus property.  Mayor Meeker questioned what type building Mr. Carter wants to construct with Mr. Carter stating he did not know at this point as he did not want to spend a lot of money surveying and developing plans until he got possession of the property.  He stated he was thinking of an office building, possibly residential.  He stated he wants to buy the property.  He went through the bid procedure that the Council had authorized and he sees no reason why his bid was rejected.
Council Member Benson Kirkman pointed out he has been very involved in the Downtown West Gateway Planning effort and he feels it is important for the City to retain this property.  He pointed out any time the City advertises for bids it has the right to reject any and all bids.  He strongly suggested the City retain this property until the Downtown West Gateway Study is completed and other ongoing things in the area are completed.  He stated this property is across the street from the Amtrak Station and we do not know what long-term need there will be for the property until all of the plans and studies are completed.  In response to questioning from Mayor Meeker, Mr. Kirkman stated he is not sure of the time frame for completion of the plan but Phase I should be completed sometime in the spring.
John Florian, representing the adjacent property owners, stated he has been involved in the planning efforts.  He too asked that no action be taken and the City retain 331 W. Cabarrus Street while the planning process is underway.  Mr. Carter pointed out Metropolitan which is represented by Mr. Florian entered the first bid and it seems like he would have a conflict of interest.  Mr. Odom moved that the Committee recommend upholding Administration’s recommendation to retain 331 W. Cabarrus Street in City ownership as he feels there are two many things happening in this area at this point to make a decision.  His motion was seconded by Mr. West and put to a vote which passed unanimously.

Real Estate – Jamaica Drive Redevelopment Proposal.  City Manager Allen pointed out Council has previously authorized staff to offer this 5.5 acre site for redevelopment proposals.  Three proposals have been received and evaluated.  He pointed out Administration recommends the Council sell the property to NRP Southeast Properties LLC for $550,000 via private sale, authorize a loan of $800,000 of joint venture rental funds for the project, authorize scheduling, advertising and holding a public hearing as required by NC GS 160A-457 and authorization to use tax exempt bond through the Raleigh Housing Authority or Council allow the request for tax exempt bonds from Wake County Housing Authority.  He briefly went over NRP’s proposal which includes 85 units, 9 at market rate and 75 for low income household.  The rent would be in the range of $608 to $885.00 per month.
Mr. Meeker pointed out NRP Southeast hasn’t done any projects in Raleigh but understands they have one in Durham and questioned if someone has looked at that development.  Mr. West pointed out it is a very thorough analysis of the three proposals and asked about the scoring and what staff looked at in making the recommendation.  Community Development Director Breazeale pointed out in addition to the usual things they looked at developer’s expertise and financial strength and what staff felt was best for the area.  She pointed out NRP offered a family development with higher rent as we do not want to have a very low income project in the Jamaica Drive area.  She went over the recommendation to go for NRP Southeast Properties.

Council Member Kirkman pointed out all three of the proposals have some invasion into the floodway or flood fringe.  NRP proposal seem to have the least intrusion into the floodplain.  He stated however before the Council approves any of the projects he believes it would serve the City well to see if the development could not be pulled out of the floodplain.  He pointed out the RFP requested affordable and market rate housing.  The best proposal had just a little over 10 percent market rate housing.  He stated he personally would like to see more market rate housing.  He expressed concern about the impact on the area.  He stated he had made a couple of calls to Durham and they spoke favorably of NRP but he believes NRP could do a little more polishing of their proposal as he would really like to see more market rate housing.
Julie Shea Graw, Regency Development Associates, Inc./Keaton Barrow Realty, Inc. submitted the following prepared statement:

I appreciate staff’s painstaking review of submittals.  We are confident the Budget and Economic Development Committee members and full council will carefully review the details of each submission.

It was noted in the review that Regency did not provide audited financial statements for Regency Development Associates and Regency Constructors.  Both are wholly owned subsidiaries of SunTrust Bank and do not have separate audited financial statements, rather their financial data is consolidated into the financial data for SunTrust Banks, Inc. 

Some 40 pages of the audited consolidated financial statements of SunTrust’s 2000 and 2001 annual reports were provided.  By way of explanation, the attached letter and certification were also submitted as part of the application.  Please note the City accepted and found these financial statements in order earlier this year when the Council awarded $650,000 in joint venture loans for Royal Pines/Ivy Hills.  Co-developer and general partner, Keaton Barrow Realty, Inc. submitted audited financial statements for years ending December 2000 and 2001.

That noted, the strengths of Regency’s submission are:

The proposed site plan adheres to the tenets of the Council-adopted Urban Design Guidelines.  Specifically, the buildings are clustered close to the street and connected by contiguous interior and exterior sidewalks. 

· The majority of parking is on-street parking.  The remaining; 41 covered spaces are provided under the buildings and 16 plus covered bike parking are provided in a secured interior courtyard—eliminating the need for parking lots and allowing maximum preservation of open space equating to a total “park” area of 1.74 acres (1.1 acres of “active” and .64 acres of “passive”) greatly enhancing the greenway and benefiting students at nearby Washington Elementary.

· A development that is street-friendly, not cordoned off, a “gated” community but, addresses security less obtrusively.  The interior of the development will be gated and secured with “hotel-style” electronic key pass entry.  All building entries will be electronic key pass as well.  Security cameras will provide round-the-clock surveillance.  Additionally, the property management plan commits to offering leasing incentives to Raleigh police officers participating in the Take-Home-Vehicle Program.

· A sale of the 5.5 acres and awarding the redevelopment to a local developer bolsters the local economy.  Regency is Raleigh-based and its development partners have been awarded more tax credit awards, via bond and 9% financing than any other developers in the nation. Currently, Regency has developed over 10,000 affordable units for seniors and families of modest means.  Regency is a wholly-owned subsidiary of SunTrust Bank with assets of more than $105 billion. 

· A stated commitment to exceed local MWBE participation goals.  Regency’s proposal dovetails the City’s local MWBE developer training initiative.  Regency actively recruited a general partner and co-developer from the program. 

· The proposal partners with Wake County –utilizing Co. dollars to set-aside 8 of 86 units to also serve those with the greatest housing needs (wage earners making 35% the AMI) and who have the fewest housing options in Wake Co.  8 units will be market-rate, urban style, one bedroom lofts with secured, covered parking and storage units.  The remaining studio, one two and three bedroom apartments rent at 50% the AMI.  A comprehensive service plan, including commitment letters from area service providers to provide services, workshops and classes free of charge to residents.  Supportive service offerings are geared towards urban professional and service workers. 

I encourage committee members to study the detailed information provided in the proposals’ binders. before making a final recommendation to the full council.  I welcome the opportunity to answer any questions you may have regarding Regency’s submittal.

Brad Parker, NRP Southeast Properties, pointed out their local offices at 4030 Wake Forest Road; their home office is in Cleveland.  He stated he would not go through the entire proposal but they have developed apartments in this area especially Durham.  He stated they are very active throughout North Carolina and would be glad to answer questions concerning their proposal.

Danny Coleman had submitted the following letter:

I am submitting this letter in advance of this hearing because of a prior commitment.  I would like to address Park Worth, Phase II first.
City Manager Russell Allen and Councilman James West assured me that if I advanced the idea of disbanding the Eastside Neighborhood Task Force (ENTF) that the South East Raleigh Assembly would take up the duties and responsibilities of the (ENTF).  Keeping that promise in mind, I would recommend that the Park Worth, Phase II RFP be held until a report from the South East Raleigh Assembly (SERA) can be obtained, thereby demonstrably showing the connection between SERA and the actions of the City in Southeast Raleigh.

As far as the Jamaica Drive project is concerned, I feel very strongly that a Heritage Park Phase II South side is not the most desirable use of this property.  Furthermore, if we are spending so much money on “Livable Streets”, endeavoring to locate a new Civic Center and attract a tall office building with a restaurant at the top, to be located at the intersection of McDowell and S. Saunders Street we should develop a cohesive Downtown Plan that takes advantage of all the planning that is currently afoot for Downtown Raleigh.
Lee J. Van DeCarr, Jr. and James Montague stated they are the third developer, Pendergrant LLC and Localmotion.  They pointed out they were sure all three developers could do a good job and explained the rent structure is one of the things the Committee may want to look at a little closer, pointing out their proposal is about $100.00 less than the recommendation.  They sated they would be requesting a $925,000 loan and pointed out the County had agreed to contribute up to $300,000 to this particular project to make sure is it a totally mixed use development and added the requirement to target low income.  They stated their development proposal addresses all three levels, market rate, low income and very low income.  It is up to the City Council to determine the target group for this property.  They stated however their proposal is a true mixed use development.  They called on the Committee to look at all three proposals very carefully and look at all of the issues involved before making the final decision.
Michelle Barrow, 4002 Barrett Drive pointed out two of the developers are guaranteeing minority participation and asked the Committee to take that into consideration.
Mr. West pointed out the analysis talks about financial stability and audits.  He stated in the Royal Pines situation, the question about Regency and SunTrust came up and was settled and now we have the same question; therefore, there must be something wrong with our process.  Community Development Director Breazeale pointed out the City asked for audited financial statements.  She stated the Committee had been provided with the information her department was provided.  Regency provided information on SunTrust and the City did not think that was applicable, they needed audited information on Regency.  She stated they called to get specific information but it was not provided.  Pendergrant did not supply an audited financial statement and Montague statement was not audited.
Mayor Meeker moved that the Committee recommend upholding Administrations recommendation as it relates to NRP Southeast and the other items as outlined by Administration.
Mr. West stated he heard Mr. Kirkman talking about the ratio of market rate and low-income.  He stated he does not know the exact process and questioned if the ratio of market rate to low income is something that could be negotiated by staff.  City Attorney McCormick indicated staff could have further negotiations with the company selected if the Council so directs.  Mr. Meeker withdrew his motion and made a substitute motion that the Committee select NRP with the conditions as outlined with the further understanding that Administration would negotiate for more market rate housing in the proposal.  His motion was seconded by Mr. West.
Mr. Odom stated he would prefer to wait and look at all of the proposals.  He stated the NRP Southeast proposal looks good and he will probably support that but he would like an opportunity to study all of the proposals.  He would like for the committee to be provided with all of the audited statements and answers to the questions that have been asked.  He suggested holding the item on the agenda for the next meeting.  Mayor Meeker and Mr. West withdrew their motion.  Mr. West indicated as he understands we would like to get additional financial or audited information as well as any proposals the group would like to make on moderate income versus low or market rate housing.

Mayor Meeker pointed out it would make sense to focus on moderate income housing.  In response to questioning from the City Manager, Mayor Meeker indicated there is no expectations from staff.  The Committee members would like an opportunity to study the proposals a little more.  Mr. Odom suggested the whole packages of each proposal be given to the Council office for review by the Committee members.

Surplus Property – 700 Block South Bloodworth Street.  City Manager Allen indicated as a part of the City’s ongoing redevelopment efforts in Southeast Raleigh an additional housing site has been assembled in the area of the 700 block of South Bloodworth Street.  The Committee may wish to authorize requests for development proposals for these properties.  Staff will incorporate the following steps to address minority participation 1) prebid meeting with interested developers, 2) expand the City’s developers mailing list to include interested minority developers and builders, 3) clear explanation of evaluation criteria and 4) request assistance from the Southeast Raleigh Assembly to increase minority participate.
The backup information suggested authorization to sell up to 19 vacant lots for $209,000 via RFP for the development of affordable home ownership houses in the area of the 700 block of South Bloodworth Street following the private sale process and authorization to commit $475,000 of downtown second mortgage funds.  City financing at 0 percent for up to three years and explained the criteria to be used in evaluating the RFP’s.  Mr. Odom moved the recommendation be upheld.  His motion was seconded by Mr. West and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  The Mayor ruled the motion adopted.

Item 01-36 Medical Insurance – Proposed Changes.  City Manager Allen pointed out after reviewing supplementary material presented by the City Attorney Staff recommends the changes under consideration for retiree health benefits be postponed until reviewed during the FY 03-04 budget process in the spring of 2003.  At that time staff can incorporate suggestions raised by Committee as a part of the overall budget process.  Mayor Meeker questioned if the City has any information as to whether our cost are continuing to rise or have pretty much stabilized.

Helen Sutton, AON, indicated the claims seemed to have flattened this year.  They seem to be leveling out.  She noted over the last two years there were big increases and they would continue to study the issue to see if adjustments are needed in the plan.  Mayor Meeker pointed out there will be slight increases in medical care and but would like to see the City be able to keep it in the 5 to 10 percent range.  Mr. Odom moved the item be removed from the agenda with no further action.  His motion was seconded by Mayor Meeker and put to a vote which passed unanimously.
Item 01-24 – Downtown Parking Enforcement.  Scott Townsend indicated he had provided Council members with a report in their agenda packet which indicates from his reading of NCGS 20-219.2 none of the four lots that have been specified meet the requirements for signage.  He stated his reading of the general statutes indicates there should be a sign on each space in the lot and that is not the case.  The suggestion of prohibiting towing from the lots until they are in compliance with the law was talked about briefly.
Attorney Dave Permar, 327 Hillsborough Street, pointed out a month or so ago he saw TV cameras and a TV crew in a parking lot his company owns.  He stated after talking with the TV people, he found that one of the lots his company owns is involved in the “predatory” towing controversy.  He stated he reviewed the minutes of the meeting and he has a lot of interest in this item.  He stated he feels the Committee has had a lot of misinformation on this subject and he believes better communication would help.  He pointed out over the years his company had acquired three separate parking lots, 327, 309 and 324 West Morgan, together they offer 75 parking spaces.  Twenty-five of these parking spaces are for tenants of their building, the other 50 are rented on a monthly basis.  He pointed out they have been in this location since about 1964 and had never had any problem.  He stated in 1991 when they purchased the last lot which they paid some $190,000 for and spent another $60,000 for improvements some of the problems started.  He talked about the life of a parking lot being dependent upon the amount of use.  He stated they went beyond Code requirements in landscaping, etc. and spent some $12,000.  He explained the landscaping, the tree caliper and type of trees they used.  He talked about parking lots needing continuous maintenance as it relates to sealing, trash pick up, landscaping needing trimming and, maintained, etc.  He stated the first 10 years they have had the lot adjacent to their building, they never towed anyone.  People would park at night they didn’t really care.  He stated a number of various employees actually come downtown or use the parking lot at night.  They never towed anyone particularly at night.  If someone was illegally parked they typically just put a notice on their car.  He stated however 2 to 3 years ago different establishments opened in the area including Jillians, The Flying Saucer, etc.  All of these have created a demand for parking downtown.  He stated shortly thereafter Thursday through Saturday nights their parking lot began looking like a Brent Road party.  He stated at closing time you can see 20 to 30 people partying in the parking lot.  A lot of vandalism and damage to the parking lot and/or landscaping has occurred.  He talked about efforts he had made to try to control the situation and talked about the possibility of chaining off the lot but people taking the chains down.  He stated many times people want to work late or come in early and could not do so if the parking lots are chained.  He stated they tried renting parking spaces at night but that did not work.  He stated people think when they see a vacant lot they are allowed to park in that lot.  He stated they had thought about manning the parking lot but that seemed to cause problems.  He talked about the debris and the clean up each morning because of broken beer bottles, damaged shrubbery, etc.  He explained efforts he had gone to rent out the parking lot and control illegal parking lots and control illegal parking and the problems that have occurred.  He stated they entered into a contract with ACE Towing which was instructed to tow anyone.  He stated when they first started they were towing 5 to 10 cars a night, but now they are down to 5 to 10 cars a week.  He stated he doesn’t like the towing, he doesn’t like towing friends.  He stated ACE is doing their job and towing anyone who is illegally parked, pointing out they have actually towed his wife’s car from the lot 3 separate times.  He stated parking lot owners really have a problem.  People feel they have a right to park any place at night.  He stated it is a problem and he has problems trying to enforce the regulation.  He stated one of the problems is that we do not require businesses in the downtown area to provide parking.  He pointed out when someone goes to a suburban location such as a shopping center or restaurant they don’t have to pay.  He stated the situation seems to be changing almost monthly because of change in business environment.  He pointed out McLaurin is now using pay boxes and are booting cars and he thinks that might be working well and he is talking to McLaurin Parking Company about doing the same thing for his lot.  He stated maybe the City should consider looking at a fee structure for downtown businesses and possibly require a developer or business operator to provide parking for their establishment or pay a fee in lieu of so that parking can be provided.  He talked about the possibility of developing a parking authority for the City.  The authority could locate lots that could be used on a night time basis and maybe enter into contracts with business owners.  The City could operate the lot.  He feels that type idea would be worth exploring.  He stated whatever we do have to address the problem he would ask the City not to take away the rights of the property owners to manage and control their parking.  He stated when someone parks on your property a property owner should have the ability to remove that person from their yard and talked about trespass laws.
Mayor Meeker talked about adequate signage with Attorney McCormick pointing out if property owners are going to tow according to the General Statutes and the person who has their car towed feels that the signage is not right, that is a civil matter.  He referred to Attorney Permar’s comments relative to general trespass laws and pointing out the statue seem to be aimed at commercial parking lots.

Mayor Meeker stated he understands Mr. Permar’s concern and appreciates his suggestions.  He stated however, it is a public safety issue and referred to a situation where an elderly couple parked in a downtown lot, attended an event at the BTI Center and came out and could not find their car.  They were disoriented and begin walking around trying to find their car.  It is a public safety issue.  He stated somehow we need to balance the property rights of individuals and public safety.  He stated we have to get the message to people and ask everyone to comply with the laws.  How to address the situation was talked about as well as proper signage.  Attorney Permar stated he is not sure he agrees with the interpretation of the law relating to signage and pointed out however, he would comply with whatever signage is necessary if someone would come and show him where the signs should be placed.  He pointed out problems between adjacent property owners and the problems with absentee property owners.  Lack of cooperation with the City to resolve the problem was talked about.  Mayor Meeker questioned if the City Attorney had the same interpretation of the law as outlined by Mr. Townsend with City Attorney McCormick indicating that is clearly what the Statute says.  He talked about the City’s options including putting a chain across the lot at the BTI Center when there are events at the complex.  After brief discussion it was agreed to hold the item and ask the City Attorney to put together a list of suggestions and options as to how to address the situation.
Item 01-42 – Privilege License – Ordinance Change.  The adoption of the 2002-03 Budget included an update of the City’s privilege license schedule to provide an additional 1.3 million dollars in operating revenue.  Committee members were the information supplied in the Council members’ agenda packet when this issue was first discussed.  The background information recommended the following changes in the City Code:  Increase the maximum tax for privilege license based on gross receipts from $750.00 to $2,000 and the minimum tax base on gross receipts from $25.00 to $50.00; Increase the rate per $1,000 from .30 and .50 (2 separate rates) to .60 for all areas paying the privilege license tax based on gross receipts.  The changes would be effective on May 1, 2003 for the 2003/2004 renewal year as specified in the 2002-2003 approved budget.

Mayor Meeker stated he doesn’t want to increase fees but understands the necessity.  Mr. Odom stated he will be directly affected by this as he is a small business owner.  He stated however it has been a long time since the fees were increased, pointing out he understands the last time was in the 1950’s.  He stated he wishes they had been increased incrementally because this is a big bite.  Mr. Odom moved approval of the increases as recommended.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Meeker and put to a vote which passed unanimously.
Item 01-40 – EPA Grant – Falls Lake Land Purchase.  City Manager Allen pointed out staff reviewed the Council’s interest in use of a recently publicized EPA grants to acquire land in the Falls Watershed.  Investigation revealed that the grant funds were not available for land acquisition but were more likely to be awarded for a stormwater improvement project along Pigeon House Branch.  He stated he had provided Council members with a memorandum concerning this item which indicates staff has put forth an application for Pigeon House Branch drainage basin project.  Mayor Meeker moved that the item be removed from the agenda with no further action taken.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Odom and put to a vote which passed unanimously.
Closed Session.  Mayor Meeker stated a motion is in order to enter closed session pursuant to GS 143-318.11(a)(5) for the purpose of instructing City staff concerning negotiation for properties in the following areas: 1) Acquisition of park land in the vicinity of Buck Jones Road and in the Halifax area; 2) Bashford Road condemnation case.  Mayor Meeker moved approval of the motion as read.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Odom and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  The Committee went into closed session at 1:15 p.m.  Minutes of that section of the meeting are covered in a separate set.
Gail G. Smith

City Clerk
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