
Budget & Economic Development


October 11, 2005


BUDGET & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

The Budget and Economic Development Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Tuesday, October 11, 2005, at 11:00 a.m. in Room 305 of the Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 West Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present.


Committee




Staff

Mayor Meeker, Presiding

     City Manager Allen

Mr. Crowder 



     City Attorney McCormick
Mr. Isley



     Community Development Director Grant
Mr. West



     Transit Administrator David Eatmon
Mayor Meeker called the meeting to order and the following items were discussed with action taken as shown.

Item #03-54 – Redevelopment Area Planning/Martin – Haywood.  Committee members had received the following information in their agenda packet.
What is requested:    Council consideration of staff report on several issues regarding Martin/Haywood and policy changes to City housing programs.

Background: Community Development Department staff have analyzed the issues that came up during the September 27th BED Committee meeting and offer the following comments. 
1. City’s Experience with Grants vs. Loans in City Housing Rehab Programs

In 1974, the City took over the rehab program from the Raleigh Housing Authority.  At that time,  grants were provided on a limited basis.  The criteria for receiving a grant included the following:

· Limited to owner occupied units

· Owner had to be over 55 years of age

· Had to meet the federal poverty guidelines (which is 20 - 30% of area median income)

· Unit had to be under code enforcement 

· Unit had to brought up to rehab standards

· Assistance limited to $30,000 -$35,000

Staff estimates that the City only made approximately $250,000 available through the grant program.  At the same time the City also had a rehab loan program for other owner occupants with incomes over the federal poverty guidelines and for investors of rental properties.  The vast majority of rehab cases were made through the loan program.

About 1984/85, the program shifted away from grants to offering Deferred Payment Loans  (DPL’s).  There were several reasons why this shift occurred:

· A recognition that the program needed to provide an ongoing revenue stream of resources to provide future funds for program activities.  

· Concerns that heirs would sell the property to investors who would receive the added value without a return to the City

Currently, instead of grants, the City offers deferred payment loans as its most generous form of housing rehabilitation assistance. A deferred payment loan is defined as a loan with no repayment due until the homeowner dies, sells the home, or moves. In some instances, the heirs may also receive the DPL if they meet the program guidelines. CD provides deferred payment loans to homeowners and homebuyers applying for assistance through the following programs:

1. Elderly or Disabled Homeowner Rehabilitation Program assists elderly or disabled homeowners maintain safe and decent housing. Property must be located within the City limits and must be occupied by a homeowner that earns at or below 50%
 of the area median income, adjusted for household size, who is 62 or older or disabled. The maximum loan amount is $35,000 under this option. 
2. Limited Repair Program assists homeowners with repairs that, if left unattended, could pose a threat to a family’s health and safety. Property must be located within the City limits
 and must be occupied by a homeowner that earns at or below 50% of the area median income, adjusted for household size. The maximum loan amount is $5,000. 
During fiscal years 03/04 and 04/05, 67 deferred payment loans totaling $948,532 (average loan amount: $14,157) and 9 non-deferred payment loans totaling $773,173 (average loan amount: $85,908)  were provided as follows:

No. of

Value of
Average








Loans

  Portfolio
Loan Amount

Elderly or Disabled Homeowner Rehabs


32

$789,323
$24,666

Limited Repair 





35

$159,209
$   4,548

Other Rehab Loans




  9

$773,173
$85,908

Total Rehab Loans made 03/04 and 04/05
76

$1,721,705
$22,654

As a percentage of CD’s rehab loan portfolio, deferred payment loans represent approximately 75% of the total number of rehab loans outstanding and approximately 40% of the balance outstanding. 







No. of

Value of







Loans

  Portfolio

Deferred Payment Loans



345

$3,649,982

Non-Deferred Payment Loans 


104

$5,654,696

Total Rehab Loan Portfolio



449

$9,304,678

While the average loan amount for DPLs is $10,600, the average loan amount for non-deferred payment loans is approximately $54,000.

Attachment A of this memo contains a graphical display of recent use of CD resources for DPLs and other rehab loans.

The majority of all rehab loans funded recently have been deferred payment loans.  Most of the current program income received from HOME and CDBG loan repayments is from investor loans and/or CDBG and HOME Homeowner rehab loans made prior to 2000.  From CD’s loan ledger (a two-year period), among the 43 paid-in-full homeowner rehab loans, 29 (67%) were DPL’s.  Of the $683,395 total amount of paid-off homeowner loans, 63% ($428,490) were for deferred payment loans.
 
Staff looked at the rehab assistance being provided by similar-sized cities in North Carolina and Virginia and only saw two that used grants, and only minimally.  Charlotte has a DPL option.  Greensboro offers “grants” (although a lien is placed on the property for 3 years) up to $8,500 to homeowners whose incomes do not exceed 40% AMI (or $22,750 for a family of four). If the cost to repair exceeds this amount, the difference, up to $38,500, is provided in the form of a 3% repaying loan for 20 years, and Winston-Salem makes up to $6,500 available in a “grant/loan.”   Attachment B contains a proposed pilot program for the City’s rehab programs that CD believes strikes a balance between the ability to offer lower income homeowners more attractive terms in the rehab assistance offered while still producing an ongoing source of revenues for program activities.     

2. Infrastructure: The Role of the City and the CIP Budgetary Process

CD typically provides infrastructure investments as part of its infill housing developments in Redevelopment Areas, not as a stand-alone investment. The City’s Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) process is the more typical vehicle for infrastructure improvements in the older neighborhoods near downtown and elsewhere.
Here is a summary of recent CD investments in infrastructure:

Cooke Street Infrastructure – 2 blocks of site work and urban greenway including new curb & gutter, sidewalks, landscaping, site grading, water and sewer connections, sanitary and storm sewer mains.
         Amount – $399,958
         Funds – CDBG
         Status – 68% complete
         Contractor –Raleigh – Durham Construction
Cooke Street Infrastructure – Land planning and infrastructure design
         Amount – $29,073
         Funds – CDBG
         Status – complete
         Consultant – Hager Smith Design
Cooke Street Infrastructure – Project management (Civil Engineering portion)
         Amount – $11,589
         Funds – CDBG
         Status – 95% complete
         Consultant – CMS Engineering
Idlewild Environmental Remediation – Remediation of mini-park and possible future community center sites
         Amount – $48,738
         Funds – CDBG
         Status – complete 
         Consultant/contractor – Mid Atlantic Associates
State Street – Land planning and infrastructure design for future development
         Amount – $472
         Funds – CDBG
         Status – preliminary stages
         Consultant – J Davis Architects
Lenoir Street Sanitary Sewer – Planning of possible sanitary sewer relocation
         Amount – $1,395
         Funds – CDBG
         Status – complete
         Consultant – CMS Engineering
Sidewalk Replacement – 75 linear feet (LF) on 500 block of S. Blount
         Amount – $2,550
         Funds – CDBG
         Status – complete
         Contractor – Hines Concrete
Sidewalk Construction – 105 LF on 100 block of Seawell Avenue
         Amount – $4,000
         Funds – HOME
         Status – complete
         Contractor – Freeman & Associates Contracting 
Environmental Remediation – Remediation of 500 S Blount and 502 S Bloodworth
         Amount – $146,583 (including demolition of structure) 
         Funds – City Housing Bond
         Status – complete
         Consultant/contractor – Geo Logics
 
TOTAL SPENT (COMMITTED) - $644,358
In order to make additional infrastructure investments in areas such as Martin/Haywood, CD would follow these City procedures: 

Sidewalks

Sidewalk repairs are handled through Engineering Inspections (Tommy Jeffries).  Repair costs are borne by the adjacent property owner unless the damage was caused by tree roots.  The City typically conducts the repairs and bills the adjacent property owner where required.

For new sidewalks, Public Works simply needs a request, either from CD or via a petition from the adjacent property owners.  In redevelopment areas, there are provisions for assessment relief for the improvements, as sidewalk installation is typically assessed to property owners on both sides of the street.

PW needs to know which streets and how many linear feet of installation is required.  Council authorizes the City’s sidewalk project priorities.  If there are significant redevelopment opportunities in this area, CD is expected to bear the burden of installation, some of which would be eligible for reimbursement.

Streetlights 

The lighting in this area was upgraded in 2000, except Camden Street and Candor Lane, but Public Works is aware of the concerns in the neighborhood and will address these two streets.

Parks

CD would need to follow the City’s parks plan, which promotes the installation of fewer “pocket parks” and more centrally located facilities serving a larger number of residents.  Smaller scale playgrounds and other park facilities are typically unmanned and subject to maintenance and behavior issues that can be better monitored in larger facilities where it is cost effective to maintain a City staff presence.  Previous park improvements and open space have included Chavis Greenway and the Lenoir/Hunter Elementary School park site. 

Infrastructure and the East Vision Process

One of the components of the Planning Department’s East Vision process will be the assessment of needs, including infrastructure -- long term and immediate needs. Long term infrastructure improvements are typically addressed through the CIP process. Short term or immediate infrastructure needs may be addressed through Community Development or Public Works. 

The City’s CIP has served as a primary implementation tool for infrastructure improvements.  Community Development may use CDBG funds for infrastructure improvements associated with some community development projects.  Public Works may use City funds based upon an annual work program for “immediate improvements”, such as enhancements to street lighting or street tree related sidewalks repairs in response to citizen requests.  

While the East Vision process is moving forward, there may be some “short term” infrastructure improvements that can be implemented by the City.  The Planning Department will work with Community Development, Public Works, and the community to identify those “short term” projects. It should be noted that other projects are moving forward in the area such as the Southeast Raleigh Assembly Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) training and an initiative to engage existing businesses. 

The Planning Department is developing a community engagement effort with the East Vision process that will offer existing residents and businesses multiple opportunities to actively participate in the project development and implementation strategies.  

3.  How to Keep Small Businesses in Redevelopment Areas  

The Martin Haywood project is located within the boundaries of the East Vision Study area. The visioning process will explore strategies to maintain existing businesses and private sector investment.  The Planning Department recommends that these issues be discussed and vetted with the public, City Staff, and consultants at that time. 

4.  How CD Sells Land: Federal vs. City Requirements

a) Sale of land acquired with CDBG is governed by federal regulations

The City must follow federal regulations in the administration of CDBG funds, such as meeting the national objective of principally benefiting low- and moderate-income persons (LMI) or eliminating slums and blight.  One of these objectives must be met in acquiring properties as well as in disposing of the properties, since HUD, in its compliance review of its grantees, focuses on the “end use” of a property acquired with CDBG funds.  The federal regulations  (570.505(b)) state: “If the recipient [i.e., City of Raleigh] determines, after consultation with affected citizens, that it is appropriate to change the use of the property to a use [which does not meet a national objective such as benefit to LMI], it may retain or dispose of the property for the changed use if the recipient's CDBG program is reimbursed in the amount of the current fair market value of the property, less any portion of the value attributable to expenditures of non-CDBG funds for acquisition of, and improvements to, the property.”

b) City Procedures: Community Development Land Sale Process Summary

ACQUISITION PROCESS
· Annual Action Plan (which contains the addresses of properties that the Community Development Department is interested in acquiring) is developed with community input (2 Public Hearings);

· Council approves budget to implement plan;

· Letter of interest is sent to property owners to gauge interest in selling;

· If property owner agrees to sale, fair market value is determined after 2 independent appraisals and a review appraisal;

· City makes offer and negotiates a final price (the normal route);

· If negotiation fails but City still desires to purchase the property, Council would be required to approve condemnation following a closed session of BED Meeting.

DISPOSITION PROCESS (may not take place if City uses the property for a public purpose; if property is disposed of, it may take place several years from the date of acquisition)

· Council approves staff request to dispose of property via a competitive and open Request for Proposal (RFP) process;

· Staff reviews and makes a recommendation of most appropriate redevelopment proposal;

· Council selects winning proposal and authorizes sale;

· Sales contract is entered into following either sales process A (upset bid) or B (private sale) discussed below;

· Sale is closed and contract is monitored.

Sales Process A. UPSET BID (GS 160A-269)
· Council proposes to accept an offer (w/ 5% bid deposit);

· Notice is advertised of amount and terms of offer;

· Upset offer (w/ 5% bid deposit) must be received w/in 10 days of notice (offer must be raised at least 10% of first $1,000 and 5% of balance);

· Re-advertise;

· Process is repeated until no further qualifying upset bids are received at which time Council may accept the offer and sell the property to the highest bidder;

· Council may reject any and all offers at any time.

Sales Process B. PRIVATE SALE (GS 160A-457)

· Council proposes to accept an offer (w/ 5% bid deposit) to purchase real property in a community development project area from any redeveloper (w/ restrictions as necessary);

· After Council approval to accept an offer, a Public Hearing is held after 2 public notices are advertised (w/ the terms of the sale);

· At the Public Hearing, the appraised value is disclosed and the sales price shall not be less than that.

5. Appropriate Strategy to Engage the Private Sector in the Redevelopment of Martin/Haywood
CD will, upon approval from Council, issue a request for development proposals for Martin/Haywood to redevelop the critical mass of properties assembled in that area.  Both for-profit and non-profit developers will be able to respond to the RFP.  Recent CD-sponsored property dispositions have sought to provide opportunities for smaller and less experienced developers, such as the current Cooke Street housing infill development under construction.     

6. The Proportion of Demolitions vs. Rehabilitation in the Martin/Haywood Area

In FY 2001/2002 – FY 2004/2005 there have been 20 rehabs and 14 demolitions in the Thompson Hunter Redevelopment Area which includes Martin/Haywood.  See Attachment C.
Attachment A: City Deferred Payment Rehab Loan Experience
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Attachment B

Community Development Department Staff Recommendations on 

Housing Rehabilitation Pilot Program

Staff has prepared a pilot homeowner rehabilitation program (Attachment B-1) that is for discussion purposes only.  It would require that the $20,000,000 housing bonds are approved on Tuesday and that a more detailed discussion be held during a Council Work Session to carefully evaluate the scenarios as illustrated in (Attachment B-2) below.  

· The first scenario assumes a discounting loan of $9,500 which is forgiven after 5 years

· The second scenario provides for a discounting loan of $10,000, which is forgiven after 5 years, coupled with a deferred/discounting loan, which is forgiven after 15 years, for the remaining cost of the rehab.  

· The third scenario provides for a repaying loan of $24,000, which is amortized at 3%, to be repaid at the end of 20 years. 

These three scenarios raise several issues that necessitate additional discussion before implementation of any new program can commence.  

The issues are as follows:

Loss of Program Income and Budgetary Impact 

As shown in A
ttachment B-3, the CD programs receive on average $2,000,000 to 
$2,300,000 per year in program income.  This amount will vary from year to year.  Program income is primarily obtained from loan repayments, however income is also received from the sale of land and from rents collected on leased property including the City-owned affordable rental units.  Over the past two years over 60% ($2,812,000) of program income was derived from loan payments and payoffs.  This varies by program fund.  For instance, in the HOME program, which funds the majority of the DPL program, 95% of all program income is from loan repayments and DPL payoffs. 

The reduction of future program income, especially as loans are paid off, will necessitate an increase in contributions from the general fund for administrative costs.  CDBG administrative costs are capped at 20% and HOME funds are capped at 10% of CD’s federal budget which includes program income received. If program income is no longer being generated, funding for program activities will rely on the grant appropriation which has declined over time.  The City Housing Bond provides no administrative support for staffing.

Who to Serve -  Elderly vs. All- Income Eligible Households 

The current DPL program provides assistance to low income elderly aged 62 or older or to disabled households who earn less than 50% of the median income. ($28,500 household of 2)  Greater discussion should be held on if the pilot program will be offered to all very low income households and not just the elderly as in previous years.  However, the current five-year Consolidated Plan that guides CD in the administration of its programs puts housing rehabilitation as a top priority without regard to the age of the homeowner or tenant: this was a change from the previous Consolidated Plan.   Discussion also should be included about restricting the grant to households with incomes at or below 30% of area median income ($17,100 household of 2).

Geographic Targeting

If the pilot program is approved, staff recommends that we examine the feasibility of extending the pilot to one or more redevelopment area for a one-year period to evaluate the impact of the pilot program.  This would examine the numbers of applications, rehab costs, households served, location of rehab, and the budgetary impact.  This pilot program should probably be used in all redevelopment areas, or otherwise be based on a prioritization system to select the pilot area, to encourage more public acceptability.  

Currently, the DPL program provides assistance in redevelopment areas, conservation areas and low-income census tract (see map - Attachment B-4) receive first priority for funding.  HOME loans may be offered to eligible low income homeowners throughout the City where the goal is to stabilize the structure and help keep the elderly in their homes.

One concern is that a large percentage of our DPL applicants are from non-redevelopment areas such as Biltmore Hills, Worthdale, and other low-income census tracts.  These households would not received the same consideration for a grant and thus incur a hardship based on special geographic targeting.

Attachment B-1


HOMEOWNER REHABILITATION

PILOT PROGRAM

PURPOSE

To assist low and moderate income homeowners living in designated areas of the City maintain safe and decent housing

SOURCE OF FUNDS

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), Home Investment Partnerships (HOME), or Bond (if referendum is passed)

ELIGIBLE PROPERTIES

· Property must be located within a redevelopment or conservation area  

· Property must be the owner’s principal residence upon completion of the project

· Property shall not be located within a right-of-way of any future street or highway or any other public improvements that are being planned within a reasonably foreseeable time frame.

· Property must have one or more substandard conditions but must be suitable for rehabilitation.  A property may be considered not suitable for rehabilitation if it is dilapidated or deteriorated beyond feasible economic repair.

· Property must be traditional single-family housing that is owned fee simple (the property is owned outright)
ELIGIBLE COSTS

· The hard rehabilitation costs necessary to meet required property standards (i.e. the alteration, improvement or modification of an existing structure.)  

· The associated soft costs (i.e. closing costs, appraisals, fees, etc.) 

LOAN INFORMATION 

Discounting and/or deferred loans are available to homeowners whose income does not exceed the following: 

1 in Household
$24,950

4 in Household
$35,650

2 in Household
$28,500

5 in Household
$38,500

3 in Household
$32,100

6 in Household
$41,350

Loan 1 – If the cost of rehabilitation is $10,000 or less, a loan may be offered as follows: 

Loan Description

· Loan Amount:  Up to $10,000 but at least $1,000

· Loan is a discounting, non-interest bearing loan that discounts 1/5 per year (20%) for 5 years. Balance of loan is due and payable if borrower dies, sells the home, or moves within 5 years. After 5 years, the loan is forgiven.

Loan 2 – If the cost of rehabilitation exceeds $10,000, a second loan may be offered as follows: 

Loan Description 
For homeowners 62 years of age and older or disabled:

· Loan amount: Cost of rehabilitation exceeding $10,000

· Loan is deferred for 5 years then discounts 1/10 per year (10%) for remaining 10 years. Balance of loan is due and payable if borrower dies, sells the home, or moves within 15 years. Loan is forgiven after 15 years. 

For homeowners under 62 years of age:

· Loan amount: Cost of rehabilitation exceeding $10,000

· Loan is deferred for 10 years then discounts 1/5 per year (20%) for remaining 5 years. Balance of loan is due and payable if borrower dies, sells the home, or moves within 15 years. Loan is forgiven after 15 years. 

Repaying loans for the cost of rehabilitation are available to homeowners whose income does not exceed the following:

1 in Household
$39,950

4 in Household
$57,050

2 in Household
$45,650

5 in Household
$61,600

3 in Household
$51,350

6 in Household
$66,150

Loan Description 

· Loan Amount: Cost of rehabilitation 

· Loan bearing an interest rate of 3% may be repaid over 30 years (360 payments)

OTHER CONDITIONS AND EXCEPTIONS

· Loan to Value – City loan plus any preexisting mortgage loans cannot exceed 100% of tax value or after rehab value, as determined by an appraisal.  Preexisting mortgage loans must be current and in good standing.

· Taxes and Insurance – Property taxes and insurance must be current prior to or at closing and must be maintained throughout the term of the loan.

· Credit – Applicants applying for a repaying loan should have satisfactory credit. Housing ratio must not exceed 29% and debt ratio must not exceed 41%.

· Maximum Property Value – The value of the assisted property after rehabilitation, as determined by an appraisal, cannot exceed the FHA one-family mortgage limit for the Raleigh MSA, which is $174,800.

· Property Standards – Borrower is responsible for the preparation of the specifications for the work to be performed and securing a contractor.  The City staff is available to provide technical assistance to the Borrower in obtaining a specification writer and going through the process of obtaining a contractor.  The property must meet the City’s minimum property standards at the completion of the rehabilitation.

· Relocation Requirements – Federal relocation requirements generally do not apply to homeowner rehabilitation programs since participation is voluntary and usually does not involve permanent displacement.  However, if the owner’s home is a multi-unit structure with rental units the Uniform Relocation Act and possibly Section 104(d) cover the tenants.
· Property Maintenance – Borrower must keep the property in as good order, repair and condition as is upon completion of rehabilitation, reasonable wear and tear expected, and will comply with all governmental requirements respecting the property and its use. 
CONTACT

To apply for a loan, you may call 857-4330 to schedule an appointment or you may visit our office at 310 West Martin Street, Room 101.
· Property Standards – Borrower is responsible for the preparation of the specifications for the work to be performed and securing a contractor.  The City staff is available to provide technical assistance to the Borrower in obtaining a specification writer and going through the process of obtaining a contractor.  The property must meet the City’s minimum property standards at the completion of the rehabilitation.

· Relocation Requirements – Federal relocation requirements generally do not apply to homeowner rehabilitation programs since participation is voluntary and usually does not involve permanent displacement.  However, if the owner’s home is a multi-unit structure with rental units the Uniform Relocation Act and possibly Section 104(d) cover the tenants.
· Property Maintenance – Borrower must keep the property in as good order, repair and condition as is upon completion of rehabilitation, reasonable wear and tear expected, and will comply with all governmental requirements respecting the property and its use. 
CONTACT

To apply for a loan, you may call 857-4330 to schedule an appointment or you may visit our office at 310 West Martin Street, Room 101.
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BED Response - Effect on Budget iffirst $10,000 is grant to Homeowner
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Mayor Meeker expressed appreciation to all of the neighbors who have been involved in this process and for the staff’s response to the Committee’s questions as outlined above.  He stated there are several issues including loans, housing ideas, infrastructure, etc., included in the Committee’s response.  In his opinion this is the way the government is suppose to work, that is, develop a program that is responsive to what the Community wants and addresses the city needs.

Mayor Meeker indicated in his opinion there are several issues that should be discussed and some direction given including:  discounts/loan programs; RFP for developer to work on city-owned lots; infrastructure issues; get timing of the Haywood Martin redevelopment work squared away with the East Visioning process; affordability issues, that is, keeping the rents and acquisition prices at a level that the people can remain in the neighborhood; additional development in the Chavis Way area, and Mr. Crowder had suggested or questioned if we should have some mini or pocket parks in the area may be at the end of the redevelopment area.

Mr. Isley pointed out he is interested in the Chavis Way issue pointing out he would like to tie some houses into that area to increase utilization.

Mr. Crowder talked about the sidewalk issue pointing out he understands the repair process but questioned what provisions there would be for relief of assessments with Mayor Meeker pointing out we would come back to that.

Mr. West talked about the global issue related to the process.  He stated we are engaging the citizens and he believes the strategy for change should be developed from the inside out and not the outside in.  He talked about the lack of trust that exists and the fear of the residents pointing out he feels the key is the process we utilize.  Mr. West pointed out some people who have been very involved in this issue are working on the election and could not be here so they had requested that no action be taken.  He talked about the need to parallel this effort with the East Visioning process pointing out there has been so much talk and hype about the East Visioning process and talked about what they are doing to bring about some positive changes including Dr. Johnson’s work and others and the need to have a process so that the people who live in the area will be able to remain in the area and be a part of the positive changes.  He talked about the East Visioning process and the context of how this redevelopment fits and the interconnectivity of the process.  Dr. West stated he would not be a part of any project that doesn’t engage the East Visioning piece as he feels that is a very critical piece and is the board framework we have to follow.  He pointed out the City Manager had suggested some things that we could move forward on but in his opinion it has to be a part of the East Visioning process.
City Manager Allen indicated this effort started with the Haywood/Martin Redevelopment area and the City trying to develop an economic development strategy for the area.  He stated this is a critical component of the East Visioning process and the question is whether we should let the Martin/Haywood Plan move forward or how it would connect with the East Visioning process.  Mr. Allen pointed out he had talked to the Planning Staff and Community Development Staff and they believed that there are some things or short term issues that we could move forward on rather than waiting the eight months for the East Visioning process to be completed, sighting such things as play space, Chavis Way, density issues, etc., could be worked on now  He stated there are some pieces that we can go out with and get three or four months into the East Visioning process as we are moving forward on those and then come back and develop an RFP for the Martin/Haywood area.  He stated if the Council wants to talk about those pieces we could look at such things as taking the existing structures that we know need to be rehabilitated and move forward with that aspect.  There are some things that we could move forward on rather than waiting eight months for the completion of the East Visioning process.

Mayor Meeker asked about the possibility of getting the City owned vacant lots or the houses and the adjacent lots to the housing and putting out an RFP for renovation of that part.  Mr. Isley pointed out he also had received comments from people who were nervous about what action the City would take today and he agrees that no action should be taken.  The Committee could just say what it is thinking about but not take specific action.  Mayor Meeker pointed out we could get a list of names, etc., as it relates to renovation or rehabilitation of the city-owned houses or lots adjacent to those houses and go out with another public meeting.  Mr. West stated we do need to have input from those who have been involved but couldn’t be at the meeting today.  Mr. Crowder stated may be we could get some consensus on things that we want to go forward and then go back to the community with those ideas and get their input.  Mayor Meeker suggested that we think about putting out an RFP for the city-owned houses and lots adjacent to those houses indicating the RFP would be for rehabilitation.  He stated he feels the Council should make a statement as it relates to sale or rental of the units and whether the Council wants to set a goal for the affordable component.  Mr. West questioned if the Mayor is talking about the whole area or just the lots the city owns with Mayor Meeker pointing out he is talking about the lots the city owns.  Mr. Isley stated he would like to wait for additional input.  Mayor Meeker stated he is just questioning if the Council should say that some percentage of the new or renovated housing would be reserved for affordable housing.  Dr. West pointed out he feels that is something we need to integrate into the whole process and look at it from the big picture.
Mayor Meeker talked about discounted loans and pointed out he feels the proposal on Page 12-Loan 2 which is if the cost of rehabilitation exceeds $10,000 a second loan may be offered with the material indicating how that would occur.  He stated we should put a cap on the second loan and he would ask that staff come back with a figure for a cap.  He talked about utilizing this as a pilot program in the area.  Community Development Director Grant talked about our existing program whereby we have been able to loan up to $35,000.  Mayor Meeker pointed out he understands that but under the proposal, the first $10,000 would be a grant and the next $25,000 could be a grant if the owner stays on the property long enough.
A dialogue followed with Dr. West pointing out it is very important that we have the right definitions.  We are talking about a deferred loan.  We are saying a deferred loan but we should make it clear that the first $10,000 would be a grant after five years.  He talked about this being a program to help people save their property and live on their property.  It would not be for investors.  He questioned however, what would happen if the homeowner passed away and some of the heirs wanted to come back and live in the property.  Ms. Grant pointed out the program is for owner occupants.  If the heir doesn’t live there it would become investment property.  She talked about the applications we have now pointing out they currently work mostly with elderly or disabled so we do not see the situation of a person loosing their homes.  The goal is to keep people in their homes.  She talked about the work to clean up a lot of messy titles, etc., which allows people to stay in their homes.  She stated if the owner occupant passes away and the heirs do not want to live in the property then the loan becomes due and the City can work the heirs for a low interest loan.  Dr. West pointed out the concern he has is trying to keep a home in the family.  He compared this to the loss of farm land by blacks over a period of time pointing out you will not find many black farmers in North Carolina today.  He feels it is important to try to keep the family home in the family and questioned if this proposal addresses that expiration.  Ms. Grant pointed out if the heirs come back and became owner occupied and they are eligible then they could continue under the existing program.  She stated about most of the property that is sold when the owner passes away is because of entangled titles, many heirs, etc.  She pointed out if an heir decides to come home and work with the City we could work out a process where they could remain.  Mayor Meeker pointed out we need to make sure that if the owner and holder of a loan/grant passes away and a family member wants to move in and meet the standards and qualification then the five year period is extended.  
Mayor Meeker talked about the lights and infrastructure pointing out he thinks the staff report is good but asked staff to provide comments on the possibility of parks and more use for Chavis Way.  Mr. Crowder asked that the Planning staff work with the Parks staff to come up with some locations for pocket parks.

City Manager Allen pointed out the informational packet was trying to respond to some of the questions asked by the Committee last time.  He stated staff is very concerned about the fiscal impact and pointed out if the Council decides to focus on a very small area it could have other impacts.  He pointed out funding for some of things programs would be the affordable housing bond that is on the ballot today.  He pointed out in addition we rely on income from the programs for administrative cost.  We do not use housing bond money for administrative cost.  He stated if we go to a grant program, it would reduce the amount of program income and questioned if we can afford to move in that direction.  He talked about looking at taking a loan deferment program and tweaking them rather than going to a straight grant program.  He pointed out the information provided was information not necessarily staff’s recommendation.
Mayor Meeker stated he understood the concern and pointed out we need to know the outcome of the bond referendum.  He pointed out we are talking about possibly 40 houses and that equates to some $200,000 for a grant program.  We are not talking about a large amount of money.  He stated he knows there are issues about this becoming a precedent as if it is done in one area of the city then other redevelopment areas would want the same type program.  City Manager Allen pointed out the deferred payment loan program has been very successful.  Mayor Meeker questioned the success in this particular area and asked for further staff analysis.  City Manager Allen pointed out he is worried about the extension of the program as he would expect there would be interest in this type program in various areas.  Mr. West questioned if we are talking about this being a pilot or demonstration project and then come back for further evaluation.  City Manager Allen stated he is just trying to raise some questions pointing out if we have this type program in one area, he feels sure adjacent neighborhoods would be interested and question why they are not eligible.  Mr. West pointed out we are looking at opportunities but we also have to look at balance.  He stated he believes the programs and ideas should drive the funds, funds should not drive the program and ideas.  He stated he does not want to limit the creativity in thinking.  He would like to get the best ideas on the table.
Mayor Meeker suggested holding the item and get some further staff analysis and the item could be discussed in two weeks.  Mr. Isley stated the City Attorney should be involved in this discussion pointing out there are concerns about limiting this type program to one part of the city.  City Attorney McCormick indicated it couldn’t be limited to one area of the city.  We are talking about redevelopment areas and what is available in one has to be available in all.

Item #03-58 – Taxi Rate Surcharge.  City Manager Allen pointed out staff provided information in the agenda packet to give a couple of different looks at various scenarios and the impact of a surcharge on the ART program and the city.  They looked at a per mile versus a surcharge.  He pointed out the committee may want to consider whether it wants to increase the bus fares pointing out the ART fare is based on the bus fare.  If the Council decided to raise the bus fares to a $1.00 then the Council could double that cost and increase the ART fares.  He stated no matter which method is chosen the cost to the city would go up.
Mayor Meeker talked about the assumption of a taxicab getting 20 miles to the gallon, gas has gone up $1.50/gallon, and questioned the average distance of each transit trip.  David Eatman, Transit Administrator, pointed out the ART program is carried on by private contractors so we do not have any information on the average trip.  He stated however working the rate backwards it would look as if the average trip is some 5 to 5 ½ miles.  He pointed out we have Tier I and Tier II ART program.  Mayor Meeker stated based on that information the average trip would be 10 miles assuming the cab has to go back to its point of origin after dropping someone off.  Mr. Eatman pointed out the average para-transit trip in North Carolina is 12 miles.  Mayor Meeker pointed out from his calculation with the rate of gas going up, etc., it looks as if the average trip has increased 84 to 96 cents, so he feels that is the type surcharge we should be looking at rather than $2.00 surcharge.  He feels the surcharge should be more in the line of 80 cents to a $1.00.  He stated he could go along with recommending that surcharge with the understanding it will be reviewed again at the end of the year.  Mr. Isley pointed out he had received numerous emails from people saying they could not pay anymore.  They utilize the ART program or utilize taxis and/are against the surcharge.  It was pointed out the surcharge would be borne by the City not the ART user.  Mayor Meeker suggested that the Committee recommend a $1.00 taxi surcharge through the end of this year and hold the item in committee for further review at that time.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Crowder.  Mr. West stated as he understands the surcharge would be borne by the City as it relates to the ART program but other customers of taxi companies would be paying the surcharge with it being pointed out that is correct.  The motion as stated was put to a vote which passed unanimously.  The Mayor ruled the motion adopted.
Sidewalk Easement – 2500-2501 Sharonview Lane.  Committee members received the following information in their agenda packet.

The City acquired through the development process a 5 foot sidewalk easement on properties located at 2500 & 2501 Sharon View Lane. The original plat reference dedicating the easement was BM 1998 Page 59 with a subsequent plat reference BM1999 Page 2310 recorded on 12/29/99.  

The current request from Steve Lowery is for the City to abaondon the sidewalk easement to allow the property owners at 2500 & 2501 Sharon View Lane relief from the unnecessary encumbrance on their properties. The sidewalk has been built  by the developer in the existing road right-of way, hence the previously dedicated sidewalk easement is no longer needed by the City of Raleigh. The house located at 2501 is partially constructed on a portion of this easement. The developer as well has constructed a brick privacy fence in and through the easement. The petitioner of the abandonment has agreed to pay all cost associated with the sale of surplus property, which mainly entails the advertising cost. The easement has no other value to the City of Raleigh. The City’s Public Works Department has approved abandoning the easement.  
Additional Property Data:

· 2500 Sharon View Lane


2501 Sharon View Lane


· Date City Acquired:  1/7/1998

1/7/1998

· Acquisition Price:  NA


N/A

· Land Size: 400 Square Feet

500 Square Feet

· Zoning:  R-6



R-6

· Tax Value:  $716,161


$671,039

· Appraised Value:  N/A


N/A

PREVIOUS COUNCIL ACTION: None

OPTIONS WHICH THE COMMITTEE COULD CONSIDER:

1. Declare the sidewalk easment located on 2500 & 2501 Sharon View Lane surplus real property and accept the bid of the petitioner, Steve Lowery, to pay for cost associated with the abandonment of the easement, subjected to the upset bid process.

Mr. Isley moved approval.  His motion was seconded by Mayor Meeker and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  The Mayor ruled the motion adopted.

CLOSED SESSION

Mayor Meeker stated a motion is in order to enter closed session pursuant to NCGS 143-318.11(a)(4) for the purpose of considering the location or the relocation of certain businesses in Raleigh and any incentives that might be involved in the relocation.  Mayor Meeker moved approval of the motion as read.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Isley and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  The Committee went into closed session at 11:45 a.m.  Minutes of that section of the meeting will be covered by a separate set.
Gail G. Smith

City Clerk
















� 1 person	2 person		3 person		4 person		5 person		6 person


  $24,950	$28,500		$32,100		$35,650		$38,500		$41,350





� Preference is given to properties located in concentrated code enforcement areas and to properties that have been cited for code violations 
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