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The Mayor 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 received the following report in their agenda packet:
What is requested:  

Council consideration of staff’s report regarding Martin/Haywood as advised by the B&ED Committee at its October 11 meeting, as defined in Parts A and B, below.  Staff requests consideration of the following action items:  

· Implementation of a short-term strategy for rehab, infill single-family development and infrastructure improvements to be pursued in the Martin Haywood project area; 

· The introduction of a pilot rehab loan program for redevelopment areas and low-income census tract areas.

PART A: 

SHORT-TERM REDEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES IN MARTIN/HAYWOOD

Background: 

Community Development Department staff has analyzed the issues that came up during the October 11th B&ED Committee meeting, which requested that staff examine a short-term and long-term strategy.  We propose the following: 
Housing Rehabilitation and Infill Housing on Adjacent Lots

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.   Specifically this would involve the following (also see map to be provided at the meeting and fact sheet following this memo as Attachment A):

· Housing Rehabilitation

The properties at 210, 211, 216, and 218 Haywood Street were acquired by the Community Development Department with federal funds and are located in the National Historic District and are “contributing structures.”   Work write-ups and specifications were prepared and the rehab of the units was bid out.  Pre-Katrina costs ranged from $90 - $110 per square foot.   Material and labor costs have risen since Hurricane Katrina.   CD is able to rehab these units to the level required by the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and offer them for resale.  If Council directs CD to make these units available for private rehab, CD will monitor the quality of construction and conformance with SHPO standards.  CD is completing four single family rehabs in the same area, at 612 and 614 East Hargett Street and at 611 and 615 East Martin Street.   All rehabbed units will be sold to low- and moderate-income persons (LMI) as required by the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG, the source of funds for acquisition) with single-family rehab.   

· Infill Housing

CD typically advertises the availability of land for private sector infill housing after a critical mass of adjacent parcels has been assembled and dilapidated structures removed (and current occupants, if any, relocated with federal assistance to standard quality, comparable housing).  Most of the parcels CD has acquired and cleared in Martin\Haywood are in the 200 block of Haywood Street..  An RFP can be issued by CD for new infill housing that is consistent with the Martin/Haywood Development Strategy guidelines.  The most obvious parcels to be included in the short term include 214, 215, and 217 Haywood Streets.   In the block to the south of these parcels, 325 and 327 Haywood Street are unimproved lots owned by CD that could also be included in an infill RFP, as could 319 Haywood which CD acquired for demolition/infill.  321 Haywood is owner-occupied.  315 Haywood has been offered for sale in the past and CD can pursue ownership of this site if Council believes that is in the City’s and neighborhood’s interest.   

Additionally, CD owns the following unimproved lots: 609, 611, and 612 Candor Lane and 581, 574, 582, 584, 602, 604, 610, and 612 East Cabarrus Street and 505 South Haywood Street; and CD’s proposed FY 2006-2007 activities include acquisition of the store at 601 East Lenoir Street.
As was the case with private rehab, CD will monitor the quality of infill construction and conformance with SHPO standards.
Since these parcels were acquired with CDBG funds, to meet the national objective most appropriate for housing development it is required that a majority of the units be sold to LMI buyers.  Cities such as Raleigh that receive CDBG funds must make sure that no less than 70% of such funds benefit LMI persons, CD uses 70% as the standard LMI benefit percentage for its infill housing areas (such as Moseley Lane, Cooke Street, and Haywood Place now under construction).  Using a private developer to build the units does not relieve the city of this federal requirement.
· Related Infrastructure

CD intends to assure that a sidewalk is installed on the east side of the 200 block of Haywood Street to connect Martin and Hargett Streets.  There is sufficient right of way on that side.  On the west side of that block there is not sufficient right of way and the existing units have been built very close to the ROW.  There is also a unit on the NW corner of Haywood and Martin that would require substantial foundation and retaining wall improvements to accommodate a sidewalk on Haywood Street. 

· Opportunity Areas to be Considered for Appropriate Redevelopment During the East Vision Plan Development 

The northeast and southeast corners of Haywood and East Martin Streets contain commercial properties as well as unimproved lots and vacant structures owned by CD.  It is proposed that these areas, 706-712 East Martin Street/303-307 Haywood Street and 701 – 707 East Martin Street and 217 Haywood Street be studied during the East Vision planning process to determine the most appropriate land uses (commercial, residential, or mixed use) and density.
· Some Considerations Regarding a Development RFP for Martin/Haywood:

Both for-profit and non-profit developers will be able to respond to the RFP.

If Council believes it is in the city’s and neighborhood’s interest to seek a higher proportion of market rate housing than 30%, this is possible, but not without drawbacks. 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.”
If the proportion of houses sold to LMI is reduced from 70% CD needs to make sure other CDBG investments taking place in the same year result in higher LMI benefit percentages to compensate.  

PART B: 

CONSIDERATION OF A PILOT REHAB PROGRAM 

Background:
At the B&EDC meeting held October 11, 2005, Mayor Meeker suggested holding the item pending further staff analysis. 

Following is staff’s response to issues discussed at that meeting:  

1. Cap (dollar amount) on the 2nd loan – Staff recommends a cap of $45,000, but combined loan-to-value (including existing mortgages, if applicable) should not exceed 100% of the value of the property, as determined by assessed tax value or appraisal. 

2. Grants versus loans – Staff recommends that the first $10,000 of assistance be provided in the form of a forgivable loan as opposed to a grant. HUD defines grants as assistance with no requirement or expectation of repayment. Furthermore, grants require no liens on the property. While a forgivable loan does require a lien on the property so that the property can be used as security for repayment, staff recommends that the loan be structured to reward homeowners who remain in their homes for 5 years or more by forgiving the loan upon fulfillment of that time. The proposed terms and conditions of the Homeowner Rehab Pilot Program are outlined in Attachment B. An illustration of the different loan types is attached in Attachment C. 

3. A policy whereby occupying heirs who meet the standards and qualifications could assume the loan – Staff recommends allowing a deceased borrower’s loan to be assumable if the heir to the property occupies the property and meets the qualification criteria, which is consistent with existing policy. 

4. Limiting this pilot program to one part of the City (City Attorney ruled that what is available in one redevelopment area has to available in all) – Staff recommends that  if the pilot program is approved,  we examine the feasibility of extending the pilot to redevelopment areas and low and moderate income census tract areas 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.  

Currently, the DPL program provides assistance in redevelopment areas, conservation areas and low-income census tracts that 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.

ATTACHMENT A: Fact Sheet on City-Owned Properties in Martin/Haywood
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210 Haywood Street

Year Built: 1910




Square Footage:
648







No Heat/No Air







One Story; one bath








Contributing Structure in National Historic District
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211 Haywood Street

Year Built: 1920







Square Footage:1,131







Central Heat/No Air







One Story; one bath









Contributing Structure in National Historic District
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216 Haywood Street

Year Built: 1920







Square Footage: 746







Limited Heat/No Air







One Story; one bath









Contributing Structure in National Historic District
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218 Haywood Street

Year Built: 1920







Square Footage: 1,180







Limited Heat/No Air







One Story; one bath









Contributing Structure in National Historic District

Because these houses were bought with federal funds, the rehabilitation must be approved by the State Historic Preservation Office and meet Secretary of Interior’s Standards. 

ATTACHMENT B

DRAFT 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 funds 

ELIGIBLE PROPERTIES

· Property must be located within a redevelopment or other low-income census tract area.

· Property must meet housing quality standards upon completion of the rehabilitation if project is federally funded. Property may be considered not suitable for rehabilitation if it is dilapidated or deteriorated beyond feasible economic repair.

· 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 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 

Deferred, non-interest bearing loans are available to homeowners earning 50% or less of the area median income 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 deferred, 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 55 years of age and older or disabled:

· Loan amount: Cost of rehabilitation exceeding $10,000 up to $45,000

· 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 55 years of age:

· Loan amount: Cost of rehabilitation exceeding $10,000 up to $45,000

· 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 earning between 51% and 80% of the area median income 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 up to $45,000

· Loan bearing an interest rate of 3% may be repaid over 20 years (240 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-to-income 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. 
ATTACHMENT C: Comparison of Different Scenarios in Rehab Loan Options

	
	
	HOMEOWNER 1
	HOMEOWNER 2
	HOMEOWNER 3
	HOMEOWNER 4

	Head of Household Age
	
	N/A
	
	75
	
	
	40
	
	
	N/A
	

	Household Annual Income 
	$21,600.00 
	
	$21,600 
	
	
	 $21,600 
	
	
	$38,000 
	

	Household Size 
	
	2
	
	2
	
	
	2 
	
	
	1
	

	Cost of Rehab
	
	$9,500.00 
	
	$34,000 
	
	
	 $34,000 
	
	
	$34,000 
	

	Type of Loan
	Discounting loan of $9500
	Discounting loan of $10,000 plus deferred/discounting loan of $24,000
	Discounting loan of $10,000 plus deferred/discounting loan of $24,000 
	Repaying loan of $24,000 at 3% for 20 years

	 
	HOMEOWNER 1
	HOMEOWNER 2
	HOMEOWNER 3
	HOMEOWNER 4

	
	Loan 1
	Loan 2
	Total 
	Loan 1
	Loan 2 
	Total 
	Loan 1
	Loan 2
	Total
	Loan 1
	Loan 2
	Total

	Loan Amt
	$9,500.00 
	$0.00 
	$9,500.00 
	$10,000 
	$24,000 
	$34,000 
	$10,000 
	$24,000 
	$34,000 
	$24,000 
	$0 
	$24,000 

	End of Year
	Loan amount at end of year
	Loan amount at end of year
	Loan amount at end of year
	Loan amount at end of year

	1
	$7,600.00 
	$0.00 
	$7,600.00 
	$8,000 
	$24,000 
	$32,000 
	$8,000 
	$24,000 
	$32,000 
	$23,111 
	$0 
	$23,111 

	2
	$5,700.00 
	$0.00 
	$5,700.00 
	$6,000 
	$24,000 
	$30,000 
	$6,000 
	$24,000 
	$30,000 
	$22,194 
	$0 
	$22,194 

	3
	$3,800.00 
	$0.00 
	$3,800.00 
	$4,000 
	$24,000 
	$28,000 
	$4,000 
	$24,000 
	$28,000 
	$21,250 
	$0 
	$21,250 

	4
	$1,900.00 
	$0.00 
	$1,900.00 
	$2,000 
	$24,000 
	$26,000 
	$2,000 
	$24,000 
	$26,000 
	$20,277 
	$0 
	$20,277 

	5
	$0.00 
	$0.00 
	$0.00 
	$0 
	$24,000 
	$24,000 
	$0 
	$24,000 
	$24,000 
	$19,274 
	$0 
	$19,274 

	6
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$21,600 
	$21,600 
	 
	$24,000 
	$24,000 
	$18,241 
	$0 
	$18,241 

	7
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$19,200 
	$19,200 
	 
	$24,000 
	$24,000 
	$17,176 
	$0 
	$17,176 

	8
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$16,800 
	$16,800 
	 
	$24,000 
	$24,000 
	$16,079 
	$0 
	$16,079 

	9
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$14,400 
	$14,400 
	 
	$24,000 
	$24,000 
	$14,949 
	$0 
	$14,949 

	10
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$12,000 
	$12,000 
	 
	$24,000 
	$24,000 
	$13,784 
	$0 
	$13,784 

	11
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$9,600 
	$9,600 
	 
	$19,200 
	$19,200 
	$12,584 
	$0 
	$12,584 

	12
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$7,200 
	$7,200 
	 
	$14,400 
	$14,400 
	$11,348 
	$0 
	$11,348 

	13
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$4,800 
	$4,800 
	 
	$9,600 
	$9,600 
	$10,073 
	$0 
	$10,073 

	14
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$2,400 
	$2,400 
	 
	$4,800 
	$4,800 
	$8,760 
	$0 
	$8,760 

	15
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$0 
	$0 
	 
	$0 
	$0 
	$7,408 
	$0 
	$7,408 

	16
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$0 
	$6,013 
	$0 
	$6,013 

	17
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$0 
	$4,577 
	$0 
	$4,577 

	18
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$0 
	$3,097 
	$0 
	$3,097 

	19
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$0 
	$1,572 
	$0 
	$1,572 

	20
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$0 
	$0 
	$0 
	$0 


City Manager pointed out the staff tried to be responsive to the questions asked at the last meeting.  There were two major areas of questions - the short-term implementation strategy consistent with the Martin Haywood plan and a pilot rehabilitation loan program.  Mr. Allen pointed out under the short-term redevelopment activities there are a series of opportunities that could be pursued.  Staff has is not necessarily recommending the Council do all, the Council could pick and choose which issues it wants to address such as housing rehab and infill housing on adjacent lots or any other short-term strategies.  It is up to the Council to decide.  He talked about the things that should be delayed as a part of the East Visioning process as outlined in the information.  He stated maybe the best way to proceed is for the Committee to come to a consensus on the short-term items they wish to pursue and take those out to the community, get feedback, make any adjustments and then make a recommendation to the full Council. 
City Manager Allen pointed out the staff did put some more details into the rehabilitation loan program.  He emphasized that it is being proposed as a loan program pointing out it carries very favorable loan details but he wants to make it very clear that we are not talking about a grant program.
Community Development Director Grant pointed out a map is available at the meeting showing the short-term possibilities.
Mr. West stated he is very comfortable with the direction.  He stated however there has been so much concern in the community relative to a grant versus a loan program and questioned if we could have a chart showing side by side the pluses and minuses of a grant versus loan programs.  He stated as he understands the proposal before the Committee is we are talking about a loan program but after 5 years of the living in the home the loan would be forgiven and any heir who wanted to live in the home who qualifies could continue under the same circumstances.  He stated it would be good if it were laid out on a single sheet so people could see and understand the differences.  He stated one of the problems seems to be definition and he wants to make sure people understand the program.
City Manager Allen pointed out Attachment C shows a comparison of different scenarios in the rehab loan option.  He stated that was an effort to show how the various categories would be handled.  Mayor Meeker suggested that on page I-4, paragraph 3 should delete the reference to “deceased” so that section would read “…staff recommends allowing a borrower’s loan to be assumable if the heir to the property occupies the property and meets the qualification criteria…”  He stated on page I-2 the heading “infill housing” he feels we should move ahead with that and leave the other items to be considered along in the East Visioning process.  He stated he feels better or more utilization of the Chavis Greenway should be discussed and put out there and also explained he had conversations with Rev. Charles Bullock who stated his church would like to get two or three houses for rehab.  Mr. Crowder asked about pocket parks and neighborhood businesses and making sure those are addressed with Mayor Meeker pointing out he feels that will be addressed as a part of the East Visioning process.  City Manager Allen pointed out that is correct and the staff had identified the 700 block of East Martin Street as potential for businesses, etc.  Mayor Meeker pointed out in addition at the end of Chavis Way there is a vacant piece of property approximately 1 acre in size that could be considered as open space or park.  He stated we have talked about getting more activity on the Chavis Greenway and talked about the possibility or whether it was desirable to have some kind of playground equipment at the end of the greenway on the vacant land.
Mr. West stated he thought we are making some good progress and talked about building a positive relationship with the community.  He stated going out and having meetings in the community he feels is a step in the right direction.  He stated he is very pleased that we will not be usurping the East Visioning process and pointed out he feels we can do these short-term things that will not impact the shared vision of the community.  He thinks it’s important to continue the working relationship, stating it is a very fragile area and we must continue with the positive impact.  He stated he wants to get feed back from the community as to what they want and hopefully we can move towards a win/win situation.
Daniel Coleman indicated he and Jeff DeBellis have been bird-dogging this situation.  He stated he had got a copy of part of the backup so he cannot respond to everything.  He stated the concept of moving forth with the four units as identified in the backup is great.  He feels that is a great choice of location as we could see how innovative we can be and what can be done with the shotgun houses.  He talked about the homeowner rehabilitation pilot program and talked about need for the loan value being at 120 percent.  He pointed out if we are not talking about a payback loan he does not exactly understand the caps.  He stated he looks forward to being able to study the information and provide input at the next meeting but he feels what he is seeing so far is a step in the right direction.
Jeff DeBellis questioned how the City came about acquiring approximately 40 pieces of property without having a clear vision as to what to do with them.  He stated that concerns him and questioned if that is good policy and if we have come up with a way to keep this from happening in the future.  He stated what has been presented he feels is great.  He stated he would like to see the City give incentives to homeowners who want to improve their property and stay there.  He pointed out however in this area we have 70 percent rental property and questioned what would happen to those properties, where is the incentive for improvement.  A lot of the properties are not being kept up and are getting to the point that the houses themselves are worthless and questioned if that is what we want to occur.  He questioned what the City is doing to turn that around.  How can we get the rental property improved.  He stated we have the potential and a plan for the people who own their home but he would like to see the City address the rental property.  Mayor Meeker pointed out the private market is now becoming involved.  Some people are acquiring the rental houses, fixing them up and are living there.  Mr. DeBellis pointed out that is correct as it relates to the larger houses but pointed out there are many smaller houses with less then 1200 square feet.  They have a tax value of some $30,000.  He stated someone could purchase the property for $30,000 and have to remove the existing to build a house and it is not economically feasible, only the City can financially pull that off.
Mayor Meeker expressed appreciation to Mr. DeBellis for his comments pointing out they will be considered.

Mayor Meeker pointed out the Committee has a meeting scheduled for November 10 in he neighborhood.  He moved that the Committee recommends moving forward with staff recommendations outlined on I-2 – Housing Rehabilitation and infill housing, continue with the concept of the discounted loan program but remove the word “deceased” from the proposal as he mentioned earlier.  The remainder of the items would be deferred and considered along with the East Visioning process.  He stated we could also address the 120 percent loan value as mentioned by Mr. Coleman.  His motion was seconded by Mr. West.  Mayor Meeker stated the motion is to move forward with those concepts, take them to the community and get their feedback and the Committee could come back and formulate a recommendation to Council.  The motion as stated was put to a vote which passed unanimously.
Mr. Crowder stated he would like for staff to respond to Mr. DeBellis’ comment relative to the 70 percent rental.  He stated that could become an albatross if something does not occur.  Community Development Director Grant pointed out there are three public housing developments in the area so that could somewhat skew the rental/owner percentages.
Mr. Coleman stated when the notices are sent out about the next meeting he feels it would be good to include the information the Committee received in their agenda packet.  
Item 03-60 – Raleigh Convention Center – LEED Commissioning Services.  Committee members received the following memo in their agenda packet.

It has been deemed prudent to obtain the services of the Commissioning Consultant at this time (during final stages of the Design process) to complete a review of the design documents while the design team is intimately engaged in the design process in order to assure that the highest standards of an efficiently operating building are included before bidding occurs. Adding requirements in the rush to open at the end of the project could prompt costly change order claims from the contractors during the building start up phase. The proposed fundamental building commissioning services are a prerequisite to achieving the LEED “Certified“ goal set for this project (Certified is the entry or lowest level).  

A primary benefit of having a building commissioned so far as I am concerned, is to verify and insure through an independent Commissioning Agent, that the building has been designed, constructed, and calibrated to operate as efficiently and environmentally friendly as intended during project design, in the acceptance phase, on into the Warranty phase and in the later life of the project. 

To me, the independent Commissioning Agent is the key requirement of the LEED program. In other words, achieving the LEED certification of the Green Building Code Council is viewed by me, as the means to the end for an efficient and properly operating building and staff and the by-product of the process is LEED certification. The fee sum considered is large but not nearly so large as the higher levels of commissioning for Silver, Gold or Platinum levels that have been estimated at upwards of $1,200,000 plus. The budgeted amount of $300,000 is 5.82% of the cost of the design services related to the list of systems below and 0.63% of the cost of the systems themselves. A range of $250,000 to $350,000 fees is considered typical for fundamental commissioning services.

I have been some what skeptical that the cost of higher levels (Silver, Gold, etc) of certification would be “juice worth the squeeze”.  Having been through startups of large buildings without this process, experience tells me that a focused effort to ensure proper operation of the highly complex and integrated systems with  testing/verification prior to building occupancy would better insure the payback from the invested design and construction dollars as well as help to ensure maximum efficient operation of the facility.

Trade publications regularly report that many building owners today are turning to commissioning to ensure that building systems are working properly and efficiently.  The commissioning process is said to assure owners that their buildings are being built right the first time and the systems perform in accordance with the design intent and meet the operational needs of the occupants and of those responsible for maintaining the facility. 

Local public program building owners who are reportedly using the independent commissioning system on a regular basis include the  University of North Carolina, North Carolina State University and Duke University to name a few.
In conclusion, it was proposed early on that this facility would undergo the design and verification process in order to achieve the LEED “Certified” status. If we fail to authorize independent commissioning agent services at this time, I have been advised that it may make achieving certain points in the LEED certification process more difficult and failure to authorize independent commissioning agent services prior to opening will assure that a LEED “Certified” achievement will not be possible.  Failure to authorize these services at an appropriate time before opening may also run the greater risk of a large public building that opens with mal-performing systems, disgruntled users and poor operating performance for an extended period of time. This was a problem at the Performing arts Center where the HVAC system was the source of baffling problems of too hot or too cold from one day to the next and using too much energy for months after opening despite extensive efforts to determine and correct the problems. That particular facility, unlike this one was laboring with a piecemeal system that patched together original facilities of the Auditorium with more modern additions, so the comparison is not so direct. However, it is clear that large complex building systems can be problematic to start and run properly and reputations of poor opening performances can be difficult to overcome.

Attachments: 

Four Letters from TVS, Skanska- Barnhill, Clearscapes,  and RMF

RMF PowerPoint presentation print out.

Supplemental information:

The following systems and assemblies of this building would typically be independently commissioned for LEED certification:
1. All equipment of the heating, ventilating and air conditioning systems

2. Scheduled or occupancy sensor lighting controls

3. Lighting controls, interior and exterior

4. Refrigeration equipment, systems and testing

5. Emergency power generators and automatic transfer switching

6. Uninterruptible power supply systems

7. Life safety systems (fire alarm, egress pressurization, fire protection)

8. Electrical equipment, systems and testing

9. Domestic and process water pumping and mixing systems

10. Sound control equipment, systems and testing

11. Data and communication equipment, systems and testing

12. Paging systems equipment, systems and testing

13. Security system equipment, systems and testing

14. Irrigation equipment, systems and testing

15. Plumbing equipment, systems and testing

16. Vertical transport equipment, systems and testing

17. Building envelope

An independent commissioning agent’s services that might directly benefit or confirm return on investment include the following:
1. Verification of system and component performance

2. Oversee and approve the training of the Owner’s operating personnel for each piece of equipment and key system components.

3. Developing full commissioning specifications for all commissioned equipment.

4. Perform LEED (especially energy efficiency) focused review of the design and specifications.

5. Review and approve normal contractor submittals for systems to be commissioned, concurrently with but independently of the AE review.

6. Review requests for information and change orders for impacts on commissioned systems.

7. Review coordination drawings to insure trades are making reasonable efforts to coordinate.

8. Witness tests of equipment and systems, prepare start up reports.

9. Analyze functional performance trend logs and monitor data to verify conformance.

10. Maintain a master issues log and separate record of functional testing and provide tracking follow-up of issues until resolution.
11. Provide an action plan when measurement and verification parameters exceed allowable tolerances.
12. Coordinate and supervise opposite season or deferred testing during the warranty period.
City Manager Allen pointed out he thought the memorandum answered the questions; however, various people were at the meeting and Tim Griffin of RMF Engineering, Inc. the firm recommended for the LEED Commissioning Services was at the meeting and was prepared with a PowerPoint presentation.

Mr. Griffin presented the power point and made an analysis of commissioning of a ship.  He pointed out the question has been asked if this is not what a company is paying an architect or builder to do pointing out it is not included.  He explained commissioning is an enhanced test and balance process and touched on why LEED was created touching on integrated design and function being a key green building success factor, ensures basic energy and IAQ performance, talked about commissioning and LEED function or structures being complimentary, pointed out commissioning is a quality assurance process designed to verify and document that the project meets the owners intent.  He talked about the positive impact of commissioning, benefits of commissioning and pointed out a number of factors are being commissioned including fire and life safety, plumbing, telcom/data, security, vertical transportation, HVAC, building envelop, lighting, electrical as well as sound control.  In summary he pointed out commissioning reduces the cost of the delivered project, provides for a smooth turnover and transitioning to running the facility, benefits all of the stake holders and provides lifetime energy savings.  He pointed out commissioning provides documentation from start-up, manages quality control, design review, etc. and provides documentation to the owners of the facility as to how things were operated when the facility started and helps identify problems with the system.  It works the bugs out of the system before start up occurs.

Mr. Crowder questioned if there is an additional cost or work for the construction management as it relates to commissioning.  Mr. Griffin stated there is some additional documentation, meeting requirements etc.; however, most people feel it is a wash for them.  If they can prevent call back and get the bugs out of a project before turnover to the operators it is well worth the cost.

In response to questioning Construction Manager Baker pointed out if the Council want LEED certification that cannot be done without commissioning.  Mr. West asked about the facility in Washington with it being pointed out that facility was commissioned but was not LEED certified.  Mr. Baker pointed out we will have a facility and a staff which has never operated that facility as it has not been in operation.  The commissioning process is important and well worth the money.  They help educate the staff as to how to operate the facility at peak efficiency.  If there are problems you have a 3rd party to help resolve the problem.  There are always problems when you start up a building.  There are glitches, etc.  There are miles and miles of wiring, piping, etc. and the commissioning process helps educate the staff as to how the to operate it most efficiently.

Mr. Crowder stated he had hoped the convention center director would be present pointing out he understands there are a lot of associations who may be more inclined to have a meeting in a facility that is LEED certified.  Mr. Baker pointed out he had talked to Convention Center Director Krupa who had indicated that LEED certification would not necessarily get clients to come in.  However, he relates to what has been said about getting the bugs out of the start-up of a new building.  He talked about problems at BTI where you have old systems and new systems operating together and all of the technical aspects of trying to make sure the facility is running in the most efficient manner.

Mr. Crowder questioned what levels of guarantees the commissioning provides to make sure we do not experience those same problems.

Mr. Griffin pointed out the commissioning activities would document the efforts, identify problems, and work with the owner and construction manager at risk to get the problems resolved.  When there is a problem it would help determine who is at fault.  As a third party entity they will help see the owner through the issues, focus on the problem and help come up with solutions.  He stated however, commissioning gives no guarantees but in the past there is evidence that it has reduced problems by 90 percent and on a $192 million project there will be problems and if they can be reduced it will be significant.  A gentleman in the audience talked about working with a commissioning agent for about 9 months before a project was turned over to the owner and spoke briefly about the benefits.
Mayor Meeker stated we are talking about two issues LEED certification and commissioning services.  Mr. Isley questioned if there is a difference in the price that is, is the LEED certification item included in the commissioning services.  The difference in LEE certification and commissioning was talked about briefly.  Mr. Isley expressed concern pointing out we continue to deplete the contingency and where we can cut cost, he feels we should.  He questioned the cost of commissioning versus LEE certification.  He stated the Council is going to have to start making some tough decisions and again referred to depleting the contingency.  Mayor Meeker questioned when the decision would have to be made with Construction Manager Baker pointing out a decision hopefully would be made by November 23.
City Manager Allen pointed out what he is hearing is that Committee sees the value of commissioning but is unsure about the LEE certification.  He stated we could ask the design team to look at value engineering as it relates to the LEED certification components.  Steve Schuster pointed out a lot of the LEE certification is good design issues and they could look at their work and if there are any elements that are included only to get LEED certification those issues could be brought back to the table for further discussion, pointing out at this point we have been talking about the basic level of certification.

Mr. West stated as he understands the Commissioning relates to the efficiency of the systems, operation of the facility etc. and that is one thing and that is very important, but things that are needed to get the LEED designation may not be as important or necessary.  Mr. Crowder pointed out LEED certification looks at the life cycle and there could be money savings.  Commissioning is looking at design practices that could save money in the long run.  Mayor Meeker moved approval of the commissioning service contract subject to the architect and construction manager at risk looking at the value engineering options of LEED certifications only.  His motion was seconded by Mr. West.  City Manager Allen pointed out we would not see the numbers until after January.  Mr. Isley again expressed concern about cutting into contingency.  The motion as stated was put to a roll call vote which resulted in all members voting in the affirmative except Mr. Isley who voted in the negative.  
Item 03-59 – Youth Civic Engagement Initiative.  Mayor Meeker stated he had asked that this item be referred to Committee pointing out Committee members received information in the agenda packet.  The information was a business plan for a proposed new initiative for Raleigh youths.  He pointed out the Community Service Department prepared the proposal which is based upon the model of the Citizens Advisory Council structure.  It is a creative and unique proposal which can be supported by the reallocation of existing financial resources within the department.  The proposal has been coordinated and communicated with the Parks and Recreation staff since they provide the majority of youth programming in the City.  It has also been reviewed with the RCAC as the proposal was being developed.  Mayor Meeker stated he had asked that it be referred to Committee pointing out if the Council wants to consider implementing the program maybe it could be done as a pilot in a CAC or two.  He questioned the cost involved.
Mr. West pointed out it is an excellent concept and is glad it had been brought to the table.  He stated he feels however we need to look at youth issues across the board and talked about problems of youth gangs, the areas in which they are operating are, where they live, etc.  He questioned what audience we would be targeting and asked about private and public agencies that are looking at the same issues.  He questioned if we are looking at risk youth communities pointing out again he feels we need to address this in a holistic approach.  He stated he is in no way saying this is not a good program but as we go through the process we need to lift up the at-risk youth, the youth in fragile communities, etc.  He talked about an ongoing initiative dealing with the Lost Generation and pointed out our prison system includes about 70 percent African Americans which represents only about 12 percent of over populations so we can see there are issues out there.  He talked about a recent special aired on WRAL which looked at the environmental problems, lack of parental support and other issues that lead to the problems and stated he hopes we will look at this as a part of the broader picture, take an innovative look at the needs, etc.  He talked about the possibility of calling a meeting and involving Community Services Director Watkins, Police Chief Perlov, representatives of the Lost Generation Task Force, the CACs, Maria Spaulding and others who are working with the problem, look at how the City and County could partner.  He stated we have a lot of people and agencies doing a lot of small things and before we invest dollars into a new program he feels it would be good to have some analysis of groups which are addressing the various needs, their target populations etc., that is before making a decision look at all of the targeted groups.  Mr. Crowder stated he agreed with what Mr. West is saying and the challenge we are facing as a City especially with at risk populations.  He stated however he keeps hearing cries from the CAC trying to get adult participation and not having the financial resources available to do simple things.  He stated maybe we should look at how we can work with other organizations such as the Boys and Girls Club, Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, etc. that is how we can incorporate and work with the other organizations in the community.  He stated we do want to foster bringing youths into participation in local government, etc. but he is concerned about the beginning to throw dollars in a concept before we look at what is already being one.  Mr. West stated it is important to document the problems we have in the community.  We need to do everything we can to make sure we are getting the most bang for our bucks.  We need to help bring young people to the table.  We do need to be proactive in addressing the problems and pointed out part of the problem maybe that some youth do not have the availability to participate.
Mr. Crowder talked about many youth not having a mentor or the right kind of leadership.  He talked about a recent event which honored Captain Poteat who is about to retire from the Police Department.  He stated at that event people praised Captain Poteat and the Parks and Recreation Department and the police in the area for being positive role models, being in the gym when the youth are participating.  He stated maybe we should look at what we are doing and what can do to strengthen those things.
Community Services Director Watkins indicated the concept would put in place to begin an organizational structure to begin doing all the things that are being talked about.  He referred to the Hampton, Virginia program pointing out they have three staff members who work with all of the entities.  He talked about the Hampton, Virginia program pointing out they have been recognized throughout the country.  There are other such organizations that were utilized as role models.  He stated one thing is getting the youth involved in the process.  They can bring the ideas to the table and help formulate the plans.  He stated for example Hampton, Virginia employs two youths in their Planning Department.  The idea behind this concept is to get a structure in place, have it available and let the youths help solve the problem.  He stated he keeps hearing people say they get into gangs or get into trouble as there is nothing else worthwhile to do.  We need to get the young people at the table and get their thoughts.  He stated when the concept was developed they thought they had funding in place but pointed out now they need $60,000 and they think they can get all of the things the Committee is talking about pulled together, get a structure in place.  He talked about the limited experience his department has in working with the youths pointing out they have worked with the summer youth employment program, lunch with a lawyer etc.  He stated he had just recently received a call from an accounting group which is interested in forming something similar to lunch with a lawyer.  He stated they believe mentoring is valuable and we need to get a structure in place.
Mr. West again talked about the need to collaborate and look at how all of programs fit together.  He stated sometimes we operate in isolation and the left hand doesn’t know what the right hand is doing.  He stated Mr. Crowder talked about the work of the Parks Department and the Police Department.  He stated he had talked about the Gang Task Force, the various youth service agencies, etc.  He stated it would be good to find out what we are doing and what is being done and before we create another program.  He feels we need to look at all of these pieces and see how they fit into the big picture, see what the big picture is and what needs to be done to fill the gaps.  Mr. Watkins talked about the need to let the youth participate and guide in this effort.  He feels participation of the youth is key as they can tell us what the needs are and how the needs can be addressed.  He again referred to the Hampton, Virginia program pointing out they have four summits each year and again spoke to their program.  Mr. West again stated he feels we need to have an inventory of what is being done now and what agencies are addressing what issues.  Mr. Watkins indicated the purpose or the program is to involve more youths in City government and in the process.
Mr. Watkins passed out information on the Hampton program.

Mayor Meeker suggested holding the item and get more information about the Hampton, Virginia program and the other information as outlined by Mr. West.  Mr. Isley spoke briefly about the information included in the agenda packet outlining where the youth in our city lines and how to deliver the services.  The possibility of looking at some models from other cities was talked about.  Mr. West stated he feels someone should be in the position to be able to do a base line analysis of what type services are offered in the County, what is available, who provides what services.  He stated many times if you don’t know where you are going any road will take you there and he feels we need to know what we have and what we are trying to fix or where we are trying to go before putting another structure in place.  He stated he feels we could collaborate with the right folks and get some base line data.  
City Manager Allen pointed out we do not have the staff or expertise to pull together information on all of the agencies, what they do, who they serve, etc.  He sees that as broader than the City of Raleigh.  The City does provide grants to some human service programs that are targeted to the youths but he does not know how we would go about getting an inventory of all of the services available and who they serve, etc.  Mr. West stated he wasn’t asking for that.  He stated what we are talking about is trying to improve community neighborhood quality of life.  He stated if we do not have the resources to pull together such an inventory maybe we could be a catalyst in getting it pulled together.  We could work with Wake County and try to pull together information on services that are available.  He stated until we get a good base line as to what we have available we don’t know what we need.
Adjournment:  There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 12:00 noon.
Gail G. Smith

City Clerk
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