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BUDGET & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

The Budget and Economic Development Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Tuesday, July 31, 2007, in Room 303 of the Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 West Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present.
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     Community Development Director Grant






     Community Services Director Watkins

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

Item #05-46 – CAC Structure Study - Funding.  Mayor Meeker pointed out Committee members received copies of a report on citizens’ involvement which was done several years ago.  He stated that was very helpful in summarizing some of the issues we are talking about such as the need for a resource center, additional staff, boundary issues, etc.  Mayor Meeker stated the Committee needs to make a decision on how we are going about reviewing the CACs, their direction, etc.

Octavia Rainey expressed concerns about statements which have recently been made that the intercity CACs have not been engaged.  She stated that is totally untrue the intercity CACs have always been engaged.  She talked about the work from the very beginning when there were issues relative to civil rights, why and how the CAC were established, etc., City Manager Zachery’s role and the various things that the intercity CACs have been involved in including the alcohol or ABC permit issues which were driven by the Southeast CAC and went through work with the City and at the State level.  She pointed out on December 5, 2006 the North Central CAC presented a report on neighborhood quality and no one have followed up or discussed that at all.  She stated the Bob Geary’s article in the Independent Weekly about the CACs not being engaged is an insult to her and the author owes her an apology.  The Central CACs or intercity CACs have always been engaged and involved and again stated she feels the article was an insult to her, the CACs and the Chairs of those CACs.  The Mayor suggested that a copy of the minutes be sent to the Independent Weekly.

Ms. Bernadine Weddington questioned if the background information committee members received would be available to the public.  The Mayor suggested that all CACs get a copy of the backup material.

Mr. West responded to the comments made by Ms. Rainey.  He talked about comments that have been made by various leaders of the country including “he or she who starts behind in life has to run faster or they will become even further behind.”  He stated the CACs in the intercity has to run faster, has work harder but it seems they do not get anywhere.  He talked about looking at the structure, tools, resources, etc., needed to help empower the people.  He talked about the time that has been put into this issue and pointed out the people are ready to move forward.  They just need the resources.  He stated the CAC piece is very important to him and talked about how we can get coordination and collaboration and get all of the groups involved with the CAC.  He stated marketing is very important but you have to have something to market.  He talked about the Henry Moore sessions and the excitement that was created by those sessions and the strategy suggested by Henry Moore.  He stated he does not feel the City has done what it should have done and feels the people are ready to move forward they just need the technical assistance to help turn things around for the low wealth and at-risk areas.  He talked about tailoring programs to address problems.  He stated if we do not get back to the neighborhood quality concept that he and former Council member Marc Scruggs pushed for, he does not feel things will work.  He talked about the CHIPS Program.  He talked about the need to develop programs based on need and pointed out every community has needs but they are different needs and that is where the RCAC comes in.  They are an overall umbrella to help pull the various needs together.

Mayor Meeker stated it seems that everyone would like to see the CACs charge, structure, etc. updated.  He suggested the possibility of having a facilitated work session for the City Council to identify the issues which need to be worked on whether that be more staff, boundary changes or whatever.  Once that list is identified it could come back to the Budget & Economic Development Committee for study and recommendations as to how to move forward.  Mr. West stated that sounds like a good concept but just wants to be make sure we have a professional facilitator with the Mayor pointing out that was his idea if we could get someone from the Institute of Government or somebody from outside the City Council to facilitate the work session or discussion.  

Mr. Crowder stated it sounds like a good idea but he wants to make sure that the people who participated in the study are a part of the discussion.  He stated each CAC and each community in the City is different.  There are problems in different areas, there are concerns coming from the various areas.  We are beginning to see pockets of at-risk communities throughout the city.  He stated he hopes the work session the Mayor is talking about is not a one-hour type thing.  He feels the Council needs to take the time to dedicate itself to addressing the issues.  He stated he feels the meeting should be at night or on a weekend something similar to our retreat and have it in a casual type situation.  

Ms. Kekas stated she agrees with the concept.  She stated however she is concerned about the CACs being politically involved pointing out she just got information about the Six Forks CAC meeting saying that once they have completed their regular meeting they will have a candidates forum.  She stated she has a problem using city stationary and staff for a candidates forum.  Mayor Meeker agreed pointing out the two issues that is a regular CAC meeting and a candidates form should be totally separate, not held together or even one after the other.  Mayor Meeker moved that the Council have a work session in the evening or on a weekend with a third party, outside the facilitator to help the Council come up with a list of issues that need to be addressed and those issues could be referred back to the Budget & Economic Development Committee to work on and make recommendations.  Mr. West asked if the Mayor would amend that to say that the Council would also come up with a charge and/or an overall direction for the CAC with the Mayor agreeing.  Ms. Kekas seconded the motion as amended.  Mayor Meeker stated if the motion passes that would be the recommendation made to the Council and if the Council approves it a work session can be set up in late August or September and he feels at that meeting we should have a period set up for public comment.

Item #05-47 – Human Relations Commission Budget.  City Manager Allen pointed out Committee members received a copy of the May 1, 2007 Council meeting minutes which list the following issues.

1. The Commission recommends organizing a series of forums targeting individual diversity groups, culminating in a day long unity summit.  Further the Commission proposes the creation of the unity summit working group to assist the Commission in implementing this recommendation.

2. The City should increase its support of and participation in cultural events and festivals in Raleigh.

3. The Commission recommends that the City conduct an inventory of existing policies, programs, resources and related information that supports the mission of the Commission and that contributes to an agenda of inclusiveness.

4. The Commission proposes the addition of a youth member to the Human Relations Commission.  In addition, targeted youth programming covering the areas of human relations, diversity and inclusiveness should be developed.

5. The Commission proposes the creation of a new staff position within the City, a Human Relations Program Manager.  The Manager would serve as liaison and primary staff point of contact for the community on matters related to human relations.

In response to questions City Manager Allen pointed out all five issues would probably have some type budget impact.

Abeni El-Amin, Chairperson of the Human Relations Commission, pointed out the Commission is very busy trying to increase the overall activities and work.  She stated they have many strategies in place to move forward focusing on making the Commission a viable force in the area.  They are looking at areas and ways to increase the understanding of diversity they just need some funds to increase the staff to help them increase their work program, etc.  She stated with all that is going on they cannot do all of the work with the 13 members they presently have.  They are extremely busy and they would like to put together a listing of all the programs, policies, etc., which supports their work but they do not have the staff to help them do this.  She pointed out they get what they ask for of staff but there are other issues that need to be addressed and they would like to meet the needs of the citizens.

Virginia Talley indicated they want the Commission to be proactive, keep it involved, engage themselves in different cultural events, meetings, etc.  They need support financially to help bring this all about. 

Mayor Meeker indicated suggestion #4 relating to the addition of a youth member to the Human Relations Commission could be handled with no expense.  He questioned the expense of the other issues pointing out he understands it would be very hard to itemize expenses associated with suggestion #2.

Mr. Crowder questioned if there is a way to engage current festivals and the Human Relations Commission be a part of those.  Ms. El-Amin indicated they do participate in many events by having booths, information session, etc., but they are not a part of the planning of these events.  She stated they would like to be a part of the planning and would like to do more but they need resources in place or help such as a project manager.  Mr. Crowder pointed out there are certain things in place that the group can participate in and called on them to be creative in trying to become engaged in events such as the International Festival, etc.  Ms. El-Amin pointed out as far as the International Festival is concerned not all of the ethnic groups in the City are isolated and recognized as a whole.  She feels that is a process issue.  They would like to have some impact and be involved at the planning level, etc.  She stated however they are extremely busy with planning of the unity breakfast, the awards banquet, etc.  All of the things they could participate in but they need to have the resources to be an impact.  Ms. Kekas questioned what she meant by saying not isolated.  Ms. El-Amin pointed out there are groups that are not included.  Ms. Kekas pointed out if there are groups that are not included she would suggest that the Human Relations Commission provide a listing of those to the International Festival personnel pointing out she is sure they would accommodate any groups, it could not be a duplication of a particular ethnic groups but all ethnic groups should be accommodated. 

Mr. West pointed out he thought he read something about information about the functions of Community Services and he feels it is important that everyone get a feel for the history and insight on why some of the things were eliminated.  He pointed out we used to have a Human Relations Division and questioned what is missing and what has been eliminated.

Community Services Director Watkins highlighted the following information:

In 1962 the Mayor’s Community Relations Commission was established.

 

In 1968 An Executive Secretary’s position was created that was independent of the City Administration. It answered to the Mayor’s Community Relations Committee.

 

In 1973 The Mayor’s Community Relations Committee became the Raleigh Community Relations Commission. An Associate Executive Secretary’s position was created.

 

In 1975 City Council established the Human Resources Department and empowered it to perform many of the functions of the Raleigh Community Relations Commission. Staff of the Commission then came under the direct supervision of the City Administration as there was the feeling by the Council that the Commission staff should ultimately answer to administration. Professional staff in Fakir Housing and Discrimination became available to assist the Commission on an as needed basis.

 

In 1977 the Raleigh Community Relations Commission became the Human Resources Human Relations Advisory Commission (HRHRAC).

 

In 2003, HRHRAC petitioned the Council to change its name to the Human Relations Advisory Commission. In 2004 Council approved the request with a revised Mission statement.

Mr. West stated he is not going to question the decision of previous City Councils; however, we still have many people in the City who do not have hope, who are struggling, etc.  He talked about the piece of the budget pie which goes to human service elements pointing out we have been pushing a lot for human services and talked about the spiritual pieces.  He stated we are going to have to step back and look at how to bring people into the loop, get the people empowered.  We have to look at it comprehensively and holistically.  He stated as we look at these isolated pieces he hopes we will look at how to bring them into focus and focus on them holistically.  He talked about the work of the Southeast Raleigh Assembly and the focus they had.  He stated may be we need to analyze the way we are addressing the issue and why we cut some of these things out and if there may be a need to reinstate those things in the future.  Ms. El-Amin pointed out that is one of the reasons they came before the Council.  They do need a Project Manager or some help to pull all of this information together and put it in one location and address the needs.  She talked about Orange and Durham County as well as Wake Forest having a human resources department or commission pointing out they are very active.  She stated they see the need every single day.  People are asking for them to do more and more and they are trying to reach out to all people who do not feel that they have someone to represent them.

Mayor Meeker suggested that the Committee go ahead and recommend that the Council add a youth member to the Human Relations Commission.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Kekas and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  Mayor Meeker then suggested that the Committee ask the City Manager to quantify how to do items 1, 3 and 5 either through redirection of existing staff, or new staff, that is what it would take to get items 1, 3 and 5 done.  

Mr. Crowder questioned if the Human Relations Commission has had discussions and/or joint meetings with the CAC questioning how these groups could or do work together.  Ms. El-Amin pointed out the Human Relations Commission tries to have one of their members attend a CAC at least twice a year.  They also invite CAC to their events.  Mr. Crowder questioned if they had any joint programs with Ms. El-Amin pointing out they do not but they could look into some joint work.  Mr. Crowder stated he would like to see that occur.  He pointed out he would like to see all of the divisions in Community Services Department try to work together more.  Community Services Director Watkins pointed out at one point someone from the Human Relations Commission attended all CAC meetings.  Octavia Rainey stated she would like to see the Human Relations Report.  She stated at one time there was a suggestion that the Human Relations Commission and Fair Housing Hearing Board merge and the Fair Housing Hearing Board is totally against that.  Fair Housing is a totally different animal than Human Relations.  Mr. Crowder stated he is not talking about any type merger just seeing how they could work together.  Mr. West talked about Planning Director Silver’s work on updating of the Comprehensive Plan and stated may be we could talk with him as to how to incorporate the cultural piece of our City into the Comprehensive Plan.

Item #-5-50 Health and Wellness Fair.  City Manager Allen pointed out this item was referred to Committee from the last Council meeting at which point Ms. Corbin had requested funding for the event.  She was requesting some $18,000 to help defray the cost of that event.  A question came up to whether they were requesting money for the Fall Gala with the City Manager pointing out he did not get any other information from Ms. Corbin.

It was pointed out Mr. West is a part of this group and had been excused from participating during the Council meeting; therefore, he would be excused from this discussion.  Mr. West left the table.

Mischelle Corbin, 1200 Hardimont Road, presented Council members with information on the Centennial Celebration Gala and projected cost.  She reiterated the information provided at the Council meeting relative to their July 21 event, gave information on the attendance, the number of people served through the Bone Marrow Registry, Mammograms, etc.  She gave information on the events that were held and the purpose of the program.  She explained what they planned for the Centennial Celebration Gala and how much that is projected to cost which includes approximately $28,000 for the use of the Convention Center facilities.  They are not asking for any cash for the Gala.  

Mayor Meeker pointed out the City tries to run the convention center as an enterprise fund.  Anyone who wants to utilize the center has to pay for it.  City Manager Allen pointed out the expenses listed on Ms. Corbin’s costing are actual expenses.  Administration does always recommend against waiving the fees for the Convention Center or other facilities, there are many good causes that make requests almost daily.  The amount that was spent for the Convention Center for the event over the past weekend was $11,636.25.  Mayor Meeker moved that the Committee recommend that the Council make a grant from City Council contingency in the amount of $11,636.25 to the Health and Wellness Expo with the understanding they would utilize the grant money to pay for the use of the Convention Center.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Kekas.  Mr. Crowder stated he would support this pointing out he appreciates everything that Hamlin Drugs has gone through and the struggles.  He stated however we do have a lot of very good groups and requests such as this and it does cause concern as so many make the same request.  Ms. Kekas stated she could support this because it helps with the health of our local residents and talked about the various tests that were performed during the event.  The motion as stated was put to a vote with all members voting in the affirmative except Mr. West who was excused from participation.

Item #05-37 Acquisition of Land and Priority One areas
Background

This report provides an oversight into the existing Scattered Site Policy (attached) and concerns raised with the limited sitting of “affordable”1  housing in Priority I Areas.  The report provides an overview of the existing policy and some of the challenges in locating affordable housing in Priority I areas.  The City of Raleigh Scattered Site Policy has been in place since 1979 and originally covered new public housing units only.  The purpose of the policy is primarily used to guide the distribution and location of “assisted rental”2 housing within the City.  The policy aims to achieve the following objectives:

1. To promote greater rental housing choice and opportunities for low income households.

2. To avoid undue concentrations of assisted rental housing in minority and low income neighborhoods, and

3. To further community revitalization efforts by encouraging the rehabilitation of older housing.

The first Scattered Site Policy utilized a “Fair-Share” formula to estimate the number of assisted units that any one area could receive.  Over the years, the Policy has been amended to eliminate the “fair-share” allocation.  In 1981, the Policy was revised in order to distribute housing on the basis of geographical priority areas.  The last revision was made in 2003 after public input and feedback. The current Scattered Site Policy contains four different priority areas, which are as follows:
1) Priority Area I, which is defined as the high growth area, does not contain any low-income census tracts or census tracts with minority populations greater than 23%.  

2) Priority Area II is similar to Priority Area I but is considered to be more diverse racially with a minority population in each census tract of more than 23% but less than 60%.

3) Priority Area III includes designated redevelopment areas as well as special objective areas (HOPE VI).

4) Priority Area IV includes census tracts with a minority population greater than 60% and a high percentage of low-income households (more than 50% of the households have incomes less than 60% of 2000 Census median household income3 for the City of Raleigh, which was $39,650 for 2000).  

_________________

1Affordable Housing is typically defined as housing that is affordable to households earning less than 80% of the area median income.  Different programs will have different criteria, but affordable rental programs are usually targeted to households with incomes at or below 60% of area median income. For 2007, the 60% household income limit for Raleigh ranges from $30,060 for one person up to $42,960 for a four person household.
2Assisted housing is defined as any housing development receiving any public assistance, including federal, state, local and county financing.  Examples include HOME, federal or state low income housing tax credits, and tax exempt bond projects without tax credits.

3The 2007 median household income for Raleigh is $69,800 for a family of four and the 80% household income limit is $57,300.

The existing Scattered Site Policy does not permit affordable rental units to be developed in Priority Area IV.  However, the City Council has approved exceptions for approval of some affordable rental developments in Priority Area IV during past years.  

The Scattered Site Policy now covers all assisted rental units, both new construction and rehabilitation, and uses a point system to evaluate proposals for affordable rental housing in the context of the four different priority areas.  New affordable rental developments are limited to 50 units in all Priority areas but can be increased to 80 units in Priority Areas I and II if there is an on-site manager (2003 Amendment).  New affordable rental developments which serve the elderly or which are located in Priority Area III (Redevelopment Areas or HOPE VI) are exempt from the Scattered Site Policy.

Rehabilitation projects were added to the Scattered Site Policy in 1988 and were originally limited to 50 units.  The City increased the rehabilitation limit from 50 to 100 units in 2003.  The Policy provides several exceptions to this 100 unit limit, however, including projects that serve the elderly and/or persons with disabilities.  Other exemptions to the rehab cap include the following:

1. Existing projects which are publicly owned or managed or are assisted by other public subsidies

2. Projects located in redevelopment areas in order to preserve and upgrade older units and communities

3. Rehabilitation of units in Priority I or II areas if a full time manager is employed on-site.

A summary of the criteria used for each Priority Area is reflected in Table 1 below.

	Table 1

Scattered Site Policy Criteria by Priority Area

	
	Priority Area I
(High Growth)


	Priority Area II

	Priority Area III
(Redevelopment Areas/HOPE VI)
	 Priority Area IV
(Minority-concentrated/low-income)

	Rehabilitation Limits
	100 Units

May exceed unit cap if full time manager employed on site
	100 Units

May exceed unit cap if full time manager employed on site
	100 Units
	100 Units4

	Rehab Exemptions
	No limit for elderly or disabled

Existing projects which are publicly managed or have other public subsidies
	No limit for elderly or disabled
Existing projects which are publicly managed or have other public subsidies
	No limit for elderly or disabled

May exceed 100 units if goal is to preserve and upgrade older communities
	No limit for elderly or disabled

May exceed 100 units if goal is to preserve and upgrade older communities

	New Construction Limits
	50 Units or 80 Units

(with on-site manager)
	50 Units or 80 Units

(with on-site manager)
	No limits if in conformance with plans
	N/A

	New Construction Exemptions
	No limits for Elderly Projects
	No limits for Elderly Projects
	No limits for Elderly projects
	No limits for Elderly Projects


_________________________

4The Scattered Site Policy is not explicit about rehabilitation limits or exemptions in Priority Area IV

Location of Projects by Priority Area
According to an analysis by the Community Development Department, there are 7,564 units of assisted affordable units in the City of Raleigh. This figure does not include private market-rate apartment complexes that are affordable to low-income households.  As shown in Table 2 below, this total includes renter- and owner-occupied units but does not include the 3,580 housing choice vouchers administered by the Raleigh Housing Authority.  Based on this analysis, Priority Area 1 has 1,040 units of assisted housing or 14% of the total.  Priority Area II has the largest number of assisted units with a total of 3,409, or 45% of the total.  Priority Area III has 1,134 units of assisted housing, or 15% of the total while Priority Area IV has 1,981 units of assisted housing, or 26% of the total units.

	Table 2

Assisted Affordable Housing Units in Raleigh, by Priority Area*
(as of June 7, 2007)

	Category of Assisted Housing
	Priority Area I
	Priority Area II
	Priority Area III
	Priority Area IV
	TOTAL

	Citywide Affordable
	55
	30
	65
	36
	186

	Homeownership
	13
	140
	232
	88
	473

	Joint Venture
	313
	1019
	273
	532
	2137

	NCHFA Tax Credit
	348
	677
	6
	813
	1844

	Raleigh Housing Authority
	311
	1543
	558
	512
	2924

	TOTAL
	1040
	3409
	1134
	1981
	7564

	Percentage
	14%
	45%
	15%
	26%
	100%


*Does not include the 3,580 housing choice vouchers administered by the Raleigh Housing Authority and does not include non-assisted (market rate) units that are affordable for low-income households

Housing Location Policies in Other North Carolina Cities
City of Durham Housing Location Policy:   The City of Durham adopted a Housing Location Policy in 2003 in order to discourage new affordable housing from locating in areas of high poverty or areas with high numbers of assisted housing.  Unlike the City of Raleigh policy, the Durham Policy encompasses both owner-occupied and renter-occupied affordable units. The City of Durham/Durham County Planning Department is responsible for reviewing all proposals for assisted rental housing against its Housing Location Criteria.  Affordable housing developments are not allowed in block groups where the poverty rate is higher than 40% or where the percentage of assisted housing units is greater than 20% of all of the housing units in a block group.  The percentage can be increased to 25% in Outer City areas of Durham.

The City’s Housing Location Policy contains several exemptions.  Any proposals that are less than 4 units are not subject to review.  Supportive housing developments which serve 24 or less persons and elderly housing developments less than 60 units are also exempt.  Projects located in redevelopment area or that are part of HOPE VI, are also exempt.

Since 2003, Durham has allowed at least one new affordable rental development to be developed in a location that violated the Housing Location Policy.  

City of Charlotte Housing Location Policy. 

The City of Charlotte Housing Policy was adopted in 2001 and only applies to affordable rental developments that serve households below 60% of median income.  The policy only applies to affordable rental developments greater than 24 units.  New proposals are capped at 100 units unless they are located in transit station areas.  

Charlotte uses spacing requirements, household income, and homeownership rate to determine which areas are off limits for new affordable rental housing.  Housing proposals can not be located within a half-mile of another assisted housing development greater than 24 units.  In addition, any proposals that are located in an area where median household income is less than 60% of AMI or where the homeownership rate is less than 50% are prohibited.

City of Greensboro

The City of Greensboro does not have a stand alone housing location policy but does incorporate geographic preferences when it issues RFP’s for new affordable housing proposals.  Developers can receive additional points if a development is located in one of the following areas: 1) redevelopment or Central Business District area; 2) Older neighborhoods if the proposals supports a policy directive in the 2020 Comprehensive Plan and has strong support from the neighborhood; and 3) Census Tracts with either low percentages of renter-occupied units or else expensive rental rates.
Issues related to Siting of Units in Priority I Locations

Availability of Vacant Land and Competition with Private Market Developers - Developers of affordable housing have stated that finding land in Priority Area I is often difficult due to the lack of good sites (e.g., inadequate size or poor topography) and/or lack of proper zoning for medium or high density residential development.  The Community Development Department recently analyzed the number of vacant parcels (located outside of greenways) that are zoned residential in Priority Area I and are greater than .5 acres in size.  The analysis shows a total of approximately 283 parcels in Priority Area I for a total of 695 acres.

Another developer also reiterated that the lack of land with the proper zoning is a barrier to affordable housing development.  In addition, it was stated that it would be helpful if the City of Raleigh development process could be expedited for affordable housing developments, not only to save time and money, but also to meet time deadlines for other funders.  Developments which receive Low-Income Housing Tax Credits must be completed within two years.  One affordable housing developer commented that land costs are high in Raleigh, particularly in the Priority I Area.

Cap on New Construction - As the price for land increases, development densities are often increased to offset the increase in land prices.  The existing Policy caps the number of new construction rental units at 50 in Priority Areas I and II (or 80 units if there is an onsite manager).  The City has received development proposals in the past for new affordable housing developments that are larger than 80 units but cannot be recommended for funding without an exception from City Council.  It may be worthwhile to re-examine the need for a cap on new construction, particularly if proposed developments are mixed-income and include market-rate units.  The City has funded two mixed-income housing developments to date: Madison Glen (Lynn Road) and Carlton Place (Davie Street).  Madison Glen contains 120 rental units, including 50 affordable units.  Carlton Place contains 80 rental units including 64 affordable units.
Acquisition of Existing Rental Units – In order to create more affordable housing opportunities in Priority Area I, the Community Development Department may need to allocate more resources to its rental acquisition program.  The Department currently owns and manages 186 units of affordable rental units, many of which are located in Priority Areas I and II.  These units are typically located in existing rental communities consisting of 4 to 8 units to a building.  Community Development contracts with a private property manager to oversee leasing, rental collection and to provide maintenance operations.  Families typically have household incomes at or below 50% of median income ($35,800 for a family of four in 2007).

Exemption for Supportive Housing – The existing Policy exempts supportive housing only for rehabilitation projects.  

Coordination with Wake County Public Schools – As the Wake County Public School System continues to site new schools throughout the City of Raleigh, there is a continuing need to develop new affordable rental units in proximity to new schools.  The City of Raleigh Comprehensive Plan currently addresses this issue in the Housing Element and calls for the development of affordable housing adjacent to new school sites.
Coordination with City of Raleigh Land Acquisition Efforts – As the City acquires land for parks and/or transportation projects, it would be helpful to determine if some of the newly acquired land could be used for affordable housing.  The Community Development Department receives surplus land notices from the Department of Administrative Services but often these surplus parcels are not suitable for affordable housing development.

City of Raleigh Comprehensive Plan Update – As the update of the Comprehensive Plan commences, there may be opportunities to examine potential new strategies to increase affordable and mixed-income housing opportunities through out the City.  
THE CITY OF RALEIGH SCATTERED SITE POLICY

GUIDE TO LOCATIONS FOR ASSISTED HOUSING

(5/3/2005)

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Scattered Site Policy is to guide the distribution and location of assisted rental housing in the City of Raleigh.  – This policy is aimed at the following objectives.

1. To promote greater rental housing choice and opportunities for low income households;

2. To avoid undue concentrations of assisted rental housing in minority and low-income neighborhoods; and

3. To further community revitalization efforts by encouraging the rehabilitation of older housing.

Definition of Terms

Definition of Low Income:  Individual or family making 60% or less of the Wake County   MSA median income, adjusted for family size.5
Definition of Moderate Income:  Individual or family making between 61% and 80% of the Wake County MSA median income.

_______________________________

5For example, in 2005 the income levels for families/individuals at or below 60% of median income are as follows:  

        Median income:  $69, 800

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

$29,940                $34,200,              $38,520                $42,780             $46,200                  $49,620

Definition of Assisted Housing: Assisted housing is defined as any housing development receiving any public financial assistance, including federal, state, city and county financing.  Examples are HOME funded developments, HOPE VI, or projects developed with federal or state low income housing tax credits and tax exempt bond funded projects without tax credits.

The Policy recommends distribution of assisted rental units based on geographical priority using the following criteria.

1.  First Priority Areas:  Includes areas which are continuing to experience growth in population and housing units, provides proximity to retail and office development, and have relatively low percentages of minority populations and low-income residents. 

The following Census Tracts are First Priority Areas:
Census Tracks: 536, 537.03, 537.09, 537.10, 537.11, 537.12, 537.13, 537.14, 525.03, 525.04, 524.01, 524.04, 514, 515.01, 515.02, 516, 517,526.01, 526.02, 537.15, 537.07, 537.06, 538.02, 540.07, 540.03, 542.01, 542.02, 530.02  

2. Second Priority Areas:  Includes those areas which meet some of the criteria

as First Priority areas but are considered to be racially mixed. These tracts are not predominantly low-income.  Racially mixed areas are census tracts that have a minority population level more than 23% and less than 60%.  Assisted housing developments in areas that are racially mixed will be limited.   

The following census tracks are Second Priority Areas:
Census Tracts:  501, 503, 504, 505, 510, 512, 518, 522.01, 522.02, 523.01, 523.02, 524.02, 524.05, 525.01, 526.03, 527.01, 527.03,527.05, 528.02, 528.03, 528.04, 535.01, 535.10, 537.16, 540.01, 540.04, 540.06, 540.09, 540.10, 541.02, 541.04, 541.05, 541.06

3.  Special Objective Areas (Third Priority Areas):  Are redevelopment areas and special objectives areas where the goals are the revitalization of older neighborhoods and to provide replacement housing to community residents.  Projects located in Third Priority Areas must be done in conformance with the goals and objectives of redevelopment plans adopted for the area. Redevelopment Areas are:  Thompson-Hunter, Stages I and II, Downtown East, College Park, Garner Road, South Park, New-Bern Edenton and Jamaica Drive. Special Objective Areas are older public housing demolition and redevelopment projects funded with HOPE VI and other funds for the improvement and deconcentration of public housing developments.  Upon adoption of any new redevelopment plan or Special Objective Areas, these areas will become Third Priority Areas and incorporated into the Scattered-Site Policy.

4.   Fourth Priority Areas:  Are census tract areas that minority concentrated and low-income.  Minority concentrated areas are those census tracts that, according to the latest Census information available, have concentrations of minority population greater than 60%.  Low-income areas are those census tracts that have more than a 50% concentration of population earning less than 60% of median income based on most recent Census information available.  Assisted housing developments in these areas are not permitted.

The following census tracts are minority concentrated and low-income and will be Priority IV areas. 

   Census Tracts:   506, 507, 508, 509, 511, 519, 520.01, 520.02; 521.01, 527.04, 540.08 
Applicability of Policy

This policy shall apply to all assisted housing projects within the city limits of Raleigh, or in the extraterritorial jurisdiction when the proposed housing development will use City utilities and/or be annexed.

Size Limitation for New Construction Projects

Assisted family developments will be limited to 50 units per site in all Priority areas. An exception will be made in Priority I and II areas for developments of up to 80 units per site where there is a full time on-site manager.  
Elderly Projects

Elderly projects will be exempt from the unit size and scattered site location criteria. Elderly housing will be defined as housing if a dwelling is specifically designed for and occupied by elderly persons under a Federal, State or local government program or it is occupied solely by persons who are 62 or older or it houses at least one person who is 55 or older in at least 80% of the occupied units, and adheres to a policy that demonstrates intent to house persons who are 55 or older.  

Assisted Housing Proposals in Priority III Redevelopment Areas and Special Objective Areas

Assisted Housing Proposals in Priority III areas have been exempted from the scattered-site policy and the housing evaluation criteria.  Any proposal for new construction must be done in conformance with the approved redevelopment plans for the area.

Size Limitation for Rehabilitation Projects

Assisted housing projects rehabilitated with moderate or substantial rehabilitation funds from federal, state or local funds will be limited to 100 units per site.  It is intended that this size limitation will not apply to the following rehabilitation projects:

A. Projects exclusively serving elderly and/or disabled households.

B. Existing projects which are publicly owned or managed or are assisted by other public subsidies.

C. Projects located in redevelopment areas where the goal is to preserve and upgrade older, inner-city communities.

D. Rehabilitation of units in projects in Priority I and II areas if a full time manager is employed on site
Assisted Housing Ranking Criteria:

The following criteria will be used to evaluate assisted housing proposals.  If there are competing proposals, then the projects will be ranked and compared.  If there are not competing proposals, then the sole proposal will be ranked.  In either case the following rankings will be used.  (1) Most desirable; (2) Acceptable; and (3) Unacceptable.  Criteria to rank proposals will include the following:

1.
Location of Existing Assisted Units:





Score


Federally assisted Housing projects (exclusive of redevelopment areas)




Within ½ mile of another project





(1)

No projects within ½ mile radius




   
(3)


No projects within ¾ mile radius




   
(5)

2.

Transportation

No transportation services (CAT bus, CAT connector) or other transit line


within one-mile radius





   

(1)


Transportation services within ½ mile





(3)

Transportation services within three walking blocks to site

  
(5)

3.
Priority Areas:


Location in Priority II Areas





   
(3)


Location in Priority I Areas





   
(5)

4.
Zoning:

Proposed site will necessitate rezoning for developing project


(3)   


Site is appropriately zoned for intended use




(5)

5.
Management 

  
Project proposal makes no plans for on-site management


(1)

  
Part-time manager on site less than 2 days per week



(3)


 
 On-site manager minimum of 5 days per week



(5)


6. Project Design and Appearance


Proposal lacks architectural appeal and landscaping



(1)


Proposal incorporates some architectural appeal and landscaping


but proposed units are not comparable to size and quality of


market rate units in the community





(3)


The building design and use are compatible with the surrounding


community and incorporates a high degree of architectural appeal

 
and landscaping.  The proposal is of comparable size and quality  



 
of market rate units.







(5)

A score of 25-30 or more points would make a proposal MOST DESIRABLE.  Proposals receiving less than 25 points would receive an ACCEPTABLE ranking; except that proposals receiving three (1) rankings would be undesirable and would not be approved by the City.

Adopted:  May 3, 2005

Community Development Director Grant, utilizing a PowerPoint presentation, summarized the above information.  Mayor Meeker stated as he understands the City’s scattered site policy covers units that are subsidized by the State, Federal or local funds and does not include Section 8.  Ms. Grant pointed out that is correct with Mr. Crowder pointing out the fact that it doesn’t include Section 8 could skew the results.  Mrs. Grant pointed out that is correct but Section 8 vouchers go with the person and those locations could change daily.

Discussion centered on the way to improve and increase affordable housing.  Mrs. Grant talked about the fact that we may need to look at the criteria and extend the cap under certain conditions as it relates to new construction.  Mr. Crowder talked about an upcoming text change where the City will be “giving away density” with no public benefit.  He talked about the need to have incentives not necessarily financial incentives to help address the options.  Mrs. Grant pointed out there are cities that do allow extra density for true mixed income developments.  Discussion took place as to how to improve our balance.  Mayor Meeker questioned the possibility of staff doing a inventory to look at what type incentives are available or could be proposed to help promote mixed income affordable developments, etc.  That is, sit down with 3 or 4 builders and see what kind of things would make them set aside more units for affordable housing, mixed income developments, etc.  Discussion took place on the map and the locations of affordable housing units in the City.  It was agreed to hold the item to receive the information as outlined by the Mayor.

CLOSED SESSION

Mayor Meeker stated a motion is in order to enter closed session pursuant to G.S. 143-318.11(a)(5) for the purpose of instructing city staff concerning negotiations for properties in the following areas:  1) acquisition of property in conjunction with Wake County at 3021 Auburn 

Knightdale Road; 2) acquisition of property by lease at 600 West Hargett Street; 3) acquisition of property for a neighborhood park in search area 7 located at the intersection of Sierra and Lineberry Streets.  On behalf of the Committee, Mayor Meeker moved adoption of the motion as read.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Crowder and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  The Mayor ruled the motion adopted and the Committee went into closed session at 12 noon.  Minutes of that section will be covered by a separate set of minutes.

Gail G. Smith

City Clerk
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