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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 8, 2008 at 11:00 a.m. in Room 305 of the Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 West Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present.
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Mayor Meeker called the meeting to order indicating Mr. West is out of town, therefore is absent and excused.  He stated at Mr. West’s request no final action will be taken on Item #07-25 Martin Luther King, Jr. Memorial Gardens.  The following items were discussed with action taken as shown.

Item #07-26 – Condemnation – 315 Maple Street.  Committee members received in their agenda packet a date by date report on negotiation and contact history relating to the condemnation of 316 Maple Street.
Daniel Coleman presented information on his issues relating to this case.  He stated it appears that a young lady started this action and she did not have the right to even be involved.  Someone who shouldn’t have been involved negotiated on behalf of Mr. Rogers.  He stated everyone means well but he feels mistakes occurred. 

Mayor Meeker pointed out we are pretty far down the road and pointed out as he understands the City pays fair market value when it condemns property not assessed value.  He pointed out the City is still negotiating and he understands we are roughly $8,000 to $10,000 apart.

Mr. Coleman stated he thinks he will take this issue up with Wake County.  He stated when Wake County does reevaluations it may be cheaper if they just let a property owner negotiate the value for themselves.  A property owner could get two appraisals of their property and submit those to Wake County and the County could take the average.  He stated it is awful if people can be billed based on one value but then when they negotiate to sell it is based on another value.  He questioned why a person could not use the appraisals the county use.  He just feels it is unfair that they are not compensated at the same rate they have to pay taxes.  He pointed out this is a friendly sale and if the City and the seller cannot agree they can just walk away.  He suggested leaving the item in committee and hopefully the problem will resolve itself before the next meeting.

City Manager Allen called the Committee’s attention to the report prepared by Administration pointing out the City did negotiate with a niece of the owner pointing out the niece had indicated she did not know the person who had started the negotiations.  He stated there were other discussions other than with the person who initiated the sale before this moved forward.  City Manager Allen stated he would hope that the Council would allow us to move forward as any other condemnation proceedings with Mayor Meeker suggesting the item be referred back to City Council and removed from the agenda with no action taken and let administration proceed with the normal process.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Crowder and put to a vote which passed unanimously.
Item #07-24 – Raleigh Area Development Authority.  Mayor Meeker stated he and Mr. West met with representatives of Raleigh Area Development Authority to talk about their use of the $50,000 the Council put in reserve when the budget was adopted.  
Wallace Green pointed out committee members received a report in their agenda packet which indicates these funds would be used to support RADA staff services regarding commercial real estate predevelopment feasibility analysis in under developed areas of the City particularly South East Raleigh and including low and moderate income census areas throughout the city.  He stated he had provided Council members a list of the low and moderate income census areas.  He stated their current activity that is focused on promoting commercial investment in the city’s most under invested areas is helping them to facilitate and finance more than $40 million in commercial development projects.  The report indicated RADA is unique in providing predevelopment services to low wealth individuals and organizations and while some of their clients may own potentially valuable properties, they are unfamiliar with the development and related financing processes to move forward.  Their services will help educate these property owners with the general objective of assisting them in determining their values and long-term development interest.  They will work with them to identify development partners, financing, purchases or otherwise meet their objectives.  The requested funds will enable RADA to continue the expert services.  The report included information on selected activities of RADA’s to point out the organization significant, through quiet, investment development activities.  
Mayor Meeker stated he feels the program makes sense however he would suggest that the Council get a quarterly report on the projects they are working on, what has been closed, status of the projects, etc.  Mr. Green stated he had no problem with that however, some of the projects may be sensitive as far as revealing names, projects, etc. and questioned if he could give the report in closed session.  Mayor Meeker stated Mr. Green could talk with the City Attorney to determine what could be provided in closed session.  Mayor Meeker moved approval of the $50,000 reserve appropriation to be used by RADA to continue the program with the understanding the City would receive a written report with further understanding the report would be in a format that would not disclose any confidential information, prospects etc.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Crowder and put to a vote which passed unanimously.

Item #07-25 – Martin Luther King, Jr. Memorial Gardens.  Mayor Meeker pointed out the committee had received a general plan for development of the expanded and upgraded Martin Luther King Memorial Gardens.  The question is the funding.  City Manager Allen pointed out the proposed expansion and upgrading is estimated to cost some $625,000.  There is no money in the currently adopted CIP to cover this.  
City Manager Allen suggested that maybe the project could be phased over several years may be start with something like bathrooms, parking, etc. that is develop a phasing scheme for the project and instruct staff to try to incorporate the phasing into next year’s CIP.  He stated he knows this is a project of urgency to some people but all of the projects in the CIP are urgent to someone.  
City Manager Allen pointed out the second option is that the CIP does have projects in the Southeast Raleigh area such as streetscape projects, etc. where there may be some left over money or money for projects that have not been started.  The Council could look at those to see if it wanted to move some over to the Martin Luther King Jr. Garden expansion and upgrade.  The third option would be looking across the board at all of the CIP projects to see if there are any that the Council may want to defer and move the funds to this project.

Mayor Meeker questioned if there are small pieces that could be done within the existing budget with the City Manager pointing out there are no funds available in the existing budget.  Mayor Meeker stated it would be helpful if we would look at the other South East Raleigh projects and may be identify some of those where we could take some money to come up with a third or half of the money needed and Administration could provide some priorities as to how they could be phase.  It was agreed to hold the item and get that information from administration.
Item #07-23 – Water and Sewer Capacity Fees

Item #07-22 – Inspection and Plan Approval Fees.  Mayor Meeker suggested that these two items be discussed together.  He pointed out Mr. Crowder and Mr. Stephenson bought the items up during budget discussion and the items were referred to committee.  Mayor Meeker asked on the inspection and plan approval fees, if it is our policy to get to 75% to 85% cost recovery and talked about what and how we track through as it relates to our cost recovery calculation.  He stated any adjustments he feels would be targeted for January 1.  He stated in terms of capacity fees if adjustments are made he feels that should be July 1 of next year.  We could make a decision as to what to do by January 1, but not put any changes into effect until July.  He stated as far as capacity fees are concerned he feels we need to take a new look at the issue, try to determine how much water and sewer connections we will be doing in the next 5 to 10 years, figure out how much we spend on repair, maintenance, etc. and come up with a ratio.  He talked about the Parks and Recreation fee and how much is paid by the taxpayer\developers.  He stated we also need to look at how we could phase in such a fee and questioned if that is something that we could do in house or something we need a consultant to work on.
City Manager Allen pointed out we do have a consultant working on the tiered rates over the next five months.  He stated during that work he feels we could get closer to some of these issues and then could make a determination as to what else is needed.  He suggested that we get a little further into the study, define the scope of the work and pointed out he will keep the City Council informed as we go along.  

Mr. Crowder indicated he did not see a comparison to the other municipalities as it relates to capacity fees.  He stated he wants to make sure we have a thorough analysis on the cost involved, etc.  He stated as we extend lines further and further away from the core of the City, he would like to see some information on the cost, what type rationale nexus we use, pointed out we have to do repairs and updates so we need to have  thorough analysis of the cost involved.  He stated we not only have the water treatment and installation requirements but we also need to include and look at new reservoir capacity and that cost.  He stated we have to look at this very carefully and make sure we come up with a fair resolution but we need to get moving on it, the quicker the better.  
Mr. Crowder presented committee members with a CD of a report from UNC Institute of Government report.  He presented committee members with the following paper which summarizes some of his concerns:

During budget discussions, I raised two questions regarding development services.  The following responses were provided by staff in Budget  Note #41, which I have paraphrased and added comment.  Since the release of that budget note the UNC-IOG report has been published, which I have attached the CD.  The key element in the staff recommendation and confirmed in the UNC report deals with organizational models and best practices.  Since the initial Farragut report, over two years have passed with little improvement in service delivery that I have experienced, nor from comments I hear from the development industry in general.  This was also one of the Five in Five recommendations of the Livable Streets Program that Scott Cutler and I co-chaired over six years ago.  Furthermore, this Council has the opportunity to remove the co-mingling of taxpayer general funds for these services allowing growth to pay its way.

1.
HOW MIGHT THE CITY MOVE TOWARD AN ENTERPRISE FUND MODEL FOR THE DEVELOPMENT SERVICES GROUP?
a.
Research and identify “best practices” organizational models throughout the country known for providing development services in a streamlined, coherent, transparent, predictable, consistent, cost-effective, efficient and effective manner, as recommended by the Farragut Report.


The Development Services Division of the City Manager’s Office has conducted research and “best practices” organizational models have been identified.  The development services organizational models of the Cities of Portland, Oregon, Sacramento, California, Phoenix, Arizona, Henderson, Nevada, and Austin, Texas have all been identified.  Also, a study has been conducted by UNC, Chapel Hill on “best practices” in developmental services.  Rather than re-inventing the wheel as we saw with PROP, it may be advisable for us to consider adoption or modification of these proven best practice models.
b.
Similar to past Developer/Contractor/Designer Round-Tables that helped pave the way for Express Review Permitting…establish a Council-affirmed Development Services Advisory Committee, representing the interests of a broad spectrum of the development community.  The committee would make recommendations for improving the process of the entire range of services offered by development services, and who would also establish service level expectations, and recommend resource allocations and fees needed to support those expectations.


The Council’s Public Works Committee has initiated the establishment of the Development Services Advisory Committee and I understand a survey of the development community is being conducted by the Development Services staff to gage the community’s interest in establishing such committee, the make up of its membership and the scope of its mission.  However, I do not believe Council has to take action on this matter as the topic of development services was reported out of committee last week.
c.
Establish a new organizational structure for the development services modeled after “best practices” organizations noted in the aforementioned paragraph “a”.  


It is my understanding a discussion for establishing a new organizational structure has been initiated by Dan Howe with the members of the Development Services Oversight Group (made up of five department heads), and the discussion appears to be ongoing with the intent to reach a consensus.  
d.
Determine the cost of providing services, at the current service levels, once the new organizational structure has been established.


I do not see how it is possible to establish an accurate and true cost of development services with the City’s current organizational structure.  In my opinion the current departmental silos that currently exist contains competing functions and duties and staff are deeply co-mingled with tax-based missions, functions and duties…so perhaps we should:

a.
Establish new service level expectations, as recommended by the proposed Development Services Advisory Committee.

b.
Determine the resources needed and the cost to comply with the new service level expectations.

c.
Determine and implement a new fee structure needed to support the new service levels and the new organizational structure.

2.
WHAT ARE THE CURRENT COSTS OF SERVICES AND/OR PERCENTAGE OF COST RECOVERY UTILIZIED FOR THESE SERVICES?


Many departments currently provide development-related services.  According to Budget Note 41, the Budget Office roughly estimates cost-recovery to be between 75-80% for development-related services provided by general fund and enterprise fund.

As an Executive Summary, the UNC-Institute of Government Study on Development Review represents involvement of 103 experts from across the country, which analyzed 161 nominated local governments, settling on three to do a corporate benchmarking study on as representing best practices across the board.  These three communities were Henderson, NV, San Diego, CA, and Tallahassee, FL.  Although disparate in population these three communities appear to share much with Raleigh (volume of development activity, center of government, etc.) that make them particularly good comparisons to us.
The report identifies/recommends:

· Development review management is centered in a single agency.

· All have created a one-stop shop as a customer service and plan-tracking mechanism to be responsive to varying customer.
· Reviewers are co-located for communication and esprit-de-corps.

· The development review function is based on a customer-centric philosophy.

· There is a development review advisory committee noted above.

· There are clear standards for performance that are measured and used – daily in at least one example.

· The development review is, or functions very similarly to an enterprise fund with fees and subsequent staffing commensurate with the community’s demand for services levels.

· Development review requires robust technology.

· There are dedicated IT staff working on nothing but supporting technology associated with development review.  

· There is a robust education and public information.

In conclusion, it is important for Council and the citizens of Raleigh to help create and define a sustainable vision for Raleigh’s future built environment.  This is currently taking place in form of the Comp Plan Update and hopefully a new development code will follow in the future.  We should have high expectations from the development community to help see this vision materialize and hopefully with the new plan an outcome of predictability will be provided for both the development community and our citizens at-large.  However, based on our history consistently amending the current plan and unforeseen economic and environmental challenges yet to come ahead, predictability will more than likely not be assured with the new Comp Plan…yet there should be no reason why predictability could not be afforded during the permitting and inspection phases of any project if the above recommendations are implemented.
The inequities in the current system (co-mingling of general funds and lack of predictability for the development industry) justify a total restructuring of the current system.  In order to fulfill major points of the Council’s new Mission Statement, I hope the Committee will recommend expediting the implementation of this program by stimulating discussion of needed Next Steps…

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Mr. Crowder stated we have to look at how we streamline our development services pointing out we are now going through a comprehensive plan update but when it comes to permitting or delivery of the services, we need to have a more streamline structure.  We need to restructure how we deliver our development services.  We now have a silo type approach where we have people from many different departments working on the same issues.  He stated our staff does an outstanding job delivering services but he feels the organizational structure is where we need to look at best practices throughout the country and build on these.  We don’t have to reinvent the wheel.  He talked about the mission statement adopted by the City Council which says we are doing what we need to do to put us on the cutting edge.  He stated we have to look at restructuring our delivery services and look at things such as how do we make it a true enterprise system; that is make it pay its way.  He stated he is not talking about just fees, it is how we can put an organizational structure into place that offers a better way of doing business.  He again stated there are plenty of models across the country we need to look at those, maybe visit some of the locations, etc.  He pointed out when you come to development time is money.  When you tie up money on a land deal you have a lot of soft cost, etc., while waiting to get through the development process.  He stated he feels this is one way we can help the development community and he feels they would be willing to pay if there is value to them.  He stated he would like to talk about some potential next steps pointing out he sees Jim Tschupp and Dan Howe in the audience and may be they have some thoughts. 
Mayor Meeker stated what Mr. Crowder is talking about relates to fee structure with Mr. Crowder pointing out that is just one part of it.  He wants to look at how we deliver our development services and look at improving on those ways.  He again stated we have people scattered throughout the city and throughout various departments if we are going to look at a fee structure then we also have to look at what product we are going to deliver for that fee.  

Mayor Meeker stated the topic definitely relates to developing fee structures.  He suggested that we circulate the materials handed out by Mr. Crowder to Administration and others, get their response, get a report back and then let the City Council decide if it wants to approach this issue.  City Manager Allen pointed out the organizational part is pending in Public Works Committee.  Assistant City Manager Howe pointed out it is scheduled for discussion on Wednesday.  Mr. Howe stated he had read the report developed by UNC Institute of Government and pointed out we are in the process of taking a report to the Public Works Committee.  Mayor Meeker suggested holding the item and see what the Public Works Committee decides.  Mr. Crowder pointed out he had some initial conversations with Mr. Stephenson about the possibility of moving the item from Public Works Committee to the Budget & Economic Development Committee.  
It was agreed to hold the item and get a report and recommendation back from Administration.

Mayor Meeker stated he knew that the Council looked at the inspections and plan approval fees in budget consideration and questioned how we would want to proceed with this item.  City Manager Allen pointed out if the Committee were to identify some areas Administration would like to go back and look at the cost, look into the fee services, stating there was a lot of work to be done, again stating if the committee wants to target areas of concern that would be good.

Mr. Crowder talked about putting together a development review committee to look at some of the recommendations pointing out we may find out that there may be some revenues that we have not touched.  He stated if we get the right people around the table looking at the issues and they see the value there may be some opportunities.  City Manager Allen pointed out if we look at the totals we are not far off of the target of 85 to 100 percent, how long it will take to look at the issue was touched on briefly.  Assistant City Manager Howe talked about the ongoing planning works pointing out we may not be able to address the budget or structural changes until the next fiscal year but we could do some functional changes and pointed out they are working on various cost recovery strategies.  Mr. Crowder stated that is basically what he is trying to lead to and again pointed out the inequities in the current system, that is, the co-mingling of general funds and lack of predictability for the development industry justify a total restruction of the current system and what he is trying to get at is how we get to the next steps and provide a better and more efficient service delivery and at the same time be able to address the self sufficiency of the development program.  Mayor Meeker questioned if there are any additional fees that should be tracked throughout with Mr. Howe talking about the preliminary review and work that is being done.  It was agreed to hold the item for further discussion.  
Joint Venture Rental Recommendations.  Committee members received the following information in their agenda packet.

What is requested:    
      A.  APPROVAL to extend the maturity date as well as reduce the interest rate on the current loan to Murphey School and subordinate to temporary refinancing of first mortgage for a maximum of three years so that DHIC can work out a plan for permanent financing and rehabilitation:
2.  Murphey School


51 Elderly Units


      B.  
POSTPONE funding decision on the following affordable housing proposals to be 

held until additional information is obtained:

2.  701 E. Franklin St 


7 SRO Units




3.   George’s Mews


26 Family Units


Background:  


Program Description:  The Joint Venture Rental Program is one of several City housing programs.  The purpose of the program is to provide developers of affordable multi-family housing low interest loans in order to build or purchase and rehabilitate privately owned and managed rental units.  City funds are leveraged with federal low-income housing tax credits, conventional financing and/or other public funding sources.  This program has been operating since 1988 and has provided funding for over a thousand affordable units.      

Fund Availability:  City bond and U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development HOME and CHDO funds are available to fund these projects.  

Evaluation Process:   In response to an RFP the Community Development Department issued in October 2007, five proposals were submitted to the City of Raleigh requesting funds for affordable housing projects.  Proposals were scored according to criteria listed in the Request for Proposals.  


Evaluation Criteria  

1. Financial Feasibility of Project – 20 points.  Developer should have site control.  The project should be economically feasible with reasonable project costs.  City funds should be leveraged and preference will be given to projects with lower development costs per unit (less than $80,000).  Developer’s fee must be less than 15% of development costs.

2. Location – 20 points.  Proposals for projects located in areas where there is a low-concentration of subsidized units will receive a priority (per Scattered Site Policy).  Also, sites that have a high noise level or are near nuisances will receive lower priority.  Priority will be given to rehab projects in areas where redevelopment by the City is currently taking place.     

3. Special Needs – 10 points.  Units for families or persons with special needs such as with homeless shelters or transitional housing will receive extra points.  

4. Development Quality – 15 points.  Projects will be rated on the quality of the project design, material selection and architectural appeal and site considerations and suitability.  The design compatibility with the surrounding environment/neighborhood will also be a consideration.

5. Development and Management Team – 15 points.  The capacity and experience of the development and management team will be considered.  They must demonstrate prior successful experience with comparable size and type projects.  The financial capacity of the developer to complete the project will be looked at along with the property management experience of the management team.   

6. Rehabilitation vs. New Construction – 10 points.  Projects that are requesting rehabilitation as opposed to new construction will receive 10 points.  

7. Energy Star Standards – 10 points.  Ten bonus points will be given to developments that commit to meeting Energy Star standards.  
Prior Council Action:  At its meeting on May 6, 2008, council upheld staff’s recommendation to approve two of the five proposals and to postpone funding decisions on the remaining three (those listed as items A, B, and C on the first page) pending additional information.  

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECTS 

1. Murphey School:  In 1990, the City of Raleigh provided funding for Downtown Housing Improvement Corporation (DHIC) to rehabilitate Murphey School at 443 N. Person Street in order to produce affordable housing units for elderly persons.  The building was owned by the State, was leased to the City who then subleased it to DHIC. Since then, the property was included in the Blount Street Redevelopment Plan and is being purchased from the State by LNR Properties.  The development currently receives a Project Based Subsidy from Raleigh Housing Authority for the occupants.  The property is at the end of the tax credit period and DHIC would like to rehabilitate the property to continue for use as affordable elderly housing and make the project more competitive in the market.  The project has been denied for additional tax credits several times and was recently found to be ineligible for NCHFA’s Preservation Loan Program.  DHIC requests that the City agree to subordinate to NHSA-CDFI so that DHIC can refinance the first mortgage loan with Wachovia.  DHIC also requests that the City reduce the interest rate from 8% to 2% on the existing City loan as well as extend the maturity date on the loan to match that of NHSA-CDFI.  The project consists of 6 efficiencies, 39 1BR/1BA units and 6 2BR/1BA apartments with all 51 apartments with affordable rents at or below 50% of the area median income.  
Location:
The site is located at 443 N. Person Street and is part of the Blount Street Redevelopment by the State.  Because the property houses elderly persons, it is not bound by the City’s Scattered Site Policy.  The development is close to bus line and downtown Raleigh.    

Funding:  The funding for the project can be summarized as follows:

Current Financing

Balance

Interest Rate

Maturity Date
Wachovia


$797,914

7.9%


July 2008

City of Raleigh

$893,036

8%


July 2009

NCHFA 


$200,000

0%


July 2009 



Proposed Financing
Total 


Per Unit

% of Total Costs
NHSA-CDFI

$1,064,000


$20,863

49.33

City of Raleigh (2%)
$893,036

$17,510

41.40

NCHFA (0%)

$200,000

$  3,922

  9.27
TOTAL COST

$2,157,036

$42,295

100.00

Units
Number
Rents

Utilities*
Affordability

0 BR

  6

$603

$0

50% Area Median Income

1 BR 
39

$705

$0

50% Area Median Income

2 BR 
  6

$739

$0

50% Area Median Income

*  all utilities included

Underwriting:

Loan to Value Ratio:  Loan commitment will be pending receipt of an adequate appraisal in which the loan to value is at most 95%.
Debt Coverage Ratio:  1.15 (Minimum debt coverage ratio = 1.15)

Developer Experience/Financial Strength:  Developer has the experience and financial capacity to manage such a project.  DHIC has completed several projects with the City.  All loans are current and timely payments are received.  The City of Raleigh and Wake County have positive development experience with DHIC.  Projects are well-maintained.

Loan Terms:   2% over 3 years, with annual loan payments of $8,333 with an additional 50% of cash flow.
Recommendation:  Staff recommends approval of the request to extend maturity, reduce interest rate and subordinate to new first mortgage.
2. 701 East Franklin Street:  CASA requests assistance in purchasing a 7-unit property located at 701 East Franklin Street in the City’s Priority 2 Area.  
3. George’s Mews:  CASA requests assistance in purchasing a 26-unit development known as George’s Mews, located at 615 and 625 Washington Street in the City’s Priority 2 area.

Community Development Director Grant explained the proposal and the recommendation.  Mayor Meeker questioned if there is any county involvement.  Gregg Warren, DHIC, indicated he, Dr. West and Mr. Campbell met and talked about the needs and there was a commitment made that after the budget sessions were over they would talk with the county.  He stated this is an interim financing scheme.  Ms. McFarlane moved approval.  Her motion was seconded by Mr. Crowder and put to a vote which passed unanimously.
Surplus Property – 4017 Rock Quarry Road.  Committee members received the following report in their agenda packet.

What Is Requested?

That the Committee recommends to City Council that it authorize the sale of the surplus property located at 4017 Rock Quarry Road to Southeastern Adult Day Center, Inc. for $20,000, subject to the upset bid process. 

Background:

The property was acquired by the City of Raleigh through an abatement foreclosure on December 8, 2006.   This parcel was declared surplus by the City Council on 4/3/07. The City is retaining 20 feet of additional right of way and 20 feet of additional slope easement along Rock Quarry Road.  Recognizing that right of way and easement areas will be retained by the City, staff believes the $20,000 bid price falls within the market value range for the property. Additional information regarding this parcel is listed below:
   
 Additional Property Data:

4017 Rock Quarry Road (Tax ID 0007736)                                   
         Date City Acquired 12/8/2006          
         Acquisition Price:  $10,000                        
         Land Size:  30,056.4 Square Feet (.69 acres)          
         Zoning:  R-4                                    
        2007 Tax Value: $22,000

· 2008 Tax Value: $30,000
         Appraised Value:  NA         

Previous Council Action:  Declared surplus on 4/3/07. 
Staff Recommendation: 

(1)
That the Committee recommends to City Council that it authorize the sale of the surplus property located at 4017 Rock Quarry Road to Southeastern Adult Day Center, Inc. for $20,000, subject to the upset bid process. 
 (2)
City will retain an additional 20ft of right of way and 20ft. of slope easement along Rock Quarry Road
Mr. Crowder moved approval.  His motion was seconded by Ms. McFarlane and put to a vote which passed unanimously.

CLOSED SESSION

Mayor Meeker stated a motion is in order to enter closed session pursuant to G.S. 143-318.11(a) for the purpose of instructing city staff concerning negotiation for properties in the following areas:  1) acquisition of property for Capital Area Transit operations, 2) acquisition of property for Leesville Road Fire Station, 3) acquisition of property for relocation of downtown district station and city print shop.  On behalf of the committee, Mayor Meeker moved the motion be approved a read.  His motion was seconded by Ms. McFarlane and a roll call vote resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.  The Mayor ruled the motion adopted and the committee went into closed session at 11:35 a.m.  Minutes of that section will be covered in a separate set.

Gail G. Smith

City Clerk

jt/bed07/08/08

� Increase in first mortgage amount due to recapitalization of operating and replacement reserves as well as closing costs.  
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