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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, October 14, 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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Staff

Mayor Meeker
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Mr. Crowder 



City Attorney McCormick

Ms. McFarlane


Assistant City Manager Prosser
Mr. West



Community Development Director Grant






Planning Director Silver

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

Item #07-35 – 301 Hillsborough Street Partners Agreement.  Mayor Meeker gave a brief description of the history of this project pointing out as he understand the Reynolds have come up with a different proposal.
Attorney Tom Worth, representing the 301 Hillsborough Street Partners LLC, expressed appreciation for memo sent to them yesterday.  He stated the October 14 memo is identical to the October 7 memo pointing out the first time he saw that was the afternoon of the October 7 Council meeting.  He stated the memo included an exhaustive comparison of the agreements and stated that comparison is something that he nor his clients had seen until October 7.  Attorney Worth stated they have studied this very carefully and are of the opinion that the purchase of the property on an accelerated basis is what they would like to do.  He talked about the amendments to the contract pointing out he feels that some of the definitive language in the city’s contract needed to be tempered as he felt that some of the language upset the City Council’s authority.   A memo was included in the usurps agenda packet.
The Offer to Purchase and Contract which was executed on October 9, 2007 included a provision for determining the value of the building at the time of sale.  The language City Council approved stated that “the appraised value shall be the average of updated appraisals as of January 1, 2008 obtained from Diana M. Conn of Paramount Appraisal Group and Richard C. Kirkland, Jr. of Kirkland Appraisals. The final sales price will be the appraised value as of January 1, 2008, plus an additional charge for the value of the sale from January 1, 2008 until the actual closing date, currently proposed to be April 1, 2008, based on an annual interest rate of 5%.”  On September 2, 2008, City Council amended the language by deleting the date of April 1, 2008 and substituting the date of February 2, 2009 as the closing date for the sale of the property.  

The appraised values are listed as follows:

   Conn report
  Kirkland report
Average


1/7/08 (Update)
1/29/08 (Update)
 Value
301 Hillsborough Street                        


*land
  $1,520,000
   $1,322,460
$1,421,230


*building
  $1,680,000
   $1,307,540
$1,493,770

  Total
  $3,200,000
   $2,630,000  
$2,915,000

309 Hillsborough Street
  $2,060,000
   $1,650,000
$1,855,000

301 & 309 Hillsborough Street
  $5,260,000
   $4,280,000 
$4,770,000 

The updated purchase price according to the contract is calculated by averaging the appraised values for 301 & 309 Hillsborough Street which is $4,770,000, less the $458,000, which was the original purchase price of 309 Hillsborough Street.  Per the contract, the purchase price should be 4,312,000 plus an additional charge for the value of the sale from January 1, 2008 until the actual closing date based on an annual interest rate of 5%.

The City has been ready to close on the 301 Hillsborough Street parcel for quite some time and in October 2007 agreed to give the developers access to the building in order to keep the construction project on schedule.  The building was demolished in January 2008.  As you can see from the appraised value noted above, the building structure afforded a significant portion of the total property value.  In addition the City has incurred significant costs in replacing the office space the building would have afforded us had it not been vacated and demolished. It would not be appropriate to revalue the property based on its current condition.  

Recommendation:  Staff recommends the Committee continue to support the language in the most recently approved contract amendment prepared by the City Attorney as of September 2, 2008.  

Ted Reynolds, 301 Hillsborough Street Partners pointed out the more they thought about it the more they felt it was a positive move to make the suggestion that they accelerate the purchase of the property so that it would be completed by the end of December 2008.  He explained the existing appraisals which were some $1 million apart.  They arrived at the $4,850,000 figure by taking the existing median point between the two appraisals plus an additional $90,000 and an off-set of the $458,000 which was the original purchase price of 309 Hillsborough Street.  There was discussion about the 5% cap.
Mayor Meeker questioned if the buy back by the City if the project does not start as scheduled next April would it be acceptable.  City Attorney McCormick indicated that is required by law under the provisions this property was sold.  It is not an option.

Discussion took place on the cost and the difference in the City’s recommendation and Reynolds recommendation with the City Manager pointing out he feels we have a fair price as we have given up the actual use of the property it was a price that was agreed upon and he still feels it is an appropriate price even if they wanted to accelerate the purchase.  Mayor Meeker pointed out it looks to him as if the two prices are approximately $150,000 apart.  He suggested asking the staff and the City Attorney to work on the language and develop an amended contract that would allow for the accelerated purchase and closing on the purchase by the end of the year and have the buy back provision if the project is not started by the April deadline and come back with that in two weeks and further discussion would take place on the purchase price.

Mr. Reynolds talked about taking the credit first with the Mayor pointing out that would get us to within $100,000 to $120,000 difference.  He again suggested that the City Attorney, City Manager and the Reynolds work on the language and come back in two weeks.

City Manager Allen pointed out Attorney Worth had suggested softening some of the language and he needs some direction from the Council as to how to proceed.  

Attorney Worth pointed out he has concerns with the wording in paragraph 1 objected to language such as “parties agree that the project has extended far longer than anticipated and that no further amendments will be given” pointing out he feels that usurps the authority of the City Council.  City Manager Allen pointed out that is the language the City Council directed with the City Attorney pointing out actually the statute has a five year maximum amount of time and we have already passed that and he does not see how making sure that the City gets the proprepty back is presumptive.  It was talked about briefly Attorney Worth indicating he would be glad to work with the City Attorney and the City Manager.  Mayor Meeker stated if the three could not get the details worked out within the next 10 days to let him know and may be he could help mediate.  It was agreed to hold the item let Administration work with Hillsborough Street Partners to come up with language for discussion at the next meeting and the actual dollar amount will be determined at that time.
CITY OWNED PROPERTY – PROPOSED ACTION FOR DISPOSITION
City Manager Allen point out the Council members received the following memorandum in their agenda packet.  
What is requested:    Council authorization: 
1)
for the sale of three City-owned properties pursuant to NCGS 160A-279 (Sale to Non-Profit Entity; 

2)
for the City Manager to sign a Memorandum of Agreement with DHIC for sale of properties to low- and moderate-income first-time homebuyers;
3)
to sell additional potential Single Family units at appraised value that will be assessed using this model as the homes become available.    

Background 

The City of Raleigh’s Affordable Rental Program has operated since 1986. The Program’s goal is to serve families who earn at or below 50% of the area median income. The units provide decent and affordable homes for many families. The units are located citywide where the goal is to provide affordable housing on a scattered-site basis.  The units primarily consist of quadra-plexes and tri-plexes.  In addition to the apartments, the City’s inventory includes single family homes. Currently there are four homes that are vacant and available to sell. In selling the homes the three objectives below will be achieved:

1.
Promotion of home ownership versus rental property within stabilized neighborhoods 

2.
Increase the tax base

3.
Reinvestment of the income from the sales into the affordable rental program to purchase multi-unit properties versus single family homes 

DHIC was selected because of its access to mortgage-ready homebuyers through its own Homeownership Center. DHIC’s counselors provide homebuyer counseling and education programs to help prepare future homeowners for the mortgage lending process, and for the responsibilities of owning and maintaining a home. 

What Is Requested: 

Authorization to sell three City-owned single family houses:

· Sale of houses

To sell the three homes listed below for the sale prices (based on the appraisals) of:

· 909 Carlisle St.           $100,000.00

· 520 Parnell St.              $95,000.00

· 602 East Hargett St.   $165,000.00

All of the homes have three bedrooms ranging in size from 1,012 to 1,329 square feet.  

The Sales Process

The following are the steps the Community Development Department proposes to follow in selling these properties.
· Proposed Sale Process Partnership
North Carolina General Statutes at Section 160A-279 allows the City to sell property to nonprofit organizations for redevelopment purposes.  Community Development intends to sell the units to DHIC, who will sell to low- and moderate-income (LMI) buyers.  DHIC will receive an administrative fee of 3% of each sale.  

Pre-qualification process for eligible buyers

All buyers will be qualified for the appropriate house purchase financing, be a qualified low or moderate income household, and be a first time home buyer
 buying a house in which they will reside.  All of the homes will be targeted to households earning no more than 80% of area median income (AMI) 

Number in household
1
2
3
4
5
6

80% Income Limit
$41,950
$47,900
$53,900
$59,900
$64,700
$69,500

The City will provide financial assistance through its existing programs if the homebuyer agrees to use one of the City’s participating lenders for the first mortgage.  Buyers must provide at least $500 from their own resources and will be required to participate in a homeownership counseling program offered through DHIC prior to closing. 

· City second mortgage loan funds and recapture clause

The houses will be sold with a legal provision to enable the City to recapture a proportional share (such as 20%, if that was the City’s percentage of investment in the original purchase price) of appreciation in the buyer’s future sale of the property over ten years.  For example, if a buyer sells his/her house in year eight and the house’s value rose at 4% per year from the original $100,000 to $131,500.00, then the City will recapture $8,440.00 in its share of appreciated value in year eight, since this represents 20% of the $42,200.00 increase in value.  The proposed ten-year recapture provision recaptures a greater percentage of appreciation in the early years and then the percentage recaptured by the City reduces over time to 20% (see the ten-year declining-percentage schedule below).     

The reason for the recapture clause is three-fold: 1) to provide an incentive to the buyer to maintain residency at that location, helping to stabilize the neighborhood, 2) to prevent a financial “windfall” to the first buyer of the house while still providing a fair proportional share of appreciation, and 3) to provide additional funds to Community Development to continue investments for the benefit of other low- and moderate-income residents of the City.   

The option would work as follows:







Percentage of Appreciated Value
Recapture Period




Due to City at Sale
First twelve months of occupancy



90%

Second 12 months





75%

Third 12 months





60%


Fourth 12 months





45%

Fifth 12 months





30%

Final 5 years of recapture period



20% 

Example of the Proposed Shared Appreciation Recapture Policy

Buyer acquires house for $100,000 sales price, sells a house after seven years.

Original Buyer Profile, Year 0

House sales price



$100,000

From bank @ 6% interest


$ 80,000
80%

From City 




$ 20,000
20%

Buyer Profile, Year 8

Sale price




$131,500

Balance on bank loan after 84 payments
$  71,700
Due to City (payment of deferred loan)
$  17,600

Buyer’s share of appreciated value

$  33,760

20% share of appreciated value due to City 
$    8,440

Community Development Grant highlighted the memo pointing out they would like to use this as a potential model for other properties.  She stated it has been used before and talked about their recommendation to work with DHIC.
Sharon Kelly pointed out she is really interested in purchasing property at 602 East Hargett Street.  She will be a first time home buyer and she has been pre-qualified.  She stated she understands the recommendation to sell this to a nonprofit but questioned why the property could not be sold directly to her.  She stated the $160,000 price in her opinion is beyond the reach for someone in the maximum 80 percent income limit.  She talked about the City’s desire to redevelop the area and have long-term home owners to help turn the area around.  She stated she understands it has been vacant for over two years.

Community Development Director Grant indicated the City has partnered with DHIC for homeownership programs.  She stated there can be control as to who it is sold to but if you are selling directly to an individual you would be going through the upset bid process and it could go much higher than the $160,000.  She indicated if Ms. Kelly is prequalified that would not preclude her from working with DHIC.  Ms. Grant stated the $160,000 price is based on recent appraisals pointing out the current homeownership program is capped at $170,000 and this is within the price range.  The homes have already been renovated.  Ms. Kelly again stated she understands Community Development wants this to become a model and she understands that, she stated however she knows there are houses in the block that were sold in the 2001 era that sold for around $120,000.  The annual income rate hasn’t increased that much and she just feels the price is just a little out of range.  Mr. West questioned what other options we have to dispose of property.  The upset bid process, RFPs, and the fact that this model allows us to set the appraise value, work with DHIC as closely as possible with potential first time homeowners was discussed.  Mr. West stated as he understands this approach would be much more closely aligned with the Community Development Department’s mission.  He talked about the homeownership counseling program, how many people go through that and the fact that DHIC would have a pool of qualified buyers.  In response to questioning from the Mayor, Community Development Director Grant pointed out we utilized block grant money to purchase the properties and we must make sure that we meet our mission.  The City Attorney pointed out the Council could not restrict sales to a certain income if it is using the upset bid process.  Ms. Grant pointed out the City does have funds that help write down the loans for first time home buyers.  Mayor Meeker moved approval of the recommendation as outlined.  His motion was seconded by Mr. West and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  The Mayor ruled the motion adopted.  
Item #07-33 – TC-19-08 Multi-family Infield on Small Lots.  Planning Director Silver indicated the Council went on a tour recently and saw some problem areas and asked the staff to develop a solution in TC-19-08 was developed and it would require preliminary site plan review by the Planning Commission for multi-family developments proposed on lots less than one acre in size for everything in special R-6 through R-30.  The memo was as follows:

[image: image1.png]REQUEST:

This is a request to place an item on the October 7, 2008 City Council meeting agenda. Following a City
Council tour of numerous Southwest and Southeast District neighborhoods focusing on the construction of
new apartment units attached to existing single family residences and other conversions of single family to
multifamily, the City Council directed administration to analyze this recent trend and propose new
regulations to require a higher level of review for these projects.

The Department of City Planning reviewed the issue, analyzed the City's current regulations for addressing
this type of residential “infill” development, identified the number of applicable occurrences Citywide, and
developed a possible immediate solution for the Council's consideration. Although the City's current
“infill" regulations capture these events when located in the middle of a single family neighborhood, the
regulations fail to define them as “infill” when located on the edge of neighborhoods, oftentimes on very
visible collector street and thoroughfare corridors. The initial City Council directive was to recommend
changes to address the situation where a developer purchases a single family home within a multifamily
zoning district and adds 2 or more apartment units to the rear-of the dwelling. In reviewing the issue, staff
determined that to fully address the concerns, the scope needed to be expanded to include “tear- downs"”

and new construction. A new motel-type apartment building with side-loaded entryways would be just as
inappropriate.

For Council’s consideration, staff proposes to require site plan review by the Planning Commission forall
multifamily developments (apartments, townhouses, condos) located on residentially-zoned lots less than
one acre in size. The site plan will be reviewed for such things as safe and efficient parking, stormwater,
compatible building scale and architectural character. Adjacent property owners would be permitted to
appeal the Planning Commission’s action to the City Council. Our analysis suggests that this will capture
approximately eight (8) expansions/teardowns and three (3) new developments per year. Staff
recommends that the proposal be an interim measure and that this issue will continue to be reviewed and a
final solution recommended in association with the update of the Zoning Code.

RECOMMENDATION: .
City Council public hearing authorization of TC-19-08, to be heard on October 21, 2008.





Planning Director Silver highlighted the memo explaining how it addressed the various issues the group saw on the recent tour.  Various Council members talked about particular problem areas such as a complex on Avent Ferry Road, one on State Street, one on Donald Ross Drive and whether this proposal would address all of those issues.  Planning Director Silver pointed out they run the numbers on all permits to find out where the infill development was on one acre or less.  What this proposed text change would address was talked about with Planner Hallam pointing out they were looking at infills that were being shoe horned on smaller lots.  He talked about large homes that had breeze ways and additional properties attached.  What staff was trying to address with this proposal was talked about.
Mr. Crowder pointed out the problems particularly in the southeast and the southwest explaining there are problems with these communities and these communities are being exploited.  He talked about the development along Avent Ferry Road, talked about the demographics, income, the underlining problems where they are having to deal with basic economic development, poor construction, poor design, density problems, there is more than just a simple code change.  He stated as he understands this proposal calls for a Planning Commission review, there is a point of appeal from adjacent property owners but many times there are absentee landlords and there no appeals.  He stated he would like to see this review go to City Council.  He questioned if the ordinance is city wide with Planning Director Silver indicating it is.  It covers everything in Special R-6 through Residential-30.  Discussion took place about the need to tie these issues to other parameters such as in the south west we have problems relating to the University.  The possibility of looking at some overlays to address a particular problem so that we do not have to do this citywide and cause a burden on staff and Council was talked about.  Mr. Crowder talked about the problems in the south west such as Avent Ferry, Western Boulevard, Wilmington Street, and the problems that are occurring in those areas which in his opinion are degrading rapidly.  He talked about Minnesota having a University district zoning pointing out maybe we should look at some type overlay such as that and referred to the challenges in his district such as front yard parking, density, poor construction, etc.  He stated may be we could have an overlay that could be utilized around NCSU, St. Augustine, all of the university areas.  He just wants the City to be more creative.  Planning Director Silver indicated that will be addressed in the Comprehensive Plan.  He stated the text change before the Committee was done to try to get something in place very quickly.  The global issues will be addressed in the Comprehensive Plan and the zoning code which will follow.  This particular text change was narrowly focused and overall bigger problems will be addressed in the Comprehensive Plan.  He again stated the proposed text change is a short interim measure, talked about the NCOD and what is coming down in the Comprehensive Plan.  

Mayor Meeker stated the questions he is hearing is whether this text change should require City Council approval, should it apply only to low income or at-risk areas, should it cover commercial property or development which is beyond the scope of this text change and whether the one acre or less is the right size.  Ms. McFarlane questioned what it would take to change this to cover properties 2 acres or less and what impact that would have.  Mr. Hallam pointed out this item was proposed for the October zoning hearing; however, we have missed that deadline.  Whether the one acre covered the areas which were toured was talked about.
Mr. West talked about balancing and setting priorities and getting the right people to come to the table when looking at issues such as this.  He stated he is concerned that we have many areas of poverty close together.  He is concerned about the balancing act and how we would set the priorities in the big plan.  Planning Director Silver talked about the Comprehensive Plan having a combination of policy and actions.  The policies will be used by the departments, etc., and the actions will be made into priorities by the City Council.  Work of the Affordable Housing Task Force and how that relates to the housing element of the comprehensive plan was touched on.  Mr. Crowder pointed out until we come up with some formal policy we are going to just continue warehousing our poor.  He stated we can come up with policies that do not necessarily have a budget impact.  He talked about what Chapel Hill does.  He pointed out a city the size of Raleigh has to make sure we provide adequate housing for all income levels throughout.  After brief discussion it was agreed that TC-19-08 would be changed to require City Council approval and would apply to properties 2 acres or less and in order to move this forward as quickly as possible may be set a special hearing in November.  That is the recommendation that will be made.
Blount Street Parking Deck – Retail Space – Amendment.  Assistant City Manager Prosser pointed out Committee members received the following information in their agenda packet.  
What Is Requested?

Committee recommends to City Council that the City sell the retail spaces in the Blount Street Deck.  

Background:

The City agreed to a partership with Progress Energy and Highwoods Properties for the Blount Street Deck.  On August 14, 2008 the City took ownership of the two retail spaces at this facility.  The development agreement provided for disposition of parking spaces at cost however the agreement made no provisions for the disposition of the two retail spaces built into the deck.  Staff has been reviewing the disposition of the retail spaces with both Progress Energy and the City Attorney’s office.   

The current development agreement has limitations with regards to the types of business allowed in the retail spaces.  The attached proposal requests modification of the development agreement to allow retail spaces to be used for any legal purpose permitted by zoning and as allowed by the restrictive covenants.  In addition, the specific businesses currently located in Block B shall be considered permitted uses.  

Staff suggests the Committee consider the process outlined in the attached memo from Gregg Sandreuter. The Edison Development was approved by City Council on September 2, 2008.  

Previous Committee Action:  None 

Recommendation:  The Committee approve the amendment to the current development 

agreement to allow for the sale of the two retail spaces located in the Blount Street Deck.

 Assistant City Manager Prosser explained the issue and the recommendation to amend the current development agreement to allow for the sale of the property and also amend the agreement to allow specific businesses allowed in the underlying zoning as allowed uses in the facility.

[image: image2.png]This memo outlines my understanding of the framework that is acceptable to the City for
the sale of the retail spaces in the Block B Parking Deck.

Property

Price

Period

The two (2) retail spaces in the Block B parking deck, along with
associated parking, as shown on the attached plan.

To be determined by City-run appraisal process. The appraisal process
would be based on an as-is where-is appraisal of the value of the retail
spaces. Any associated parking spaces would be purchased at cost, per
the existing development agreement terms: a) for spaces to be
incorporated into the Wilmington Street retail space (“B” spaces), these
spaces would be purchased at the time of the retall space purchase; and
b) for other spaces (“C” spaces), buyer may elect at buyer’s discretion to
purchase these spaces in the future.

The City of Raleigh would engage two (2) local and qualified appraisal
companies to conduct independent appraisals within ninety (20) days after
the effective date of the amendment to the parking deck development
agreement (to include provisions to purchase these retails spaces, among
other items related to the deck). The purchase price would be the
average of the fwo appraisals. Hamilton Merritt as buyer would pay the
City in advance for the cost of the appraisals.

Twelve {12) months. Buyer has the option to purchase the retail spaces
for a twelve (12) month period, at the purchase price determined above.




[image: image3.png]Option
Payment

Use
Restrictions

Obligation
After
Purchase

In consideration for the option, Buyer shall make a non-refundable option
payment to the City equal to the cost of the two appraisals mentioned
above, plus $20,000. The option payment shall be credited to the
purchase price at closing. ’

The retail spaces may be used for any legal purpose permitted by zoning
and as allowed by the restrictive covenants. In addition, the specific
businesses currently located in Block B shall be considered permitted
uses.

Buyer shall be obligated to upfit the retail spaces to a vanilla box condition
(or better, at Buyer's discretion) within six (6) months of the purchase date
and to cause first occupancy of the retail spaces within six (6) months
after completion of the vanilla box construction. The definition of a vanilla
box is described below:

- restroom to code

- electrical panel installed, with convenience outlets at regular intervals per
code

- telephone line into the space

- hvac (heat and cool), installed and working

- hung acoustical ceiling with lights, installed

- final concrete floor (ready for carpet)

In the event Buyer has not upfitied the retail spaces or otherwise caused
them to be occupied within the time frames noted above, the City shall
have the right to repurchase the retail spaces at the original sales price.
Otherwise, provided Buyer has complied with these vanilla box and
occupancy conditions, there shall be no City repurchase right or any
ongoing obligation of Buyer.




Gregg Sandreuter pointed out there are a number of businesses that want to stay in the area such as Reliable Loan, Coopers Barbecue, etc.  He stated he wants to fulfill the commitment and keep the people who want to stay in the area and this amendment would allow them to execute the plan.  He talked about Reliable Loan which is considered a pawn shop but the bulk of their business is jewelry.  More than likely going into a new location or facility those businesses will likely upgrade their image.  It could be in the deck or in one of their buildings, it is just good to have the flexibility.  Mr. West questioned who would want to stay in the area with Mr. Sandreuter pointing out he knows that Cooper’s and Reliable Loan want to remain on the block.  They own their buildings and this amendment would allow for potential for sell to them.  The other businesses along the block are under leases and as a part of acquisition there was an agreement that they could remain under lease.  They want to do everything they can to honor the commitments.  It was pointed out by the City Attorney this is not city property; however, there was a development agreement pursuant to the statutes that allows private sales.  This is different from the sale of the property to the Reynolds.  
City Manager Allen stated he thought this was a good proposal.  He pointed out the City is interested in getting retail in the area as soon as possible and talked about unfitting the space.  We do not have money set aside for unfitting and he feels that this proposal is good and would address that situation.  Mr. West talked about underutilized businesses and making sure we have the right connection and the people who want to stay have that opportunity.  Mr. Sandreuter stated for example the barber shop, they have had absolutely no discussion with this tenant, but there would be opportunities to let them remain as a tenant on the other side.  There are no agreements but there are some opportunities.  There have been no commitments but there were pledges to work toward the mix and keeping the people in the area.  Ms. McFarlane recommended approval of amending the agreements to allow for the sale of two retail spaces and allow any use allowed in the underlying zoning and authorize execution of the agreement subject to City Manager and City Attorney approval.  Her motion was seconded by Mayor Meeker 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)(5) for the purpose of instructing city staff concerning negotiations for properties in the following areas:  1) acquisition of property for the remote operations facility.  On behalf of the Committee, Mayor Meeker moved the motion be adopted.  His motion was seconded by Mr. West and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  The Mayor ruled the motion adopted and the committee went into closed session at 11:50 a.m.  Minutes of that section will be covered in a separate set.

Gail G. Smith

City Clerk

jt/BED10-14-08

� A first-time homebuyer is defined as an individual and his or her spouse who have not owned a home during the three-year period prior to purchase of a home. The term first-time homebuyer includes displaced homemakers and single parents who may have owned a home within the last three years. 
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