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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, November 10, 2009 at 11:00 a.m. in Room 305 of the Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 West Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present.


Committee




Staff

Mayor Meeker
, presiding


City Manager Allen

Mr. Crowder




City Attorney McCormick
Ms. McFarlane



Public Utilities Director Crisp

Mr. West




Planning Director Silver

Mr. Stephenson – part of meeting

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

Item #07-56 – 5400 Tryon Road – Relocation of House.  Dan Woodall indicated he has been doing work on the house, he has a tentative cost and construction schedule, he anticipates the renovation to cost approximately $112,000 and he intends to be able to finance that himself.  He stated he is still talking with Capital Area Preservation and they are incorporating the schedule, etc., into their standard rehabilitation agreement.  They normally like for the work to be done within 24 months but he feels he can finish it within 14 months.  He stated he has continued to work with Capital Area Preservation on the public access question.  He stated they have standard language in their agreement and they are adding to that agreement that the house would be open to the public three weekends per year.  He stated however that would not be in perpetuity, it would be for 20 years or as long as he owns the property.  He stated as far as the condemnation issue is concerned his representatives made a counter offer on October 27.  City Attorney McCormick indicated the original offer was $25,000 and Mr. Woodall’s counter offer is $90,000.  He stated unless the Council has different ideas or different information becomes available, we would want to stick with the $26,000 which has been deposited with the City Manager agreeing.  Mr. Woodall stated they had looked at some comparable sales and that is the basis of their counter offer.  He stated if the Committee or staff has any other suggestions on construction or public access, he would be glad to discuss that. 

Mayor Meeker pointed out he feels 14 months is longer than he would like but he could go with that.  He stated he would like to see the executed Capital Area Preservation agreement and would like to see everything pinned down on the condemnation issue.  

Mr. Crowder suggested tabling this for the next City Council to see if the issues could be wrapped up.  Mayor Meeker stated that is what he is suggested.  He would suggest that it be removed from the agenda with no action taken with the understanding that Mr. Woodall could bring it back to the Council when all three issues have been wrapped up.  Mr. Woodall stated he had been talking with various architectural firms and the historical people at the State and a Wake County inspector and a meeting is scheduled and he hopes to have every thing put to together on a plan by which they can move forward.  Mayor Meeker stated once Mr. Woodall has the three issues addressed, he could come back to the City Council.
Ms. McFarlane questioned exactly what Mr. Woodall is requesting the City to do.  Mr. Woodall pointed out when the Tryon Road construction project was under consideration, he came before the Council and asked that the road be shifted away from the house; however, the City Council went ahead with the construction project and ordered the road closer to the house but put $24,700 in the budget to build a retaining wall to protect the house.  He stated the City determined that the retaining wall wasn’t needed as he was moving the house.  He stated it cost him $2,500 to move the house and he feels since money was put in the budget to build a retaining wall to protect the house and that is no longer needed, he would like to have the money to help pay for the house movement.  He stated the City decided to build the road in a location that it was some 15 feet from the porch.  
In response to questioning from Ms. McFarlane, City Attorney McCormick indicated the only reason for the wall was to help save the house, he does not feel that we have given money to help move a house like this before.  Mayor Meeker stated as he understands it is Mr. Woodall’s contention that the road project put the house in pearl so therefore he is requesting that the money be used to help him move the house out of harms way.  Mayor Meeker suggested referring the item back to the Council with no action taken with the understanding that if and when Mr. Woodall gets the three concerns worked out he could come back to the City Council.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Crowder and put to a vote which resulted in all members voting in the affirmative except Ms. McFarlane who voted in the negative. 
Item 07-49 – Capacity Fee Structure – Incentives/Rebates.

Item #07-57 – Water Conservation Recommendation.  Committee members received the following memorandum from Public Utilities Director Crisp in their agenda packet.

At the October 27 Budget and Economic Development Committee meeting, the Mayor asked about the current replacement cost for water and sewer treatment capacity and similarly for the replacement cost of water and sewer “transmission” capacity.  Plus, he asked about the minimum amount of irrigation water volume needed for Raleigh lawns. 

At the BEDC meeting, I indicated the current estimated replacement for water and sewer treatment capacity is $6.00 per gallon per day for water and $6.00 per gallon per day for sewer.  I also stated at the meeting, “transmission” capacity replacement cost is much more difficult to estimate but that we would prepare a number and report back to the BEDC.

I have developed a methodology for estimating “transmission” cost based on a 12-Inch water main and 12-inch sanitary sewer main and their respective transmission capacities of 2.0 MCD and 1.0 MGD for a residential lot with 150 feet of frontage.  Using this method, I have calculated the combined water and sewer estimated capacity replacement value of $2 per gallon per day.  Using these estimated costs, the total w&s replacement cost would be $14 per gallon per day.  Our current residential customer average water consumption is 6 CCF per month, which is equivalent to approximately 150 gallons per day.  That would then calculate to a current total of $2,100 per residential customer domestic usage “total w/s capacity replacement cost”.

Regarding the irrigation question, our staff contacted experts both in the NCSU Bio-Ag Department and a major irrigation/landscaping company in the Triangle area and both confirmed what we have previously heard that fescue, the grass variety primarily used by our citizens, requires 1-inch of water per week for “desirable appearance” during the growing season of April through October.  Other grass varieties such as bermuda, centipede and zoysia require less (i.e. 0.25-Inch per week). 

Using historical average rainfall data during this fescue growing period, we estimate a total of a 7-inch deficit that would be made-up by irrigation.  Assuming that an “average” irrigated lawn area of 0.25 acres, a customer would typically use a total of approximately 64 CCF or 48,000 gallons per growing season.  On a daily basis, this would equate to approximately 225 gallons per day for this 214 day growing season period.  At $7 per gallon for water capacity replacement cost, this would equate to $1575 per irrigation customer. 

Mr. Crowder questioned how the calculations were made with Public Utilities Director Crisp indicating he utilized the cost for a 12-inch water and sewer main, current cost, what we consider a normal size lot, etc.  Mr. Crowder questioned the current use is, what capacity we use, how many gallons per day and how many gallons we deliver per day and what would be left.  Public Utilities Director Crisp explaining current capacity and uses for both water and sewer.  Mr. Crowder talked about the citizens having to pay for future capacity and asked about cost for future capacity.  Public Utilities Director Crisp pointed out he thought we were talking about replacement.  Mr. Crowder talked about the need to know our true capacity now and what we are building for.  
Mayor Meeker pointed out it looks like our capacity fees pretty much cover the cost of internal use of water.  He feels what we need to be looking at is incentives or having some other type system or incentives as it relates to outside water usage.  Mr. Crowder talked about growth paying for future capacity and how we can incentivize the current versus future capacity.  Public Utilities Director Chris talked about how the water system is designed to meet peak design plus peak fire demand and that is one of the reasons for the oversized pipes, etc.  Mr. Crowder pointed out that’s true but the more people we have or the more growth we have and the more demand plus the more demand for fire protection to cover the increased population with Public Utilities Director Crisp pointing out it is not a direct relationship it is incremental increases.  What factors drive demand and what enters into that demand was talked about with Mr. Crowder pointing out he feels all of it is tied to growth.  City Manager Allen pointed out everyone benefits from the increased capacities.  Mr. Stephenson, who attended part of the meeting, pointed out as he understands the fire demand has to take into account summer peak, etc.  Exactly what water and sewer cost as it relates to current and future demands was vetted.

Mayor Meeker talked about the possibility of incentivizing customers who install cisterns and asked what about the cost of cisterns.  Ms. McFarlane who had recently had a cistern installed pointed out it cost about $8,000 for the cistern and pipes and that was for a 1.3 acre lot with a 6,000 square foot building.  She thinks it is a 2500 to 3000 gallon day and a commercial installation.  Mayor Meeker questioned what would be a meaningful incentive for someone to put in a cistern.  Ms. McFarlane questioned if we are talking about residential, commercial or both.  Mayor Meeker pointed out at this point he is talking about residential and again questioned what would be a meaningful incentive to get someone to install a cistern at their home.  Ms. McFarlane pointed out a new home may be less expensive than retrofitting an existing building.
City Manager Allen talked about the information that had been provided pointing out not all jurisdictions allow irrigation systems for new homes.  There could be problems with existing homes as many may not have a place to install a cistern or irrigation system.  He talked about incentives for people who plant drought tolerate grasses, landscaping, etc. and talked about the tiered rates providing incentives for people who use less water.  Mr. West stated he feels we need a variety of options.  
Mr. Crowder expressed concern about incentivizing drought resistant landscaping pointing out people can change their landscaping very easily.  There is no way to keep a handle on that and to make sure that people don’t change out their landscaping after receiving an incentive.  He talked about the need to educate the public on things such as how much water is needed for plants, have a mandated plant list, we approve all site plans, subdivision plans, etc., and we could have a mandated plant list that people could pick from.  He spoke about the thought of outlawing irrigations systems.  He pointed out we have a landscape ordinance which requires landscaping and to say that a person could not irrigate to keep that landscaping alive could cause some problems. He stated he feels we are missing the boat as it relates to stormwater and talked about the possibility of capturing stormwater and incrementally using it rather than all of it running off causing erosion, etc.  He talked about our current utility model which calls for selling more water in order to pay or cover our debt service.  He talked about peak uses.  He asked about average usage per month as it relates to weather.  He talked about on-site reuse and how to encourage that.  
Ms. McFarlane talked about a new trend in irrigation which utilizes smart controllers which is different than sensors.  It is a two wire system that detects ground moisture and turns on the irrigation system when the ground needs water.  Our system now says a person can water only on certain days but one might not need irrigation on that particular day.  She stated she is just learning about the smart controllers but it is an interesting concept.

Mr. Crowder talked about different incentives, the possibility of hurting one industry if we outlaw irrigation and helping others such as companies installing cisterns, etc.  He talked about incentivizing new and existing homeowners who develop cisterns or on site collection and utilization of water.  He stated if we continue to grow and we will, he feels we are going to hit a time when our growth out paces our ability to provide the water therefore we have to look at something now.  He stated how we bring more water into the city has to be looked at and that will be a very expensive proposition.  He talked about utilization of grey water systems such as are utilized in Australia.  He talked about the need to have a more aggressive and more sustainable system of delivering water as he does not feel we should continue to be looking at building new capacity we need to make better use of what we have and talked about the need for education.  
In response to questioning from Mr. West, Mayor Meeker stated no one is making any proposals, just a lot of ideas, one option that is being looked at is having lower capacity fees for people who put in cisterns and some other type similar device pointing out the developer would pay the fee but that fee would normally be passed on to the homeowner.  Mr. West expressed concern about doing anything that would make housing less affordable.  Mr. Crowder talked about having systems that would make a homeowners water bill less.  He again talked about grey water, use of cisterns and other on-site facilities.  Mr. West again pointed out his concern relates to the cost of housing, and any time we do anything that increases the cost of housing it concerns him.  

Ms. McFarlane stated she feels we should look at our capacity fees and relationship to cities around us and make comparisons and have serious conversations.  She stated we should also ask the Water Conservation Task Force to look at incentives for things such as landscape, smart water controllers, etc.  
Mr. West questioned the time frame for making decisions on raising the capacity fees and how we go from this point.  Mayor Meeker stated we are at the talking stage and one possibility is for the committee to talk about whether there should be some type public meeting to get input.  

Mr. Stephenson talked about the fact that someone has to pay for new capacity.  He talked about existing rate payers being asked to pay instead of the new people coming in.  He stated may be we should look at behavior patterns and try to get people to adjust their behaviors rather than keep raising fees, look at what we can do to encourage people to reduce water consumption outside their house, look at what we can do to change the behavioral patterns.  He indicated may be we could have some meetings to talk about these programs and come back and see if they work.  He talked about certification programs to help reduction of outside water uses and the fact that it does not necessarily have to have a negative impact on the affordability of homes
Mr. Crowder stated we also have to look at the equity question as the elderly and the jobless people are the ones that take on the bigger burdens as they are at home all day long and use more water.  He stated people who are out, go to work, etc., or not flushing toilets and using water in their homes all day we have to look at the equity issue pointing out every time we jack up water rates to pay for capacity is just as big of an issue as anything else.  He gave analogies to insulation of buildings and lack of insulation of buildings which causes long term, bigger utility bills to not doing water saving things in a house to long term higher water bills.  
Karen Ringle, WakeUp Wake, pointed out there are a number of issues relating to long-term water capacity needs.  We need to be taking steps or address the issues now and talked about fairness.  We also need to look at how we are going to continue to provide these services and pointed out incentives are a volunteer effort on the part of those who want to participate.  She talked about the steps the Council is looking at pointing out that seems to be reasonable.  She talked about the notion of increasing capacity fees and pointed out there is a market out there for people who want to install water saving systems, cisterns, etc.   

Mayor Meeker talked about the level of our capacity fees now pointing out they seem to be sufficient.  The facts we have do not seem to support Raleigh changing its capacity fees at this time.  He stated however there are two issues that need to be discussed further or decided on. Should we look at incentives for drought resistant landscape, do we require or recommend draft resistant landscaping, if we are going to give a benefit or reduction in capacity fees, should it be for drought resistant landscaping, vegetation, or cisterns or both and what kind of incentives would get people’s attention and make it be effective.  He talked about the possibility of having a public meeting involving the CACs and others to see if we can get comments and suggestions from the public on what would be an appropriate incentive and for what, may be we could get something in effect for the first quarter of next year.  Mr. West questioned if we are looking at giving incentives for cisterns only or exactly what we are talking about.  Mr. Crowder talked about capacity pointing out we have to have capacity for fighting fires and that is not a part figured into the capacity fees.  He talked about the fact that we use water in fire fighting and we have to bleed off lines, etc. and we use a tremendous amount of water doing that.  We have domestic water use and fire fighting water use all in one line and questioned if we should start looking at a dual line or system so as to not to have to pay the extra cost for treating and providing capacity for domestic use with Public Utilities Director Crisp pointing out that cost would be off the charts.  Fire fighting capacity which covers the need to address peak delivery of the water and elevated storage was also talked about.
City Manager Allen talked about our system having room to raise capacity fees and talked about what goes into providing the water service.  He talked about incentives we are providing now, talked about the ability to know when irrigation systems are being installed and raising fees there, we have approved the a stormwater program, we can look at things such as recognizing that certain surfaces are not impervious, etc., we have a lot of incentives in place.  

Ms. McFarlane and the Committee agreed to ask staff to get the Committee more information on smart controllers.  

Mr. Crowder pointed out he supports the idea of having some type public meeting but questioned is we shouldn’t have proposals for people to comment on with the Mayor pointing out we could put things out such as should we require drought resistant landscaping and what kind of incentives we could offer as it relates to reduction of capacity fee if a developer or someone installs drought resistant landscaping, cisterns or other onsite management.  City Manager Allen pointed out the Council could use the Water Conservation Task Force to filter through some of the suggestions may be they could hold some type public meeting and bring recommendations back to the committee. 

How to proceed from this point was talked about with the Committee agreeing it may be best to ask the Water Conservation Task Force to discuss the items, look at various options and give the committee recommendations that it could go to the public with to get comments.  Mayor Meeker stated what he is hearing the committee to say is to ask the Task Force for recommendations on the two issues and then bring it back to committee and the committee would decide how to proceed from that point, that is, whether we should incentivize drought resistant landscaping and what incentives would create a capacity fee reduction whether that be cisterns or something else ask them to come back may be in January or February.  Mayor Meeker moved approval of that approach.  His motion was seconded by Mr. West.  It was pointed out the Task Force had really completed its work so staff could simply ask the members if they would like to participate in this discussion.
Mayor Meeker talked about water conservation recommendation which have not been enacted and talked about the Shower Head Exchange program.  Ed Bachan indicated that could be done fairly easily.  He talked about someone bringing in their old shower head and getting a new one, we just need to make sure that the shower heads will be installed.  Public Utilities Director Crisp indicated the City purchased some 5,000 shower heads and it took about 2 years to give them away so he does not know if a rebate program would be all that successful.  City Manager Allen pointed out may be the shower heads could be offered to landlords who are registered in our PROP program, may be target a specific group and see if we can get any traction with that approach.   Ms. McFarlane talked about the need for ongoing public education.  Mr. Crowder stated at the recent Council meeting, the Council talked about the Telecommunications Commissions suggestion that they be dissolved or assigned new duties and may be they could help provide assistance and engage the public.  It was agreed to hold the item and let staff come back with a specific proposal.

Item #07-59 – Development Code Rewrite – Advisory Group.  Committee members received the following information in their agenda packet.

As we discussed, the Planning Department supports the creation of an Advisory Group to assist with the Development Code rewrite.  We are recommending an eleven member group consisting of three CAC representatives and eight members from various stakeholder groups.  The list of stakeholder groups was suggested based upon our first round of public meetings last week.  The City Council may want to modify the list of stakeholder groups to choose from.  I also attached a copy of the draft “Roles and Responsibilities” for the advisory group.  We are requesting that the City Council select the individuals from the categories below to serve on the Advisory Group.  Once appointed, staff will give the advisory group members an orientation in December 2009 or January2010 to understand their roles and responsibilities, the scope of work and project timeline. 

The roles of responsibilities handout for the Advisory Group is a draft.  Since the advisory group was not in the approved scope of work, we are working with the consultants on the timing of the Advisory Group meetings to coincide with project deliverables.  As of today, we have not worked out those details.  The attachment suggests at least seven meetings between December 2009 and January 2011.  However, the exact number of advisory group meetings is subject to change. 

Eleven Member Advisory Group 

· CAC representatives (3) 

·  Institutions (1)
· Affordable Housing (1) 

· Land Use Attorneys (1) 

· Developers, Builders Realtors (1) 

· Environmental (1) 

· Business Groups (1) 

· Boards and Commissions (2 from groups below) 

· Stormwater Management Advisory Commission 

· Environmental Advisory Board 

· Tree Conservation Task Force 

· Raleigh Transit Authority 

· Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Commission 

· Board of Adjustment 

· Historic Districts Commission 

· Appearance Commission 

· Other Boards and Commissions the Council deems appropriate 

City of Raleigh

UDO Advisory Group

Roles and Responsibilities

1.
The role of the Advisory Group is to provide guidance to the City of Raleigh as they revise the zoning, site plan and subdivision ordinances into a Unified Development Ordinance (UDO).  Guidance shall consist of working with the Planning Department to review and discuss concepts, recommendations and working drafts of the UDO. 

2.
The Advisory Group shall review the consultant’s scope of work that was approved by the City Council. The City of Raleigh is contractually obligated to adhere to the scope of work.  The scope of work has tasks, milestones and deliverables that cannot be changed without modifying the contract and fee by mutual consent by the consultant and City Council. 

3.
The Advisory Group represents a diversity of community and stakeholder groups who are willing to engage in a candid and thoughtful discussion in executing this task. 

4.
The Advisory Group was not part of the original scope of work.  City staff will work with the consultants to confirm the number of meetings, the key milestones to hold a meeting as well as the month the meetings will be held. 

5.
The Advisory Group will be convened at least seven times between December 2009 and January 2011.  However, more meetings may be needed to allow the Advisory Group time to review and offer comments on key elements of the UDO.  Key milestones for Advisory Group to meet Include (tentative): 

· Orientation, Review Scope of Work (1 meeting) 

· Diagnostic Report (1 meeting) 

· Confirmation of Direction (1 meeting) 

· Draft Modules and Form Based Code Testing (2 meetings) 

· Public Review Draft (2 meetings) 

6.
The City of Raleigh will provide the Advisory Group with the necessary background documents. 

7.
The City of Raleigh has retained Code Studio as the lead consultant. Advisory Group members will communicate directly with City staff and not the lead consultant or sub- consultants. 

8.
The Advisory Group Is part of a broader public outreach strategy that includes meetings with Boards and Commissions, community meetings, stakeholder meetings and small group discussions. 

9.
Advisory Group members will engage in open dialogue, which allows for the voicing of different opinions and recognition that everyone in the room is responsible for the process. 

10.
Advisory Group members participate as individuals. It is recognized that some members of the Advisory Group represent or work with groups or constituencies and were selected because of their role in these groups.  These members should take care in delineating their personal views from organizational Interests in Advisory Group deliberations. 

11.
When speaking with others outside the Advisory Group (such as the media), Advisory Group members should indicate that they are not speaking on behalf of the Advisory Group.  They should present only their own views.  They should conscientiously refrain from expressing, characterizing or judging the views of others. 

12.
Each member of the Advisory Group takes responsibility for attending meetings, reading distributed materials, and participating in Advisory Group meetings.  To the extent possible, members should not send alternates to represent them in the event they are unable to attend. 

13.
The City of Raleigh shall work towards consensus with the Advisory Group in producing the recommendations.  Advisory Group must keep in mind that the final product is an ordinance that must meet legal standards.  On issues where consensus or common ground cannot be found, differences of opinion shall be documented in meeting minutes and, as needed, in the staff report accompanying transmittal of the final UDO to the Planning Commission and City Council. 

14.
Advisory Group members will be aware of the limited time in the meetings and will therefore express themselves succinctly to allow time for others to share their thoughts and opinions. 

Planning Director Silver explained the proposal pointing out the Planning Commission is the official advisory group to the Council so we have to be very careful about creating additional advisory groups relative to this item.  He stated a second advisory group is not in the initial scope of work so we do not want to do anything to add to the scope of work and increase the cost.  He stated; however, there was some indication that we need wider participation and the second advisory group proposal was put forth.  The Committee discussed the recommendations for the proposal with various questions being asked by committee members trying to understand the proposed make up.  The number and why the number was set as suggested was talked about as was the boards and commissions to be included.  The Committee indicated they did not feel that the Board of Adjustment needs to be included because of the different role they have.  Also the Environmental Advisory Board should be deleted as the group suggested included a representative of the environmental community.  How to pare down the number but at the same time have board representation was talked about.  The fact that the consultant did not make recommendation on a second advisory group, the fact that the Planning Commission is the official body that makes the recommendations so they should not be included was a part of the second advisory group, the advisory group should report to the Planning Commission, fear of stretching staff resources and the feeling that this advisory group should not have direct interaction with the consultants was discussed.  Various committee members voiced their opinions as to how it should be set up and who should be included.  It was agreed to recommend an advisory group of 13 members (3 CAC representative; one institutional representative; one affordable housing representative, one land use attorney; one developer/builders/realtors representatives; one representative from an environmental area, one from business groups and four from boards and commissions including Stormwater Management Advisory Commission, Tree Conservation Task Force, Raleigh Transit Authority, Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Commission, Historic Districts Commission, Appearance Commission.  This recommendation would be made to the City Council and the City Council would make the selection.  Mayor Meeker moved approval of that approach.  His motion was seconded by Mr. West and put to a vote which passed unanimously. 
Tryon Grove Loan Subordination Request.  Committee members received the following information in their agenda packet.  
What is requested: 

A.
APPROVAL to subordinate City of Raleigh loan to new first mortgage loan allowing DHIC to refinance the current loan that is maturing and to replenish reserves for repairs on the property. 

Background:

In December of 1991, the City of Raleigh provided funding in the amount of $228,000 to  DHIC In order to construct a 48-unit (35 2BR, 12 3BR) affordable housing complex at 2516 Tryon Grove Drive. 

This property is at the end of its tax credit compliance period and the investor assigned their interest in the property to a non-profit affiliate of DHIC in 2008.  In December of 2009, Tryon Grove’s loan with Bank & America will become due.  As DHIC evaluates the needs of the property, they have requested that the City of Raleigh subordinate its existing loan to a new first mortgage in order to enable DHIC to refinance the current first mortgage and allow them to increase reserves, which will enable them to prepare the next steps for the property. 

DHIC’s Request: 

DHIC has requested that the City subordinate their loan to a new loan in the amount of $740,000 in order to refinance the existing $514,000 loan at a lower interest rate, and build up reserves for future capital improvements on the property.  The City of Raleigh’s loan would remain in a second lien position.  Please see attachment. 

Recommendation: 

Staff recommends approval of the subordination request subject to an appraisal that would put the City at less than 95% Loan to Value in order to maintain the units as affordable units for families in the City of Raleigh and update the complex to make it competitive in today’s market 

October 22, 2009 

Ms. Michele Grant, Director 

Community Development Department 

City of Raleigh 

P0 Box 590 

Raleigh, NC 27601 

Subject:
 Interim Financing Request for Tryon Grove Apartments 

Dear Michele 

The first mortgage loan for Tryon Grave apartments that is held by Bank of America comes due December 9, 2009.  The payoff will be approximately $514,000.  We intend to borrow approximately $740,000 from First Citizens to payoff Bank of America with the balance of net refinancing proceeds being place into a reserve of future capital improvements that we anticipate making on the property. 

The loan from First Citizens will carry the same payment as we are now making on the Bank of America loan.  In order to move forward with this plan, we request the following from the City of Raleigh: 

1.
Agreement to enter in subordination agreement with First Citizens, subject to appraisal. 

2.
Agreement of planned use of refinancing proceeds with the understanding that funds placed in reserve will be only be used for project expenses at Tryon Grove. 

Please advise if you any questions regarding this request. 

Sincerely, 

Gregory F. Warren 

President, DHIC, Inc. 

City Manager Allen briefly explained the item.  Mr. West moved approval.  His 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)(3) and (5) for the purpose of instructing city staff concerning negotiation for properties in the following areas:  1) Capital Area Transit Maintenance and Operation Facility and Affordable Housing Central City.  Mayor Meeker moved approval of the motion as read which was seconded by Mr. West and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  The Committee went into closed session at 12:10 p.m.  Minutes of that section will be covered in a separate set of minutes.

Gail G. Smith

City Clerk

jt/BED11-10-09
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