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Leigh Ann Hammerbacher - Public Utilities 
Mayor McFarlane called the meeting to order at 11:00 a.m.

Stone’s Warehouse Disposition - Budget and Management Services Director, Joyce Munro explained Staff has developed a request for expressions of interest.  She stated the responses they have received include a late proposer who submitted a proposal outside of the deadline. 

Raleigh Urban Design Center Planning Manager Grant Meacci is present to answer questions on the item.  Mr. Meacci gave an overview of the following:
What is requested:
Approval of staff recommendations following responses received from the Request for Expressions of Interest (RFEI) for the Stone’s Warehouse property.  The submittal chart and RFEI PowerPoint presentation are included in the agenda packet.

Background:
In January of this year, the Community Development Department issued a (Request for Expressions of Interest RFEI) for the property assemblage located on East Davie Street and commonly referred to as the Stone’s Warehouse property. Staff is pleased to-have received six diverse expressions of interest for the property, a summary of which is attached to this memo. Staff has reviewed these submissions and is seeking direction regarding three key questions:

1. What parameters should be incorporated into the Request for Proposals, so that all bidders have clear expectations and clarity as to any encumbrances the city may wish to impose on the property as a condition of sale?

2. When should the City initiate rezoning the property: prior to or concurrent with the issuance of the RFP?

3. Should the City solicit proposals from all the RFEI respondents, or from a short list?
The background for each question, with a staff recommendation, is provided below.

1. RFP Parameters

The responses to the RFEI provide insight into the breadth of uses believed to be viable for the site by the private and non-profit sectors. Staff strongly believes that we should use this insight to craft a more specific RFP document that clearly states the City’s expectations on issues ranging from figure land uses to the fate of the historic warehouse. These key issues are as follows:

a. Fate of Stone’s Warehouse
Five of the six respondents’ submittals included reusing alt or pail of the historic warehouse structure, As the property was acquired by federal (CDBG) funds, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act applies to the National Register-listed warehouse, meaning that we must take into account the impact of any undertakings on the historic property. The structure is hi a state of deterioration; Historic Preservation believes an appropriate level of preservation would involve the preservation of the four walls and the roof truss.

Staff recommendation: Stipulate the preservation of the four walls and roof truss of the historic warehouse.
b. Rex Healthcare 
No proposer committed to keeping Rex Healthcare as a tenant on the site, although some offered relocation assistance. The current low lease rate with Rex is a major barrier to the economic viability of any reuse proposal. 
Staff recommendation: Keeping Rex Healthcare on the site should be neither a stipulation nor a criterion of selection.

c. Preferred uses 
As shown in the attached summary, a variety of uses have been proposed for the site, with some common threads. All submittals except one proposed some housing (the purpose for which the site was originally purchased), and four proposed economic development uses, including a retail food market, commercial kitchen/food uses, or co-working. Some also included job training as part of these job-generating uses.

Staff recommendation: Staff recommends that we stipulate that development proposals include a housing component, and give strong preference in (he selection criteria for uses that would provide a clear community benefit such as access to health)’ food and job training/opportunities. Note that two of the submissions do not meet these requirements as currently submitted.

2. Zoning 
Current zoning (A Planned Development) must be changed for any of the submittals to be built. There is no general use zoning that accommodates all the suggested uses. Five of the six could be accommodated by zoning the warehouse IX and the balance of the site a mix of NX and/or ICC. One submittal could not be built under such zoning, as IX prohibits ground-floor residential uses. The advantage of proactive rezoning is that (1) it provides clarity as to what the bidders are competing for; and (2) would shorten the time between selecting a winning bidder and closing on the property. The downside is the extra work for staff, and that the RFP would be delayed while the zoning was underway. Further, a second rezoning might be necessary if the City’s zoning failed to anticipate a proposed use.
Staff recommendation: Staff recommends that the City initiate a conditional use rezoning for the property, with the base districts to be comprised of 11-4, NX-4 and RAC4. Conditions prohibiting certain objectionable uses could be included. The zoning process should be concluded prior to issuance of the RFP.

3. Respondent List
There are a number of comprehensive plan policies that relate to the site. Two of the submittals are Metropolitan Investment Partners (M1P) and Empire Properties-and they are not responsive to those policies. Further, these two submittals are not consistent with the staff recommendations regarding preferred uses and historic preservation presented above, On the other hand, both of these bidders could submit revised proposals that meet any new stipulations.

Staff recommendation: Either send the RFP to a short list that includes AACRE Properties, TND Partners LLC, Raleigh Restoration Group (and others,), and Fertile Ground Food Cooperate (Kelvin Dumas and others,); or send the RFP, with whatever new parameters are proposed, to the full list of RFEI submitters.

Question and Answers and Comments during the Presentation from the Committee
Mr. Stephenson questioned the height of the structure as it relates to stories. 

Mr. Meacci stated he believes it is two stories.  
Mr. Crowder asked if this is not specified. 

Mr. Stephenson asked does it remain residential whether it is 4 stories or 2 stories. 

Mr. Meacci answered 4 stories. 

Mr. Weeks asked Mr. Grant to elaborate on the issue of height and expressed concern on this specific issue.  He stated he is uncertain about the height.  He asked if anyone could clarify the height on the structure.  
A man in the audience stated it is actually two stories.  The group had extensive discussion on height.  

Mr. Weeks stated he noticed in all of the uses as it relates to Rex Senior Health facility as he recalls correctly the community came out expressing concern and there was only one proposer that stated they would look at this.  He feels the community is going to be very strong on this issue.   He likes the component of the grocery store.  
Mayor McFarlane stated she understands that most of them would like to keep the structure. 
Mr. Crowder stated he would like to add not only make it a prominent feature but not just encapsulate it so it just becomes a minor component and consider the massing and it is not just overshadowed by attachments to it and higher stories.  They need to be very considerate to the massing of this so that they understand the structure is there.  He stated he had concern they would leave the trusses and really not rehabilitate the structure but he feels rehabilitating is important and feels it needs to have a very strong mass presence. He pointed out looking at this it is not just 4 walls.  
Mayor McFarlane asked as it relates to the Rex Healthcare Facility if they do not stipulate this as Staff looking at the possibility of working with Rex to relocate to an area close by.   Is there anybody helping Rex’s Staff to accomplish relocation? She recalls talking about moving to Saint Augustine’s.  
Mr. Meacci stated they can certainly do this.  He pointed out they could also require respondents to RFP and ask that they help.  He stated it complicates this a little.  

Mr. Stephenson questioned what the Future Land Use Map states in terms of uses.  

Mr. Meacci stated it is a mixed use and the Olde East Raleigh Plan talks about 2 to 3 stories and also a grocery store.  
Mr. Crowder asked what gives him guidance on the height.

Mayor McFarlane stated they are also looking for them to comment on the housing component.  Is this part of the mix?  

Mr. Meacci stated this leads to the final question and leads into a final proposal.  He stated a new proposal could be considered as a single use.  He stated they could add affordable housing.  
Mr. Weeks asked if affordable housing is currently off the table.     

Mr. Meacci briefly talked about affordable housing as it relates to tax credits.  He pointed out it is unlikely that it would qualify for affordable housing tax credits.  
Mr. Weeks questioned whether affordable housing and market rates were included among the components.  
Mr. Meacci stated this was left wide open.  Most of them did not talk about affordability.  

Mr. Weeks stated what he is hearing is that two of the needs surrounding this property have been eliminated.  He understands they want economic development but they have talked about housing as well as the grocery component and other needs in the community. He stated they are taking Rex Senior Health Facility away which is needed in the community for the elderly that have no transportation.  Those tree components are not listed when you were getting proposals but now Staff is asking for guidance.  Looking at the needs of the community and the surrounding area the Committee can suggest these components.  
Mayor McFarlane referred to the RFP parameters on page 1-26 of the agenda backup.  She pointed out the staff recommendation reads as follows:
RFP Parameters
· Preferred Uses

· 2030 Comprehensive Plan Olde East Raleigh Area Plan Policy

· Policy AP-OER 5 Olde East Raleigh at East and Davie Streets - Encourage two to three story mixed-use development (small-scale Office, Retail, and/or Moderate-Density Residential) at the corner of East Street and Davie Street.

· 5 out of 6 submittals include some housing element

· 4 submittals included economic development uses

· i.e. Retail food market, commercial kitchen/food uses, co-working, job training, etc.

Staff Recommendation: Stipulate that development proposals include a housing component, and give strong preference in the selection criteria for uses that would provide a clear community benefit (i.e. access to healthy food and jobs/job training).
• Note: Two of the submissions do not meet these requirements

Mayor McFarlane stated her understanding as it relates to the housing component is they are not saying one way or the other and are waiting for the RFP to come back and it could include Rex.  
Mr. Crowder pointed out it doesn’t specifically say anything about Rex Healthcare in the scoring from what he sees.  He referred to page I-25 referencing the staff recommendation that states keeping Rex Healthcare on the site should be neither a stipulation nor a criterion of selection.  

Mayor McFarlane stated she feels they are all in agreement about keeping the structure.  

Mr. Weeks stated housing definitely needs to be a component. 

Ms. McFarlane stated she feels this speaks to the mixed use which is on the Future Land Use Map.  She pointed out when discussing this issue before there was a lot of neighborhood input that wanted to see a housing component on this.  She feels the ability to meet other needs of the community as it relates to access to food and job training is also important. 
The group had a brief discussion on zoning issues.  
Ms. McFarlane asked why it should be rezoned now instead of waiting and having it as part of the proposal.  

Mr. Meacci stated because of the value of the land it gives a lot of flexibility in the future.  
Mr. Crowder asked since the area plan calls for 2-3 stories why wouldn’t they go to NX4
Mr. Meacci stated most were in the 3 range anyway.  
Mr. Crowder stated they need to be very sensitive as it relates to the scale and mass.  The Comprehensive Plan (CP) is a community document that everyone worked on and they need to be faithful to this unless there are some very stimulating circumstances to go against the Comprehensive Plan (CP).  He stated this is in Councilor Week’s District and he will leave this up to him.  A lot of people participated in the CP 
Mr. Weeks asked if there is any stipulation when referring to the Olde East Raleigh Plan as it relates to zoning. They need to consider the 2030 Comprehensive Plan Olde East Raleigh Area Plan Policy.  
Mr. Meacci stated NX and RX are more consistent with the CP but they are more flexible with IX. 
Mr. Crowder stated if they go to an IX he feels they need to be very careful from his opinion to make sure that since the City is the property owner that they condition out any type of uses that they see as inappropriate.  
Ms. McFarlane asked if he was talking about IX for the building itself.  
Mr. Crowder stated they need to make sure they condition out any undesirable uses that they see there and they need to be very careful looking at what is allowed.  

Mr. Meacci pointed out they could move forward or open it back to the world. 
Mayor McFarlane stated she feels that they take this back and rethink what needs to be done.  

Mr. Crowder stated they could always modify the proposal.  

Mr. Weeks stated this should be tweaked and he has no problem with this.  He pointed out he feels they did a good job on the short list.  
Mr. Crowder questioned scoring and how the scores would be rated on these issues. He questioned as it relates to massing how this would be rated.  
Mr. Meacci briefly explained they would start with the warehouse and Rex would fall somewhere in the middle and they might have a mid range score or a low score or a definite mid range score if they provide the location. 

Mr. Crowder questioned how affordable housing rated. 
Mr. Meacci pointed out he feels housing may be high but a low score overall for the market rate but have a mid score if offered affordability, around 15% affordability. 

Mr. Crowder stated he is a big fan of mixed income.  He pointed out this is Mr. Week’s district and affordability is important.   He feels a mix of income is very important.  
Mr. Weeks stated he agrees and feels a grocery store is an important need for this community. 

Mr. Meacci pointed out there may be other scoring criteria as it relates to the need of a grocery store. 

Mr. Stephenson questioned the connection between the Historic Preservation component and the food production incubator component. Do they go together?
Mr. Meacci pointed out some uses seem ideal.     

Mr. Stephenson stated there might be an opportunity for a Rex facility in part of that.  
Mr. Crowder stated part of the warehouse if they had something rated toward historic preservation and have this as a component he feels this would score highly.  

Mr. Weeks expressed concern as it relates to the warehouse and undesirables.  He stated this needs to be considered when addressing open space. He pointed out undesirables would take away from the community.  

Mr. Stephenson stated staff didn’t just pull RX out of the air and he is trying to read their mind in thinking there are some valuable opportunities here to have the Rex component. He is wondering whether the 4 number was a part of their function of needing some more income strings to support some of the less income generating activities. 
Mr. Meacci stated he would suspect that the number 4 was the most common type out of any of the 6.  
Mr. Stephenson stated when Councilor Crowder talked about the Comprehensive Plan and the Olde East Raleigh Plan and they talked about IX zoning which is not common for the Future Land Use Map although the potential benefit for the community seems like there might be an opportunity if they can accomplish all the goals given some flexibility of the height might be appropriate.   Mr. Meacci stated the site is approximately to Chavis and has the ability to have flexibility on height.  They were trying to accommodate with the proposed zoning any number of those 6 and they would preclude based on the height. Mr. Stephenson stated once they had more information on this even if they pre-zoned they could still make the determination about the trade off. 

Mr. Weeks stated at the same time they were looking at the height they were also looking at Carlton Place. 

Mr. Meacci asked for a late entry for the late proposer who submitted a proposal outside of the deadline. 
Ms. Munro stated they would like to allow the proposer to submit as a part of the second round.  
Mr. Stephenson pointed out in going over the recommendation on page I-25 there is a need to add some type of scoring component including relocation and in addition to modifying – I-26 put some scoring about mix and massing.  He stated to make sure the building should not be buried inside.  
Mr. Crowder added so that scale wise it is not over shadowed.  The item is being held in Committee. 
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Joint Venture Rental Recommendation  Joyce Munro, Budget & Management Services Director stated Valerie Malloy, Interim Community Development Director will present the item.  She pointed out there are 2 proposals. 
Interim Community Development Director Valerie Malloy gave an overview of the following information. 

What is requested: 
A. APPROVAL to fund the following affordable housing proposals that will benefit 42 individuals or families earning less than 30% Area Median Income (AMI)’, 26 earning less than 50% and 100 earning less than 60% Area Median Income:

1.  Brighton Pointe Phase II
 
88 Elderly Units 
$950,000

2.  Wakefield Spring


80 Elderly Units
$800,000

B. APPROVAL to transfer the above amounts from available HOME, HOME Match, and/or Bond fluids to expenditure accounts specific to each project, The expenditure accounts will be established and the transfer of funds will be requested following confirmation from the N.C. Housing Finance Agency that the project(s) have been approved and awarded federal Low-Income Housing tax credits in August 2014.

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 minds 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 more than two thousand affordable units.

Family Size
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	30%
	$15,950
	$18,200
	$20,500
	$22,750
	$24,600
	$26,400

	50%
	$26,550
	$30,350
	$34,150
	$37,900
	$40,950
	$44,000

	60%
	$31,860
	$36,420
	$40,980
	$45,480
	$49,140
	$52,800


Fund Availability: Affordable housing bond funds and federal U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) HOME fluids are available to flmd these projects.  Evaluation Process: In response to an RFP the Community Development Department issued in early 2014, two proposals were submitted to the City of Raleigh requesting funds for affordable housing projects. Both 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 and high probability of moving forward. Developer’s fee must meet the North Carolina Housing Finance Agency requirements.

2. Location and Site Score — 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 and are located near public transportation and services.

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

4. Development and Management Team — 15 points. The capacity and experience of the development and management team will be considered, they lutist 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.

5. Sustainability — 10 points. Up to ten bonus points will be given to developments that commit to meeting Energy Star standards and above.

6. Special Needs and Supportive Services —10 points. Units for families or persons with special needs such as formerly homeless, mentally or developmentally disabled, persons with HIV/AIDS or transitional housing will receive extra points. An appropriate support services plan for the population will be required.

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

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECTS
1. Brighton Pointe II: Carolina Project Equities, LLC requests $950,000 in funds from the City of Raleigh for the construction of an 88-unit elderly development located in the City’s Priority Area One. The City would be in a second lien position. The project would provide 44 1BR units and 44 2BR units with 22 apartments targeting individuals at or below 30% AMI, 14 apartments targeting 50% of AMI and 52 targeting 60% AMI.

Location: The site is located at 3140 Leland Drive, an area defined as a First Priority Area under the existing Scattered Site Policy, although elderly developments arc exempt from the scattered site location criteria. The site is located within walking distance (<1mile of a shopping center that includes a grocery store, pharmacy and restaurants. The site is suitable for affordable housing and the structures within a half mile are well maintained. For these reasons, the NCHFA gave this site the maximum 60 points under its site evaluation criteria.

Funding: The funding for the project was proposed as follows:

Funding 

Bank Loan (6.75%) 

$1,300,000 

$14,773 

11.52

City of Raleigh (2%) 

$   950,000 

$10,795 

  8.42

Tax credit Loan (0%) 

$1,188,672 

$13,508 

10.53

Federal Tax Credits 

$7,845,610 

$89,155 

69.53
TOTAL COST 

$11,284,282 

$128,231 

100.00

Units 

Number 
Rents 

Utilities
Affordability
1 BR 

11 

$329 

$97 

30% Area Median Income

1 BR 

7 

$614 

$97 

50% Area Median Income

1 BR 

26 

$675 

$97 

60% Area Median Income

2 BR 

11 

$385 

$126 

30% Area Median Income

2 BR 

7 

$725 

$126 

50% Area Median Income

2 BR 

26 

$775 

$126 

60% Area Median Income

Underwriting:  
Loan to Value Ratio: Proposed to be at most 95%.  
Debt Coverage Ratio: 1.15 (Minimum debt coverage ratio = 1.15) 
Developer Experience/Financial Strength: The City of Raleigh has engaged in two developments with NRP: Gateway Park and Brighton Pointe Phase 1. Brighton Pointe Phase I is currently still under construction, but Gateway Park is complete and well-maintained.  
Loan Terms: Permanent loan of $950,000 at 2% with a 20 year term, with varying annual payments between $34,255 and $2,272 based on estimated available cash flow.  
Recommendation: Given the limited amount of affordable housing in that area, an elderly development would complement the current family development located north of 1-540, Elderly developments are exempt from the Scattered Site Policy, but it would score high based on criteria. A market study commissioned by the Housing Finance Agency showed evidence of an increased demand of housing in the area with positive absorption and capture rates. Staff recommends finding the request at the terms submitted.

2. Wakefield Spring: Evergreen Construction requests $800,000 in funds from the City of Raleigh for the construction of an 80 unit development for low-income elderly individuals/families over the age of 62 located in the City’s Priority Area One. The City would be in a second lien position. The project would provide 40 IBR units and 40 2BR units with 20 apartments targeting individuals at or below 30% AMI, 12 apartments targeting 50% of AMI and 48 targeting 60% AMI.

Location: The site is located at 2701 Wakefield Pines Drive, an area defined as a First Priority Area under the existing Scattered Site Policy, although elderly developments are exempt front the scattered site location criteria, The site is located within walking distance (< l mile) of a shopping center that includes a grocery store, pharmacy and restaurants. The site is suitable for affordable housing and the structures within a half mile are well maintained, for these reasons; the NCHFA gave this site the maximum 60 points under its site evaluation criteria.

Funding: The funding for the project was proposed as follows:

Funding 


Total 


per Unit
 % of Total Costs

Bank Loan (7%) 

$2,145,000 

$26,813

 19.96

City of Raleigh (2%) 

$   800,000 

$10,000 

   7.44

RPP Loan (2%) 

$   500,000 

$  6,250 

   4.65

State Tax Credit Loan (0%) 
$   869,552

$10,869

   8.09

Federal Tax Credits 

$6,433,757 

$ 80,422 

 59.86

TOTAL COST 

$10,748,309 

$134,354 

100.00

Units 

Number 
Rents 

Utilities 
Affordability

1 BR 

10 

$350 

$71 

30% Area Median Income

1 BR

 6 

$425 

$71 

50% Area Median Income

1 BR 

24 

$550 

$71 

60% Area Median Income

2 BR 

10 

$625 

$85

 30% Area Median Income

2 BR 

6 

$650 

$85

 50% Area Median Income

2 BR 

24 

$725

 $85

 60% Area Median Income

**In addition, 10% (8 units) will be targeted to persons with disabilities or who are homeless through the NCHFA KEY program.

Underwriting:

Loan to Value Ratio: Proposed to be at most 95%.

Debt Coverage Ratio: 1.15 (Minimum debt coverage ratio = 1.15)

Developer Exnerience/Finaneial Strength: The City of Raleigh has positive development experience with Evergreen Construction. All properties are well-maintained and all loans are current.

Loan Terms: Construction-to-permanent loan of $800,000 at 2% with a 30 year term, with varying annual payments from $13,280 to $8,957 based on projected available cash flow.

Recommendation: Evergreen Construction has consistently provided quality affordable housing throughout the City and within Wake County. The site, although exempt from the Scattered Site Policy, is located in the highest priority area for affordable rental housing. The market study showed a strong market for this population with a low capture rate. Staff recommends this project at the terms requested.

Mayor McFarlane asked if either project is on a bus line or have some type of transit service.  Is there a stop close enough for the elderly to walk to it?  

Tim Morgan, Evergreen Construction stated there is one on one site and the other is less than a mile away.  
Mr. Weeks asked if he is relating toe the one in Wakefield.  

Tim Morgan, Evergreen Construction pointed out Wakefield site is located within walking distance (< l mile) of a shopping center that includes a grocery store, pharmacy and restaurants.  He briefly explained the location as it relates to transit. 
Mayor McFarlane questioned whether this would be part of the requirement for the State. 

Ms. Malloy briefly explained the requirement. 

Mr. Stephenson asked if the projects are in proximity of a grocery store.  

Mayor McFarlane questioned whether staff has any plans for expansion of transit services of any kind planned for this area.  

City Manager Hall explained the proximity of transit works both directions.  Do you locate the projects first or do you provide more transit stops.  They are not close to downtown and that’s one of the questions from the transit system.  
Mayor McFarlane expressed concern for transit services for the elderly.  If the elderly are isolated from what they need this is a concern.  
Tim Morgan, Evergreen Construction, stated they have developed several projects like these that are a mile away or greater away from the bus stop.  It hasn’t posed a problem with their residents but he is not saying it couldn’t.  

Mayor McFarlane asked how residents from other projects deal with these type situations.  

Mr. Morgan stated they use all forms of public transportation, or they have friends, and family to rely on. 
The group had an extensive discussion on transit services, proximity to several needed facilities/businesses, expansion, walkable areas, public transportation, etc.  
Mr. Morgan stated this site is close to Food Lion. 

Mr. Stephenson asked Mr. Morgan if he had close proximity to the uses.  

Mr. Morgan answered in the affirmative.  The grocery store and pharmacy are in walking distance of the location. 

Mr. Weeks stated they don’t wait on numbers to see who is driving or to see what family members are picking up the seniors.   Even though relating to what the City Manager has stated he feels these new projects that have come on board  need some type of condition to include some type of transit or bus stop within the area to accommodate the City’s senior citizens.  He expressed great concern about the well being of the senior citizens of Raleigh as it relates to transportation. This needs to be looked into by Staff. 
Mr. Crowder stated they need to look at demographics.  

Mayor McFarland pointed out the map in the agenda backup is backwards.  All members agreed.  Mayor McFarlane stated they obviously have a need for affordable housing for seniors and she would like to hear that there are some types of plans if there is not access to things they need.  
Mr. Crowder explained what he meant about demographics.  He pointed out Leland Drive is right on a bus line and he would like to expand the bus line. 
Mayor McFarlane stated that would be part of the transit referendum.  She asked if both projects are time sensitive.  

Ms. Malloy pointed out they would have to go to City Council by the May 6, 2014 meeting. 

Mayor McFarlane asked how they can get some type of acknowledgement of what services  Wakefield have to help the residents get what they need.  She stated they listed some but she would like a little more certainty that if there are elderly residents living here they are going to be able to get the services they need. She feels the Leland Drive is alright but she has concern about Wakefield Pines Drive.  She questioned what they can do to make sure this is addressed.  She pointed out the residents are not going to be able to walk a mile so how will they get access to the doctors, food, etc. 

Mr. Morgan reiterated family, friends, and resources for seniors, etc. 

Mr. Crowder asked what the median income is.      
Mr. Morgan referred to page II-4 of the agenda backup which contains a table explaining median income. Mr. Morgan pointed out the bus line is running on Falls of Neuse. 
Mr. Crowder confirmed they are on the line but they don’t have a stop. He pointed out the Committee can make arrangements for this. 

Mr. Hall stated staff can provide them more information on transit services in that area and expansion both with current resources as well as potentially speculating on the change of plans and then some comments from the developer as it relates to what the needs and services are in proximity to the location.  
Mr. Crowder stated just so he understands the project is on the line but it does not have a stop.  He wanted this clarified.  
Mr. Morgan pointed out they are not fronted on Falls of Neuse.  Mr. Crowder asked how far they are from Falls of Neuse.  They are in walking distance.  

Ms. Malloy stated they are asking the Committee to uphold Staff’s recommendation to go before City Council on May 6, 2014.  
Mayor McFarlane moved approval; it was seconded by Mr. Crowder and put to a vote that passed unanimously. 
The Committee recommends approval to fund the following affordable housing proposals that will benefit 42 individuals or families earning less than 30% Area Median Income (AMI)’, 26 earning less than 50% and 100 earning less than 60% Area Median Income:

1. Brighton Pointe Phase II 
88 Elderly Units 
$950,000

2. Wakefield Spring

80 Elderly Units
$800,000

The Committee recommends transferring the above amounts from available HOME, HOME Match, and/or Bond funds to expenditure accounts specific to each project, The expenditure accounts will be established and the transfer of funds will be requested following confirmation from the N.C. Housing Finance Agency that the project(s) have been approved and awarded federal Low-Income Housing tax credits in August 2014. 

The Committee also requests Staff to give an update no later than May 6, 2014 about current transit services in the area, and any future plans for expansion, and any plan related to considering placement of a transit stop at/or closer to the location of 2701 Wakefield Pines Drive that fronts Falls of Neuse Road.   

UNCWI – Potter Project - Leigh Ann Hammerbacher gave a brief overview of the following information:
What Is Requested?
$7,200 is requested from the Upper Neuse Clean Water Initiative (UNCWI) fund to facilitate the acquisition of the Potter tract on Swift Creek.

Background:
The Potter tract consists of 4.13 acres in Wake County. The forested property has approximately 640 feet of frontage on Swift Creek. The property will help protect buffer and floodplain along Swift Creek in the area between Lake Benson and Lake Wheeler Reservoirs which has been identified as a high priority protection area for the City. The area is in the Swift Creek Watershed Critical Watershed Area and this portion of the stream is listed on the state’s 303d list due to biological impairment with nonpoint source pollution issues cited as the probable cause. The property is adjacent to lands protected by the Wake County Open Space Program and Wake County will provide long term stewardship and management of the site.

The property scored a 6.3 in the Swift Creek Conservation Assessment and ranks in the top 10% of properties identified for protection in the watershed. The parcel ranked highly due to its hydrology, soils, forest cover, wildlife habitats, floodplain, and wetlands.
The requested UNCWI funds would be dedicated to the purchase price of the project. The assessed tax value of the property is $36,000. Based on this value, the requested funds account for 20% of the project value. Funding is available in account number 320-5210-790010 975-9937000 and will not require a transfer.  Previous Council Action:  NA

Recommendation:
Public Utilities staff recommends the requested amount of $7,200 be made available from the UNCWI find for the purchase of the Potter tract on Swift Creek.  
Mr. Crowder moved approval to uphold staff’s recommendation it was seconded by Mr. Weeks and put to a vote that passed unanimously.  The Committee recommends upholding Public Utilities Staff’s request for $7,200 to be made available from the UNCWI fund for the purchase of the Potter Tract on Swift Creek.  
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ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business before the Budget and Economic Development Committee, Mayor McFarlane announced the meeting adjourned at 12:03 p.m.

Daisy Harris Overby 
Assistant Deputy Clerk 
04-08-2014
PAGE  
18

