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BUDGET & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

The Budget and Economic Development Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session at 11:00 a.m. on Tuesday, July 28, 2015, 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

Ms. Crowder, Presiding


City Manager Hall
Councilor Stephenson


City Attorney McCormick

Councilor Weeks


Real Estate Operations/Portfolio




 Coordinator Pittman




Housing and Neighborhoods Director Jarvis

Ms. Crowder called the meeting to order indicating Mayor McFarlane is excused from the meeting as she is traveling for the City of Raleigh relative to economic development legislation.  The following items were discussed with action taken as shown.  

Property Disposition 11612 Falls of Neuse Road.  Real Estate Operations/Portfolio Coordinator Pittman highlighted the following information.
What Is Requested?

That the Committee recommends City Council declare the property located at 11612 Falls of Neuse Road, Raleigh, NC surplus real property available for sale, and accept the bid of Julie Wright, subject to the negotiated offer and upset bid process with the condition that the winning bidder pay all advertising costs accrued during the upset bid process. Further, that the Committee authorize staff to withdraw the pending City-initiated zoning case Z-17-14.

Background:
11612 Falls of Neuse Road was acquired 7/30/2010 for $135,000.00, representing the appraised value at that time, as part of the Falls of Neuse Widening Phase II Project.  Due to the substantial right of way and easement areas and associated acquisition cost, which approached 80% of the appraised value, the property was acquired in fee, with the intent of disposition of areas not needed for the road widening following completion of the project.  The house was demolished as part of the road widening project.  Staff has received interest from Julie Wright who has submitted a bid of $60,000, which is the City's suggested purchase price.  The negotiated purchase price was established by a market appraisal of the subject property, taking into account the dedication of right-of-way for future widening needs.  The winning bidder will be required to dedicate 15 feet of right-of-way at the time of closing.

Planning staff initiated the re-zoning petition to take the property from R-4 to OX-3-CU.  During the process staff received a valid protest petition from the four residential neighbors that abut the City's property.  Planning and Real Estate staff met with the owners to potentially work through potential changes on two occasions, but regardless of the suggestions, the adjacent owners simply did not want the property up-zoned, as their preference was for it to remain residential.  City staff decided it best to move forward with the sale of the property at its current R-4 zoning and would ask Council to withdraw Zoning Petition Z-17-14.

Additional Property Data:
· 11612 Falls of Neuse Road, Raleigh, NC (Tax ID 0052174) ·
· Land Size: 19,696+/- Square Feet (.45+/- acres)

· Land Size after r/w dedication 18,257 +/- Square Feet (.42 +/- acres)

· Zoning:  R-4

· Tax Value:  $71,500.00 -(land only, no building on lot)

Previous Council Action: 5/13/2014 BED Committee recommended to City Council for City staff to initiate the re­zoning process for the property. The motion was approved by Committee and then the full Council at the May 20, 2014 meeting,

Recommendation:
That the Committee recommends City Council withdrawal Zoning Case Z-17-14 and declare the property located at 11612 Falls of Neuse Road surplus real property available for sale, and accept the bid of $60,000.00 from Julie Wright, subject to the negotiated offer and upset bid process with the condition that the winning bidder pay all advertising costs accrued during he upset bid process along with the recommended stipulations described in the background section above.
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Mr. Pittman explained the filing of a rezoning case from R-4 to commercial would be in keeping with the comprehensive plan for lots fronting major thoroughfares and it would also make it possibly more marketable.  He pointed out however the City received a number of petitions or comments of opposition to the rezoning and one of the adjacent property owners made an offer to purchase the property for $60,000 and staff felt it was best if the Council move forward with the current R-4 zoning and let the new property owner decide how to go forth.  Mr. Weeks moved approval of the recommendation to accept the bid of $60,000 from Julia Write subject to the upset bid process with the condition that the winning bidder pays all advertising cost accrued during the bid process and direct staff to withdraw rezoning petition Z-17-14.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Stephenson and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  (Mayor absent and excused).
Property Disposition 333 Church at North Hills Street/320 St. Albans Drive.  Real Estate Operations and Portfolio Coordinator Greg Pittman presented the following information:

What Is Requested?
That the Committee recommend to City Council that it declare as surplus and authorize the sale of a portion of the City's real property interest located at 333 Church At North Hills Street & 320 St. Albans Drive, Raleigh, NC, containing approximately .057 acres (2,486 sq. ft.) to NHE Tract F Acquisition, LLC, for $20,000, subject to the negotiated offer and upset bid process with the condition that the winning bidder pay all advertising costs accrued during the upset bid process.
Background:
The City received through dedication from St. Albans Joint Venture Limited Partnership a 30 foot right of way for public street purposes on property located at 333 New Hope Church Road. The original plat map reference describing the easement was recorded in Book of Maps 1987 Page 2035, in the Office of the Register of Deeds of Wake County, NC.

The current request from NHE Tract F Acquisition, LLC is for the City to sell the right of way for public street purposes to allow for future development of the property. Street and sidewalk improvements within the existing right of way will not be affected by the disposition of the area requested for disposition as it is considered excess right of way.  The petitioner of the sale has agreed to pay all costs associated with the sale of surplus property, which will include a minimum bid of $20,000.00 plus advertisement costs associated with the upset bid process. The easement has no other value to the City of Raleigh.  The City's Public Works staff has approved the sale of this portion of the right of way for public street purposes.

Additional Property Data:
· 333 Church At North Hills Street, Raleigh NC Tax ID # 0167159
· 320 St. Albans Drive, Raleigh NC Tax ID# 0366512
· Date the easement was dedicated to the City of Raleigh:  12/4/1987

· Acquisition Price:  NIA

· Land Size: approximately .057 acres (2,486 sq. ft.) right of way

· Zoning:  O&I 3 & CUD O&I l

· Tax Value: $1,410,889 & $216,799
· Appraised Value:  Compensation based on current tax value 
Previous Council Action: None

Recommendation:
That the Committee recommend to City Council that it declare as surplus and authorize the sale of approximately .057 acres or 2,486 square feet of real property interest located at 333 Church At North Hills Street & 320 St. Albans Drive, to NHE Tract F Acquisition, LLC, for $20,000.00, subject to the negotiated offer and upset bid process, with the winning bidder paying all accrued advertising costs.
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Mr. Pittman explained this item pointing out it had gone through city departments and DOT says it is not needed that what is needed has been reserved.  Mr. Stephenson moved the Council accept the bid of $20,000 for the property at 333 Church at North Hills Street/320 St. Albans Drive subject to the upset bid process with the understanding the winning bidder will pay all accrued advertising cost.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Weeks and put to a vote which passed unanimously (Mayor absent and excused).
Item #11-19 Scattered Site Policy – Proposed Revisions.  City Manager Hall explained previous discussion relative to affordable housing and the City’s scattered housing program.  He stated it had been agreed that the best way to approach to affordable housing item is to take the issues in a series of steps or action.  He Housing and Neighborhoods Director Larry Jarvis outlined the following information.

What is requested:
Approval of the draft Affordable Housing Location Policy to replace the current Scattered Site Policy.
Background:
The Scattered Site Policy, adopted in 1979, was developed in response to federal revisions in the enforcement of the 1968 Fair Housing Act.  In 1981 City Council amended the Policy to change it from a quota to a priority system in which geographic areas were given priority rankings based on:  minority concentration, low-income concentration, public transportation accessibility and proximity to other public housing developments.  In 1987 City Council amended the policy to include the rehabilitation of rental units.  In 2005, with the adoption of the 5-Year Consolidated Plan, Council emphasis was placed on the SSP Priority Area 1 over Priority Area 2, and increased the unit limit on rehabilitation project to 100 units.

Following the City Council review of the Camden Glen/Scattered Site Policy agenda item·on May 14, 2013, Council recommended further revisions to the Policy and directed staff to conduct research and provide recommendations.  Aspects of the Policy and affordable housing development that were to be assessed included re-evaluation of how priority areas are mapped, updating scattered housing policies to keep them current, affordable housing spacing, public involvement, and an improved notification process.

On November 19, 2013, Community Development requested City Council to allow staff to initiate revisions to the Policy and the item was referred to the Budget & Economic Development Committee for discussion.

The recommendation of the Housing and Neighborhoods Department is to not further amend the existing Policy, but rather to replace it entirely.  The new proposed Affordable Housing Location Policy is more simple and straightforward and affirmatively sets forth desired outcomes relative to the creation of affordable rental housing.  It is based on the premise that the City should not cause further concentrations of low income and minority populations or subsidized housing and should instead encourage the development of new affordable rental housing in underserved parts of the City and sites near transit, downtown and other employment centers.
Additionally, the proposed Policy is a part of a larger draft Affordable Housing Plan presented to Council in work session on June 16.  The focus and aim of the draft Affordable Housing Plan is twofold:  To achieve the objectives of the proposed Affordable Housing Location Policy and to significantly increase the number of affordable housing units which are created or preserved.
Draft City of Raleigh Affordable Housing Location Policy
Objectives
The purpose of the Affordable Housing Location Policy is to set forth desired outcomes relative to the creation or preservation of affordable multi-family rental housing with the overall goal of affirmatively furthering fair housing choice for all residents.  Specific objectives of the Policy include the following:

1. To increase the supply of affordable housing in underserved locations near employment and commercial centers
2. To encourage the development of affordable housing near existing and proposed transit services;
3. To provide for affordable housing in and near downtown Raleigh and in neighborhoods having approved revitalization plans; and,

4. To prevent further concentrations of minority and low-income persons and subsidized housing.

Exemptions

This policy shall apply to any multi-family rental development that is funded in whole or in part by the City of Raleigh or requires the approval of City Council with the following exemptions:

· The rehabilitation of existing units

· Developments serving elderly or disabled populations

· The replacement of affordable rental units lost to demolition or conversion subject to a determination by the Housing and Neighborhoods Department and subsequent approval by City Council that the proposed replacement housing will serve the same market area or neighborhood.

Geographic Applicability and Exceptions

As a means of implementing this policy, newly constructed subsidized multi-family housing developments will not be allowed in census tracts having a concentration of minority or low-income persons or subsidized rental housing unless the proposed project qualifies for one or more of the following exceptions:

· Developments located within a one-half radius of a proposed rail or bus rapid transit station;

· Developments located within the boundaries of the Downtown Element in the Comprehensive Plan; or

· Developments which are implementing elements of a mixed –income neighborhood revitalization plan approved and funded by City Council

Waiver Process
City Council has the authority to grant waivers on a case-by-case basis.  Developers seeking a waiver shall submit a written request to the Housing and Neighborhoods Department.  

Department staff will evaluate the request and submit an analysis and recommendation to Council.

Definitions
For purposes of this policy, the following definitions apply:

1. Multi-Family Housing – Housing developments consisting of greater than 24 residential units

2. Subsidized Multi-Family Housing – Any multi-family housing development consisting of greater than 24 residential units financed in whole or in part with local, state or federal financial assistance where the subsidized housing units are restricted to serve households earning 60%, or less of the area median income (AMI).

3. Disabled – having a physical or mental disability that substantially limits one or more major life activates, having a record of such impairment or being regarded as having such an impairment.
4. Elderly – Housing occupied by one person who is 55 or older in at least 80% of the occupied units.

5. Concentration of Minority and Low Income Persons – Census tracts in which the percentage of minority residents equals or exceeds 50% and/or census tracts where the percentage of households living in poverty equals or exceeds 30%.

6. Concentration of Subsidized Rental Housing – Census tracts in which subsidized multi-family housing and rental units occupied by households with tenant-based Section 8 vouchers* equals or exceed 8% of the total rental stock, excluding housing for the elderly or disabled.

*Data provided by RHA in 2014.

Review Procedures

The Housing and Neighborhoods Department shall be responsible for reviewing all proposals for the development of subsidized multi-family housing to determine compliance with this Policy.

Policy Updates
Maps depicting areas of concentration will be updated not less than every five years in conjunction with updates or revisions to the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

Attachments
Race and Poverty by Census Tract (Map)

Concentrations of Subsidized Rental Housing by Census Tract (Map)
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Mr. Jarvis stated rather than try to tweet or change the existing scattered site policy it made sense to think about the policy with fresh eyes and they cam up with the following proposal.  

Mr. Weeks had questions about the definitions and the information included in the race and poverty by census tract information and other definitions in the proposed policy.  

Ms. Crowder questioned if we have some type methodology to provide\require affordable housing along transit corridors with Mr. Jarvis talking about the desire to provide some type assistance in acquiring housing sites for affordable housing.  Ms. Crowder pointed out she feels we should be looking for some of those sites as we go along.  Mr. Weeks talked about utilization of city owned property along transit corridors, etc.  Mr. Jarvis talked about the fact that there are presently four transit options being considered and it is difficult to develop a plan until an option is picked.  He stated as a policy we want to make sure affordable housing and transit are aligned.  
Mr. Weeks questioned if there is a mechanism to show the location of subsidized housing and questioned why elderly and disabled housing is excluded as they are on fixed incomes.  Mr. Jarvis pointed out when people express concern about people living in their neighborhood it is normally about families with children.  People do not usually object to subsidized elderly or disabled housing in a neighborhood.  

In response to questioning from Mr. Weeks, Mr. Jarvis indicated the proposal is to eliminate or do away with the City’s existing scattered site policy and replace it with the affordable housing location policy.  He talked about capturing the areas of concentration, being sensitive to recent Supreme Court decisions relating to the sitting of affordable housing and complying with best practices.  It was pointed out that the proposed relocation policy is the same as the scattered site policy in that the City Council has the authority to waive the location criteria.  

Mr. Stephenson questioned the definition of multi-family housing which the proposed policy indicates “housing developments consisting of greater than 24 residential units.”  He asked if it is single-family, detached or attached or a building with 24 units with Mr. Jarvis indicating we are mainly talking about tax credit projects and 24 is the minimum that would be considered.  He pointed out usually these are garden type projects and they could be detached; however the Housing Finance Agency has criteria that must be applied and would address the type of limits.  

Mr. Stephenson had questions relating to the geographic applicability and exceptions which refers to “developments located within one half mile radius of a proposed rail or bus rapid transit station.”  He stated we have not necessarily been talking about BRT but buses in general.  The need to make sure that mass transit, the UDO and the affordable housing line up as it relates to transit corridors and definitions was talked about.  Mr. Jarvis pointed out we could add something to that affect; however, most of the time people ask if a location is on a bus line and how that translates or is interpreted would be addressed.  Mr. Stephenson talked about the need to get some common terminology between our transit plan, UDO and the affordable housing plan.  

Mr. Stephenson stated he thought it was good to move from set boundaries to census tracts.  He stated however he wanted to make sure that we have language or terminology relative to promoting affordable housing around transit.  He also asked about land banking and developing partnerships for sites/developments.  It was pointed out that the affordable housing plan of which the relocation policy is just one aspect does address that type situation.  Mr. Stephenson talked about the document he and former Council member Thomas Crowder worked on with DHIC Director Greg Warren and questioned if that document will be considered when putting the program together.  Mr. Jarvis pointed out in the fall the Housing Finance Agency will release their draft and it will be studied by him and his staff and they will provide any suggestions or recommendations to the City Manager for consideration of presentation to the City Council.  In response to questioning from Mr. Stephenson, Mr. Jarvis indicated he definitely feels that the criteria by the North Carolina Housing Finance Agency does limit the City’s ability to provide funding/assistance, etc. for affordable housing in the Raleigh area.  He talked about this scoring done by that agency and pointed out what they look at in developing scores in his opinion does favor smaller towns or suburban areas in general.  He stated every body lobbies to get the criteria and scoring to go their way.  
Mr. Stephenson questioned the comments in the cover memo which indicates “the focus and aim of the draft affordable housing plan is two fold:  to achieve the objectives of the proposed affordable housing location policy and to significantly increase the number of affordable housing units which are created or preserved.”  He stated it is great to have this in the tool kit but without a target to shoot for he wonders how we will know if we are meeting the goals.  Mr. Jarvis talked about the balance between cost and goals and the fact that these have to meet in the middle.  You produce goals and then try to develop policy, guidelines, etc., to meet those goals.  Mr. Stephenson talked about bench marking being a critical part of setting a goal.  He stated we need to shoot for a goal based on certain bench marks.  He talked about peer city analysis being a part of this discussion and it seems that is lacking in this policy.  Mr. Jarvis stated he shared the proposed policy with UNC School of Government and the people he talked with there indicated if we move forward on this policy, Raleigh and Charlotte would be head and shoulders above the rest of the cities in the state.  Mr. Stephenson stated his concern is he sees nothing about a production goal.  We have to have something to shoot for.  Mr. Jarvis pointed out we can look at other cities in North Carolina and their projection or goals and he guesses they would be some where around where Raleigh has been in the past.  He stated we could reach out and try to get some averages as it relates to a production goal.  Mr. Stephenson pointed out he just wants to make sure we are not setting our self on a course where needs are not being met.
Brief discussion took place on about Charlotte’s goal, how it was set and how they were going about trying to reach the goal.  Mr. Stephenson pointed out to him it is very important to know how a City arrives at their goal and what played into developing that number.  City Manager Hall talked about Charlotte’s experience and the feeling that the 5,000 units was an estimate that was developed along with consulting with various housing developers, etc.  He stated the number wasn’t pulled out of the air but the target was an inspirational type goal.  He talked about how the goal was developed pointing out it is a combination of art and science.  Mr. Stephenson stated until the City sets a goal for its self affordable housing could continue to languish as a low priority. 

How to set goals and how the goals should be a part of the policies and when goals could be set was talked about.  Mr. Stephenson stated he thought he remembered hearing that it’s going to be at least two years before we set our targets or goals with Mr. Jarvis explaining the time line and how we are working on the relocation policy, how we would move forward by taking the issues in pieces.  Mr. Jarvis talked about the possibility of starting with low hanging fruit and then moving forward.  Ms. Crowder talked about the need of creating a comprehensive policy or developing a road map of how we can meet the needs and goals.  Mr. Jarvis pointed out we do have the road map but we have to think more in terms of amounts, the total program, priorities, bonding authority, and how we need to continue to set a goal in the context of the overall policy and choices.  Once the Council decides what it wants to do, what resources are available, priorities, etc., then goals could be set.  The time frame for setting goals was talked about.  Mr. Weeks expressed concern about the maps being based on 2013 data with Mr. Jarvis pointing out that is the most current census information.  Mr. Weeks questioned the public involvement or exactly what the outreach has been.  Mr. Jarvis explained it has been online, he has attended the RCAC, he has volunteered for he and/or his staff to attend any CAC meetings or any meetings which people would want to hear about the program.  He stated this proposed affordable housing location policy has been online and comments have been invited.  There has been a lot of outreach, etc.  
Ms. Crowder indicated as she understands Mr. Stephenson has questions relative to production goals and how those are calculated, benchmarking and how to determine if goals are being met as well as whether the affordable housing, transit and UDO/Comprehensive Plan transit goals align.  Mr. Jarvis indicated they will edit and make sure that all of the terminology etc., relating to transit aligns with the planner’s goals, and make sure the affordable housing piece is coordinated with transit.  
Ms. Crowder pointed out Mr. Weeks concerns relate to community or public input and making sure that we let people know we have a new policy, how the new policy will work and if there will be vehicles other than the CAC to get the information out.  Mr. Jarvis pointed out they have had meetings in the communities, have it on line, advertised, etc., stating they would be glad to go and present any time they are requested.  Whether the communities that will be affected have been notified was talked about.  How and who should be communicated with about the proposal and any adopted policies were talked about.  Mr. Stephenson pointed out he is concerned about communication with the people outside these census tract.  He stated developers have a keen interest in this policy as they will be looking for sites.  General knowledge as to how all of this will be communicated to the public and the people affected was talked about.  Mr. Stephenson talked about how the City got information on the UDO out to the public with Mr. Weeks talking about making sure the public knows that this is something that is being implemented and they should know about.  Mr. Jarvis again stated he had met with the RCAC, he had followed up with two CACs and said he would be glad to have staff available at any time.  Mr. Stephenson questioned how we attract people to make sure they come to meetings and here.
City Manager Hall indicated many times it is difficult to engage the public until there is a particular project that may affect them.  He stated it is hard to engage people in topics but pointed out we can share the information, go to the CACs, whatever the Council so directs.  Whether the Council wanted to have a public hearing was talked about as well as going back to each CAC and the whether that is an efficient use of staff time when the CACs have been told they will be glad to visit if requested was vetted.  Mr. Weeks stated he just wants to make sure every one is aware of the policies.  After brief discussion as to whether the committee is ready to move forward with this piece understanding that more pieces will be coming forth was talked about.  Mr. Weeks moved approval of the affordable housing location policy to replace the current scattered site policy.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Stephenson and put to a vote which passed unanimously (Mayor absent and excused).  
Adjournment:  There being no further business Ms. Crowder announced the meeting adjourned at 11:50 a.m.

Gail G. Smith

City Clerk
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