LAW AND PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE

The Law and Public Safety Committee of the City of Raleigh met on Tuesday, March 27, 2007, at 4:00 p.m., in the Council Chambers, Raleigh, Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 W. Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present:

Committee





Staff

Mr. Philip Isley (Chair)



Attorney Thomas McCormick

Mr. James West 




Assistant City Manager Julian B. Prosser 

Ms. Jesse Taliaferro




Major Deck-Brown 

Chairman Isley called the meeting to order and the following item(s) were discussed with action taken as shown.

Item #05-23 - PROP Ordinance – Addition of Criminal Elements – Mr. Isley stated he received an email from the Southeast Raleigh Assembly requesting a continuance for this item.  He read the email to the group to confirm the Assembly wanted additional time.  The group briefly discussed a meeting date and confirmed the Southeast Raleigh Assembly will meet on April 3, 2007.
Ms. Taliaferro pointed out Attorney McLawhorn has been working with the Minneapolis Staff and he has been looking at their model and has gathered information on how their program works, how many staff members there are, how many hours they put in, and how the record keeping is done.  She stated it is important to wait for this report as well.
Mr. Isley questioned if anyone had objection to tabling this item with no responses.
John Miller, 1620 Hillsborough Street, Raleigh, NC – stated he appreciates the Committee’s forbearance with him because he wasn’t able to be at the last meeting.  He stated he has sent a couple emails and he would like to briefly discuss them.  He stated he really would like to emphasize his focus on what he hopes the City could be doing for landlords because they have the contact with the tenants and they are directly responsible for behavior and have the quickest ability to act on this behavior.  Mr. Miller stated he feels the City owes it to property owners to give them notice.  He stated if he were a landlord he would not have any way of knowing about arrests onsite unless he called the police every Friday.  He pointed out somewhere in this mechanism if the City is going to make an arrest they should come up with a type of recording to show that an arrest took place on his property as a landlord.  He pointed out in the last discussion he saw a lot of conversation about putting an address on an arrest and at some point every arrest needs some identification for whether it is dispatching a policeman to an address and this is not necessarily where the arrest happened but where the call was placed.  He stated in a case where the police can’t determine where the crime happened at a certain property by someone who lives there or has been invited there by someone who lives there he would grant that these types of cases are hard to record and are probably not worth the effort to figure out exactly who it was because no one can fix a problem in the street other than the street.  He pointed out if it is happening in the alleyway or in the street this is a community problem but when it is happening in the house or in the backyard and it can be determined that someone was arrested then theses cases should be recorded as best as the City can.  He stated he sees the Netforce concept as Netforce 2.0 because Netforce 1 has been used in the entertainment ordinance and it is used in advance of a violation with people coming in and inspecting the premises, meeting with the owners, and talking about rules and regulations.  He described Netforce 2.0 is something that happens after the fact.  He stated after the third call the Police and Inspections Departments are in the bushes trying to catch the fourth and fifth occurrence before the landlord even knows the first one happened.  He explained he feels to try and go out and try to plot of a property’s demise without giving some notice and saying we have got you and we are going to be on your back as opposed to coming in after three or four occurrences out and saying we are here looking at you and you have an arrest in after three or four occurrences and sneaking up on the landlord.  He feels they need to sneak up on the tenant as opposed to saying we are here looking at you and do something about it as opposed to waiting for three or four incidents and gang up on the property pointing out this is what Netforce 2.0 is about.  He stated Netforce 2.0 to him sounds like it is waiting for several violations to happen; where you have concentrated code enforcement and pointed out this did not work very well last time.  He stated Netforce 2.0 may be a duplication of the Neighborhood Quality Team pointing out it seems interdisciplinary.  He explained the way the Neighborhood Quality Team works explaining that Netforce 2.0 does the same thing by bringing different enforcement angles together looking at one piece of property.  Mr. Miller talked about looking at the issue holistically and submitted and highlighted the following information:
Subject: RE: PROP meeting 3.13.07

To member LPS

From John Miller

I have reviewed the minutes from last weeks meeting and would like to respond to a few points. Please reach out to Minneapolis to find what tools have been effective in stabilizing fragile or threatened neighborhoods. I hope staff can report on that next lime. You hold the funds to create staff capacity to do what needs to be done today. James is correct in being concerned that the “new net forces “program suggested by staff could be a duplication of the NQTeams already underway. I have concerns that this new name for targeted code enforcement waits too long to directly engage the property owner. It allows problems to reach the point of disruption or desiruction and by then everyone is in a bind. This is reactive enforcement perhaps harassing enforcement... Proactive measures educate and then communicate. Just like the First Broken Glass Theory the city should be communicating as soon as possible all violations that affect a property. The sooner the any owner knows the sooner they can respond. In the a cases of criminal activity for off site landlords the ONLY way they will know is if the city tells them a crime has occurred. They have a lease that is actionable for stated criminal’s offenses and there is really no practical way for them to enforce their lease without the city giving them a notice of a violation. Owners can’t fix what they don’t know about. They have stated “they want to knoW’, many believe criminal activity is happening on their properties (30%) and the city needs to help them know when to act. Street addresses vs. right of way arrest or arrests for non resident vagrants are problematic for current reporting tools. Who is on the street or in the back yard should not be a direct burden for the landlord to solve. Those are issues that need causal solutions as James suggested but when an arrest happens on a site by a “resident or its invited guests”an owner should be notified some how. Now, what happens after notice is given some of us might disagree about but IF the city will tell the owners more action will happen sooner. Certainly in cases when owners are contacted and repeated calls are needed then a focused approach is essential to get compliance BUT lets give owners the information needed to do all they can to keep the peace, act on theft contracts and provide safe and affordable housing. The city needs to give staff the resources to do this efficiently and quickly. Properties that incur excessive city services and allow criminal conduct to continue unabated win only destabilize neighborhoods. New owners will not come and committed owners will leave. Please reflect on comments by Steve Beam from RHA. He said he needs to know what is happening on site to be effective. Please make sure all offsite landlords are as well informed as Steve tries to be at RHA.
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	Primer

Concept 

The Concept

The Minneapolis Neighborhood Revitalization Program (NRP) is a unique effort to change the future of the City's neighborhoods, making them better places to live, work, learn and play. Neighborhood-based planning and priority setting are the heart of the NRP. 
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NRP funds helped turn this formerly boarded-up,
vacant building into the Homewood Studios art gallery.


Residents and other neighborhood stakeholders identify and address resident concerns in partnership with government and others by developing a Neighborhood Action Plan. Discovering new partnerships and renewing old ones can lead to creative solutions. The partnerships created through involvement of the NRP are as varied as the people and interests involved in the planning process. Residents are learning to work with City, County, Parks, Library and School staff to tap new resources in their neighborhood. 

Involvement in the NRP has grown from six neighborhoods in February 1991, to 79 of the city's 81 neighborhoods in January 1995. Thousands of Minneapolis residents are using the NRP planning process to identify and meet their neighborhood's housing, safety, economic development, recreation, health, social service, environment and transportation needs. They build a foundation for their future by organizing residents, gathering information, prioritizing needs, brainstorming solutions and implementing the Neighborhood Action Plan that they develop. 

From increasing the amount of quality housing to improving the environment, building community centers to job creation, Minneapolis residents are creators and catalysts of change - change aimed at renewing a sense of common purpose in their community. 


Goals 

The Goals

NRP Phase II Goals as Adopted by the NRP Policy Board on Nov. 15, 1999: 

· Create a greater sense of community so people who live, work, learn, and play in Minneapolis have an increased sense of commitment to and confidence in their neighborhood and City. 

· Sustain and enhance neighborhood capability in order to strengthen the civic involvement of all members of the community. 

· Ensure that neighborhood-based planning remains the foundation of the program, is informed, and leads to creative and innovative approaches 

· Strengthen the partnerships among neighborhoods and jurisdictions to identify and accomplish shared citywide goals. 

· Ensure that government agencies learn from and respond to neighborhood plans so that public services ultimately reflect neighborhood priorities. 

· Develop and support life cycle housing citywide through the preservation of existing housing and new construction by reaffirming our commitment to the state mandate that 52.5% of NRP funds be spent on housing. 

The Process

The NRP uses a six-step process to help residents define what they want for their neighborhood, prepare 
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Fulton & Linden Hills residents assemble
playground equipment at Lake Harriet School.

their Neighborhood Action Plan and begin successful implementation. In cooperation with NRP and government staff, residents: 

1. Develop a Participation Agreement
The neighborhood organization prepares a Participation Agreement that spells out how they will: 

· Elect a neighborhood NRP steering committee to coordinate the planning process. 

· Get a diversity of people and interests involved. 

· Gather background information for the planning effort. 

· Define neighborhood issues and opportunities. 

· Structure meetings and events to develop their plan. 

2. Build a Diverse Citizen Participation Effort and Gather Information
Issues, needs and opportunities are identified through outreach to a variety of individual residents and neighborhood groups. Outreach activities include meetings, surveys, events, focus groups and other efforts managed by the neighborhoods NRP steering committee. 
3. Draft a Plan
Using information gathered through outreach efforts, the neighborhood NRP steering committee identifies the top issues, needs and opportunities. A draft plan with a vision statement, broad goals and clearly defined objectives is prepared. Assistance from government staff, nonprofit organizations and the private sector helps the committee to establish the strategies, timeliness, costs and responsibilities required for successful plan implementation. 
4. Review and Approve the Plan at the Neighborhood Level
The NRP steering committee presents the draft plan to neighborhood residents and other stakeholders for their review, comment and approval. 
5. Submit Plan to Government Jurisdictions for Review, Approval and Funding
The plan goes to the NRP's Management Review Team; Policy Board and the five participating jurisdictions for review and approval. A portion of the review focuses on using NRP money to leverage other resources to fill funding gaps in the plan. 
6. Implement the Plan
The neighborhood organization staff and resident volunteers help carry out, monitor and revise the plan as it is implemented. Cooperation with government staff, nonprofit organizations and the private sector ensures successful and timely implementation of the Neighborhood Action Plan. 
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Maria's Cafe, owned by Maria Elena Hoyos
(left), is located in the Ancient Traders Market,
which used NRP funds for renovation.


History 

The History

In 1987, with signs of neighborhood decline in Minneapolis becoming increasingly apparent, the Mayor and City Council launched a process that eventually created the Minneapolis Neighborhood Revitalization Program. First, a Housing and Economic Development Task Force reported in May 1988 that a) physical revitalization of the city's neighborhoods would cost over $3 billion; b) many successful revitalization efforts feature flexible, efficient use of public resources and a strategically coordinated approach, tailored to specific neighborhoods; and c) the city should initiate a citywide planning effort with guidance from neighborhood residents. 

Next, an Implementation Advisory Committee was established to determine how to finance and execute such a plan. By May 1989, they outlined an approach to "protect" fundamentally sound neighborhoods, "revitalize" those showing signs of decline and "redirect" those with extensive problems. They suggested a neighborhood-based planning process focused on new strategies rather than new programs. The committee concluded that "neighborhood revitalization is the most urgent long-term challenge facing Minneapolis over the coming two decades". 

By October 1989, a Technical Advisory Committee composed of key local government staff was working out the mechanics of the NRP. They developed process by which the jurisdictions serving Minneapolis could work cooperatively to maximize existing resources to support neighborhood priorities. 

Finally, in 1990, the Minnesota Legislature and the City Council established the NRP and dedicated $20 million a year for 20 years to fund it. On February 15, 1991, the first six neighborhoods were selected to begin their Neighborhood Action Plan. 


Funding 
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Jordan neighborhood on display at the
NRP's 10-year Anniversary Conference.

The Funding

The NRP's annual revenue of $20 million comes from the Minneapolis Community Development Agency's (MCDA) Common Project. The Common Project was established in 1989 by the Minneapolis City Council so that the revenue generated from particular tax increment districts could be used to meet some of the critical redevelopment needs of Minneapolis neighborhoods. The NRP revenues received from this fund are public and must be used for public purposes, in accordance with the Minnesota State Law that established the NRP. 

Because the cost of physical revitalization alone is estimated at over $3 billion, the NRP's 20-year funding of $400 million cannot meet all the needs of City neighborhoods. Therefore, NRP funds function as "start-up" money for the revitalization of Minneapolis neighborhoods and the Program emphasizes: 

· identification of human resources and other assets that can be used to implement the Action Plans; 

· increased intra- and intergovernmental collaboration to prevent duplication of efforts and to streamline the delivery of public services; 

· redirection of jurisdictional budgets (the City, the County, the Public Schools, Parks and Libraries) to address strategies in Neighborhood Action Plans; and 

· using NRP funds to leverage other community resources to fill funding gaps remain. 

Logo 

The Logo

The three rings reflect each of the stakeholders involved in Minneapolis neighborhood revitalization: residents, government and the private sector. The focus of the Neighborhood Revitalization Program is where the three rings intersect. NRP staff work to bring residents, government and private interests together to share resources and talents, address problems and take advantage of opportunities.


Download PDF version of the NRP Primer Fact Sheet 

Download NRP Fact Sheet PDF
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DOWNTOWN MINNEAPOLIS NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION
COMMUNITY EXPECTATIONS 
FOR THOSE WHO LIVE, WORK OR VISIT DOWNTOWN MINNEAPOLIS
Downtown Minneapolis aspires to be a place where people are courteous, respectful and friendly and take pride in the appearance of Downtown’s public and private spaces;   residents, workers and visitors take an active role in creating and maintaining a neighborhood that is fun, vibrant, positive and healthy and embrace cultural, ethnic and religious diversity. 
To foster the kind of place we seek, people who live, work, play and visit Downtown Minneapolis have the responsibility to help create and maintain:  
CLEAN
A neighborhood that is clean, attractive and well-maintained.  We maintain our neighborhood so that sidewalks and streets are free of litter, graffiti and urine; public walkways and street furniture are kept in good repair and trash receptacles are emptied promptly as necessary.  Property owners maintain the streets, sidewalks and areas adjacent to their homes and businesses.  Individuals who litter [including tossing cigarette butts onto the sidewalk or street or failing to clean up after their pets] will receive citations from law enforcement officers.
RESPECTFUL OF OTHERS
A neighborhood where individuals behave in a manner that respects the rights of others to enjoy our public spaces.   We respect the right of others to be free of behaviors that undermine our enjoyment of public space, such as music blaring from boom boxes and cars, car tires squealing, foul language and derogatory comments hurled at passers-by, spitting and public urination and the unauthorized consumption of alcohol in public spaces. 
SAFE
A neighborhood that appears safe and is, in fact, safe for everyone.  We work with and support the efforts of the Minneapolis Police Department, the Minneapolis City Attorney’s Office and others in the criminal justice system to enforce and prosecute the law and our Community Expectations.  We all participate in making Downtown safe by calling 911 to report emergencies and crimes in action and 311 to report non-emergency matters and willingly participate in safety programs in our buildings, on our blocks and throughout Downtown.   
PEDESTRIAN FRIENDLY
A neighborhood that encourages pedestrian movement throughout its streets and skyways.  We aspire to have walkways that are friendly to pedestrians and where individuals move unimpeded.  We refuse direct financial support to individuals who panhandle on the streets and sidewalks of Downtown or refuse to tolerate those who intentionally block or otherwise impede the public’s free movement.  Property owners maintain their sidewalks and curbs so that they are free of debris, ice and snow.   
City of Minneapolis
· Residents 

· Business 

· Government 

· Visitors 

· 311/City Services 

· Search 

City Services Directory
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	Help

	Browse: A|B|C|D|E|F|G|H|I|J|K|L|M|N|O|P|Q|R|S|T|U|V|W|X|Y|Z|ALL 


	This directory includes City of Minneapolis departments and services as well as frequently requested contact information for our government partners.
For best results, try the name of the department or service first. If you're looking for "Plumbing Inspections", type the entire phrase rather than just "inspections." 

Information Quality Disclaimer
We're committed to maintaining accuracy of the directory information; however, phone numbers, e-mail and web site addresses are dynamic and can change frequently. If you encounter a problem, please let us know. 

Use our Contact Form to submit your comments, questions or change requests. 

See Directory Help, for browsing and search tips.
	


City Information and Services
Need to report a broken street light? Is there a stray dog roaming your neighborhood? Do you just want a question about the City of Minneapolis answered? Minneapolis 311 can help.
Just call 3∙1∙1 weekdays from 7:00 AM to 11:00 PM and a customer service agent will assist you. 
Learn more about 311»
Frequently Asked Questions
Learn when to call 311 and what to expect.

Online Services
Minneapolis 311 is more than a phone number. Report issues online and a customer service agent will address them.

Contact 311 by e-mail at Minneapolis311@ci.minneapolis.mn.us.

In case of emergency call 911.
	


Bottom of Form

Official Web Site of the City of Minneapolis, Minnesota

Disclaimers and Notices | Privacy Statement
Online Department Directory 2.0 Rel. 4 © 2007
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Mr. Miller explained this is an example of a neighborhood rounded program of funding and investigation and pointed out they identify neighborhoods as good shape, redirected and explained they have 89 neighborhoods they have been categorized within the City with each neighborhood developing a working plan with the City of Minneapolis having a 20 million dollar pot to address individual neighborhood changes.  Mr. West pointed out to Mr. Miller that Houston, TX under the leadership of former Police Chief Brown who became the mayor instituted some neighborhood concepts very similar to the Minneapolis program.  Mr. Miller stated he is glad City Staff is talking to Minneapolis because they seem to be very thorough in their work.  

Mr. Isley commented on the following paragraph on revitalization as it relates to funding and legislation.  

In 1987, with signs of neighborhood decline in Minneapolis becoming increasingly apparent, the Mayor and City Council launched a process that eventually created the Minneapolis Neighborhood Revitalization Program. First, a Housing and Economic Development Task Force reported in May 1988 that a) physical revitalization of the city's neighborhoods would cost over $3 billion; b) many successful revitalization efforts feature flexible, efficient use of public resources and a strategically coordinated approach, tailored to specific neighborhoods; and c) the city should initiate a citywide planning effort with guidance from neighborhood residents.  Next, an Implementation Advisory Committee was established to determine how to finance and execute such a plan. By May 1989, they outlined an approach to "protect" fundamentally sound neighborhoods, "revitalize" those showing signs of decline and "redirect" those with extensive problems. They suggested a neighborhood-based planning process focused on new strategies rather than new programs. The committee concluded that "neighborhood revitalization is the most urgent long-term challenge facing Minneapolis over the coming two decades".  By October 1989, a Technical Advisory Committee composed of key local government staff was working out the mechanics of the NRP. They developed process by which the jurisdictions serving Minneapolis could work cooperatively to maximize existing resources to support neighborhood priorities.  Finally, in 1990, the Minnesota Legislature and the City Council established the NRP and dedicated $20 million a year for 20 years to fund it. On February 15, 1991, the first six neighborhoods were selected to begin their Neighborhood Action Plan. 
Mr. Miller stated he doesn’t know if the numbers are good or bad but it speaks on scale of effort that he does not feel this City has ever undertaken.  He stated this is certainly a TIF project spread over ninety cities. 

Mr. West pointed out he had a discussion with someone recently that related to the CAC structure, registered neighborhoods, and focusing on problems that emerge in the neighborhoods.  He explained their approach is to focus on the CAC and pointed out if these neighborhoods could be a part of the CAC the problem should be down to the neighborhood taking down information, and coming up with a plan.  He stated with the neighborhoods working you will see some action.  He pointed out no matter how effective these CACs are they can’t solve all of these multi-based problems when they have to identify and prioritize the problems.  Mr. Miller stated he agrees and explained Minneapolis comes up with their business and expenditure plan and then it goes through an authority that reviews it for content, durability and completion.  He stated the 311 method in the submitted information is a good thing to think about.  
Mr. Trotter, Southeast Raleigh Assembly – stated they have talked about the PROP when he was on the Planning Commission and stated they had planned to look at it again.  He stated now they are beginning to tweak it and the assembly is in this process.  

Bart White, 327 Hillsborough Street – stated they would wait and see what comes out of the Southeast Raleigh Assembly.  He stated he does not have a problem with most of what Mr. Miller has said.  He pointed out most of the landlords he represents are good landlords and they want to know if there are certain crimes being committed on their property and they want to be notified.  He stated he feels prostitution, illegal sell of alcohol, drug sells, and gambling are the kind of crimes that jump out at you and seem obvious.  He stated he sees other things that are kind of ambiguous happening on the property that he is worried will get put in an ordinance.  He questioned if it is a domestic call and a husband and wife are fighting all the time is it the landlords’ responsibility and should they be evicted.   

Jeff DeBellis, 601 East Hargett Street, Co-Chair of Southeast CAC – explained they talked about this issue a little at the CAC meeting.  He stated the Committee should be aware that of how much time this will cost the Police Department.  He stated they had an officer come and discuss this and it will easily take twenty to thirty hours of police time a week.  He pointed out this is quite burdensome on the City and if this information can be added into the equation he believes this would be helpful.  

Ms. Taliaferro stated last time she inquired about looking for trends for multiple occupancies whether they are small apartments, complexes or what they refer to as rooming houses.  She stated this would be a good thing to look at.  

Major Deck-Brown stated they have not looked at this in depth but Chief Sholar said that based on the way the premise codes are set up in the call classifications they will be able to retrieve some of that information but not to the degree where they are able to determine whether it’s a boarding house.  She gave an example using the premise code and the difference in an apartment complex versus a single family dwelling as it relates to investigation.  She stated they can provide the number of calls for apartment complexes but usually when you look at the overall criteria for PROP you are speaking of more than twenty units.  

Mr. Isley encouraged the group to continue to send the Committee emails and asked Mr. DeBellis if he had any idea when the Assembly is going to take a look at this.  Mr. DeBellis stated they will discuss this on April 3, 2007.  Mr. Isley asked to be updated on the Assembly’s progress and/or desire for more time so the Committee would not schedule this item prematurely.  This item was held in Committee 

Adjournment - There being no further business, Mr. Isley announced the meeting adjourned at 4: 25 p.m.

Daisy Harris-Overby

Assistant Deputy Clerk

Dho/LPS 03/27/2007
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