Multiple files are bound together in this PDF Package.

Adobe recommends using Adobe Reader or Adobe Acrobat version 8 or later to work with
documents contained within a PDF Package. By updating to the latest version, you'll enjoy
the following benefits:

- Efficient, integrated PDF viewing
- Easy printing

« Quick searches

Don’t have the latest version of Adobe Reader?

Click here to download the latest version of Adobe Reader

If you already have Adobe Reader 8,
click a file in this PDF Package to view it.



http://www.adobe.com/products/acrobat/readstep2.html


Charlotte City Council
o Housing and Neighborhood Development
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Summary Minutes
CHARLOTTE.
August 25, 2010
COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS
1. Housing Locational Policy
COMMITTEE INFORMATION
Council Members Present: Patsy Kinsey, Michael Barnes, Patrick D. Cannon, Warren Cooksey, and
James Mitchell
Staff Resources: Julie Burch, City Manager’s Office
Patrick T. Mumford, Neighborhood & Business Services
Pamela Lopez, Neighborhood & Business Services
Meeting Duration: 12:10 PM - 1:45 PM

ATTACHMENTS

1. Agenda Packet — August 25, 2010

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS

Chairman Kinsey welcomed everyone to the meeting and turned it over to Julie Burch for a review of the
agenda.

Julie Burch: Before we review the comments from the Housing Locational Policy public forums, we
would like to provide a brief update on the Mills property.

Pat Mumford: We are taking a short recess on the Mills properties. We want to make sure we give
accurate information to potential buyers on what we are actually selling. We need to
determine conceptually where the property lines are shared with the Railroad. This item
will stay on September 13 agenda creating a three week delay. Staff will submit a
Council Managers Memo after the discussion next week with the Railroad company.

1. Housing Locational Policy
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Cannon:

Want to be sure we get copies of Mary Klentz proposal — do not see it included in the
packet.

Pamela Lopez: We will be sure to get that to the Committee. Today we would like review the feedback

received at the public forums and get direction from the Committee on how to proceed.
(Pamela Lopez walks through PowerPoint presentation).

Questions/Comment/Answers:

Cooksey:

| want to make sure we are clear on what the status quo is on applicability of Federal
and State projects.

Pamela Lopez: The current policy applies to projects that are receiving City, State or Federal assistance.

Cooksey:

Pamela Lopez:

Cooksey:

Pat Mumford:
Cooksey:

Pat Mumford:

Cooksey:

Pat Mumford:
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| was under the impression that because it was a City policy it only affects City projects.
How does the policy get applied if no City dollars are involved involved in the project?

Previously, if a project had applied for State tax credits and they needed a waiver, we
would write to the Housing Finance Agency and let them know of the Council’s decision.

Let me ask you this then, do the State and Federal financing agencies have in their
documentation and procedures that they are going to adhere to a City adopted
locational policy?

No
So how does a City policy govern the expenditure of State or Federal funds?

It doesn’t. | think you're talking about enforcement. It’s the same issue with any Council
policy. Unless it becomes an ordinance or law it’s not enforceable. So this is typically
what occurs - developers that have interest in developing certain parcels of land will
take a look at that property to see if it meets the criteria of the locational policy
especially if they are looking to receive State tax credits. They may not even be looking
for local dollars but they will come to us and say | want to put this in the permissible
area. So it’s on a voluntary basis.

That’s the piece I've been missing all along. Tell me if this is a true statement. If a
developer is going to build a new multifamily development geared toward 60% or less of
area median income and puts together a financing package involving no City dollars,
that developer can choose to build without talking to the City at all and it can be done
with the State and/or Federal dollars and build wherever they want to or they can
choose to come get a waiver from the policy even though they aren’t getting any money
from the City.

Practically speaking, you are correct. That’s a bit of a flaw in the existing policy...as a
policy.
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That | think is what has led to the confusion, the only time it actually has the force of
applicability where it is a hurdle that a developer has to address is if City money is
involved. If City money is not involved then it is a choice for the developer to jump that
hurdle.

| think in all those cases it’s still a choice, it’s just that you all have more capability if
there is City money going into it, to pull the City money back out. It’s really more of
intent of this policy that most people have followed. There could be somebody that
comes in without the local piece and just builds it and it's quietly done and the
neighborhood accepts it and there is no enforcement capability in the City.

(Continues with presentation) What we are looking from you today is to get some
feedback on what you heard and the direction on how you want to move forward — stick
to the schedule we outlined?

Are there any questions/comments?

| would first like to say thank you to staff. This was a very aggressive schedule that we
laid out back in June and | think some of us questioned will this drive staff crazy. Give
Jamie a big kudos for scheduling these meeting for us. Some of the feedback that |
received was they were very informative and there were some tough issues. | do like the
fact that | was able to be a part of some of them and | thought the breakouts and each
individual table was very helpful to allow individuals to talk to staff. So thank you to
Staff for getting us to this point.

| was impressed by the wide variety of comments which could be taken in a variety of
ways, one of which is that there are a lot of people involved and engaged in this subject
and it also allows any one of us to pick and choose which ever ones we like best. In
general, from the direction I'm heading at this point between here and a committee
vote on the first, looking at the totality of this issue, I'm inclined to think that a
locational policy creates more harm than it prevents and we might be better served
without having one at all. If the goal is to provide housing units to folks below area
median income, that ought to be the goal. We are talking about a high quality product
that is well constructed. To fear that modern public housing is a destabilizing influence is
ill placed and a locational policy essentially admits that it is so I'm looking toward voting
to say we don’t’ have a locational policy. We are going to be in this business City wide
with the goal to help as many people as possible without regard to what is cost to build
in one area or another.

| wanted to talk about some of the things that bubbled up during the meetings that we
have to work on addressing and also respond to what Council Member Cooksey just
suggested. It's very difficult for me to envision us not putting forward some housing
locational policy because the expectation has been set is the community that we are
going to attack this problem. And | call this a problem because it is a problem. There are
people who have owned homes in parts of the City for 30 — 40 years and lived in what
they thought were stable communities and have now found they are destabilized by
subsidized housing — some of that is subsidized multifamily housing and some of that is
section 8 housing, some of it is privately owned, poorly managed rental property and we
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have been trying as a Council to attack these issues throughout the community by way
of, for example, the Rental Property Ordinance and what we have been trying to do with
the housing locational policy is to establish a policy that would apply to these projects
that the City has investment in. It would pain me not to pass something or recommend
something to full Council because the expectation is out there. We’'ve been hearing
about this and it’s odd because it comes to us in a number of pieces. A lot of people
don’t recognize where the money comes from and where it goes and how it gets there
so there this general frustration that it’s all section 8 or must all be something else and
so | think it would be helpful for us to find a way to partner to make it clear to the public
that there is management of section 8 properties and they are distributed in certain
fashions. But ultimately, one of the problems we have to get around is doing a better
job of distinguishing the source of the funding for these projects and whether there are
any local or state or federal controls over location. For example, when | talk to people
who have a number of section 8 units and tell them we have no authority over where
vouchers go, they give me the look of disbelief and it is of some concern to me because
if you have units of any sort but particularly ones that are subsidized and are causing
problems in the community you want to find a way to address the problems that are
being caused. So with respect to what Mr. Cooksey said, it would bother me not to do
something. | think we have a responsibility to do something and not simply pretend that
this will take care of itself. There are very few things in a community of this size that will
simply take care of themselves without some direct and proactive type measures. With
respect to the comments themselves, one of the things | noticed, certainly with the
meeting in the North, there were a number of special interest group advocates that
attended and | don’t know how the feedback was skewed in terms of what we collected.
A lot of what | get in neighborhood meetings and emails is fairly telling and may not
necessarily be reflected in the feedback because some of these folks may not have
attended. If you all believe you can work with us to arrive at a result that meets the
schedule | think that’s a good thing so unless you tell us you can’t do this | think we
should move forward with the schedule.

Can | respond to the last point? If we can get clear direction from you all today on which
aspects of the existing policy you want to rise up if indeed you want to have a policy that
is very helpful. We can go away and do that pretty quickly. So we just ask for your help
as we paddle along. We'll push as hard as we can on our end and with the conversation
today, it will help get to those things we need to move it forward. We’re going to talk
about the next meeting too. The idea is to meet between now and the public hearing so
we have an actual document to present at the public hearing.

Does anybody need a copy of the existing policy? We have it in the packet? Would it be
helpful by Friday this week, if we have any changes that we want to see incorporated we
email them to Pam? And if you don’t hear from any of us on Friday end of business, then
we don’t want any changes.

If we could have some discussion on these themes from the Committee that would help.
My fear is that one member sends a note wants to go one way and an hour later we
receive direction that’s completely opposite that we’re not sure what direction to go.
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| have a question regarding the slide with the waivers on it. Ms. Schleunes, regarding the
third bullet point — can the policy cover State and Federally assisted projects?

The policy can cover it and it does now. It does provide a prohibition and | will say the
agencies that provide State and Federal funding do take into consideration the support
of the City as they evaluate applications for funding. As far as being able to bind the
State and Federal, no.

| ask the question because it says the policy should expand to include State and Federal
projects and | thought that it did apply in some former fashion so is the answer to that
bullet point, it already does?

My understanding is that comment goes to what the current policy covers. The current
policy applies to any project that receives Federal, Local or State funding.

Regarding the first bullet point, just for the benefit of the general public, the Council can
violate its own policy if it wants to so even if we say there should be no waivers, there
actually can be waivers. So for us to put that up here creates a false expectation that
there will not be any waivers when in fact there may come a time when something is
within five feet and we say we will allow that and people will be upset. | think waivers
should be discouraged but there is always an opportunity for that to transpire.

| don’t think we should be restricted by location period so waivers to me are irrelevant.
| think the waivers should be on a case by case basis.

Going back, I’'m still completely stupid and thick. I'm trying to figure out how we can say
that our policy applies to State and Federally funded projects and yet | still haven’t seen
the mechanism where our policy can prevent State and Federal dollars from being used
in assisted affordable housing developments. It can’t be prevented.

You would see statistically that the vast majority of the cases, that actually lines up and
it’s a very rare exception that you would have a program that wouldn’t be seeking City
funding so there would be an enforcement mechanism.

Understood, I’'m just getting into the technical weeds of it. | keep hearing on one hand,
yes, the policy can prevent State and Federally assisted housing developments from
being build in areas the policy prevents but really it can’t. | keep hearing both messages.

The word that is used in the policy is not “prevent”, it's “prohibit”. It does prohibit it. In
practical terms, enforcement is impossible.

And that’s where my understanding of the word prohibit becomes meaningless. That
gets back to Mr. Barnes’ theme which is what expectation do we create versus what is
on the ground. Yes they may line up nicely, the history may line up perfectly, but that
creates the expectation that our policy prohibits something that it can’t really prohibit
and the moment you get an outlier, the question becomes why didn’t the City do
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anything? | don’t know how to solve that at this point absent saying we don’t have a
locational limitation at all but that’s why | keep meandering on this.

For sake of clarity, what | have heard you say is that as a part of the collaboration that
exists between the Feds and State and the City, they typically wouldn’t push a project
that we didn’t support. So they would allow some consideration of our policy if they
would come to us with a project. Is that fair?

That is fair.

So if they come to Charlotte and want to build but we are going to want some
involvement with the money the City has in order to do it, our policy would then apply
in order to help the State or Fed understand what the people in the City want and
expect even though it’s not legally binding but they’re not going to force it down their
throats.

There is a flaw in the existing language of the policy. It is what it is today and we are
asking how you want to move forward with this. There is an intent for everyone to
follow this policy and to date, we have not just the funders (City, Federal, State), but
also the development community understand the reason for this policy and not go
against that. So if it needs to be hard and fast and more ordinance like, than the
language needs to be changed. We're open to whichever way you want to go with that. |
think clearly you articulated well to follow the existing piece.

If this helps, there were some suggestions at the forums to limit this policy to City
funded projects, take out the Federal and State. So that’s an option from a policy
change standpoint.

I'm ok if City money is not involved, the policy not be applied. We are at that point
talking about private development; you’re letting the private market drive that. But |
think where it’s applicable; the policy should expand to State and Federal initiative. It
may or may not be. It's merely an intent to hopefully gain the support that their looking
for. It just seems to me it wouldn’t harm anything to say the policy should expand where
applicable. But | would be ok if it's not there at all. So | don’t feel strongly one way or
another.

When you say “strictly enforced” regarding waivers, what does that mean? How are we
strictly enforcing that?

Ten people are saying they wouldn’t want Council to entertain any waivers.
But there’s always a way to allow that to happen.

Correct. To Mr. Barnes point, you all set the policy; you abide by it or choose to deviate
from it.
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| want to caution us when | think about State and Federal | think about the relationships
we have at those levels. When it comes to State, we receive state funding in a form of
tax credits?

We don’t, the City doesn’t receive. A developer would apply for those credits. So the
project receives tax credits.

A lot of times in that particular case, they come to us to see how we score that project,
as a whole Housing Trust Fund or if a waiver needs to be in place.

Typically the formal letter that comes from us is a support letter as an outcome from the
HTF decision. So we wouldn’t send a letter to the State and say these projects were
approved by Council to receive local money. Typically we don’t write additional letters
of support outside of the Trust Fund. We don’t write letters for everything.

On the Federal side, I’'m thinking about Hope VI and Community Development block
grant. Is there any other way that the Feds assist fund?

There are some various stimulus programs out there that help with revitalization.

| just have to make sure | understand how our relationships are when it comes to
funding. If it’s in there it’s fine with me. If it’s been abusive, | can see us making a change
but so far we have not had a bad relationship with the State or Federal level. | don’t
want to send the wrong message that somehow now we think down the road there will
be a hiccup so we want to put something in place. | usually want to be proactive but I'm
very sensitive in this economy because if Charlotte is getting money for housing, we
should be in a position to welcome that funding and a lot of cities are not getting any
funding.

| want to be clear that the third bullet point is already part of the policy. | think it should
stay in there and 2" bullet point should be disregarded. As for waivers, we should say
the Council will strive to avoid waiver but | don’t want to set up a false expectation that
we would never waive. Disregard 2" bullet point because if we want to have some say
so, we need to try to have say so in any project.

Let me refer you to the very bottom of the pink form — what I'm hearing is that you are
ok with the proposed policy.

Yes.

Let’s move down this chart and say yes you agree or make suggestions.

Before we move on, | just want to share one thing. Mr. Barnes is talking about changing
the wording. | wouldn’t want to suggest that we strive. I’'m more down the lines of being

solid, that we will not waive.

That creates the false expectation.
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But to say that we strive leaves open a window. It should be black or white on our intent
which is to strictly enforce the idea that there will be no waivers.

I’m not convinced that’s our intent.

That depends on the body you’re dealing with. You're talking about the politics that may
occur before a Council and you can’t determine what any given body may or may not
do. All we can do is suggest to this committee what should be the case either being
enforced with no waivers or having a window of opportunity where there may be
waivers.

The new proposed policy says, “Considered by City Council on a case by case basis”.
Requested by developer, staff prepares information and adjoining party owners notified
four weeks instead of the two that it used to be. I'm fine with that.

Number of units is fine. Proposal is good.
Policy exemptions — existing has special needs, proposed not. Give us an example of
special needs.

Seniors, disabled (Moore Place, McCreesh Place)

Group homes?

There is actually not a definition of special needs.

| just wanted to make sure everybody knew the definition of special needs.

| think you’ve raised the point that we need to send a clear message to staff on what
special needs is defined as. I'm fine with senior housing and disabled. I'm ok with
Veterans. We need to try to understand all the areas of special needs.

Current policy does not have any distinction of what special needs is. It sounds like
elderly and disabled will carry through but define what special needs is.

So many of the complaints that we hear in various neighborhoods come from these
special needs groups. Very few people will complain about a development that’s built
for seniors and disabled people but it’s the able bodies that could work and should work
who are causing the problems and we do need to further define special needs
populations. There should not be an exemption when there is direct evidence of
problems caused by people in those types of developments. | hope we can continue to
define this term.

One exception | have is group homes. | would like to see them included in the policy.
If we could just break out the possible groups that would be included under special

needs population. | think there are three that should be exempt but we can come back
and take a look at that.
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Continuing — permissible areas?

The proposed policy is stating that new multi-family construction would be allowed only
in Stable areas.

My only concern with the Quality of Life study is that it’s not totally accurate because
we have to lump neighborhoods together. | think we have to be very careful when we
are using that.

The permissible areas piece deserves some further analysis because when you add in
enough special needs type housing; a stable area can become a transitioning area fairly
quickly. One of the things I’'m seeing in some part of my jurisdiction is people are bailing,
and dumping their houses on the market and moving and the area falls. | think there
needs to be more discussion on how to tweak the existing policy without saying you can
only build in stable areas.

The reason the Quality of Life was proposed is that it looks at 20 different variables and
is pretty comprehensive. That’s a good indication of the health of the area and if the
argument is these projects could have a destabilizing impact, that a stable neighborhood
would be able to absorb that and not have it be so impactful to the neighborhood. It
was just a way of simplifying instead of all these different criteria, just say stable area or
not.

I’'m going to give you an example. Remember when John’s [Lassiter] neighborhood was
tagged transitional and there are half million dollar homes out there. So it’s a big joke.
You have to be careful who you partner your neighborhoods with. That's my only
concern.

An updated Quality of Life study will be discussed at the September 13 dinner meeting.
There needs to be some conversation around the methodology. That is a relative
measure. There never will be a point when all neighborhoods in Charlotte are stable.
Just because a neighborhood is transitioning doesn’t mean it’s not better than it was
two years before. It’s all relative to other neighborhoods.

Unless we could go neighborhood by neighborhood, it will never be exact.

If you say permissible areas are stable areas, we need to take a look at the current land
use for those stable areas. What we don’t want to get in to is rezoning fights. Can we
forecast where the opportunities are?

We presented a map at the forums that showed the current multifamily vacant parcels
of land % acre or more. There are very limited numbers of currently zoned multifamily
vacant parcels of land in stable areas that could accommodate this type of development
so rezoning will be part of it.

We need to decide whether we want to plow through this or go through on our own
and get back to Pam?
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We really gain from the discussion that we are having and if you can land on a specific
direction on any of these outstanding issues that would be really helpful.

Why don’t we go through the slides?

We have a number of stakeholders in the room for the single room occupancy issue so if
you think we won’t be getting to that today; they would not have to stay.

Not going to get to it today.
Dismissed stakeholders

| want to talk about this next slide because so much of what | have heard regarding
subsidized development and privately owned development is that there needs to be
design standards and, Debra, | know you have been charged with that for
Transportation and Planning Committee for single family. There is also great concern
about lack of management with respect for single family and multifamily rental
developments. | wanted to talk to you about how we can compare the efforts you're
making with the design standards, how we can do an overlay to multifamily. Also discuss
how the rental property ordinance can assist us in enforcing some management
standards with these properties. Everybody in here knows what a poorly managed
multifamily development looks like and what a well managed multifamily development
looks like. | have both in my district. That is one of the most important slides we can talk
about because so much of what people are upset about are management and the looks.
Debra, please respond.

For the most part, the majority of projects that are proposed usually get some type of
public assistance. As part of the review process, before the applicant goes to the Trust
Fund Board, they would come to Planning for a review of their proposal. We have
reviewed a number of them and even the Hope IV developments come to us before
they even ask for money so they can cost that out. | cannot account for what happened
10 years ago and most of the design issues that you are most concerned about are those
older complexes.

There are some news ones - A development that was supposed to come to South
Charlotte.

How many times do you meet with them during the course of that before it fell apart?
We met with them lots and lots.

That thing looked like hell. It was the grossest thing on this side of the Mississippi and |
couldn’t understand why we would allow a development to come to fruition.

| cannot prevent a petition from going through the process. What | can do is
recommend that the petition not be approved.
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| think what Mr. Barnes is asking is that if there were some design standard guidelines in
place we wouldn’t have had to even be concerned about a lot of what was being
presented. Now somebody could still put something up that could look horrible but still,
| was surprised that something like that would come to the table even having
conversation with people amongst you.

When people come to our agency, we use our general development, and area plans,
zoning ordinance - a number of policies. If that particular developer is not receptive to
the recommendations we make because you well know the zoning process is a
negotiating process. In terms of the By Right development, it’s already zoned, that
person can come through plain multifamily review. There is no architecture design
review. It is more site review by my department and then building code by the county.

While we’re on this point, the petition that is filed is not the petition that people will see
at the Community meeting, which is not the petition they will see at the Public Hearing,
which is likely not the petition that Council will end up voting on because it changes all
throughout that process. | think a relevant point to this conversation regarding what we
keep calling our locational policy but the more we talk about it the more | realize it is far
more than that, it is assisted housing financing. Should we be considering on our funding
side, instead a component that will grow a proposal into planning for design review
regardless of whether it’s on the by right side or not, with the hook being that it’s
getting City money that we have that authority.

So with respect to the architectural standards, there is that development that you and |
met about near UNC Charlotte and it was after we met and | did a lot of pushing with
the other side and you guys got all the things turned out pretty well. The concern | have
is related to the same sort of disgust Mr. Cannon expressed is the same | feel on a
regular basis about developments. Many of them go through and some don’t. If you can
help me understand what your involvement is in this process. Again, layer in the Rental
Property Ordinance with the architectural standards piece. That would make me feel
comfortable. Everything is subjective, how do you enforce taste? There should be some
bare minimums or a category of development in terms of architecture standards that
are applied. I'm not an expert in that field but | have a clue to what looks good and what
doesn’t. In terms of setting expectations, it would be helpful to say “no vinyl” or “a roof
pitched at x degree” so people know we are expecting a decent looking project.

| think the development is a continuing piece. We are starting with site review all the
way up to financed, built, and managed. And over time there could be changes in
management, changes in ownership. Each one of us would have a role. At the early
phases, conceptual phases of development, certainly we think it's appropriate for
planning staff to have a role to ensure it’s compatible with the neighborhood that it fits
in and blends in. In terms of specific architectural features, we do not have the authority
to require any architectural features other than those that are defined within the zoning
ordinance itself and that’s because full council hasn’t given that authority. For example,
we are in the process of doing single family residential design standards and that would
be an amendment to our zoning ordinance that will add additional standards and so
until | get that authority we are looking generally at these proposals based on policy,
what we intuitively from a technical background as designers feel is appropriate that
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would be compatible. We do not go into the later detail of building material because
this an affordable housing development and we certainly understand there are cost
constraints but that does not mean that developer shouldn’t be compatible and
complement the neighborhood.

| disagree but | hear you. | can tell you about the neighborhoods where the houses are
less than five years old and the vinyl is popping off, the garage doors are bashed in, the
blinds are ripped out, and this isn’t just my imagination. People don’t want to pay for
something they aren’t going to take care of. If you have some skin in the game you’re
going to take care of your property and we spend too much time subsidizing stuff for
folks who don’t care about it and they are wreaking havoc on neighborhoods. It has
frustrated me that we have been stuck on this issue of not being able to improve the
design standards other than my own relationships with the developers through the
rezoning process. We don’t have architectural standards with respect for multifamily
development. Would it be as stretch to ask you to add the multifamily component for
the purposes of this effort (to Debra)?

That would need to come from the entire Council. If the Council would wish to expand
that effort into multifamily we would need to know the direction from the entire
Council and | would turn to Debra and say can you do it in terms of resources that if it
becomes a priority for Council?

| want to remind you all that we got the single family residential design standard
assignment about four years ago and it’s still not complete. It is a complicated process
to go through and | don’t know that you want your housing locational policy stopped by
that.

But if we could set a place holder and add it in when it’s finished.

It seemed to me the Committee was going the direction of maintaining certain
exemptions in the locational policy while the proposal was to blackout exemptions. It
seemed like the conversation earlier was we are ok with certain exemptions. | think we
should toss out that if we are going to exempt certain categories of assisted housing
perhaps it is also reasonable to exempt them from the consideration of any later
prohibition such as the % mile radius and to pick on the Arsley situation, the ironic thing
| found is that because there was a senior assisted living facility in place already it
created a % mile area that no other assisted housing could be placed without a waiver.
However, if the housing partnership’s proposal for standard assisted development has
been built first, the senior component could have been built afterward, without the
need for a waiver because it’s exempt from the policy. So this is something | think we
need to consider as the waiver policy if there is going to be a locational policy which |
continue to believe there shouldn’t be. But if there is one it makes sense.

I'm beginning to feel we aren’t going to make this timeline. If we are going to go
through this kind of discussion we should maybe back it out two weeks and then go to
public hearing and then Council.

Housing and Neighborhood Development
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Pat Mumford:

Cannon:

Pamela Lopez:

Julie Burch:
Cannon:

Kinsey:

| agree. This has been very good and very helpful for us and needed conversation. | think
we will get into more of that. We will present it next time in a way we can work through
a little more easily. I’'m not sure given the dialogue we had today and the amount of
information sharing that occurred and also the fact that we really didn’t solve it. 'm not
sure it's appropriate to set in stone a calendar to bring to Council. We need to work
through this a little more to understand what we are dealing with. But | appreciate the
points that have been raised. This is why we felt it was important to have this policy
discussion. So if we could calendar the next meeting we will prepare the documents
given where the conversation has gone to try to make it smooth next time. Then after
that meeting, we can determine what a realistic time frame is to bring it to a public
hearing.

Can we potentially, between now and next meeting, have something that is a little more
fluid? Especially if it requires us to give comment on so we are able to digest all that
needs to be digested. Get whatever it is that you will provide to us ahead of time so we
can come in here and just drop our comments. That will help us to really spend less time
and get to other agenda items. | still think it’s not a bad idea to jot down our thoughts
on this PowerPoint and get it to Staff.

| welcome that. If you want to email comments to me, we can incorporate those into
the next presentation.

Discussed scheduling next meeting — arrived at 2pm Wednesday September 1.
| just want to remind Staff to send us the email from Mary Klentz.

Meeting adjourned.

The meeting adjourned at 1:45 PM.
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Housing Locational Policy Update
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting
August 25, 2010

Committee Action:
Receive comments from the Housing Locational Policy Public Forums and provide direction on
policy revisions and next steps.

Policy:
e The current Housing Locational Policy was approved by City Council on November 26, 2001,
and amended on September 24, 2003.

Policy Review Process:

e OnJune 24, 2010, City Council approved a draft revised Housing Locational Policy and
requested that Neighborhood & Business Services staff host a series of public forums during
the months of July and August to gain input on a new Housing Locational Policy.

e During the months of July and August, five public forums were hosted throughout the City.
Forums were held in the North, South, East, West and Central regions.

e Atotal of 158 citizens attended the forums and the following reoccurring concerns were
raised at each of the forums:

— Half-mile proximity restriction - Inclusionary Zoning

— Necessity of a Housing — Proximity to goods and services
Locational Policy — Policy application to City assisted

— Geographical Dispersion developments

— Aesthetics and on-site property — Policy Exemptions for seniors,
management disabled, and special needs

- Impact on property values populations

Policy Review Schedule:

¢ H&ND Committee review citizen August 25, 2010
recommendations

e H&ND Committee review and approve September 1, 2010
revised Housing Locational Policy

e City Council Public Hearing on revised September 13, 2010

Housing Locational Policy
e City Council approval of revised Housing September 27, 2010
Locational Policy

Attachments:
Public forum and e-mail comments, public forum handouts and sign sheets





May 31, 2010

Dear Chalrman Mitchell and Members of the HAND Committee
e

First, congratulations to You, members of the HAND Commitiee and staff,
for your leadership on the housing Issues and policies that have come before
your committee. They are challenging to be sure but we know that strong
leadership is needed if Charlotte is o make progress on these issues. We thank
you for taking this on.

Af the May 19 HAND Committee meeting you approved a motion to
review and update the locational policy that includes d review of the current

of significant tax dollars in public projects such as the Lynx iine {city) and schools
{county) has a significant Impact on housing values, Therefore, since these
iInvestmenis are paid for with everybody's tax doltars, no income group should

country will help change this.
The following is a brief summary of some of the current housing policies
YoU are reviewing, with related comments and recommendations from MIHC.

I. CURRENT LOCATIONAL POLICY:
-Is merely a location guide.
- Only covers new assisted multi-family rental.  This ignores other factors
such as a mix of dwelling types, multiple forms of ownership, access to
amenities and services, etc.
- Does not take into account Section 8 housing location and exempts
other assisted housing fypes such as the conversion of market rate housing
to assisted housing. This results in a distorted analysis of policy outcomes
and ignores concentrations of assisted housing.
-Is based on census data which Is a backward ook af demographics.
- Suggests a minimum/maximum range of the percent of
affordable/assisted housing units fo be built but does not require the
number of units,

MIHC Recommendaﬁons;






Make location decisions contingent on fulfillment a broader set of criteria
that promotes mixed income communities.

Include information on actual location of Sec 8 participants, as well as
public and private assisted housing, when evaluating appropricte locations.
(These gaps are a clear indication of where residents with limited incomes
cannoft presently live, and where concentrations of poverty exist.)

Support decisions with data based on best available projections for future
development.

Create efficient and effective inclusionary housing policies that foster a
partnership among the City, County, Schools, nonprofits and for-profit entifies.

Develop incentives for developers who create mixed income price poinfs—
including housing for those of limited income where this doesn't exist and,
conversely, including a higher level of housing options in communities where
there is concentrated poverty.

Use data on mixed income housing to educate the community on the
benefits of mixed income communities and the costs of concentrated poverty.
Reporting on what other communities are doing is an effective tool in dispelling
myths and providing facts.

H. Current Policy for ASSISTED MULTI-FAMILY RENTAL HOUSING AT TRANSIT STATION
AREAS:
~According fo recent figures reported by CATS of the approximately 7,500

housing units bullt near the Lynx Line, only 180 are considered affordable.
Current policy requires an evaluation after two years—which is now. Council
should evaluate now whether the policy has been successful in creating the
expected number of housing units below 50% AMI, where we most need them.
MIHC Recommendations:

MIHC believes that the new policy requires ongoing evaluation, oversight
and review:; that the first evaluation be done within six months of adoption; that
Council and the public be advised of the findings.

Make it a condition of development in areas around the lynx line, that there
be a certain percentage/ or number of units available near the stops for
residents below 60% {and below 30%) AMI. Work to facilitate similar opportunities
around schools and other such amenities. Policies, practices and
implementation strategies need to be developed fo ensure that all residents
have the opportunity to access the benefits that accompany this type of
development.





hittp://maps.google.com/maps?f=q&source=s_q&hl=en&geocode=8&q=i-85+sugar-creer&s...

i-85 sugar-creek - Google Maps

lIl. HOUSING CHARLOTTE 2007 IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATIONS:
Acquisitions Subcommittee Recommendation 1:
-Recommends the use of excess school land for development of
affordable housing.
Recommendation 2:
-Recommends a change in the site selection criteria from the current
prohibited, permissible and priority areas to a specific set of criteria that
allows for consideration of multiple factors in the decisions of housing
location.
MIHC Recommendations:
MIHC supports Recommendation 1, and believes that it should be
expanded 1o include land around the Lynx Line.

] Get Google Maps on your phone
I-gword GMAI@'—t

&

If you consider a change to the selection criteria of this nature, MIHC
gommends that the impacts on concentrations of poverty and housing price-
nts in the suirounding area be given significant welghts in the formula in order
bchieve a frue mixed income community.

4 Kgséﬁs:-:

Thank you again for your consideration. MIHC is committed to our
mmunity. Let us know how we can help in the development and
{plementation of inclusive housing policles.

Tagre

ihgerely,

e

Mixed Income Housing Coalition
Chair, Mary Klenz; klenzm@bellsouth.net; 704-542-9858
Ce: Mayor Foxx, Pat Mumford

T R
TEDE
"

6/22/2010 1:33 PM
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HOUSING CORPORATION

Zelleka A. Biermann
Neighborhood Development QOffice
600 East Trade St.

Charlotte, NC 28202

July 15,2019
Dear Ms. Biermann:

I want to thank your department for holding the series of public forums on the proposed
new Housing Locat10na1 Policy. As you know, I attended the first meeting on
Wednesday, July 7. I also wanted to commend Ms. Gail Whitcomb of your department
who was the facilitator at our table. She did an excellent job of keeping us focused and
giving all a chance fo contribute. She was especially helpful in bringing staff members
into our group to assist our understanding of the new proposals. I trust she kept good
notes of our concerns and suggestions for the new policy and will pass them along for
your use in the department and in feedback to the City Council.

Besides my comments and concerns being vocalized at the forum, I wanted to provide a
written record of some: major feedback from me for your dlscussmn and hopeful
inclusion in the pohcy revision offered to the Councﬂ

1. I recommend that the major proposed changes in the new policy be
specifically enumerated and contrasted with the old policy in
presentations and in forums. I know some were attempted to be offered
at this first forum but I believe important changes were not offered.

My main example is the late realization in the forum that your staff was
proposing to eliminate the exclusion of senior and disabled housing in
the new policy. As I emotionally and intensely tried to communicate at
the forum, such a change would severely hamper future development of
such housing if for no other reason than forcing compliance with the
proximity prohibition in the policy. I also tried to point out that this
change puts a double jeopardy on these folks because they are
economically and functionally disadvantaged.

2. Conjointly with my first recommendation I would propose and
advocate for exempting all affordable rental projects for all populations
to those under 50 units not 24 as in the policy. Yes, there might be
some economic penalty in a reduced economy of scale for developers,

‘but I believe there would be many more opportunities for placements
and still a less ‘threatemng” presence for ne;ghborhoods and
neighbors. - :

1123 South Church Street  Charlotte, North Carolina  28203-4003
P704-370-3248  F704-971-4312  Einfo@cdchousingcorp.org
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3. 1 would also like to add my voice to the suggestions and
recommendations offered at the forum for the implementation of a
reasonable initial step in the incorporation of an inclusionaty zoning
provision in the City Planning/Zoning Policies.

Thank you again for providing the opportunity for public input on a very lmportant issue
for our community. As you know, our Diocese Housing Corporation’s mission is ...”to
create, maintain, promote and operate housing facilities...and the necessary services to
enrich and empower the lives of seniors, families and individuals with low incomes, and
those with special needs”. 1 also know that your department is basically trying to do the
same thing in providing opportunities for people to have safe and decent places to live in
fair distribution around the city. We will always support your department in that
endeavor.

If you or anyone in your department has any questions, or if [ may be of assistance in any
way, please do not hesitate in contacting me.

Thank you and regards,
Wil L
rry Widelski
Director

Ce¢. Gail Whitcomb
Patrick Mumford

1123 Seuth Church Street  Charlotte, North Carolina  28203-4603
P704-370-3248  F704-971-4312  Einfo@cdchousingcorp.org






From: Maureen Gilewski [mailto:maureen.gilewski@quintiles.com]

Sent: Tuesday, July 27, 2010 1:12 PM

To: Foxx, Anthony R; councilmancannon@gmail.com; info@davidhowardclt.com;
edwin@edwinpeacock.com; pkinsey@carolina.rr.com; jamesdistrict2@aol.com;
district3_turner@yahoo.com; barnesdistrictd@aol.com; 'Nancy Carter'; andy@voteandydulin.com;
warren@warrencooksey.com; Mumford, Patrick T.

Subject: FW: MIHC - locational policy review public forums schedule

Dear Mayor Fox, Mr. Mumford, Mr. Cannon, Mr. Howard, Mr. Peacock, Ms. Kinsey, Mr. Mitchell, Mr.
Turner, Mr. Barnes, Ms. Carter, Mr. Dulin and Mr. Cooksey,

| am a board member of the Mixed Income Housing Coalition (MIHC) who has reviewed the “City of
Charlotte’s Affordable Housing Policies” ‘Locational Policy’. | attend as many as of the HAND Committee
meetings as possible and I’'m very aware of the current review of the City’s “Locational Policy”. | will be
in attendance at tonight’s Locational Policy public forum at Hickory Grove Baptist Church.

| have lived in Charlotte for 43 years. | was raised in the Beverly Woods neighborhood, graduated from
Mercy School of Nursing and have been a resident of the Grove Park neighborhood for 32 years. | have
seen 43 years of growth and change in this city. | am the past president of the Grove Park
Neighborhood Association and I’'m actively working within my community to turn the negatives around.
| love my neighborhood and community and remain passionate about its sustainability as a good place
to live as it was 32 years ago. | am most concerned about the quantity and quality of multi-family
housing and section 8 residents we currently house in East Charlotte. I'd like to share with you my
concerns about one point of the current policy and the impact that | see it has on our East Charlotte
community.

The Neighborhood Statistical Area (NSA) defines the areas prohibited, permissible and priority for
assisted multi-family housing in the Locational Policy. The Neighborhood Quality of Life Study feeds into
the ranking of the NSA categories of stable, transitioning and challenged. The historical neighborhood
NSA category should not be used in isolation but instead the “trending” of the entire community should
be considered.

Our community, Hickory Grove, has a quality of life index as “stable but trending down from 2002 —
2008”. How can we be categorized as stable if we are trending down? The locational map identifies my
neighborhood as a permissible area for affordable housing. On one side we are bordered by a dense
area of prohibited areas and behind us priority areas for affordable housing. At the corner of Sharon
Amity and Harris Blvd is a complex managed by the Charlotte Housing Authority (CHA) and down Harris
Blvd at Robinson Church is a Charlotte Housing Partnership (CHP) complex. In between these locations
we have at least one apartment complex, Rose Croft, which has a high occupancy of less than desirable
residents with section 8 vouchers. | will say the management of the CHA and CHP properties seems to
be better than the private apartment complexes with a high occupancy of section 8 vouchers. The level
of on-site management makes a difference. Rose Croft only has on-site management two half days a
week, which is not uncommon for this type of property.

1- In 2002 we had a median household income of $75,678. In 2008 it was $58,139. That’s a decrease of
$17,539. The big change occurred between 2002 and 2004 and since then it has been stable in the
$58,000 range. Over the 6 year period that’s a 80% change in income.





2- Percent of persons receiving food stamps was 2% in 2002 and has jumped to 9.4% by 2008. That’s a
7.5% increase. City wide comparator is 8.9%

3- In the 6 year period between 2002 and 2008 our house values only went up $3,249.

4- In 2002 the percent of children passing competency exams was 85.4% in 2008 it was 45.9%. That’s a
39.5% decrease! This took a big dive in 2008.

5- Our dropout rate went down. 4.1% in 2002 to 2.6% in 2008. City wide the drop out % was 5.1%. The
kids appear to be staying in school in our community but they aren’t getting smarter, which | realize is a
very sad national trend.

6- Our population increased by 505 in the 6 years. 130 of the 505 were youth. The over 64 age group
has only increased 1.2% in the 6 year period.

7- Number of housing units increased by 223 in the 6 years.

8- The % of home owners has been pretty stable, 83.5% in 2002 to 80.3% in 2008.

These stats do not show me stability. | cannot support the current use of the NSA to categorize areas for
locating assisted multifamily housing. How can my community of Hickory Grove reverse the downward
trending if more affordable housing is permissible and priority? | support a policy that will disperse
mixed price point housing, not just low-income housing, throughout the city.

| look forward to seeing many of you this evening.

Regards,
Maureen

Maureen Gilewski

7518 Linda Lake Dr.

Tel: 704.568.9744

Fax: 704.307.4789

email: maureen.gilewski@quintiles.com
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Mayor Anthony Foxx
600 East 4% Sireet, 15™ floor
Charlotte, NC 28202

July 29, 2010
Dear Mayor Foxx

I know that you are a proponent of fair and equitably distributed affordable housing in
Charlotte. I have attended the first public forum offered by your Neighborhood
Development Office for input regarding a revised proposal to the Housing Locational
Policy for the city. I want to commend that Department for conducting an excellent
hearing and for listening and adapting to some of the input regarding the presentation
materials and in keeping track of the policy comments offered at the forum. I have in fact
written a letter condensing my appreciation for the Department wherein I also offered
policy suggestions. 1am enclosing that letter for your awareness.

After I sent the letter, I actually felt in hindsight that 1 should have cc¢’d you also. But I
now have also had an idea on appending my suggestions, so I wanted to offer the original
ideas plus this letter for your and the Departments consideration.

In ap addendum to item 2 in the letter, 1 wanted to offer that if the City Council does not
continue the exemption for seniors, disabled and special needs, then I strongly urge that
they at least change the mumber of units exempted for these folks to 50. This would
allow the applications for HUD 202 units available for the Charlotte Metro area (48 at
present) to be pursued without a cumbersome and potentially prohibitive process. A
nonprofit applicant for HUD housing does not have the finances nor staff and other
resources to engage in time, energy and bureaucracy to further their affordable housing
missions for such populations. I suggest that you could poll any number of nonprofit
affordable housing advocates/developers and receive comments similar to these offered
in both of these letters.

Thank you so much for your advocacy for affordable housing in Charlotte. I am also
enclosing a pamphlet of our corporation and one that illustrates our first affordable (Low
Income Housing Tax Credit) project in Mooresville which we are very proud of. We
want to do affordable senior and disabled housing in Charlotte in the near future. Please
contact me if I may assist in any further way.

Sincerely,

Jerry Widelski
Director

Ce: Patrick Mumford
Enclosures: 3

1123 South Church Streee  Charlotte, Noreh Carolina  28203-4003
P704-370-3248  F704-971-4312  Einfo@cdchousingcorp.org





Email Received on Wednesday, August 4™ by Justine Gazzola, Communications Specialist
Hey Justine, | wanted to pass along some thought that | had about the Affordable Housing Policy.

Based on the criteria for affordable housing on the website, it seems that the most money that someone
in the program would pay would be about $600/ month. Since there is a ton of homes for sale right
now, and interest rates are very low, it seems like there is not a lot of need for ASSISTED affordable
housing, as there are over 500 units on the market currently that would meet the cost criteria.

The location thing really irks me, as | personally do not qualify to receive assistance, as | make too much
money. | have lived in Villa Heights and over on Shamrock and Eastway, because that is where there is
an abundance of affordable housing. | survived by the way.

If you really want to have assistance, instead of operating the program like it is currently done, one way
to do it that would meet less opposition, have a huge impact, and make property owners happy would
be to grant the assistance by forgiving all or some of the property tax owed for people that qualify for
the program. | am sure that you will have some kind of reason why that could not possibly be done.
(Protected funding source or something like that, legal issues) But | am sure that legally you could find a
way for it to operate that way. This would be beneficial b/c then that gives the people receiving the
assistance absolute control of where they want to live. Taxes make up a huge part of your monthly
payment when buying a home in Charlotte. Plus this would be the ultimate in spreading out the
assistance. You get rid of the zoning battles. You actually help the overall housing market by helping
move empty units, and help the overall economy by using up existing units instead of worsening our
current housing problem.

| realize that this would change the whole "Affordable Housing" business model and people's jobs and
way of working would have to change. The proposed solution may be better than the way the system
currently works. The program needs to find a better way to get the same outcome, Affordable Housing,
no matter what the means to that end. Work smarter not harder and stop wasting time and money. All
the meetings to justify the Affordable Housing Program's existence, policy's, building plans, projects ect,
goes away if you offer people the freedom to choose and property tax breaks if needed.

Hope this helps,

Jackie Bray
704-516-9705





Recommendations for Amendments
City of Charlotte
Proposed Housing Locational Policy

Proposed By

Charlotte-Mecklenburg Housing Partnership
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Proposed Housing Locational Policy Amendments

Executive Summary

The Charlotte-Mecklenburg Housing Partnership (Housing Partnership) supports the City’s update of
the Housing Locational Policy. The Housing Partnership feels a policy is no longer needed because of
advancements in design, construction and management of assisted multi-family housing. However, the
Housing Partnership supports a “fair share” housing philosophy.

This report proposes some amendments to the Proposed Housing Locational Policy that will enhance its
usefulness and effectiveness while recognizing advancements in the developments of affordable
housing. The four recommended amendments are designed to 1) clarify the intent of the policy, 2)
encourage the development of mixed income assisted multi-family housing, 3) refocus the policy on the
de-concentration of poverty and 4) address the exclusion of nonresidential areas from the policy.

These recommendations, which were developed within the framework of the proposed policy, are
summarized below.

Issues Recommendations

1. Applicability of the Housing ~ The HLP should be used as a guide for City funding and/or

Locational Policy (HLP) support of assisted multi-family housing development.

2. Exempt Mixed Income Promote mixed income development by exempting from the
Assisted Multi-family from policy any assisted multi-family housing development where at
the Housing Locational least 70% of the units are designated for households earning
Policy 50% or more of the area median income, and no more that 30%

of the assisted units are designated for households earning 30%
or less of the area median income.

3. Eliminate or modify the % Option 1 (Preferred) - Replace the requirement with a % mile
mile assisted multi-family study area to measure “Concentration of Poverty” based on
housing separation number of 30% and below income units not exceeding 20% of
requirement the total housing units; or Option 2 - Reduce the separation

requirement based on environmental barriers and change the
separation distance to % mile.

4. No designation of Designate “Nonresidential” areas on the map as “Permissible”
Nonresidential areas on the  areas.
Policy Map

This report provides an overview of the proposed Housing Locational Policy and presents
recommendations for amendment. For each amendment, the report states the issue, a
recommendation for change, the rationale for the change and suggested language to amend the
proposed policy document.

The Housing Partnership feels these amendments will greatly strengthen the policy and facilitate the
development of affordable housing in Charlotte. The Housing Partnership looks forward to a dialogue
with the City Council and Staff about the Housing Locational Policy.






Proposed Housing Locational Policy Amendments

Purpose

The Housing Locational Policy (HLP) is an important local tool for determining where new assisted
multi-family housing can be placed in the community. This report recommends some changes to the
proposed policy to enhance the overall effectiveness and usability of this tool.

Overview of Current Policy

The HLP provides a guide for the financing
and/or development of new multi-family rental
housing projects designed to serve, in whole or
part, households that earn 60% or less than the
area median income.

The objectives of the policy are to:

e Avoid undue concentration of multi-family
assisted housing

e Geographically disperse new multi-family
housing developments

e Support the City's neighborhood
revitalization efforts

e Promote diversity and vitality of
neighborhoods

e Support school, transit corridor and other
public development initiatives

Policy Comparison Summary

The adjoining chart highlights key changes
between the City’s current policy and the
proposed policy. New HLP policy changes are
highlighted in bold.

Recommendations for Amendment

On the following pages are four enhancements
designed to clarify the policy, improve the
effectiveness and promote overall usability

Current Policy

Proposed Policy

Projects between 25-100
units

Based on Neighborhood
Statistical Areas

Three categories of
ranking — Prohibited,
Permissible and Priority
Restrictions based upon
NSA income (<60%),
existing multi-family
assisted housing (>10%)
and homeownership
ratio (<50%)

Not located within %
mile of existing multi-
family assisted project
Exempts Special Needs
Populations (Elderly,
Disabled or other Special
Populations)

Applicable to multifamily
conversions to multi-
family assisted units (>
50%)

Council review of Special
Objective Areas

City Council may waive
the policy on a case-by-
case basis (2 week
public notice)
Management
requirements apply to
new assisted multi-
family development only

Projects between 25-120
units

Based on Neighborhood
Statistical Areas

Two categories of
ranking — Permissible
and Prohibited
Restrictions based upon
ranking of NSA
(Prohibited - Challenged
or Threatened NSAs and
Permissible — Stable
NSAs)

Not located within %
mile of an existing multi-
family assisted project
No exemption for
Special Needs Housing
Populations

Applicable to multifamily
conversions to multi-
family assisted units (>
50%)

Council review of Special
Objective Areas

City Council may waive
the policy on a case-by-
case basis (4 week
public notice)
Management
requirements apply to
new, rehabilitation and
conversion assisted
multi-family
developments






Proposed Housing Locational Policy Amendments

Issue 1 - Applicability of the Housing Locational Policy

The proposed Housing Locational Policy (HLP) is used as a guide for funding and development of assisted
multi-family housing.

Recommendation:

The HLP should be used as a guide for City funding and/or support of assisted multi-family housing
development.

Rationale:

The HLP should serve only as a tool for reviewing assisted multi-family projects seeking city financial
assistance and/or support. City financing involves the commitment of loans, grants and other financial
contributions such as land donations. Support includes endorsements, letters of support or other City
Council legislative actions needed to assist a particular development.

However, if a developer is not seeking City financial assistance or support, the HLP should not apply.
Changing the policy application will clear up a lot of public and developer confusion about the City’s
authority in permitting these developments to take place.

The proposed and past HLP policies do not reference any City imposed sanctions if a developer chooses
to proceed with an assisted multi-family housing project not requiring City financial assistance and/or
support. If a developer has other financing resources and the proper zoning is in place, will the City
withhold development permits, impose fines or take some other action against developers violating the
policy? Unless the HLP clearly identifies how projects violating the policy will be addressed, the policy
should only apply to developments seeking city funding and/or support.

Suggested Language:
Amend the policy statement to read as follows:
The Housing Locational Policy provides a guide for City financing and/or-develepment support of new

multi-family rental housing projects designed to serve, in whole or part, households that earn 60% or
less than the area median income.






Proposed Housing Locational Policy Amendments

Issue 2 — Exemption of Mixed Income Assisted Multifamily Development

The proposed Housing Locational Policy (HLP) should provide an incentive to promote mixed income
assisted multi-family development.

Recommendation:

In order to promote mixed income multi-family development, this type of development should be
exempt from the HLP. Therefore, any assisted multi-family housing development meeting the following
new definition should be exempted from the requirements of the policy:

Mixed Income Assisted Multi-Family Housing — Any multi-family housing development where at least
70% of the units are designated for households earning 50% or more of the area median income and no
more that 30% of the assisted units are designated for households earning 30% or less of the area
median income.

Rationale:

Mixed Income Multi-Family Development is the

ideal model for serving households with the , Bt @ DD e

reatest housing need, producing higher quality Mixed Income Assisted Multifamily Development
8 . . ! . Project Units Percent of Total AMI* Served
housing and helping to achieve overall 32 =0% 0% - 60%

(o] 0 - (o]

community affordable housing goals. When 36 30% 30%
coupled with good apartment management 120 100%
practices, this housing model is the most * AMI — The Metro Area Median Income is $66,500

desirable for long-term neighborhood
sustainability.

The “70/30” Mixed Income Assisted Multi-family strategy is appropriate for two reasons. First, the 50
percent income threshold is equivalent to the median rent in the City’s rental housing market today.
The 2010 average monthly rent paid by market tenants in Charlotte is $726", which is an affordable rent
for someone earning 50 percent of the median income or $30,250°. This rental price reflects the market
for the City. In the future, this median rent target can be adjusted based upon changes in the market.

The 30 percent income target represents the population with the greatest need for affordable housing
in the community. These households represent the highest concentrations of poverty and more likely to
generate economic and social challenges that can destabilize surrounding neighborhoods. The
recommendation is that these units be capped at no more than 30 percent in any given development.

Exempting mixed income assisted multi-family development from the HLP will help address a
community need for more affordable housing and serve those populations in the greatest need. At the
Issue 2 — Exemption of Mixed Income Assisted Multifamily Development (Continued)

1 Real Data Apartment Market Research, March 2010
2 Per HUD'’s calculation for a household size of three.






Proposed Housing Locational Policy Amendments

same time, it would create a more stable affordable housing environment that will support surrounding
neighborhoods.

Suggested Language:

Amend the HLP to read as follows:

Exemption:

Mixed Income Assisted Multi-Family Housing is exempt from the policy.

New Definition:

Mixed Income Assisted Multi-Family Housing — Any multi-family housing development where at least
70% of the units are designated for households earning 50% or more of the area median income and no
more that 30% of the assisted units are designated for households earning 30% or less of the area
median income.






Proposed Housing Locational Policy Amendments

Issue 3 - The Housing Locational Policy ;2 Mile Separation Requirement

The proposed Housing Locational Policy (HLP) separation requirement requires Assisted Multi-Family
Housing to be separated by % mile.
Recommendation:

Eliminate or modify the % mile assisted multi-family housing separation requirement. The following
should be considered:

Option 1 (Preferred)
1. Eliminate the % mile distance separation requirement; and

2. Replace with a % mile study area around a proposed development site, which is adjusted based on
man-made and environmental barriers, to analyze the “Concentration of Poverty” within the study
area. Project qualification will be subject to the following requirement:

The number of 30% and below income assisted multi-family housing units shall not exceed 20% of
the total housing units in the study area.

OR
Option 2

1. Reduce the separation distance requirement to account for major natural and man-made
environmental barriers (i.e., Freeways, Major Thoroughfares, Lakes, Major Streams, etc.); and

2. Change the separation distance requirement to % mile.

Rationale:

When the HLP was introduced in the 1970s, Charlotte was a more suburban city where the best
examples of assisted multi-family housing were deteriorating public housing projects. Moving forward
to 2010, the City is a more urban place today and has many award winning assisted multi-family housing
projects that blend seamlessly into the urban environment.

A % mile separation distance requirement is overly restricted and does not consider advances in design,
construction and management of assisted multi-family housing developments. Additionally, the spatial
requirement establishes an upper limit on the number of potential projects that can be developed in the
City because of the distance separation.

Eliminating the requirement and replacing it with a % mile study area to analyze the impact on the
“Concentration of Poverty” is a much better approach. The recommendation is that 30 percent and
below income units in the area do not exceed 20 percent of the total housing units within the % mile
study area. While Issue 3 - The Housing Locational Policy 2 Mile Separation Requirement
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(Continued)

not a direct measure of the poverty levels, this recommendation provides a reasonable substitute given
available data.

At a minimum, the separation requirement should be adjusted to take into consideration man-made
and natural barriers in the environment. Major environmental features such as major roads, parks or
water bodies mitigate the need for strict adherence to the separation distance.

If there must be a separation distance requirement, it should be reduced to % mile requirement in
recognition of the City’s urbanizing environment. Such a requirement would make more sites available
for the production of assisted multi-family housing.

Suggested Language:

Amend the HLP to read as follows:

1. (Eliminate the % mile separation requirement.) Within % mile study area around a proposed

development site, the number of 30 percent and below income assisted housing units shall not
exceed 20% of the total number of units in the study area.

OR

2. Proposed housing development within %-% mile of any existing local, state or federal assisted multi-
family housing development greater than 24 units. The project separation distance requirement
shall be reduced considering man-made and natural environmental barriers.
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Issue 4 — Classification of “Nonresidential” areas on the Map

|II

The proposed Housing Locational Policy (HLP) does not designate whether “nonresidential” areas on the

map are “Permissible” or “Prohibited”.
Recommendation:

Designate “Nonresidential” areas on the map as “Permissible”.

Rationale:

Pursuant to appropriate zoning and other development regulations, “Nonresidential” areas on the
Quality of Life Study map should be designated as “Permissible” for the placement of assisted
multifamily housing. Placement of assisted multi-family housing in nonresidential areas, where
multifamily is otherwise permitted, will encourage development of mixed-use environments. Residents
in those instances could have greater access to goods and services.

Suggested Language:

Amend the HLP Map to label “Nonresidential” areas as “Permissible” areas.






Comparison Chart: Existing vs. Proposed Housing Locational Policy

Construction of NEW assisted . . . Proposed
. . . Existing Policy X
multi-family rental housing Policy
Number of Units 24-100 24-120
Policy Exemptions Special Needs Populations No Exemptions
Permissible Areas NSA has one or more assisted multi-family housing developments, but the total Stable Neighborhoods as per the Quality of Life Study

number of assisted multi-family units does not exceed 10% of the total number of
housing units in the area

Prohibited Areas Proposed housing development is located within % mile of any existing local, state
or federal assisted multi-family housing development greater than 24 units.

Neighborhood Statistical Area (NSA) median income is less than 60% of the area
median income.

Percentage of homeownership is less than 50%.

The total number of city, state and federal assisted multi-family housing units
exceeds 10% of all the housing units in the NSA; or

The NSA meets any two of the three criteria:

Proposed housing development is located within % mile of any
existing local, state or federal assisted multi-family housing
development greater than 24 units.

Transitioning and Challenged Neighborhoods as per the Quality of
Life Study

- NSA Median Income 60%-65%
- NSA Homeownership 50%-55%
- Assisted Housing Units 5%-10%
Priority Areas The NSA does not meet the Prohibited and Permissible criteria stated above; or Permissible Areas replace Priority Areas

The NSA has a median income greater than or equal to 120% of the AMI and the
number of assisted multi-family housing units in the NSA is less than 5%.

Special Objective Areas Areas encompassing approved Neighborhood Plans, Economic Development
Plans or Special Project Plans with a revitalization component (including
recommendations for City assisted multi-family rental housing) will be considered
for additional multi-family assisted housing by City Council on a case-by-case basis

Same

On-Site Property Management Assisted multi-family housing developments over 50 units must have an on-site
office and provide management personnel as outlined below:
- 50 units 20 hrs/week
- 75 units 30-40 hrs/wk
- 100 units 40 hrs/wk with on-site residence employee or 80
hrs/wk (Combination Property Management & Maintenance personnel)

Same

Waiver Requests Considered by City Council on a case-by-case basis. Process:

. Requested by the Developer

e Staff prepares information for Council review

e Adjoining property owners and neighborhood organizations are notified
two weeks prior to City Council review.

Considered by City Council on a case-by-case basis. Process:

. Requested by the Developer

e Staff prepares information for Council review
Adjoining property owners notified four weeks prior to City Council
review






Comparison Chart: Existing vs. Proposed Housing Locational Policy

Rehabilitation

Existing Policy

Proposed Policy

Number of Units

Applies to new assisted multi-family units only

Applies to new assisted multi-family projects only

Policy Exemptions

Rehabilitation, Special Needs and Conversions are Exempt from the Policy

No Exemptions

Permissible Areas

Applies to new assisted multi-family projects only

Permissible in all areas of the City

Prohibited Areas

Applies to new assisted multi-family projects only

Permissible in all areas of the City

Priority Areas

Applies to new assisted multi-family projects only

Permissible in all areas of the City

Special Objective Areas

Applies to new assisted multi-family projects only

Same

On-Site Property Management

Currently applies to new assisted multi-family projects only

Assisted multi-family housing developments over 50 units
must have an on-site office and provide management
personnel as outlined below:

- 50 units 20 hrs/week
- 75 units 30-40 hrs/wk
- 100 units 40 hrs/wk with on-site residence

employee or 80 hrs/wk (Combination Property
Management & Maintenance personnel)

Waiver Requests

Rehabilitation is exempt from the Policy and waivers are not required

Waiver is not required for rehabilitation






Comparison Chart: Existing vs. Proposed Housing Locational Policy

Conversions

Existing Policy

Proposed Policy

Number of Units

Applies to new assisted multi-family units only

Applies to new assisted multi-family units only

Policy Exemptions

Rehabilitation, Special Needs and Conversions are Exempt from the Policy

No Exemptions

Permissible Areas

Applies to new assisted multi-family projects only

Permissible in all areas of the City

Prohibited Areas

Applies to new assisted multi-family projects only, however
no more than 50% of the housing units are receiving City funding

Permissible in all areas of the City, however no more than 50%
of the housing units are receiving City funding

Priority Areas

Applies to new assisted multi-family projects only

Permissible in all areas of the City

Special Objective Areas

Applies to new assisted multi-family units only

Same

On-Site Property Management

Currently applies to new assisted multi-family projects only

Assisted multi-family housing developments over 50 units
must have an on-site office and provide management
personnel as outlined below:

- 50 units 20 hrs/week
- 75 units 30-40 hrs/wk
- 100 units 40 hrs/wk with on-site

residence employee or 80 hrs/wk (Combination
Property Management & Maintenance personnel)

Waiver Requests

Waiver required if more than 50% of the units are receiving City funding

Same
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Frequently Asked Questions

What is affordable housing?

Housing is affordable if the occupants are paying no more than 30% of their
annual income on housing plus utilities.

What is assisted housing?

A housing development receiving City, State or Federal assistance in order to
lower the cost to the occupant. This is also referred to as Subsidized Housing.
Assisted housing is affordable, but not all affordable housing is assisted.

What is the incentive for private
developers to participate in an
assisted housing project?

Beyond meeting a need in the community, there is currently no financial
incentive for developers to build affordable housing. The Housing &
Neighborhood Development Committee will discuss inclusionary zoning (policies
that require or encourage developers to set aside a percentage of the units in
housing developments for low- and moderate-income residents) and density
bonuses to offset the developer’s project costs and compensate for providing
affordable units later this year.

How do zoning requirements fit
in to the Locational Policy?

If a parcel is not appropriately zoned for multi-family use it requires a rezoning.
Rezoning petitions are heard by City Council.

What is the Housing Locational
Policy?

The Housing Locational Policy provides a guide for the financing and/or
development of new multi-family rental housing projects designed to serve, in
whole or part, households that earn 60% or less than the area median income.
The City Council is currently analyzing the existing policy, to determine the need
for revisions.

Why is assisted housing
important in Charlotte?

The estimated need for affordable housing units in Charlotte has been reported
between 12,500 — 15,000 units. The community adds about 400 new affordable
units each year.

Why does the City Housing
Locational policy currently apply
to State and Federally funded
assisted housing projects?

This allows the City Council to evaluate concentration of affordable housing,
regardless of what governmental entity provides the subsidy.

Will the presence of an assisted
housing project reduce my
property values?

There is no evidence that assisted housing negatively affects property values.

Why aren’t there exemptions in
the proposed policy as there has
been in the past?

This is an effort to make the policy more uniform and streamlined across all
affordable housing categories.

What about affordable housing
around transit stations? Is there
another policy for that? Does that
policy “trump” the Housing
Locational policy?

There is a transit oriented development policy which addresses affordable
housing. The policy calls for development of assisted multi-family

housing within %-mile of a transit station when part of a mixed income housing
development. This policy supersedes the Housing Locational Policy.
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COMMON HOUSING TERMS AND DEFINITIONS

Affordable Housing

Assisted Housing

Workforce Housing

Section 8 Housing

Gap Financing

Area Median Income (AMI)

Single Room Occupancy (SRO)

Housing Locational Policy

Housing is affordable if the occupants are paying no more than 30% of
their annual income on housing plus utilities

A housing development receiving City, State or Federal assistance in
order to lower the cost to the occupant. This is also referred to as
Subsidized Housing. Assisted housing is affordable, but not all
affordable housing is assisted

Entry-level, market-rate housing (Commonly referenced as housing for
police officers and teachers)

Federal money distributed by the Housing Authority in the form of
vouchers for distribution to tenants in market-rate rental units

The difference between financing commitments already obtained for a
project and the total funding required

The middle income in a defined area, such as Mecklenburg County, at
which half of the area’s households have income below that amount
and half have incomes above that amount. The Department of Housing
and Urban Development issues a listing of the AMI’s each year. The
AMl is used to determine the eligibility of applicants for federal and
locally-funded programs

A type of assisted housing unit consisting of a private room and bath
and sometimes a kitchenette for projects serving individuals
transitioning from homelessness (e.g. McCreesh Place)

The Housing Locational Policy provides a guide for the financing and/or
development of new multi-family rental housing projects designed to
serve, in whole or part, households that earn 60% or less than the area
median income. The City Council is currently analyzing the existing
policy, to determine the need for revisions.





WHAT:

WHEN:

HOW:

WHY:
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NEIGHBORHOOD QUALITY OF LIFE STUDY
FACT SHEET

Started in 1993, the Neighborhood Quality of Life Study evaluates social,
crime, physical and economic conditions in Charlotte's neighborhoods.

Conducted by the University of North Carolina — Charlotte every two years.
The last Quality of Life Study was 2008, and we are currently working on the
2010 data, which will be released this summer.

The Neighborhood Quality of Life Study divides the City and its future
annexation areas into 173 Neighborhood Statistical Areas (NSA). Each NSA
contains one or more neighborhoods or subdivisions.

The study examines 20 neighborhood variables, separated into four
categories: Social, Crime, Physical and Economic. The research converts the
individual statistical values into NSA neighborhood-ranking categories —
stable, transitioning and challenged.

Data is collected from local databases maintained by the City of Charlotte,

Mecklenburg County and Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools.

The study is used by local government to evaluate neighborhood conditions
and make changes to improve neighborhood vitality.



http://www.charmeck.org/Departments/Neighborhood+Dev/Sustain+Neighborhoods/Quality+of+Life/variable.htm

http://www.charmeck.org/Departments/Neighborhood+Dev/Sustain+Neighborhoods/Quality+of+Life/stable.htm
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Name Email Phone Neighborhood
Aaron M. jr-aaron@bellsouth.net 704-394-8500 Garden Park

Aaron Orr Sr. aaronlsr@netscape.com 704-392-0912 Worthwood Estates
Andrew Tait atbravesfan44@earthlink.net 704-575-6538 Windswept

Andy Munn munn@rebic.com 704-940-3171 All of them
Annabelle Suddreth asuddreth@achildsplace.org 7014-777-2889 Steele Creek
Audrey McNeill audrey.mcneill08 @yahoo.com 9102583441|Plaza Midwood

B.F. Bauman bfbauman@hotmail.com 704-502-9481 S. Charlotte

Beth Marlin holiness@bellsouth.net 704-347-1172 Biddleville

Beth Wells rg.wells27@yahoo.com 704-567-4460 Commonwealth Park
Budd Berro buddberro@nc.gov 704-330-5290 Governor's Office
Thelma Byers Bailey tbyersbailey-lincolnheights@yahoo.com 704-392-4810 Lincoln Heights
Carolyn Millen epspna.president@gmail.com 704-905-6351 Eastway/Sheffield
Cheryl Campbell ccampbell@cha-nc.org 704-400-1195 CHA

Christine Bowse 704-392-4398 University Park
David Furman david@centrocityworks.com 704-332-4008 Downtown

David Leising

dlleising@yahoo.com

704-542-3493

Park Crossing

Dawn Stoeckel

peace.bwtha@yahoo.com

Denise Presley

704-492-6207

Plaza Midwood

denise@presleylawplic.com

704-676-4622

Madison Park

Donnetta Collier donnetta@self-help.org 704-409-5913 Grier Heights
Elaine Bailes 704-333-7033 Ritch Avenue HOA
Elita Hill elitaznc@aol.com 704-919-0219 Arboretum

Ella Stitt ellas@charlotteemergencyhousing.org 704-335-5488 ext.20

Gail Boyd gailb@charlotteemergencyhousing.org 704-302-2859 Plaza Midwood

J. Stokes jtstokes@BBandT.com 704-954-1219

Jackie Edward Walton jwalton@cha-nc.org 704-336-5255

James Covington james630347 @yahoo.com 704-458-9202 Plaza Midwood
Janelle Travis travisgrp@aol.com 704-525-1447 Sedgefield
Jeanne Woosely jeannewoosley@yahoo.com Sedgefield

Jill Blumenthal jiliilbee@yahoo.com 704-554-7381 South Park

Joe Huss 704-394-9666 Riverbend
Tonya Rivens tonyarivens@yahoo.com 704-499-9852 Radio

Kim Pearson-Brown

Karen Mantaperta 704-335-5488 Farmwood North
Katie McCoy kdmccoy@ci.charlotte.nc.us

Kelly Czarnecki kellygueenofthejungle@gmail.com 704-335-5488 Park Walk

Kelly Linn kellyl@charlotteemergencyhousing.org Berewick

Ken Szymanski ken@greatercaa.org 704-334-9511

kpearson@ci.charlotte.nc.us

704-336-2180

Laura Marett

Imarett@crisisassistance.org

Lawanda Horne

Plaza Midwood

lawanda.horne@yahoo.com

704-968-7408

Plaza Midwood

Lawrence Roary Iroary3@aol.com 704-919-6421 Plaza Midwood

Ledger Morrissette Imorrissette@ci.charlotte.nc.us 704-336-2426 CRC

Lucille Batts lIbatts01@aol.com 704-295-1701 Lincoln Heights

Mary Klenz klenzm@bellsouth.net 704-542-9858 Rea & Colony Area

Martha Olstin marthao@charlotteemergencyhousing.org 704-335-5488 Huntersville

MB Marshall ysamarsh@hotmail.com 704-330-1462 Historic Washington Heights
Michael Seaton seatonrltr@aol.com 704-572-1384 Sedgefield

Michelle Woodbury mbwoodbury@gmail.com 864-354-7178 Uptown/4th Ward
Nancy Jackson 704-335-5488 Plaza Midwood
Nancy Pierce nancy@nancypiercephoto.com 704-458-5503 Merry Oaks
Nancy Swan nancyswan@tenniscoves.com 704-806-2700 Myers Park
Orlando Badillo obadillo@cmhp.org 704-249-9156

Paul McDaniel graniteguyster@gmail.com 704-587-7044

Peg Chapin ptchapin@hotmail.com 704-846-2540 Raintree

Raquel Lynch rlynch@crisisassistance.org 704-371-3001 ext.115 [Plaza Midwood
Roger Lewis rlewis77 @carolina.rr.com 704-621-8614 Thornhill

Sharon Lachow-Blumbeey slachow@hotmail.com 704-999-6252 South Charlotte

Sheila Peltzer

sheila@KN2P.org

704-350-1343

Myers Park/Eastover

Stephanie Boschee

sboschee@cmhp.org

704-342-0933

Ballantyne

Steve Lineberger

slineberger@fmkarchitects.com

704-375-9950

Dilworth

Tasha McCullogh

704-606-2145

Plaza Midwood

Terence Hunter

laureltonmatthews@gmail.com

Thelma Reynolds

980-253-4579

Calloway Plantation

thelmar@charlotteemergencyhousing.org

Vickie Fewell

704-335-5488

Plaza Midwood

vfewell@bellsouth.net

Vinnie Frisina

704-763-5286

Shannon Park

vcf3140@yahoo.com

704-568-4110

Windsor Park
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Proposed Affordable Housing Locational Policy

Public Forum #1 - South Region, St. Matthews Catholic Church
July 7, 2010

Questions:

e What is important to you when it comes to affordable housing?
e Do you think the City needs an affordable housing locational policy?
e Do you agree with the proposed revisions to the policy?

Public Comments/Concerns:

e The group was in support of affordable housing in any location provided it was build and
managed properly. Dictate a design and maintenance standard within the policy to avoid
building deterioration over time.

e Group agreed we need to avoid over concentration of assisted housing units in one area but %
mile radius rule may be to crude. Suggested taking an area and analyzing the percentage of
assisted housing compared to all other housing in area. For example, if less than 20% of the
units in the area are assisted housing units, the project should be allowed within the % mile
radius.

e [f City money is not involved in a project, policy should not be applied

e Affordable Housing should blend in with the neighborhood astatically

e No neighborhood should be exempt

e The number of units should be in line with the new city policy

e Affordable housing should be spread throughout the City, this will help the school system,
reduce crime and overall creates a healthy and diverse community

e All participants think that the City needs affordable housing policy in order for City to grow,
spread out and no “hot pockets” anymore.

e The group discussed the recent Ballantyne objections, stereotype and fear. Two participants
residing in South Charlotte gave examples of affordable housing development in their
neighborhood and said that there was no negative impact on property value, actually property
value continued to go up in the area.

e They agree that the proposed policy is easier to understand than the existing policy, one
participant would like to know more about the proposed policy, he will read the handout and
participate on subsequent forums to fully understand the impact on the homeless population.

e  Would like to receive qualitative information, and emails from the public forum comments

e The new policy should be enforceable and should not have loopholes for neighborhoods to
block proposed affordable housing developments

e They suggest to further simplify the policy, would like to see all multi-family developers to
include a certain percentage of affordable housing regardless of public funding; again this type
of approach will benefit the school system and provide people affordable place to live close to
their work and place of worship. One group member moved to Charlotte a year ago and due to
lack of affordable housing near his church, he has a two hour bus ride to attend church services.

e After extensive discussion the group agreed the % mile buffer would be appropriate.
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Glad allowing the public to give input, proud of the City, Council and Mayor for taking on this
issue.

Why is the permissible area in the transit zones only % mile while the prohibited area for new
construction is % mile. If the goal is to promote transit affordable housing shouldn’t the buffer
be larger.

The policy should make it easy for for-profit developers to develop affordable housing. This
policy does a better job at removing the confusing about what you can and can’t do, but it could
still be better.

Should conversions be allowed in transitioning areas? Could these affordable units push the
transitioning neighborhood back to challenged?

Don't speak about waivers in the intro. Very confusing to the participants. Phrase in terms of
what is permissible.

This policy does a great job at getting at the root of the affordable housing problem — more
dispersing of units all around the city.

Special needs should remain exempt from the policy!

Availability — opportunity to build and provide housing anywhere.

Fair Distribution throughout the city — this is good for the workforce, schools, transportation,
and environment.

Compared to the cost of homelessness in our community, affordable housing is a cost effective
solution, the whole community benefits as long as it is built with the right motives and with fair
distribution throughout the city.

Habitat for Humanity is a good model because of the residents’ ownership in the process.

It is important to communicate to a broader audience. How do we reach those opposed? “I see
WFAE here but where are the AM radio folks?”

It is important to communicate the value to the community to disperse locations. Do employers
in the area support it? Neighborhoods are concerned about property values, is that a perception
or reality?

It is important that all housing stock in Charlotte is healthy.

In order to have fair dispersal it is necessary to have a policy — developers need areas that are
less expensive to build affordable housing.

Yes but, the Quality of Life overlay doesn’t account for market and cost of land.

When you allow market rate, by-right housing development, it cannot be as easily derailed.
The % mile radius does not take into account barriers like roads, highways, natural barriers, that
could further separate the projects.

If political will is behind the policy, perhaps the political will will be there to help develop
affordable housing in higher market areas.

You can’t have an equitable distribution of location without driving the cost up to construct and
develop housing.

If the policy is approved, what are the next 3 steps?

The more flexible and amenable the policy is, the more likely to draw Federal funding
assistance.

Ayersly was flunked even though it was the best possible location in town. The City seriously
missed the boat on that project.
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It doesn’t help us to have a % mile radius — it creates an arbitrary limitation that might prevent
an otherwise desirable project. There need to be more factors to consider rather than the
radius.

Why are we prohibiting development in areas that are Challenged? How do we declare
something prohibited now that might not be challenged in the future? Think of Dilworth 20
years ago.

The quality of affordable housing stock has drastically increased, so | believe it is really a people
issue rather than an aesthetic issue.

The % mile radius should not be a fixed boundary — the boundary should be flexible.

The affordable housing policy used to have a % mile radius. When it was changed to a % mile the
possibilities for locations were cut in half. We are better served to have a ¥ mile radius or no
boundary and leave it up to the decision of funding to determine the location. There are so
many different factors that make a good proposal good or better.

The need to be close to public transportation is not that great. The demand side (the people
that need affordable housing) can determine whether proximity to public transportation is a big
deal or not for them. Not everyone needs to ride the bus.

There should be some flexibility for allowing new development in Transitional areas.

Personal responsibility is important. People who receive assisted housing need to be held
personally responsible for their own success. People need to work harder. Struggling is the
American way.

People should not be restricted to live in certain locations.

It’s important that schools have student populations with various income levels because that is
how the real world is. It's important that my kids have a better understanding of all kinds of
people.

It’s important that people are properly educated to deal with perceptions and understand how
housing has evolved over the years.

It's important that there is a consistent positive message as a response to public outcry when
there is an affordable housing project.

Make sure the program is sustainable and impactful for each participant rather than trying to
minimally affect many people.

Geography is not so much a factor rather than making sure each housing development is mixed
income (with all income levels including levels above 60% AMI) or having additional supportive
services to low income housing projects.

Special needs housing needs to be addressed as well.

It’s good to have a basic housing policy. The City is going in the right direction. Whenever you
are dealing with a lot of people, it's good to have a basic, simple policy.

Set conversation regarding affordable housing in terms of the possible benefits to
neighborhoods with mixed income housing. Communicate clearly who uses/needs affordable
housing. Who are the people that need it? Positive communication is essential so that people
are well informed enough to vote for the housing bonds.

It's hard to answer which projects [Federally or State assisted] should be held to the locational
housing policy. | need more information to make an informed decision.

| would like to avoid [a situation] where the stable areas are too expensive to build in. There
might be a concentration of affordable housing in certain more affordable areas.
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e |'m concerned that there will be loopholes in the policy for developers to still develop in
concentrated areas.

Council needs to have the courage to address the real needs surrounding affordable housing.

Affordable housing issues do not involve the City alone, but also the County and CMS. These entities

must be “at the table” pooling their resources to address the needs.

Assisted housing for the elderly, disabled and/or special needs populations must continue to be

exempt from any locational policy.

If elderly, disabled and/or special needs populations are no longer exempt, then zoning changes

must occur to provide more parcels that can be developed for these purposes (including SRO’s) and

the current required funding leverage should be lowered.

The reasoning for the % mile restriction needs to be fully explained, clearly set forth with supporting

evidence, and made available for public review and comment. Council needs to ensure that the %

mile restriction is guided by “best practices.” Other cities need to be examined. It could be too

great of a distance and need to be reduced.

Charlotte needs fully-integrated communities of both class and race; this is vital. A locational policy

may not be the best way to achieve this.

There needs to be more flexibility when it comes to the location of affordable housing. The current

policy is too narrow.

Inclusionary zoning should be considered. Look at other cities that have enacted this; they’re out

there and comparable to Charlotte in size.

The burden should not be on affordable housing developers alone.

Incentives for inclusionary zoning should be provided.

Incentive based inclusionary zoning is needed with a % mile prohibition.

Where affordable housing is located is critical to the quality of community. Integrate with

inclusionary zoning.

A location policy alone is exclusive vs. inclusive.

What is more important than location is the quality of construction/development AND having a well

managed project (on-going, on-site management)

Integrating inclusionary zoning with a locational policy is important. When there is an aggregation

of poverty two things occur (1) academic achievement is impeded, and (2) it can become a breeding

ground for crime. Mixed income housing is crucial; it increases everyone’s quality-of-life without

lowering tax values and increasing crime. Inclusionary zoning integrated with a locational policy

(1/2 mile prohibition) is preferred.

Proximity to public transportation, goods and services is also critical in considering affordable

housing location. The biggest impediment to getting out of poverty is education levels. The basic

necessities are crucial to begin to address the ability to provide the time needed to improve

education. Spending all day on a bus to buy groceries, see a doctor, pay bills severely impacts the

possibility of having time necessary to pursue educational opportunities.

Those afraid of affordable housing need to understand that the type of construction occurring

today, and particularly assisted housing, is of high quality that it does not lead to destabilization.

The community needs to be educated about the value of assisted affordable housing; the City must

play a key role in this. They (the community at large) need to understand why it’s important to have

affordable housing and who is being talked about when affordable housing is discussed (i.e. the

people we deal with every day: the school bus driver, the teacher’s assistant that we leave our

children with, etc.).
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e [f converting existing units is considered, standards need to be established, whether it is assisted or
not. Minimum design standards need to be in place such that any conversion becomes an asset to
the community. In addition, conversions need to include on-going, on-site management.

e |[f the participants could say “one thing” to Council on this topic, what would it be?

1. Inclusionary Zoning interconnected with a locational policy should be implemented

Quality of construction is important

Well managed projects are important (on-site management)

Quality of Life must also be considered (access to goods, services, ped amenities)

Special projects (elderly, disabled, special needs) must be exempt from any locational policy

vk wn

Citizen Questions:

What is the actual policy?

Are there funding issues?

Where is the money coming from?

Do we have perception issues?

What incents developers to participate in an affordable housing project?

How does zoning play a part in this discussion? Participants would like to see a zoning overlay
on top of the locational policy map at the future forums.

Facilitators:

Zelleka Biermann, Neighborhood & Business Services
Justine Gazzola, Neighborhood & Business Services
Richard Payne, Neighborhood & Business Services
Emily Cantrell, Neighborhood & Business Services
Jennifer Duru, Neighborhood & Business Services
Gail Whitcomb, Neighborhood & Business Services
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Proposed Affordable Housing Locational Policy

Public Forum #2 — East Region, Hickory Grove Baptist Church

July 27, 2010

Questions:

e What is important to you when it comes to affordable housing?
e Do you think the City needs an affordable housing locational policy?
e Do you agree with the proposed revisions to the policy?

Public Comments/Concerns:

1. What is Important to you when it comes to affordable housing?

Disperse it throughout the city

Equally spread thru the city

Use mixed income to accomplish

Every person in Mecklenburg County has an affordable home

Look at more than multi-family homes: look at single family and duplexes

Quality units that are well managed.

Well built and well maintained — quality construction - attractive

Remembering people who may make less money — make sure transportation and other
amenities are available to them

Spread it throughout the community — good for CMS

Diversity — no homogenous populations

Preventing homelessness

Built where shopping is convenient as well as transportation

We can’t wait for perfection — start now and improve as we move forward

Section 8 and CHA dwellings destroyed the quality of neighborhoods previously, prevent
this

Strong management is needed to prevent crime and other depressors

2. Do you think the City needs an affordable housing locational policy?

Yes, it’s a necessary evil

Yes, need to have a policy and not so many waivers

Yes, stick to the policy (in the past locational policy, anyone who requested a waiver
received it)

No, it should be an inclusionary zoning

No, criteria for program should include requirement for self sufficiency (time limits). If
there were time limits people in the community that you want to build might look more
favorable on having a housing unit built in their community.

Yes — if it was left up to neighborhoods, it won’t happen

Why do we want to dictate where poor people live and not rich people?

Yes, we need it to bridge the gap between the haves and have nots.

Yes, but concentrate on design, appearance, management, and doing it well —if you do
these things, then affordable housing can be located anywhere in the City

Yes, because it helps CMS — we cannot concentrate poverty in certain schools
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What we need are jobs. People should be able to live near where they work
Change zoning laws to allow mother-in-law suites as an affordable housing option

3. Do you agree with the proposed revisions to the policy? If not, what would you like to see
changed.

No, time limits placed on residents with the exception of elderly and disabled. Provide
programs that assist people in becoming self-sufficient.

Object to the Quality of Life study defining permissibility for building. NSAs---use
communities as a whole and should take into consideration surrounding areas that may
be trending down. When the QLS states a neighborhood is stable, but it could be
trending down due to the surrounding areas.

Should look at the section 8 vouchers in the community

Should include a sense of community being maintained

Avoid concentration of poverty by using public policy to build affordable housing. We
should not discourage mixed-income developments and consider intent vs. impact
Count units in an area and get away from the one-half mile radius

No more than 20% of unites in an area can be affordable.

Concentrate on poverty by looking more closely at how our policy might affect those at
30% below medium income.

Neighborhood statistical areas should become our boundaries to help us avoid
concentrations of poverty

Analyze what we have now because the numbers are in the quality of life studies.

The policy should only apply when City funding is involved.

Additional Comments:

Don’t agree with the % mile radius: example was given that an affordable housing unit is
owned down in the South Park area which is well maintained and most people are
unaware of its existence. Another affordable housing unit in that area would be fine.
The citizens of East Charlotte are very concerned about the state of their neighborhoods
and business districts and the apparent downward direction the area is taking,
particularly in light of Eastland Mall and blight along Independence Blvd, together with
what they believe is an overabundance of poorly maintained multi-family housing stock
(both private and publicly assisted). They are very concerned of the impact additional
affordable housing will have on their neighborhoods and plead with Council to provide
protection for the community’s long-term viability and health.

There is a general feeling that Council does not listen to the feedback of eastside
residents.

The half-mile buffer for assisted housing is not sufficient. It should be increased, and
particularly for east Charlotte as long as it continues to be transitioning in a downward
direction.

Affordable housing must be equally distributed throughout our city and county. There is
great concern over the appearance that the more affluent areas of Charlotte are
allowed to forego meeting the affordable housing needs of the city, while an undue
burden is unfairly placed on less affluent areas.

A locational policy is critical; there should be no concentration in any one area.
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In determining where affordable housing is located, Council must take into
consideration, among other things, the existing surrounding market rates of private
multi-family projects as well as Section 8 utilization. An abundance of private low-
income multi-family housing, Section 8 housing stock, and rental housing should
preclude adding any new or converted assisted units to an area.

Zoning must provide limits on the number of multi-family housing units that can be
concentrated in an area, whether assisted or not.

Citizens are concerned about the impact of property values. When there is an overall
decline in the stability of an area such as in east Charlotte, additional assisted housing
will contribute to an overall negative impact on property values.

On-site office and management personnel is critical for affordable housing units of all
sizes, not just those 50 units or larger. This must be included in a policy.

Citizens are very concerned about the tenants that are allowed to live in affordable
housing units: background checks must be required; tenants convicted of criminal
activity should be required to leave. A general concern of crime in the area.

Code enforcement for affordable housing must be (1) stronger and (2) enforced. There
is a need for more Code Enforcement inspectors.

Quality of construction and maintenance standards must be put in place and enforced.
Restrictions and covenants need to be in place for private property owners as well as
affordable housing units.

Council must include language in contractual agreements with developers/owners that
would require maintaining the appearance of both the actual facade as well as the site
conditions of assisted units such that the units stay architecturally current and modern
in appearance throughout their entire life (20+ years). Citizens are very concerned
about the appearance of older units that no longer reflect modern architecture, ped
amenities, etc. New units will ultimately become aged and guidelines to address this
aging process must be put in place and enforced with penalties for non-compliance.
Very careful planning of affordable housing units must be incorporated to allow for
appropriate pedestrian circulation. There are a great number of private and assisted
affordable / low-income housing multi-family units where tenants create their own
paths through fences and across adjoining property, resulting in dirt paths, broken
fences, etc. This is an eyesore and seriously impacts the entire community, yet it can be
alleviated with proper planning and ped-scapes (landscaped ped-paths, stepping stones,
etc.).

Conversions and Rehab’s must include defined design standards and ped amenities,
including adding green space and trees, that must be adhered to so that older units
become a positive element and stop negatively impacting the community. Where
obvious ped access is an issue (i.e. dirt paths, broken fences) corrective measures must
be taken to remove the problem. Council needs to be able to enforce design standards
throughout the life of the property.

Affordable housing is important to serve those of lower income, but it must be well
planned and designed.

Maintenance standards must be in place and the City must have the “teeth” in
agreements to require standards to be adhered to.
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Owners and management companies of new, rehabbed and converted units should be
required to work with surrounding neighborhoods (i.e. “good neighbor” programs, etc.).
Language to require this should be included in all legal agreements, with penalties if
owners/property managers do not comply. The agreement must transfer to any new
ownership.

Special needs housing for seniors and those with disabilities is critical; be cautious about
removing the exemption.

The citizens expressed concerns with the affordable housing being based on the median
income of a family of four and should have some measures for single residents.

There was a desire that neighborhoods and property management companies work
better together to ensure that properties are maintained.

The citizens stated that it was hard to get the community engaged by coming to
meetings and events and asked for suggestions.

There should be limits on the concentration of affordable housing to prevent
concentrations on only one portion of the city.

Policy too limited. Only covers multifamily. It should be available in all areas. People at
every level should have access to schools and jobs not determined buy area income.

A broader policy is needed with multiple point housing not only multifamily rental and it
should consider inclusionary zoning.

What we want \to see and achieve should be part of the policy.

It is not clear if the challenge is lack of units or if the policy refers only to location.

It is not right to concentrate affordable housing. There should be quality of life wherever
we live.

Address the difference between affordable and subsidized when implementing the
policy.

The policy should provide both opportunity and choice.

There is consensus against clusters.

Inclusionary Zoning, and from voluntary to mandatory.

Promotion of impact programs like WISH should to be part of the policy.

We need good standards in place for rehab and conversion. Provide enforcement with
good staff and on site management.

A policy is not an ordinance. Inclusionary zone implies a requirement to be followed.
Until the market bounce back it will be difficult to build more affordable housing.
Rezoning, real state value and more public money should be considered in the new
policy.

We need to talk about the public investment in development (Ballantyne would not
exist without 1-485).

Make a proactive policy.

The policy should keep expanding to state and federal and federal assisted initiatives.
The problem with assisted living is concentration. Do we have statistics on how the
buffer distance works?

It is the separation/buffer necessary at all? Communities have had positive results with
the mixed income strategy.

The policy should consider section 8 and other housing alternatives, and not only 24
units.
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We need more information, more facts on how the policy will impact affordable

housing.

The size/growth of Charlotte, specially incorporated areas, needs to be taken into

consideration for the zoning policy.

If the participants could say “one thing” to Council on this topic, what would it be?

= Neighborhood stabilization of east Charlotte is critical.

= All communities should be treated equally with no concentration of affordable
housing

= Existing affordable housing units and conversions must be required to undertake
significant upfits (facade and site improvements)

How is our money going to be used? Will it be used wisely? Will it be used to improve

the entire community?

East side is a dumping ground for affordable housing. We have better representation

now. Real Estate representatives stated earlier (30 years ago) that it’s earmarked for

affordable housing.

It's very important to have these developments spread out.

Timber Woods on Milton Road has a lot of disruptive behavior and police presence, so

it’s important to disperse affordable housing.

The aesthetic needs to be nice and on site management is important to manage people.

Affordable housing property management needs to be personally responsible to weed

out trouble makers.

= There need to be strict requirements so that the people who need affordable
housing have access to it

The distance between federal, local and state assisted housing projects should be

increased; and the size of each development should be taken into consideration.

We would rather see smaller developments rather than huge developments; but it may

also affect the manageability of each development.

It is important to have a super that lives in and on site.

We agree with the no exemptions in the respective categories.

There are lots of people that are concerned about housing that are not here. Placing

information on the website is good, but people need interaction to make it easy to

provide feedback.

Make the locational housing policy (existing) easier to find on the website.

| really like the idea of having on site property management who is vested in the

community and keeps up their property. Who does the property management report go

to? Who would pay for the additional hours (City vs. Developer)?

West Blvd has a live in property manager that has developed a relationship with CMPD

and that really calmed the neighborhood.

How can we better integrate these developments into the community? Habitat for

Humanity has a model program whose residents are participating in neighborhood

associations.

| am curious about developments’ impact on schools (neighborhood schools). What is

the impact on overcrowded schools?
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Facilitators:

Kim Barnes, Neighborhood & Business Services
Ledger Morrissette, Community Relations

Gail Whitcomb, Neighborhood & Business Services
Mary Williams, Community Relations

Luis Matta, Community Relations

Jennifer Duru, Neighborhood & Business Services
Willie Ratchford, Community Relations

Terry Bradley, Community Relations
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Proposed Affordable Housing Locational Policy

Public Forum #3 — North Region, Vance High School
August 4th, 2010

Questions:

e What is important to you when it comes to affordable housing?
e Do you think the City needs an affordable housing locational policy?
e Do you agree with the proposed revisions to the policy?

Public Comments/Concerns:

1. What is important to you when it comes to affordable housing?

That it is dispersed throughout the community and that it is mixed-income in nature.
Citizens don’t want a negative impact on their communities

Equality in implementation, that it is fairly distributed, even in the neighborhoods that
have the political power to stop it (the NIMBY’s)

That are NSA’s are diverse and unique

Ensure that the development is maintained and that on-site management is full-time
and has some presence every day of the week.

Availability of supportive services to support the residents so that it is a holistic
approach

That there is better education for the community on this topic

Bus routes must be considered in all subsidized housing decisions, transit is key for
target population

New developments should not negatively impact existing home and property values;
every effort should be made to prevent depreciation for families already in area
On-site property management should be of the highest possible standards

The general public needs more education that low income does not equal criminal; low
income families are not bad people.

Affordable housing should not be of substandard material or design; the better looking
and better built, the longer they last and the better value taxpayers have gotten for
their money.

Good curb appeal is essential

There are many “hidden homeless”, people living with friends or family because they
have lost their jobs but are not living under a bridge or in a shelter. Problem is bigger
than many realize

Making sure properties are well managed; appearance is important. Having an
attractive property helps to shed the negative stereotype associated with affordable
housing
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e Participants in affordable housing programs should take a course on upkeep of their
property - aimed more at federal section 8 tenants, but it could be helpful to affordable
housing residents as well. A “how-to” course on general neighborhood courtesy with
regards to property up-keep, trash regulations, dumping regulations, etc. It will help
people be more self-sufficient rather than just assuming someone else will do it for
them.

e People need to have courses on money management and “how to live”. This means
more human service-oriented educational programs. Success for residents hinges on
these courses so their base-knowledge is on par with the rest of the City.

e The way tenants and affordable housing units are managed is not necessarily part of
locational policy but is an important part of affordable housing policy in general and
should be considered if affordable housing is to be successful.

e Police need to be involved —if there is a threat of increased crime due to affordable
housing will there be more of a police presence?

e Affordable housing should match the character of the neighborhoods, both historically
and architecturally.

e Affordable housing needs to be accessible; should be dispersed throughout the
community so transportation is less of an issue. People can live where they need to live
to be close to transportation or places of employment. Accountability is very important.
If rules are violated then people should not be allowed to participate in affordable
housing programs.

e Allindividuals deserve to live in safe, beautiful neighborhoods and should be able to live
in any part of the city they desire. Thus, affordable housing should be spread
throughout the entire city.

e Sidewalks, bus stops, greenways and transit access should all be considered when
locating and constructing affordable housing. A mixed-use component as part of the
project could provide services and amenities for residents that would be accessible on
foot or bicycle.

e People that are part of the program need to work and contribute to society. Those who
don’t shouldn’t be able to participate.

e Most new affordable housing in Charlotte is good, looks nice and offers good options.

2. Do you think the City needs an affordable housing locational policy?

e No, the City does not need a locational policy — the policy is inclusionary zoning and it is
against the law

e Yes, the policy is necessary to ensure that affordable housing is dispersed equally
throughout the city

e Yes, the City needs some type of criteria, guidelines

e Yes, the policy ensures equal dispersement, the path of least resistance doesn’t ensure
equality

e The Quality of Life study is not a good way to determine permissible areas because of
the differences amongst the communities within the geography —some are trending
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down, some are trending up and that should be taken in to account. The map is
deceptive because it doesn’t show the details behind the classification.

e 3 said absolutely a locational policy is needed, one said a policy to provide more housing
is needed and is more important that debating where the housing should be.

e Poverty needs to be deconcentrated and therefore new subsidized housing should be in
areas not characterized by poverty.

e Yes!!l Charlotte needs a policy. Housing needs to be equitable and evenly throughout.
The city has responsibility to ensure the stability of neighborhoods. Look at the big
picture. Find a way to get away from political blocking of affordable housing.

e Need a policy because everyone thinks affordable housing is a good idea but doesn’t
want it in their neighborhood; provides a mechanism for implementing housing for
those who need it

e Policy provides for working class and allows them nice places to live. It protects those
with more blue-collar jobs

e Must “look after our neighbors”. Policy helps do this but doesn’t go far enough.
$40,000 threshold for a family of four is too low, after taxes these families are left with
very little for or clothing let alone housing. Policy takes care of this demographic.
Change the threshold to a higher figure so that more people are eligible for affordable
housing.

e Why not expand House Charlotte program? This way we can get more people
transitioned into their own housing, which gives them more choice in the areas of town
in which they wish to live — increase the number of home owners who will have a stake
in the up-keep of their property. House charlotte has good educational component for
home buyers.

e Why does affordable housing always have to be large multi-family units? Can there be
affordable housing in stand-alone, single-family houses?

e Can people “graduate” from affordable housing into House Charlotte? On a tract
towards home ownership.

e Can green spaces and common space be mandated for any new affordable housing
construction project — has environmental and social benefits.

3. Do you agree with the proposed revisions to the policy? If not, what would you like to see
changed?

e We should decrease or remove the % mile buffer

e You have to have the % mile buffer — however, it doesn’t take into account the location
of Section 8 housing

e There needs to be more information on the “stable” areas — information that details the
status of each community or NSA

o  Whyisn’t the school system at the table? They are directly involved in this issue.

e Policy Exemptions - Special needs populations ought to be exempt, difficult to service
and face a hard enough path without more barriers placed in their way.
e Prohibited Areas — new rules are cleaner and easier to understand
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Priority areas — new structure of permissible / not permissible is cleaner and easier to
understand

Waiver requests — more time is better, BUT there should be no waivers period. Why
have rules if City is not going to follow them?

0 The table got in to a detailed discussion of why waivers would be requested and
the issue of Double Oaks was raised. The table reached the conclusion that to
them, replacing existing subsidized housing at the same site, whether a tear
down and new build or a rehabilitation is essentially the same thing. The table
as a whole wished to express their strong support for having existing subsidized
properties be exempt from the locational policy and to NOT have to go through
the waiver process whether a rehabilitation or demo / new build scenario. The
table saw the replacement of existing subsidized housing on existing sites as a
good thing and should not be tied up with more steps and processes.

On-site property management — supportive of new standards for on-site management;
would be interested in seeing if they could be made even more stringent, even if it
added to level of subsidy requested.

Should be an exception that transitioning and challenged neighborhoods that don’t
already have any affordable housing should be eligible because good housing projects
could help stabilize them.

In areas where there currently is no affordable housing — why is this the case? Need to
make sure we challenges and reasons for lack of affordable housing are understood so
we can address policy effectively. Can we effectively entice people and developers to
do projects in “more expensive” areas of the city?

Multi-family units are not necessarily bad. Higher density is the necessity of growth.

General Comments:

The policy needs to encourage diversity

It is not clear in the policy how the "no exception rule" will affect occupation numbers
Are there studies on how the policy is going to affect both the community and the
individuals?

The policy needs to enforce maintenance and administration on each development.

It is not clear where the money for the projects is coming from.

Not only for multi-family housing

The policy should address also how an increase on property value on surrounding units
will affect the project's occupation.

More participation of code enforcement (make City accountable for maintenance)

The locational policy is needed in order to prevent concentration of affordable housing
Policy should place the fact that areas really need affordable housing and prevent what
happened in Ballantyne.

Policy should consider inclusionary zoning, and every quadrant of the city should

have equal amount of available affordable housing.

The policy needs to evaluate the outcome of new developments in terms of how it
impacts the surrounding communities and the city as a whole.
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Concerns about AH:

0 Transportation infrastructure

0 The kind of individuals (criminal backgrounds)
Some feel there needs to be more attention paid to environmental issues when locating
housing. The value of greenways, wellness issues, lowering the carbon footprint, need
to be factored into the policies and needs to be considered. Others feel that the
locational policy is not the place for environmental issues.
Incomes should be distributed across the City and poverty should not be concentrated.
Median income should not be pulled down.
Public schools are affected by concentration of housing projects.
Case study shows that crime goes down with affordable housing.
Media has tainted the public’s perception of affordable housing.
Affordable housing is needed in employment centers, near the light rail and other
means of transportation. This will reduce the miles driven for persons to and from
work. More work force housing needs to be in Arysley community, as an example.
On-site management is important and the current policy regarding hours per unit is
reasonable and satisfactory. Some feel that on-site management needs to be certified.
Tax credit projects require certified on-site management. Managers should be certified
and City Council should be made aware that managers are income tax certified.

When considering rates and housing properties, student housing needs to be separate
from other housing.

The policy does give a voice to the issue of affordable housing. One person felt that a
blanket policy may not be amenable to all areas. However others feel that having
different policies for different areas would become too subjective or political.

What is considered to be “concentration”? According to this group, 24 units is not
concentration. There needs to be an ability to build and not the ability to stop projects.
When existing projects are torn down and rebuilt, is this considered to be a
“conversion” or “new construction”?

Some persons in the group felt that the policy should get rid of the % mile buffer and
more work force housing should be added. Others in the group felt that the decision
should not be solely based on geography but also take into consideration the population
density in an area, the percentage of projects in an area and base the decision on a case
by case basis by looking at individual needs of the neighborhoods.

Some of the group felt that there should not be a locational policy if no City money is
involved. Others felt that any level of subsidy should be included in the policy because
of the total impact on the neighborhood (management issues, neighborhood
complaints, median income, and school issues).

Does the City policy influence other state and federal policies? If so, in what ways?

Is affordable housing the poverty level?

Zoning and waivers need to be avoided to take politics out of the equation.

Market rate housing needs to have accountability for monitoring their tenants.

What is exactly factored in the 10% of the total number of units in the area?

The definition of what constitutes new construction is made consistent with regards to
affordable housing.
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e Some believe that all housing projects should be subject to the locational housing policy
e Acitizen expressed the concern that a neighborhood might have a change in status from
transitioning to stable and therefore immediately be eligible for affordable housing-
even though the neighborhood may still be somewhat fragile or just barely stable. It was

suggested that neighborhoods that move from transitioning status to stable in the
Quality of Life Survey be exempt for a period of 2 — 4 years, or at least through one or
two more cycles of Quality of Life Surveys. The concern was that a newly stable
neighborhood could be easily destabilized by subsidized housing and that allowing the
neighborhood a period of adjustment could ensure the neighborhood could absorb
subsidized housing without losing its status back to transitioning.

Facilitators:

Emily Cantrell, Neighborhood & Business Services
John Short, Neighborhood & Business Services
Luis Matta, Community Relations

Ledger Morrissette, Community Relations

Willie Ratchford, Community Relations

Peter Zeiler, Neighborhood & Business Services
Terry Bradley, Community Relations

Mary Williams, Community Relations
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Proposed Affordable Housing Locational Policy

Public Forum #4 — WEST Region, Mount Carmel Baptist
August 9th, 2010

Questions:

e What is important to you when it comes to affordable housing?
e Do you think the City needs an affordable housing locational policy?
e Do you agree with the proposed revisions to the policy?

What is important to you about affordable housing?

| have trouble finding out information about affordable housing — what it is, where | can access it,
how to get into it, etc. Especially when it comes to affordable housing for disabled people.

Don’t want affordable housing to be clustered; would prefer for it to be spread throughout the city.
Children get benefit of being closer to more, and sometimes better, resources.

Going to only stable areas is good — people in transitioning or challenged neighborhoods often
aren’t able to voice their concerns about not wanting more affordable housing in their
neighborhoods.

Affordable housing can be an asset for transitioning or challenged neighborhoods so they should not
be exempt from receiving those projects.

Spreading out affordable housing is important, but locating those developments near resources is
just as important, if not more so.

Affordable housing hurts property value — concerned about it devaluing areas of the City.

Concerned that people in public housing don’t have the incentive to work or maintain discipline over
the youth of those communities. Concerned that this will negatively impact schools and crime rates
where housing projects are located.

Needs to be more structure around who is allowed to live in affordable housing and how long they
can stay. Transitioning people out of subsidized/public housing should be the goal.

Affordable housing should be spread out to all parts of Charlotte.

There should be no new affordable housing projects constructed at all, anywhere.

Needs to be better communication about changes in policy

Senior housing especially needs to be close to public transportation so they can do the things they
need to do.

Affordable housing helps keep people off the street

Affordable housing needs to be spread out so that one part of town is not completely saturated with
low income families; no introduction of new money can come into these areas

Public housing can be successful, don’t always bring housing values down

History has given people the perception that affordable housing is public housing or 100%
subsidized housing. People don’t know the differences between them and what modern affordable
housing projects look like.
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Affordable housing projects in stable parts of the city will help eliminate negative stigma of
affordable housing in general and give children from those neighborhoods more self-esteem when
going to school

Concerned about the level of taxes paid by residents of affordable housing

Be equitable. Scattered site housing is supposed to be all over the city. Occupants should be able to
get resources

Should not be concentrated in one area. Disperse the housing.

Be up front with people about effect on property values, and provide evidence of same.

Who pays for the maintenance? Is there a homeowner's association?

Consider availability of public transportation, schools, safety, shopping, healthcare

Should be mixed income

Do you think the city needs a locational housing policy?

Definitely (everyone at table said yes). Affordable housing units need to be spread out through the
City.

Diversity is important. Different races and income levels make neighborhoods great.

Success is contagious. If affordable housing is moved to stable neighborhoods then they can see
other ways of living and how successful neighborhoods operate.

Spreading affordable housing around is important in the prevention of creating a welfare magnet in
one particular area of the city.

Do you agree with the proposed revisions of the policy?

Senior housing and special needs housing should be listed as exemptions under the new policy.

% mile rule is arbitrary and restrictive.

Radius of % mile is too small. Should be larger so that projects are farther apart from each other.
Rather than have a % mile radius rule; there should be a stipulation that only a certain percentage of
each new affordable housing projects can be actually affordable housing. The rest should be market
rate or perhaps even mixed-use businesses. Once a project reaches their threshold for affordable
housing the developer must make the rest market-rate. (this idea was supported heavily)

Agree with on-site management; it makes a big difference. It is an important element in keeping the
neighborhood clean, safe, and desirable for new residents to want to live there. Must enforce rules
strictly.

Developers seeking waivers to put affordable housing projects in transitioning or challenged
neighborhoods should be required to get a petition and majority vote from the recognized
neighborhood association of that community before they can proceed.

General Public Comments/Concerns:

e Asasenior citizen, it’s currently difficult to find affordable housing. | would like to see more
affordable housing closer to Center City

e Affordable housing should provide a decent place to stay for residents. Just because you’re of a
certain income doesn’t mean you have to live in a slum.
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o “Decent and safe place to stay” is important.

e Do we have enough affordable housing? We need affordable housing everyday regular people.

e We need to get rid of the stigma that affordable housing equals substandard housing.

e Tenants should be held to a certain level of responsibility.

e Affordable housing is also necessary for transitioning families (i.e. homeless)

e Restrictions should be lifted so that people’s needs can be met. When more people have
housing, then we can begin to restrict where housing can be located.

e Alocational policy is needed, but it shouldn’t be placed as the number 1 priority.

e We don't need it only to prevent affordable housing from being built on cheap land, we should
have all housing developments dedicate a percentage of units to affordable housing/workforce
housing. (inclusionary zoning)

e The % mile buffer should be decreased or eliminated. It's very restrictive to developers who
would like to build.

e If the City is not funding the development, then does the City have a right to determine where
the housing should go?

e The City should have a say in where the housing should go. Ultimately, citizens will voice where
the housing should go.

e If the City does have a say, the say should be about meeting certain standards (such as quality
and management), but not locational standards. We should catch up on providing affordable
housing.

e Now that we have mixed income development, pockets of poverty will not exist.

e Locational policy is based on the premise that affordable housing is bad and should be
dispersed.

e If we continue to not address the problem, we will have more homeless people. Focus on the
people, stop wasting time.

A locational policy is important:

0 Alocational policy must be enforced in such a way that every area of the city, including
affluent areas, receives affordable housing.

0 Concentration of affordable housing is inappropriate; it leads to negative impacts on our
communities, schools, businesses. Affordable housing should be fairly dispersed throughout
the city and not concentrated in certain areas.

0 There are areas of the City that are challenged that should not receive more affordable
housing.

0 Buffers are ok; they may need to be smaller or larger in certain areas depending upon
current conditions.

Senior housing should continue to be exempt

There was uncertainty about how “special populations” are defined in the current policy (other than

seniors). Citizens should be provided with additional clarity on how this is defined such that (1) they

can be better informed and (2) they can provide appropriate feedback. As such, there was a

consensus that senior housing should continue to be exempt, but that additional information was

needed to adequately address other “special populations” housing (i.e. does “special populations”
include someone on disability; on social security; recovering from addictions; mentally impaired;
etc.?).

Maximum energy efficiency for both building and appliance standards must be part of every assisted

affordable housing project, including new, rehab and conversions.
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Council should develop additional and innovative incentives for energy efficiency.

Building standards and aesthetics are critical for all affordable housing developments: new, rehab,
and conversions. Don’t leave it up to the developers and owners to create these. Council should
raise the bar and set the standard.

Long term quality upkeep of existing units, both to the site (lawn care, landscaping, ped paths) as
well as to the building, is critical.

On-site management should be required for developments of all sizes.

Who the tenants are and what kind of behavior they exhibit is important. On-site management
must be available to address problems. Real consequences must be in place to address issues and
to protect the surrounding communities.

The % mile buffer is not enough for areas that have overall conditions that are challenging, including
the number of Section 8 vouchers in use in the area, condition of existing housing stock of all kinds,
quality of schools, business store-front vacancies and conditions, etc.

One participant wants a 5-7 mile buffer, expressing concern over current conditions in his
community; young populations residing in affordable housing developments that misbehave and
negatively impact the whole community; shopping carts left along public streets by pedestrians; etc.
A “good neighbor” policy and on-going training should be required for both tenants and owners and
management companies alike.

Residents of affordable housing must be required to participate in something comparable to a HOA
addressing issues such as unit and site upkeep as well as expected tenant behavior, with real
consequences for non-compliance.

Accessibility is critical; considerations for mobility of tenants should be a priority in design of new,
rehab and conversions.

Developments should be fully integrated both visually and physically into the communities they are
located in: no dead-end roads, cul de sacs, etc.

Affordable housing should be close to other amenities (public transit; grocery stores; services; parks;
etc.)

The quality of work performed on rehabs and conversions is important, for design standards, quality
of materials, and quality of workmanship.

Council needs to put a mechanism in place to track the short and long-term impacts that affordable
housing has on tenants and how it gives tenants a “step-up” in life, particularly to the next
generation of those using affordable housing. On-going collection of this information will help tell
the story of the benefits of affordable housing such that, as this topic continues to come up,
Leadership is well equipped with educational material for those opposed to it (the “NIMBYs).
Affordable Housing should take school system in to consideration with neighborhood school being
the future plan of CMS

Adequate transportation should be a requirement for considering Affordable housing site

No neighborhood should be exempt

Management company is a vital component of affordable housing success

Safety is a major concern when considering affordable housing

The table was divided on safety issue, perception vs. reality

Seven out of ten would like to see inclusionary zoning

The rest ( 3) would like to see a percentage, no more than 30% of affordable housing per census
track in the City of Charlotte and do away with the Housing Locational Policy all together.
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e The concern with the new policy was that, there will be less affordable housing possibilities with
limited sites and land cost associated with the remaining buildable site.

e Example was also shared with “NIMBY” groups that even with a policy in place neighborhoods can
pressure a developer not to build affordable project in a stable neighborhood. At the Berewick site
information was shared that the neighborhood picketed the builder site until he gave in and
withdrew the purchase/sale contract for affordable development.

e They would like to further review the proposed policy, follow the HAND committee discussion when
outcome of the forum is presented.

e Appreciated the fact that the public could give input, and would like to get update on progress

e Staff provided web link and explained net steps.

o If the participants could say “one thing” to Council on this topic, what would it be?

1. Be courageous and “do the right thing”. Affordable housing needs to be in every
community, including those that are affluent.

2. Alocational policy in tandem with inclusionary zoning should be considered for the long-
term betterment of our community. Council needs to be courageous and take this on now
and not leave it for future Councils to wrestle with.

3. Treat individuals in need of affordable housing as a “protected class” just as other classes of
people are protected under the Fair Housing Act.

4. “Justdo it” and then move on to issues surrounding “living wages.”

5. People need a hand-up, not a hand-out. Council needs to provide this hand-up.

6. Every Council (current and future) must spend a day at Crisis Assistance Ministry and
actually talk to the people who use their services.

7. Public education about affordable housing needs to be a standard, on-going process. ldeas
include: recruiting neighborhood associations for affordable housing tours; developing a
Speakers Bureau for regular public outreach to discuss things like how providing affordable
housing now saves money in the criminal justice system later; Partnering with organizations
to provide on-going training such as “Class Matters” at Urban Ministries.

Facilitators:

Gail Whitcomb, Neighborhood & Business Services
John Short, Neighborhood & Business Services
Zelleka Biermann, Neighborhood & Business Services
Ledger Morrissette, Community Relations

Jennifer Duru, Neighborhood & Business Services
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Proposed Affordable Housing Locational Policy

Public Forum #5 — CENTRAL Region, Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center
August 16th, 2010

Questions:

e What is important to you when it comes to affordable housing?
e Do you think the City needs an affordable housing locational policy?
e Do you agree with the proposed revisions to the policy?

What is important to you about affordable housing?

e That there be no Section 8 residents

e Effective and efficient maintenance of the units

e There not be an excess of affordable units in any neighborhood

e Units be dispersed throughout the City

e Units need to be close to job centers with public transportation available

e Be careful not to overwhelm schools because some schools may not be able to afford to provide
enough free and reduced lunches.

e large backlog of households needing assistance, an increase in unit production is needed

e Wait lists for housing assistance indicates large demand

e 20% annual increase in homeless children in last 4 years. New units need to be near schools.

e Concentrated poverty overloads support organizations

e Lower income households should be able to live in all areas and have equal access to jobs and
services

e Housing is not just the home but the environment of employment and educational opportunities

e Zoning is not always fair. If an area has to be rezoned for a multi-family project there are mandatory
public meetings that have to be held so the public can weigh-in. If an area is already zoned for
multi-family then there is no requirement for a public hearing and the surrounding communities
have no say in how they feel about the project. There should be a public hearing component for any
proposed affordable project, even if no rezoning is required.

e Assisted housing should be spread throughout the city. Current assisted housing projects are
aesthetically pleasing and are usually great additions to neighborhoods.

e The homeless population has problems getting into affordable housing programs if there is a history
of drug problems or felony convictions. This isn’t fair to people who are trying to rehabilitate their
lives or have turned their lives around. This component should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis
rather than having a blanket policy.

e Disposable income is not readily available to the residents of affordable housing projects and this
can hurt surrounding businesses or prospective business developments. This type of economic
impact should be considered when locating affordable housing.
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Section 8 should be a consideration when addressing affordable housing locations. These houses
are a detriment to neighborhoods because tenants do not maintain their properties nor do they
adhere to general rules of conduct.

Transit access is important to residents of affordable housing (light rail and bus) so proximity to
transit stops should be a factor when placing affordable housing projects

Services and amenities are important when placing affordable housing — where are grocery stores,
drug stores, retail options and other things that people need should be in surrounding areas of new
affordable housing projects

It is extremely important that conversions from market-rate to subsidized housing be subject to the
same locational criteria as new subsidized housing. Currently, run-down market-rate apartments
have the chance to gentrify into condos or be torn down for new market-rate construction. If
conversions to subsidized are always permissible, areas of town with high density of run-down
apartments (such as Eastcrest/Central or out near Idlewild Road), under the proposed policy
changes, could turn into a high concentration of subsidized housing. If the locational criteria for
conversions remain intact, then these areas stand a chance, over time, of becoming mixed-income
which is, after all, our goal.

Do you think the city needs a locational housing policy?

Absolutely (all at table)

What would be the effect of not having a locational policy? Would the world fall apart if we just
allowed providers to build wherever they would like?

Developers may be able to use the housing assistance to build mixed income units in low income
areas. Income mixing can also happen by moving wealthier folks in, not just moving lower income
folks out.

Moving lower income families out can move them away from needed resources like transportation,
social service administration offices, etc

What happens to the families left behind in low income areas when other families move out and the
neighborhood slips even more?

Why are we not looking at helping existing neighborhoods instead? Why do we have a policy that
stops us from investing in new housing that replaces aging and substandard housing?

Assisted housing in challenged neighborhoods isn’t building a ghetto, its rebuilding an occupied
neighborhood.

24/7 site management is more important than location

There should be a policy to housing Locational policy to maintain the permissible and prohibited
areas. It keeps the projects at a distance from each other and prevents dragging down transitioning
areas even further.

The policy exists for a reason — it needs to be enforced better. Don’t allow so many exemptions or
waivers.

Too many waivers are granted to those who want to go around the guidelines. This makes the
policy weak and ineffective
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Communication is important between communities so that residents aren’t afraid to have
developments in their neighborhoods. People need to understand who is living in the units and
recognize that they are human beings who want and deserve a nice place to live. Policy helps
preserve humanity.

Why did the city choose not to help affordable housing projects in NoDa? Seems
counterproductive.

Why is the buffer radius % mile? Has this distance been proven to be effective or foster success in
the housing developments?

Too much affordable housing in one area is an undue burden on the schools of that jurisdiction. Too
many low income families in a concentrated area makes the schools become Title 1 and ineffective
places to learn or succeed. Title 1 designation also places a stigma on that school and wards off
people from moving to that area of town and bringing in new investment or home-ownership.
Creates a chain of Title 1 schools from elementary all the way through to high school

Policy across all city departments should be more in tune. Housing policy can’t be totally effective
without support from other departments

Health department is spread out across city and affordable housing puts a strain on these resources
therefore, affordable housing projects should be spread out through city also

Park & Rec has amenities spread throughout city also — affordable housing should be spread out for
residents to take advantage of those resources also

Do you agree with the proposed revisions of the policy?

All at table agree with waiver request in proposed policy.

The proposed policy has no exemptions for seniors or disabled people — this is not a good
component. There should be exemptions for those demographics.

Need to decide how existing affordable housing projects that want to increase the number of units
will be viewed under the new policy. Will they be subjected to the rehab policy for existing projects
or will they be subjected to the requirements of new affordable housing?

The on-site property management hours-per-week seems low. Should be required to have more
supervision.

Those in transitioning neighborhoods appreciate not having new affordable housing projects
introduced into their communities

Putting affordable housing in stable neighborhoods may give children a chance to go to a better
school and have access to better amenities

Sometimes affordable housing units should be allowed in transitioning neighborhoods. They can
actually bring up a transitioning or challenged neighborhood if the project is good and well
maintained

For existing affordable housing projects — they should not be allowed to increase their density
CMS policy strives to have people attend their own neighborhood schools. Affordable housing
children consolidate in one area is bad; this is why it should be spread throughout the city.
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e CMS policy should be in unison with housing policy — can’t meet goals of both departments if actions
are in conflict with each other

e Diversity is important for people to see other types of life — ways of success they aren’t accustomed
to. Being in other parts of town and better schools gives children a chance to be exposed to success
factors they have previously been alienated from

e Waivers should be limited in number - enforce policy

e Like having four - weeks notice of a waiver instead of two as it allows for people to attend city
council meeting if they have objections

e Should have a mandatory rule where every new multi-family housing project should have a certain
percentage required to be affordable, regardless of where they are in the city or how many units
there will be.

Policy Exemptions
o If no special needs exemptions, it will be even more difficult to build an already difficult
product
o s city exposing itself to liability if special needs populations are not able to access new
housing equally across the city?

Prohibited Areas

o The half mile rule seems unreasonable. In some low density areas, it may make sense to
have a buffer, but in high density areas, there could be tens of thousands of units in the half
mile radius, making a new project with only 100 affordable units a drop in the bucket.

o Half mile rule creates dense enclaves where the elites can live (Uptown, South End) but
lower incomes can’t.

Waiver requests
o More time is better, but really in the end all it accomplishes is people being angrier longer.

Conversions / Rehabs
o Should be permissible and encouraged everywhere
o Make all of Charlotte better, don’t just move people out of failing neighborhoods — convert
and rehab to make those neighborhoods stronger.

General Public Comments/Concerns:

e Assisted affordable housing should be scattered throughout the city with no concentrations in any
one area.

e Every area of the city should receive affordable housing, including affluent areas.

e Affluent areas should not have the option to refuse/reject affordable developments.

e Wherever lower-income wage positions exist (restaurants, libraries, retail, etc.), affordable housing
in that same area should be available and accessible to those people working in those lower-wage
positions. This includes every area in our community, including affluent areas, and will provide
healthy “Work/Play/Live” developments and communities.

e Additional incentives should be provided to developers to create more affordable housing.

e Diversity provided by affordable housing is needed and necessary on all of our communities.
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A locational policy is important; placement of affordable housing impacts schools and
neighborhoods.

Affordable housing developments should be fully integrated physically and aesthetically into the
communities they are located in; developments should not be isolated.

Standards must be developed and maintained to keep developments clean, well-maintained, etc.
When new developments are built, the contract with the Developer needs to include covenants for
long-term upkeep of the property and site to include not just normal maintenance, but periodic
exterior renovations such that developments stay architecturally “current” throughout their
lifetimes. This needs to be put in place to protect our communities in the future.

On-site management should be required for developments of every size, both large and small, and
not just for those 50 units or larger.

If cost is a factor in on-site management, create a way to “share” management between smaller
developments under 50 units such that the cost is shared.

Who’s monitoring the effectiveness and quality of the on-site management? There should be
accountability for this.

Access to public transportation, services and amenities is important. The lack of public
transportation is a barrier to quality affordable housing.

Require management and tenant participation in something comparable to a HOA or Neighborhood
Association.

Require staff at each development to serve as a liaison with the surrounding community to seek
opportunities for partnerships, projects, integration of residents, etc.

Require tenant accountability (behavior as well as physical upkeep of the development) with real
penalties for failure to comply.

Council needs to begin to collect data on impacts of affordable housing developments: impacts on
crime, benefits to tenants, etc. This needs to be ongoing and presented in formats that are readily
accessible to the public on a regular basis.

Assisted developments must be energy efficient and require energy efficient features as new
developments are built and rehabs and conversions occur. This is a role government must play.
Senior housing should continue to be exempt

Removing all exemptions is fair (including removing senior housing exemptions) — everyone should
be subject to the same criteria.

Develop criteria to include Veterans as a special needs group. Resources available through the VA
are insufficient and limited. Adopt Veteran assistance for affordable housing on a local and state
level.

The % mile buffer may not be large enough in some areas experiencing other quality of life
challenges, while in other areas it may be too great. Council needs to develop a way to look at the
overall conditions of an area to determine appropriate buffer, including the option to decrease the
buffer in more stable, affluent areas while increasing the buffer to protect other areas in need of
protection.

If the participants could say “one thing” to Council on this topic, what would it be?
o We meet the people who need affordable housing everyday; we must address this need.
o Affordable housing should be everywhere
o Affluent areas should not be allowed to be excluded.
o There should be no concentrations of affordable housing
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o Make it mandatory, not just for government assisted developments.

An on-going public education campaign must be put in place.

o Make sure data about affordable housing and the impacts it has on communities is collected
and available on an on-going basis. Tell the story, not just with data but with the stories
behind the data.

o Screening of tenants, tenant expectations and penalties for criminal activity should be part
of the education. Citizens need to understand this now and as we move forward.

o When new, rehab’s or conversions come on-line, the “big story” should be told: not just that
the units came on-line, but how they are proposed to impact the community positively.

(0]

The number of maximum units should stay at 100 and not increased to 120. We need more
information on the impact of increased units on the surrounding neighborhoods.

On site management/supportive services should increase as the number of units per
development increases.

Proximity to public transportation is a necessary aspect to consider.

Recreational facilities for children are very important when deciding where housing should go.
Concentrations of poverty-quality of life, high performing schools, transportation, and amenity
availability. It’s important to disperse affordable housing rather than concentrate it in one area.
Affordable housing must be designed in such a way where everyone in Mecklenburg County can
afford a decent, safe place to stay whether it is condo, single family, or townhome.

The new policy does not restrict converted housing, so people could convert properties in the
city.

How do we propose including supportive services into the proposed policy? Supportive services
are important to have with these developments.

Housing policy should be more than just locational policy.

Perception of affordable housing is important- How do we communicate about affordable
housing? There is perception that affordable housing is for Blacks, Latinos, jailbirds, etc. There is
a misconception/ stigma on people who receive subsidies when developers and investors
receive tax credits and subsidies as well, but it’s called Economic Development.

Supportive services should be available. There could be a partnership between the City and the
County to provide Supportive services.

Supportive services teaches people how to live

This policy is too narrow. We need to have a more comprehensive housing policy.

We do not need a locational housing policy; we need an inclusionary zoning policy. Locational
housing policy inherently states that affordable housing is bad. There are cases where counties
have successfully implemented inclusionary zoning.

We do need a locational housing policy. There is a concentration of affordable housing in District
2. The impact of building additional affordable housing will be bad; it will be just like what we
had in the past.

We need to education the people and put housing where the tenants can have infrastructure
(transportation, mixed income housing and additional supportive services). | like the housing
policy, but we also need to enforce the rules fairly across the board. If we educate people they
will change their tune as to whether they want affordable housing in their neighborhoods.

Are people aware of what affordable housing is? Once you educate the public, then affordable
housing will be better received.
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Affordable housing is put in spots where people do not want to live.
There could be a certain policy around the LYNX and new schools that the surrounding area
requires a certain number of affordable housing units.
We not only need a locational policy but we need a comprehensive housing policy.
On site management needs to be increased in alignment with the increase of units. For example,
there is a 1 to 16 ratio for social workers that provide supportive services.
The policy does not address the standards of design for rehabs and conversions. Standards need
to be implemented for developers to receive tax credits.
It's hard to discuss locational housing policy in an isolated way.
We need a mechanism in place to control the development over time. The City invested a lot of
money to rehabilitate a multifamily development in my neighborhood, but not less than 10
years later the property was sold twice and the property has declined right back to how it was
prior to City involvement. We should be aware of the flipping of properties; otherwise the
property will go in circles.
This does nothing for the neighborhood. We need to prevent this scenario from happening.
How do we address the future handling of the property? This is not addresses in the policy.
Should time be incorporated into the locational housing policy?
More housing needs to go into priority areas. The change of language suggests a hidden agenda.
Waivers need to be given or denied consistently.
Overlay the policy map with section 8 housing and CMS schools to get a complete picture of
what a NSA looks like.
Racism has not been accounted for — the policy is racially biased.
Avoid overconcentration
Increase the % mile radius to 1 mile
Define what “special needs” is exactly
How will the City correct the existing overcrowding of section 8 and affordable housing units
(within % mile radius)
No more Section 8 housing
Keep assisting housing in challenged and/or transitioning neighborhoods and manage better

o Strict guidelines for tenants
Gentrification is not addressed in proposed policy
Code Enforcement plays a vital role in how we maintain areas with assisted housing — maintain
consistency of Code Policy.
How does UNCC collect data for the Quality of Life Study? How does the City create the NSA
boundaries? — There is concern that this data may not be accurate and how can you base an
entire locational policy on data that may not be accurate?

Questions:
o How do you get assisted housing in currently green areas over neighborhood
opposition?

o Are we desegregating the City because of our existing policy?

How do we make all of Mecklenburg County a green stable area?

o Citizen would like City to delineate where the boundaries for N, S, E W, NW, SW, etc...
are located and keep boundaries consistent throughout all parties in the City and in
media.

o
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No problems with affordable housing—problem is with the way the Charlotte Housing Authority
operates with respect to seeking locations for affordable housing.

Likes the idea of scattering affordable housing

Policy should not just single out affordable housing

Use foreclosures to make them affordable

Consider the fabric of the neighborhood, proximity to job centers, transportation, in addition to
Quality of Life, in making decisions about where to locate affordable housing.

Everybody deserves a place they can afford. The place should look good and not look different
from the surroundings. Residents should not be afraid to live there.

Affordable housing has received opposition from the suburbs. Needy households should be
placed in suburban areas. When picking sites, adjacent land uses to that parcel should be
considered.

On-site management is critical. The management does not have to live onsite but they need to
have an office onsite. Lenders need to make owners responsible to get good management
company onsite (have a self-policing effect).

Need to consider the following metrics when considering housing locations; high school
graduation rates, lack of significant crime, look of the property is good, area is intensely
managed. These numbers would not look bad to neighbors/ lessen opposition.

Affordable housing should be more lenient to students. Need to take into consideration the
hours a person works and the hours they are in school. (EX. Hope 6 program)

Consider how we got here? Placing new ordinances on builders and developers may leave some
people behind due to the costs. In addition, will design standards push others out?

Some at the table did not feel there was a need to have an affordable housing locational policy
since affordable housing should be able to be placed anywhere. Others felt that there was a
need for an affordable housing policy but the issue is highly political and it does not matter
whether you are talking about low, middle, or high incomes, the perception is that it is
controversial such as where does the money come from and if it runs out then is a local bond
program needed to add money to continue the projects. If you do not have a partial match,
then you do not get State money so if you do not have a proposal for locally generated money
then you are out of the public housing business.

Challenged neighborhoods can be uplifted by attractive housing and actually help turn a
neighborhood around instead of making it more challenged.

The policy has definitions regarding rehabilitations, conversions or new. There needs to be a
category for replacements if something is completely torn down and something is built in its
place. The regulations should not be too tight (not being able to replace a 32 unit structure with
a multiple unit for example). What is meant by conversions and do the categories under it really
fit?

The thought should be more of a qualitative need of where you can build instead of where you
cannot build. Itis a theoretical priority. Land costs goes against affordable housing but it can
help many people

Mixed income development needs to have a network of support. Some supportive services are
not portable and it depends on the programs’ vouchers. New residents may not have the same
information as someone who already lives there and they need a support network to be
successful. These services can help sustain the property as well.
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Many residents need extra help because they are youthful, come from humble backgrounds or
have not been exposed to life management skills. They need extra assistance. For example,
have individuals who are skilled in finances to be available to help them with monetary
budgeting or have others who are skilled in different life management skills to give them a
boost. This can be accomplished by volunteers but sometimes there is a need for professionals
and then you have to consider how you would pay the needed professionals.

The policy needs to have evaluations and measurements in place. Did the families moving in
engage in the available institutions, interact with other neighbors or become immersed in their
community? Would the families benefit from the amenities in the area? What has been the
general effect on the community? Need to look at jobs, graduation rates, etc. in 5 years, 10
years, etc. How do we manage success?

Is the movement from “Priority areas” to “Permissible areas” a PR move or does it mean the
same thing?

Is an individual going to get help with zoning issues if they go into a green site? Need to have
incentives through regulation relief — green multi-family property, tree safe relief, quicker
review, etc.

The affordable housing locational policy should consider all money streams — It is our city and it
does not matter if the project receives City, State or Federal money.

To what extent are special needs and mental health issues considered in the policy? Real estate
professionals are good at providing good places for people to live but they do not have the
expertise to address special and mental health needs of residents. There is a need for agencies
to partner to provide necessary services.

The policy should consider emergency housing. Guidelines should be more lenient. The
programs are beneficial. The programs require someone to work 30/hours per week to stay in
program and the average stay is 6 months. Since units may not pass inspection, the person may
not qualify, or the place may not suit a person’s significant situation they may have to wait
longer than 6 months maybe up to a year. For someone who is dedicated to getting out of
emergency housing the restrictions may be too much.

If you consider the square miles in the city, increasing the buffer would not leave any areas to
build. The buffer system does not take into account small, middle or large projects. Past
successes should play into the policy. There is a danger perception of having too many
affordable housing units near one another but taking neighborhoods with 100’s of units are fine.
Consider the empirical data; income bands, crime issues, geography, etc.

There is a need to match the housing continuum with a human service continuum. Include a
bonus for projects that offer a human service component.

Housing should be affordable.

There is an over-regulation in the housing industry and it is becoming too expensive to build.
Political reasons have caused affordable housing not to be as affordable as it once was.

The policy should be more liberal and not unnecessarily restrictive.

Inclusionary zoning is a far better policy to reach objectives of locational policy

Missing out on opportunity to have policy be about connecting to support like schools, libraries,
social services providers. How do we bring in County?

Affordable Housing should be dispersed throughout the City.

Stable neighborhoods are vital to housing developments.
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e When considering placing homeless population, supportive services should be part of the
solution.

e Affordable Housing will help school system and foster diversity, CMS future plan is leaning
towards neighborhood schools.

e Affordable Housing should be at various level of income — mixed income will help stabilize
communities and give growth opportunities.

e Adequate transportation should be a requirement for considering Affordable housing site

e New policy should be enforceable.

e Challenged and Transitioning neighborhood should be part of the discussion, how to balance the
housing issues, reverse solution by encouraging expensive housing development to challenged
areas.

e All seven participants agree that City should have housing locational policy.

e The discussion was centered on how to manage growth in the City of Charlotte; group would
like to see the City working with the County to include affordable housing discussion when
considering school and transportation. Transit, school and housing policies should work together
for Citizens of Charlotte.

e Charlotte needs more State Representatives to address growth and road connectivity’s to area
amenities. Green/Stable areas are too far away from center city.

e All seven participants would like to see inclusionary zoning.

e The % miles radius should be reduced to may be a % mile, if a major HWY divides the ¥ mile,
stop the distance at the major HWY and do not cross over to include the total % mile. There is
enough separation by the major HWY, creek or barriers to separate the development.

e Proposed Green/Stable area is too far out and too expensive to built.

e There will always be a concern for property value associated with affordable housing, nearby
cities might be attractive for people to move to and avoid concern of property value.

e Concern on conversion of market rate to affordable units, does the City of Charlotte has a way
to control the number of units converting to affordable units?

e Final discussion, total goal should be 5 — 10% of affordable units per neighborhood throughout
the City.

e Benefits of affordable housing, the need for good housing policy should be communicated to
general public; educating the general public on mixed income housing will help build trust.

Facilitators:

Gail Whitcomb, Neighborhood & Business Services
John Short, Neighborhood & Business Services
Zelleka Biermann, Neighborhood & Business Services
Ledger Morrissette, Community Relations

Jennifer Duru, Neighborhood & Business Services
Justine Gazzola, Neighborhood & Business Services
Willie Ratchford, Community Relations

Mary Williams, Community Relations

Peter Zeiler, Neighborhood & Business Services





Single Room Occupancy Residences (SRO) Standards Review
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting
August 25, 2010

Committee Action:
No action is required at this time. The purpose of this presentation is to provide the Committee

with an update regarding proposed amendments to the current single room occupancy (SRO)
regulations in the City of Charlotte Zoning Ordinance.

Policy:
The current zoning requirements for single room occupancy residences are in the process of

being revised.

Explanation:
At the July 20, 2009 City Council Zoning Meeting, Council referred the issue of “special

needs housing” (i.e. SROs, shelters, group homes, boarding houses, short-term care
facilities) being allowed in the light industrial, I-1 zoning district to Councils former ED&P
Committee for review and discussion.

The following issues were raised:

= Are too many uses being permitted in the I-1 zoning district?
= Should nearby property owners be notified when “special needs housing” is proposed

nearby?
=  Why is “special needs housing” allowed in I-1 districts?

In February 2010, staff requested more direction from the Transportation and Planning
Committee. The Committee narrowed the topic from “special needs housing” to “single
room occupancy residences.” The Committee also directed staff to move forward with a
process that involves forming a citizen advisory group to consider:

= Providing notification and/or increased awareness of proposed projects.

= Proximity of other SROs and similar uses in an area.
= Coordination of any zoning ordinance changes with proposed Housing Locational Policy

amendments to minimize conflicts.
= |dentification of appropriate zoning classifications for SROs.

At the April 7" 2010 meeting, Planning staff provided an update to the H&ND Committee.

Beginning in May staff began working closely with a Citizen Advisory Group to evaluate the
current SRO regulations and make recommendations where necessary.





On June 19" 2010, at the request of Councilman Howard, Council agreed to move possible
changes to the SRO regulations from the Transportation and Planning Committee to the
H&ND Committee.

Staff will provide an update to H&ND with draft recommendations for the SRO regulations.
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INFORMATION:

Drought Management Advisory Group Calls for Stage One Drought Response
Staff Resource: Barry Gullet, CMU, 704-391-5073, bqullet@charlottenc.qgov

A stage one drought alert was issued today by the Catawba Wateree Drought Management
Advisory Group, the regional planning group that monitors water supply conditions. Recent
rains were very beneficial but not enough to restore the water supply to normal levels.

The stage one drought response calls for an increased level of cooperation on the part of all
water users in the region. Customers of Charlotte Mecklenburg Utilities are encouraged to
voluntarily reduce their outdoor water use.

Utilities staff will keep Council informed of any changes to the drought alert status. Council and
citizens may also visit Utilities” webpage for the most up-to-date information and water
efficiency tips at www.cmutilities.com

Solid Waste Services Recycling Program Updates
Staff Resource: Victoria Garland, SWS, 704-336-3410, vgarland@charlottenc.gov

In July, Charlotte residents began using the City’s improved residential single-stream recycling
program, Recycle It! Solid Waste Services made several improvements to the program,
including a 96-gallon, wheeled cart and the addition of several materials to the approved list of
items accepted for recycling.

Staff has analyzed the latest 60-day single-family tonnage and set-out rates and noted the
following:

e There was a 22% increase in the collected tonnage in July 2010 from July 2009 (3,177
and 2,599 respectively); however, there was a 37% increase in tonnage collected in
August 2010 when compared to August 2009 (3,338 and 2,426 respectively). The chart
below summarizes the results, including the breakdown by green and orange collection
days.

e Overall set-out rates in the program are 53%, meaning approximately 53% of all
households are setting recyclables out for collection on any given day. A set-out rate
study completed for Mecklenburg County by Clark and Chase in October of 2009 noted
the City of Charlotte set-out rate to be 42%. Since the study was completed and single-
stream recycling implemented, set-out rates have increased by 11 percentage points.
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In addition, Solid Waste Services is working with Corporate Communications, the City
Manager’s Office, Mecklenburg County Solid Waste and Coca-Cola to implement the Recycle
and Win — Bigger and Better campaign, an extension of the Recycle and Win partnership that
ended earlier this year.

During the six-month promotion, approximately 175 Charlotte residents, randomly selected
and evenly distributed throughout the city, will receive $100 Harris Teeter gift cards for
correctly recycling. Citizen participation in the program is voluntary, based on individual
households opting-in by placing a specially designed sticker on their recycling cart or bin. The
program includes Coke mailing informational packets to each city residence. The packets will
include the opt-in stickers, a detailed explanation of how the program works, and educational
information about the City’s new single-stream recycling program.

The partnership agreement has been completed and signed by both parties and will officially
begin on November 1, 2010 and run through April 30, 2011. A press conference to kick-off the
campaign will be held on October 19 at Solid Waste Services’ facility on Otts Street. The
informational mailer packets will begin arriving at Charlotte households shortly thereafter.

During the on-going promotion, staff will brief City Council with regular updates regarding
recycling tonnage trends and any operational impacts associated with the promotion.
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Solid Waste Services Incorporates Compressed Natural Gas Trucks Into Fleet
Staff Resource: Victoria Garland, SWS, 704-336-3410, vgarland@charlottenc.gov

Solid Waste Services will continue its commitment to the environment by going green. On
Tuesday, October 12, Solid Waste Services will put two compressed natural gas (CNG) vehicles
in service. The new vehicles were purchased with the assistance of an NCDENR Mobile Source
Emissions Grant approved for appropriation by City Council in 2009. These vehicles have several
environmental benefits including having lower emissions than standard diesel trucks. The use of
the alternatively-fueled trucks will provide key data for a pilot study to determine if
compressed natural gas vehicles are a viable option for the department. Solid Waste Services
will collect garbage with the trucks and will make a final determination on the long term
feasibility of using the trucks in late spring.

To highlight the environmental benefits of the trucks, Solid Waste Services will invite the media
to capture video footage of the trucks leaving the truck yard before they begin service for the
day and will answer questions regarding the trucks and their environmental impact.

Compressed natural gas vehicles may also save money. Compressed natural gas is less
expensive than diesel, which will offer fuel savings. Also some industry professionals have
noted savings in vehicle maintenance on compressed natural gas trucks when compared to
diesel trucks. Staff will advise Council about the results of the pilot study.

AlliedBarton Transit Security Contract
Staff Resource: John Trunk, CATS, 704-432-2560, jtrunk@charlottenc.gov

On August 27, 2007, City Council approved a contract with AlliedBarton to provide transit
security services for the Charlotte Area Transit System (CATS). The contract was for an initial
term of three years with two one-year renewal options that can be authorized by the City
Manager per Council’s approval.

The initial contract with AlliedBarton expires on October 9, 2010. After a thorough evaluation
of AlliedBarton’s performance over the last three years, CATS recommended to the City
Manager the approval of the first year’s renewal option. The City Manager approved the
renewal this week. AlliedBarton’s rates for the option year will remain unchanged. They
continue to comply with all provisions of the contract. The transition from a reduced transit
security force provided by the Charlotte Mecklenburg Police Department (CMPD) to a larger
AlliedBarton security presence, which took effect on July 1, has been successful.

In summary, AlliedBarton continues to work well with CATS and collaboratively with CMPD in
providing security for the LYNX light rail line, Charlotte Transportation Center, Eastland Mall
Transit Center, Rosa Parks Transit Center, and Park and Ride locations.
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Aviation Director Inducted into Transportation Hall of Fame
Staff Resource: Jerry Orr, Aviation, 704-359-4006, tjorr@charlotteairport.com

On Monday, October 4, 2010, Aviation Director T. J. “Jerry” Orr was inducted into the North
Carolina Transportation Hall of Fame. The induction took place during a luncheon and awards
ceremony in Cary, NC. With approximately 500 guests in attendance, Orr was one of nine
inductees honored. The induction ceremony began with opening remarks by North Carolina
Department of Transportation (NCDOT) Secretary Gene Conti. Orr was introduced by NCDOT
Aviation Director Richard Walls who cited many of Orr’s accomplishments during his tenure as
Aviation Director at Charlotte Douglas International Airport. Approximately 56 individuals were
recognized by the North Carolina Transportation Hall of Fame, which honors individuals,
businesses, organizations and agencies representing all modes of transportation that have
significantly contributed to the transportation system of North Carolina.
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