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Room CH-14

5:30 PM
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MEETING, BALTIMORE, MD
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CALENDAR DETAILS:

Monday, June 20
3:30 pm Transportation and Planning Committee, Room 280

AGENDA: 2020 Center City Vision Plan, Elizabeth Area Plan, Transit ridership
from May 28

5:00 pm Council Zoning Meeting, Room CH-14

Wednesday, June 22
5:30 pm Metropolitan Transit Commission, Room 267

AGENDA: Uptown circulator service contract; Center City access study — CGS bus
operations assessment; Countywide service plan

Wednesday June 22 — Friday, June 24
Chamber Inter City Visit, Seattle Washington

June and July calendars are ATTACHED (SEE BOOKMARK ON LEFT).

INFORMATION:

Runnymede Lane Emergency Water Main and Street Repairs
Staff Resources: Angela Berry, CDOT, 704-432-5259, aberry@charlottenc.qov
Barry Shearin, CMU, 704-391-5137, bshearin@charlottenc.qgov

Runnymede Lane between Barclay Downs Drive and Michael Baker Place closed on Wednesday,
June 15 at 9:00 p.m. as scheduled. Contractors with needed equipment are on site beginning
repairs. CDOT signal timing staff monitored traffic flow through the morning and evening rush
hours on Thursday. Additional traffic control measures have been taken to ensure public safety,
encourage motorists to the detour route and avoid the Runnymede Lane closure. Nearby
intersections with traffic signals have appropriate traffic controls to limit vehicular travel to the
site, except in cases where local traffic access is needed.

Small Business Enterprise (SBE) Certification Workshop
Staff Resource: Jerrianne Jackson, N&BS, 704-432-1311, jbjackson@charlottenc.qgov

In an effort to increase City Small Business Enterprise (SBE) utilization, the Small Business
Opportunity (SBO) Office hosted an SBE Certification workshop on Tuesday, June 14. This
inaugural outreach workshop educated 23 small business owners and City SBO liaisons on how
to complete the SBE certification application. The SBO Office encouraged City SBO liaisons to
market this workshop to small businesses that do business with the City but are not currently
SBE certified. KBUs were also invited to learn about the SBE certification process and to
network with potential SBEs. The SBO office will offer this training on a regular basis to
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encourage participation in the program.
ATTACHMENTS (SEE BOOKMARK ON LEFT):
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6/16/2011

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat
12:00p Budget 12:00p mtg 9:00a District 4
Adjustments & cancelled Document
Straw Votes, Community ggffgfyf?'g?nz’;‘iy
Room 267 gafety. Bones BBQ & Grill
ommittee, parking lot, 8760
Room 280 J.M. Keynes Blvd

2:00p Economic

Development 12:00p mtg 3:30p mtg

gg(;nmlttee, Room cancelled cancelled

o Housing & Economic
Cé::OOp Iifdlstrlctlng Neighborhood Development
ommittee, i

CMGC 8" Floor Development, gg?n:’llzt;%e,

Innovation Station Room CH-14

4:00p

Governmental

Affairs Committee,

Room 280

5:00p Council
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11:45a City 12:00p 6:30p mtg

Attorney Community cancelled

g‘ﬁrﬂewﬁ Room Safety District 5

i Committee, Leadership

3:30p mtg Room 280 Appreciation

cancelled Event, Room 267

Transportation &

Planning

Committee, Room
280

5:00p Council
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Meeting/Budget
Adoption

US Conference of Mayo
Annual Meeting

Baltimore, MD

19

20
3:30p

Transportation &
Planning
Committee, Room
280

5:00p Zoning
Meeting

US Conferen

Baltimore. MD

21

ce of Mayors Annual Meetin

22

5:30p MTC
Meeting, Room
267

23
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Restructuring
Government
Committee, Room 280
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Development
Committee Room 280

24

Charlotte Chamber Inter City Visit

Seattle, Washinaton

25

26

27

3:45p Environment
Committee, Room
280

5:00p Council
Business Meeting
6:30p Citizens’
Forum

28

29

12:00p Community
Safety Committee,
Room CH-14

30

11:30p Housing &
Neighborhood
Development,
Room 280

1:00p Restructuring
Government, Room
280
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Planning Meeting, Room
Committee, Room 267
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5:00p Council
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Forum
31




o Charlotte City Council

m Housing and Neighborhood Development
CHARLOTTE. Committee

Summary Minutes
May 25, 2011

COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS
I. Inclusionary Housing Policies

COMMITTEE INFORMATION

Council Members Present: Patsy Kinsey, Michael Barnes, Warren Cooksey, James Mitchell, Patrick
D. Cannon
Staff Resources: Julie Burch, Assistant City Manager

Patrick Mumford, Neighborhood & Business Services
Pamela Wideman, Neighborhood & Business Services
Debra Campbell, Planning

Meeting Duration: 2:05 PM —3:27 PM

ATTACHMENTS

1. Agenda Packet — May 25, 2011

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS

Kinsey: Opened the meeting at 2:05 p.m. Introductions were completed.
We have one item on the agenda today. But it’s fairly extensive and will be very
interesting.

Burch: We are back to talk about the inclusionary housing policies. We are here to talk about a

proposed action plan for pursuing possible inclusionary housing policies if the
Committee is ready to make recommendations to the full Council to that effect. Debra is
going to be leading the presentation to review those and we will see where you may
want to take this next. As part of this discussion, we are going to revisit some of the
ideas that Mayor Foxx talked to the Committee about in early April. We wanted to touch
on those ideas as well as the ideas that came out of the House Charlotte 2007 sub-
committee.
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| hope to go back to the concept of an inclusionary housing policy — talk about its
components and then spend the majority of our time on the incentives or offsets and
discuss the action plan.

| wanted to know, in light of the discussion the Committee had last time about what’s
happened in Chapel Hill and Davidson and other communities in the state, and in light of
the General Assembly’s current posture in respect to inclusionary zoning whether
voluntary or mandatory, | wonder whether we are going through a futile exercise at this
point. | bring this up because we are going to be asked to potentially make a
recommendation to full Council today and | know the people on full Council and they
don’t like to get useless recommendations. | want to hear your thoughts on if you think
this has a chance of moving anywhere.

In your experience, have you talked to anyone from the development community that
has said they would participate in this if we passed an ordinance?

I think we are going to have to take something to Council because of the Mayor’s
request.

Ok.

He made it pretty clear that he wants us to look at this. Maybe we don’t make a
recommendation but | think it does need to go to Council.

The piece that relates to enabling legislation and the recommendation made by the City
Attorney’s office has to do with either a mandatory or voluntary density bonus and that
is only one strategy in a package of inclusionary housing policy possibilities. It's not all
about density bonus. There are several other things we have talked about to include in a
recommendation.

What needs State enabling legislation would be the density bonus. The City Attorney
had some concerns about us not seeking enabling legislation. There are seven or eight
things on this matrix that do not require any state action. It is under local jurisdiction
and authority and we can move on those immediately and would yield affordable units.

You are right; the atmosphere in Raleigh is not conducive.

Mr. Barnes, in response to your second question, a lot of the members of the House
Charlotte 2007 sub-committee were from the development community and these
recommendations reflect their input. We are talking about finalizing a process now and
we would give them the opportunity to give additional input.

That doesn’t lead me to believe they are going to take any action.

The operative word is “incentive based” and we didn’t have the incentive in place
before.

(Walks through presentation)

Housing and Neighborhood Development
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Could you explain why the sub-committee though that the fee waivers would not be
worthwhile? | marked that as something that would be useful.

| think they felt in the scheme of things and looking at the total cost of the development
project, it was not enough of an incentive to yield many units.

You would think that in combination with other items you could get to that point. As
development has gotten started again, | have heard developers complain about the
speed and fees associated with getting permits. It’s fascinating that that group thought
it shouldn’t be included.

(Continues with presentation)
Our Deputy City Attorney has a comment.

One point of clarification that is important on tax abatement. Tax abatement would be
unconstitutional so the legislature couldn’t even authorize tax abatement even with
legislation.

| wonder what impact a tax credit would have and what incentive that would offer? |
guess if it’s a 100% credit it would be abatement.

Tax credits are most common in the context of income tax. We’re talking about an
abatement of real property taxes so a credit would be an abatement which is
unconstitutional. There is a uniformity requirement.

| didn’t like number four anyways so I’'m ok with that.
(Continues with presentation)

| had checked that | would support the pursuit of legislative authority for density
bonuses. | had suggested that fee waivers and an expedited fast track permitting system
would also be appealing. You indicated that we already have that to some extent for
single family and commercial properties.

I’d like to add; the Engineering and Planning department has assigned people in their
staff that will hold the hand of a developer looking to do affordable housing to get them
through the site plan review process — whatever it is we can do on the City side to assist
in expediting the development.

Would the ones not participating in this process complain they are getting unfair
treatment by government and it’s discriminatory?

We know that getting through our process can be complicated especially if you are new
to the community or this is the first development you are doing. We want to make sure
we are there for anyone who requests the assistance.

Housing and Neighborhood Development
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| thought the density bonus, fee waivers and fast track permitting would be attractive.
But the subcommittee did not believe fee waivers and fast track permitting would help
because we already have the expedited permitting.

You can recommend adding these if you like.

It's interesting that those people in the industry don’t think it would help. | don’t
support any of the rest of them.

This slide is representing those specific things the Mayor identified he wanted this
Committee to review and discuss. That is why we are bringing you this list is this format
—so we make sure we have responded to the Mayor’s request to look at these specific
strategies.

So for example, with number six, Cash Subsidies out of the Housing Trust Fund (HTF), if
we find ourselves in a position where we can use a portion of the HTF funds to offset
the cost of land, that would be reasonable | think. But | wouldn’t want for the HTF to
become a grab all for anybody. There should be some special place that might assist
with inclusionary housing incentives but not have it sit there as a grab for anybody that’s
trying to do an affordable project. So again, numbers one through three | thought were
fine, four and five | do not support, six is good under limited circumstances, seven is
already included and number eight you indicated staff would do as a down-zoning to
implement a plan. What we don’t want to do is start pre-zoning land.

Staff doesn’t up-zone, that is to go from a lower category to a higher category.
If the developer takes on the incentives, does the locational policy kick in?

Yes, and this could be structured anyway that we want to structure it. If you give us the
approval to move through the citizen advisory process, we understand your concerns
about recently adopting the new housing location policy and wanting it to be applied
and adhered to. | would suggest if we created a program, then we would align it with
the locational policy.

| will remind you that Council has the authority to waive that if it was something that we
felt strongly about. | don’t recommend that right off the bat since it’s a new policy.

I’'m going to move away from the PowerPoint and talk to this sheet titled, “Proposed
Inclusionary Housing Policies: Action Plan”. It summarizes the bulk of our conversations.
It's separated by regulatory and financial recommendations.

(Walks through sheet — regulatory recommendations)

We want to go on record saying, we are doing some of these things already. | think we
would be remiss to not credit what we are already doing to add affordable housing units

in terms of the number of strategies we have in our tool kit.

To that point though, is it working?

Housing and Neighborhood Development
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Where we see our biggest challenge is multi-family rental. | don’t know that we have a
housing unit deficit for single family.

| would agree that the greater solution to this challenge of affordability is going to be
multi-family rental. The single family piece is not where you are putting your intention
or the Trust Fund dollars, it’s predominantly multi-family. The single family is not the
solution.

Ms. Campbell had indicated that we already have a host of tools that we have employed
to help address the problem and my question was is it working? From what | heard you
say, the issue isn’t the single family, it’s multi-family. In that group of housing choices, is
it the need for free housing or cheaper housing? | see a whole wide range of rent values
in most of the City. I'm not sure what you’re talking about.

If you think about some of the regulatory strategies, our normal approach is that we will
build a single family development or a development that’s affordable. What | believe
these strategies are trying to get at is, if you really want to achieve dispersing and
achieve having a variety of housing types and options, allowing duplexes to be built not
just on corner lots but in other places within the development, allowing a range of
housing types such as quadraplexes to be developed. Even though you all did not want
to move on the accessory dwelling units, that’s still an option. | believe what this does
from a regulatory perspective, is gives us more of a range of opportunities to add to the
supply of affordable housing.

| would add that in one of the previous slides, we talked about how we manage the data
and control this. If by ordinance modification, we allow duplexes and quadraplexes to
be built, how do we know that those are for that level that we think need the housing,
the low income level. How do we control that? With multi-family housing, it’s a little
easier to understand the numbers long term. That’s just another challenge we haven’t
had to address because we haven’t had these policies in place nor have people really
jumped on the voluntary aspect. Some of that is the function of the economy. There
isn’t a lot of activity going on in multi-family development, there hasn’t been for a
couple of years.

| don’t want to speak for Mayor Foxx but I’'m wondering as you go through the original
sheet, whether he believes that taking any one or two out diminished the overall impact
of what we are hoping to do based on the Housing Charlotte 2007 data. We haven’t
talked about what percentage of AMI it will be. I’'m wonder if we would achieve what
we and others have hoped to achieve if we don’t do all of these or if there are a few of
these that are more important than the others to create an effective policy.

We do plan to go to City Council with this at some point. At that point, | would assume
the Council and Mayor would have an opportunity to make comments.

We got a sense from the development community that if you have a density bonus
program for multifamily, it has to be significant to make it attractive.
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What does that mean?

That means if you're at 12 units to the acre, you could go by-right to 17 or 22, essentially
doubling the number of units allowed per acre. | would have the same concerns | do
with single family. The way that the financial structure of a multi-family project is, the
numbers just didn’t work for this to be an attractive incentive without having a
significant increase in the number of units. Staff felt it would be problematic to achieve
our other goals in the community like having adequate infrastructure.

If we increase the density from 12 to 22 by right, did they indicate what percentage of
those 22 per acre they would envision being dedicated to affordable housing?

About 10% because they are saying the cost to carry those units, they needed more
units.

| have folks who come to me and explain that the apartment will cost about $50,000 per
unit and | have others who come in and explain the $100 per foot model. It seems like
many of these multifamily developments can be built at a wide range of values and that
it’s not the vertical piece that’s the issue, it’s the dirt.

People can build what they want; the issue is finding a site that can handle a higher
density project.

What I’'m hearing is that you want affordable housing dispersed, you want to have the
ability to build in the areas that the revised policy says you can build, which is in stable
areas. The majority of your Trust Fund dollars will be going to those areas where the
locational policy says you can build for new projects. So we are accomplishing that from
the Trust Fund perspective, the locational policy perspective and from the regulatory
perspective to allow increased opportunities for this type of development to occur in
order to minimize the cost of the real estate. In most of these stable areas, the biggest
challenge is going to be the cost of the land to deliver the quality product we want in
terms of affordable housing.

(Walks through the remaining financial recommendations on the sheet)

| have a question on number 7, how much discussion has there been where we have
engaged the County or the school board to create affordable housing?

We thought the school needed enabling legislation on this. We found out they do not
need enabling legislation but they do need it to streamline the process.

They are allowed to convey their surplus property to another government unit. If they
were to convey it to the CHA it would have to go through an upset bid process. The
point was that enabling some type of legislative change would allow them to skip some
of those restrictions.

Did you say they can convey it to the City?

Housing and Neighborhood Development
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They can and the City can act as the broker.

Where are we in moving something like that forward? | would encourage us to march
this forward.

We have been in contact with the real estate group at the schools, not specifically about
affordable housing but more broadly on the closed school properties. They are talking to
us as well as other prospective users of the properties. They know that we have
redevelopment plans for certain areas of the community and have been very good as a
partner in these discussions. There has not been specific discussion about affordable
housing and using these properties for that purpose.

Those buildings are going to be zoned residential, either multi or single family.

Is there no thought that things will change and they will need those buildings for
education again in the future?

Some of those facilities are in neighborhoods that have changed dramatically over time
and aren’t well positioned to serve the future for the school system. In those instances
they are looking to sell or transfer or work with somebody to redevelop. There are some
they hope to hold onto and reopen in the future.

It sounds like we will continue to open up some dialogue to get more clarity. What
about the County?

I’'m not sure what they do around their surplus properties.

Can you get an answer to that and bring it back to us? We are talking about being
strapped for land and if we know there is opportunity where land does exist and the
price points might work, we should be trying to find out what our options are.

| would add that we should also explore if the State has any excess land. They have a lot
of land around the interchanges.

| have a question around number four, creating a local rent subsidy program. In my
mind, that meant an ongoing monthly basis. Then | heard you say Crisis Assistance
which is not the way they operate.

We have an annual contract with Crisis Assistance.

| think you are taking about the difference between an emergency rental subsidy and a
long term rental subsidy and for this particular strategy, it was more of a long term
subsidy program.

This is a way to look at solving the housing problem a little differently, instead of the
City focusing on capital expenditures. To Mr. Barnes’ point, you see a lot of facilities that
are vacant. Can we take advantages of the units already built and instead of putting
capital dollars in there; put some rent subsidies in there? They will still need some gap
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financing to cover the rent. The Housing Authority has a limited number of Section 8
vouchers. How could that be expanded and move that model from a capital solution to
more of an operating solution which is different from our historical approach.

That gap that you talked about could be covered with a job. We don’t talk about that
very frequently. | do believe in helping people but there should be some expectation
that help will end so people become self sufficient. Perhaps we can find a way to move
in that direction. That message should get out there. It should not be structured so that
people stay on it for life.

Regarding the schools that closed, | don’t believe any of those schools closed in parts of
this community that need affordable housing.

That is what the WISH program is designed to do. Their goal is to get them to self
sufficiency.

| think the recommendation was more in terms of if there is government owned land
and there is a developer that needs assistance, that would be an opportunity for the
developer to approach a government entity, work with them on developing affordable
units and access to the land. With the schools, as we are looking for land for schools, we
should also be looking for enough land to set aside opportunities for affordable housing
to be built as part of the development of the school. That was some of the thinking the
sub-committee discussed.

We are to the point of asking for action. What you see before you is an outline of the
necessary steps if we want to move forward on this action plan.

| would suggest another way to incorporate that list of eight somehow and indicate the
Committees recommendation so it’s totally reflected in one document. We would need
the full Committee weighing in on each of the eight by way of a vote.

Are you ready to make a recommendation?

| would be ready to talk about the eight items and move forward to the workshop
briefing on June 6.

Let’s just go down the eight.

Density bonus — yes majority

Fee waivers — yes majority

Fast track permitting — yes majority

Tax abatement — no, unconstitutional

Reduced parking — already doing that

Cash subsidies — yes majority

Environment sustainable feature credits — no because of what is already in place
Pre-zoning land - No
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| haven’t yet heard what the need is in terms of the quantifiable number of units in
contrast to the multifamily need which has been established at 17,000 that any of this is
going to solve. The issue is where the need is for government to be involved in housing
is in the rental market, not in the for sale market. | don’t see a need to do anything.

We will show all of these options and then list what the majority Committee
recommendation is.

We need to be explicit that the “no” doesn’t mean we are not interested but the “no”
means we are already doing something now and there is no need for further action.

| want to make sure you understand what the final product will be. It will be a
combination of these two charts.

The only thing past April 2012 on the schedule would be seeking enabling legislation.
| want to make sure we know where the Committee is on items 9d-f.

9d&e —no

9f — already doing that

9g —no

Let’s take a vote in terms of moving this proposed action plan to full Council.

Makes a motion to take the action steps on the slide beginning with presenting to full
Council at the June 6, 2011 workshop briefing.

No because | don’t think we will end up with anything that affects the needs in our
studies.

This is just to move it to the workshop briefing not the rest of the slide?
| was talking about the whole slide.

Everything is step by step. This would be the plan. If things went fine on the 6" we
would propose we put it on the Council agenda on the 13" for full action.

And the Council may change it and send it back to us. We are looking at the whole
schedule but June 6" is really the only one we can deal with right now.

Amends motion to move to full Council, a discussion of this policy on the June 6™ 2011
workshop calendar.

And this schedule would be part of that discussion.
Is the purpose of the conversation on June 6 to ask Council what their will is to go

forward with this idea or is it to then go to June 13 for an automatic recommendation of
the Council action?
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Barnes: In my amended motion was the idea that the Council may instruct us to do something
different and the schedule may shift.

Cooksey: | want to vote in a way that says we had our discussion in Committee and there is
nothing more to say about it in terms of anything that is actionable. We should move on
to our next topics of discussion.

Barnes: That wasn’t the intent of my motion.

Kinsey: Vote 3-1, Cooksey opposed.

Burch: Your next meeting is June 8™ We will be ready to start talking about transit area
stations.

Kinsey: Adjourned the meeting at 3:27 pm.

10|Page
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City Council
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee

Wednesday, May 25, 2011
2:00 p.m.
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center
Room - 280
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Warren Cooksey
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I.  Inclusionary Housing Policies
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Distribution:
Mayor/Council
Curt Walton, City Manager
City Leadership Team
Corporate Communications
Debra Campbell — Planning Department
Anna Schleunes- City Attorney’s Office
Mujeeb Shah-Khan- City Attorney’s Office
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Coalition
for Housing

Budget Office

Ruffin Hall

Phyllis Heath

Lisa Schumacher

Ann White

Charlotte Housing Authority

Charles Woodyard

Charlotte-Mecklenburg Housing Partnership
Pat Garrett

Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department
Chief Rodney Monroe

Community Relations
Willie Ratchford
Ledger Morrissette
Neighborhood & Business
Services

Patrick Mumford
Walter Abernethy
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Tom Warshauer
Richard Woodcock



Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee
May 25, 2011

Inclusionary Housing Policies: Action Plan

Committee Action:
The Committee is asked to review the proposed Inclusionary Housing Policies: Action
Plan and make a recommendation to the City Council.

Policy:

The City Council’s Housing and Neighborhood Development FY2011 Focus Area Plan
includes a comprehensive review of the City’s Housing Policies.

Explanation:

At the May 11, 2011 meeting Staff recapped the discussion from the April 27
meeting which included an overview of regulatory and financial
recommendations proposed by the Housing Charlotte 2007 Incentive Based
Inclusionary Housing Subcommittee.

Staff provided the follow-up material requested by the Committee at the April
27 meeting which included: 1) hard copies of the location targeting map, the
Zoning Ordinance buffer chart, and 2) results of research done on other NC
communities that have density bonus programs.

The Council Committee was asked to review and discuss the following questions
that have been used to further develop the process and schedule for adoption of
the selected recommendations:

1. Should the City pursue any or all of the subcommittee
recommendations?

2. If a density bonus program is recommended, should the City pursue
enabling legislation needed for affordable housing?

3. If Council desires to pursue any or all of the regulatory recommendations,
staff suggests a stakeholder group be formed. What is the desired
deadline for completion of the stakeholder group’s work?

Policy Review Process:

The Council Committee requested staff create an action plan to develop
voluntary regulatory and financial incentives to encourage the provision of
affordable housing in Charlotte, utilizing the Housing Charlotte 2007 Incentive-
Based Housing Policies Subcommittee recommendations as a starting point.

The Council Committee is being asked to review the attached proposed action
plan and approve the process and schedule.



At the April 6 Committee meeting, Mayor Foxx outlined and requested that
several other strategies be considered, particularly to incent private
development of affordable housing in “stable” areas of the City:

Density bonus

Fee waivers

Fast-track permitting

Tax abatement

Reduced parking requirements

Cash subsidies from Housing Trust Fund
Environmentally sustainable feature credit
Pre-zoning property

At the May 25 Committee meeting, staff will briefly describe these strategies to
determine if the Council Committee wishes to add any of them to the proposed
action plan.

The Housing Charlotte 2007 Subcommittee also reviewed and discussed many of
these same strategies, but chose to recommend the nine strategies that have
been presented and discussed in the last two H&ND Committee meetings as the
most feasible options to increase the supply of affordable housing in Charlotte.

Proposed Action Plan:

As directed, an action plan has been developed that outlines a variety of strategies to
encourage the creation of affordable housing. Highlights of the recommendations are
included below and in the attached Table. The process would include the following:

Staff will work with a Citizen Advisory Group to gain public input on the
proposed recommendations. This group would be made up of participants from
the Housing Charlotte 2007 Incentive-Based Inclusionary Housing Policies
Subcommittee as well as other groups such as the Charlotte Apartment
Association, Community Development Corporations, financial institutions,
community and business organizations and other interested citizens and groups.

Proposed Process Schedule

H&ND Council Committee Action (May 2011)

Council workshop briefing on H&ND recommendations (June 6, 2011)
Proposed Council Action (June 13, 2011)

Initial Public Meeting (Aug. 2011)

Citizen Advisory Group (CAG) formed (Aug./Sept. 2011)

CAG Meetings (3-6 months Sept. 2011- Dec. 2011)

H&ND Council Committee updates (on-going)

Public Meeting to review draft proposals (Dec.2011/Jan.2012)

Council Committee Recommendation (Jan. 2012)



e Council Action (Jan. 2012)
* File Text Amendments(Feb. 2012)
e Council Final Adoption (April 2012)



Proposed Inclusionary Housing Policies: Action Plan

Inclusionary Housing Incentive
Based Subcommittee
Recommendations

May 11, Council
Committee
Discussion

Implementation Process

Project Schedule
Start and Completion

1. Develop a voluntary single
family zoning density
bonus program

Yes

Determine the need to
seek Enabling Legislation

Amend Zoning Ordinance

May 2012 Short Session
January 2013 Long Session

Aug. 2011-April 2012

2. Expand accessory dwelling
units section to allow non-
relatives to occupy (ADUs)

No

3. Allow duplex units on any
lot in single family zoning
districts (not just on
corner lots)

Yes

Amend Zoning Ordinance

Aug. 2011-April 2012

9. (a) Allow a mixture of
residential housing types within
a development in single family
zoning districts

No

9. (b) Allow live/work units to
be built on thoroughfares in
single family districts

Yes

Amend Zoning Ordinance

Aug. 2011-April 2012

9. (c) Consider eliminating or
modifying buffers between
different housing types within a
new development

No




Proposed Inclusionary Housing Policies Action Plan

Inclusionary Housing Incentive | May 11, Council Implementation Process Project Schedule

Based Subcommittee Committee Start and Completion

Recommendations Discussion

4. Create Local Rent Subsidy Yes Currently underway. No Annual contract with Crisis
program further action required. Assistance and the Work

Force Initiative Program

5. Increase HTF commitments | Yes On May 9, 2011 City
for projects competing for Council approved a
federal low income tax reallocation of the
credits Housing Trust Fund

including the following
categories: Tax-Credit Set
Aside, Rapid Acquisition,
and Supportive Services.

6. Lobby NCHFA for changes Yes No Further action is September thru October
to its Qualified Application required. Neighborhood
process to allow urban & Business Services staff
projects to score higher currently participates in

an annual review of
NCHFA’s Qualified
Allocation Plan.

7. Develop program to make | Yes The City currently makes Upon request, City
available government properties available for property is conveyed to
owned land at reduced affordable housing and non-profit developers for
cost in exchange for will continue this process. | affordable housing.
affordable units

8. Extend tax assessment No The General Assembly has

rules for tax credit
properties to properties
that are not tax credit
supported

the exclusive authority to
make changes to the tax
system. Any change in the
assessment method would
require the General
assembly’s approval.

9.(d&e) Consider City loans for
creation of ADU’s and duplexes
that are forgiven if it is
maintained affordable for a
specified number of years

Not discussed at
May 11, 2011
meeting

9.(f) Establish an aggressive
acquisition program for existing
multi-family apartments
currently in financial difficulty
or underutilized

Not discussed at
May 11, 2011
meeting

On May 9, 2011 City
Council approved a
reallocation of the
Housing Trust Fund
including the following
categories: Tax-Credit Set
Aside, Rapid Acquisition,
and Supportive Services.
The Rapid Acquisition RFP
criteria are being
established.




9.(g) Engage a third party to
undertake a thorough review of
all city planning zoning and
related policies to isolate those
that seem to impede affordable
housing production

Not discussed at
May 11, 2011
meeting

The impact of regulatory
ordinances (PCCO, USGD
and Tree Ordinance) on
Affordable Housing has
been referred to the
H&ND Committee for
future review




6/16/2011

CHARLOTTE.
CHARLOTTE-MECKLENBURG
PLANNING

Presentation to
Council’s H&ND Committee

Incentive-Based
Inclusionary Housing Policies

2008 Subcommittee Recommendations
May 25, 2011

CHARMECK.ORG

CITY OF CHARLOTTE Presentation Outline

= Inclusionary Housing Policies Overview

= Review and Approve Action Plan
1. Strategies
2.Process
3. Schedule

= Next Steps

= Questions

CHARMECK.ORG

1 CHARLOTTE.



6/16/2011

Inclusionary Housing
CITY OF CHARLOTTE POIiCieS

= Tool used by jurisdictions to increase the
amount of affordable housing (350-400
jurisdictions have programs, including
Boston, Denver, NYC, San Diego, San
Francisco)

At the local level this is usually
accomplished by zoning ordinance
(mandatory requirements or voluntary
conditions optional)

CHARMECK.ORG

Program Types
Voluntary or Mandatory

CITY OF CHARLOTTE

= Inclusionary housing policies can be
voluntary or mandatory

= Mandatory programs require developers to
build units in exchange for development
rights (i.e. density bonuses etc.)

= Voluntary programs rely on incentives to
encourage developers to “opt-in” to build
affordable units (i.e. density bonuses etc.)

2 CHARLOTTE.



6/16/2011

CITY OF CHARLOTTE Prog ram Com ponentS

Applicability - types of development to be
included

The Set-Aside - percentage of affordable units
to be included in a development

Threshold Level of Development - minimum
project size that triggers set aside

Income Targeting - income levels housing
units need to be affordable to serve

Period of Affordability - period of time that
units must remain affordable
Incentives/Offsets - strategies to offset costs
associated with providing affordable units

Program Administration - administrative
system to track, monitor, enforce and

preserve affordable units
CHARMECK.ORG

E) cicnancorre Incentives/Cost Offsets

Benefits given to developers to decrease the
developer’s cost of construction

Density bonus

Increased Floor Area Ratio (FAR)

Increased building height allowances

Decrease in minimum lot area

Reduced front setback or side yard

Fee waivers

Expedited permit process

Tax abatement

Reduced parking requirements on affordable units

Cash subsidy (from local housing trust fund)

= Can be used in mandatory or voluntary
programs

CHARMECK.ORG

3 CHARLOTTE.



6/16/2011

CITY OF CHARLOTTE Other Suggested Incentives

Inclusionary Housing Inclusionary Housing Implementation Process
Incentives/ Incentive Based
Cost Offsets Subcommittee
Recommendation

1. Density Bonus Yes Enabling Legislation
Zoning Ordinance
Text Amendment

2. Fee Waivers No User Fee Adjustment

3. Fast Track Permitting No Engineering and Planning plan
review already in place
Already available for a fee
Single Family currently
permitted w/in 5 days

4. Tax abatement Yes General Assembly has exclusive
authority to change tax laws

5. Reduced Parking No Parking is already reduced to 1
space per unit
Zoning Ordinance
Text Amendment

6. Cash Subsidies Yes Housing Trust Fund
Environment Sustainable No Currently Tree Save, MX
Feature Credits Districts and SWIM Buffer

provisions provide density
bonuses

Incentive Based Inclusionary
o OF CHARLOTTE  Hoysing Action Plan

See agenda attachments
Pgs. 3-7

CHARMECK.ORG

4 CHARLOTTE.
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ey of crartorieOMmMittee Action & Next Steps

Committee Approval of Action Plan May 2011
June 6, 2011 Workshop Briefing

June 13, 2011 Council Action

Public Meeting Aug. 2011

CAG formation Aug./Sept. 2011

H&ND Updates (on-going)

Public Meeting Draft Proposal Dec. 2011
Council Committee Recommendation Jan. 2012
Council Action Jan. 2012

File Text Amendment(s) Feb. 2012

Council Final Adoption April 2012

Seek Enabling Legislation Density Bonus

(May 2012 short or January 2013 IoNQ).,xrmeck.ore

CITY OF CHARLOTTE Questions

CHARMECK.ORG

CHARLOTTE.
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CITY OF CHARLOTTE Concerns

Perception that cost of providing affordable units
shift to other groups (developer)

Often viewed as the “panacea” the single answer
to affordable housing issues

Most effective in areas with strong housing
markets

Could restrict residents from reaping benefits of
real estate appreciation (building wealth)

Density bonuses, if used as an incentive, may

result in unwanted and unplanned development
that burdens public infrastructure and conflicts Lincoln,

with land use policies MECsaEUEET S

Reduces choices and opportunity to live in an
exclusive neighborhood

Cost & complexity of administering a program

CHARMECK.ORG

Strategy Report
Recommendations

CITY OF CHARLOTTE

City of Charlotte
Affordable Housing
Strategy Reports

Strategy Report Recommendation: Implement
a density bonus zoning program

Implementation Team Recommendation:

Amend the zoning ordinance to allow density
bonuses to build affordable housing pursuant to

prescribed conditions (i.e. no rezoning)
CHARMECK.ORG

6 CHARLOTTE.
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CITY OF CHARLOTTE What is Density?

= Quantity or number per acre (i.e. the number of
dwelling units on an acre of land)

= Density is determined by dividing the number of
dwelling units by the total number of acres in the
parcel to be developed

CHARMECK.ORG

eaty of cuartotre  \\W/hat is a Density Bonus?

= A density bonus allows for an increase in the
number of dwelling units permitted over the
otherwise maximum allowable density under the
existing zoning district.

CHARMECK.ORG

7 CHARLOTTE.
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CITY OF CHARLOTTE Cyrrent Zoning RegulatiOnS

Current Zoning Regulations that allow
Density Bonuses

 MX Districts (MX-1, MX-2, MX-3)
Ardrey

e Swim Buffers

e Residential Tree Save
Ordinance

CHARMECK.ORG

Strategy Implementation Team
CITY OF CHARLOTTE .
Recommendations

Single Family:

Option 1 - Allow a change in density
from 3 to 4 DUA under prescribed
conditions

Option 2 - Allow a change in density from 3 to
5; 4to 5 o0r 6; 5 to 6 DUA under prescribed
conditions

Option 3 - Allow a change in density
from 3 to 6, 4 to 6, or 5 to 6 DUA and

integration of various housing types under

prescribed conditions EHARMECK ORE

8 CHARLOTTE.



Program Components

Applicability

Set Aside

Threshold level of Development
Income Targeting

Location Targeting

_ Subcommittee
ST OF cHARLITTRecommendations Regulatory

Recommendations

R-3, R-4, & R-5 Single Family Zoning
Districts

Allow a conditional change in density from
3to6,4to6and 5 to 6

Allow attached multi-family housing in
single family districts by right subject to 6
units an acre limit overall

50% affordable (3 to 6)

40% (4 to 6)

30% (5 to 6)

Number of affordable units not to exceed
25% of total development

Minimum of 5 acres
80% or less of AMI

Census Block Groups where median
assessed tax value is greater than
$140,000 (see location targeting map)

Subcommittee

EITY OF CHARLOTTES -, - o " mendations Regulatory

Program Components

Enforcement

Design Guidelines

Program Administration

Implementation

Recommendations

Qualified buyers could sell their units
without it being sold as affordable; the
City would have a shared appreciation
type mortgage.

City allowed a share but would decline
over time. Money would be used for
affordable housing initiatives

Blend in architecturally

Dispersed within the development
Perimeter units reflect character of
adjacent property

Subject to GDP design guidelines
Subject to staff review and approval

N&BS —income qualification, training and
certification
Planning- site plan review and approval

Enabling Legislation
Text amendment to Zoning Ordinance

6/16/2011

P

CHARLOTTE.
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CITY OF CHARLOTTE Staff Response/Concerns

Concerns Centers, Corridors, & Wedges

Growth Framework

Lack of public input

Lack of growth strategy
considerations

Lack of infrastructure
considerations

Lack of tracking mechanism

CITY OF CHARLOTTE Staff Proposal

Allow a conditional change in
density from 3to 4; 4to 5; and 5
to 6 DUA subject to staff review  park at oakiawn

50% of additional units
Minimum 10 acres
60% of AMI or less

Agree with all other provisions

CHARMECK.ORG

10 CHARLOTTE.
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exy of charLoTTe Current Zoning Regulations

Current Zoning Regulations that allow
Accessory Dwellings

= Section 12.407 Elderly and Disabled Housing
Must be at least 55 years old or disabled and related to
the owner by blood or marriage or adoption

Must register annually with N&BS

Can be attached, within or separate from the principal
dwelling

No more than one elderly or disabled unit shall be
located on one lot

Principal use shall be a detached single family dwelling

Other prescribed conditions
CHARMECK.ORG

ery of charLoTTe Current Zoning Regulations

Current Zoning Regulations that allow
Accessory Dwellings

= Section 12.407 Elderly and Disabled Housing
Must be at least 55 years old or disabled and related to
the owner by blood or marriage or adoption

Must register annually with N&BS

Can be attached, within or separate from the principal
dwelling

No more than one elderly or disabled unit shall be
located on one lot

Principal use shall be a detached single family dwelling

Other prescribed conditions
CHARMECK.ORG

11 CHARLOTTE.
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exy of charLoTTe Current Zoning Regulations

Current Zoning Regulations that allow
Duplexes

= Section 9.203 Single Family Districts
Dwellings, attached (duplex only) R-3, R-4, R-5, R-6
provided that :
Located on a corner lot
If more than one entrance, entrances will face different
streets
Minimum setback will be applied to each of the streets

Attached (duplex, triplex and quadraplex, R-8 only)

CHARMECK.ORG

ervv of charoTTe Cyrrent Zoning Regulations

Tuble 12.302(a)
MINIMUM BUFFER REQUIREMENTS BY USE AND DISTRICT CATECGORIES

EXISTING ABUTTING LSES AND IHSTRICTS

12 CHARLOTTE.
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