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INFORMATION:

Lee Institute To Conduct Survey on Community-wide Affordable Housing Efforts
Staff Resources: Mary Gaertner, N&BS, 704-432-5495, mgaertner@charlottenc.gov
Pamela Wideman, N&BS, 704-336-3488, pwideman@charlottenc.qgov

At the October 16, 2012 Affordable Housing Strategy session the City Council discussed strategies for
addressing affordable housing and the role and composition of the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Coalition
for Housing (Coalition).

As a follow-up to that session, the Foundation For The Carolinas (FFTC) has partnered with the City to
conduct a community survey to receive input on how to achieve greater success in expanding and
increasing the supply of affordable housing and how the Coalition can best be utilized to that end.

The survey will be funded by the FFTC and conducted by the Lee Institute. Survey interviewees will
consist of neighborhood representatives from each Council district, and individuals from the
philanthropic, faith and business community. City Council members will also be included in this
survey.

Interviews will begin the week of February 11, 2013.

Changes to Permanent License Plates
Staff Resource: Chuck Robinson, Shared Services, 704-432-3539, clrobinson@charlottenc.gov

On October 1, 2012, the North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) announced the
introduction of a new permanent license plate. A press release announcing the change is
attached (see “License plates.pdf’). A law passed by the General Assembly changing who was
eligible for permanent license plates necessitated the new plate. The law required NCDOT to
issue new permanent license plates to the City and other eligible permanent license plate
holders by December 31, 2012.

By late October of 2012, City staff knew meeting the deadline for the over 4,800 vehicles the
City managed would be extremely challenging. By late November staff knew it would not meet
the deadline. This was caused by a combination of administrative and logistical issues impacting
the license replacement process. These included:

e A cumbersome process for submitting and receiving the new plates from the local DMV
office;

e A software upgrade in the State of North Carolina vehicle inspection software in late
November 2012 that resulted in a number of lost inspection results on City and County
vehicles and slowed the licensing issue process at the DMV;

e Only having approximately 50% of the new licenses plates that were requested by
December 31, 2012 and having still not received over 400; and
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e The challenge of scheduling tag replacement for vehicles and equipment engaged in
24/7 operations.

This is a statewide issue. Fleet Management received notification on January 8 that there was a
statewide shortage of the new license plates. Shared Services/Fleet Management contacted the
cities of Raleigh, Asheville and Mooresville on January 30 and found that they also had not yet
completed the license plate replacement process. All of these jurisdictions have smaller fleets
than the combined fleet for which the City is responsible. The Fleet Management staff is
continuing this work and anticipates being 100% complete by the end of February should they
receive all of the requested license plates.

ATTACHMENTS:

City Council Follow-Up Report (see “Council follow up.pdf”)
Contents include:

--Democratic National Convention Economic Impact

--Clean Water Management Trust Fund Letter

--Request for City Funding

January 9 Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Summary (see “HND Summary
01092013)
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CHARLOTTE IN 2012 CONVENTION HOST COMMITTEE EXCEEDS DIVERSE
CONTRACTING GOAL

The Charlotte in 2012 Convention Host Committee today announced that it exceeded the one-
third diverse contracting goal established earlier this year — achieving an unprecedented 47
percent utilization of diverse vendors.

Charlotte Mayor Anthony Foxx, Co-chair of the Host Committee stated, “Our unprecedented
effort to include diverse businesses in meaningful work shattered any previous convention
records. This event certainly sets a new bar and a best practice not only for large-scale events in
Charlotte but also similar activities elsewhere around the United States.”

In March, 2012, the Host Committee along with the Democratic National Convention Committee
announced a diversity contracting policy to increase the participation of diverse businesses. The
policy stated that at least one third of aggregate dollars would be spent with minority owned
businesses, women owned businesses, disabled owned business, LGBT owned businesses and
veteran owned businesses.

In order to accomplish the goal, dedicated staff was hired to administer a procurement planning
process designed to:
1. Identify prospective businesses via an online vendor directory

2. Engage participation via strategic sourcing and online request for proposals

3. Conduct targeted outreach with diverse businesses and trade industry associations
4. Capture and monitor subcontracted dollars from prime vendors

5. Measure and track diverse expenditures.

Aggregate dollars was calculated based on data provided by New American City and Committee for
Charlotte cumulative expenditures less non-discretionary expenses such as payroll, taxes, fees,
reimbursements, and insurance. Subcontracted dollars with diverse firms in large categories such as
(but not limited to) construction, production, and transportation were also included.

Further analysis shows:

e Minority vendor utilization comprised 22 percent of the discretionary total, including
19% with African-American-owned companies.

e Women-owned vendors comprised 24 percent of the total and LGBT firms made up 3
percent.

e Local businesses accounted for 31 percent of utilization.

Dr. Dan Murrey, Host Committee CEO, stated “The Committee was dedicated to diversity and
inclusion from the day Charlotte won the bid to host the Convention. I am proud that we
surpassed the goal and took major steps to further strengthen our community’s commitment to
shared prosperity for all.”

Contact information: sonja.gilbert@orthocarolina.com or 704-323-2020
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Charlotte in 2012 Convention Host Committee

Aggregate Diverse Spend Report

The Charlotte in 2012 Convention Host Committee (“Host Committee”) announced that they
have exceeded their diversity contracting goal by achieving an unprecedented 47%. In March
2012, the Host Committee along with the Democratic National Convention Committee
(“DNCC”) adopted a diversity contracting policy which states at least one third of aggregate
dollars will be spent with minority owned businesses, women owned businesses, disabled owned
business, LGBT owned businesses, and veteran owned businesses for it contracts and projects.
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Procurement Planning Process

In order to accomplish the goal, a procurement planning process was established to:

Identify prospective businesses via an online vendor directory

Engage participation via strategic sourcing and online request for proposals
Conduct targeted outreach with diverse businesses and trade industry associations
Capture and monitor subcontracted dollars from prime vendors

Measure and track diverse expenditures
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Aggregate dollars were calculated based on data provided by New American City and Committee
for Charlotte cumulative expenditures less non-discretionary expenses such as payroll, taxes,
fees, reimbursements, and insurance. Subcontracted dollars with diverse firms in large

categories such as (but not limited to) construction, production, and transportation were also
included.

Local Firms

The Charlotte in 2012 Convention Host Committee, for the purposes of the 2012 Democratic
National Convention, defined “local firm” as any business residing in North or South Carolina.
On September 30, 2012, there were 4592 registered firms in the vendor directory. Based on the
same supplier registration data, there were 3323 North Carolina firms and 270 South Carolina
firms registered, representing a total of 3593, or 78% local firms. A total of $12,829,146, or
31%, was spent with these businesses in categories such as (but not limited to) construction,
apparel, office supplies, catering, signage, floral, photography, and janitoral services.

Minority-Owned Firms

According to the U.S. Census Survey of Business Owners (2007), there were an estimated 5.8
million minority-owned businesses, representing 21% of all firms. Minority-owned firms
accounted for 1770 vendor directory supplier registrations, representing 39% of the database. A
total of $8,875,097, or 22% was spent with these firms in categories such as (but not limited to)
construction, production, transportation, apparel, office supplies, catering, signage, floral,
photography, and janitorial services.

Non-Minority firms accounted for an estimated 20 million businesses according to the 2007
Survey of Business Owners (SBO). There were 2131 white-owned (regardless of gender)
businesses registered in the vendor directory, representing 46%. Spend data was not calculated
for these businesses (regardless of gender) for the purposes of this report.

Nationally, African American owned firms represent 7% of all businesses (SBO, 2007), while
they represented 33% of the vendor directory supplier database. A total of $7,690,336, or 19%,
was spent with these businesses in categories such as (but not limited to) technology,
construction, transportation, operations, marketing, office supplies, and catering.

Hispanic-owned firms account for an estimated 2.2 million, or 8% of all businesses in the U.S
(SBO,2007). These firms represented 5% of vendor directory supplier registrations, and 1% of
diverse expenditures, or $570,124. In the construction subcontracting category, some pre-
qualified Hispanic-owned firms elected not to bid due to size and scale of bid packages.
Hispanic-owned firms also accounted for expenditures in categories such as (but not limited to)
production catering, photography, and merchandise.
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Asian-owned firms represent 6%, or 1.5 million businesses in the U.S. (SBO, 2007), while the
vendor directory recorded 3%, or 151 registered businesses. Expenditures with Asian-owned
firms totaled $409,964, or 1% of aggregate spend. Several major contracts, including volunteer
apparel, signage, and printing, accounted for a large portion of spend with these businesses.

Native American-owned business ownership totaled less than 1% of all U.S. firms in 2007
(SBO). However, they represented close to 2% of registered businesses in the vendor directory.
Payments made to a self-certified and locally-owned Native American transportation services
firm contributed to a portion of the $592,764, or 1% spend with these firms.

Women-Owned Firms

The 2007 U.S. Census Survey of Business Owners reports that there were an estimated 7.8
million woman-owned firms (regardless of ethnicity), representing 28% of all businesses in the
country. Woman-owned firms accounted for 2032 of all supplier registrations in the vendor
directory, or 44%. A total of $9,750,418 was spent with woman-owned businesses (regardless of
ethnicity), representing 24% of aggregate spend. Categories such as (but not limited to)
construction, production subcontracts, event planning and subcontracts, and catering accounted
for a large portion of this spend.

Veteran / Disabled Veteran-Owned Firms

In 2007, veterans owned 2.4 million businesses in the United States (SBO,2007). These veteran-
owned firms accounted for 9% of all firms. There were a total of 339 veteran and service
disabled veteran-owned registered businesses in the vendor directorty, representing a combined
7% of all registered suppliers (regardless of gender or ethnicity). Combined purchases with
these firms totaled $209,823.

Lesbian Gay Bisexual & Transgender (LGBT) Owned Firms

Self-certifying LGBT-owned firms accounted for 3% of diverse spend, $1,063,689. Categories
such as (but not limited to) production and marketing also included LGBT vendors.

The combination of rich, cultural and economic diversity of the region, targeted outreach, vendor
education, and efficient metrics resulted in ground-breaking success of the most open and
inclusive “People’s Convention” in convention history. Charlotte will, for years to come, have a
sustainable model to deploy a proven supplier diversity initiative for any major event that comes
to the city.
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January 29, 2013

The Honorable Pat McCrory
Governor

Office of the Governor
20301 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, NC 27699-0301

The Honorable Phil Berger
President Pro Tempore

North Carolina Senate

16 W. Jones Street, Room 2008
Raleigh, NC 27601-2808

The Honorable Thom Tillis

Speaker of the House

North Carolina House of Representatives
16 W. Jones Street, Room 2304

Raleigh, NC 27601-1096

Gentlemen:

On January 28, 2013, the Charlotte City Council agreed to send this expression of support
for the work of the North Carolina Clean Water Management Trust Fund and our
appreciation to you and the General Assembly for the appropriations made to the Fund in
furtherance of clean water in our State. Since 1996, the General Assembly has appropriated
nearly $1 billion to the Fund to award in competitive grants to address water pollution issues. To
date the Fund has awarded grants for 1,500 projects to state agencies, local governments and
conservation non-profits which match the State funds thereby leveraging the State
appropriations. By working together, the General Assembly, the Fund and the grant recipients
have been able to achieve great things for the citizens of our region and the State.

In the river basin from which we draw our drinking water, the Catawba River, the Fund has
supported a substantial number of projects that enhance water quality. These projects include
land acquisition for watershed protection, upgrades to wastewater treatment plants to ensure
adherence to clean water standards, restoration of streams in urban areas, and planning for future
water supply needs. The result has been a cleaner water supply that can support ever increasing
levels of population and economic activity.





In Mecklenburg County, the Fund has worked in partnership on numerous projects with the
County, City of Charlotte, Town of Pineville, state agencies, and several conservation non-
profits. One project that the Fund has played an important role is the development of the Little
Sugar Creek Greenway, a 15 mile stretch which meanders through the city from North Charlotte
to the South Carolina line. It connects Freedom Park and smaller parks, residential areas, Central
Piedmont Community College, Carolinas Medical Center and a burgeoning mixed-use retail and
dining complex. The centerpiece of the Greenway in Uptown Charlotte opened in 2012,
extending from East 7th Street to Morehead Street. This portion of the trail winds through plazas,
event areas, fountains, and natural areas providing spaces for a myriad of celebrations and
special events. The Little Sugar Creek Greenway has served to enhance the economic
competiveness of our City while offering terrific recreational opportunities for our citizens

Thank you for your commitment to improving our natural resources and for your service to the
State of North Carolina.

Sincerely,

L et

Anthony R. Foxx
Mayor

Cc:  Chair, Clean Water Management Trust Fund
City Council

Anthony R. Foxx, Mayor
Office of the Mayor 600 East Fourth Street Charlotte, NC 28202-2853 704/336-2241
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m Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee
Summary
CHARLOTTE.

January 9, 2013

COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS

I Proposed CIP Project Review: Affordable Housing and Comprehensive Neighborhood
Improvement Program
Il. FY2014 Focus Area Plan
1. 2013 Meeting Schedule

COMMITTEE INFORMATION

Council Members Present: Patsy Kinsey, John Autry, Warren Cooksey, LaWana Mayfield
Staff Resources: Eric Campbell, Assistant City Manager

Pat Mumford, Neighborhood & Business Services

Tom Warshauer, Neighborhood & Business Services

Pamela Wideman, Neighborhood & Business Services

Meeting Duration: 12:11 PM - 1:07 PM

ATTACHMENTS

1. Agenda Packet —January 9, 2013
2. Presentation — Affordable Housing and CNIP

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS

Kinsey: Called the meeting to order. Council member Barnes was not feeling well and will not
be attending the meeting. Eric Campbell, the Assistant City Manager, will be filling in for
Julie Burch who has been appointed Interim City Manager. There is one action item on
the agenda, the 2013 meeting schedule. We have two other agenda items to discuss
and hopefully give some direction to staff.

1|Page
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Proposed CIP Project Review: Affordable Housing and Comprehensive Neighborhood Improvement

Program

Campbell:

Wideman:

Mumford

Wideman:

Autry:

Wideman:

Mumford:

Wideman:

2|Page

City Council made two referrals to the Housing & Neighborhood Development
Committee (H&ND) for review; the affordable housing strategy and the Comprehensive
Neighborhood Improvement Program (CNIP). We will also quickly review the Focus
Area Plan (FAP) as you head to the retreat.

| will discuss the affordable housing strategy and Tom Warshauer will discuss CNIP. We
will answer any questions and get you any information you need about these programs
in preparation for your budget retreats. The proposed CIP was presented to you in
three approaches. The area we will focus on today is Improving Communities which
encompasses the affordable housing strategy and the comprehensive neighborhood
improvement program.

Presentation

There is a CIP component and dollars that go toward housing. Of the remaining $13
million, $10M is Trust Fund money, the rest is CDBG and HOME funds. We would like to
ask you to think about how to direct us on preparing for not only the CIP, but how to
use the remaining funds.

Presentation

All the strategies we are presenting today must comply with the current housing
locational policy. The strategies have to meet zoning or locational policy, otherwise
Council would have to approve a waiver. The Housing Finance Agency tax credit
applications are due in January. There is a maximum of two projects we could receive in
the community in any given year. We will make sure developers contact Council
regarding any plans they will be submitting and request they have at least one
community meeting regarding their submission.

With the single family rehab, how many homes can be addressed with the $3M?
We projected $15,000 per unit for a total of 25 homes per year.

Those are assumptions as to need. With single family rehab there has to be some
critical mass. Focusing on one home will not turn around a neighborhood. Twenty-five
homes might be for 2-3 communities, but hitting it with enough emphasis so there is a
material difference made.

Presentation

The Rental Subsidy Program would be an appropriate use of HOME funds, not CIP funds.
The Foundation for the Carolinas (FFTC) has sent a letter to the City, County, and
Housing Authority to work on designing a program that would have a community impact
around rental subsidy. We would partner and perhaps look at contributing towards an
endowment. We hope to bring back a program that will benefit the community around

Housing and Neighborhood Development
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Mumford:

Cooksey:

Kinsey:

Wideman:

All:

Warshauer:

Mayfield:

3|Page

rental subsidy. With all these strategies we could make a big improvement on our
affordable housing need.

Pam has done a great job in breaking down each of these strategies so we can begin to
align need for a specific population with some level of response. It might help us drive
outcomes and break it down so it is more manageable. It is not an all or nothing
approach, but a way to give you some notion of dollars per year and the benefit we can
get from that.

| appreciate the chart noting the different categories, but we still only have the potential
of addressing a third of what the study says we need. In lieu of a piecemeal approach,
perhaps we should start working on the neediest component, which is permanent
supportive housing. We could then look at other populations. Do we want to continue
to take an approach where every category gets a little something, which means we
don’t fully solve anything in any category?

My response would be that we will never knock out homelessness. Even doing that
model, we wouldn’t address all of the homeless families.

Going back to how we deal with the $13M we have today. Would you be comfortable
with us bringing you a proposal for a multi-family rehab Request for Proposal that we
could release at some point to the community?

Yes.

We found it beneficial to pull together the work of the NIP and our business corridor
revitalization work. When working in neighborhoods we found that commercial and
neighborhood representatives wanted to be sure there were positive impacts for both
groups. By combining we could address needs comprehensively. The problems with
poverty were not urbanized, we saw that the suburbs were not holding the promise we
thought they would. People who had choices regarding schools were choosing to drive
further to find the schools and housing prices they wanted. A lot of the suburban areas
in the West, North and East were not becoming the communities we needed and
attracting the diversity of incomes that we thought they would attract. We have
worked to connect communities and schools. We are not abandoning the work that we
have done in the past, we will continue to build roads and address congestion, but we
want to do it in a more comprehensive manner. Before we select precise projects, we
want to make sure we are doing outreach with property owners, developers, and
city/county staff to take a look at what projects would generate the most leverage of
resources and development around these facilities. We are finding that people care
about access to parks and greenways. We want to make sure we are capturing the
value of those resources.

Presentation

Can you give me an example of enhance retail place making?

Housing and Neighborhood Development
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Warshauer:

Cooksey:

Warshauer:

Kinsey:

Warshauer:

Autry:

Mumford:

We have the redevelopment of some of our shopping centers that are more pedestrian
friendly (similar to Cotswold and Park Road). We feel we don’t have that along the
Sunset/Beatties Ford Road corridor. We need to work more intentionally with store
owners to see how we can create that kind of story.

Presentation

As a framework for future conversations, | noticed a few changes to the narrative in the
CNIP. When originally presented, the CNIP areas had exact projects that would be done
by combining a variety of area plans that existed. Over time that has shifted to having
conversations about what could be done. If the latter is the case, how are the dollar
amounts determined to be sufficient if we don’t know exactly what we are developing?
Another item originally presented which has now been dropped was about improving
property values. As we have the Committee review, we should be looking at the
estimated increases in property values for the proposed investments. We need to do
things as a city to increase property values. With the emphasis on greenways and parks,
which is a county function, should we talk about functional consolidation? If we focus
on parks and greenways and backing that up with dollars, do we need to be the ones
with hands on the reigns?

We have had a lot of conversation with County Parks and Recreation. We are not
looking at running the parks; we are looking at making sure we are planning in
conjunction with property owners, which is a little change of philosophy.

| would agree with Mr. Cooksey, it seemed like we were looking at more inter-city
neighborhoods that would increase the property values.

The area plans are the foundation of our work and there are some things we know we
have to do, but there are others that we want to make sure we have the right selection.
We have more projects than we can afford to do at this time.

| have been meeting with eastside leaders about proposed greenway projects. We were
eager to advocate and understand where it is in the county’s pipeline. Is there a

timetable that we can look at?

We will follow up on that question.

FY2014 Focus Area Plan

Wideman:

Campbell:

4|Page

You have in your packet the current Focus Area Plan (FAP). We are not asking for any
action today. You will be discussing the FAPs at your retreat and then coming back to
the Committee for a more robust discussion. This is an opportunity for you to begin
thinking about how you would like to plan for your FY2014 FAP. If you have any
qguestions you can ask me now or send those to me.

When you see the draft FAP at the retreat it may be more staff generated than
Committee generated, but it will come back into Committee for review and approval.
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Cooksey:

Mumford:

We could provide much more clarity if we structure the plan with goals for Council to
achieve, goals for staff to achieve, and things not in our control but relevant statistics to
measure. An example is policy goals for the percentage of multi-family housing we are
hoping gets built in corridors. We have some ability to influence that, but not a great
deal and this is something that we track. The measure for completing 90% of bond
projects on schedule; this would be a performance metric for staff. The item regarding
developing and recommending policies that will increase the supply of affordable
housing; while it is facilitated by staff, it is a work plan for Council. We should more
clearly delineate what it is we should expect Council to be working on, staff to be
working on and what are things going on in the community that are relevant for each
one to consider. That is the type of structural change | am proposing for the FAP and |
hope we will discuss more thoroughly at the retreat.

As | mentioned in the Economic Development Committee meeting, we have had the
same level of frustration with balanced scorecards, focus area plans, measures, and
initiatives; at the end we should have a document that drives behaviors in this
organization. It informs us on how to do our work better, but what we have is a static
document.

We had a leadership meeting in our department with a robust discussion about this
topic. Anidea bubbled out that instead of a static document, we would look at these
measures (data) and model the Quality of Life (Qol) report that has just come out. This
could house all kinds of data we could never put in a physical report with multiple
measures and activities that relate to each of those initiatives. If we had an online
document, the public could see what we are doing and the additional data that gives
you the context for what is happening in the city. We think we might have an
opportunity to leverage the learning of the last year of QoL and come up with an
approach that could be revolutionary. Maybe not this year, but we can begin to think
that way and maybe this is an opportunity to get past the struggle with the mechanics.

2013 Meeting Schedule

Kinsey:

All:
Campbell:

Cooksey:

Kinsey:

We have one action item, the 2013 meeting schedule, which of course is always subject
to change. | am asking if we could move the February 13" meeting to 1:00 p.m.?

Agreement that the February 13" meeting will move to 1:00 p.m.
We will check the master schedule to make sure this works.

There is a March 13 and June 26 conflict and my suggestion would be to drop the June
26 meeting and add a meeting the fourth Wednesday in August.

| ask members to review their calendars for further discussion on whether to cancel or
reschedule the meeting dates where there is a conflict.

Meeting adjourned.
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City Council
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee

Wednesday, January 9, 2013
12:00 p.m.
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center
Room - 280

Committee Members: Patsy Kinsey, Chair
LaWana Mayfield, Vice-Chair
John Autry
Michael Barnes
Warren Cooksey

Staff Resource: Eric Campbell, Assistant City Manager

AGENDA

l. Proposed CIP Project Review: Affordable Housing and Comprehensive Neighborhood
Improvement Program
Staff will provide information on the affordable housing strategy and Comprehensive
Neighborhood Improvement Program in preparation for a more detailed discussion at future
meeting.
Attachment: 1.10/10/12 Follow-up Report on Affordable Housing

Il.  FY2014 Focus Area Plan
Review of FY2013 Focus Area Plan in preparation for Council discussion at the February Retreat.
Attachment: 2. FY13 FAP

lll. 2013 Meeting Schedule
Staff requests the Committee review and approve the proposed 2013 Committee meeting
schedule.
Attachment: 3. Proposed 2013 H&ND meeting schedule

Attachment: Historic District Commission Report — For Information Only

Next Committee Meeting: January 23, 2013 (pending approval of 2013 meeting schedule)

Distribution:
Mayor/Council Randy Harrington Willie Ratchford
Julie Burch, Interim City Manager Phyllis Heath Ledger Morrissette
City Leadership Team Fulton Meachem Patrick Mumford
Corporate Communications Fred Dodson Steve Allen
Debra Campbell — Planning Department Pat Garrett Jamie Banks
Anna Schleunes- City Attorney’s Office Kim Graham Brad Richardson
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Coalition Chief Rodney Monroe Pamela Wideman

for Housing Tom Warshauer





Mayor Anthony Foxx Mayor Pro Tem Patrick D. Cannon

John Autry David L. Howard
Michael D. Barnes Patsy Kinsey
Warren Cooksey Lawana Mayfield
Andy Dulin James Mitchell, Jr.
Claire Fallon Beth Pickering

FOLLOW-UP REPORT
CITY COUNCIL
OCTOBER 10, 2012

AFFORDABLE HOUSING STRATEGY DISCUSSION
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Follow-Up Report
October 10, 2012
Affordable Housing Strategy Session

This document is provided as a follow-up to the October 2012, City Council Affordable Housing
Strategy Session. According to the findings of the Below Market Needs Housing Assessment
Study, there is a deficit of about 15,000 units at an affordable rental rate for persons earning
between 30% and 50% of the area median income.

During the October 10, 2012 meeting, City Council discussed the following:

e Composition of the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Coalition for Housing

e Housing Locational Policy Exemptions

e The need for earlier notification to Council and surrounding neighborhoods when City
funding is requested for the development of affordable housing

e Possible affordable housing strategies that could be used to expand and increase the supply
additional affordable housing throughout the City, based on the findings of the Below
Market Needs Housing Assessment.

Composition of the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Coalition for Housing

The Charlotte-Mecklenburg Coalition for Housing (Coalition) is a community based board
charged with implementing the Ten-Year Plan to End and Prevent Homelessness (Plan). The
Coalition is 15-member board jointly appointed by the City of Charlotte and Mecklenburg
County with the following industry representation:

City Appointments County Appointments

Non-Profit (Mayor) Public Safety (Sherriff/Jail)
Corporate/Economic Development (Mayor) Education

Faith-Based (Mayor) Human Services

Community Ex-Officio Members (Non-Voting)
Affordable Housing Neighborhood & Business Services Director
Donor Charlotte Housing Authority (CEQO)
Financial Community Support Director (County)

Real Estate

Legal

Council expressed concerns about Coalition members being eligible to receive Housing Trust
Fund Awards and that the Coalition board be expanded to include additional neighborhood
representatives.

Coalition Members Eligibility to Receive a Housing Trust Fund Award

The City Attorney has advised based on a review of the City Council’s board conflicts policy that
it would not be a conflict of interest for a member of the Coalition Board to be someone from a
company that may potentially benefit from a Housing Trust Fund Award. This determination is
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further supported by the fact that the Coalition makes recommendations only, not the actual
award of Housing Trust Funds. Nevertheless, a Coalition Board member whose company has
submitted a proposal would need to recuse him or herself from all discussions and voting
related to such proposal.

The process for Housing Trust Fund (HTF) awards is as follows:
1. The Coalition makes recommendations on HTF categories (i.e. tax credit Allocation,

Supportive Services, and Acquisition)

Neighborhood & Business Services (NBS) staff issues a request for proposals

Developers submit proposals

Staff reviews and evaluates each proposal

In an effort to achieve the maximum leverage of local funds against State funds,

recommended awards are consistent with site scores assigned by the North Carolina

Housing Finance Agency

6. Recommended HTF awards are presented and approval and a recommendation is
requested by the Council’s Housing & Neighborhood Development Committee
(Committee)

7. NBS staff presents the Committee’s recommendation to the Council

8. NBS staff issues a letter of commitment to the North Carolina Housing Finance Agency
on behalf of the developer for tax credit developments

uhwWN

Coalition Composition

One option for additional neighborhood representation would be to appoint citizens based on
Neighborhood & Business Services (NBS) service delivery areas. NBS operations are delivered
by four teams in geographical service areas — Northeast, Northwest, Southeast and Southwest.
This approach allows NBS to better align with the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Police Department
(CMPD) and other partners to collectively address issues and maximize resources to improve
the overall quality of life in our community.

One individual from each of the four service areas could be appointed by City Council.
Individuals wishing to represent service area neighborhoods could apply through the Charlotte
City Clerk’s office. Initial terms would be for one year and subsequent terms would be for three
years. Based on Council adopted policy for appointments to Boards and Commissions, the
Mayor normally appoints one-third of the membership and the Council appoints two-thirds of
the membership.

Housing Locational Policy Exemptions

Council approved the Housing Locational Policy (HLP) on March 28, 2011. The HLP includes
exemptions for senior citizen developments and developments for the disabled population.
The policy exemptions allows these types of developments to be constructed anywhere
throughout the City, with proper zoning. During the October 10, 2012 session, Council
discussed the possibility of removing the current exemptions.

Page 3





The current policy exemptions assist in the provision of housing for senior citizens and the
disabled populations:

Housing for senior citizens:

1. Addresses the housing deficit for this population as identified in the preliminary findings of
the recently released Below Market Housing Needs Study.

2. Provides adequate and quality housing for senior citizens in independent living communities
among their peers in close proximity, to transportation, grocery, pharmacy and other
necessary retail services.

3. Allows senior citizens to age in place and continue to maintain their existence in
communities where they are often invested and are long-time residents.

4. Does not negatively impact the school system, because there are no school-aged children
living in these developments.

Housing for the disabled population:

1. Provides permanent supportive housing with needed on-site supportive services
2. Provides more efficient use of community resources

3. Extends the life of chronically homeless individuals.

Council’s major concerns about the current exemptions are:

1. Due to by-right land entitlements, developers are not required to inform the surrounding
neighborhoods of proposed developments, therefore Council members and affected
neighborhoods do not receive advance notification of a proposed development.

2. Due to land costs and availability, these developments are not geographically dispersed
throughout the City.

Possible solutions include:

1. Maintain the exemptions, but strengthening the HTF guidelines to make it a mandatory
requirement of developers to inform Council members and the surrounding neighborhoods
about their plans for developments to serve the senior citizens and disabled populations
when seeking City funding.

2. Eliminate all exemptions from the HLP, requiring proposed developments to be constructed
only in permissible areas in order to receive City funding.

3. Continue require developers to request a waiver from the City Council if seeking to develop
in a non-permissible area.

Earlier Notification to Council and Surrounding Neighborhoods for City Funding Requests
During the October 10, 2012 meeting, Council members expressed a desire to receive earlier
notification of potential affordable housing developments in their districts and that developers
make the surrounding property owners aware of a potential affordable housing development.
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Staff will revise the City of Charlotte Housing Trust Fund Loan and Grant Guidelines to include a
requirement for proposed developers to provide notification to the Council at the submission
of the preliminary tax credit application. NBS staff and the proposed developer will also jointly
engage affected communities before recommended developments are presented to the
Council for funding consideration. For proposed developments that are not seeking a tax credit
award, developers will be required to provide notification to the Council and surrounding
community at the time of requesting City funding.

Affordable Housing Strategies

At the October 10, 2012 Affordable Housing Session, Mayor Foxx outlined several possible
strategies for addressing affordable housing and requested that staff bring back additional
information about each strategy. Below is staff preliminary work on each strategy with the
inclusion of estimated costs for each.

1. Permanent Supportive Housing for the Chronically Homeless:
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development considers an individual
chronically homeless if he or she has a disabling condition and has been continuously
homeless for a year or more, or an individual has a disabling condition and has had at
least four episodes of homelessness in the past three years.

There is an estimated 800 chronically homeless individuals. Approximately 100
individuals have been housed, leaving an approximate 700 chronically homeless
individuals in our community.

Population Served:
Permanent Supportive Housing would provide housing for chronically homeless
individual at or below 30% of the area median income.

Benefits:

e Extend life of chronically homeless individuals

e Serve 400 of the 700 identified chronically homeless individuals

o Address temporary shelter backlog

e More efficient use of community resources

o According to recent data, the average annual bill per chronically homeless

participant was $37,000 when living in a temporary shelter. In contrast, the
average annual cost to house and support a chronically homeless individual
through Urban Ministry Center's Housing Works program (includes Moore
Place and the scattered-site program) is $13,983. This reflects housing costs
(rental subsidy, utilities), case management, and additional support services,
which includes client transportation and emergency assistance with clients’
basic needs such as food, Rx co-pays, etc.
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e Provide on-site supportive services
o On-Site supportive services may include case management, legal services, life
skills assessment, employment training, health care access, and mental
health and substance abuse counseling

Development Geography:

e Must meet zoning requirements

e Access to frequent bus transportation
e Access to pharmacy and grocery stores

Funding Source:
e Housing Trust Fund

Estimated Capital Costs:

e 526,000,000 over 8 years
o 1 facility of 85 units would be built every two years x 8 years = 340 units
o $6,500,000 per facility x 4 facilities over 8 years = $26,000,000

Through the use of the Housing Trust Fund, the City would provide capital funding for the
construction of four permanent supportive housing facilities. Operating costs and
supportive services would be provided by Mecklenburg County, the Charlotte Housing
Authority, and Homeless Service Providers.

Page 6





2. Tax Credit Development:
The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit program is an indirect Federal subsidy granted to
States used to finance the development of affordable rental housing for low to
moderate income households, thereby increasing the supply of affordable housing in
communities. According to the recently released Below Market Housing Needs
Assessment Study, there is an existing need for quality, affordable housing for
households earning 60% and below the area median income.

Through the use of the Housing Trust Fund, capital funding dollars would be made
available to developers receiving a North Carolina Low-Income Tax Credit Award from
the North Carolina Housing Finance Agency (NCHFA) for the construction of new or
rehabilitated multi-family housing developments.

Population Served:
Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Developments serve households earning 60% and below
the area median income.

Benefits:

e Aligns and leverages local funding with State supported and funded developments

e Addresses identified deficit of affordable units

e Assists with geographical dispersion throughout the City

o Allows states to prescribe design standards and require properties be developed by
experience developers, ensuring quality of construction and management

Development Geography:

e Permissible areas as defined by the HLP unless City Council grants a waiver

e Land must meet zoning requirements

e Developers must inform City Council and surrounding property owners if City
funding is requested

Funding Source:
e Housing Trust Fund

Estimated Capital Costs:
e 524,000,000 over 8 years
o $1,500,000 per development x 2 developments of 120 units = 240 units per
year
o 2 developments per year x 8 years = $3,000,000 per year
o $3,000,000 per year over 8 years = $24,000,000
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3. Land Banking for Affordable Housing Development:
Land banking is employed by municipalities and used as a mechanism to acquire vacant
properties for public good and is commonly used to provide land for the development
or redevelopment of affordable housing.

The City and its public agency partners such as Mecklenburg County and Charlotte-
Mecklenburg Schools own various parcels of land throughout the City. These parcels
might be possible resources for the development of affordable housing. Partners could
consider transferring or selling their land, at a reduced rate, to the City for land banking
purposes, where affordable housing would ultimately be developed.

Population Served:
e Families and Seniors earning 60% and below the area median income
e Chronically homeless individuals earning 30% and below the area median income

Benefits:

e Mitigate cost escalation of prime locations

e Assist with geographical dispersion

e Could potentially allow students to live closer to where they attend school

Development Geography:
e Land must meet zoning requirements
e Permissible areas as defined by the Housing Locational Policy

Funding Source:
e Housing Trust Fund

Estimated Costs:
e 515,040,000 over 8 years
o Land Costs in permissible areas = $235,000 per acre
o 8acres is required for the development of 120 units = 8 acres x $235,000 =
$1,880,000
o 1development per year over 8 years = $1,880,000 x 8 = $15,040,000
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4. Local Neighborhood Stabilization Program:
A local Neighborhood Stabilization Program would be modeled after the national
program. The local program would allow for the redevelopment of blighted,
abandoned, vacant and foreclosed residential structures.

There are a number of single and multi-family foreclosed properties within the City of
Charlotte. This program would be made available to non-profit developers to
acquire/rehabilitate and re-use these properties to increase the supply of affordable
housing throughout the City.

Population Served:
Families and Seniors earning 80% and below the area median income because of the
single-family homeownership component.

Benefits:

e Stabilize neighborhoods

e Generate private investment

e Reduce vacant/foreclosed homes and improve housing quality
o Leverage local dollars against private investment

Development Geography:
e Neighborhoods with significant foreclosed/vacant properties
e Blighted neighborhoods

Funding Source:
e CDBG and Housing Trust Fund

Estimated Capital Costs:

Multi-Family Rehab

e $12,000,000 over 8 years
o $10,000 per unit in a development of 150 units = $1,500,000 per year
o 1 development per year over 8 years = $12,000,000

e Single-Family Rehab

e $3,000,000 over 8 years
o $15,000 per unit x 25 units per year = $375,000 per year
o 25 units per year over 8 years = $3,000,000
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5. Rental Subsidy Program:
A local rental subsidy program could provide an additional source of support for
households with incomes too low to pay full market rate rent from their own resources.
A rental subsidy program would pay the owner of a multi-family housing development
or an agency the difference between the tenant's contribution (30 percent of adjusted
income) and the monthly rental rate over a pre-determined period of time with the
ultimate goal of moving the family to self-sufficiency.

Population Served:
Families earning 50% and below the area median income

Benefits:

e Stabilize neighborhoods

e Generate private investment

e Reduce vacant/foreclosed homes and improve housing quality
o Leverage local dollars against private investment

Geography:
e Scattered-site

Funding Source:
e HOME

Estimated Costs:

e $1,920,000 over 8 years
o $400 per month x 12months = $4,800 per year
o $4,800 x 50 = $240,000
o $240,000 per year over 8 years = $1,920,000

Page 10





Summary

The following chart details the estimated costs and results if housing strategies are

implemented:

Strategy Estimated Costs Funding Source Potential Units
(eight years) (eight years)
Permanent $26,000,000 HTF 340
Supportive Housing
Tax Credit $24,000,000 HTF 1,920
Development
Land Banking $15,040,000 HTF 960*
Local Neighborhood $12,000,000 (multi- HTF and CDBG 1,200
Stabilization family) 200
$ 3,000,000 (single-
family)
Rental Subsidy $ 1,920,000 HOME 133
Total $81,960,000 4,753

*The Land Banking Strategy does not include any additional subsidy

The proposed strategies equal a $17,243 per unit cost, which is below the 10 year average cost
of $26,000 per unit, over the life of the Housing Trust Fund.

Page 11






FY2013 Strategic Focus Area Plan

“Creating and sustaining
communities of choice for living,
working and recreation.”

The City of Charlotte’s long-term health, vitality, and distinction as a competitive city
is predicated upon its ability to utilize national and local best practices to create and
sustain communities of choice for living, working and recreation.

The City’s housing and neighborhood strategy focuses on creating and sustaining
communities by creating places where people and businesses are safe, where civic
infrastructure supports neighborhood quality of life and business success, where
families have access to quality education, jobs, and services and the environment is
preserved and strengthened. (Also see Community Safety, Economic Development,
Environment, and Transportation & Planning Focus Area Plans for more housing and
neighborhood development initiatives)

Prior Year Current Year
Focus Area Initiative Measure Actual Target
Complete ninety percent
voter approved bond Review and ensure
Create healthy and vibrant Neighborhood Infrastructure 90% of projects
neighborhoods by improving and Business Corridor are completed or
and implementing quality projects on schedule or as are on schedule to
physical infrastructure forecasted. N/A be complete.
Achieve a leverage ratio 1:10
within the corridor of 1:10
Strengthen opportunities for for business corridor funds
public and private
partnerships to encourage the Leverage increased
integration of education, community safety
recreation, employment and partnership opportunities in Seek new
housing resources in identified | support of the Democratic partnerships in
redevelopment areas National Convention N/A FY2013
Review and revise
the Assisted Multi-
Family Housing at
Transit Station
Policy for Transit
Stations, Incentive
Council Based Inclusionary
approved a housing, and
Develop and recommend revised Impact of
policies that will assist with Housing Regulatory
increasing the supply of Locational Ordinance on
affordable housing Develop and revise policies Policy Affordable Housing
Redesign the Quality of Life Completed
(QOL) Study to more redesign of Release the newly
accurately reflect the City's the QOL designed QOL
neighborhood conditions Completion of the 2012 QOL | report report.






Housing & Neighborhood Development Committee
2013 Proposed Meeting Schedule

2" and 4™ Wednesdays of each month at Noon

Room 280
(unless otherwise noted)

January 9
January 23

February 13
February 27

March 13 (conflicts with NLC Washington trip)
March 27

April 10
April 24

May 8
May 22

June 12
June 26 (conflicts with Chamber Inter-City Visit)

(No July or August meeting due to summer break)

September 11
September 25

October 9
October 23

November 13
(Only one November meeting — 4™ Wednesday conflicts with NLC trip)

(No December meetings pending new Committee assignments)
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CHARLOTTE.

MEMORANDUM
FROM THE
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK

DATE: November 19, 2012
TO: Housing and Neighborhood Development Council Committee Members
FROM: Stephanie C. Kelly, CMC, City Clerk

SUBJECT: Attached Annual Report: Historic District Commission

The attached report of the Historic District Commission is being sent to you pursuant to
the Resolution related to Boards and Commissions adopted by City Council at the
November 23, 2009 meeting. This resolution requires annual reports from City Council
Boards and Commissions to be distributed by the City Clerk to both City Council and to
the appropriate Committee for review.

If you have questions or comments for the board, please convey those to staff support
for a response and/or follow-up.

Section 6. REPORTS OF BOARDS, COMMITTEES, AND COMMISSIONS

The City Council finds it appropriate to periodically review each standing board, committee, and
commission to which they make appointments for the purpose of assessing whether said board,
committee, or commission should be renewed, dismantled, expanded or its charge redefined. To
this end, each board, committee, and commission that is part of the City, or that was established
by the City Council, whether acting alone or in conjunction with one or more other local
governments, is required to submit annual written reports that must contain in depth reviews of
the body’s activities, including goals, objectives, successes, problems, and/or the need for City
Council assistance. These reports shall be submitted to the City Clerk and will be staggered
through the year according to a schedule established by the City Clerk. The City Clerk shall then
provide the Mayor and City Council with copies of the reports and refer the reports to the
appropriate Council Committee for the Committee’s information.

Boards, committees, and commissions that are not part of the City shall submit reports in
accordance with the reporting requirements set forth in their contract, if any, with the City.

In addition to required written reports, the City Council may request on a case-by-case basis that
an oral report be made to the Council.





HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION

Annual Report July 2011 through June 2012

Historic Districts. The City Council established the Charlotte Historic District
Commission in 1976. The goal of the Historic District Commission is to manage
change of existing historic fabric in the designated Historic District neighborhoods
and to review new infill construction proposals for compliance with Policy &
Design Guidelines. The Commission reviews and approves development
proposals in any of the City’s six locally designated Historic Districts — Fourth
Ward, Dilworth, Plaza Midwood, Wesley Heights, Hermitage Court, and Wilmore.
With over 6,000 properties within its jurisdiction, the Charlotte Historic District
Commission program is the largest in North Carolina. The greatest number of
reviews centers around additions, as homeowners seek the balance between
contemporary needs for space, amenities and upgrades and the realities of
owning a home within a local Historic District.

HDC Membership. The twelve member Historic District Commission in comprised
of a resident/owner seat for each of the six local Historic Districts, one seat for a
business owner in Dilworth, one seat filled by the Mayor at the recommendation
of the Planning Commission, and four at large seats. It is a requirement that a
majority of the Commission have education, knowledge, or proven expertise in
one of several specific disciplines such as history, architecture, or construction.
Members are appointed 2/3 by City Council and 1/3 by the Mayor for a three year
term. Members can be appointed for two consecutive terms (in addition to
serving out an unexpired term if this applies). The Planning Commission seat is a
year to year appointment. A list of current members of the Historic District
Commission is found as Attachment A. The HDC has no vacancies at this time.





Historic District Meetings. The Commission meets monthly the second
Wednesday of every month in the Government Center at 3:00 pm. Attendance is
required as set forth by Council.

e Agendas are created from complete applications received by the deadline
each month.

Historic District Reviews. More than 200 applications were received in FY 2011.
Approximately 1/2 of these were reviewed by the full Commission and 1/2
approved at the staff level. Scope of reviewed proposals ranges from a fence or
sidewalk for a single family home to large multi-family developments.

e The Historic District Commission conducts quasi-judicial review with
consideration based on Policy & Design Guidelines created from The
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

FY 2011 Highlights.

e A comprehensive research project to identify all of Charlotte’s historic
resources was begun. It will be a phased undertaking utilizing CLG Grants
and consultants.

e Alarge infill development was approved and ground was broken on a
project at the edge of the Dilworth Local Historic District. It is unusual in
that it is designed with its own interior streets. Several houses were
demolished to put together the necessary land.

e Agenda numbers have dramatically risen and the scope of work has
generally increased to former levels.





Comprehensive Neighborhood
Improvement Program

Investing in Corridors

To promote economic development, expansion and
job creation

Increasing Connections

To increase connectivity through road projects,
streetcar extension and infrastructure
improvements

Improving Communities

To address housing, neighborhood improvement
and quality of life needs
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Pedestrian Lighting

Intersection/Crosswalk

Streetscapes

Pedestrian Refuge

Selected Areas

* Prosperity: $30M - 2 area plans

Whitehall: $30M - 3 area plans
West Trade: $20M - 2 area plans
Central: $20M - 2 area plans
Sunset: $20M - 2 area plans
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Free & Reduced Lunch
And EOG Proficiency

0,
EOG %b Proficiency Si:‘;ls Scﬁo%fls

. 23.1% to 60% 49 53.8%

60% to 80% 22 24.2%

@ 80.1%t0 96.0% 20 22%

Free/Reduced Lunch

B
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Tax Values

Tax Value

- < $150,000

$150,000
to $250,000

- >$250,000

Union
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Release No.: 880

Permanent License Plates to Change, Issuance Limited
New Law Brings New Plates by December 31

RALEIGH — Beginning Monday, October 15, the N.C. Division of Motor Vehicles will
introduce new permanent plates and a new process for their issuance. A new law passed by
the General Assembly requires all currently-issued permanent plates to be cancelled and re-
issued under new eligibility rules by Dec. 31, 2012.

Vehicle owners, depending on their eligibility for permanent plates, must purchase either
replacement permanent plates or standard “First in Flight” plates by the December deadline.
New orange and black plates will replace the current silver and black permanent plates.
Beginning Oct. 15, DMV will no longer issue silver and black plates. A one-time $6 fee is
required for permanent plates; standard registration plates cost $28-$33.

Current permanent plate holders will be notified by letter to replace their plates. NCDMV
expects about 120,000 vehicles to be affected by the change, mostly vehicles that are owned
and operated by municipalities and counties across the state. New permanent plates will be
available from license plate agencies or by mail accompanied by form MVR-619 from
Vehicle Services, 3148 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, NC 27699-3148.

The new law limits eligibility for permanent registration plates to governmental entities and
certain other groups. Those approved for permanent plates include vehicles owned by a
county, city or town; a board of education; the Civil Air Patrol; an incorporated emergency
rescue squad; a rural fire department, agency or association; community colleges; or local
chapters of the American National Red Cross and used for emergency or disaster work. All
other vehicles must obtain standard registration plates.

Examples of vehicles that will no longer be eligible for permanent plates include vehicles
operated by orphanages, church buses, mobile X-ray transports, sheltered workshops, non-
profit mental health transports, city trolleys and parade vehicles of charitable organizations.
All vehicles still have to pass required annual safety and emissions inspections prior to
obtaining new registration plates, whether permanent or standard.

***NCDOT***
MAILING ADDRESS: TELEPHONE: 919-733-2522 LOCATION:
NC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION Fax: 919-733-9980 TRANSPORTATION BUILDING
COMMUNICATIONS OFFICE CUSTOMER SERVICE: 1-877-368-4968 1 SouTH WILMINGTON STREET
1503 MAIL SERVICE CENTER RALEIGH NC

RALEIGH NC 27699-1503 WEB SITE: WWW.NCDOT.GOV/DMV



http://www.ncdot.gov/dmv

http://www.ncdot.gov/dmv/forms/



