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INFORMATION:

Charlotte Fire Department Response to Hurricane Sandy
Staff Resource: Jon Hannan, CFD, 704-336-2791, jhannan@charlottenc.gov

At 1:00 p.m. Monday, the State of Maryland requested three Type Il Swiftwater Rescue Teams
from North Carolina. A Type lll Team consists of six personnel, one power boat and one paddle
craft. The three teams from North Carolina are from Raleigh, Greensboro and Charlotte.
Charlotte’s team headed out Monday night around 5:00 p.m. with an initial destination of
western Maryland. While en route, the Task Force was diverted to the coast and told to
proceed to Norfolk and from there into the lower western shore of Maryland’s peninsula. The
team encountered severe weather slowing their progress once in Virginia and arrived on scene
in Crisfield, Maryland around 1:00 a.m. Tuesday morning.

The team attended a 7:00 a.m. briefing Tuesday morning and conducted searches through the
day in the areas around Somerset, Maryland. The team is housed in a Rescue Squad Station
and are under the direction of the Maryland State Office of Emergency Management.
Additional assets from North Carolina may be requested as the damage estimates continue to
come in. Charlotte’s Helo Aquatic Rescue Team (HART) has been placed on stand-bye for
possible deployment to Maryland and upper Virginia. Eighteen of the twenty two member
State Helicopter Rescue Team are Charlotte Firefighters. The team is a partnership with the
North Carolina Office of Emergency Management, the Army National Guard based in Salisbury,
and Members of the Urban Search and Rescue Task Forces. This team uses the UH-60
Blackhawk Helicopter of the Army National Guard to perform Helicopter Rescues from
disasters.

CFD staff will maintain contact with its operations on all fronts and keep Council informed of its
actions and any additional requests that come in.

City Source Tells Stories of Citizen Service
Staff Resource: Sherry Bauer, Corporate Communications & Marketing, 704-336-2459,
sbauer@charlottenc.gov

City Source is the City of Charlotte’s unique 30-minute program for citizens to learn about the
City’s services as well as how its employees serve the community. The program airs the first
and third Thursday of each month at 7 p.m. on Cable 16 (Time Warner Cable), AT&T U-verse
and is streamed LIVE online at www.charlottenc.gov.

The Nov. 1- Nov. 14 episode takes a look inside the historic Carolina Theatre and explores the
possibility of its renovation. The episode also features a new “Council Spotlight”. This time
Andy Dulin speaks with us about pedicab regulations. Other stories include City green efforts,
drain no-nos, and winter tree preps.
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This information is also promoted in CMail, the City’s electronic newsletter emailed to more
than 1,100 subscribers and distributed by City departments whose services, programs and

employees are featured in an upcoming episode. See “2. CitySource.pdf” for a list of upcoming
stories.

ATTACHMENTS:

September 24 Transportation and Planning Committee Summary (see “3. TAP Summary.pdf”)

September 26 Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Summary (see “4. HND
Summary.pdf”)
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Your Best Source for Government Information

Thursdays at 7 p.m.

on the GOV Channel
(Cable 16, Time Warner Cable and AT&TUverse)

Dan Hayes hosts City . It’s a 30-minute show connecting you to local
government information. You don’t want to miss this unique look at our City services
and employees. Here are some of the stories in the next episode.

o A possible restoration of the historic

Carolina Theatre. We've got the details. Episode Airs
11/01 - 11/14
(photo courtesy of Carolina Room, Click For Schedule

Charlotte Mecklenburg Library)

From Used To New

Take a look at the wide array
of what the City

is doing to “go green.”

Council Spotlight: Community Safety
Andy Dulin from District 6 shares
his thoughts on pedicab regulations.

Drain No-Nos
Don't do it! Find out what items are commonly put down the
drain, but shouldn’t be.

Winter Tree Prep
Learn how to protect your trees now to survive old
man winter later.

You can also watch episodes
LIVE online at www.charlottenc.gov.




http://charmeck.org/city/charlotte/govchannel/Pages/CitySource.aspx

http://charmeck.org/city/charlotte/govchannel/Pages/default.aspx

http://www.facebook.com/pages/City-of-Charlotte/179610235833

http://twitter.com/charlottencgov

http://www.charlottenc.gov

http://charmeck.org/city/charlotte/govchannel/Pages/default.aspx

http://www.youtube.com/user/CharlotteGOVchannel
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ARLOTTE. Transportation & Planning Committee

Meeting Summary for September 24, 2012

COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS

l. Subiject: Parking and Housing Issues near Colleges and Universities
Action: For information only

I1. Subiject: Southeast Corridor (Silver Line) Status Update
Action: For information only

COMMITTEE INFORMATION

Present: David Howard, John Autry, Michael Barnes, Patsy Kinsey
Time: 2:30 pm —4:00 pm

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment and Handouts
Agenda Package

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS

Mr. Barnes called the meeting to order at 2:35 and asked everyone in the room to introduce
themselves.

l. Parking and Housing Issues near Colleges and Universities

Mr. Hall: This item is combined from two different referrals the Council has discussed over the
last few months. One has to do with parking near university areas, and the second has to do with
housing issues in college and university areas. Staff decided to talk about these issues
holistically.

Mr. Howard joined the meeting at 2:38
Ms. Jones started the presentation with slide 3.

Howard: The issue is also about apartments being developed with more parking than they need.
It seems they are doing this to provide parking for commuters.
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Barnes: | want to amplify the point with respect to the rezoning at Mallard Creek Church Road
& University City Boulevard, and another at University City Boulevard and Mark Twain Road.
Both developers asked for parking at a one to one ratio, or one space per bed. The concern that |
and others have had is we are introducing dense uses into low density areas. There is also an
issue about providing transit services as well has bicycle and pedestrian facilities and
encouraging people to use those alternatives as opposed to adding another thousand cars to
small blocks.

Ms. Jones introduced Lieutenant Johnson to speak about police enforcement issues they have
been having with similar developments.

Mr. Johnson resumed the presentation with slide 4.

Howard: If renting by the room is not permitted, can Code enforce it?

Johnson: This discussion just began when we started having meetings with Planning and Code
Enforcement as to whether it is legal or not. It was just recently decided that renting by the
room is not allowed.

Howard: Shouldn’t we enforce that?

Johnson: That is the reason the issue has risen to this level.

Mr. Johnson resumed the presentation with slide 4.

Howard: Are we requiring Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) reviews
with all multi-family housing plans?

Debra Campbell: To the greatest extent possible.

Howard: Is a CPTED review required to get a building permit right now?

Johnson: CPTED principles are typically applied after the fact. We’ll go in and do a CPTED
survey by reviewing lighting, landscaping, and other things that fall under the purview of
CPTED.

Howard: But all the new ones should meet CPTED principles | would think.

Mr. Johnson resumed the presentation with slide 4.

Barnes: So in some instances we have students living with probationers. This has to do with the
safety of UNCC students and other college students, but the slide (see slide 6) brings to light
what we are trying to deal with. Also, out of the 961 Part 1 crimes, how many of those were

larcenies (see slide 4)?

Johnson: I’m not sure off hand. It’s a combination of larcenies, burglaries and car break-ins.
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Barnes: The sort of stuff you’d see with students.

Johnson: Correct.

Captain Lester, University City Police Division: A lot of the larcenies could be burglaries or
vice versa because we don’t know if the roommates took the items. If you live in an apartment
and all of a sudden your items are gone, someone might have broken in and it could be your
roommate because there is no forced entry. The tenants have a habit of leaving their doors
unlocked, so we see that as an issue.

Barnes: So, if it’s an inside job, it is considered larceny, and if someone breaks into the
apartment, it’s considered burglary?

Lester: If we can’t prove it, most likely its burglary.

Ms. Jones resumed the presentation with slide 7.

Howard: | have a question about dormitories. Considering they are normally on the campus, is
the all of the campus parking taken into consideration in some shared agreement or does each

building have its own parking?

Jones: We usually get a campus master plan with their parking layouts to show they can meet
the demands somewhere on campus for each dormitory.

Howard: So there is some ratio applied so they can share.
Jones: Yes.
Ms. Jones resumed the presentation with slide 8.

Barnes: Aspen Heights intends to build under the 1999 site plan, which will allow for 1300
beds, I believe. Is that right Ms. Campbell?

Campobell: Yes.

Ms. Jones resumed the presentation with slide 8.

Howard: Is Crescent dealing with bedroom arrangements (reference second bullet in slide 8)?
Jones: So they have told us.

Laura Harmon: We have gotten mixed signals from them. The architect/designer said they were
going to, but Crescent said they are still trying to determine how they are going to rent. We had

a conversation with them late last week to let them know the ordinance will not allow them to
rent by the bedroom. They are on notice.
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Barnes: It would also be fair, Ms. Harmon, to say that that was not what the Council thought it
was approving. | didn’t.

Harmon: You weren’t, because it’s not allowed per the zoning ordinance.
Ms. Jones resumed the presentation with slide 8.

Barnes: With respect to the previous slide (see slide 8), at what point are we going to make
Walden aware of the fact that they are about to break the law?

Jones: | think that will come up in our meeting with them tomorrow.

Howard: How do you know when complexes are renting illegally? Do you know by the names
on the leases?

Johnson: We can tell when we go into an apartment if the bedrooms are individually numbered
or labeled. We know just from our contact with the management companies how they do
business.

Jones: | believe Walden Station is advertising on their website as most do, so it's fairly easy to
discover.

Officer Sullivan, University City Police Division: UNCC has an off-campus housing director
that provides that information.

Sean Langley, UNCC: We have a searchable database for our students to find off campus
housing. We have 5200 beds on campus and we have over 26,000 students, so the majority of
our students live off campus.

Debra Campbell, Planning: The issue as to how to deal with developments that are currently
operating illegally. We have just started a fall semester and parents have signed lease
agreements. It is a management and operational issue that has turned into a land use issue, and
through a collective effort of an interdepartmental team, it is going to take some time to figure
out how to respond to this issue. We can come up with zoning regulations all day in terms of
how deal with the future, but the biggest challenge for us will be how to deal with existing
issues. | think we need to do something a bit more aggressive than just having them be non-
conforming uses. As we go through the presentation there may be some other innovative ways,
such as having apartment complexes register to ensure the safety of students. This is a complex
issue, and it’s something that we really need to think about and treat sensitively since people
have already entered into lease agreements.

Howard: | have two thoughts. The first one is that anyone who has leases in process should be
told up front what the rules are. As for leases that have already been executed and are within the
yearlong window, we need to develop a plan to not let them be renewed. Ms. Campbell, will
you bring back a plan to present to the Committee?

Campbell: Yes we will.
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Kinsey: How do apartment complexes renting by the bedroom differ from a single family home
that appears to be renting by the bedroom?

Campbell: A single family home could be a boarding house, but we would have to go and
inspect.

Jones: This presentation is focused on apartments, but there are townhomes and houses that will
be looked into as well.

Ms. Jones resumed the presentation with slide 9.
Kinsey: How wide will you cast the net for the Public Forum Project Overview (see slide 12)?

Jones: We’ve centered on the neighborhood groups around all the different universities, as well
as developers that are building multi-family projects targeted toward students.

Kinsey: Is that every college and university in the area?

Jones: Yes, all of them.

Howard: Did you target property management companies too?

Jones: Yes, property management companies as well as developers and builders of the projects.
Ms. Jones concluded the presentation with slide 12.

Kinsey: What is the public forum date?

Jones: It is tentatively October 16.

Kinsey: Will you notify me?

Jones: We will notify everyone.

Barnes: | have two issues. With regard to the stakeholder process, I would strongly urge you to
let us know if you are not getting enough community participation. The last thing | want is for it
to become a developer driven process. Also, with regard to Walden (see slide 8) and the other
folks who are currently about to begin projects, let us know the feedback you get back regarding
their approach to what you have shared with us today. Crescent, for example, is about to start
another project in my district in addition to the one you mentioned.

Howard: | want to know if UNCC is building more dorms, and if so, how many and in what

period of time? We should also get our hands around the growth plans of all the other colleges
and universities in the area.
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Barnes: | would like for you to talk to us about whether or not there is any policy formulation
that has been considered that would address the need for one parking space per bed?

Howard: There will be a special need as density increases.

Barnes: There are already enough traffic problems in the UNCC area, and if UNCC builds more
1000 space facilities, even if the kids aren’t driving during peak driving times, it creates air
pollution issues and other traffic problems.

Laura Harmon, Planning: Our desire would be to have less parking and driving and more ability
for the students to move around on foot or via local transit. We're going to look at strategies and
standards that other communities are using.

Kinsey: Laura, when you say you are going to check with other communities, do you mean
university communities?

Harmon: We want to talk to them about how they charge for parking and if they automatically
provide parking. We want to look at different options.

Howard: | want find out about land use around the university, and whether or not we are
allowing things they need land use wise on campus.

Kinsey: | know there is a difference between being on campus and renting privately, but we
may be able to encourage the use of fewer cars if we don’t provide parking.

Howard: Would it help to have a policy saying freshmen cannot park on campus?
Langley: UNCC doesn’t currently have a policy that forbids first year students to park on
campus. Even if had the things on campus that would cater to students that are currently off

campus, | don’t think that would keep them from having cars.

Howard: We are not the first city to have to figure this out. Is there anything else? Thank you all
and I look forward to continuing this conversation.

I1. Zoning Ordinance Policy Assessment

Hall: There has been a lot of discussion regarding the Silver Line corridor, and the purpose of
today to give everyone an update about what those conversations have been and what the plan
looks like going forward.

Mr. Muth began the presentation with slide 2.
Autry: Maybe | don’t understand the characterization of the ULI study about rail in the

southeast corridor. Wasn’t it that having a light rail running down the center of Independence
Boulevard was not going to have the sort of economic impact that we’ve seen along South
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Boulevard, and that’s why it was recommended to go instead with a street car plan off Central
Avenue and Monroe Road?

Muth: When you look at what we consider to be the transit oriented development area of ¥ or %2
mile radius, if you have a station in the middle of Independence Boulevard and you drive, the
first ¥ mile is eaten up with six lanes. It was recommended to have the auto oriented retail on
Independence and then have mixed use development oriented towards the neighborhoods on
Central Avenue and Monroe Road.

Autry: What is auto oriented development?

Alysia Osborne, Planning: It means uses that you drive to a lot such as gas stations, car
dealerships and big box stores.

Howard: What’s interesting on this map is that you don’t show Central Avenue. Is that
considered part of your transit treatment of the southeast corridor?

Osborne: It's just outside of the southeast corridor.

Muth: The context of that work is with the streetcar project that has already been identified for
Central Avenue.

Osborne: We didn’t want to duplicate the planning effort since this is a separate study.
Howard: So, this is part of the solution for that area?
Osborne: Right.

Hall: The other part of this element is the reorientation of the neighborhood uses that you
mentioned towards Central Avenue and Monroe Road. That has also been related to a lot of the
project work that we identified in the CIP to try to encourage redevelopment of the streetscape
along Monroe to tie into the ULI study. | know this update is entitled Silver Line CATS, but
there's a lot of interplay between those functions that’s a part of this.

Barnes: If you ask me what my vision is on N Tryon Street through Mrs. Kinsey’s district up
into mine, it is fewer used car dealerships and random uses like junkyards. It is more controlled
development around UNCC. So, Mr. Autry, you and | both looked at each other when Ms.
Osborne described essentially more of the same for Independence Boulevard. What would our
shared vision be for that corridor from the bridge at Hawthorne Lane out to Conference Drive?

Kinsey: | want go from Briar Creek Road. That’s why we were looking at the coliseum for
amateur sports. That would be a catalyst for good restaurants or a good hotel to service the
people who are going to come in with their kids for amateur sports. That’s what | was thinking
about in the CIP. | think we have some real challenges past Eastway Drive.





Transportation & Planning Committee

Meeting Summary for September 24, 2012
Page 8 of 9

Autry: The challenges are evident. If you look from Briar Creek Road to Eastway Drive where
the expressway is completed, there aren't a lot of people showing up to redevelop. There is no
appetite for it. When you get on the other side of Eastway Drive, there is a possibility that the
Coliseum Shopping Center could be redeveloped if we could reconfigure the interchange at
Eastway Drive and Independence Boulevard to accommodate the frontage road at Wal-Mart. |
don't see anything big coming to fruition after you get past Albemarle Road. There will be vast
amounts of empty land. My vision would be some sort of alternative transportation route such
as a bike lane running parallel to Independence Boulevard to get people out of the city. Nobody
is knocking on the door with opportunity and I think development will fall off even more than it
has already.

Barnes: So Mr. Autry, you don't see more auto oriented uses coming in?
Autry: | think there will be a lot more empty space.

Howard: The idea was supposed to be an expressway all the way out with access roads. So, the
problem is it takes so long to get it done, you have land leftover. Then we took away the setback
and people can develop right up to it and we’re not going to have what we need.

Autry: | wish they had built the berm all the way out like they did on Central Avenue and
Monroe Road for those commercial resources.

Norm Steinman: This is a good discussion. Do you want to seal off adjacent parcels with a berm
or not? The question about whether or not to build a berm has been around for years. Either the
adjacent parcels have to be purchased or access has to be purchased.

Howard: Right of way continues to become more expensive.

Danny Pleasant: Independence Boulevard has been called the state's number one problem for as
long as | can remember. The ULI study identified that auto oriented uses do have value.
Automobile dealerships need a place to go. They have been going into Matthews and near 1-485
where we lose the tax base, so we need to think about the whole economic picture. The ULI
study concluded that they have a place there along with big box stores.

Howard: We need to circle back around to CATS. Until we can figure out what Independence
Boulevard is, can CATS say if they endorse the street car concept on Central Avenue and
Monroe Road, and even on Independence Boulevard depending on what the state does?

Muth: We’ve looked at a lot of different possibilities.

Howard: | think we should look at the whole plan during our CIP conversation. It's not a 2030
plan anymore, it's much further out.

Muth: The citizen’s task force grew out of the ULI process, and staff from various departments
had been working with them (see slide 9).





Transportation & Planning Committee

Meeting Summary for September 24, 2012
Page 9 of 9

Autry: The sooner we can get engaged the better. | recently went to an afternoon meeting in
Indian Trail and I could not believe how hard it was to get there.

Howard: | made the trek during the lunch hour recently and it took an hour to get to Monroe
Road.

Barnes: | think we should invite Louis Mitchell to come visit with us.

Howard: How do we make Independence Boulevard #1 on the list and how much will it cost?
Steinman: The current piece is the most expensive when it comes to real estate, which is about
$160M. We are working with NCDOT for the final cost to implement the first 6 miles to
Conference Drive, which will be much less expensive.

Howard: Can we define what next steps are?

Hall: I think one of the purposes today was to update the Committee. We're happy to go back
and gather information about refining a status of where we are. With regards to Independence
Boulevard, it comes down to money and the state, and we can certainly clarify that problem for

the Committee much better.

Howard: | want to know how staff thinks we should finish providing for our transportation
needs in this corridor.

Hall: We can certainly provide more information.
Hall: The Oct 25 Committee meeting should be cancelled as | will be at a conference.
Howard: Very good. We'll cancel the Oct 25 meeting.

The meeting adjourned at 3:55.
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Johnson Art

UNCC JCSU CPCC Queens & Wales  Institute

Students 25,300 1,610 24,934 1,956 2,536 ~1,100
Beds 7,500 1,282 0 ~700 1,306 -
Parking /54 - 3,052 - 834 -
Spaces
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(to our knowledge) that lease by bedroom:
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Transportation & Planning Committee
Monday, September 24, 2012
2:30—-4:00 p.m.
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Government Center
Room 280

Committee Members: David Howard, Chair
Michael Barnes, Vice Chair
John Autry
Warren Cooksey
Patsy Kinsey

Staff Resource: Ruffin Hall, Assistant City Manager

AGENDA

. Parking and Housing Issues near Colleges and Universities - 45 minutes

Staff Resources: Michelle Jones and Barry Mosley, Planning
Diego Anselmo, CMPD

City Council directed staff to look at issues related to multi-family housing near colleges and
universities. This effort will focus on policing and zoning (including parking) issues related to these
multi-family developments, especially complexes that allow single room leases. The presentation
will provide an overview of the issues being studied and the process being proposed to develop
solutions.
Action: For information only

Il.  Southeast Corridor (Silver Line) Status Update - 30 minutes
Staff Resource: David McDonald, CATS
In July 2012, the Committee requested an update on the status of the Independence Boulevard
Rapid Transit Corridor. Staff will provide an update of the corridor history, recent MTC actions and
meetings, and a look ahead for the corridor.
Action: For information only
Attachment: 1. Southeast Corridor (Silver Line) Status Update.pdf

Next Scheduled Meeting: Monday, October 8, 2012 — 2:30 p.m.
Future Topics — Single Family Residential Design Standards, Station area plans for Blue Line

Extension
Distribution: Mayor & City Council Curt Walton, City Manager Leadership Team
Transportation Cabinet Michelle Jones Barry Mosley

Deigo Anselmo David McDonald
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KEY PLAN ASSUMPTION: Area Plan DOES NOT

reconsider transportation planning decisions

. Strengthen and Build Neighborhoods 5. Leverage Opportunities

. Create Nodes 6. Provide Transportation Choices
Reclaim/Showcase Natural Systems 7. Balance Neighborhood, Community,

. Orient Toward Monroe and Central and Regional Needs

I Limited Access Express Way
BRT/Express Bus

Street Car

| Local/Feeder Bus

BRT/Express bus on Independence in HOT lanes
Streetcars on Central and Monroe

Promote auto-oriented retail on Independence and
neighborhood serving, mixed-use development on
streetcar lines
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m Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee
Summary
CHARLOTTE.

September 26, 2012

COMMITTEE AGENDA TOPICS

I.  Incentive-Based Inclusionary Housing Action Plan Update

COMMITTEE INFORMATION

Council Members Present: Patsy Kinsey, John Autry, Michael Barnes, Warren Cooksey, LaWana
Mayfield
Staff Resources: Julie Burch, Assistant City Manager

Debra Campbell, Planning Department

Pat Mumford, Neighborhood & Business Services
Anna Schleunes, City Attorney

Shad Spencer, Planning Department

Pamela Wideman, Neighborhood & Business Services

Meeting Duration: 12:10 PM - 1:45 PM

ATTACHMENTS

1. Agenda Packet — September 26, 2012
2. Presentation — Incentive—Based Inclusionary Housing

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS

Kinsey: Welcomed attendees. As a carryover from our last meeting, the first item on the
agenda is Incentive-Based Inclusionary Housing Action Plan Update.

Incentive-Based Inclusionary Housing Action Plan Update

Burch: This is an information update for the Committee. City staff and a citizen stakeholder
group have been meeting and there are a number of strategies that have been pursued.
Debra and Shad are here today to give you an update and will also be posing a couple of
discussion questions for the Committee. No action is required from the Committee.

1|Page
Housing and Neighborhood Development
Committee Summary Minutes
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We appreciate the opportunity provide you an update on the work we are doing with a
citizen advisory group (CAG) related to Incentive-Based Inclusionary Housing strategies.
We will update you on the eleven strategies you identified, both regulatory and
financial. We will talk about three of the regulatory strategies, revised
recommendations related to the duplex strategy, and then next steps in terms of
meeting schedule and adoption process.

Presentation

Presentation (Density bonus for single family districts)

What was the information about the 50% in housing types?

We would allow a mix of housing types, the duplex, triplex and quadruplex to be
integrated within these neighborhoods. They would have to be internal to the
development, but those units could exceed 50% of what you achieve by the density
bonus. If you get a density bonus of 50 units, only 25 of those could be a duplex, triplex
or quadruplex unit. Otherwise it would have to be single family. There is also the 50%
of the density bonus that is required to be affordable.

Have you been able to test this scenario?

Yes, we did a test on an existing neighborhood.

On an acre of land how many units would be on that acre? Are we talking about
greenfield or subdivision redevelopment?

This would more likely be used if you had a larger tract of land, maybe 50 to 100 acres.
This would be more of a greenfield development.

In reviewing the map you will see that the density bonus will only be eligible in the areas
that are dark green. Because the majority of these areas are in the suburbs, these are
generally going to be potential greenfield sites or possibly developments not finished.

If we apply this density bonus to finishing some of the developments that started in the
mid-$200,000 would this have a negative effect when you are adding housing priced at

the mid-$100,000?

The majority of development would be market rate, about 75%. We capped the
recommended affordable at 25% of the total development.

Presentation

This is just an example? Units could be scattered throughout, not necessarily next to
each other.

For the mixed units, these may not be the affordable ones. You could have affordable
single-family, not just affordable mixed units.

Housing and Neighborhood Development
Committee Summary Minutes
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What we tried to achieve was to protect the infield, reflect the character of adjacent or
established development.

As | look at the layout, | wish | could see roundabouts.

This was an actual approved subdivision. We wanted to test it on something that was
already laid out to see if you could get that type of density bonus. This is more of an
example of how you can achieve this type of density.

What is the number of units?
We went from 168 allowed under the R-3 to 328 units.

That is with 240 single-family, 30 duplexes, 30 triplexes and 20 quadruplex lots. This is
the Ballimore subdivision in Ballantyne.

Other than trying in increase the number of people in Charlotte, is there something that
would show how does this encourage or create affordability?

This allows a developer to build a house at $140K or $150K, where others in the
neighborhood are at $230K. By having affordable units in this geography and a mix of
housing types, you increase opportunities for people to have choices to live in
predominantly single family units.

The City could decide if it wants to continue to keep that unit, by buying it and resell it.
Is this enough of an incentive that the industry would embrace this?

We looked at a couple of models and yes, we saw this as a realistic incentive. The
economics work, is marketable and because buyers would know up front what they are
getting, it is very realistic.

The other side of the Citizen Advisory Group, the neighborhood group, felt comfortable
because the predominant character of these communities is going to be single-family.
The buyer knows that they are moving into a neighborhood that is getting a density
bonus.

| am concerned about those developments that are not completed. How do you go
about telling folks who have previously purchased that there is now a density bonus?

Generally this cannot be done incrementally. With a minimum of one acre, it will
probably take three to five acres minimum. You need several lots to be able to do this
and we feel strongly that these are going to be new developments, not necessarily
infields. At some point you have to make sure we have our goals of this initiative clearly
defined. If the goal is to increase private sector participation in the delivery of
affordable housing, then this is an acceptable and strategic opportunity for us to

Housing and Neighborhood Development
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accomplish this. If our goal is to also encourage mixed-income communities, dispersal
or allow people to age in place, then this is a good strategy.

There is a proposed development zoned R-4 and the developer has asked to participate.
Would you have to go to the public with that?

Currently you don’t need to go through public process if it is zoned appropriately. The
only process you would go through is the subdivision process. That is why density bonus
works related to yielding the affordable units. If it is a debate of new development or if
this process has to go through a legislative process it won’t be as successful; it has to be
by right to be successful.

How we enforce the right of refusal?

There would be deed restrictions and covenants placed on the property. At the time of
sale, there would be something that would trigger notification to the City that this
property is going to be sold. It would give the city or a non-profit the opportunity to
purchase that property so that we keep it as an affordable unit.

It does create an additional staff burden to monitor. Are we talking about the
regulation about the price point or the income of the purchaser? How do you handle
program administration and on the lower price point homes, how can you limit who can
purchase?

They cannot be sold to someone with income greater than 80% AMI. We had extensive
discussions regarding program administration with our citizen advisory group. Our goal
is not to keep people at 80% or below because real estate is how people build wealth.
The first one gains the majority of the benefit, if a person wanted to sell within 15 years,
the city could purchase so another family at 80% AMI could purchase. Thereis a
housing plan that has to be submitted. Once you meet minimum density ratio, we need
to be able to track it.

Presentation

If we had the affordable dwelling and 15 years later it is being sold, how is the price set
for the resale of that?

The City would have first right of refusal, through a non-profit or whoever it is working
with would negotiate a reasonable price for someone at 80% AMI could afford. Or if the
City said it was not going to purchase it, it could be sold for the market rate.

If someone buys the house and they are at 80% AMI, are we keeping them from
realizing a profit?

The City would purchase at market price. We feel there should be some opportunity to
build wealth.
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There is potential for a gap if the City purchases the dwelling at market rate, then the
City is going to have to take a loss.

That is what we do when we offer affordable housing.

We would take that loss, but the goal is to make sure that they can sell and move on.
What is plan for those that stay 15 years?

We hope that they stay 15 years. We are looking at areas where the median house
value is $153,000 or above in order to meet your policy of disbursing affordable
housing.

If someone develops based on the ordinance only, none of the houses built will be
subsidized. The challenge is if they sell before the 15 period, so we step in and use tax
dollars to pay their profit, nothing is subsidized until the first sale.

There are going to be questions not only for this Council, but future Councils about who
pays the profit because when it sells it becomes a government subsidized home. | am
not convinced that it will get us where we are hoping to be.

| am not comfortable leaving this to future councils. How do we put the writing in place
to protect the City and identify the partnering organization so it is not on the City to buy
back the units?

We have met with several non-profit organizations that manage density bonus program
in several communities -- Carrboro, Chapel Hill, and Davidson. We have talked through
a lot of the details. | believe we have protected the City from purchasing the property
after the developer has provided the unit, the City will not be required to maintain as
affordable. We think this program saves the City money; the majority of the costs are
when you first develop and deliver the unit. We can’t ensure that the City would not be
engaged in negotiating, but if the City doesn’t want to do that, it doesn’t have to.

At the time you vote on the regulatory aspect, we may not have all the levels of
program administration worked out. We will have the regulatory process worked out,
but not have the specifics. If you feel we need those details, we will need to work more
on the program’s administration proposal. Please let us know.

Presentation (Multi-family density bonus within RSMF and R12MF)
Why the 60%?

We felt strongly that from the City’s perspective that the development rights being
given to a developer to go from 80 dwelling units max to 10 dwelling units max is a big
deal in terms of multifamily total number of units. If the City is going to give those
development rights it should be reaching the goal of allowing the opportunity to
purchase units for 60% AMI. If we are going to allow these development rights, half
should be meeting the target population of 60% and below of AMI.
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Your current Housing Trust Fund dollars go towards 60% or below. We want to be
mindful of how people receive the tax credits. Tax credits are generally awarded for
60% or below. We wanted to be consistent.

Presentation

At a transit stop you would allow RMF20? | thought we had talked about not
concentrating affordable units in one building? It concerns me that we have discussed
disbursing units, but we are going back to the idea of concentrating poverty in a
building. It keeps coming up in proposals and it is a mistake. If the private sector says
they can’t do it, we need to figure out why?

For this density bonus the majority of areas in the transit corridor are excluded, but we
will make sure that you see an overlay of the areas.

With respect to the slide, we need to scratch the second bullet regarding “single
structure.”

We did delete that from the transit and they can come for a waiver.

Is having units dispersed throughout the development and not contained in a single
building an impediment to getting tax credits and thereby limiting the availability of
affordable housing?

As part of this density program, we would need to either have it in or out. This would
not be a policy. This is supposed to be by right, so if we don’t want this we need to hear
that.

They could not come for a waiver?

No, it would be regulatory (by right). If that is a standard that we don’t want, then we
need to take it out.

What we were trying to do by getting rid of that label was to disburse poverty. |
recognize we are planning for the future, but we rarely make an effort to create market
rate. We are not making an effort to actually allow market forces to change some of
these issues in a good way. As a consumer, when | see an area being artificially
suppressed for affordability sake, it makes it much less appealing.

That is why we think the density bonus program responds to what you just said. We are
allowing the opportunity for a private developer to voluntarily include affordable units
in a much larger development. It is the private market saying they want to do this. They
are taking the risk and are saying how they want to place the units. The reason we said
you could have it in a single building is because if there is need for other types of
financing, having the units in one building allows that flexibility. The majority of the
units related to a density bonus program development will be market rate housing.
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Are there other cities that don’t like the restriction of subsidized units being in one
building? What kind of effort can there be to get that procedure changed since we are
talking about government policy?

Every state has a finance agency that awards tax credits. What we are told by Raleigh,
who administers the tax credit program, is that they have to take into consideration the
entire state when they are structuring their qualified application plan from which
developers use to structure these deals. It is similar to how developers in Charlotte
don’t get credit for building around a transit station. We offered Mr. Autry a discussion
on tax credits — Tax Credits 101. It would address some of the concerns and | would like
offer that to any of the Committee members.

Presentation (Duplex Revised Recommendations)

What does it look like on a corner lot?

It would have two driveways, one each on two different streets

I am happy with them and | am sensitive to established neighborhoods.

We would like to come back in October to talk about text amendments and will address
the concerns expressed. We would like to have a public hearing in November with a

Council decision in December and January. We want to be sure that we take into
account the length of dedication of the CAG. This has been a fairly seamless process.

Meeting adjourned.

7|Page
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Incentive-Based Inclusionary Housing: Action Plan Update
Housing and Neighborhood Development Committee Meeting
September 26, 2012

Committee Action:
Receive an update on the Incentive-Based Inclusionary Housing Policies Action Plan.

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

Explanation:

On March 28, 2011, City Council approved a revised Housing Locational Policy.
OnJune 27, 2011, City Council approved the Housing & Neighborhood Development
Committee’s recommended Incentive-Based Inclusionary Housing Policies Action
Plan.
The approved Action Plan outlines both regulatory and financial strategies that
encourage private sector development of affordable housing. These strategies
include the following:
Single family and multi-family development density bonus
Fee waivers/reductions
Fast track permitting
Allowance of duplexes on any lot
Allowance of ADUs to include non-relatives
Create local Rent Subsidy program
Increase Housing Trust Fund commitments
Lobby the North Carolina Housing Finance Agency for changes to the State’s
Qualified Application Process

I. Make available government owned land at a reduced cost

J. Cash subsidies
On September 15, 2011, staff convened an initial public meeting to introduce the
Action Plan to the community and seek participants for the Citizen Advisory Group
(CAG).
Since that time, staff has convened 13 CAG meetings, the last one on August 23,
2012.
During those meetings, staff worked through recommendations for a single family
and multi-family density bonus, allowance of duplexes on any lot, ADUs to include
non-relatives, expedited review, and fee waivers. Over 50 citizens have participated
in the process to date.
On June 16, 2012, City Council approved a Text Amendment to the City’s Zoning
Ordinance to allow ADUs without tenant restrictions, but deferred proposed duplex
changes so staff could continue to work with citizens to address outstanding
concerns discussed at the June 27, 2012 public hearing.
On September 26, 2012, staff will continue to discuss density bonus
recommendations and present the proposed duplex recommendation to the
Committee.
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Next Steps and Proposed Committee Review Schedule:
e Density Bonus (Single Family and Multi-Family) and Duplexes - October 2012





Action Plan Update

Density Bonus Strategy

» Single Family
» Multi-Family
Duplex Revised Recommendations

Next Steps

10/4/2012

CHARLOTTE.
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Proposed Regulatory Strategies

Single Family & Multi-family density bonus>*
Fee waivers/reductions

Expedited review

Allowance of duplexes on any lot*

Allowance of Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)
to include non-relatives

Other considerations that could work for
Charlotte

Financial Strategies
Create local rent subsidy program

Increase Housing Trust Fund commitments
for federal low income housing tax credits

Lobby NCHFA for changes to its Qualified
Application process to allow urban projects
to score higher

Develop a program to make available
government owned land at a reduced cost
in exchange for affordable housing

. Establish aggressive acquisition program
for existing apartments currently in
financial difficulty or underutilized

11. Cash subsidies

P
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Accessory
Dwelling Units

=March: Approved
by H&ND
Committee

«July: Approved by
Council

«March: Initial
Recommendation
approved by H&ND
Committee

«July: Deferred by
Council

«TBD: H&ND
Committee Action
on revised
recommendation

«TBD: Council
Decision

Expedited
Review & Fee
Waivers

= April: Updated
H&ND Committee

=October: Council
Briefing or Memo

*No Council Action
Required

Density Bonus

*October: H&ND
Committee
Discussion

*October: Council
Briefing

=Dec/Jan: Council
Decision

Density Bonus Program Goals

= Increase numbet of affordable units

e Assurances atffordable units are built

s Adainistialion and tracking

= Architectural consisterncy

= Dispersal within developmelit and community

CHARLOTTE.
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Locational Criteria: Census Blocks with minimum median home value of $153,000

Applicability — R-3, R-4, R-5, and R-6 single family zoning districts

Locational Criteria — Census block groups that have a median home value at or above
$153,000

Density Bonus — up to (3) units above the base density

Set-Aside — 50% of additional units affordable, not to exceed 25% of development
Threshold Level of Development — (1) acre

Income Target — 80% of AMI, currently $54,800

Incentives/Offsets — reduced lot size requirements and mix of housing types up to a quad

Design Guidelines — must be dispersed and blend in
architecturally with other units

Phasing — For bonus units, one affordable unit must be
built for every market rate unit constructed (1:1 ratio)

Period of Affordability — “Right of First Refusal” on resale
for 15 years; would defer to the respective program
guidelines if public financing involved

Program Administration — requires a higher level of staff review to ensure program goals

4 CHARLOTTE.





Development Scenario
R-3 Example

Density Bonus: 3 DUA with Mixed Units

Area: 56 acres

Common Open Space: 8.8 ac. (5.8 ac. Tree Save / 3 ac. BMPs)
Base Density: 3 DUA (168 SF lots allowed)

Bonus Achieved: 2.88 DUA

Total Density: 5.88 DUA (328 units)

Housing Types: 248 SF, 30 Duplex, 30 Triplex, & 20 Quad lots

Al Single Family Discussion ltems

Locational Criteria — Census block groups that have a median home
value at or above $153,000

Density Bonus — up to (3] units above the base density

Set-Aside - 50% of additional units affordable, not to exceed 25% of
development

Income Target - 80% of AN currently 554,800

Incentives/Offsets - reduced lot size requirements and mix of
housing types up to a quad

B. Other issues Or concerns?

10/4/2012
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Applicability — Planned Multi-family Development* within R-8MF and R-12MF zoning districts

*a group of two or more buildings or a single building of more than 12 units constructed on
the same lot.

Locational Criteria — within Census block groups that have a median home value at or above
$153,000

Density Bonus
e Up to two (2) units above the base density for R-8MF District (10DUA)

¢ Allow up to three (3) units above the base density for R-12MF District (15DUA)

The Set-Aside
e 50% of additional units must be affordable at or below 80% AMI (currently $54,800)
*  50% of the affordable units must be affordable at or below 60% AMI (currently $41,100)

* Number of affordable units not to exceed 20% of total housing units
Threshold Level of Development — (3) acres

Income Targeting — 80% of AMI, currently $54,800

Incentives/Offsets — Allow an additional two (2) units if located within % mile of transit (rapid
transit and local/express bus service)

Design Guidelines
e Affordable units must be dispersed within the development

If there are more than 50 affordable units, then those units may be contained in a single
structure

Buildings within the development must externally blend in architecturally with other units
to include materials and style (such as roof pitches, foundations, window types, building
materials)

Phasing — For bonus units, one affordable unit must be built for every market rate unit
constructed (1:1 ratio)

Period of Affordability — 15 years for rental and “Right of First Refusal” on resale; If public
subsidy or financing involved, would defer to respective program guidelines

Program Administration — requires a higher level of staff review to ensure program goals

6 CHARLOTTE.
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Multi-family Example

e Anincrease from 12 to 17 dwelling units
per acre on a 20 acre site would allow
an increase from 240 to 340 dwelling
units.

e This allows for 100 additional units on a
20 acre site, 50 of which must be
affordable.

e The total percent of affordable housing
in the overall development is 14.71%.

Ashley Square

ensity Bonus
> Up to two (2) units above the base density for R-8MF District (LODUA)
» Allow up to three (3) units above the base density for R-12MF District
(15DUA)
The Set-Aside

> 50% of additional units must be affordable at or below 80% AMI
(currently $54,800)

> 50% of the affordable units must be affordable at or below 60% AMI
(currently $41,100)

»> Number of affordable units not to exceed 20% of total housing units
Income.Targeting.—80% of AMI..currently.$54,800
Incentives/Offsets — Allow an additional two (2) units if located within % mile

of transit (rapid transit and local/express bus service)

her iIssues or concerns:?

7 CHARLOTTE.





Program Administration

Will involve a higher level of staff review
but not limited to the following goals:

Development Review Goals
(Ordinance Compliance)
* Architectural consistency
» Dispersal of affordable housing units
* Mitigation of traffic impacts

Program Administration Goals
* Qualifying renters and buyers
* Tracking and monitoring
* Enforcement of agreements

Developer &
Builder

=Design and Build
Neighborhood

Non- City/County
profit/Other Departments
<Administration of =0rdinance

Affordable Housing Compliance
Units

Current Zoning Regulations

¢ Duplex dwellings are allowed in R-3, R-4,
R-5, and R-6 provided they are located on
a corner lot and meet design criteria.
Duplex dwellings are allowed on any lot
within R-8.

10/4/2012
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Initial Recommended Changes

Allow duplex dwellings on all lots within
the R-3, R-4, R-5, and R-6 single family
zoning districts per prescribed conditions
under design guidelines.

Must meet the minimum lot size requirement

Must not exceed the maximum building coverage

Corner lot must meet minimum setback requirement for
each street

Limit of two (2) abutting duplex lots within a block face
Duplex units must be served by a shared driveway

Where two duplex lots abut, a total of three driveways
may be allowed

Recap of June 18 Public Hearing Recap of August 2 Meeting

* 4 proponents and 2 opponents spoke Staff met with citizens who were concerned
e Myers Park and Southeast neighborhood Duplex strategy will:

concerned Duplex strategy will: 0 Encourage tear downs in historic

O Encourage tear downs in historic neighborhoods

neighborhoods Increase density without public input as

increase density and change SF character required with a rezoning

of neighborhoods Change character of neighborhoods that

I L homeowners expected to remain Single Famil,
Council raised the following issues: P g y

Design will not be consistent with historic or

Limiting zoning districts and number
d J established neighborhoods

Onwer occupancy requirements
Product quality and concentration of
housing type
Other unintended consequences and
impacts
Council requested staff relook at the Duplex
recommendation

o CHARLOTTE.





10/4/2012

Proposed Modifications

Allow duplex dwellings on all lots within the R-3, R-4, R-5, and
R-6 single family zoning districts per prescribed conditions
Allow on corner lots

Allow one additional duplex lot along one side of a city block between two adjacent
intersections or between an intersection and a permanent street termination

(i.e. cul-de-sac)

Currently Allowed
Doors must front the street
Shared drivewayis not required \
Must meet minimum lot size requirement oy
Must not exceed maximum building coverage
Corner lot may have driveways on different streets

Corner lot must meet minimum setback requirement

for each street

Duplex Discussion

Additional Issues or concerns?

10 CHARLOTTE.
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Impacts of Proposed Strategies

Increase supply of affordable units built by private sector
Encourage a range of housing types to be built in developments
Promote mixed income communities

Increase opportunities for people to age in place

Respond to emerging market needs and demands

Upcoming Citizen Advisory Group (CAG) Meeting Dates:
¢ October 11, 2012 (6pm, CMGC Room 267)

Density Bonus Process Benchmarks
* September/October — H&ND Committee
* November— Public Hearing
« December/January — Council Decision

Duplex Process Benchmarks
* September/October — H&ND Committee
* TBD — Public Hearing
* TBD — Council Decision

Follow the process at: www.charlotteplanning.org
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