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COUNCIL MINUTES
The City Council of the City of Raleigh met in a Housing and Transportation Bond Workshop at 4:00 p.m. on Monday, April 11, 2011 at the Walnut Creek Wetlands Center, 950 Peterson Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present.
Mayor Charles C. Meeker
Mayor Pro Tem Mary-Ann Baldwin
Councilor Thomas G. Crowder

Councilor Bonner Gaylord

Councilor Nancy McFarlane

Councilor Russ Stephenson

Councilor Eugene Weeks

Mayor Meeker called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m.  He announced later in the meeting that Councilor John Odom was absent and excused.
Mayor Meeker stated the Council would look at the housing bond first, followed by the transportation funding and bond, then Community Development Block Grants for job training.
City Manager Russell Allen explained that the agenda packet contained all the topics that the City Council had referred to this work session, and that some of the material and recommendations had been seen before.  He said Chief Financial Officer Perry James would present finance options, Community Development Director Michele Grant would present housing options, and Transportation Services Manager Eric Lamb would provide background regarding staff's recommendations and particulars relative to the transportation bond.
BONDING CAPACITY – INFORMATION RECEIVED

Chief Financial Officer Perry James briefly reviewed with the Council members the following information contained in his PowerPoint presentation:
Bonding Capacity – Housing

●
Housing General Obligation Bonds (taxable) for each $10 million of issue


▪
20-year term; assumed fixed interest rate of 5.363%

▪
property tax increase for each $10 million:  estimated 0.1724 cents.  One cent brings in $4.28 million.
Bonding Capacity – Streets

●
Street/Other General Obligation Bonds (tax exempt) – for each $20 million of issue


▪
20-year term; assumed fixed interest rate of 4.363%


▪
property tax increase for each $20 million:  estimated 0.3165 cents
Bonding Scenarios

●
Examples of property tax impacts from varying levels of issues:



$30 million Streets/Other General Obligation issue +



$15 million Housing General Obligation issue =




Property tax increase of 0.733 cents
●
Examples of property tax impacts from varying levels of issues:



$40 million Streets/Other General Obligation issue +



$15 million Housing General Obligation issue =




Property tax increase of 0.892 cents
●
Examples of property tax impacts from varying levels of issues:



$50 million Streets/Other General Obligation issue +


$15 million Housing General Obligation issue =




Property tax increase of 1.05 cents

Bonding Assumptions

●
Estimates based on:

▪
Tax exempt interest rate projections on current market rates + 100bp

▪
Taxable interest rate projections on current tax exempt market rates + 200bp

●
Updates of projections will be available at any time as consideration of these projects continues

(Clerk's Note:  "bp" stands for "basis points."  Every percent has subunits within the percent (hundredths of a percent) that the markets refer to as "basis points" or "bp."  For example, 100bp equate to 1%, 125bp equate to 1.25%, and 200bp equate to 2%.)
2011 HOUSING BOND PROPOSAL – $15 MILLION HOUSING BOND FOR OCTOBER 2011 GENERAL ELECTION BALLOT TO BE PLACED ON THE APRIL 19, 2011 CITY COUNCIL AGENDA AS A SPECIAL ITEM

Community Development Director Michele Grant stated her department was asked to look at housing bond proposals assuming a $15 million housing bond.  She briefly reviewed with the Council members the following information contained in her PowerPoint presentation:
Goals of Housing Program

●
To provide housing for:


▪
Very low income renter households

▪
Homeless persons and families


▪
Elderly and persons with disabilities in need of supportive housing


▪
Low- and moderate-income homebuyers

Comprehensive Plan 2030

Comprehensive Plan includes:

▪
Need for additional housing funding

▪
Need for additional initiatives to address housing needs

▪
More focused neighborhood revitalization

Who Will the Bond Serve?
HUD Income Levels – 2011
	Family Size
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	40%
	$21,760
	$24,880
	$28,000
	$31,080
	$33,600
	$36,080

	50%
	$27,200
	$31,100
	$35,000
	$38,850
	$42,000
	$45,100

	80%
	$43,550
	$49,750
	$55,950
	$62,150
	$72,100
	$72,100

	






Subject to annual change


* $77,700 median income for a family of four
The City tries to ensure it serves a range of household needs and types

The lower the income of the beneficiary, the higher the needs and subsidy

Existing and Proposed Bond Programs

●
Limited Repair Rehabilitation

●
City-Owned Rental Units Acquisition/Rehabilitation

●
Second Mortgages for First-Time Homebuyers

●
Joint Venture Program (Rental and Homeownership Partnerships With Private and Non-Profit Developers

●
Neighborhood Revitalization

Previous Housing Bonds

●
1990 - $20 million
●
2000 - $14 million
●
2005 - $20 million
●
2005 bond produced/rehabilitated over 1,800 units
Maps and Charts
●
2005 Bond Second Mortgage Loans and Joint Ventures Rentals (map)

●
2005 Housing Bond Expenditures (pie chart)


▪
Homeownership – $6,271,395


▪
Joint Venture Rentals – $6,262,105


▪
Homelessness Support – $2,250,000


▪
City-Owned Rentals – $2,225,000


▪
Rehabilitation – $6,026,500


▪
Revitalization – $2,705,000


▪
Loan Servicing – $260,000

●
2005 Bond Leveraging (pie chart)


Bond to Total Joint Venture and Homeless Support Development Dollars


▪
City Bond Loan – $5,558,921 (14%)


▪
Tax Credits – $14,251,495 (35%)


▪
Outside Sources – $20,944,815 (51%)

Proposals for 2011 Housing Bond

●
$15 million, four years to commit funds
●
Will be issued as needed

●
Use of funds – homeownership, rental development, rehabilitation, neighborhood revitalization, support for ending homeless
	PROPOSED ALLOCATION BY YEAR

	
	2012/13
	2013/14
	2014/15
	2016/17
	Total

	Second Mortgage Programs
	$1,200,000
	$1,200,000
	$1,200,000
	$1,200,000
	$4,800,000

	JVR Programs
	$2,000,000
	$2,000,000
	$2,000,000
	$2,000,000
	$8,000,000

	Limited Repair Program
	$2,000,000
	$2,000,000
	$2,000,000
	$2,000,000
	$800,000

	City-Owned Housing
	$150,000
	$150,000
	$150,000
	$150,000
	$600,000

	Revitalization
	$200,000
	$200,000
	$200,000
	$200,000
	$800,000

	Total
	$3,750,000
	$3,750,000
	$3,750,000
	$3,750,000
	$15,000,000


Policy Proposals for 2011 Housing Bond

●
Move PILOT forgivable loans funding source from bond to HOME (a home investment partnership program of federal funds) and/or CDBG (Community Development Block Grant)
●
City-wide and OWNER (Ownership Within Neighborhoods Encouraging Revitalization) second mortgage programs currently under review (to determine if there is still a need for the OWNER program)

●
Homelessness program activities included in JVR (joint venture rental)

Mr. Stephenson asked who the typical partners are for a joint venture and how program income is generated.  Ms. Grant replied that there is a wide range of partners, including the DHIC (Downtown Housing Improvement Corporation), CASA (Community Alternative for Supportive Abodes), and Passage Home.  The City also does small joint venture rentals with smaller entities, such as St. Augustine's College and Habitat for Humanity.  Some income is program-generated, and all loans are repayable.

Mayor Meeker brought the discussion back to the Council table.  He stated this housing bond proposal is consistent with what the City has done before and is in line with Council policies.  The City currently owns approximately 7000+ units with the Raleigh Housing Authority and needs about twice that number.
Ms. Baldwin asked how the housing bond will be promoted.  Community Development Director Grant explained that during the last bond referendum, her department worked closely with the Public Affairs Department.  There was a bond marketing committee appointed from a wide range of community spokespeople representing a cross-section of interests.  The committee helped staff identify and develop a campaign to get the word out.  Staff and committee members go to houses, apartments, churches, and civic organizations.  They do Web outreach and provide the media with news articles and press releases.  Ms. Grant assured the Council that many marketing efforts are made.
Mr. Crowder asked approximately how much money was in the forgivable loan program.  Ms. Grant replied the department typically budgets anywhere from $800,000 to $1 million per year, adding that there is not that much money in block grants.  She anticipates keeping the forgivable loan program but expects they will fund it out of HOME resources or combined HOME resources and CDBGs.  She will present more specific numbers to Council at a later date.

Mr. Crowder said he was concerned because PILOT has been a successful program, and he wants to commit to the money now.  Mayor Meeker reminded him the City usually has a loan program.  However, loans become grants over time because people do not always pay back the monies.  The City Manager pointed out that the forgivable loan program does not generate affordable new housing units, but the other programs do.  Ms. Grant confirmed for Mr. Stephenson that the North Carolina legislature is discussing a first time home buyer program for new homes.
Mr. Weeks commented that communication to the people is very important, and he would like to see the information marketed to the different CACs and other groups.  The City needs all citizens to be aware of the bond referendum.  Community Development Director Grant assured him that in the past, staff has actively engaged in a community outreach process with 50 to 100+ meetings throughout the City.  They also rely on the City's housing partners to get the word out and share information.

Ms. Baldwin made a motion to refer the $15 million housing bond proposal to the City Council meeting next Tuesday to request that it be placed on the election ballot for October 2011, and to direct that Administration provide a report on the procedure and timeline for moving forward with the bond referendum.  Mr. Weeks seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  The Mayor ruled the motion adopted on a vote of 7-0 (Mr. Odom absent and excused).
TRANSPORTATION BOND – $37 MILLION TRANSPORTATION BOND FOR OCTOBER 2011 ELECTION BALLOT AND TWO-WAY STREET CONVERSION OF THE REMAINING SECTIONS OF MORGAN STREET TO BE PLACED ON THE APRIL 19, 2011 COUNCIL AGENDA AS SPECIAL ITEMS
Transportation Services Manager Eric Lamb reviewed the following PowerPoint presentation with the City Council:
Transportation Bond

●
Overview of revenues and expenditures

●
Overview of program needs


▪
Resurfacing Program


▪
Sidewalk Program


▪
Bicycle Program


▪
Streetscape Program


▪
Major Street Improvement Program


▪
Greenway Program


▪
Transit (Capital Area Transportation (CAT))
●
2011 Bond recommendations

Transportation Funding

●
Principal revenue sources for CIP (Capital Improvement Program) funding


▪
Street Bonds


– 1987, 1998, 2000, 2005 Referenda


▪
Powell Bill reimbursements from State


▪
Thoroughfare Facility Fees


▪
Street Fund (assessments, fee-in-lieu payments)


▪
Sidewalk Fund (assessments, fee-in-lieu payments)

Transportation Revenues
(This was a chart of revenues for the past 11 fiscal years, divided by the following sources for each fiscal year:  Street Facility Fees, Street Facility Fee Reserves, Street Capital – Reserve, Powell Bill, Powell Bill Reserves, Street Fund, Street Fund Reserves, Sidewalk Fund, Sidewalk Fund Reserves, Bond Proceeds, General Obligation 2/3rd Bond Proceeds, Bond Reserves/Interest, New Bonds, Capital Project Reserve, and Interest Income.)
●
Notes:

▪
Powell Bill revenues are declining and are partially distributed for operations functions


▪
Majority of facility fee revenues now pay for debt service

▪
Street fund revenues (pay-go) are consistently less than $1 million
Transportation Funding

●
Expenditures in Transportation CIP


▪
Major Street Improvements



– Thoroughfare construction and widening

– Two-way street conversions

▪
Other Street Improvements



– Resurfacing program



– Petition paving projects

– Traffic signal installations

– Traffic signal system upgrades

– Traffic calming program

– Bridge repair and maintenance

▪
Bicycle, Pedestrian and Planning Projects



– ADA retrofits



– Bicycle lane/marking projects

– Sidewalk construction

– Streetlight capital projects

– City participation in NCDOT projects

▪
Transit Program (CAT – Local Match)

– Equipment and facilities

– Bus and van replacement

– Preventive maintenance

Transportation Allocations

(This was a chart of allocations for the past five fiscal years divided by the following categories:  Major Streets, Street Improvements, Pedestrian, Bicycle, Planning, Transit, and Total.)

Percentage Reduction in Purchasing Power Between 1993-2015
(This was a line graph plotting percentages for each year.)

City Resurfacing Costs 1998-2010 
(This was a line graph plotting the average cost per mile for each year.  Mr. Lamb stated it costs the City an average of $200,000 per mile to resurface streets.)

Resurfacing Program
(This included a chart showing the following information for each year from 1998 to 2010:  Miles of Streets, Resurfacing Contracts (Millions), and Miles of Streets Resurfaced.)

●
Funding for resurfacing City streets has not kept pace with growth of City

●
Rates are virtually identical when spending is compared against growth of City streets mileage or population

●
Current funding levels result in 100-year paving cycle

Mr. Lamb noted the resurfacing program is approaching 1,050 miles of City streets this year.
Resurfacing Spending Per Mile of all Streets 1998-2010
(This was a line graph plotting the spending per mile by thousands of dollars for each year.)

Pavement Preservation is Cost Effective
(This was a line graph plotting pavement conditions (very poor, poor, fair, good and excellent) for the following time periods in years:  0, 5, 10, 15, 20 and 25.  It also noted that spending $1.00 on pavement preservation before "this point" on the graph eliminates or delays spending $6.00 to $14.00 on rehabilitation or reconstruction at "this point.")

Resurfacing Needs
	Year
	City Street
Mileage
	Resurfacing
Contract (Millions)
	Resulting Paving Cycle (Years)
	Target for 15 Year Cycle

(Millions)

	2006
	956
	$4.25
	28.06
	$7.95

	2007
	980
	$4.90
	28.44
	$9.29

	2008
	1014
	$6.10
	25.94
	$10.55

	2009
	1031
	$4.02
	34.71
	$9.30

	2010
	1036
	$2.00
	103.60
	$13.81


●
Funding target for City's Resurfacing Program should be $12 million to $15 million per year

Resurfacing funding Options

●
Can be funded by:


▪
Assessments


▪
Powell Bill


▪
General Fund


▪
Bond Revenues

●
Facility Fee revenues may not be used


▪
Expenditures must be related to capacity improvement

Sidewalk Program

●
Council previously adopted priority list for sidewalk construction – approximately $9 million

●
New Pedestrian Plan is underway that will likely identify additional projects

●
Changes in assessment policy will likely result in increased demand for new sidewalk construction and repairs

●
Funds obtained through CAMPO (Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization) (FY11 – FY14):


▪
New sidewalk construction – $2.1 million


▪
I-40 and Wade Avenue bridge retrofit – $1.6 million

Assessments

●
Council referred discussion of assessments to work session

▪
New construction – $6/linear foot assessed to both sides of street


▪
Repair – 100% of cost assessed to adjoining property owner

●
Elimination of assessments for sidewalks will result in loss of approximately $100,000 per year of revenue on average

Sidewalk Assessment Revenues

(This was a chart showing dollar amounts for the following, for FY05-06 through FY10-11:  Sidewalk Assessments, Account Interest, Sidewalk Fee-in-Lieu, Development Fee-in-Lieu, and Totals)
Sidewalk Assessments

(This was a chart showing Construction Assessments Levied and Repairs Assessments Levied for FY05-06 through FY10-11, and the totals for each.)

Bicycle Program

●
Council previously adopted priority list with Bicycle Plan for bike lanes, shared lane markings, and wide outside lanes

●
Implementation has been coordinated with new capital projects, resurfacing projects

●
Funds obtained through CAMPO (FY11-14) for new retrofit projects ($1.0 million)

▪
Projects are staff-intensive

▪
Funding is sufficient for near-term

●
Other funding elements to include wayfinding, parking, education/outreach

Mr. Lamb explained that "wayfinding" involves orienting streets more proactively for bicyclists, with better and larger street signs, additional markers, etc.
Streetscape Program

●
Council previously adopted priority list for construction and planning priorities

●
Peace Street West project is designed by unfunded


▪
Smallwood Drive to West Street


▪
$1.3 million held in Economic Reserve

Streetscape Priorities
Construction







Design/Planning
1.
Hillsborough Street



1.
New Bern Avenue Corridor

(Gardner to Rosemary)



(Swain to I-440)
2.
Hillsborough Street



2.
Blue Ridge Road North

(Rosemary to Gorman)



(Wade to Duraleigh)
3.
Hillsborough Street



3.
New Bern Avenue East

(Oberlin to Morgan)




(I-440 to Neuse River)
4.
Downtown West



4.
MLK/Wilmington/Salisbury

Streetscapes





Intersection
5.
Blue Ridge Road South


5.
Olde East Raleigh

(Hillsborough to Wade)

Street Improvement Program

●
Three projects in design but not funded for construction (carried over from last bond funding):

▪
Mitchell Mill Road Widening - $15 million

▪
Leesville Road Widening - $6.7 million

▪
Buck Jones Road Widening - $6.4 million

Subtotal:  $28.1 million

●
All three projects feature bike lanes, curb and gutter, sidewalk, landscaping, and streetlight installations

●
Two other high-priority projects


▪
Tryon Road Widening and Realignment - $1.8 million



– Participation with NCDOT Bridge Replacement


▪
Sandy Forks Road Improvements - $9.5 million

●
Two-Way Street Conversions


▪
South/Lenoir Phase II - $1.7 million


▪
Jones/Lane - $2.0 million





PROGRAM SUBTOTAL:  $43.1 million

Greenway Program

●
Greenways have historically been funded through Parks and Recreation sources


▪
Suggested for Transportation funding by Council


▪
Projects provided have transportation element

●
Potential projects


▪
Trenton Road Greenway - $1.0 million


▪
Walnut Creek Greenway - $3.2 million



– New Hope Road to Neuse River


▪
Rosengarten/Rocky Branch Greenway - $500,000



– Stream restoration project also under consideration ($280,000)

●
Hybrid project – Lumley/Westgate Corridor (NC Bike Route #2) – $2.2 million 

▪
Greenway construction Lumley Road from Brier Creek Parkway to Glenwood Avenue

▪
Bike lane/paved shoulder improvements on Westgate Road from Glenwood Avenue to Leesville Road

Transit Program

●
Transit funds can be leveraged against federal matching funds

●
Potential projects


▪
Moore Square upgrade and capacity improvements - $3.5 million


▪
Transit amenity improvements - $500,000



– Bus stop furniture (shelters, benches)

Funding
●
Bond funding is a revenue source

▪
Projects may be advertised as part of bond campaign, but referendum approval does not constitute funding of a specific project

●
Allocation of bond revenues occurs during regular CIP budgeting process

●
Facility fee rules require that capacity improvement projects must be included in CIP with a geographic distribution

●
Consideration should be given to bonding frequency to create predictability

Mr. Lamb pointed out that the last bond funding was approved in 2005.  He said staff would like some predictability of a regular schedule for capital expenditures for looking at projects on a triage basis.
Proposed Bond Funding

●
Street Improvement Program


▪
Tryon Road Widening and Realignment – $1.8 million

●
Sidewalk Program


▪
10 miles of City-initiated new sidewalk construction

$  7.0 million


▪
Reserve for other petition projects



$  3.0 million


▪
Reserve for sidewalk repairs




$  4.0 million








SUBTOTAL

$14.0 million

●
Resurfacing Program


▪
64 miles of streets – $12.8 million

●
Streetscape Program


▪
Not recommended for bond funding


▪
Continue addressing through GPI portion of CPI

●
Bicycle Program


▪
Not recommended for bond funding

▪
Sufficient funds available from prior CIP and from CAMPO CMAQ (Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality) grants over next three years to cover projects

●
Transit Program

▪
Moore Square Improvements – $3.5 million

▪
Transit amenity improvements – $500,000

●
Other Projects

▪
Two-Way Conversion Project – $2.0 million

– South/Lenoir Phase II Project

– Jones/Lane Project

●
Greenway Projects


▪
Walnut Creek Greenway – $3.2 million


▪
Lumley/Westgate Corridor – $2.2 million

Maps of the following were shown:  Tryon Road Widening and Realignment; Sidewalk Projects; Sidewalk Projects + Existing Sidewalk; Walnut Creek Greenway; Lumley Road Greenway; Westgate Road Bike Lanes; and All Proposed Projects.

Proposed Transportation Bond

Major Streets

$  1.8 million

Resurfacing

$12.8 million

Sidewalks

$14.0 million

Greenways

$  5.4 million

Transit


$  4.0 million

Other


$  2.0 million

TOTAL

$40.0 million

Proposed Bond Funding

Transportation

$40.0 million

Housing

$15.0 million

TOTAL

$55.0 million

Property Tax Impact = 0.892 cents
Other Future Capital Needs
●
Half-Percent for Public Art to be incorporated into project budgets based on new definitions of eligibility

●
Safe routes to schools needs

●
Triangle Transit station area improvements


▪
Station area infrastructure (streets, sidewalks)


▪
Union Station construction

●
I-440 improvements by NCDOT


▪
City participation in medians, brick noise walls

Sig Hutchinson, 2704 Snowy Meadow Court, Raleigh, NC  27614-7586 – Mr. Hutchinson thanked the City Council for bond referendums such as this and for keeping Raleigh the best city in the country.  He pointed out the Lumley Road/Westgate Greenway Project would provide interconnectivity of bicycles and greenways;
connect Brier Creek to the greenway grid; and provide an opportunity as a transportation corridor to get people to Research Triangle Park and beyond.  The Walnut Creek Greenway is an incredible project and is the identified preferred corridor for the East Coast Greenway which would come in at the Falls Lake Dam and down the Neuse River.  If the Walnut Creek Greenway is approved, the East Coast Greenway will then cut over along Walnut Creek, move through downtown Raleigh, over to Cary and the American Tobacco Trail, and then south.  It provides a wonderful greenway opportunity for Southeast Raleigh and an opportunity to get to downtown Raleigh from the south.
Mr. Hutchinson commented on the $14 million proposed bond funding for sidewalks ($7 million for new construction, $3 million for petition projects, and $4 million for sidewalk repairs).  He said people love sidewalks, and all transportation begins and ends as pedestrian.  It has been an undervalued resource since the 1950s, when the public was told it could "see the USA in a Chevrolet," but the public is coming back to the realization that sidewalks are important.  Mr. Hutchinson said from an economic development perspective, the best thing to do is invest in the City to continue to attract and retain young professionals.  This bond speaks to that economic development and will truly help make Raleigh the best city in the country.
Mayor Meeker stated he is more comfortable with a transportation bond in the range of $35 million so when it is combined with the housing bond, the total would be $50 million.  Discussion ensued regarding the transportation bond and projects to be included in the bond relative to road construction, road resurfacing, sidewalks, streetscapes, greenways, and transit improvements.  The discussion resulted in the following motions.
Mayor Meeker made a motion to refer the two-way street conversion of the remaining sections of Morgan Street to Administration for a report and recommendation, to be considered separately from the bond issue.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Weeks and approved unanimously.  The Mayor ruled the motion adopted on a 7-0 vote (Mr. Odom absent and excused).
Mayor Meeker made a motion that the Council act on everything but Hillsborough Street, which would be acted on that next Tuesday.  Ms. Baldwin seconded the motion and approval was unanimous, 7-0 (Mr. Odom absent and excused).
Mayor Meeker moved to approve a total transportation bond package of $36 million, which would include the projects presented in the agenda packet with the following amendments:  omit the two-way street conversion of Jones/Lane ($2 million); add $500,000 for the Rosengarten Greenway; add $250,000 for the Blount/Person/Wake Forest corridor planning; remove $2.5 million from the resurfacing program; and remove $2.25 million from the sidewalk program.
After asking Chief Financial Officer Perry James about the tax difference between a $36 million bond and a $37 million bond, Ms. Baldwin made a friendly amendment to the motion to add $1 million for street planning for the west end of Hillsborough Street from Gardner to Rosemary.  Mayor Meeker accepted the amendment and Mr. Crowder seconded the amendment motion, which carried unanimously.  Mayor Meeker ruled the motion adopted by a vote of 7-0 (Mr. Odom absent and excused), and stated this item would also be placed on the April 19 Council agenda.
Clerk's Note:  The breakdown for the bond is as follows:

TRANSPORTATION BOND











Funding












(Millions)
Major Streets Program


Tryon Road Widening and Realignment (TIP Project U-4432)

$   1.80

Resurfacing Program








$ 10.30

Sidewalk Program


City-Initiated New Sidewalk Construction




$   4.75


Petition Projects







$   3.00


Sidewalk Repair Reserve






$   4.00

Streetscape Program


Hillsborough – Gardner to Rosemary





$   1.00


Blount/Person Corridor Planning





$   0.25

Greenway Program

Walnut Creek Greenway – New Hope Road to Neuse River


$   3.20


Lumley/Westgate Road Corridor (Greenway and Bike Lane)

$   2.20


Rosengarten Greenway






$   0.50

Transit Program


Moore Square Facility Improvements




$   3.50


Transit Corridor Improvements (Shelters and Benches)


$   0.50

Other Projects


South/Lenoir Two-Way Conversion Project




$   2.00

TRANSPORTATION SUBTOTAL






$ 37.00

HOUSING BOND








$ 15.00

TOTAL BOND PROPOSAL






$ 52.00
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS (CDBG) AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT – INFORMATION RECEIVED

Community Development Director Michele Grant reviewed with the Council the following PowerPoint presentation entitled "CDBG and Economic Development – A Brief Exploration of Making Greater Use of CDBG to Fund Economic Development Activities in Raleigh":

Using CDBG for Economic Development Activities

●
Considered by HUD (Housing and Urban Development) to be "high risk" use of funds compared to other uses

●
Staff research revealed that among cities that use CDBG for economic development, the percentage is usually below 10% of total CDBG
Economic Development National Objectives

●
Economic development projects typically fall under Low/Moderate Job Creation/ Retention

●
Be sure to document:

▪
How jobs will be created or lost without CDBG funds (retained jobs)

▪
How jobs made available to or held by LMI (low moderate income)
●
Trace jobs for reasonable period of time (not defined in regulations) as long as jobs are still being created
Eligible Economic Development Activities

●
Special economic development activities

●
Community-based development organizations (CBDOs)
●
Technical assistance to businesses

●
Microenterprise activities

●
Commercial rehabilitation

●
Infrastructure to assist businesses

●
Job training

Job Training
●
Help unemployed or under-employed persons gain skills to meet labor market demands

●
Linked to job placement

●
Four ways to do job training


▪
As a public service


▪
As part of special economic development project


▪
By CBDOs

▪
As part of microenterprise activities
Ms. Grant stated that job training comprises the largest use of CDBG funds.

Additional HUD Regulations

●
Level of public benefit for a given CDBG investment must meet HUD standards

●
Assistance to for-profit firms must go through underwriting to assess the need for CDBG assistance and the proper terms

●
Not applicable to microenterprise activities or commercial exterior façade improvements

Previous Use of CDBG for Economic Development

●
Joint City/County jobs training program (carpentry) – $75,000 per year for 10 years; 200 beneficiaries

●
Job training program Hope Center at Pullen and Wake Tech – $92,620 over two years; 20 beneficiaries

●
Builders of Hope, Work Mentor Program – $40,775 in one year; 20 homeless beneficiaries

●
Interfaith Food Shuttle, Culinary Jobs Training – $130,630 over three years; 54 beneficiaries

●
Community Success Initiative, Reentry Employment Readiness Project – $30,800 in one year; 25 beneficiaries

●
RADA (Raleigh Area Development Authority), Microenterprise Grant Program – $30,300 in one year; 11 beneficiaries

●
Temporary Employment Initiative, Youth Employment Training Program – $60,000 over two years (CDBG-R); 40 at-risk youth beneficiaries.  (Clerk's Note:  The "R" in CDBG-R stands for "Recovery.")
Pros and Cons of Using CDBG for Economic Development

Pros
●
Can be a benefit to low-income residents or unemployed persons

●
Expands the mission of Community Development

Cons

●
Would require diverting funds from housing and infrastructure/revitalization

●
Timing might not be right as CDBG is being cut

●
"High risk" and additional HUD monitoring

Brief discussion followed regarding job training.  Ms. Grant said it will be funded through the Community Enhancement Grant Program that is set aside from the City's regular CDBG allocation.  It will include service-oriented activities as well as housing revitalization type activities.  A number of respondents have applied, but the Community Development Department is not ready to make recommendations to the Council yet.  Mr. Stephenson noted that the culinary arts are slowing down and weatherization is becoming a big item.  Ms. Grant said the City has a separate construction job skills program for which it partners with the Wake County Home Builders Association.  It is funded through the state.  The City provides some community development support to leverage those dollars, approximately $76,000 per year.

Mr. Weeks stated that Shaw University and St. Augustine's College provide job training.  Ms. Grant said at this point in time, the City partners with both schools, not so much in job training, but in relation to other things.  Microenterprise has limitations, as well as specific definitions and standards that must be met.  The schools may not meet the definition of a microenterprise entity.  Both schools are eligible to receive HBCU (Historically Black Colleges/Universities) funding and they do undertake neighborhood revitalization.  Relative to that, the City has collaborated with them on several activities, primarily on housing development.  The City partners with Shaw on site assemblage activities, such as the early childhood center.  Ms. Grant said Community Development puts $125,000 to $250,000 per year to public services, of which economic development/job training activities are a part.
Ms. Baldwin asked if Ms. Grant had heard anything new about the federal government eliminating CDBG funding.  Ms. Grant said her department followed the federal budget discussion closely.  With the latest budget deal made late Friday night, CDBG funding was not eliminated but she does not know what the funding figures are.  She thinks there may be a 6% to 7% reduction.  They are working with the Wake County legislative delegation and all the City's housing advocates to emphasize the critical need of the CDBG program.

Mayor Meeker thanked everyone for participating in the bond discussion, and said the Council members should think about who should be appointed to the bond marketing committee.

SIDEWALK ASSESSMENT POLICY – TO BE PLACED ON THE APRIL 19, 2011 COUNCIL AGENDA AS A SPECIAL ITEM
City Manager Russell Allen reminded the City Council members that the question of eliminating assessments for sidewalk installation and maintenance was referred to this meeting.

Mr. Crowder made a motion to eliminate assessments for sidewalk installation and/or repairs to existing sidewalks for projects directed on or after April 19, 2011.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Baldwin and was approved unanimously.  Mayor Meeker ruled the motion adopted on a vote of 7-0 (Mr. Odom absent and excused) and said the item would be placed on the Council's April 19 agenda.
ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business before the City Council, Mayor Meeker announced the meeting adjourned at 5:22 p.m.

Leslie H. Eldredge

Deputy City Clerk
