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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING OF 

THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY OF RALEIGH 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

DECEMBER 12, 2024 

 

The members of the Board of Commissioners of the Housing Authority of the City of Raleigh, 

North Carolina met at 900 Haynes Street on Thursday, December 12, 2024, at 5:00 p.m. The 

meeting was held in-person and via Zoom. 

 

The Board Chair called the meeting to order and upon roll call the following were present and 

absent: 

 

Present: Eric Braun, Valerie Crutchfield, Susan Ellinger, Arne Morris, Bahati Mutisya, Gregg 

Warren, Joe Whitehouse, Yolanda Winstead. 

 

Absent:  None 

 

Visitors: CPE: Sheree Bouchee, Paul Williams, Ashwin Warrior; City of Raleigh: Mary 

Elizabeth Russell, Jake Levitas; Brinshore: Peter Levavi, Sarah Jones Anderson; Kimley-Horn: 

Richard Adams; Raleigh Raised: CJ Mann; DHIC: Kayla Rosenberg; Morningstar Law: Molly 

Stuart; Torti Gallas: Troy McGee, Molly Kaulk; Moseley Architects: Tom Liebel; Francis Law 

Firm: Charles Francis. 

 

RHA Staff: Rachel Agunbiade, Sonia Anderson, Priscilla Batts, Shannon Bowen, Liz Edgerton, 

Jim Ferrell, Katie Lebrato, Ashley Lommers-Johnson, Laura McCann, Jennifer Morgan, Donna 

Perez, Kenya Pleasant, Gwen Wall, Chris Whitenhill. 

 

The Board Chair declared a quorum present and welcomed everyone to the meeting.  

 

-------- 

RECOGNITION OF VISITORS 

The Board Chair welcomed the visitors to the meeting. 

 

-------- 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

There were no public comments this evening. 

 

-------- 

CONSENT AGENDA 

Item 1 

Charge-off of delinquent resident accounts for October 2024 

 

Item 2 

Occupancy Report  

 

Item 3 

Minutes from October 24, 2024 regular meeting. 
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Commissioner Morris moved and Commissioner Warren seconded approval of the Consent 

Agenda.  

 

A vote being called, the ayes and nays were as follows: 

 

Aye: Eric Braun, Valerie Crutchfield, Susan Ellinger, Arne Morris, Bahati Mutisya, Gregg 

Warren, Joe Whitehouse, Yolanda Winstead. 

 

Nay: None. 

 

The Consent Agenda has been adopted. 

----------- 

 

PRESENTATION BY CPE 

 

My name is Paul Williams. I'm the executive director at Center for Public Enterprise. We are a 

nonprofit organization.  We have worked with public housing authorities, housing finance 

agencies, municipalities based on tools and strategies to increase affordable housing production, 

particularly through mixed income development tools outside of the tax credit program. 

 

We are working with the City of Raleigh and Raleigh Housing Authority to understand whether 

some of the mixed income tools that we worked on other cities would be a good fit in the City of 

Raleigh. 

 

Mr. Lommers-Johnson asked the City of Raleigh staff who are involved in this to introduce 

themselves: 

• Ken Bowers, Planning and Development Deputy Director 

• Jake Levitas, Partnerships & Advocacy Planning Supervisor 

• Mary Elizabeth Russell, Senior Planner, Planning & Development – Urban Projects 

Group 

 

Ashwin Warrior  

What we wanted to do tonight is provide a an overview on mixed income public development 

models. That's what we're under contract with the city and RHA to explore whether this would 

be a viable option here in Raleigh.  This work is going to be evolving, emerging over the next 

five to six months, so this is an introductory kickoff.  We spent today touring different parts of 

the city of Raleigh, understanding some of the local context. And we're excited to see this work 

develop and also highlight what that scope of work looks like. 

 

Mr. Williams briefly explained who we are as CPE. To reiterate, we're a nonprofit organization 

focusing on building the capacity of the quality sector. We do original research as well as 

technical assistance. We've worked with a number of different cities and communities across the 

country to explore and implement these types of models.  

 



3 

 

 

I’d like to start an explanation of the mixed income public development model by framing in 

terms of the context and the challenges that you are facing. Housing affordability is becoming an 

increasingly difficult challenge. At the same time, the tools and resources that are available to 

local communities to build more affordable housing and increase the housing supply are often 

limited by scarce federal resources, whether that's low income housing tax credits, tax income 

bond cap, or project based voucher Section Eight contracts. In many cases, communities are 

facing loss of affordable housing that maybe had deed restriction that is now expiring after 10, 

20, 30 years.  

 

One of the advantages of the public development mixed income model is that you're able to build 

without necessarily having to rely on scarce resources. And by having it under a public entity, 

you're able to more securely ensure long term affordability. And that doesn't expire. 

 

When we're talking about this type of a model, we often talk about it as emerging or being 

pioneered by another public housing authority called the Montgomery County Housing 

Opportunity Communities Commission. They're a county housing authority that also doubles as 

a local housing and finance agency based in Montgomery county, which is the suburbs outside of 

DC.  They have a history of doing a lot of mixed income development, often where 80% of the 

units are market, 20% are affordable. And they’ve done a number of these deals where they were 

taking out the loan to finance the development and then needed to seek private equity to fill out 

the gap in their capital stack. What they found is that those properties performed quite well 

because they were largely market rate in higher opportunity areas, but most of the upside ended 

up being captured by the private equity investor. They wanted to find a way that they could 

position themselves more centrally in the deal so they might be able to accrue some of that 

benefit.  

 

What they came up with was using a revolving loan fund to make an investment on the 

construction stage, to replace what would normally be private equity. A number of cities are 

exploring this model, largely because it can get you mixed income affordable units without 

necessarily needing to rely on low income housing tax credits.  

 

Featured by HUD in their quarterly research presentation, Montgomery county won the 2024 

ivory prize for housing finance innovation, and was highlighted by the White House. Paul 

Williams testified at the Senate Budget Committee a couple of weeks ago as this being a 

promising model to expand housing supply. We're excited again to explore what this might look 

like in the context of Raleigh.  

 

How does this actually work?  

There are three key components:  

1. A revolving loan fund that replaces some of the high cost equity during construction.  

2. An element of public ownership. This does two things. It provides some level of tax 

relief, which can lower your operating costs, and also helps guarantee the permanent 

affordability.  

3. Some elements of low cost debt. There are some federal programs that can be used to 

reduce some of the cost of capital.  
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All this is without having to apply for low income housing tax credits or use other sorts of 

resources, so that you're always welcome to layer those in if they are available. 

 

Just to provide a little bit of a comparison, market rate developments typically have some level 

of equity investment, and then the developer is going to leverage as much debt as they can. That 

gap is filled with private equity. In this type of a model, it's that private equity, which typically is 

looking for double digit returns, that you're replacing with a public revolving loan fund to reduce 

your cost of capital. So that's where some of the cost savings comes to be able to offset and 

provide levels of affordability. It also offers a smoother execution than a traditional tax credit 

development. Typically tax credits, in addition to one positive tax credit equity, require three or 

more additional sources that you need to pull together. And those themselves may also be 

limited.  

 

What we're doing over these next couple of months is a set of deliverables to help you figure out 

whether or not this is a model that could work in Raleigh, and what the relationship of the 

housing authority might be. Some of the things that we're working on is first developing some 

options for governance design, which is basically how this entity should be set up.  

 

We're doing some of the research and talking to folks here to figure out what makes the most 

sense. We'll then proceed to doing more research into financial design, so all the different 

financial pieces in that capital stack can be put together to get the outcomes that you're looking 

for before proceeding into more specific project level modeling. This does rely, in some part, on 

subsidy between market rate rents and affordable rents, and we want to make sure that all those 

financial pieces make sense on the project based level.  

 

So, this is all going to take place over a number of months. We're excited to continue this work. 

I'm sure we will be reporting out more as we reach some of these milestones. Tonight, we 

wanted to provide you with a sense of what we're doing, where we're going, and hopefully pique 

your interest, because we think this is a really exciting opportunity for the housing authority and 

the city as well. 

 

Commissioner Morris asked if there is a minimum deal that needs to be done?  Also, what is the 

revolving loan fund? 

 

Mr. Warrior said, with regards to the revolving loan fund, in the context of Montgomery county, 

what they've done is a bond issuance in partnership with their county. It started with $50 million 

and have increased that to $200 million. They use that money to make a loan into the project. In 

their case, it's a below-competitive interest rate, and they set it enough to be able to repay the 

debt service on the bond payments. 

 

Other cities have funded that differently. Working with the city of Chattanooga, they had some 

money left over from the American Rescue Plan Act that they set aside for revolving loan funds. 

Chicago had a larger bond issuance that they were able to use this for revolving loan. The idea is 

that the money comes in at the construction phase, so it's no more than three to five years, and 

then once the building is complete, you're converting to your permanent financing that money 

revolves out.  
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As far as project size is concerned, what we typically found is that roughly at least 100 units plus 

is a good cut off. There's certain economies of scale where it doesn't work as well for small scale 

development. 

 

Commissioner Braun asked for an explanation about the 30% affordable. 

 

Mr. Warrior said it's typically been getting approximately 20% of the units at 50% AMI, and 

then 10% floating between 60% and 80% AMI. But again, that depends on the specific market 

context. Part of the work we do is to build a market test so we collect information on what are 

your development costs, what are reasonable market rents. What would be your 50%, 60%, 80% 

AMI rents. One way to think about this is, imagine you're building just a regular market rate 

deal, and then you layer in savings from the revolving loan fund, savings from tax exemption, 

savings from any other sort of public financing, and the extent that you can use those savings, 

you put that into affordable units in the property. The idea is you have a self-sustaining property 

that does not need to rely on excess or additional subsidies.  

 

Commissioner Warren said he’s looking forward to seeing the results of what you come up with, 

and I’m excited for that. What really excites me, is the collaboration that RHA and the City of 

Raleigh are undertaking with this project. We've been kind of isolated in the past few years, and I 

think this is a great harbinger of many good things to come as we work together to help see how 

each entity can really address the city's affordable housing needs. 

 

--------- 

 

6-MONTH BUDGET TO ACTUAL COMPARISON 

Liz Edgerton gave the following presentation: 
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REPORT OF THE BOARD SECRETARY 

Mr. Lommers-Johnson said I wanted to talk tonight about the federal fiscal year 2025 budget, 

and what might be looming for us, and a brief look at what the HCV program outlook might be. 

 

Federal Budget for 2025 

The federal budget for 2025 was due October 1, 2024 and that is now in the rear view mirror.  

 

Congress adopted, and the President approved, a continuing resolution at the 2024 budget levels. 

Usually, that's what the continuing resolution means is that the same budget amounts and levels 

are continued until an appropriations bill is passed, if one is passed. The continuing resolution 

expires December 20, 2024.  If an appropriations bill has not been agreed to, then government 

shutdown is possible a week from tomorrow – at the end of the day next Friday. 

 

What are the budget scenarios for 2025? It's fairly clear at this point that no appropriations bills 

are likely to be approved by next week. The more likely scenario is that a second continuing 

resolution will be agreed to until March of next year, and that's with or without anomalies. If it's 

without any anomalies, essentially, if we got $100 this past year, we're getting $100 next year. 

With anomalies just means that there may be certain things that absolutely need some 

adjustment, and there may be increases, but that's also unlikely.  

 

There is another possibility, and that is a continuing resolution could be agreed to for the entire 

next fiscal year. But given that both the Congress and the White House will be controlled by one 
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party, it is more likely that an appropriations bill will be passed. The new Congress is likely to 

pass an appropriations bill in March.  

 

We know what the President has proposed, and because of the current political situation, we can 

reasonably say that budget will not be passed. However, there has been a Senate appropriations 

committee resolution passed in the summer, as well as a house bill.  

 

For the Senate, the public housing operating fund is essentially level with the current operating 

fund level. For the capital fund, there's a decrease of 6.5% - and based on what we're getting this 

year, is about $240,600 less.  

 

In the Housing Choice Voucher Program, there's a significant increase of 12.4% in the Senate's 

budget proposal ($5.5 million). That would mean $5.5 million if we were just to get our fair 

share, that's what that would mean. But essentially, what this means is that for housing 

authorities around the country, they'll be able to continue the programs that they have now that 

they can now afford. It accounts for inflation and increasing debt market. 

 

On the admin fee side, there will be an average 4% increase, which, if we get 4%, that means an 

additional $164,000.  

 

For tenant protection vouchers, the relevance here is that we're relying on tenant protection 

vouchers for replacement vouchers for Heritage Park. If there's a cut in the number of tenant 

protection vouchers available, it could affect us, depending on the demand. However, we're at the 

tail end of our Section 18 application for Heritage Park, which means if we do get it approved in 

the next couple of weeks, or even in January, we will be at the door knocking to ask for those 

tenant protection vouchers early in the year. That's good timing.  

 

On the House side, the operating fund gets a 7% decrease. The capital fund gets a 10% decrease. 

So, what that means in dollars, if we just look at what we're projecting for this year, will be about 

$360,000 less for public housing next year. 

 

As far as the Housing Choice Voucher Program is concerned, the budget for housing assistance 

payments to landlords for rental assistance for the participants, the funding proposal is level, 

which means there's no there's no allowance for inflation. The Center for Budget and Public 

Priorities estimates that nationwide, that will mean about 240,000 fewer families being served. 

For us, it means about 400 fewer families that we'll be able to serve. However, I think the 

240,000 estimate is a little pessimistic.  

 

HCV Program 

We're currently at 101.4% of utilization on lease up rate, and that translates into an average of 

97.2% which was right about where we estimated when we adopted the budget. As a result of the 

lease up and the strong work on the part of the leased housing department, we are ending up in 

short fall. It’s partly due to lease up and partly due to HUD capturing some of our housing 

assistance payment reserves – approximately $340,000.  They were going to do an additional 

offset, but we appealed, and HUD declined to give more money, but they are now allocating an 

additional $1.09 million to cover the vouchers for the month of December that we can't cover 

because our current funding.  
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Next year we will be eligible for funding, which is essentially the equivalent of our current cost, 

which is $45 million but that can change based on where the budget ultimately falls. 

 

-------- 

 

REPORT OF THE REIC CHAIR 

Commissioner Warren said the committee, consisting of Arnie Morris, Joe Whitehouse, Yolanda 

Winstead and Ashley Lommers-Johnson, along with Eric Braun, met on December 3.  We 

reviewed much of what you're going to hear today that Kenya Pleasant will present. I think that 

we've made good progress over the last six months. 

 

Our earlier comments focused a lot on parking – whether or not we had sufficient parking, whether 

or not we had the correct bedroom mix. We were really tilted very strongly to one-bedroom 

apartments, and that's been adjusted some. We met on December 3rd and have recommended that 

the plan you see coming before you today has been blessed by the Real Estate Investment 

Committee and is something that we, the full Board, should consider and approve today via the 

resolution that's before you. 

 

-------- 

COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 

There were no Commissioner comments this evening. 

 

-------- 

NEW BUSINESS 

Kenya Pleasant presented the following Heritage Park Entitlement Plan: 
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Commissioner Braun asked if the Entitlement Plan is locking RHA into the heights and unit 

numbers.  

 

Mrs. Pleasant said no – there is still flexibility in the plan. 

 

Commissioner Whitehouse asked if the REIC committee had seen Plan 1B on December 3rd. 

 

Mrs. Pleasant said no – it's a new drawing.  

 

Commissioner Whitehouse does not like the small courtyard with four stories.  It will lead to a 

dark “canyon” effect with not much daylight. I would encourage you and the design team to look 

into that further.  

 

Peter Levavi agreed and they are looking for alternatives to make it more “open”. 

 

Commissioner Warren asked about how the two development teams are working together on this 

project. 

 

Mr. Levavi said this has been a real collaboration between Brinshore, Torti Gallas, Moseley, and 

RHA. There's been a lot of back and forth at every step of the design process. While this building 

for 1B is not finished yet, the site plan is, and I feel really good about the collaboration, 

evidenced by the fact that Kenya presented it, and she's taken real ownership of it for the RHA. I 

think that's a real positive sign and I feel like this is a good collaboration. 

 

Commissioner Warren asked if they are good with the balance of the site planning at this stage 

for that first block. 

 

 Mr. Levavi said yes, I am. For the first block, I think we're in great shape. There's a 9% and a 

4% strategy that allows us to move forward on something very rapidly. If I had to say that there 

are certain things that I'm less happy about, number one is getting the city and NC DOT and 

everybody to focus on the clover leaf and on the infrastructure that's coming through the site, and 

the fact that Red Hat is closing a street right adjacent to the site. I think those are things that 

weigh heavy on us in thinking about how we're going to maximize the site's potential to be a 

really great mixed income development. 

 

Commissioner Warren asked who will pay for covering the cost of new streets and the 

infrastructure associated with Dorothea drive and the New West Street. Those costs are not 

insignificant, and it's been my history in over the years when we redesigned streets, the 

developer had to cover those costs and allocate those across various components of the 

development.  I'm guessing that in the tax credit applications those offsite improvements are not 

included in the budgets. Who will pay for those, and do we have a cost allocation plan in place? 

Or do we have estimates of those costs? 

 

Mrs. Pleasant said when we talk about the rezoning, one of the elements of the rezoning is a 

negotiation of a development agreement with the City of Raleigh to address some of those items, 

with infrastructure being a large part of that negotiation.  
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HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY OF RALEIGH 

RESOLUTION NO. 66 (2024) 

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE HERITAGE PARK ENTITLEMENT PLAN  

 

WHEREAS, the Housing Authority of the City of Raleigh (RHA) entered into a Master Planning 

Agreement ("MPA”), effective May 31, 2023, with Brinshore Development, L.L.C. an Illinois 

limited liability company (“Brinshore”) and Raleigh Raised Development, LLC, a North 

Carolina limited liability company (“Raleigh Raised”), collectively, Brinshore and Raleigh 

Raised (the “Developer”) for the redevelopment of Hertiage Park, a 122-unit public housing 

community owned by RHA and located at 416 Dorothea Drive, Raleigh, North Carolina 27601 

(“HP”); and 

 

WHEREAS, RHA and the Developer executed a Memorandum of Understanding Heritage Park 

Redevelopment effective October 6, 2022 (Exhibit A - MOU); and 

 

WHEREAS, the Developer engaged Torti-Gallas and BLWall for master planning and 

community engagement services in accordance with the executed Torti-Gallas Scope and Fee 

Proposal (Exhibit B – TGP Proposal); and 

 

WHEREAS, Developer, Torti-Gallas, and BLWall (collectively, the Development Team) has 

been working with RHA staff to address the demolition and redevelopment of HP; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Development Team and RHA’s work has included, but is not limited to, the 

following steps: 

• Submission of a disposition application under Section 18 of the U. S. Housing Act of 

1937 which authorizes the disposition of public housing, with administrative steps 

and application process (24 CFR 970) prescribed by the U.S. Department of Housing 

and Urban Development (HUD); and 

 

• Development of an initial design concept after a robust engagement process including 

a series of community meetings and a multi-day design workshop on-site at HP with 

residents and other community members; and 

 

WHEREAS the initial design concept includes the new construction of a mixed-income 

residential, mixed-use development based on a vision to create a healthy, vibrant, thriving 

community incorporating five core components and attributes: walkable, connected, diverse, 

safe, and address the growing need for quality affordable housing including a one-for-one 

replacement and right to return for existing residents (“Initial Concept Plan”); and 

 

WHEREAS, the Board of Commissioners adopted the Initial Concept Plan delivered in 

accordance with the Exhibit B – TGP Proposal Tasks 2.0. to 2.4 and authorized the Chief 

Executive Officer, through the work of the Development Team, to further refine the Initial 

Concept Plan into an Entitlement Site Plan; and 
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WHEREAS, the Entitlement Plan continues the vision set forth in the Initial Concept Plan and 

includes the new construction of approximately 1,000 mixed-income residential rental units, and 

non-residential uses comprised of community and commercial spaces, and other amenities; and  

 

WHEREAS, the implementation of the Entitlement Plan assumes RHA will seek to rezone the 

site and negotiate a development agreement with the City of Raleigh, as may be required; and 

 

WHEREAS, RHA, or its affiliates as may be assigned, will contribute the land or enter a long-

term ground lease to facilitate the execution of the Entitlement Plan; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Entitlement Plan shows the Northwest portion of the site (“Block One”) to 

include the new construction of approximately 177 residential units targeting households earning 

between 0% and 80% of the area median income; and up to 3,000 square feet of ground floor 

retail; and 

 

WHEREAS, RHA has proposed a project plan for the development Block One which will 

include, but not be limited to, the following (“Block One Project Plan”): 

 

• Utilization of low-income housing tax credits (“Tax Credit(s)”) and other available 

affordable housing funding that may require the creation of a limited liability entity 

for federal tax purposes (“Tax Credit Partnership”); and 

• An application to the North Carolina Housing Finance Agency for a reservation of 

Tax Credits; and 

• Using the terms set forth in Exhibit A – MOU as the basis to enter into a joint venture 

agreement or master development agreement with Brinshore to co-develop Block 

One; and  

• Seek equity from a firm that will purchase the Tax Credits in exchange for acquiring 

up to a 99.99% limited interest in the Tax Credit Partnership (“Tax Credit Investor”); 

and 

• RHA may form a new entity or use an existing entity to serve as the general partner 

or managing member of the Tax Credit Partnership; and 

 

WHEREAS, the remaining blocks at HP will be developed based on the proposed phasing plan 

outlined in the Entitlement Plan; 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE 

HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY OF RALEIGH: 

 

1. Adopt the Entitlement Plan as intended by the MPA Section 2, MOU Section 2. C., 

Exhibit B – TGP Proposal Tasks 3.1 to 3.3. 

 

2. Direct the Chief Executive Officer, through the work of the Development Team, to 

implement the Entitlement Site Plan which may include, but not be limited to the 

following actions: 
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a. If necessary, obtain proper zoning for the site, in aggregate, or an individual parcel(s), 

if subdivided; and 

b. Negotiate and execute a Development Agreement with the City of Raleigh, as may be 

required; and 

c. With respect to the Block One Project Plan, approve, execute and deliver all 

documents related to the financing, development and construction, including but not 

limited to, Low Income Housing Tax Credit Documents, Organizational Documents, 

Construction Documents, Lease Documents, Authority Documents, Deferred 

Development Fee Agreement, State Loan Documents, County Loan Documents, City 

Loan and Development Agreement Documents, Joint-Venture or Master 

Development Agreement; and 

 

d. With respect to each of the remaining blocks, continue to develop a project plan 

including negotiating financing, development, partnership and construction terms. 

Board approval of the Project Plan is required prior to the execution of related loan 

and construction documents, and partnership or development agreements.  

 

Commissioner Warren moved and Commissioner Whitehouse seconded approval of the 

foregoing resolution.  A vote being called, the ayes and nays were as follows: 

 

Aye: Eric Braun, Valerie Crutchfield, Susan Ellinger, Arne Morris, Bahati Mutisya, Gregg 

Warren, Joe Whitehouse, Yolanda Winstead. 

 

Nay: None. 

  

Resolution No. 66 (2024) has been adopted. 

-------- 

 

Jennifer Morgan said this resolution is the inducement resolution for up to $34,000,000 in 

multifamily housing revenue bonds for Fisher Grove.  DHIC is the developer for this property. 

Per state statute, RHA is the issuer for these bonds. They are non-recourse bonds, so if the 

developer were to default on these bonds, RHA is not financially responsible. 

 

Fisher Grove Apartments is a 166-unit family property located in Raleigh.  Fisher Grove is the 

final phase in DHIC’s Washington Terrace redevelopment. The property will include two, three-

story, garden-style buildings; one, three-story elevator building, and one, four-story elevator 

building.  This project is also expected to include a small retail building. 

 

The property includes 1, 2, and 3-bedroom units, serving residents between 20% to 60% AMI 

with nine of the units serving residents at 20%AMI and 9 units serving residents at 30%AMI.   

 

The contract rents will range from $340- $1,650.  The property is also required to accept housing 

choice vouchers due to a requirement of the 4% tax credits.   

 

The total project is approximately $55 million including funding from bonds, 4% Tax Credits, 

deferred developer fee, funds from the City of Raleigh and Wake County, and a member note 

related to the acquisition of the land. 
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Amenities will include a playground, multipurpose room including a gym and computer center, 

and an additional flex space for resident services activities.  Residents of Fisher Grove will also 

have access to a DHIC owned and operated private park across N. Fisher Street.  

  

The developer is willing to include a preference in their Tenant Selection Plan for RHA residents 

displaced due to redevelopment. 

 

This has been reviewed by RHA’s legal counsel with no exceptions. 

 

HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY OF RALEIGH 

RESOLUTION NO. 67 (2024) 

RESOLUTION GIVING PRELIMINARY APPROVAL TO ISSUANCE OF 

MULTIFAMILY HOUSING REVENUE BONDS (FISHER GROVE) 

WHEREAS, the Board of Commissioners of the Housing Authority of the City of Raleigh, North 

Carolina (the “Authority”) held a regular meeting at 5:00 p.m. on the 12th day of December, 2024; 

and 

WHEREAS, the Authority is organized and operates pursuant to the North Carolina Housing 

Authorities Law, Article 1 of Chapter 157 of the General Statutes of North Carolina, as amended 

(the “Act”); and 

WHEREAS, the Act defines “housing project” in N.C.G.S. § 157-3(12) to include “property, 

buildings and improvements . . . acquired or constructed . . . pursuant to a . . . plan or undertaking 

. . . [t]o provide grants, loans, interest supplements and other programs of financial assistance to 

public or private developers of housing for persons of low income, or moderate income, or low 

and moderate income”; and 

WHEREAS, the Act in N.C.G.S. § 157-9 gives the Authority the power “to provide for the 

construction, reconstruction, improvement, alteration or repair of any housing project” and “to 

borrow money upon its bonds, notes, debentures or other evidences of indebtedness and to secure 

the same by pledges of its revenues”; and 

WHEREAS, DHIC, Inc., a North Carolina nonprofit corporation, or an affiliated or related entity 

(the “Company”), intends to provide low and moderate income housing in the City of Raleigh, 

North Carolina (the “City”); and 

WHEREAS, the Company has requested that the Authority assist it in financing the acquisition, 

construction and equipping of a 166-unit multifamily housing development to be known as Fisher 

Grove and located at approximately 401 Elders Grove Way in the City (the “Development”); and 

WHEREAS, the Company has described to the Authority the benefits of the Development to the 

City and the State of North Carolina and has requested the Authority to agree to issue its 

multifamily housing revenue bonds in such amounts as may be necessary to finance the costs of 

the acquisition, construction and equipping the Development; and 



33 

 

 

WHEREAS, the Authority is of the opinion that the Development is a facility that can be financed 

under the Act and that the financing of the same will be in furtherance of the purposes of the Act; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY 

OF RALEIGH, NORTH CAROLINA: 

1. It is hereby found and determined that the Development will involve the 

acquisition, construction and equipping of a multifamily housing facility, and that therefore, 

pursuant to the terms and subject to the conditions hereinafter stated and the Act, the Authority 

agrees to provide reasonable assistance to the Company in issuing bonds to finance the acquisition, 

construction and equipping of the Development, and, in particular, to undertake the issuance of 

the Authority’s multifamily housing revenue bonds (the “Bonds”) in an amount now estimated not 

to exceed Thirty-Four Million Dollars ($34,000,000) to provide all or part of the cost of the 

Development. 

2. The Authority intends that the adoption of this resolution be considered as “official 

action” toward the issuance of the Bonds within the meaning of Section 1.150-2 of the Treasury 

Regulations issued by the Internal Revenue Service under the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as 

amended (the “Code”). 

3. The Bonds shall be issued in such series and amounts and upon such terms and 

conditions as are mutually agreed upon among the Authority and the Company.  The Authority 

and the Company shall enter into a “financing agreement” pursuant to the Act for a term and with 

payments sufficient to pay the principal of, premium if any, and interest on the Bonds and to pay 

all of the expenses of the Authority in connection with the Bonds and the Development.  The 

Bonds will be issued pursuant to an indenture or security agreement between the Authority and a 

trustee (the “Trustee”) or the bondholder which will set forth the form and terms of the Bonds and 

will assign to the Trustee for the benefit of the holders of the Bonds, or directly to the bondholder, 

the Authority’s rights to payments under the financing agreement, except the Authority’s right to 

payment of fees and expenses and indemnification.  The Bonds shall not be deemed to constitute 

a debt or a pledge of the faith and credit of the State of North Carolina or any political subdivision 

or agency thereof, including the Authority and the City, but shall be payable solely from the 

revenues and other funds provided under the proposed agreements with the Company. 

4. The Authority hereby authorizes the Company to proceed, upon the prior advice, 

consent and approval of the Company and bond counsel, and consistent with the Company’s 

representations to the Authority, to obtain approvals in connection with the issuance and sale of 

the Bonds, including, without limitation, from the City Council of the City of Raleigh, North 

Carolina, and, if required, the North Carolina Local Government Commission, and to obtain an 

allocation of a sufficient amount of the State of North Carolina’s “private activity bond limit”, as 

required by Section 141 of the Code and as defined in Section 146 of the Code, for the Bonds. 

5. It having been represented to the Authority that it is desirable to proceed with the 

acquisition, construction and equipping of the Development, the Authority agrees that the 

Company may proceed with plans for such acquisition, construction and equipping, enter into 

contracts for the same, and take such other steps as it may deem appropriate in connection 

therewith, provided that nothing herein shall be deemed to authorize the Company to obligate the 
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Authority without its written consent in each instance to the payment of any monies or the 

performance of any act in connection with the Development and no such consent shall be implied 

from the Authority’s adoption of this resolution.  The Authority agrees that the Company may be 

reimbursed from the proceeds of the Bonds, if and when issued, for all qualifying costs so incurred 

by it as permitted by Treasury Regulations Section 1.150-2. 

6. All obligations hereunder of the Authority are subject to the further agreement of 

the Authority and the Company to terms for the issuance, sale and delivery of the Bonds, and the 

execution of a financing agreement, indenture or security agreement and other documents and 

agreements necessary or desirable for the issuance of the Bonds. The Authority has not authorized 

and does not authorize the expenditure of any funds or monies of the Authority from any source 

other than the proceeds of the Bonds.  All costs and expenses in connection with the financing and 

the acquisition, construction and equipping of the Development, including the reasonable fees and 

expenses of the Authority’s counsel, bond counsel and the agent or underwriter for the sale of the 

Bonds, shall be paid from the proceeds of the Bonds or by the Company, but if for any reason the 

Bonds are not issued, all such expenses shall be paid by the Company and the Authority shall have 

no responsibility therefor.  It is understood and agreed by the Authority and the Company that 

nothing contained in this resolution shall be construed or interpreted to create any personal liability 

of the officers or commissioners from time to time of the Authority. 

7. The officers of the Authority are hereby authorized and directed to take all actions 

in furtherance of the resolution and the issuance of the Bonds. 

8. The Authority hereby approves McGuireWoods LLP, Raleigh, North Carolina, to 

act as bond counsel for the Bonds. 

9. The Authority hereby approves The Francis Law Firm, PLLC, Raleigh, North 

Carolina to act as issuer’s counsel for the Bonds.  

10. This resolution shall take effect immediately. 

(Commissioner Winstead and Commissioner Ellinger recused themselves from the voting.) 

Commissioner Whitehouse moved and Commissioner Morris seconded approval of the foregoing 

resolution.  A vote being called, the ayes and nays were as follows: 

 

Aye: Eric Braun, Valerie Crutchfield, Arne Morris, Bahati Mutisya, Gregg Warren, Joe 

Whitehouse. 

 

Nay: None. 

  

Resolution No. 67 (2024) has been adopted. 

--------- 

 

Laura McCann said in 1998 HUD began requiring the development of comprehensive PHA 

plans under the Quality Housing and Work Responsibility Act. There are two types of PHA 

plans that HUD requires: an annual PHA plan and a five-year PHA plan. These plans are 
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submitted to HUD and outline RHA’s policies, rules and requirements concerning the operations 

programs and services provided under both the public housing and voucher programs. While 

housing authorities are not required to complete all items included in a PHA plan, these items 

must be submitted and included prior to the agency undertaking any significant actions. These 

plans not only include information that has historically been held within RHA’s plans, but now 

also include information found within RHA’s Strategic Plan.  

 

Starting in August 2024, staff began reviewing and revising RHA’s plans for the 2025 through 

2026 annual plan and the 2025 through 2029 five-year plan. Since then, RHA has offered a 

robust public engagement process, including three public and one resident advisory board 

meeting. Additionally, these plans were made available to the public and partners in multiple 

ways, including by email, social media, physical postings, flyers and on RHA s website. The 

feedback and comments received have been summarized and included with both plans as HUD 

requires that RHA submit plans no later than January 16.  

 

Commissioner Winstead asked if we publish in the Carolinian. 

 

Mrs. McCann said we did not this year. 

 

Commissioner Winstead asked if there is a minimum number of places we have to publish.  

 

Mrs. McCann said no.  

 

Commissioner Braun said I appreciate the fact that we incorporated some of our Strategic Plan 

initiatives in the plan and the presentation of this appears to me to be different than in prior 

years. It was more readable, and I feel like it was presented more effectively this year. So, thank 

you for that. 

HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY OF RALEIGH 

RESOLUTION NO.  68 (2024) 

 

WHEREAS, the Quality Housing and Work Responsibility Act of 1998 (QHWRA) requires the 

development of a comprehensive PHA Plans; and 

 

WHEREAS, Raleigh Housing Authority ("RHA") has revised its annual and five-year PHA 

Plans to be effective starting April 1, 2025; and  

 

WHEREAS, these Plans have been made available to the public in multiple ways including by 

email, social media, postings, flyers, and on RHA’s website; and 

 

WHEREAS, RHA engaged in a robust public engagement process including through three public 

and one Resident Advisory Board meeting; and 

 

WHEREAS, a public notice was published in the News and Observer to announce the 

availability of the plan for public review and to encourage written comments; and 

 

WHEREAS, partnering agencies were provided with notice of all policies and plans out for 

comment to encourage comments and feedback; and  
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WHEREAS, all feedback and comments received have been summarized and included with each 

Plan; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Agency Plan will be submitted to the City of Raleigh for a Certification of 

Consistency with the Consolidated Plan following Board Approval;  

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE 

HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY OF RALEIGH that the Board Chair and Executive 

Director are authorized to sign the attached required certifications. 

 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that staff is directed to submit the Annual and Five-Year PHA 

Plans to the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development for their approval prior to the 

January 16, 2025 due date. 

 

Commissioner Morris moved and Commissioner Ellinger seconded approval of the foregoing 

resolution.  A vote being called, the ayes and nays were as follows: 

 

Aye: Eric Braun, Valerie Crutchfield, Susan Ellinger, Arne Morris, Gregg Warren, Joe 

Whitehouse, Yolanda Winstead. 

 

Nay: None. 

  

Resolution No. 68 (2024) has been adopted. 

-------- 

 

Mrs. Batts said whereas the Raleigh housing board is required to set forth his policies for 

processing applications and provide assistance to the eligible housing voucher families to the 

section eight metric plan, staff has updated the RHA’s policies and issued them to the public for 

comments as required by HUD regulation.  

 

The draft of the revised Administrative Plan was made available on the RHA website for 30 

days. The revisions to the Administrative Plan include changes to HUD regulations and changes 

in the application in the tenant selection procedures. Under the regulation changes we have the 

HOTMA or the Housing Opportunities Through Modernization Act of 2016 notification and 

appendix. This gives information about what changes are coming. The effective date has not 

been determined because most of the changes will require HUD to implement their new housing 

information portal. 

 

Also under the regulation, is the small area fair market rents. RHA has established payment 

standards for each zip code or group, and ours is in the group of zip codes in our jurisdiction. It 

also references the hold harmless policy that assists families where the payment standard is 

scheduled to decrease the hold harmless allows for that payment standard to be frozen at the 

current level until such time as the payment standard is equal to or above the frozen level, or the 

family moves, or a change in the household composition is required. We started this single area 

fair market rent with the January annual re exams that were completed in November. 
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Changes in the application and tenant selection procedure, under the local preference section, the 

preferences were given points to ensure that they would land at the top of the waiting list. Under 

the tenant selections, we now only have two selection criteria after the local preference. We have 

elderly or disabled, that's 62 years of age or older, and/or proof of disability, and Wake County 

residency. We removed working preference and graduates of the Wake County ready to rent 

class. 

 

The deadline for public comment was November 30, 2024 and no public comments were 

received.  

 

HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY OF RALEIGH 

RESOLUTION No. 69 (2024) 

 

WHEREAS, the Raleigh Housing Authority (RHA) is required to set forth its policies for 

processing applications and providing assistance to eligible Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) 

families in its Section Eight Administrative Plan; and 

 

WHEREAS, staff has updated RHA’s policies and issued them to the public for comment as 

required by HUD regulations; and  

 

WHEREAS, the draft of the revised Administrative Plan was made available on RHA’s web 

page for 30 days; and 

 

WHEREAS, revisions to the Administrative Plan include changes in HUD regulations and 

changes in the application and tenant selection procedures; and 

WHEREAS, the deadline for public comments was November 30, 2024; and 

 

WHEREAS, no public comments were received; 

 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE 

HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY OF RALEIGH that the revised Section Eight 

Administrative Plan be adopted and become effective January 1, 2025. 

 

Commissioner Morris moved and Commissioner Ellinger seconded approval of the foregoing 

resolution.  A vote being called, the ayes and nays were as follows: 

 

Aye: Eric Braun, Valerie Crutchfield, Susan Ellinger, Arne Morris, Gregg Warren, Joe 

Whitehouse, Yolanda Winstead. 

 

Resolution No. 69 (2024) has been adopted. 

 

-------- 

 

 

Sonia Anderson said the Admissions and Continued Occupancy Policy dictates the operations for 

that program. It incorporates federal, state and local laws. Should federal laws change during this 

time frame of our covered policy, the change would be effective within 30 days. HUD is in the 
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process of changing – HOTMA has been existence since 2016 and HUD is in the process of 

updating their system so that we can comply. 

 

Some of the changes we have made, in addition to the HOTMA requirements, include: 

• Incorporating our software capabilities.  

o Some of our software capabilities will provide for, when our wait list opens, the 

housing application will be online. Applicants who cannot apply online may still 

come into the office and gain assistance from our staff.  

o We also changed some corresponding verbiage that replaces our terms, such as 

letters and how we mail things.  

o We are now incorporating our electronic system and how we are communicating 

with our participants.  

• Provide changes that would take away some of the hindrances that are in our program. 

For the first time, we're providing a choice for public housing.  Historically, public 

housing was tied to the apartment or tied to the units, and unless you were in the Housing 

Choice Program, you didn't have much of a choice. We're excited to be able to offer 

choices for which waiting list you want to be on.  

• Some of our income and asset changes are coming.  

(I just want to make note to our Board that while we are training our staff, we will also be 

training our residents, because some of this is really going to change for them as well.) 

o Medical deductions go from a 3% to a 10% threshold.  

• Reducing our security deposit back to one gross monthly rent amount. Some years ago, 

we had increased to $500 as the minimum. Some of our families are having a difficult 

time paying that $500 at the front end, even if we offer them a repayment plan. That was 

something that we were trying to do to remove any barrier or hindrance from applying for 

subsidized housing.  

• Another barrier was the incentive housing always had a work requirement. We do see the 

benefits from a work requirement, but we want to remove the 24 months prior to move in. 

Our staff had to verify that someone was working 35 hours, two years consecutively, and 

so we're proposing to remove that.  

• We are removing the 10 year time limit, as long as the family is compliant and in need of 

our subsidy, we want to allow them to stay in that program.  

• Reducing the 35 hour work requirement to a 20 hour work requirement per week. This 

would remove any kind of barrier and a hindrance. I've seen families qualify for my 

subsidized housing program, but they didn't meet that 35 hour threshold, and they were 

denied.  

 

Commissioner Morris asked if we are eliminating the security deposit.  

 

Mrs. Anderson said no, it's equal to the gross rent that's calculated before the utility allowance 

and a minimum of $50 for someone that is a zero income family coming into the program. 

 

Commissioner Warren said I think these changes are noteworthy and make a lot of sense, and I 

appreciate you thinking through them and figuring out what we can do to help our residents.  
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Commissioner Ellinger agreed. It’s so important to make sure we take care of our residents. And 

I'm very excited to hear this.  

Mrs. Anderson said every year we try to assess what's going on. I appreciate our leadership –Mr. 

Lommers-Johnson listens, and he and the Board are very open and encouraging. We've all come 

together, along with the resident leadership as well.  

HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY OF RALEIGH 

RESOLUTION NO. 70 (2024) 

WHEREAS, the administrative plan for the Public Housing Program is called the Admissions and 

Continued Occupancy Policy or ACOP; and  

WHEREAS, the Housing Authority of the City of Raleigh is required to set forth the requirements, 

standards, and criteria for the Admissions and Continued Occupancy Policy to be established and 

implemented; and 

WHEREAS, staff has updated the policy and a public notice was sent to each public housing 

resident household to encourage public review and comments; and 

WHEREAS, the draft of the Admissions and Continued Occupancy Policy was available on 

RHA’s web page; and  

WHEREAS, the public review was held for thirty days and the deadline for providing comments 

was December 6, 2024; and 

WHEREAS, the draft was shared with the Resident Advisory Board which enabled staff to address 

all questions and solicited written comments by their deadline of November 12, 202 and  

WHEREAS, RHA received no public comments; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE 

HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY OF RALEIGH that the revised Admissions and 

Continued Occupancy Policy amendments be approved and become effective January 1, 2025. 

Commissioner Warren moved and Commissioner Ellinger seconded approval of the foregoing 

resolution.  A vote being called, the ayes and nays were as follows: 

Aye: Eric Braun, Valerie Crutchfield, Susan Ellinger, Arne Morris, Gregg Warren, Joe 

Whitehouse, Yolanda Winstead. 

Resolution No. 70 (2024) has been adopted. 
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ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business to come before the Board, the RHA Board Meeting adjourned at 

6:55 pm. 


