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Executive Summary

ES-05 Executive Summary - 24 CFR 91.200(c), 91.220(b)

1. Introduction

The 2015-19 Minneapolis Consolidated Plan is a combination housing plan, community development
and public service plan, and application for the following four U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) entitlement programs:

e Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) ® Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) ¢ Housing
Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) ¢ HOME Investment Partnerships (HOME)

This year’s Consolidated Plan provides a five-year strategy covering program years 2015-2019 and builds
off the city’s previous five-year strategy issued in 2010. The plan is a statement of how the city intends
to spend its HUD entitlement funds in the areas of housing and community development. It seeks to tie
that spending to other programming initiatives in the city that affect the city’s low- and moderate-
income residents.

The City of Minneapolis’ 2015 Consolidated Plan Action Plan program year runs from June 1, 2015
through May 31, 2016. The City’s lead agency responsible for the Plan’s development is the Office of
Grants & Special Projects, housed in the Intergovernmental Relations Department, in the Office of the
City Coordinator.

The Plan asserts the City’s commitment to working with local partners to achieve ambitious goals, such
as eliminating chronic homelessness and lead-based paint hazards in the City, achieving a sustainable
balance in the placing of affordable housing, and providing new economic opportunities. Cuts in
funding, at both the federal and state levels of government, have put a squeeze on the ability of the City
of Minneapolis to meet the demand for public service programs. The vulnerability of low- and moderate
income residents is especially great and the ability to meet community needs with federal funds is
limited by shrinking federal budgets. The 2015 Consolidated Plan total funding is $14.4 million, which is
an overall decline from $19.8 million received in 2008.

The City is concerned about the impact that HUD budget cuts will have on the CDBG program in
particular and CDBG's benefits for the City’s vulnerable residents, principally low- and moderate-income
persons. Because of cuts to the programs and projects funded by CDBG, the number of residents served
by these activities is reduced. These cuts affect the City’s business plan and strategic outlook for
community and business development, public service, and affordable housing for the poorest and most
vulnerable citizens of Minneapolis.
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2. Summary of the objectives and outcomes identified in the Plan Needs Assessment
Overview

The City of Minneapolis’ Consolidated Plan seeks to address the following HUD objectives and outcomes
for these HUD entitlement funds:

Objectives:

1. creating suitable living environments
2. providing decent housing, and
3. expanding economic opportunities

Outcomes:

1. availability/accessibility
2. affordability, and
3. sustainability

In pursuit of these HUD objectives and outcomes, the City will pursue the following goals with its HUD
resources over the 2015-19 Consolidated Plan:

Sustainable, Affordable Housing-- Work to maintain and increase the community's availability of decent,
safe and sanitary affordable housing options for low- and moderate-income households in line with the
city's goals of Living Well and One Minneapolis.

Community Economic Development-- Work to create economic growth opportunities accessible to low-
and moderate-income residents and support workforce training options enabling residents to take
advantage of those opportunities consistent with the city's goals of One Minneapolis and A Hub of
Economic Activity and Innovation.

Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment-- Provide services and programming that support low income
residents in realizing safe, equitable and livable communities promoting healthy lives consistent with the
city's goals of Living Well, One Minneapolis, and Great Places.

All of the above goals will be pursued with opportunity and equity in mind. Implementation strategies in
support of these goals are detailed in the Strategic Plan of this document.

3. Evaluation of past performance

The City continues to address its priority goals and strategies as it has done over the past several

Consolidated Plan years. In summary, the City seeks to expand economic opportunities; preserve and

create decent, affordable housing opportunities; and provide needed public services for its low- and
HUD-Approved MINNEAPOLIS 6
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moderate-income residents. The City addresses the needs faced by those who are homeless or are
threatened with homelessness, it provides accessible public services for vulnerable populations,
affirmatively furthers fair housing, and leverages its federal HUD funding with other funds in order to
make significant, sustainable change in the community.

HUD conducts an annual Consolidated Plan end-of-year review of the most recent year-end
performance by the City of Minneapolis, and provides a report with the results for each

review. Additionally, the HUD Secretary determines that the grant recipient is in compliance with the
statutes and has the continuing capacity to implement and administer the programs for which
assistance is received. HUD has summarized the City of Minneapolis’ accomplishments and
achievements for the City’s most recently completed 2013 program year as follows:

*The City’s funds were committed and expended in a timely manner;

eOver 60 single-family units were rehabilitated for occupancy by low- and moderate-income
households;

*13 households received homebuyer assistance;

eover 60 rental units were rehabilitated or preserved;

*40 nuisance properties were addressed;

*Over 400 low- and moderate-income persons received job training and placement assistance;

*17 activities assisted in excess of 7,000 people through public service activities including senior
services, child care, employment training, health, housing counseling and mortgage assistance;

esix organizations received ESG funding to assist with street outreach, provide rapid re-housing
assistance, and rehabilitating shelters;

*Two organizations received HOPWA funding assisting over 150 people, and

eLead-based paint screening and reduction continued to be done on properties assisted resulting in
units being made lead safe.

additional evaluation text

As the City approaches the completion of the 2010-14 five-year Consolidated Plan planning cycle, most
of its 2010-14 goals are being met or exceeded, with the following exceptions as of the end of FY13:
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Goal: Develop shelter and supportive housing options for those persons experiencing homelessness
(30% of goal achieved): The city has approved projects in the development pipeline to address the goal.
These projects are in process of finalizing their financing so it is unknown if the units will come on line by
the end of the five-year cycle (FY2014).

Goal: Develop new affordable senior housing (46% of goal achieved): The city has approved projects in
the development pipeline that should address the goal as stated. These projects are in process of
finalizing their financing so it is unknown if the units will come on line by the end of the five-year cycle
(FY2014). At the end of 2013 the city updated its affordable housing policy with an emphasis on the
production of new affordable senior housing over the next decade.

Goal: Acquisition and slum blight removal and reuse to support affordable housing development (38% of
goal achieved): This goal had been aggressively set. The city has been focused recently on getting
assemble parcels made available for new development.

Goal: Support multi-family housing grants to non-profit developers for predevelopment assistance (26%
of goal achieved): The city has been deemphasizing this assistance in favor of making more funding
available for actual development.

Goal: Finance preservation of housing opportunities for persons with special needs (7% of goal
achieved): To date the city has only been able to report seven percent of the five year goal as being met
for this goal. However, the city has approved projects in the development pipeline that should address
the goal as stated. These projects are in process of finalizing their financing so it is unknown if the
rehabbed units will come on line by the end of the five-year cycle (FY2014).

Goal: Contribute capital resources to the rehabilitation of supportive housing and shelter units
consistent with the Continuum of Care (38% of goal achieved): The city has approved projects in the
development pipeline to address the goal. It is unknown if the rehabbed units will come on line by the
end of the five-year cycle (FY2014).

The City has much to show for its efforts, however, great need still exists in the community, especially
for those at the lowest of incomes. The City will continue to focus its HUD community development
resources on the priority needs and goals detailed in this 2015-19 Strategic Plan. Projects supporting
these needs have been substantial to the City being able to realize the gains that have been made in the
recent past.

Annual performance in use of HUD resources is reported annually in the city's Consolidated Annual
Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER), past reports can be viewed at
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/grants/grants_consolidated-plan
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4. Summary of citizen participation process and consultation process

Throughout the development of the Consolidated Plan, citizen input is encouraged and sought. The City
of Minneapolis provides its citizens several opportunities to provide input to decision-making

process. Citizens are encouraged to attend and participate in City Council committee meetings,
neighborhood/community revitalization meetings, numerous boards and public hearings designed to
solicit public comments. These community engagement practices are designed to meet the needs and
requirements of various programs and planning processes.

Staff of the City of Minneapolis, Community Planning and Economic Development (CPED), and the
Minneapolis Public Housing Authority (MPHA) have jointly developed a citizen participation plan
designed specifically for the Consolidated Plan. Elements of the citizen participation plan are found
throughout this document.

The full Consolidated Plan Citizen Participation Plan is found in the Appendix.
5. Summary of public comments
Public Hearing October 21, 2014

This public hearing was held for the purpose of obtaining comment for initial community and
stakeholder input on Community needs for development of the 2015-2019 Five-Year Consolidated Plan.

Comments are summarized as follows: No comments were received
Public Hearing November 18, 2014

This public hearing was held for the purpose of obtaining comment on the City of Minneapolis proposed
2015 City budget & tax levy, including the proposed 2015 Consolidated Plan budget.

Comments are summarized as: Several specific comments concerned increasing the city budget
contribution to the Affordable Housing Trust Fund (AHTF). Additionally, concern was voiced, overall,
about the homelessness situation, including among school children, and two persons spoke specifically in
support of sustained ESG funding for street outreach, emergency shelters, and affordable housing. One
person represented the Southeast Senior Block Nurse program noting that CDBG funding was cut from
this program a few years ago and the City should reconsider reinstating CDBG as a valuable investment
to help keep seniors living independently in their homes longer. Two persons from MPHA spoke to the
need for increased security funding at public housing locations, with the request that the tax levy to
MPHA be restored/increased after the reduction in 2010. One person spoke to the need for increasing or
adding HOME programing for single family rehab, rental housing, and rent subsidies. Two persons spoke
in support of sustained CDBG funding for Economic Development including the B-TAP program, Great
Streets, facade improvements and neighborhood development. Eight persons spoke to the need for
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protected and expanded bike lanes throughout the City, and one person spoke to the cut of, and need
for, funding to public arts in support of the art community in the City.

Public Hearing December 10, 2014

This public hearing was held with the City Council 2015 Budget Adoption for the purpose of obtaining
comment on the 2015 City Budget, including the proposed 2015 Consolidated Plan budget.

Comments are summarized as: Approximately 55 persons spoke at this public hearing, with 5 of those
individuals speaking directly to low income housing needs. One person expressed gratitude to the City
Council for increasing the 2015 funding levels in the Affordable Housing Trust Funds (AHTF); three
persons from the Minneapolis Highrise Repesentative Council spoke to the need for increased security
funding at public housing locations needed as a result of the 2010 tax levy reduction to MPHA; one
person from Minneapolis Public Housing further emphasized the need for increased security funding in
response to the 2010 tax levy reduction.

Additional public comment summary
Public Hearing April 7, 2015

This public hearing was held at the Minneapolis City Council Community Development & Regulatory
Services Committee to allow public verbal input pertaining to the Consolidated Plan.

Comments are summarized as: Five persons spoke representing public housing residents, legal aid
clients, housing advocacy, domestic violence advocacy and fair housing research. One person spoke to
the Plan needing to include a needs discussion around public infrastructure especially as it pertains to
elderly and residents who are disabled. One person spoke to the concern of lack of data for housing and
community needs of persons and families facing domestic violence, sexual assault and human trafficking
for both the community as a whole and lack of data for public housing residents affected by these issues
as expressed in one of the HUD tables. Three speakers commented on the inadequacy of the recently
completed Regional Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing specifically and broadly at fair housing
issues.

Public Comment Period March 17- April 16, 2015

A 30 day public comment period was held to allow public review and comment of the 2015-19
Consolidated Plan.

Written comments are summarized as follows. The full written comments received are found in the
Appendix. Four written comments were received. Two from Legal Aid Society and Institute for
Metropolitan Opportunity expanded upon oral comments made at the April 7, 2015 public hearing
regarding the Regional Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing. Two comments were received regarding
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lack of data and suggested strategy narratives around issues of domestic violence and housing. The full
written comments are contained in the Appendix.

6. Summary of comments or views not accepted and the reasons for not accepting them
All comments were received by the City Council for consideration.

7. Summary

Provided data and accompanying analysis of those facing domestic violence and suggested strategies
were incorporated into the Consolidated Plan document. The City is grateful for this information and will
continue to work with interest groups at obtaining appropriate data in the future. The MPHA was
quered about the lack of data on domestic violence victims in the public housing characteristics table 25.
They responded that this information is not currently collected for submittal to HUD which provided the
data. City staff consulted several other Consolidated Plans around the country and found that lack of
this data is common. City staff will communicate to public housing staff the community interest in
having this data made available in future Plans.

The City worked with other metropolitan entitlement jurisdictions in contracting for a Regional Analysis
of Impediments to Fair Housing (Al). During the public comment period for the AU and Consolidated
Plan, comments and suggestions were submitted by the greater fair housing community. City staff
attempted to have several of these public comments incorporated into the final Al product, but

the contractor and larger regional group did not incorporate any city suggestions to a significant

extent. Recognizing the Al concerns expressed by the public during the Consolidated Plan process, the
City will work with the fair housing community over the next six months to supplement the Al with
additional local analysis reflective of conditions facing Minneapolis residents. Minneapolis will reach out
to other local entitlement jurisdictions to solicit their participation as well. The goal will be to have a
supplemental document available to inform the 2016 and future action plans in the 2015-19
Consolidated Plan. As noted in the Appendix's Analysis of Impediments discussion, the City is committed
to several actions to address impediments raised in the most recent and past Regional Als both
individually and through the Fair Housing Implementation Council.

HUD-Approved MINNEAPOLIS 11
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The Process

PR-05 Lead & Responsible Agencies 24 CFR 91.200(b)

1. Describe agency/entity responsible for preparing the Consolidated Plan and those
responsible for administration of each grant program and funding source

The following are the agencies/entities responsible for preparing the Consolidated Plan and
those responsible for administration of each grant program and funding source.

Agency Role Name Department/Agency
CDBG Administrator MINNEAPOLIS Intergovernmental Relations Department
HOPWA Administrator MINNEAPOLIS Intergovernmental Relations Department
HOME Administrator MINNEAPOLIS Community Planning & Economic
Development Dept.
ESG Administrator MINNEAPOLIS Community Planning & Economic
Development Dept

Table 1 — Responsible Agencies
Narrative

The City’s lead agency responsible for the plan’s development is the Office of Grants & Special Projects
in the Department of Intergovernmental Relations, Office of the City Coordinator. Consolidated Plan
policy items are under the general purview of the City Council's Community Development and
Regulatory Services Committee.

Planning Timeline

Development of the Five-Year Consolidated Plan strategy and annual Action Plans is a continuous
process with many opportunities for feedback. Annually, the Mayor recommends a budget for
Consolidated Plan funding approximately each August for City Council deliberation leading up to an
approved budget in December. City departments and partner agencies review implementation and
program strategies to develop the Consolidated Plan submitted to HUD in April. Then the City collects
performance data, annually, on previous program year activities during the summer before submitting
an annual performance report to HUD in August. This performance data provides feedback for budget
setting priorities for the following year.

HUD-Approved MINNEAPOLIS
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Consolidated Plan Public Contact Information

Questions regarding the Consolidated Plan can be directed to Matt Bower of the Intergovernmental
Relations Department, Office of Grants & Special Projects.

307M City Hall

350 South Fifth St.
Minneapolis, MN 55415
(612) 673-2188

Fax: (612) 673-3250

Matthew.Bower@minneapolismn.gov
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PR-10 Consultation - 91.100, 91.200(b), 91.215(l)

1. Introduction

To ensure that the Consolidated Plan meets local needs, and addresses HUD statutory purposes,
coordination among internal departments and various external entities is essential throughout the
plan’s development.

Provide a concise summary of the jurisdiction’s activities to enhance coordination between
public and assisted housing providers and private and governmental health, mental health
and service agencies (91.215(1)).

City staff of the Grants and Special Projects office consult internally with the Minneapolis Department of
Community Planning and Economic Development (CPED), Department of Health, and other city
departments as appropriate in drafting the Consolidated Plan Five-Year Strategy. Heading Home
Hennepin staff in the Office to End Homelessness provide information and analyses on homelessness
needs and priorities. The Minneapolis Public Housing Authority (MPHA) provide data and information
on public housing. Various outside groups were consulted informally by staff. Outside efforts

were reviewed for formally provided input to city programming priorities and strategies through means
such as advisory committees, task groups and commissions. The most recent public documents of these
efforts were reviewed for this document.

Describe coordination with the Continuum of Care and efforts to address the needs of
homeless persons (particularly chronically homeless individuals and families, families with
children, veterans, and unaccompanied youth) and persons at risk of homelessness

The City of Minneapolis is an active participant in the local Continuum of Care known as Heading Home
Hennepin. The City provides support for the Office to End Homelessness which provides coordination
activities for the implementation of goals and strategies of Heading Home Hennepin.

Describe consultation with the Continuum(s) of Care that serves the jurisdiction's area in
determining how to allocate ESG funds, develop performance standards and evaluate
outcomes, and develop funding, policies and procedures for the administration of HMIS

As noted above, the City provides support for the Office to End Homelessness (OEH) which provides
coordination activities for the implementation of goals and strategies of Heading Home Hennepin. OEH
advises, leads and staffs efforts to allocate funds, develop appropriate performance standards and
outcome evaluation, develop and implement Coordinated Assessment and HMIS priorities, protocols,
procedures and management.
HUD-Approved MINNEAPOLIS 14
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2.

Describe Agencies, groups, organizations and others who participated in the process
and describe the jurisdictions consultations with housing, social service agencies and other
entities

Table 2 — Agencies, groups, organizations who participated

1

Agency/Group/Organization

Minneapolis Public Housing Authority

Agency/Group/Organization Type

PHA

What section of the Plan was addressed
by Consultation?

Public Housing Needs

How was the
Agency/Group/Organization consulted
and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for improved
coordination?

Meetings were held with PHA staff in developing the
public housing narratives contained in the plan. Future
coordination will involve city staff in presenting the
city's Consolidated Plan goals and strategies to annual
Agency Plan community meetings. It is also anticipated
that future fair housing assessment process that the
PHA will be subject to in the future will involve city
staff.

Agency/Group/Organization

Minnesota HIV Housing Coalition

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Regional organization
Planning organization

What section of the Plan was addressed
by Consultation?

HOPWA Strategy

How was the
Agency/Group/Organization consulted
and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for improved
coordination?

The Minnesota HIV Housing Coalition is the community
planning and advisory group that assists with
identifying the housing needs for persons living with
HIV/AIDS in the EMSA served by the Minneapolis
HOPWA grant. Based on their recommendation,
renewals for existing programs, providing continuum of
care strategies, are a HOPWA funding priority, and if
funds appropriated exceed the amount necessary to
continue those programs at comparable levels (or if
priorities change to address changing needs) funds
should be made available for capital projects.

HUD-Approved
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3 | Agency/Group/Organization

Heading Home Hennepin

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Services - Housing

Services-homeless

Publicly Funded Institution/System of Care
Other government - County

Planning organization

What section of the Plan was addressed
by Consultation?

Homelessness Strategy

Homeless Needs - Chronically homeless
Homeless Needs - Families with children
Homelessness Needs - Veterans
Homelessness Needs - Unaccompanied youth

How was the
Agency/Group/Organization consulted
and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for improved
coordination?

The Office to End Homelessness is a joint City-County
office providing coordination, planning, management
and evaluation of Heading Home Hennepin strategies
and priorities. The Office is consulted by the City on
issues around homelessness needs and priorities.

4 | Agency/Group/Organization

City of Minneapolis Advisory Boards

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Services - Housing
Services-Children
Services-Elderly Persons
Services-Persons with Disabilities
Services-Health
Services-Education

Health Agency

Other government - Local

Civic Leaders

What section of the Plan was addressed
by Consultation?

Lead-based Paint Strategy
Non-Homeless Special Needs
Anti-poverty Strategy

HUD-Approved MINNEAPOLIS
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How was the
Agency/Group/Organization consulted
and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for improved
coordination?

The City of Minneapolis City Council has several
community advisory boards which provide input to the
city decisionmaking process in areas around need
identification, strategy development, priority-setting,
and evaluation. Several documents and initiatives
related to these boards in areas such as community
public services around health, community livability,
youth and senior living and other issues inform and
contribute to the City's setting of priorities and
strategies related to the Consolidated Plan and city
budgeting priorities.

Agency/Group/Organization

HENNEPIN COUNTY

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Housing

Services - Housing

Services-homeless

Service-Fair Housing

Publicly Funded Institution/System of Care

What section of the Plan was addressed
by Consultation?

Housing Need Assessment

Homelessness Strategy

Homeless Needs - Chronically homeless
Homeless Needs - Families with children
Homelessness Needs - Veterans
Homelessness Needs - Unaccompanied youth
Non-Homeless Special Needs

How was the
Agency/Group/Organization consulted
and what are the anticipated outcomes
of the consultation or areas for improved
coordination?

City and Hennepin County staff consulted and
collaborated on needs identification and analysis
required for the Consolidated Plan, particularly in areas
of special needs populations and homelessness.

Identify any Agency Types not consulted and provide rationale for not consulting

City staff did not rule out any agency input into the Consolidated Plan that could be utilized. The City
considers its consolidated planning process an open and fluid environment that can responsively react
to new input over the course of the five-year plan.

HUD-Approved MINNEAPOLIS 17
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Other local/regional/state/federal planning efforts considered when preparing the Plan

Name of Plan

Lead Organization

How do the goals of your Strategic Plan overlap with the
goals of each plan?

Continuum of
Care

Heading Home
Hennepin

Goals of the Heading Home Hennepin Plan to End
Homelessness are related to the Consolidated Plan goals
of Sustainable, Affordable Housing and Safe, Equitable,
Livable Environment

2014 Regional
Analysis of
Impediments to

HousingLink under
contract to Fair
Housing

Affirmative fair housing actions listed in the Consolidated
Plan are sourced from the findings in the Analysis of
Impediments.

Council

Fair Hous Implementation
Council
City Goals Minneapolis City On March 28th, 2014 the Minneapolis City Council

adopted the City's vision, values, goals and strategic
directions that will guide the City's work for the next four
years. City leaders set new goals every four years, resulting
in clear priorities that provide long-term direction and
clarify the core function of City government.The adoption
of the goals followed a public comment period in February
and March 2014, when residents were asked to give their
feedback on the draft vision, values, goals and strategic
directions.The Consolidated Plan goals reflect three of the
strategic directions.

Minneapolis Plan
for Sustainable
Growth

Minneapolis CPED
Planning

Strategic plan goals and strategies related to housing and
community development sourced from comprehensive
plan text regarding future development and
redevelopment of the City of Minneapolis.

HIV Housing
Coalition Status
Report

HIV Housing Coalition

HOPWA goals and priorities set by the HIV Housing
Coalition.

2012-17 Strategic
Plan

Minneapolis Public
Housing Authority

Public housing discussion reflects priorities adopted by the
MPHA in their strategic plan.

Thrive MSP 2040

Metropolitan Council

Priorities and goals expressed in the Thrive MSP 2040 are
similar to Minneapolis priorities and goals and the
forthcoming comprehensive plan update will reconsider

the relationship of priorities of the two respective plans.

HUD-Approved
Consolidated Plan
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Name of Plan Lead Organization How do the goals of your Strategic Plan overlap with the
goals of each plan?

2014 Local Minneapolis Annual workforce development strategy submitted to
Unified Plan Employment and Minnesota Department of Employment and Economic
Training Development. Reflects city priorities in economic

development and workforce strategy implementation to

take advantage of development.

Table 3 — Other local / regional / federal planning efforts
Describe cooperation and coordination with other public entities, including the State and any
adjacent units of general local government, in the implementation of the Consolidated Plan
(91.215(1))

External consulting with other public entities in the development of the Consolidated Plan is primarily
accomplished through periodic inter-jurisdictional meetings between representatives of HUD
entitlement communities in the Metro Area. These meetings have included representatives from the
cities of Minneapolis, St. Paul, Plymouth; Metropolitan Council; HUD; Hennepin, Ramsey and Anoka
counties; and the Washington, Dakota and Bloomington Housing and Redevelopment Authorities as well
as the State of Minnesota. Discussion topics of this group consist of joint issues and concerns raised by
the Consolidated Plan.

The City administers the HOPWA grant on behalf of the metro area and staff participate with the
Minnesota HIV Housing Coalition in planning the annual HOPWA priorities and allocations. City staff are
also part of Heading Home Hennepin, Funder’s Council, Minneapolis Lead Testing Task Force, and Fair
Housing Implementation Council and other public groups who inform the Consolidated Plan.

Narrative (optional):

HUD-Approved MINNEAPOLIS 19
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PR-15 Citizen Participation

1. Summary of citizen participation process/Efforts made to broaden citizen participation
Summarize citizen participation process and how it impacted goal-setting

Throughout the development of the Consolidated Plan, citizen input is encouraged and sought. City of Minneapolis staff has developed a citizen
participation plan designed specifically for the Consolidated Plan. Generally, the City of Minneapolis provides its citizens in alternative forums
many opportunities to provide input to the decision making process. Citizens are encouraged to attend and participate in City council
committee meetings, neighborhood/community revitalization meetings, numerous boards and public hearings designed to solicit public
comments. These avenues of engagement allow the City Council to sense the needs and views of city residents and factor them into decision-
making actions. Community participation includes the broad resident involvement in neighborhood and community organizations, and supports
clearly defined links between the City, City services and neighborhood and community organizations. The City encourages citizen participation
to promote sustainable decisions by recognizing and communicating the needs and interests of all participants, including elected officials and
decision-makers.

As a business planning strategy, City departments commit to a citizen engagement framework that encourages citizen participation for a shared
vision. The City provides alternative means of public involvement through its community engagement framework, various community advisory
groups, technical assistance, requests for proposals (RFPs) and through its extensive use of the internet communications and community
surveys. The City actively meets its policy objectives by developing public service, employment and housing strategies, through a network of
sustainable relationships. Participation from the local and regional stakeholders garners broad relationships, and through this network of
relationships, resources are leveraged whenever possible with new and existing partnerships including federal, private and non-federal public
sources.

The federal government and the state are key funding sources for rental and ownership housing projects. Local funds are available for housing
and non-housing activities. Primary public entities are the City of Minneapolis department of Community Planning and Economic Development
(CPED), the Minneapolis Public Housing Authority, Hennepin County, and Minnesota Housing. Nonprofit organizations include developers and
community housing development organizations, and advocacy and policy groups including the Family Housing Fund and the Funder’s

Council. Private sector partners such as local financial institutions, for-profit developers, faith-based organizations and the foundation
community continue to be valuable in assisting Minneapolis meet its housing and community development goals and strategies.

HUD-Approved MINNEAPOLIS 20
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City departments directly engage partner agencies and create program strategies that culminate with the Mayor’s business planning process and
annual budget that undergoes City Council input and deliberation. Additionally, the Consolidated Plan and its development is informed through
the collection of performance data through Subrecipient relationships, which provide the necessary feedback for planning and budget-setting
priorities. Nothing in the Consolidated Plan, however, shall be construed to restrict the City’s responsibility and authority for the development
of its application to the HUD and the execution of its Community Development Plan.

A Citizen Participation Schedule is developed for each year's Consolidated Plan at the beginning of the Citizen Participation process and is
continually updated.
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Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



Citizen Participation Outreach

Sort Order | Mode of Outreach | Target of Outreach Summary of Summary of Summary of comments URL (If
response/attendance | comments received not accepted applicable)
and reasons
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Sort Order | Mode of Outreach | Target of Outreach Summary of Summary of Summary of comments URL (If
response/attendance | comments received not accepted applicable)
and reasons
1 Public Hearing Non- One Minneapolis One person spoke N/A; The Committee
targeted/broad Resident Submitted at the public received these
community Oral Comments at hearing pertaining comments for the

the 2013 CAPER
Public Hearing.

to the CAPER
stating [refer to
page 18-19] that
the southern part
of Van White
Memorial
Boulevard is
completed. Their
comment
requested that
more work needs
to be done on
public realm
improvements such
as signage on
Glenwood Avenue
and Van White
Memorial
Boulevard
indicating access to
highway 1-394 and
development of
vacant parcels as a
park for children.

record.
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Sort Order | Mode of Outreach | Target of Outreach Summary of Summary of Summary of comments URL (If
response/attendance | comments received not accepted applicable)
and reasons
2 Public Hearing Non- On October 21, 2014, | No comments were | Not Applicable.
targeted/broad a public hearing was received.
community held for the purpose
of obtaining initial
community and
stakeholder input on
Community needs for
development of the
2015-2019
Consolidated Plan.
3 Public Hearing Non- On November 18, Please see ES-05 Not Applicable.
targeted/broad 2014, a public "Executive
community hearing was held for | Summary:

the purpose of
obtaining public
comment on the City
of Minneapolis
proposed 2015 City
budget and tax levy,
including the
proposed 2015
Consolidated Plan.

Summary of Public
Comments" in this
document for a
detailed summary
of the comments
received.
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Sort Order | Mode of Outreach | Target of Outreach Summary of Summary of Summary of comments URL (If
response/attendance | comments received not accepted applicable)
and reasons
4 Public Hearing Non- On December 10, Please see ES-05 Not Applicable.
targeted/broad 2014, a public "Executive
community hearing was held for | Summary:
the purpose of Summary of Public
obtaining public Comments" in this
comment on the document for a
2015 City Budget, detailed summary
inlcuding the of the comments
proposed 2015 received.
Consolidated Plan
budget.
5 Public Hearing Non- On April 7,2015 a Please see ES-05 Due to lack of CDBG
targeted/broad public hearing was "Executive funding, the City has
community held to receive verbal | Summary: elected to put a low

input pertaining to
the 2015-2019
Consolidated Plan.

Summary of Public
Comments" in this
document for a
detailed summary
of the comments
received.

priority on public
infrastructure needs.
The concerns around
the need expressed
streets and sidewalks
were noted for the
record.

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)
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2015.

Summary of Public
Comments" for the
April 7, 2015 public
hearing for

discussion of these
written comments.

Sort Order | Mode of Outreach | Target of Outreach Summary of Summary of Summary of comments URL (If

response/attendance | comments received not accepted applicable)
and reasons
6 Written Comment | Non- A thirty day comment | Written comments
Period targeted/broad period for written are included in the
community comments were Appendix. Please

opened for the draft refer to ES-05
Consolidated Plan "Executive
March 17-April 16, Summary:

Table 4 - Citizen Participation Outreach

HUD-Approved
Consolidated Plan
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Needs Assessment

NA-05 Overview

Needs Assessment Overview

The needs assessment reviews the housing, homelessness, special needs, and community

development needs experienced by low- and moderate-income Minneapolis residents. The majority of
housing data presented is taken from HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS). Other
non-housing data is provided by HUD and is supplemented in several cases with alternative local data.
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NA-10 Housing Needs Assessment - 24 CFR 91.205 (a,b,c)

Summary of Housing Needs

This section reviews the housing needs experienced by low and moderate income Minneapolis

residents. It discusses a housing market analysis that touches on the options available to the City in

addressing the needs and gaps in the housing supply for HUD client populations. The majority of
housing data presented is taken from HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data.
Please note, CHAS data is based on American Community Survey data with a relatively high margin of
sampling error in several instances. HUD requires communities to document their local affordable

housing needs upon this data. This data is demographic and housing information that is used to inform
the decisions for the use of HUD funding. This is supplemented with local city housing data where

available.
Demographics Base Year: 2000 Most Recent Year: 2011 % Change
Population 382,618 381,833 -0%
Households 162,382 168,273 4%
Median Income $37,974.00 $47,478.00 25%
Table 5 - Housing Needs Assessment Demographics

Data Source: 2000 Census (Base Year), 2007-2011 ACS (Most Recent Year)
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Language in Minneapolis - Consolidated Plan and Continuum of Care Planning Tool
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Map: Areas below Median Household Income

This map illustrates city census tracts that are composed of households below the city's median income

level of $47,478. The city's median income is below the metro region's median income of $86,600

(FY15) . The map shows where Consolidated Plan needs are likely to be more prevalent.

Number of Households Table

0-30% >30-50% >50-80% | >80-100% | >100%
HAMFI HAMFI HAMFI HAMFI HAMFI
Total Households * 37,920 22,160 25,885 16,990 65,310
Small Family Households * 8,850 6,080 7,250 5,520 29,515
Large Family Households * 2,300 1,600 1,275 785 2,310
Household contains at least one
person 62-74 years of age 4,580 2,435 2,775 1,805 6,905
Household contains at least one
person age 75 or older 3,595 2,370 2,025 785 2,435
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0-30% >30-50% >50-80% | >80-100% | >100%
HAMFI HAMFI HAMFI HAMFI HAMFI
Households with one or more
children 6 years old or younger * 6,040 3,815 3,325 1,885 7,060
* the highest income category for these family types is >80% HAMFI
Table 6 - Total Households Table
Data Source:  2007-2011 CHAS
0-30% | >30-50% | >50-80% | >80-100% | >100% | Total
Owner | 6,340 | 7,335 11,375 9,825 49,920 | 84,800
Renter | 31,580 | 14,825 14,510 7,165 15,390 | 83,475
Total 37,920 | 22,160 25,885 16,990 65,310 | 168,275
Table 7 - Minneapolis Household Income Distribution: Owner and Renter
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Household Type Income Distribution
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Housing Needs Summary Tables

1. Housing Problems (Households with one of the listed needs)

Renter Owner

0-30% >30- >50- >80- Total 0-30% >30- >50- >80- Total
AMI 50% 80% 100% AMI 50% 80% 100%
AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS

Substandard
Housing -
Lacking
complete
plumbing or
kitchen facilities 890 300 200 165 | 1,555 60 70 10 20 160

Severely
Overcrowded -
With >1.51
people per
room (and
complete
kitchen and
plumbing) 665 320 200 45 | 1,230 0 55 90 15 160

Overcrowded -
With 1.01-1.5
people per
room (and none
of the above
problems) 1,210 960 440 265 | 2,875 145 145 170 80 540

Housing cost
burden greater
than 50% of
income (and
none of the
above 17,00 20,00
problems) 0| 2,485 390 130 5] 3,910 | 3,100 | 2,095 750 | 9,855
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Renter Owner
0-30% >30- >50- >80- Total 0-30% >30- >50- >80- Total
AMI | 50% | 80% | 100% AMI | 50% | 80% | 100%
AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI
Housing cost
burden greater
than 30% of
income (and
none of the
above 16,48 10,88
problems) 5,175 | 7,370 | 3,350 585 0| 1,190 | 2,240 | 4,170 | 3,285 5
Zero/negative
Income (and
none of the
above
problems) 1,600 0 0 0| 1,600 550 0 0 0 550
Table 8 — Housing Problems Table

Data 2007-2011 CHAS

Source:

2. Housing Problems 2 (Households with one or more Severe Housing Problems: Lacks kitchen

or complete plumbing, severe overcrowding, severe cost burden)

Renter

Owner

0-30% >30- >50- >80- Total 0-30%
AMI 50% 80% 100% AMI
AMI AMI AMI

>30-
50%
AMI

>50-
80%
AMI

>80-
100%
AMI

Total

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS

Having 1 or
more of four
housing
problems 19,760 | 4,070 1,230 605 | 25,665 | 4,115

3,375

2,365

865

10,720

Having none of
four housing
problems 10,220 | 10,760 | 13,280 | 6,560 | 40,820 | 1,680

3,960

9,010

8,960

23,610

Household has
negative
income, but
none of the
other housing
problems 1,600 0 0 0 1,600 550

550

Table 9 — Housing Problems 2
Data 2007-2011 CHAS
Source:
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3. Cost Burden > 30%

Renter Owner
0-30% >30-50% | >50-80% Total 0-30% | >30-50% | >50-80% Total
AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Small Related 6,460 2,865 1,015 10,340 990 1,500 2,395 4,885
Large Related 1,725 655 110 2,490 295 570 450 1,315
Elderly 3,170 795 350 4,315 2,095 1,870 1,040 5,005
Other 13,150 6,360 2,340 21,850 1,890 1,605 2,475 5,970
Total need by 24,505 10,675 3,815 38,995 5,270 5,545 6,360 17,175
income
Table 10 — Cost Burden > 30%
Data 2007-2011 CHAS
Source:

Housing Cost Burden - Consolidated Plan and Continuum of Care Planning Tool

= =

March 7, 2015 1:195,065
. : 0 15 3 & mi
Override 1 HousingCastBurden 0-30% Paying>30% [ >75% Paying>30% ———
= 0 25 5 10 km
B25106_CB_PCT “ 30-50% Paying=30% Soumes: Eirl, MERE, Delome, LSGS, IMEMaD, MOTEMEn P Cop., NROAN,
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Housing Cost Burden - Consolidated Plan and Continuum of Care Planning Tool
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4, Cost Burden > 50%

Renter Owner
0-30% >30-50% >50- Total 0-30% >30-50% | >50-80% Total
AMI AMI 80% AMI AMI AMI
AMI
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Small Related 4,900 705 80 5,685 900 985 550 2,435
Large Related 1,330 235 0 1,565 270 255 200 725
Elderly 1,745 300 75 2,120 1,245 935 470 2,650
Other 10,505 1,400 260 12,165 1,650 1,015 885 3,550
Total need by 18,480 2,640 415 21,535 4,065 3,190 2,105 9,360
income
Table 11 - Cost Burden > 50%
Data 2007-2011 CHAS
Source:
5. Crowding (More than one person per room)
Renter Owner
0-30% >30- >50- >80- Total 0- >30- >50- >80- Total
AMI 50% | 80% | 100% 30% | 50% | 80% | 100%
AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI AMI
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Single family
households 1,600 | 1,095 475 185 | 3,355 75 160 135 65 435
Multiple,
unrelated family
households 200 124 75 65 464 70 39 125 29 263
Other, non-family
households 90 80 85 65 320 0 0 0 0 0
Total need by 1,890 | 1,299 635 315 | 4,139 145 199 260 94 698
income
Table 12 — Crowding Information — 1/2
Data 2007-2011 CHAS
Source:
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ery Low-Income Households with Overcrowding - Consolidated Plan and Continuum of Care Planning Too
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Tool
Renter Owner
0-30% | >30- >50- Total | 0-30% >30- >50- Total
AMI 50% 80% AMI 50% 80%
AMI AMI AMI AMI

Households with
Children Present 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Table 13 — Crowding Information — 2/2

Data Source
Comments:

Describe the number and type of single person households in need of housing assistance.

HUD Research has produced a special tabulation of household size with housing conditions out of the
2012 ACS 5-Year Survey data for the Twin Cities metro region. The data show that for homeowners,
45.2% of single person households have a housing problem. For single person renter households, 52.7%
have a housing problem. This compares with the general Minneapolis household population of owners
and renters with a housing problem, 31.2% and 38.6% respectively. Again, at the metro level for income
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levels below $15,000, 67.9% of single person owner households have a housing problem and 64.4% of
single person renter households have a housing problem.

The most recent 2013 Five-Year ACS data show that for Minneapolis, 40.1% of households are single
persons. Using the metro wide housing problems above, approximately half of single person households
in the city have a housing problem. It is expected that a housing problem such as cost burder diminish as
incomes go up.

Estimate the number and type of families in need of housing assistance who are disabled or
victims of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault and stalking.

The City's initial work in providing ESG and HPRP resources to rapid rehousing services directed toward
families and young mothers with children indicate that victims of domestic violence or other forms of
relationship violence commonly find themselves requiring emergency housing assistance. The 2012
Wilder Homelessness Survey found 48% of homeless women and 22% of homeless men reported that
they had stayed in abusive relationships because alternative housing is not available. The Minnesota
Coalition for Battered Women provided the City data that in a 2012 survey of domestic violence
providers in Minnesota, 92% of domestic violence victims’ unmet requests for services were for housing
(National Network to End Domestic Violence). Further, at least 33% of families in need of housing
assistance are victims of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault and stalking. This is a
conservative estimate based on Minnesota’s results from CDC’s National Intimate Partner and Sexual
Violence Survey.

Additional information indicate the following:

e approximately 2/3 of homeless mothers have experienced severe physical/sexual abuse during
their lifetime and a quarter of homeless children have witnesed violence within the past year
(SAMHSA 2011 Research Brief citing Bassuk et.al. 1996)

e 2014 Point-in-Time counts for Hennepin County show 8% reporting as a victim of domestic
violence.

e Nationally, 1 in 4 women have been victims of severe physical violence by an intimate partner
while 1 in 7 men experienced severe physical violence by an intimate partner. (National Intimate
Partner and Sexual Violence Survey (2010) Fact Sheet, Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention, National Center for Injury and Prevention Control, Division of Violence Prevention)

e Cornerstone Housing reports providing shelter services to 225 households over the past five
years, most of whom are escaping domestic violence living situations.

Mid-Minnesota Legal Aid reports that many of their housing-assisted clients are for cases of lack of
accomodations for disabilities. Disability claims are the highest number of fair housing cases reported.
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The 2014 Analysis of Impediments reported that half of HUD fair housing complaints and up to 90% of
fair housing complaints made the State of Minnesota were for the protected class of persons with
disabilities.

What are the most common housing problems?

As noted above and throughout the document, cost and overcrowding conditions are the most common
housing problem facing residents, especially at lower incomes.

Are any populations/household types more affected than others by these problems?

It is expected that with the general population of the city trending younger with children due to
relatively recent immigration patterns and corresponding family household sizes increasing, younger
households with children will often face the issues of cost burden and overcrowding. As discussed in the
market analysis section, with vacancy rates for multi-bedroom apartments below 2% and with wages at
the lower end of the income scale requiring a household to work up to 100 hours a week to reasonably
afford an available unit, a far too significant city population faces a severe housing crisis.

Describe the characteristics and needs of Low-income individuals and families with children
(especially extremely low-income) who are currently housed but are at imminent risk of
either residing in shelters or becoming unsheltered 91.205(c)/91.305(c)). Also discuss the
needs of formerly homeless families and individuals who are receiving rapid re-housing
assistance and are nearing the termination of that assistance

Evidence of families in shelter indicate that the number of families in shelter has not decreased as the
local economy has improved. With rents outpacing income, inflation, and fair market rents, it is
apparent that this situation has contributed to an increase of families using shelter and the City's rapid
rehousing experience indicates that many of the households assisted are coming out of housing
conditions of rents being unaffordable and overcrowding such as doubling up with extended family
members and friends.

If a jurisdiction provides estimates of the at-risk population(s), it should also include a
description of the operational definition of the at-risk group and the methodology used to
generate the estimates:

Households with income up to 30 percent of median family income paying more than 50% of their
income for housing are considered to be the most vulnerable, and at greater risk for becoming
homeless.

Specify particular housing characteristics that have been linked with instability and an
increased risk of homelessness
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Currently, the rental market is not favorable to households with low incomes. Any household with
inability to sustain rent increases the risk of losing housing even to the point of receiving an unlawful
detainer making future renting difficult. The rental market is marked with increased competition for
available units at all income levels and ownership levels not returning to pre-recession levels adding
those households to the rental market for more than a temporary term. Data and experience indicates
that households that spend over 50% of their income for housing without the means to reduce that ratio
through increasing income will need to balance their housing costs against other life costs such as
health, food, transportation, and family expenses.

Discussion

Minnesota Housing Partnership calculates that at current fair market rents, a family would need to earn
a housing wage of $18.19/hour with a forty hour work week to be able to afford a 2 bedroom apartment
in Hennepin County. Considering that the area's median hourly wage is $15/hour for a full time job,
housing cost burdens will remain significant for many residents.
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NA-15 Disproportionately Greater Need: Housing Problems — 91.205 (b)(2)

Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in comparison to
the needs of that category of need as a whole.

Introduction

These tables measure households with housing problems where among other factors, cost burden is
greater than 30%. Residents in the city usually face problems of overcrowding and excessive cost
burden. As resident incomes go up, the incidence of these severe housing problems decrease due to the
fact that higher incomes can accomodate greater residential space as well as a reduction in the cost of
housing as a percentage of income.

A disproportionately greater need exists when the members of racial or ethnic group at an income level
experience severe housing problems at a greater rate (10 percentage points or more) than the income

level as a whole.

As an example, assume that 60% of all low-income households within a jurisdiction have a severe

housing problem and 70% of low-income Hispanic households have a severe housing problem. In this

case, low-income Hispanic households have a disproportionately greater need. The percent of

households with a severe housing problem is calculated by taking the HUD CHAS data from the tables

below and dividing the number of households with a severe housing problem by the total of households

with a severe housing problem and those without a severe housing problem. HUD specifies that the

calculation should not include households with no/negative income, although they are included in the

CHAS data tables. All highighted cells in the following tables indicate a disproportionate need.

0%-30% of Area Median Income

Housing Problems Has one or more of Has none of the Household has

four housing four housing no/negative
problems problems income, but none

of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 30,175 5,985 1,400
White 14,810 2,730 820
Black / African American 9,260 2,420 320
Asian 1,950 210 120
American Indian, Alaska Native 600 255 45
Pacific Islander 0 0 0
Hispanic 2,890 190 35

Table 14 - Disproportionally Greater Need 0 - 30% AMI
Data Source:  2007-2011 CHAS
*The four housing problems are:
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1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person per

room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%

30%-50% of Area Median Income

NA-15 0-30% AMI

Housing Problems

Has one or more of
four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 16,150 6,925 0
White 9,495 4,290 0
Black / African American 3,645 1,425 0
Asian 690 310 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 320 115 0
Pacific Islander 0 0 0
Hispanic 1,620 660 0
Table 15 - Disproportionally Greater Need 30 - 50% AMI

Data Source:  2007-2011 CHAS
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*The four housing problems are:

1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person per

room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%

50%-80% of Area Median Income

NA-15 30-50% AMI

Housing Problems

Has one or more of
four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 11,655 16,350 0
White 8,950 12,165 0
Black / African American 1,505 2,135 0
Asian 280 505 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 75 140 0
Pacific Islander 0 0 0
Hispanic 680 1,005 0
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Table 16 - Disproportionally Greater Need 50 - 80% AMI

Data Source:  2007-2011 CHAS

*The four housing problems are:

1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person per

room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%

80%-100% of Area Median Income

NA-15 50-80% AMI

Housing Problems

Has one or more of
four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 5,405 13,345 0
White 4,340 10,970 0
Black / African American 350 1,035 0
Asian 215 410 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 69 115 0
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Housing Problems Has one or more of Has none of the Household has
four housing four housing no/negative
problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems

Pacific Islander 0 0 0

Hispanic 385 590 0

Table 17 - Disproportionally Greater Need 80 - 100% AMI
Data Source:  2007-2011 CHAS

*The four housing problems are:
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person per

room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%

NA-15 80-100% AMI
Discussion

At the very low- and low-income levels over two-thirds of total households have housing problems.
Across races and ethnicities, housing problems are quite common across all at all income levels. Housing
costs burdens affect all in Minneapolis. As pointed out in the tables, the only disproportionate impact
felt by a particular group are very-low income Hispanics (93%) and middle-income American Indians,
and Hispanic (at 38% and 39% respectively). At a community fair housing forum in 2014, it was noted by
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several participants that Latino households in Minneapolis often face issues of overcrowding and
doubling up of families within an apartment. Often these apartments lack adequate and workable
amenities.
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NA-20 Disproportionately Greater Need: Severe Housing Problems — 91.205

(b)(2)

Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in comparison to

the needs of that category of need as a whole.

Introduction

Most of Minneapolis' very low-income households (64%) experience one or more of severe housing

problems: 1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5

persons per room, 4. Cost burden over 50%. Residents in the city usually face the latter two problems,

those of overcrowding and excessive cost burden. As resident incomes go up, the incidence of these

severe housing problems decrease, again due to the fact that higher incomes can accomodate greater

residential space as well as a reduction in the cost of housing as a percentage of income.

A disproportionately greater need exists when the members of racial or ethnic group at an income level

experience severe housing problems at a greater rate (10 percentage points or more) than the income

level as a whole.

As an example, assume that 60% of all low-income households within a jurisdiction have a severe

housing problem and 70% of low-income Hispanic households have a severe housing problem. In this

case, low-income Hispanic households have a disproportionately greater need. The percent of

households with a severe housing problem is calculated by taking the HUD CHAS data from the tables

below and dividing the number of households with a severe housing problem by the total of households

with a severe housing problem and those without a severe housing problem. HUD specifies that the

calculation should not include households with no/negative income, although they are included in the

CHAS data in the following tables.

0%-30% of Area Median Income

Severe Housing Problems*

Has one or more of
four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 23,860 12,295 1,400
White 12,010 5,530 820
Black / African American 6,975 4,705 320
Asian 1,485 675 120
American Indian, Alaska Native 510 350 45
Pacific Islander 0 0 0
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Severe Housing Problems*

Has one or more of
four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Hispanic 2,280 795 35
Table 18 — Severe Housing Problems 0 - 30% AMI
Data Source:  2007-2011 CHAS
*The four severe housing problems are:
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per
room, 4.Cost Burden over 50%
Household Income in the Past 12 Months | Number | Percentage
Less than $14,999 29,581 17.58
$15,000 to $24,999 18,448 10.96
$25,000 to $34,999 16,713 9.93
$35,000 to $44,999 16,226 | 9.64
$45,000 to $59,999 19,639 11.67
$60,000 to $74,999 15,674 | 9.31
$75,000 to $99,999 18,672 11.10
$100,000 to $124,999 11,843 7.04
$125,000 to $149,999 6,919 4.11
$150,000 or more 14,558 | 8.65
Total 168,273
2007-11 ACS
Table 19 - For MINNEAPOLIS (CDBG Grantee) - Household Income in the Past 12 Months
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Severe Cost-Burdened Very Low-Income Households - CHAS data
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Severe Cost-Burdened Very Low-Income Households - CHAS data
30%-50% of Area Median Income
Severe Housing Problems* Has one or more of Has none of the Household has
four housing four housing no/negative
problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 6,730 16,345 0
White 3,765 10,025 0
Black / African American 1,665 3,405 0
Asian 195 805 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 129 300 0
Pacific Islander 0 0 0
Hispanic 860 1,420 0
Table 20 — Severe Housing Problems 30 - 50% AMI

Data Source:  2007-2011 CHAS

*The four severe housing problems are:
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1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per

room, 4.Cost Burden over 50%

50%-80% of Area Median Income

NA-20 30-50% AMI

Severe Housing Problems*

Has one or more of
four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 3,710 24,300 0
White 2,515 18,600 0
Black / African American 555 3,085 0
Asian 125 660 0
American Indian, Alaska Native 15 200 0
Pacific Islander 0 0 0
Hispanic 455 1,230 0
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Table 21 — Severe Housing Problems 50 - 80% AMI

Data Source:  2007-2011 CHAS

*The four severe housing problems are:

1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per

room, 4.Cost Burden over 50%

80%-100% of Area Median Income

NA-20 50-80% AMI

Severe Housing Problems*

Has one or more of
four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
Jurisdiction as a whole 1,230 17,520 0
White 750 14,560 0
Black / African American 115 1,270 0
Asian 55 570 0
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Severe Housing Problems*

Has one or more of
four housing

Has none of the
four housing

Household has
no/negative

problems problems income, but none
of the other
housing problems
American Indian, Alaska Native 69 115 0
Pacific Islander 0 0 0
Hispanic 235 740 0

Table 22 — Severe Housing Problems 80 - 100% AMI

Data Source:  2007-2011 CHAS

*The four severe housing problems are:

1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per

room, 4.Cost Burden over 50%

Discussion

NA-20 80-100% AMI

As mentioned above, 64% of Minneapolis very low-income households have one or more of the severe
housing burdens. One-third of low-income households face this situation and 13% of moderate- income
households do. At moderate- and middle-income levels, Hispanics face a disproportionate share of
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severe housing problems while American Indians do middle-income level. All races have similar severe
housing problems at the very low- and low-income levels indicating that all racial/ethnicity groups
experience similar housing situations.

As noted on the accompanying map, very low-income households experiencing severe housing burdens
are primarily concentrated in south central, north of downtown and northeast Minneapolis around the
University area and north of that area.
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NA-25 Disproportionately Greater Need: Housing Cost Burdens —91.205 (b)(2)

Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in comparison to
the needs of that category of need as a whole.

Introduction:

A disproportionately greater need exists when the members of racial or ethnic group at an income level
experience severe housing problems at a greater rate (10 percentage points or more) than the income
level as a whole.

As an example, assume that 60% of all low-income households within a jurisdiction have a severe
housing problem and 70% of low-income Hispanic

households have a severe housing problem. In this case, low-income Hispanic households have a
disproportionately greater need. The percent of

households with a severe housing problem is calculated by taking the HUD CHAS data from the tables
below and dividing the number of households with a

severe housing problem by the total of households with a severe housing problem and those without a
severe housing problem. HUD specifies that the

calculation should not include households with no/negative income, although they are included in the
CHAS data in the following tables.

Housing Cost Burden

Housing Cost Burden <=30% 30-50% >50% No / negative
income (not
computed)

Jurisdiction as a whole 97,075 34,950 31,685 1,555
White 76,745 23,640 18,610 820
Black / African American 10,025 6,250 8,010 475
Asian 3,045 1,540 1,540 120
American Indian, Alaska
Native 1,025 360 605 45
Pacific Islander 80 0 0 0
Hispanic 4,675 2,560 2,245 35
Table 23 — Greater Need: Housing Cost Burdens AMI

Data Source:  2007-2011 CHAS
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NA-25 Housing Cost Burden Percentages

Discussion:

Disproportionate needs for cost burdens exists for the following populations:

African Americans and Hispanic households are disproportionately represented among those with no
cost burden (paying less than 30% of their income for housing). Fifty-nine percent (59%) of all
Minneapolis households pay less than 30% of their income for housing. For African

American households, this percentage is only 41%.

All racial groups are within range of the city average of 21% of city households having a cost burden of at
least 30%.

Of those city households paying more than 50% of income for housing (severe cost burden), African
Americans and American Indians are overrepresented at 33% and 30% respectively.

Moderate-income: African American and American Indian.
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NA-30 Disproportionately Greater Need: Discussion — 91.205(b)(2)

Are there any Income categories in which a racial or ethnic group has disproportionately
greater need than the needs of that income category as a whole?

As noted previously, at all income categories most racial and ethnic groups show proportionate housing
needs. It appears that this is due to a combination of a constrained rental housing market and stagnant
incomes affecting all populations in the city equally. However, disproportinate needs show up with
African American and Hispanic groups at the very low-income and African American and American
Indian groups at moderate-income levels.

It should be noted that communities of color in Minneapolis, particularly African American residents, are
far more likely to live in the lowest income categories. The lowest income levels demonstrate that
highest housing needs in the data.

If they have needs not identified above, what are those needs?

One reason that these particular groups may face a disproportionate need is their relatively more severe
unemployment rates in the community. There is a much higher unemployment rate for these groups
and if employed, they likely encounter more transient employment in jobs that pay well below median
wage rates which as noted above, these wage rates do not begin to bring more affordability to housing
costs. The tight rental market with extremely low vacancy rates have also meant that rental costs are
rising more than any income increases. The situation calls for strategies to raise income levels while at
the same time increasing the supply of affordable housing through market or public sector
interventions.

Are any of those racial or ethnic groups located in specific areas or neighborhoods in your
community?

These groups are more likely to be residing in near north Minneapolis northwest of downtown, south
central areas of Minneapolis south of 1-94 with concentrations more likely between I-35 and Hiawatha
Avenue. These same neighborhoods are composed of primarily the oldest rental housing stock in the
city. These neighborhoods also contain many public social services. These neighborhoods also are zoned
for higher densities and contain higher levels of multifamily housing than the balance of the region. As
communities of color in Minneapolis are more likely to have low incomes, the most affordable housing
that is accessible to them are in these parts of the city. This has led over time to a concentration of
poverty in these neighborhoods and with communities of color more likely to be low income, a
concentration of minorities.
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NA-35 Public Housing — 91.205(b)

Introduction

Minneapolis Public Housing Authority (MPHA) is the provider of publicly assisted housing in

Minneapolis. MPHA is the largest public housing authority in Minnesota, providing over 21,000 residents
with decent, safe and affordable housing.

Totals in Use

Program Type
Certificate | Mod- Public | Vouchers
Rehab | Housing | Total | Project | Tenant Special Purpose Voucher
-based | -based | Veterans Family Disabled
Affairs Unification *
Supportive Program
Housing
# of units
vouchers
in use 0 259 5,983 | 5,002 617 3,807 163 72 343

Alternate Data Source Name:

Public Housing Units

Data Source
Comments:

Table 24 - Public Housing by Program Type
*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home Transition

These are updated numbers received Minneapolis Public Housing Authority for 2014.

Characteristics of Residents

Program Type
Certificate | Mod- Public Vouchers
Rehab | Housing Total Project | Tenant Special Purpose Voucher
-based | -based Veterans Family
Affairs Unification
Supportive Program
Housing
Average Annual
Income 0| 8,522 8,516 | 13,726 | 11,116 | 14,290 10,669 11,885
Average length
of stay 0 3 6 5 1 5 0 0
Average
Household size 0 2 1 2 2 3 1 3
# Homeless at
admission 0 0 3 4 2 2 0 0
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Program Type
Certificate | Mod- Public | Vouchers
Rehab | Housing | Total Project | Tenant | Special Purpose Voucher
-based | -based Veterans Family
Affairs Unification
Supportive Program
Housing

# of Elderly
Program
Participants
(>62) 0 31 2,306 615 63 524 28 0
# of Disabled
Families 0 101 2,020 1,893 216 1,541 118 18
# of Families
requesting
accessibility
features 0 0 5,983 4,615 606 3,850 87 0
# of HIV/AIDS
program
participants 0 0 0 28 28 0 0 0
# of DV victims 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Table 25 — Characteristics of Public Housing Residents by Program Type

Alternate Data Source Name:

Public Housing Units

Data Source
Comments:

These are updated numbers received Minneapolis Public Housing Authority for 2014. The MPHA does not report
numbers of HIV/AIDS program participants and domestic violence victims into the HUD database.

Race of Residents

Program Type

Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

Race Certificate | Mod- Public | Vouchers
Rehab | Housing | Total | Project | Tenant Special Purpose Voucher
-based | -based | Veterans Family Disabled
Affairs Unification *
Supportive | Program
Housing
White 0 74 1,200 860 146 473 59 16 166
Black/African
American 0 165 4,220 | 3,760 405 | 4,058 92 44 161
Asian 0 4 469 67 5 60 2 0 0
American
Indian/Alaska
Native 0 11 91 165 28 118 6 10 3
Pacific
Islander 0 1 3 4 1 3 0 0 0
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Program Type
Race Certificate | Mod- Public | Vouchers
Rehab | Housing | Total | Project | Tenant Special Purpose Voucher
-based | -based | Veterans Family Disabled
Affairs Unification *
Supportive Program

Housing

Other 0 4 0 146 32 95 4 2 13

*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home Transition |

Table 26 — Race of Public Housing Residents by Program Type
Alternate Data Source Name:
Public Housing Units

Data Source
Comments: These are updated numbers received Minneapolis Public Housing Authority for 2014.

Ethnicity of Residents

Program Type
Ethnicity | Certificate | Mod- Public | Vouchers
Rehab | Housing | Total | Project | Tenant Special Purpose Voucher
-based | -based Veterans Family Disabled
Affairs Unification *
Supportive Program
Housing
Hispanic 0 12 90 119 23 71 3 5 17
Not
Hispanic 0 247 5,893 | 4,883 594 3,736 160 67 326
*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home Transition

Table 27 - Ethnicity of Public Housing Residents by Program Type
Alternate Data Source Name:
Public Housing Units

Data Source
Comments: These are updated numbers received Minneapolis Public Housing Authority for 2014.

Section 504 Needs Assessment: Describe the needs of public housing tenants and applicants
on the waiting list for accessible units:

MPHA has 209 accessible units which consist of mainly one bedrooms but also includes units up to 4
bedrooms for larger families (4 two-bedrooms, 14 three-bedrooms and 3 four-bedroom units). Many of
these units house families that do not need the accessibility features with the understanding that they
will have to move if a family comes along who needs those features. There are currently no families in
process on our waiting list who need an accessible unit.

Most immediate needs of residents of Public Housing and Housing Choice voucher holders

The following illustrates the current states of public housing and section 8 waiting lists of the MPHA:
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e Federal MTW Public Housing Units - Highrise 4,818 Open for Public Housing elderly, disabled
and near-elderly

e Federal MTW Public Housing Units - Family 5,653 Partially Open (third Wednesday of every
month) for families eligible for 3, 4, and 5 bedroom units

e Federal MTW Housing Choice Voucher Program 8,799 Closed

e Project Based Local 1,422 Open for Program Specific Referrals

The Public Housing waiting list for highrise has:

o 472 elderly applicants
e 3,321 50-62 year old applicants
e 1,865 disabled applicants

For Public Housing family housing:

e 1,978 2-bedroom applicants
e 3,562 3-bedroom applicants
e 381 4-bedroom applicants
e 222 5-bedroom applicants

The MPHA Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) waiting list is closed for application and currently
has 8,138 active applicants waiting for assistance. The application is a pre-application only, so MPHA
does not have an exact count of “family types” of applicants. MPHA does know that its waiting list is
comprised of individuals, persons with disabilities, seniors, and families with minor children.

The most immediate need for all applicants is the need for affordable housing, which is possible with the
HCV housing assistance. Applicant need is based on the number of preferences that are applicable to
them and their situation. MPHA weighs all preferences equal; therefore the greater number of
preferences, the greater the need. Those with the greatest need are first selected for admission.
Preferences include:

e Displaced from housing through no fault of the family

e Homeless or living in substandard housing

e Head of Household or spouse lives or works within city limits of Minneapolis

e Family is rent burdened — paying more than 50% of monthly income for rent and utilities for at
least 90 days

e Head of Household or spouse is participating in an economic self-sufficiency program
(employment training)

e Member of the household is a Veteran of the U.S. military forces

e Member of the household is participating in a program for victims of domestic violence
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e Family lives in Minneapolis and the current property owner will accept the voucher assistance
(lease in place)
e An adult member of household is working full-time

How do these needs compare to the housing needs of the population at large

These needs are similar to the general population, especially with regard to the need for housing units
appropriate for large households (3+ bedrooms). Currently, the vacancy rate for these types of rental
housing units is less than 2% even market housing vacancy rates for similar units have dropped below
1% recently.

While MPHA's data collection process did not report any cases of domestic violence or sexual assault in
the table Characteristics of Residents, people who have experienced domestic and sexual violence do
live in public housing programs, given that the CDC reports that 1 in 3 women and 1 in 7 men have
experienced, domestic violence and 19.3% of women and 1.7% of men have been raped. Better data
collection methods must be implemented to more accurately gather the information on the
victimization of residents.

Discussion

MPHA has continued its recent emphasis on modernization planning and implementation. An extensive
planning process based on a comprehensive needs assessment and incorporating greater resident
involvement has been followed. Coupled with innovative project delivery strategies, MPHA has
embarked upon the most ambitious capital improvements program ever undertaken for public housing
in Minneapolis. MPHA is applying for a $8 million Capital Fund Program allocation for 2015. MPHA has
estimated approximately $14.46 million in capital expenditures for FY 15 targeted at specific projects in
all of its seven Asset Management Projects (AMPs). Included in the $14.46 million Capital Funds
expenditures are roofs and infrastructure upgrades for scattered site developments. Major plumbing
replacement, elevators, facade restorations, roof replacement, sprinkler system installation, security
improvements, and apartment upgrades in our highrise developments are other uses of funds.

Public housing units in North Minneapolis are difficult to lease due to neighborhood crime and high
foreclosure rates in North Minneapolis which results in many non-MPHA units being vacant in the
neighborhood. Applicants do not want to live in a neighborhood with many vacant units. Minneapolis is
working to improve housing conditions in north Minneapolis with targeted housing intervention and
stabilization efforts. New low and moderate income developments are being attempted to raise the rent
prices to attract market investments. MPHA has studio (efficiency) units located throughout
Minneapolis, depending on the actual size and the location, which can be also difficult to rent. MPHA is
trying new strategies at three buildings with especially hard to lease units where by all new move-ins are
housing in efficiencies and when a one bedroom opens up in that building, it is filled by the resident who
has been living in an efficiency the longest. MPHA has used this strategy for less than a year and has yet
to determined whether it is successful. MPHA also has one location (1710 Plymouth) where for the past
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10+ years, MPHA has secured permission from HUD to engage in permissible deductions to annual
income such that residents pay 20% of their adjusted gross income for rent for these specific units.
MPHA recognizes that the units off line will delay a number of highrise families from being taken from
the waiting list but it does not impact lease up issues for the Agency.

With Section 8/HCV, families at times have experienced difficulty finding units due to the very low
vacancy rate and the limited supply of affordable units. The Authority reports that its mobility vouchers
clients have a very hard time finding housing providers that will accept their vouchers in non-
concentrated areas of the community. The Met Council estimates that a quarter of the region's voucher
holders reside in Minneapolis and the highest use of vouchers is in north Minneapolis. The low vacancy
rates make the general rental market more competitive to those holding mobility vouchers. The
problem this concentration of vouchers creates is a concentration of both poverty and protected classes
and limitation of real housing choice. MPHA's rent reform initiative should work as an attempt to
partially address this concern by allowing families greater flexibility using resources to assist with lease
up (making them a more competitive renter with choice).

The primary hindrance to this work and as a factor has positioned the PHA to undertake the strategies
that it has, is funding levels.
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NA-40 Homeless Needs Assessment — 91.205(c)

Introduction:

In 2006, the City of Minneapolis and Hennepin County adopted a 10-year plan to end homelessness, entitled “Heading Home Hennepin”
(HHH). The plan was developed by the Minneapolis/Hennepin County Commission to End Homelessness; a commission of business and civic
leaders, human service support agencies, advocates, and individuals who have experienced homelessness. Heading Home Hennepin is the local
Continuum of Care planning and implementation process.

The Wilder Research Center conducts a statewide point-in-time survey every three years to better understand the prevalence, causes,
circumstances, and effects of homelessness. This includes face to face interviews with people in shelters, transitional housing programs, and
unsheltered individuals.

In 2012, Wilder counted 4,316 adults and children who were homeless, 3,930 in shelters and transitional housing and 386 unsheltered. This is a
count that only surveys one night and those who can be contacted by survey volunteers, so the number undercounts the true number of those
homeless. Some salient characteristics of the surveyed homeless population include:

e 739 families including 1,623 children. Children and their parents comprised 58 percent of all homeless in Hennepin County.

e Women who were homeless tended to be younger than men. Women age 18-29 were 45 percent of the adult female homeless
population, while men age 18-29 were only 21 percent. Most of the women who were young and homeless were parenting with their
children with them. Overall, 55 percent of adults were male, 45 percent female.

e People experiencing homelessness are predominantly people of color. In Hennepin County, 51 percent are African American, whereas
the population of the county as a whole is 28 percent African American. Native Americans comprise seven percent of adults who are
homeless but are approximately one percent of the county’s population.

e Almost one quarter have not completed high school. Another 42 percent have only a high school diploma or GED.

e Sixty percent grew up in another state or another country. Statewide, 48 percent of adults experiencing homeless grew up outside of
Minnesota. The largest number came from lllinois.
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The Minneapolis/Hennepin County Office to End Homelessness tracks trends over time, primarily in emergency shelter. Hennepin County has a

|”

“shelter al

Demand for family shelter increased dramatically during the Great Recession and has only recently shown signs of decline.

Homeless Needs Assessment

policy so shelters expand with demand. Demand for single adult shelter remains high but has not varied over the past several years.

Population Estimate the # of persons Estimate the # | Estimate the # | Estimate the# | Estimate the #
experiencing homelessness experiencing becoming exiting of days persons
on a given night homelessness homeless homelessness experience
each year each year each year homelessness

Sheltered Unsheltered

Persons in Households with Adult(s)

and Child(ren) 6 2,082 3,578 3,548 3,548 46

Persons in Households with Only

Children 2 21 88 88 88 0

Persons in Households with Only

Adults 202 1,418 7,000 2,190 2,190 14

Chronically Homeless Individuals 151 275 616 200 300 730

Chronically Homeless Families 0 150 68 0 0 730

Veterans 13 106 240 0 0 0

Unaccompanied Child 15 20 900 820 820 0

Persons with HIV 0 36 167 152 152 0

Table 28 - Homeless Needs Assessment

Sheltered/Unsheltered Number is from MN-500 Minneapolis/Hennepin County CoC with exception of Unaccompanied Youth, Point-in Time Count Date: 1/22/2014; All

other estimates are from Wilder. Number of households with Adults and Children and estimates of # experiencing homelessness and the estimate of days homeless is

Data Source Comments:
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Homeless Subpopulation 2014 Point in Time Count

Indicate if the homeless population is: Has No Rural Homeless

If data is not available for the categories "number of persons becoming and exiting homelessness each year," and "number of
days that persons experience homelessness," describe these categories for each homeless population type (including chronically
homeless individuals and families, families with children, veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth):

The Office to End Homelessness contributed their best estimates for the above table using the PIT count and other resources. HMIS will
eventually be able to calculate these statistics more accurately. The County’s experience is that very few families are long-term homeless and no
family stays in shelter more than one year. They meet the definition of Long Term Homlessness due to their cyclical homelessness. There are
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four families that enter county-contracted shelter daily, but one in four has been in shelter before, leaving three per day that are new to our
system. The average length of stay for families in shelter is 47 days; the median is 30 days.

For single adults, there are 6 new adults who come into county-contracted shelter who are unknown in the system (with a history going back
almost two decades). The average length of stay for single adults in shelter is 14 days. About 9 percent of the single adult shelter population has
been homeless more than one year. More than half of the Long Term Homeless leave shelter during the year, replaced with others who are
“aging into” Long Term Homlessness. The overall count of Long Term Homelessness in single adult shelter has been declining slowly over the
past few years.
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Nature and Extent of Homelessness: (Optional)

Race: Sheltered: Unsheltered (optional)
White 715 53
Black or African American 2,285 86
Asian 83 0
American Indian or Alaska
Native 179 65
Pacific Islander 24 0
Ethnicity: Sheltered: Unsheltered (optional)
Hispanic 174 18
Not Hispanic 3,347 192
Data Source
Comments: Numbers are from MN-500 Minneapolis/Hennepin County CoC Point-in Time Count Date: 1/22/2014;
Rate of Homelessness
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Estimate the number and type of families in need of housing assistance for families with
children and the families of veterans.

Families with Children: The 2012 Wilder Survey found the following characteristics for families with
children. Statewide 80% of families in shelter were female-headed households. In Hennepin County this
percentage was 76%. Over half of the children in these families are under 5 years of age. Eighteen
percent (18%) of the families were experiencing homelessness for at least the eighth time. Forty percent
(40%) of the families had been homeless for a year of more, meeting the state's definition of chronic
homelessness. Distressingly, with families skewing younger than the general population and being
homeless for longer and more frequent periods of time, it is increasingly difficult to reduce these
numbers. High rents combined with few resources of adequate income are working to make episodes of
homelessness longer in duration.

Veterans with Families: 2012 Wilder Survey data did examine homelessness among veterans as a
general population so an estimated number of families involving veterans is unknown. However,
veterans in general are more likely to be older than the general population that finds themselves
homeless. Veterans are likely to experience longer periods of unemployment, often linked to physical
and mental health issues stemming from their military service. Disproportionately veterans of color are
homeless similar to the general homeless population. Chronic homelessness is also an issue with 60%
have been homeless for more than one year.

Describe the Nature and Extent of Homelessness by Racial and Ethnic Group.

Minorities are heavily overrepresented in the count of homeless persons and households in the
Continuum of Care. Minorities account for 28% of the county population but account for 73% of the
homeless in the 2014 point in time count. Sixty-four (64%) percent of the homeless population are
African American, far higher than their 11% count of the County population. As noted above, veterans
and families with children of color are overrepresented in the homeless population. This
overrepresentation of people of color is most likely linked to several factors, including:

e Underemployment due to racial discrimination in the job market as well as mismatched job
skillsets

e lLack of access to affordable housing due to racial discrimination in the housing market

e Overrepresentation of people of color in the criminal justice system

e Disparity in poverty rates

e lLack of accessible wages equivalent to meet housing costs.
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Describe the Nature and Extent of Unsheltered and Sheltered Homelessness.

As seen in the 2010-14 annual Point-in-Time surveys of sheltered and unsheltered persons and families
experiencing homelessness, the data show that single adults have remained fairly consistent in count.
Families have increased over the period from 1,226 to 2,088 persons in families. Unaccompanied youth
have remained steady in their count, though it should be noted that many times unaccompanied youth
end up in adult shelters due to the limited number of youth specific shelter beds in the Continuum
system.

Discussion:

As the community comes out of the recession unfortunately the number of persons experiencing
homelessness has not abated. There is progress on some fronts with targeted interventions. The
community is about to see an end to chronic homelessness with veterans. Single adults show signs of
potentially reducing in numbers with the job market recovering. However, as the family data show, the
effect of housing costs are threatening to make families on the margin a permanent class of
homelessness. This does and will have ripple effects in other community systems such as the schools
and health care. The number of homeless students in the Minneapolis district has continued to increase
annually. Unless more available housing options are presented to low-income families, the community is
facing a new generation of a vulnerable population continually faced with lack of housing options and
continued homelessness.
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NA-45 Non-Homeless Special Needs Assessment - 91.205 (b,d)

Introduction:

Minneapolis has a high priority for development and maintenance of permanent supportive housing
that can serve non-homeless people with special needs. It seeks to fund projects that provide on-site or

link to community-based services options where possible. Most special needs human service programs

are funded with federal/state funds delivered through Hennepin County or State of Minnesota agencies.

Minneapolis supports and funds efforts at advocating for and ensuring fair housing protections for

persons with disabilities.

HOPWA

Current HOPWA formula use:

Cumulative cases of AIDS reported 5,537
Area incidence of AIDS 188
Rate per population 0
Number of new cases prior year (3 years of data) 524
Rate per population (3 years of data) 0
Current HIV surveillance data:
Number of Persons living with HIV (PLWH) 6,289
Area Prevalence (PLWH per population) 184
Number of new HIV cases reported last year 0
Table 29 - HOPWA Data

Data Source:  CDC HIV Surveillance

ToRA |53

Table 30 - Minneapolis Unmet Need HIV Housing

HIV Housing Need from CAPER

HIV Housing Need (HOPWA Grantees Only)

Type of HOPWA Assistance Estimates of Unmet Need
Tenant based rental assistance 0
Short-term Rent, Mortgage, and Utility 0
Facility Based Housing (Permanent, short-term or
transitional) 0
Table 31 — HIV Housing Need
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Data Source: HOPWA CAPER and HOPWA Beneficiary Verification Worksheet

Special Needs Housing
People living with HIV/AIDS

Unmet needs are estimated through the support of prior-year CAPER. Current unmet needs are
estimated to be at least 53 TBRA individual and family beneficiaries who are living with HIV and are at
risk of homelessness. Additionally, Minnesota's Ryan White client-level 2013 database, MNCAREWare,
indicates that 427 clients living within the EMSA were unstably housed. Needs are also identified
annually through the Minnesota HIV Housing Coalition (the Coalition), its Status Report, and the City of
Minneapolis annual HOPWA RFP. HOPWA programming assistance can include TBRA; Short Term
Rental, Mortgage, and Utility; and Capital expenditures to enhance Facility Based Housing

capacity. Trends of past CAPERs indicate long-term needs, which have included capital expenditures and
tenant-based rental assistance (TBRA).

The City of Minneapolis considers capital investments as a priority.

The number of AIDS cases for the Twin Cities metropolitan area surpassed a threshold in 1995 and the
City of Minneapolis, the metropolitan area's largest municipality, was designated by HUD to be the
HOPWA grantee for the eligible metropolitan statistical area (EMSA). The City of Minneapolis makes
HOPWA program funds available for the metro area through program sponsors, to serve those living
with HIV/AIDS at risk of homelessness with site-based initiatives including supportive housing and
tenant rental assistance. Funding priorities are identified through the Coalition, which convenes monthly
for all stakeholders. The current needs are summarized in an annual Status Report to identify the
housing supply and the perceived demand by those within the HIV/AIDS community at risk of
homelessness. It includes information about funding sources, housing inventory/availability and
HIV/AIDS epidemiology trends.

Strategies for Housing for persons living with HIV/AIDS include:

e Provide rental housing subsidies to allow individuals living with HIV to access and maintain
affordable housing, with choice of location;

e Promote an increase of affordable housing throughout the EMSA, of various bedroom sizes;

e Seek opportunities for development of new supportive housing units for people living with HIV,
as part of larger housing or redevelopment initiatives;

e Seek to retain and increase accessibility to existing housing stock through rehabilitation
initiatives; and,

e Ensure quality, accessible design and amenities of housing as well as quality management and
supportive services.
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Consolidated Plan HOPWA Housing Assistance

Minneapolis is responsible for identifying the needs across the EMSA, including through consulting
across other jurisdictions in the EMSA, and for providing HOPWA funding within the EMSA localities and
jurisdictions that have a Consolidated Plan which includes identifying the housing needs for persons
living with HIV/AIDS at risk of homelessness (24 CFR § 574.120) in their jurisdiction.

Past and current program sponsors include Minnesota AIDS Project, Metropolitan Council Housing
Redevelopment Authority, Clare Housing, Urban League and YWCA St. Paul, Salvation Army, St.
Christopher Place, and Lydia Apartments. Between 1995 and 2014, $16 million of HOPWA grant funds
have been made available to the EMSA, including $13.5 million for TBRA, providing over 125 housing
vouchers annually to individuals at risk of homelessness; $2.5 million in capital funding has leveraged
168 units of supportive housing. The total capital investments include two housing projects (72 units)
that Clare Housing is developing with committed Minneapolis HOPWA funding in Robbinsdale and
Minneapolis. These HIV/AIDS housing projects are also leveraged using state and local funding, low
income housing tax credits, HOME, and CDBG.
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Adult Disability by Race and Ethnicity

Percent of Disability

Data Sources for Disability Charts

Minnesota COMPASS Project
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Describe the characteristics of special needs populations in your community:

According to the 2009 CHAS interim census survey there are 10,085 Minneapolis residents 62 years of
age or older who are experiencing housing problems. HUD defines households with individuals 62-74
years old as elderly, and those 75 or older, due to the special care often needed, as extra-elderly. About
60% of the total elderly experiencing housing problems own their home and over 45% of that group is
extra-elderly. The level of extra-elderly among those who rent is slightly more than 48%.

Over 53% of extra-elderly residents who own their homes are within the lowest income category,
compared with 15.7% for non-elderly. Based upon the number of senior residents that face severe
housing cost burdens, it can be safely assumed that a majority of the residents age 85+ are paying more
than 30% of their income for housing (supportive or private).

American Community Survey data shows that just under 42,000 residents have a disability in
Minneapolis- 10.6% of persons. The American Community Survey measures this as serious difficulty in
four basic areas of functioning: vision, hearing, ambulation, and cognition. This population is more likely
to have lower incomes and often their housing arrangements may not be suitable for their condition.
The incidence of disabilities rises with age and with the increased aging of the population, the number of
persons requiring adaptive needs housing and services in the future is expected to increase.

What are the housing and supportive service needs of these populations and how are these
needs determined?

Across the special needs population, there is a strong need for additional safe, affordable housing units.
The City's senior housing initiatives recognize that senior populations are attracted to affordable, quality
housing with convenient access to desired services and functions supporting a variety of lifecycle
housing options.

With both developmentally and physically disabled populations, a continuum of housing options that
meets the needs and interests of different people at different points in their lives is needed, and that as
much as possible this should be about individualization and community integration.

There is a strong tie between chemical dependency and homelessness. Some of the most common
housing problems for chronically homeless clients are overall affordability and timelines of access (too
long of wait lists for people leaving treatment to obtain stable, permanent housing). Specific populations
who have additional difficulty/housing needs are: those who also have a criminal background, aging
populations which need assisted living settings, and housing for parents in recovery with children.
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Discuss the size and characteristics of the population with HIV/AIDS and their families within
the Eligible Metropolitan Statistical Area:

The Minneapolis HOPWA-funded community is comprised of the metropolitan area, the 13-County
Eligible Metropolitan Statistical Area (EMSA), which includes two counties in Wisconsin. According to the
Minnesota Department of Health and Wisconsin Department of Health Services Surveillance Reports, as
of December 31, 2013 there were a total of 6,706 persons living with HIV infection in the 13-County
EMSA. Data does not include HIV-infected persons who have not been tested for HIV. An estimated
3,577 persons were assumed to be living with HIV infection and 3,128 are living with AIDS in the EMA at
the end of 2013. Additionally, within the EMSA, 57 persons with HIV, less than 1% of the total, live in the
two Wisconsin counties of Pierce and St. Croix. Prevalent cases are concentrated within the
metropolitan area, with 39% of Minnesotans living with HIV residing in the City of Minneapolis and 87%
residing in the 13-County EMA. In 2013 there were 264 new HIV cases in the EMSA, a decrease of 4%
from 2012. Compared with the rest of the nation, Minnesota is considered to be a low to moderate
HIV/AIDS incidence state. In 2011, based on CDC National HIV incidence data, Minnesota ranked 13th
lowest at 7.2 new HIV diagnoses per 100,000.

Historically, 87% of new HIV infections diagnosed in Minnesota have occurred in the EMSA. This has not
changed over time, and HIV or AIDS has been diagnosed in over 90% of the counties in Minnesota.
Males comprise the majority of new HIV infections diagnosed each year, although the number and
proportion of cases among females have increased gradually over time.

Discussion:

Minneapolis supports the creation of housing units for special needs populations. When possible these
units should be in the form of supportive housing. The city supports this through the following
strategies:

e Promote the development of housing suitable for people and households in all life stages,
adaptable to accommodate changing housing needs over time

® Promote accessible housing designs

e Support the development of housing with supportive services

e Not use zoning ordinance or other land use regulations to exclude permanent housing for
people with disabilities. Special needs housing shall be available as needed and appropriately
sited throughout the city

Elderly/Frail Elderly
e Support development of affordable and mixed-income senior rental housing in all parts of the
city in line with City’s Senior Housing Policy. Developments may be independent rental,
congregate, and/or assisted living projects
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e Seek available resources and partnerships to assist the development of senior housing through
land acquisition, advantageous site location/improvements and other eligible appropriate ways

e Encourage quality design and amenities of housing as well as quality management and
supportive services

Severe Mental lliness
e Seek opportunities for development of new supportive housing units for persons with mental
illness as part of larger housing or redevelopment initiatives

e Retain existing housing stock through rehabilitation activities

e Use available federal, state, and local resources to assist in the development of supportive
housing units for persons with mental illness

Developmentally Disabled

e Seek opportunities for development of new supportive housing units for developmentally
disabled persons as part of larger housing or redevelopment initiatives

e Retain existing housing stock through rehabilitation activities

Physically Disabled

e Seek opportunities for development of new supportive housing units for physically disabled
persons as part of larger housing or redevelopment initiatives

e Retain and increase accessibility to existing housing stock through rehabilitation activities

e Ensure availability of accessible units in city-assisted housing developments

Persons with Alcohol/Other Drug Addiction

e Support development of new supportive housing units for persons who suffer from chemical
dependency as part of larger housing or redevelopment initiatives

e Retain existing housing stock through rehabilitation activities

Veterans

e Finance housing developments and financial assistance programs for veterans

HIV/AIDS

e Provide rental housing subsidies to allow people living with HIV to access and maintain
affordable housing, with choice of location

e Promote an increase of affordable housing throughout the region, and of various bedroom sizes,
including affordable rental units for large families

e Develop new supportive housing units for people living with HIV, as part of larger housing or
redevelopment initiatives

e Retain and increase accessibility to existing housing stock through rehabilitation initiatives
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e Ensure quality, accessible design and amenities of housing as well as quality management and
supportive services.
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NA-50 Non-Housing Community Development Needs — 91.215 (f)

Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Facilities:

The City has used CDBG funding in the past to support the development and sustainability of public
facilities in the community. Public facilities serve low and moderate income city residents by providing
space for a variety of community-based services and programming. Examples of public facilities include
childcare facilities, senior centers, youth centers and assisting public facilities with Section 504
compliance work. With recent reductions in the level of local ability to pay for fire fighting equipment,
the City also used CDBG resources to purchase fire fighting equipment which is an eligible public facility
funding category in CDBG regulations. Due to the severe reductions in CDBG funding levels made
available to the City, Minneapolis will treat public facility needs as a low priority for its estimated receipt
of CDBG funds in the 2015-19 period. If CDBG funding levels were to rise significantly, the City may
revisit the priority for public facilities. As noted in the next question, there remains a high need for
public facility improvements as identified in the City's Capital Improvement Plan.

In the area of economic development, the City will be using CDBG to assist businesses in their capital
needs, however, that strategy is in support of the community development goals around job
creation/retention and workforce development.

How were these needs determined?

The City will pursue a variety of strategies in non-housing community development areas such as
economic development, infrastructure improvements, public services, and public facility improvements.
These strategies are designed to create a vibrant, diversified living experience for its citizens. They will
support the city’s anti-poverty strategy and work to produce a sustainable community.

High priorities are assigned by the city to commercial/industrial building rehabilitation, economic
development assistance to businesses, a variety of public facilities catering to the city’s seniors, youth
and working low and moderate income persons, and the provision of public safety, health services and
senior services.

Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Improvements:
Refer to the discussion above.
How were these needs determined?

City public improvements needs are identified and prioritized by the city’s Capital Long-Range
Improvement Committee (CLIC). The Capital Long-Range Improvement Committee is a citizen advisory
committee to the Mayor and City Council. In developing a five-year forecast plan, members rate staff
proposed capital proposals and create a numerical ranking of projects. High-ranking projects are then
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balanced against available resources by year to arrive at recommendations for the Mayor and City
Council. For the 2015-19 five-year capital plan, 87 capital requests were made, totaling $ 607.6 million.

Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Services:

Low-income households and households with residents of color are concentrated in two areas of
Minneapolis: the northwest quadrant and the central area. When measures of population well-being,
such as infant mortality, child lead poisoning, and violence are similarly mapped, they tend to
concentrate in the same areas. Because health disparities are clearly evident by race/ethnicity and
income, public services are needed to reduce these disparities and improve community well-being. Key
benefits of funding include healthier families and safer homes and communities.

The Minneapolis Health Department (MHD) works with Hennepin County and an array of community-
based health and social service agencies to improve community health and well-being at all age

levels. Reducing health disparities requires access to resources that include: prenatal services for high
risk women; early childhood health and school readiness; successful educational outcomes and healthy
lives for school aged children; preventing violence among youth and young adults as part of ensuring
safe and livable communities; primary health services for all ages from newborn to seniors; violence free
families; and, safe, healthy, and stable housing at all ages.

The MHD monitors health indicators in the city through its Results Minneapolis process
(http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@citycoordinator/documents/webcontent/wc
ms1p-134041.pdf) and through other indicators and plans such as the following:

The early years of a child’s life are crucial to create a foundation for life-long learning and success. A
2012 School Readiness Study found a statistically significant relationship between a family’s income
level and a child’s scores on the Developmental Assessment at Kindergarten Entrance
(http://education.state.mn.us/MDE/StuSuc/EarlyLearn/SchReadiK/). These income disparities are
evident in the performance of older students in Minneapolis Public Schools, 65% of whom are eligible
for free and reduced lunch and 67% of whom are students of color. Proficiency scores for math and
reading (http://w20.education.state.mn.us/MDEAnalytics/Data.jsp) show large disparities between
those of white students and students of color.

Child lead poisoning cases cluster in areas with high concentrations of both poverty and people of color.
Because damage has now been clearly detected at levels lower than the previous standard of detection
and referral, more children exposed lead are being identified. Lead abatement and remediation of
health and safety hazards are necessary both in family homes and childcare settings to ensure safer
environments for children
(http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@health/documents/webcontent/wcms1p-
133417.pdf).
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Minneapolis has focused on preventing violence among youth and young adults as a critical component
to ensuring community safety. The Minneapolis Blueprint for Action to Prevent Youth Violence
represents the commitment of the Mayor’s Office, Minneapolis Police Department, Minneapolis Public
School, MHD and broad citywide collaboration and community support for ending youth homicides and
other violence in the city
(http://www.minneapolismn.gov/www/groups/public/@health/documents/webcontent/wcms1p-
124763.pdf).

How were these needs determined?

The Minneapolis Health Department collaborated with four other local community health boards to
develop the 2012 — 2015 Community Health Improvement Plan.

The Community Health Improvement Partnership (CHIP) was formed to foster strong alliances across
public and private organizations to identify and address important health issues. More than 100 local
organizations involved in health-related work provided input and guidance in the development of the
CHIP vision and plan. This coalition included hospitals, health care clinics, health plans, community-
based organizations, faith-based organizations, academic institutions, and community advocates and is
led by a strong Steering Committee of leaders from organizations involved in improving health.

In addition to this plan, Minneapolis Health Department decisions are informed the City’s Local Public
Health Advisory Community; relationships with other City Departments including Neighborhood and
Community Relations, Community Planning and Economic Development, and Police Department; a
variety of special community advisory committee convened to address particular topics or grant-funded
projects; and participation in a large number of national, state, metropolitan-area and local advisory
groups and planning committees.
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Housing Market Analysis

MA-05 Overview

Housing Market Analysis Overview:
Analysis of Affordable Housing Overview

The production and preservation of affordable housing is a longstanding City priority. Since the adoption
of the initial affordable housing policy in 1999, the City Council has established multi-year production
goals for new/converted and preserved/stabilized affordable housing at the 50 percent of annual area
median income (AMI) affordability threshold. For the three year period from 2009 — 2011, the goal was
set at 1,555 units of housing at or below 50 percent AMI. Over this three year period, CPED completed
1,383 units of housing. It should be noted that none of the 1,306 units of housing in the Riverside Plaza
project are included in this goal.

This policy also sets goals for various related program efforts, such as the geographic distribution of
affordable housing, unit production at the 30 percent AMI level, and other specific categories. Progress
against other related goals is reported annually by the department in a detailed report to the City
Council. Other measures of annual housing production for Metro Area jurisdictions are published by the
Metropolitan Council and Housing Link.

Goals for 2012-2014 have been set at 1,500 units (500 each year) of housing at or below 50% AMI and
an additional 750 units (250 each year) of new housing units at or below 60% AMI. The 60% AMI goal
has been added to reflect a change that occurred in 2011 to the Unified Housing Policy. That change
now requires any city assisted project to provide 20% of the housing units to households at 60% AMI
(50% AMl is still required for the use of the Affordable Housing Trust Fund HOME and CDBG funds).

Significantly, low vacancy rates predominate the rental market, especially for mult-bedroom

units. Increasing rent prices have resulted from this competitive rental housing environment, and low-
income, larger families experience higer rates of being cost-burdened. The provision of affordable mult-
bedroom rental housing remains a priority of the City.

Recovering Housing Market

Beginning in 2012, the Minneapolis housing market emerged from the worst effects of the housing
bubble burst that began in 2007 and peaked locally in 2008. Since 2008, foreclosures in the City have
fallen from a high of over 3000 to less than 1400 in 2012, a reduction of over 60 percent. Despite the
hangover from the past recession, Minneapolis emerged over the last 6 years as the leading city in
Minnesota in new housing units permitted. Growth in the central core, North Loop, University District
and Uptown neighborhood’s has been vigorous. The trend has been overwhelmingly tilted to new
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multifamily construction and conversion of vacant or commercial buildings to residential. Notably, the
For Sale housing market is showing signs of rejuvenation with inventory of homes for sale at a 10 year
low and housing price increases year after year in excess of 15 percent. In addition, the once stagnant
condo market is showing signs of life with new condo sales moving briskly in the downtown zone.

(Source: “Healthy Housing,” Results Minneapolis, April 30, 2013.

http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/ @citycoordinator/documents/webcontent/wcm

s1p-107564.pdf)
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MA-10 Number of Housing Units — 91.210(a)&(b)(2)
Introduction
Minneapolis boasts a diverse housing stock, single family homes to high density apartment and

condominium buildings, with the diverse mix of housing types being a direct result of the neighborhoods
uniquely evolving over different eras of the city’s history. Approximately, half of the housing units in the

city of Minneapolis are single family units, with the remainder of the being multifamily buildings that

range from duplexes to very large developments.

All residential properties by number of units

Property Type Number %

1-unit detached structure 81,915 44%
1-unit, attached structure 7,814 4%
2-4 units 25,271 14%
5-19 units 21,309 12%
20 or more units 47,638 26%
Mobile Home, boat, RV, van, etc 467 0%
Total 184,414 100%

Table 32 — Residential Properties by Unit Number
Data Source:  2007-2011 ACS
Unit Size by Tenure
Owners Renters
Number % Number %

No bedroom 359 0% 8,208 10%
1 bedroom 6,751 8% 36,503 44%
2 bedrooms 26,017 31% 24,509 29%
3 or more bedrooms 51,671 61% 14,255 17%
Total 84,798 100% 83,475 100%

Table 33 — Unit Size by Tenure

Data Source:  2007-2011 ACS

Describe the number and targeting (income level/type of family served) of units assisted with
federal, state, and local programs.

Shelter is a basic component of human welfare and an essential building block of a strong

city. Communities with concentrations of poverty face challenges related to public safety, disinvestment
and education quality therefore maintaining and improving upon the quantity and quality of the
affordable housing stock in the city of Minneapolis.
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The City's Affordable Housing Trust Fund is the program for financing the production of new or
rehabilitated affordable rental units. The primary sources of funds for this program are HOME and
CDBG. This program provides funds to affordable rental projects that need gap financing assistance to
cover the difference between total development costs and the amount that can be secured from other
sources.

In addition rental production and preservation, the City of Minneapolis creates homeownership
opportunity through its Neighborhood Stabilization Program, HOME and CDBG funds. These federal
sources are typically leveraged with state and local dollars to maximize impact. Below is a summary of
homeownership units that were created through development subsidy provided by City of Minneapolis
programs.

Provide an assessment of units expected to be lost from the affordable housing inventory for
any reason, such as expiration of Section 8 contracts.

The preservation of federally subsidized housing in the city is vital in maintaining the city’s affordable
housing inventory. Both the Affordable Housing Trust Fund and 9% Low Income Housing Tax Credit
(LIHTC) Program list federally subsidized housing preservation as a priority in their Requests For
Proposals and Qualified Allocation Plan respectively. The City will work with HUD, MPHA and the private
market to ensure that federal subsidies do not expire while allowing for market strengthening incentives
through either city Consolidated Plan funding, tax credits or other measures.

Furthermore, through Affordable Housing Trust Fund and the LIHTC program re-investment, expiring
requirements do not always, in fact, result in loss of affordable units. It is very possible that affordability
of these units will be preserved through restructuring terms of the maturing debt to extend affordability
periods and/or thru additional HOME / CDBG rehab funding through the Affordable Housing Trust

Fund. Often times the City is able to extend terms and/or provide additional rehab funding on these
projects, it would likely result in increased affordability outcomes.

Does the availability of housing units meet the needs of the population?

In some ways, the variety of housing developments in Minneapolis is a good match for its diverse
population. In other ways, the existing housing stock, built over the course of a century, is inflexible in
comparison with changing housing needs. People’s need for housing is dependent on their household
size as well as their time in life. Singles, couples, families with kids, empty nesters, and their elderly all
experience changing needs for housing as time passes. The City of Minneapolis supports the
development of housing that enriches these options and meets varying needs by focusing on the
following per Comprehensive Plan:
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1) Promote the development of housing suitable for people and households in all life stages that can be
adapted to accommodate changing housing needs over time.

2) Promote housing development in all communities that meets the needs of the households of
difference sizes ad income levels.

3) Maintain a healthy supply of multifamily ownership and rental housing, and promote the
development of alternative forms of homeownership such as cooperative housing and co-housing.

4) Provide and maintain moderate and high-density residential areas, as well as areas that
predominately developed with single and two family structures.

5) Promote accessible housing designed to support persons with disability and the elderly.

6) Actively enforce anti-discrimination laws and act to promote Fair Housing practices

Describe the need for specific types of housing:

The City will pursue with its HUD resources specific attention to the creation and preservation of rental
housing affordable to those at or below 50 percent of area median income with preference to
maximizing resources as available to those at or below 30 percent of area median income. Priority will
be for the creation of new units with 3+ bedrooms to accomodate the need for large family households.

In ownership, the City will pursue the development of housing opportunities for households at or below
80 percent of area median income. Housing will be developed for long housing life with minimal
maintenance needs for the homeowner over the long term.

Discussion
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MA-15 Housing Market Analysis: Cost of Housing - 91.210(a)

Introduction

Minneapolis continues to suffer a persistent and growing lack of affordable housing that contributes to

cost burdens to all households, especially very low- and low-income renter households. Some
stabilization and small increase in the ownership market has occurred since the recession but this is

masked by a fairly good share of lender mediated sales that as the housing market further stabilizes will

naturally increase prices. Any pent-up demand for ownership housing will rapidly increase housing sale
prices. Combined with very low vacancies in the rental housing especially in family-size appropriate units
(vacancy rates for 3+ bedroom units recently have been below 1%), low-income renters and owners

have a difficult time accessing affordable housing.

Cost of Housing

Base Year: 2000 Most Recent Year: 2011 % Change
Median Home Value 113,700 223,400 96%
Median Contract Rent 536 735 37%
Table 34 — Cost of Housing
Data Source: 2000 Census (Base Year), 2007-2011 ACS (Most Recent Year)
Rent Paid Number %
Less than $500 17,876 21.4%
$500-999 46,131 55.3%
$1,000-1,499 14,744 17.7%
$1,500-1,999 3,457 4.1%
$2,000 or more 1,267 1.5%
Total 83,475 100.0%
Table 35 - Rent Paid
Data Source:  2007-2011 ACS
Housing Affordability
% Units affordable to Households Renter Owner
earning
30% HAMFI 11,820 No Data
50% HAMFI 33,095 4,445
80% HAMFI 60,220 15,420
100% HAMFI No Data 29,425
Total 105,135 49,290
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Data Source:  2007-2011 CHAS

Monthly Rent

CHAS Housing Gap Analysis

Monthly Rent ($) Efficiency (no 1 Bedroom | 2 Bedroom | 3 Bedroom | 4 Bedroom
bedroom)
Fair Market Rent 592 736 920 1,296 1,529
High HOME Rent 610 756 946 1,332 1,525
Low HOME Rent 610 756 945 1,091 1,217
Table 37 — Monthly Rent
Data Source: HUD FMR and HOME Rents
Studio | 1-Bdrm | 2-Bdrm | 3-Bdrm
3Q-13 |S 779 |S 990 | S 1,373 | S 1,487
4Q-13 | S 797 | $ 1,029 | S 1,444 | S 1,533
1Q-14 | $ 800 | $ 1,015 | $ 1,447 | S 1,486
2Q-14 | S 817 | $ 1,039 |S$ 1,467 | S 1,463
3Q-14 | S 803 |S$ 1,014 | S 1,440 | S 1,414
Table 38 - Minneapolis Ave Monthly Market Rate Rent (Source: GVA Marquette Advisors)
Is there sufficient housing for households at all income levels?
HUD-Approved MINNEAPOLIS 92

Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)




Area-wide housing demand is highly dependent on demographic trends. In the long run, the
Metropolitan Council projects a growth of population in Minneapolis of 0.4 percent per year between
2010 and 2013, with total household additions of 16,700 approximately in the same period
(Metropolitan Council, 2030 Regional Development Framework- Revised Forecast as of December 31,
2009). With this growing population, new housing options will need to be developed. According to the
HUD Comprehensive Housing Market Analysis as of 2014, the three year forecast period (2014-2017)
has the total demand rate of or rental units at 14,155 with only approximately 8,900 under
construction. Furthermore, the rental housing market in Minneapolis has an estimated vacancy rate of
5.5% down from 7.6% in 2010. The apartment market vacancy is even tighter with a vacancy rate of
3.2% as of the 4th quarter in 2013.

According to the same HUD Market Analysis, the sales housing market is also tight with an overall
estimated vacancy rate of 1.3% down from 1.9% in 2010. During 2013, new and existing home sales
increased 18 percent to 54,400 homes at average price of $240,700 a 9% increase from the average
sales price reported in 2013. During the next 3 years, demand is expected for 23,050 new sales units.

How is affordability of housing likely to change considering changes to home values and/or
rents?

As the population continues to grow and with it, the demand for housing, the affordability of the
available housing will continue to decrease and it will be increasingly more difficult to

produce. Currently, with the vacancy rate on apartments being so low, the Fair Market Rent and the
HOME rents are significantly lower than the Area Median Rent. This means that naturally occurring
affordable housing will be increasingly difficult to locate and any available naturally occurring affordable
rental housing will most likely be substandard in its quality.

Similarly, the rising sale price of homes is an indicator that affordability of homeownership will be a
more significant issue moving forward. An additional factor in play is that a great deal of affordable
housing, especially privately owned single family homes are occupied by higher income persons, thus
increasing the mismatch between need and availability. The City of Minneapolis is exploring mechanisms
to ensure long-term affordability through partnerships with land trusts and the local Habitat for
Humanity, and will explore additional options for ensuring sustainable affordable investments in
ownership housing.

How do HOME rents / Fair Market Rent compare to Area Median Rent? How might this
impact your strategy to produce or preserve affordable housing?

As noted above, with the apartment vacancy rate so low, Fair Market and HOME rents are significantly
lower than the Area Median Rent. This means that naturally occurring affordable housing will be

increasingly difficult to locate and any available naturally occurring affordable rental housing will most
likely be substandard in its quality. Thus, equal attention will need to be paid to both the production of
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new affordable rental housing with attributes not present to a significant level in the housing market
and to the preservation of affordable housing especially those units that are contracted for with

affordable rents.

Discussion
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MA-20 Housing Market Analysis: Condition of Housing — 91.210(a)

Introduction

As buildings age, they require maintenance. If that maintenance is deferred, this leads to a decline in
the city’s housing stock. Maintenance is generally sound investment for property owners. However,
major rehabilitation sometimes costs more than it adds to property value. This creates an economic
disincentive for property owners to make substantial repairs to older properties. Another concern is
that some maintenance is very expensive, especially in terms of mechanical and structural systems and
may not be affordable to the current residents.

Definitions

The City Assessor’s Office is responsible for maintaining property descriptions on all parcels in the city as
a basis for estimating their market values for tax purposes. A condition rating is a qualitative factor
utilized as one of the variables used in valuing properties. The condition rating describes the status of
the property’s overall general physical condition. This includes the foundation, framing, siding, roof,
windows and doors, mechanical equipment, electric and plumbing, cabinets, trim, plaster, floor cover,
finishes, and any attachments such as porches and decks. The rating measures physical deterioration
due to settling and damage, as well as wear and tear. The condition is often dependent on the age of
improvements, (i.e. a new roof is in much better condition than an old one), but the condition rating is
not based on physical image alone. It is also distinct from functional utility or external

obsolescence. The condition does not reflect nor should it be confused with or blended with the quality
or class of construction. The quality/class of a structure may indirectly influence condition as better
quality improvements tend to last longer (i.e. slate roofs have a longer life than asphalt) and the quality
may influence an owner’s willingness to invest in maintenance. The condition rating intent is to rate the
overall condition of the property relative to citywide standards, and not neighborhood standards

alone. The ratings are to be based on the observable condition of the property and what can be
reasonably imputed from information such as the age, known improvements to older structures,
building inspector’s records, or MLS notes. It reflects only the physical condition of the subject property
and is not influenced by location, functional utility, or external obsolescence such as the condition of
adjacent or surrounding properties.

Condition ratings 6-7 are considered as substandard but suitable for rehabilitation while a housing unit
with a condition rating of 7 or 8 is considered substandard and not suited for rehabilitation.

These applicable conditions are described as such:

6 FAIR The condition is significantly below average. It represents a property that is structurally sound
but has a significant amount of deferred maintenance. There should be no significant foundation
problems however, siding, roofing, mechanical systems, etc. are old and show signs of significant
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wear. If not in need of immediate replacement, they are definitely at the end of their useful life. Paint,
trim, cabinets, floor cover, etc. are tired or in need of replacement.

7 LOW These properties have numerous problems. The property foundation may have large cracks or
substantial settling. Most of the building components are in need of repair or replacement such as;
rotting wood, holes in the plaster or sheetrock, carpets worn through to the backing, tiles are broken or
missing in the kitchen or bath. Heating and plumbing systems may be unreliable. The house is still
inhabitable, but bringing the house up to average condition would require major expenditures. The cost
to cure may out weigh the entire value of the home.

8 UNINHABITABLE This represents properties at the end of their economic life. The property is
uninhabitable, beyond repair, probably condemned and likely to be wrecked in the near future.

Condition of Units

Condition of Units Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied
Number % Number %
With one selected Condition 28,005 33% 38,984 47%
With two selected Conditions 746 1% 3,488 1%
With three selected Conditions 26 0% 503 1%
With four selected Conditions 0 0% 0 0%
No selected Conditions 56,021 66% 40,500 49%
Total 84,798 100% 83,475 101%
Table 39 - Condition of Units
Data Source:  2007-2011 ACS
Year Unit Built
Year Unit Built Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied
Number % Number %
2000 or later 4,416 5% 6,909 8%
1980-1999 6,104 7% 9,732 12%
1950-1979 16,063 19% 30,909 37%
Before 1950 58,215 69% 35,925 43%
Total 84,798 100% 83,475 100%
Table 40 - Year Unit Built
Data Source:  2007-2011 CHAS
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Rental Housing Built Before 1949 - Consolidated Plan and Continuum of Care Planning Tool
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Risk of Lead-Based Paint Hazard

Risk of Lead-Based Paint Hazard Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied
Number % Number %
Total Number of Units Built Before 1980 74,278 88% 66,334 80%
Housing Units build before 1980 with children present 16,318 19% 16,849 20%

Alternate Data Source Name:
Risk of Lead-Based Paint Hazard

Data Source Comments:
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Risk of Lead-Based Paint Hazard

Vacant Units

Suitable for Not Suitable for Total
Rehabilitation Rehabilitation
Vacant Units 530 16 546
Abandoned Vacant Units 252 16 268
REO Properties 640 0 640
Abandoned REO Properties 640 0 640
Table 42 - Vacant Units
Alternate Data Source Name:
Vacant Housing data
Data Source Comments: 2014 Hennepin County Sheriff Foreclosure data; City of Minneapolis Vacant and Boarded list

Need for Owner and Rental Rehabilitation

There is a need throughout the city for owner and rental rehabilitation in order to preserve a housing

stock of which 80 percent is at least 35 years old. City funds are targeted to aging and blighted housing

stock as part of the City's stabilization and revitalization programs. Low-income homeowners also need

access to rehabilitation programs to increase the life of their housing and lower maintenance costs with

the goals of reducing cost and condition burdens while preserving their housing asset.

A healthy mix of income levels and housing options in all sections of the City will assist in maintaining a

robust housing market.
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Estimated Number of Housing Units Occupied by Low or Moderate Income Families with LBP
Hazards

The following assumptions are made: There is a proportionate number of families with children across
income levels and across housing unit age

e Moderate Income: 35,088 families * .497 of families have children * .826 of housing units built
before 1980 = 14,404 families living in housing units built before 1980

o Low Income: 24,946 families * .497 of families have children * .826 of housing units built before
1980 = 10,240 families living in housing units built before 1980

Discussion

As housing ages, it requires maintenance. If that maintenance is deferred, this leads to a decline in the
city’s housing stock. Maintenance is generally sound investment for property owners. However, major
rehabilitation sometimes costs more than it adds to property value. This creates an economic
disincentive for property owners to make substantial repairs to older properties. Another concern is
that some maintenance is very expensive and may not be affordable to the current residents. The City
finds itself with either very young households or growth in seniors, both populations will have an
increasingly difficult time to keep housing well-maintained. City and community housing rehab programs
target these issues with a variety of financial options to assist in this regard.
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MA-25 Public and Assisted Housing — 91.210(b)

Introduction

Minneapolis Public Housing Authority (MPHA) is the provider of publicly assisted housing in Minneapolis. MPHA is the largest public housing
authority in Minnesota, providing over 21,000 residents with decent, safe and affordable housing. Designated by HUD as a Moving To Work
(MTW) public housing agency, MPHA has the ability to develop and test local housing strategies in the aim of using federal housing resources
more efficiently through work with families with children and greater choice in housing options made available. The flexibility in administering
public housing granted by the MTW authority has allowed MPHA tailor delivery of public housing programming to best meet local needs. The
authority has permitted MPHA to be an active participant in City and County housing strategies aimed at providing affordable housing to those

who are homeless or are threatened with homelessness.

The numbers found in the tables below are provided by HUD and not necessarily reflective of current numbers that MPHA has available to them.
Where there is a major discrepancy, clarified numbers from MPHA are provided for in the narrative text.

Totals Number of Units

Program Type
Certificate Mod-Rehab Public Vouchers
Housing Total Project -based Tenant -based Special Purpose Voucher
Veterans Family Disabled
Affairs Unification *
Supportive Program

Housing
# of units vouchers
available 0 523 12,414 9,782 691 8,366 1,003 100 1,078
# of accessible units
*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home Transition

Table 43 — Total Number of Units by Program Type
Alternate Data Source Name:
Public Housing Units
Data Source Comments: These are updated numbers received Minneapolis Public Housing Authority for 2014.
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Describe the supply of public housing developments:

Describe the number and physical condition of public housing units in the jurisdiction, including those that are participating in an
approved Public Housing Agency Plan:

Minneapolis Public Housing Authority’s (MPHA) housing stock is comprised of 42 highrise buildings, 733 scattered site homes, 184 rowhouse
units, and three maintenance, administrative, and service facilities. Forty of the forty two highrise buildings in MPHA’s inventory were built in
the 1960’s and early 1970’s; the age range of MPHA’s single-family homes is 2 — 100+ years old, and our single remaining row house
development is 60+ years old. The most recent needs analysis indicates an unmet capital need of approximately $244 million over the next ten
years for MPHA's facilities.
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Public Housing Condition

Public Housing Development Average Inspection Score

MPHA systemwide 92

Table 44 - Public Housing Condition

Describe the restoration and revitalization needs of public housing units in the jurisdiction:

MPHA'’s five-year strategy for addressing capital needs covers FY 15 through FY 19. Through Capital Fund
Program appropriations and asset preservation strategies, MPHA anticipates allocating approximately
$65 million to implement capital work over this five-year period. The plan addresses primarily building
systems, security and fire suppression improvements. Assuming current HUD Capital funding levels and
MPHA's ability to implement various asset management strategies, MPHA’s assets will continue to be in
the “Poor” range over the next five years by housing industry standards. Aging properties and
reductions in funding levels have made asset preservation an increasingly difficult challenge.

Describe the public housing agency's strategy for improving the living environment of low-
and moderate-income families residing in public housing:

MPHA's Strategic Direction 3 seeks partnerships with the goal of enhancing services, promoting health
and wellness, contributing to safety and supporting residents and participants in their efforts to live
independent lives.

Goal 1: Promote opportunities, in cooperation with its partners, for residents to age in place and receive
services and supports that will allow residents to have quality lives.

Goal 2: Sustain its Senior Housing Designation Plan, which creates and sustains senior communities
within MPHA public housing developments and, offers choices for seniors regarding housing location
and assisted living programs.

Goal 3: Encourage and support resident involvement and participation in agency activities that impact
residents and their homes. MPHA will work with established resident council and representation
systems to support this goal.

Goal 4: Provide through its partnerships education, training and employment opportunities for residents
and participants seeking to become economically self-sufficient.

Goal 5: Coordinate with the City of Minneapolis, Hennepin County and other partners to identify and
implement specific strategies that promote health and wellness opportunities for residents and
participants, including making MPHA smoke-free within the next five years.

Discussion:

In its current strategic plan, MPHA pursues the sustainable preservation and growth of its properties;
programming responsive to the affordable housing needs of low-income residents; and pursuit of
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partnerships that enhance and sustain the living environments of both the residents the agency directly
assists and the surrounding community.

MPHA has maintained 98-100% occupancy of all available housing since 1996. There are over 6,103
families on its family public housing waiting list and more than 5,469 individuals on its highrise public
housing waiting list. With its MTW authority, MPHA can pursue innovative housing delivery strategies
through partnerships to house a variety of housing needs that present themselves in the community,
such as working with young familes with children who are not in a position to access adequate housing.

The Agency is planning to pursue authority (Faircloth subsidy) to develop up to 122 new units
townhouse development that will be targeted to families that are leaving family shelter. It is also
considering a Rental Assistance Demonstration application for the Glendale development to allow for
project basing vouchers in Heritage Park and providing substantial rehabilitation of Glendale.
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MA-30 Homeless Facilities and Services — 91.210(c)

Introduction

The following numbers of Homeless Facilities and Housing targeted to homeless households is from the 2014 Housing Inventory Chart (HIC) of
the Minneapolis-Hennepin County Continuum of Care.

In the Hennepin-Minneapolis Continuum of Care system Minneapolis is home to:

e 98% of emergency shelter beds for single adults

o 96% of all emergency shelter beds

o At least 60% of family permanent supportive housing units
e 83% of veterans permanent supportive housing beds

e 77% of youth permanent supportive housing beds

e 60% of all permanent supportive housing

e 100% of transitional housing beds for veterans

e 87% of transitional housing beds for youth

e 75% of all transitional housing units for families

e 79% of all transitional housing beds

This concentration of facilities for the homeless causes persons who encounter homelessness in the suburbs to have to relocate themselves to
Minneapolis to receive services and rehousing options. The concentration stems from historic past locations and functions of services made
available to those who are homeless. The Continuum of Care attempts to increase the number of beds/units in other locations in order to permit
persons, especially families to remain located with existing social networks. It should continue to work to see that other communities in the
metro area pick up some of the responsibility for meeting homeless needs where they occur in order to deconcentrate services and housing in
the region. Recent new developments in Edina and Brooklyn Park are examples of meeting this need.

HUD-Approved MINNEAPOLIS 105
Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



Facilities and Housing Targeted to Homeless Households

Emergency Shelter Beds

Transitional
Housing Beds

Permanent Supportive Housing

Beds

Year Round Beds
(Current & New)

Voucher /
Seasonal /
Overflow Beds

Current & New

Current & New

Under
Development

Households with Adult(s) and

Child(ren) 1,237 375 669 1,914 66
Households with Only Adults 923 150 379 3,382 109
Chronically Homeless Households 322 0 255 1,718 24
Veterans 44 0 66 216 0
Unaccompanied Youth 37 0 142 194 0

Data Source Comments:

Table 45 - Facilities and Housing Targeted to Homeless Households

respective households from the 2014 PIT count.
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Describe mainstream services, such as health, mental health, and employment services to the
extent those services are use to complement services targeted to homeless persons

Minneapolis does have populations of people that are not homeless, but are in need of supportive
services to allow them to remain in their current housing situations, or retain a sustainable living
environment. While Hennepin County is the primary provider of most non-housing social services, the
City does provide for some of these needs through use of its CDBG funds devoted to public services,
workforce development and early childhood programming.

List and describe services and facilities that meet the needs of homeless persons, particularly
chronically homeless individuals and families, families with children, veterans and their
families, and unaccompanied youth. If the services and facilities are listed on screen SP-40
Institutional Delivery Structure or screen MA-35 Special Needs Facilities and Services,
describe how these facilities and services specifically address the needs of these populations.

Homeless Single Adults: The County Shelter Team works with eligible clients who are homeless and
require assistance after normal county office hours. They work with the Family Homeless Prevention
and Assistance Program (FHPAP) providers to facilitate rapid-exit from shelter. Health Care for the
Homeless clinics are located in community sites in Minneapolis that serve people who are homeless,
such as shelters and drop-in centers.

Families with Children: A FHPAP Rapid-Exit Coordinator is located at the main county-funded shelter. In
addition, outreach workers regularly visit family shelters. The Health Care for the Homeless Project and
PATH/Access are housed at all family shelters. Public Health Nurses provide street outreach at sites
homeless people frequent.

Veterans: Minnesota Assistance Council on Veterans provides for and coordinates chemical dependency
and mental health treatment, day-care, life skills training, educational services, family support, and
other support approaches to increase basic living skills and/or income in support of obtaining/retaining
permanent housing. Veterans Affairs Homeless Services team provides outreach for HUD VASH vouchers
and Grant per Diem programming.

Seriously Mentally Ill:PATH/Access and PATH/Hennepin County Mental Health Care (HCMHC) workers
have regular outreach at Minneapolis shelters and drop-in centers giving linkage to financial services
such as General Assistance qualification and referral assistance to SSI benefits. In addition, there are
seven Community Support Program drop-in centers with housing support specialists. Access to legal aid
assistance is provided.

Substance Abuse:Street case management programs provide outreach and case management to chronic
public inebriates. Two “wet/dry” permanent supportive housing residences are available for this
population. PATH/Access Unit outreach staff refers people for Rule 25 chemical dependency
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assessments, as do Health Care for the Homeless Project outreach staff. Access to legal aid assistance is
provided.

HIV/AIDS:Minnesota Department of Health HIV Prevention Unit contracts to provide street outreach to
people in need of housing, including residents of emergency shelters, intravenous drug users, and youth.
Access to legal aid assistance is provided.

Domestic Violence:Cornerstone, Home Free, Sojourner in suburban Hennepin and the Tubman Family
Alliance in Minneapolis offer a 24-hour help line, outreach/advocacy services on-site, at the county’s
main family homeless shelter. Access to legal aid assistance is provided.

Youth:StreetWorks Collaborative coordinates efforts of youth service agencies offering housing options
and services, including emergency shelter, transitional housing, drop-in centers, meal sites, clothing,
HIV/STD prevention, medical care, mental health counseling, alcohol and chemical dependency
treatment, employment opportunities, educational programs, and life skills programs.

Other Support Services:Support services are provided at the county’s two largest homeless shelters.
Smaller shelters also provide support services and are visited regularly by outreach staff. The County
Economic Assistance Shelter Unit provides families a single entry point for assessing service needs and
making appropriate referrals. The County uses a “Front Door” approach to accessing services. This
approach provides efficient connections to services that are suited to the requester’s needs, preferences
and resources. The County strives to provide access to operated, contracted or community-based
resources in a timely, respectful, and consistent manner.
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MA-35 Special Needs Facilities and Services — 91.210(d)

Introduction

Minneapolis has a high priority for development and maintenance of permanent supportive housing
that can serve non-homeless people with special needs. It seeks to fund projects that provide on-site or
link to community-based services options where possible. Most special needs human service programs
are funded with federal/state funds delivered through Hennepin County or State of Minnesota
agencies.

The following table from HUD showing "0" for designated units for people with HIV/AIDS and their
families is incorrect and is supplemented by the alternate local table showing TBRA and Permanent
Housing designated units.

HOPWA Assistance Baseline Table

Type of HOWA Assistance Number of Units Designated or Available for People with
HIV/AIDS and their families

TBRA

PH in facilities

STRMU

ST or TH facilities

o|o|Oo|Oo| o

PH placement

Table 46— HOPWA Assistance Baseline

Data Source: HOPWA CAPER and HOPWA Beneficiary Verification Worksheet

TBRA 153
PHin Fac. | 72
Table 47 - Minneapolis EMSA HOPWA Units

Including the elderly, frail elderly, persons with disabilities (mental, physical, developmental),
persons with alcohol or other drug addictions, persons with HIV/AIDS and their families,
public housing residents and any other categories the jurisdiction may specify, and describe
their supportive housing needs

Elderly/Frail Elderly: The supportive housing needs for this population include affordable customized
units with qualified providers who can address the needs of seniors requiring supervision due to
dementia, especially the aging male population. The current market does not have enough units to
address this need. One barrier to placement for low income seniors is a common requirement that a
consumer private pay at least 2 years prior to transitioning to a waiver program.
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Mentally Ill: Development of an array of housing options allowing persons with serious mental illness to
be as integrated into community settings as possible remains a challenge. The County’s advisory group
of consumers, families, and providers has noted these gaps/needs: more safe affordable housing (due to
a shortage and long wait lists), more services, e.g. tenancy support, and more landlord flexibility.
Housing and support for people coming out of institutions are needed, especially those coming out of
correctional institutions with severe mental illness or drug dependencies that need specialized housing.

Persons with Alcohol/Drug Addictions: The 2013 MN Human Services Drug and Alcohol Abuse Normative
Evaluation System (DAANES) reported 20,083 treatment admissions for clients at least partially funded
by the state; 3,983 of those were Hennepin County residents. Hennepin County authorized treatment
for a total of 6,488 different individuals in 2013. There is a strong tie between chemical dependency and
homelessness. The DAANES data showed 11.6% of treatment admissions statewide were homeless and
in Hennepin County that rate was 24%. The most common housing problems are affordability and
timeliness of access (wait lists too long for people leaving treatment). Specific populations with
additional difficulty/housing needs are those who have a criminal background, need assisted living, or
parents in recovery with children.

Developmentally Disabled: A continuum of housing options is needed that meets the needs of different
people at different points in their lives, and, as much as possible, with individualization and community
integration. Hennepin County serves nearly 3,100 people through its “waiver” programs and another
2,400 people not on a waiver, but who meet the criteria for services. These individuals currently reside
in various housing settings including independent living, assisted living, group homes, and independent
settings. There is a critical need for group home or individualized housing options for adolescents with
very high behavioral needs — by far our number one need. Options for adults with high behavioral needs
are also a significant need.

Physical Disabilities: Efforts are geared towards serving people in their home or, when this is not
possible, in community based settings. Creating more local, independent, housing options for this
population is needed.

HIV/AIDS: Most supportive housing programs for persons with HIV/AIDS will openly receive referrals,
but clients exiting institutions may be unable to secure permanent supportive housing due to a
shortage. Often a client may remain in a skilled nursing home for example, until an opening is available.
Transitional housing programs are utilized, providing time to secure permanent housing. Clare Housing,
the area’s largest provider of HIV-specific supportive housing, will perform on-site assessment/intake for
HIV clients being discharged. Once a client has secured supportive housing, most housing programs will
hold a resident’s space if they enter a hospital, nursing home, or treatment center for up to 60 days.
However some subsidy sources do not continue funding, so the housing provider is left with a decision
whether to hold the unit (unpaid) or to end the client’s lease putting clients back in the cycle of
searching for housing.
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Describe programs for ensuring that persons returning from mental and physical health
institutions receive appropriate supportive housing

The Office to End Homelessness employed a full-time Adult Discharge Planning Coordinator to work
directly with Hennepin County Corrections and the Hennepin County Medical Center to improve
discharge strategies and outcomes. As a result, and the advent of the Affordable Care Act, Hennepin
County has implemented Hennepin Health, which provides health insurance and wrap around social
services, including housing, to Medicaid-eligible single adults. Hennepin County participates in hospital
to home programming, so that homeless individuals being discharged from a hospital are provided with
housing during their recuperation and help locating permanent housing. Heading Home Hennepin has
also worked with County Corrections on a Transition from Jail to Community pilot to help people
exiting the Adult Correctional Facility find appropriate and affordable housing.

Specify the activities that the jurisdiction plans to undertake during the next year to address
the housing and supportive services needs identified in accordance with 91.215(e) with
respect to persons who are not homeless but have other special needs. Link to one-year
goals. 91.315(e)

Minneapolis does have populations of people that are not homeless, but are in need of supportive
services to allow them to remain in their current housing situations, or retain a sustainable living
environment. While Hennepin County is the primary provider of most non-housing social services, the
City does provide for some of these needs through use of its CDBG funds devoted to public services,
workforce development and early childhood programming. As well, the City works to assist low-income
individuals and families avoid becoming homeless through delivery of homelessness prevention services.
The City's Affordable Housing Trust Fund is a financing tool made available to organizations who can
develop supportive housing options in the community.

For entitlement/consortia grantees: Specify the activities that the jurisdiction plans to
undertake during the next year to address the housing and supportive services needs
identified in accordance with 91.215(e) with respect to persons who are not homeless but
have other special needs. Link to one-year goals. (91.220(2))

Minneapolis has a high priority for development and maintenance of permanent supportive housing
that can serve non-homeless people with special needs. It seeks to fund projects that provide on-site or
link to community-based services options where possible. Most special needs human service programs
are funded with federal/state funds delivered through Hennepin County or State of Minnesota agencies.
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MA-40 Barriers to Affordable Housing — 91.210(e)

Negative Effects of Public Policies on Affordable Housing and Residential Investment

Minneapolis is sensitive to the effects that public policies have on the cost of housing, or serve to
dissuade development, maintenance or improvement of affordable housing. Although some of the
barriers to the cost of producing affordable housing are beyond the control of local government, it is
hoped that city policies do not create more barriers. The city works to establish positive marketing
strategies and program criteria increasing housing choices for households with limited incomes, to
provide geographical choice in assisted housing units, and to improve the physical quality of existing
affordable housing units. It has adopted and implemented policies to provide lifecycle housing
throughout the City, providing all residents with safe, quality and affordable housing, as a priority, in
cooperation with public and private partners.

Minneapolis attempts to identify regulatory, transportation and financing issues as barriers to
affordable housing. Although some of the barriers to affordable housing are beyond the control of local
government, it is hoped that city policies do not create more barriers. The city works to establish
positive marketing strategies and program criteria increasing housing choices for households with
limited incomes, to provide geographical choice in assisted housing units, and to improve the physical
quality of existing affordable housing units. The metropolitan area has a documented spatial mismatch
between where affordable housing is located, where low wage jobs are located and the inadequacy of
public transportation links between locations.

Local policies may hinder the development or increase the costs to produce affordable housing. These
include zoning regulations, building inspection codes and housing codes. The city has a responsibility to
protect health and safety of its property owners and renters, however, that these standards may
increase the cost of operating, rehabilitating or developing affordable housing rental properties.
Transportation, and public policies relating to it, can also prove to be a barrier to affordable

housing. Lack of public transportation routes to specific parts of the city and suburbs serves as a barrier
in its affecting demand for affordable housing in these areas. Finally, financing of affordable housing is a
significant barrier to being able to provide for affordable housing. Since 2000, the city’s receipt of
entitlement federal funding for affordable housing has decreased. In spite of this decrease at the
entitlement level, the city has worked to increase its local commitment to funding affordable housing
efforts.
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MA-45 Non-Housing Community Development Assets — 91.215 (f)

Introduction

The City of Minneapolis works to support businesses that create jobs and to ensure that Minneapolis residents are competitive for those jobs.

We do this using a variety of strategies including by providing financing and technical assistance to businesses to support their growth and

success and by supporting workforce training for both youth and adults and job placement. The City funds this work with a combination of

discretionary City dollars, state funding and Federal funding, including through Community Development Block Grants for program-eligible

activities.

Economic Development Market Analysis
Business Activity

Business by Sector Number of Number of Jobs Share of Workers Share of Jobs Jobs less workers
Workers % % %
Agriculture, Mining, Oil & Gas Extraction 220 129 0 0 0
Arts, Entertainment, Accommodations 18,464 26,392 13 11 -2
Construction 2,663 3,691 2 2 0
Education and Health Care Services 32,889 58,667 24 25 1
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 16,943 39,240 12 17 5
Information 4,277 9,484 3 4 1
Manufacturing 11,112 15,029 8 6 -2
Other Services 6,755 11,144 5 5 0
Professional, Scientific, Management Services 19,334 41,952 14 18 4
Public Administration 0 0 0 0 0
Retail Trade 15,563 14,068 11 6 -5
Transportation and Warehousing 3,000 2,587 1 -1
Wholesale Trade 7,055 9,674 4 -1
Total 138,275 232,057 -- -- --
Table 48 - Business Activity
Data Source:  2007-2011 ACS (Workers), 2011 Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (Jobs)
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Labor Force

Total Population in the Civilian Labor Force 228,833
Civilian Employed Population 16 years and over 207,205
Unemployment Rate 9.45
Unemployment Rate for Ages 16-24 29.68
Unemployment Rate for Ages 25-65 6.70
Table 49 - Labor Force
Data Source:  2007-2011 ACS
Occupations by Sector Number of People
Management, business and financial 63,555
Farming, fisheries and forestry occupations 10,663
Service 21,040
Sales and office 47,449
Construction, extraction, maintenance and
repair 8,567
Production, transportation and material moving 7,750
Table 50 — Occupations by Sector
Data Source:  2007-2011 ACS
Travel Time
Travel Time Number Percentage
<30 Minutes 142,177 74%
30-59 Minutes 43,206 22%
60 or More Minutes 6,986 4%
Total 192,369 100%
Table 51 - Travel Time

Data Source:  2007-2011 ACS

Education:

Educational Attainment by Employment Status (Population 16 and Older)

Educational Attainment In Labor Force
Civilian Employed Unemployed Not in Labor Force
Less than high school graduate 12,439 2,537 8,870
High school graduate (includes
equivalency) 23,712 3,634 9,119
Some college or Associate's degree 41,548 4,536 9,403
Bachelor's degree or higher 89,104 3,925 9,507
Table 52 - Educational Attainment by Employment Status
Data Source:  2007-2011 ACS
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Educational Attainment by Age

Age
18-24 yrs 25-34 yrs 35-44 yrs 45-65 yrs 65+ yrs

Less than 9th grade 1,103 3,025 2,713 4,789 3,340
9th to 12th grade, no diploma 5,294 5,639 2,931 4,749 2,920
High school graduate, GED, or

alternative 9,674 10,592 8,370 17,503 9,561
Some college, no degree 27,169 13,903 9,472 18,093 5,569
Associate's degree 1,869 4,682 3,526 5,831 1,451
Bachelor's degree 9,622 29,775 15,335 20,233 4,963
Graduate or professional degree 619 11,842 10,622 14,752 4,502

Table 53 - Educational Attainment by Age
Data Source:  2007-2011 ACS

Educational Attainment — Median Earnings in the Past 12 Months

Educational Attainment Median Earnings in the Past 12 Months
Less than high school graduate 18,108
High school graduate (includes equivalency) 24,011
Some college or Associate's degree 31,797
Bachelor's degree 45,500
Graduate or professional degree 62,218

Table 54 — Median Earnings in the Past 12 Months
Data Source:  2007-2011 ACS

Based on the Business Activity table above, what are the major employment sectors within
your jurisdiction?

As would be expected for a regional Central Business District community, jobs are concentrated with
professional services, including education and health care; professional, scientific and manufacturing;
finance, insurance and real estate; and arts, entertainment and accommodations; trailed by
manufacturing and retail. There are actually a significant number of public administration jobs within
the jurisdiction — between the City of Minneapolis and offices of Hennepin County located within the
downtown; those jobs must be captured under another category, or perhaps the Hennepin County jobs
captured in another reporting geography. Also as expected for a CBD, there are more jobs than local
residents filling those jobs, as many workers commute in from other metro area municipalities for work.
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Describe the workforce and infrastructure needs of the business community:

The reported 2007-2011 ACS unemployment rate of 9.45% is dated, and actually higher than any
reported by the Department of Labor even during the recession (Minneapolis peaked at 7.6% in 2009).
The current unemployment rate in Minneapolis proper is 3.1%. This very low unemployment rate means
that businesses in growing sectors including tech and manufacturing are having difficulties attracting
and retaining talent, and a regional effort led by our regional economic development organization
GreaterMSP is working to address that. In Minneapolis, this low unemployment rate also masks racial
disparities in unemployment. In 2011, a study by the Economic Policy Institute found that Minneapolis
had the highest disparity in employment between whites and people of color, with African Americans
having an unemployment rate three times that of whites.

These disparities persist. The regional development plan adopted by the Metropolitan Council — Thrive
MSP 2040 — identifies several Racially Concentrated Areas of Poverty throughout the region for special
attention, including two large areas within North and South Minneapolis. The American Community
Survey 3-year estimates of unemployment broken down by race/ethnicity show for 2011-2013 a rate of
5.9% for whites, 21.5% for African Americans, 21% for American Indians, 10.3% for Asians and 8.5% for
Hispanic/Latinos (chart in CPED Results Nov 2014, p. 9
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/ @citycoordinator/documents/webcontent/wcm
s1p-134245.pdf). This combination of available jobs, indicated by the very low overall unemployment
rate and disparate access to employment for people of color is both a call to action and an opportunity
to meaningfully increase employment in communities of color with workforce development
programming.

Business infrastructure needs include primarily transit expansion, roadway maintenance, and freight
transportation. Our region has, with Federal support, begun to expand our transit network to include a
number of light rail and commuter rail lines, which connect the downtowns, the airport, and the
Northwestern suburbs. Plans are underway for additional light rail, streetcar and bus rapid transit lines
serving other parts of the metro, connecting workers to jobs more efficiently. There is a need to expand
transit service to manufacturing areas that have not traditionally been well served, as company growth
is constrained by the ability to provide employee parking on small urban sites.

With the oil boom in North Dakota, our freight rail network is operating over capacity, with impacts to
businesses for access to freight, and the recent closure of the St. Anthony lock on the Mississippi River
to block the spread of Asian carp will have some impacts to businesses that used barging for

freight shipping, as well as to area roadways as those businesses shift their mode of transport to trucks
(http://metrocouncil.org/METC/files/a7/a74e4dbe-8548-451d-b357-2ac8af7b4dfd.pdf).

As a fully built out city in a harsh climate, Minneapolis struggles to maintain roadways in manufacturing
areas. These roads typically were not built to current standards, some are comprised of compacted
layers of oil and dirt over decades and they receive heavy truck use, but the total number of people and
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vehicles using them is a fraction of the use of arterials and thus it is challenging to prioritize scarce
infrastructure maintenance and reconstruction resources to these roadways.

Describe any major changes that may have an economic impact, such as planned local or
regional public or private sector investments or initiatives that have affected or may affect
job and business growth opportunities during the planning period. Describe any needs for
workforce development, business support or infrastructure these changes may create.

North Minneapolis and an area immediately South of Downtown have both been designated Racially
Concentrated Areas of Poverty in the region’s Thrive MSP 2040 plan
(http://www.metrocouncil.org/Planning/Projects/Thrive-2040/Thrive-MSP-2040-
Plan.aspx?source=child). Within these areas there are a number of efforts under way to support market
investment and jobs growth. North Minneapolis was the focus of a 2014 Federal Promise Zone
application.

The Minneapolis City Council in 2013 approved a new program to spur business investment called Grow
North, providing expanding businesses with CDBG-funded loans for capital investment, forgivable if the
business hires and retains a Northside resident. These forgivable loans are sourced with CDBG capital
dollars. The City has also directed some local dollars to providing homebuyer assistance to employees of
participating companies to purchase homes in North Minneapolis. Further, the City directs resources to
customized training and hiring outreach to Grow North companies to aid them in both creating new
jobs/moving incumbent workers forward allowing for backfill of more entry-level positions, and targeted
recruitment to attract the right and best talent to their open positions.

There is a significant recent change that will impact some manufacturing businesses and the road
network in North Minneapolis, as well as roadways in adjacent areas. In 2015, the St. Anthony Lock on
the Mississippi River will be closed in an attempt to physically block the further spread of invasive Asian
carp. There are a few private businesses along the river that ship goods by barge, and these will need to
shift to other modes of transportation — rail and truck — with the expectation that the shift to truck
transportation will have significant impacts on the road network
(http://metrocouncil.org/METC/files/a7/a74e4dbe-8548-451d-b357-2ac8af7b4dfd.pdf).

The lock closure also has prompted the closure of a City-owned port facility in North Minneapolis, the
Upper Harbor Terminal. This 50 acre facility is slated for jobs-intensive redevelopment
(http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/cped/projects/UHT_Redevelopment) with a riverfront parkway
connected to the Grand Rounds National Scenic Byway
(http://www.minneapolisparks.org/grandrounds/home.htm) and serving both the adjacent residential
community and surrounding current and future businesses. The site will require significant investment in
soil remediation and infrastructure development to meet its potential.
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How do the skills and education of the current workforce correspond to employment
opportunities in the jurisdiction?

Like so many urban areas across the United States, the skill and education of the current and immediate
future workforce is most acutely mismatched in the skilled technical trades, those trades that require
high levels of math and science (STEM career skills). In Minneapolis young adults 18-24 years of age and
older workers displaced from the labor force during the recession struggle to gain access to higher
tech/higher wage careers based on lack of knowledge, training, and preparation. As noted above the
skills mismatches are impacting our communities of color more dramatically than the majority white
residents; producing uneven unemployment rates between racial and ethnic groups.

Describe any current workforce training initiatives, including those supported by Workforce
Investment Boards, community colleges and other organizations. Describe how these efforts
will support the jurisdiction's Consolidated Plan.

City of Minneapolis Employment and Training, the workforce development arm of City of Minneapolis
government and administrative entity for the Minneapolis Workforce Investment Board, focuses
resources towards direct job placement services, career training in in-demand industry sectors, and job
growth strategies to meet the demand of the changing labor force dynamics since the end of the
recession. One notable effort underway is the City of Minneapolis’ Train-to-Career program that
provides both skills training and job placement support through seven partnering community-based
agencies. The training must end in an industry-recognized credential, be listed as in-demand by the State
of Minnesota, and provide living-wage income post-training. This project requires close partnership with
our community college partners and non-profit trainers, which respond with both customized training
and credit programming that meets the needs of our job seekers.

Does your jurisdiction participate in a Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy
(CEDS)?

If so, what economic development initiatives are you undertaking that may be coordinated
with the Consolidated Plan? If not, describe other local/regional plans or initiatives that
impact economic growth.

Yes, Hennepin County maintains a CEDS for that jurisdiction which includes the City of Minneapolis
(http://www.hennepin.us/~/media/hennepinus/Business/work-with-hennepin-
county/Documents/ceds-2012-final-approved-october-9-2012.pdf).

The CEDS notes several target areas within Minneapolis
(http://www.hennepin.us/~/media/hennepinus/Business/work-with-hennepin-
county/Documents/ceds-2012-final-approved-october-9-2012.pdf p. 7). These areas coincide with target
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intervention areas within the Racially Concentrated Areas of Poverty, including North Minneapolis (focus
of a 2014 Promise Zone application), as well as opportunity areas around transit.

Discussion

The City of Minneapolis economic development and anti-poverty strategy is to support businesses with
the potential to create jobs and to support our residents to be competitive for those jobs. The City
intervenes in areas of market failure with both business and workforce development activities. We
deploy CDBG dollars for business capital support, business consulting to income-eligible
microentrepreneurs and workforce development, and supplement these Federal dollars with City and
other local funds.
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MA-50 Needs and Market Analysis Discussion

Are there areas where households with multiple housing problems are concentrated?
(include a definition of "concentration")

Households experiencing multiple housing problems of overcrowding and cost burdens are more likely
to be found in a line of the city following I-94 in north Minneapolis and I-35 in south Minneapolis
towards the center of the city as well in areas surrounding the University of Minnesota. These sections
of the city contain its oldest housing stock and most affordable rent situations.

Are there any areas in the jurisdiction where racial or ethnic minorities or low-income
families are concentrated? (include a definition of "concentration")

In 2012, Minneapolis determined that an area of poverty concentration is a census tract that is double
the cityAAés average poverty rate as determined by the latest ACS 5-year average, so as of the latest
ACS 5-year average, tracts that are composed of at least 45% of persons in poverty are considered
concentrated. An area of minority concentration is a census tract that has a minority population that is
at least 50% minority population. This minority concentration percentage is consistent with the HUD
Regional Fair Housing and Equity Assessment definition standard of 50 percent.

Poverty-concentrated tracts are found around the University of Minnesota and Cedar Riverside, the
north, east and west sides of Phillips, a portion of south central Minneapolis, census tracts along
Broadway Avenue in north Minneapolis and in Sumner Field.

Minority-concentrated tracts are found in most areas of north Minneapolis north of the Bassett Creek
corridor and west of the Mississippi River and most of south Minneapolis in a path from Cedar Riverside
south to Central neighborhood in an area generally bounded on the west and east by Uptown and
Hiawatha Avenue respectively. There is a tract on concentration on the southern Minneapolis border
along Highway 62.

The maps in the Appendix illustrate these areas.
What are the characteristics of the market in these areas/neighborhoods?

These areas have been locations where the most affordable housing options in the city could be
accessed. Land values that were lower than other areas have made it easier over the past decades to
locate supportive and affordable housing developments in these areas. A higher proportion of lower
assessed property values in these areas as well made it a target for heavy homeownership and property
holding investments in the 2000s. The housing stock in these neighborhoods being older are more likely
to need a heavier level of maintenance which not all homeowners or landlords were willing or able to
provide. The recession's real estate crash hit these areas harder than the rest of the city. All of the city's
NSP eligible target areas were found in these same neighborhoods. There is a shortage of business
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development, higher paying jobs, high profile regional cultural assets and ownership and medium cost
rental housing in these areas.

Are there any community assets in these areas/neighborhoods?

These areas do benefit from a variety of investments in public transportation, health care facilities,
social welfare services, and access to entry level jobs. Many of these investments have occurred over
time due to the lower property costs and opportunities that presented themselves following past
actions to revitalize these areas. The commercial corridors have seen some level of sustainable activity
that have created new economic opportunities in these communities. The completion of the Blue LRT
line has spurred new residential and commercial investments. These communities all contain portions of
designated commercial growth corridors by the city.

Are there other strategic opportunities in any of these areas?

Many of these neighborhoods are located with commercial corridors that are a specific economic
development growth strategy target of the city. This public emphasis and investment has prompted the
market to take another look at these areas for investment. Revitilization of the housing stock in these
areas, especially along current and future transit corridors is drawing in new homeowners and renters.
North Minneapolis is proposed as a federal Promise Zone that irrgardless of designation, is a vehicle for
coalescing a variety of revitilization interests around this part of the city. However, the drawback to this
is that localized commercial and housing rents can rise and threaten to dislocate long-time

community residents and community assets. The City will need to recognize any potential displacement
threats and provide a balance of program options to mitigate those threats for existing long time
residents who may wish to realize practice of housing choice by remaining in these neighborhoods.
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Areas of Minority Concentration - Consolidated Plan and Continuum of Care Planning Tool
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Strategic Plan

SP-05 Overview

Strategic Plan Overview

The City will undertake a variety ofA strategies to address its priority needs that have been described in
the Consolidated Plan. The Strategic PlanA outlines the city's approach to addressing the needs.

City actions for the 2015A Annual Plan will be follow the strategic plan. In summary, the City
willA undertake the following:

e Support strategies for fostering and maintaining affordable housing;

e Assist those homeless and special needs populations throughA a Continuum of Care strategy;

e Evaluate and treat lead-based paint hazards;

e Reduce the number of poverty level families through its anti-poverty strategy;

o Affirmatively further fair housing (this discussion is contained in the Appendix and is part of this
Plan);

e Coordinate actions among public and private housing providers and social service agencies;

e Address its non-housing community development needs; and

e Address barriers to the provision of affordable housing.

The City's Unified Housing Policy sets forth the following priorities for rental housing to grow the
population and to have no net loss of housing across all income levels. The City policy will be positive
gain on affordable housing units.

e Annually the City will create more units affordable at 30-60% of Metropolitan Median Income
(MMI) through new construction/positive conversion than the number of habitable units
affordable to 30-60% of MM that are demolished as a result of City sponsored projects.

e Funding for housing programs serving those above 60% of Metropolitan Area Median Income
shall continue and those programs will remain a vital part of the Cityaéés housing policy.

o Twenty percent (20%) of the units of each City assisted housing project of ten or more units will
be affordable to households earning 60% or less of the Metropolitan Area Median Income. It is
understood that these affordable units may include any mix of rental and/or homeownership,
and can be located on the project site or anywhere within the City of Minneapolis.

e Projects which utilize any funding from the Affordable Housing Trust Fund (CDBG/HOME) must
have 20% of the housing units available to households at or below 50% of area median income.
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In terms of senior housing, the City seeks to provide and focus on senior housing needs and options so
that, as the population ages, senior residents can maintain a household in the city and not be forced to
find suitable living arrangements elsewhere. Thus, the City will:

e Partner with the development community to create one new senior housing project of at least
35 units in each ward of the city by 2025.

e Set aside 30% of the annual Affordable Housing Trust Fund budget for senior rental housing
financing.

e Set aside 25% of the annual Housing Revenue Bond Allocation for senior housing.

e City Council will have a goal to budget $1.5 million annually for an owner occupied rehab
program of which $1 million will be set-aside for senior households.

e CPED will report out annually on the number of senior housing units created or enhanced and
use the report as an opportunity to add new goals addressing the progress of the Senior Housing
Initiative.

A

Ownership Housing

Over the next year the City will provide financing and administer programs for the development and
preservation of affordable ownership housing.

* Preserve and improve the physical condition of existing ownership housing through home
improvement offerings.

¢ Support in-fill development of new three or more bedroom houses for large families through a
combination of construction GAP financing and affordability loans.

¢ A minimum of 20% of all HUD-assisted ownership projects of 10+ units be affordable at 50% AMI.

¢ Identify opportunities for placing new housing on transportation corridors to take advantage of transit
opportunities and job markets.

¢ Promote and support first-time homeownership opportunities and outreach for traditionally
underserved populations.

¢ Streamline City development review, permitting, and licensing to make it easier to develop property in
the City of Minneapolis.

¢ Develop and foster close dialog with community participants about appropriate locations and design
standards for new housing and growth.
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¢ Promote the development of housing suitable for people and households in all life stages, and that can
be adapted to accommodate changing housing needs over time.

¢ Promote accessible housing designs to support persons with disabilities.

Subsidized and Code Compliant Housing

The preservation and stabilization of federally subsidized rental housing that is in danger of converting
to market-rate housing, having subsidies expire, or is deteriorating due to poor management, is a
priority for the City. The highest priority is the preservation of subsidized housing for families with
children (2+ bedroom units). Federally subsidized housing for singles (efficiency and 1-bedroom units)
should only be preserved to the extent that there are federal funds available, with the exception of
special needs populations.

In the area of housing quality, the City will continue to work through its Regulatory Services and CPED
departments to ensure that the City’s market and affordable housing supply is safe in compliance with
the housing code. The City's Problem Properties Unit (PPU) is a cross-departmental group that works
with housing properties that consume many City resources in the areas of inspections and public
safety. The Problem Properties Unit responds to and develops strategies to monitor and resolve, or
eliminate issues associated with nuisance and boarded and vacant properties. Solutions can include up
to securing buildings with boards, entering into restoration agreements to ensure timely rehab of
properties, or demolish buildings under the provisions of Chapter 249 of the City's code of ordinances.
These activities will be pursued with recognition of the potential of displacement of protected class
residents and the need to mitigate any displacement through appropriate actions.

Economic Development, Public Services, Special Needs

The City's economic development and anti-poverty strategy is to support businesses with the potential
to create jobs and to support our residents to be competitive for those jobs. The City intervenes in areas
of market failure with both business and workforce development activities. The City deploys CDBG
dollars for business capital support, business consulting to income-eligible microentrepreneurs and
workforce development, and supplement these Federal dollars with City and other local funds.

The City will target economic development to its commercial and transit corridors to increase
accessibility of the resulting jobs to its low- and moderate-income residents.

The City will provide support for eligible public service activities, including but not limited to
employment training, youth development, crime prevention, public safety, health services and public
services for vulnerable residents. Beneficiaries will be low- and moderate-income persons and
households and presumed benefit populations. The City will seek to provide up to 15% of its annual
CDBG grant in support of this need.
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Minneapolis has a high priority for development and maintenance of supportive housing options that
serve people with special needs. It seeks to fund projects that provide on-site or link to community-
based services options where possible. Most special needs human service programs are funded with
federal/state funds delivered through Hennepin County or State of Minnesota agencies.

The City is an active participant in supporting the housing strategies of the Heading Home Hennepin Plan
for homelessness. This will include providing capital funds to the creation of additional housing units to
the supportive housing inventory, rehabilitating and renovating emergency shelters, providing street
outreach funding and working through community-based services providers to distribute rapid
rehousing and homelessness prevention assistance.

On behalf of the metropolitan area, the City will administer the HOPWA grant in pursuit of the housing
priorities set forth by the HIV Housing Coalition.

Planning and Administration functions will support all associated goals of the Consolidated Plan and its
implementation priorities, strategies and programming.
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SP-10 Geographic Priorities — 91.215 (a)(1)
Geographic Area

Table 55 - Geographic Priority Areas

General Allocation Priorities

Describe the basis for allocating investments geographically within the jurisdiction (or within the EMSA
for HOPWA)

Minneapolis expects to direct its assistance throughout the City during the program year (June 1
through May 31). Certain programs may have specific boundaries or be designed to meet the needs of a
specific area. These are described in this plan in section AP-35 Project Summary.

CDBG will directed on an area basis to census tracts in the city where, based on the American Census
Survey, the majority of residents are of low- and moderate-income. In the Appendix, past CDBG
expenditures for 2005-2013 that could be traced to a specific location or service facility are charted
showing expenditures by city ward in order to illustrate areas of the city where CDBG spending
traditionally occurs. This spending chart does not reflect locations personal direct beneficiaries since
qualification for that spending is at a client level.

The City will continue to work with the MPHA for opportunities to develop its public housing programs
throughout the City. The City works with MPHA to site new units in areas of the City with low numbers
of assisted units in order to help the MPHA meet its objectives.

ESG funds will be expended for eligible activities within the City and Hennepin County for projects
benefiting Minneapolis residents.

HOPWA will fund programs serving site-based initiatives and providing tenant rental assistance
throughout the metropolitan area. Funding priorities are determined through the Minnesota HIV
Housing Coalition and through an annual RFP process.

HOME funds are spent throughout the City for income-eligible units.

The City's Affordable Housing Trust Fund program composed partially of CDBG and HOME funds, awards
priority points for new housing construction in non-poverty-impacted areas of Minneapolis (CDBG new
housing construction is only through a Community Housing Development Organization). If a new
construction project receives HOME funds out this program, that project is sited in an area that is non-
impacted by race or poverty. New affordable housing will be targeted for designated growth areas and
commercial and transit corridors that can benefit from and support increased housing density.
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SP-25 Priority Needs - 91.215(a)(2)
Priority Needs

Table 56 — Priority Needs Summary

1

Priority Need
Name

Affordable Housing

Priority Level

High

Population

Extremely Low

Low

Moderate

Large Families

Families with Children

Elderly

Chronic Homelessness

Elderly

Frail Elderly

Persons with Mental Disabilities

Persons with Physical Disabilities
Persons with Developmental Disabilities
Persons with Alcohol or Other Addictions
Persons with HIV/AIDS and their Families
Victims of Domestic Violence

Geographic
Areas
Affected

Associated
Goals

Sustainable, Affordable Housing

Description

Work to maintain and increase the community's availability of decent, safe and
sanitary affordable housing options for low- and moderate-income households in
line with the city's goals of Living Well and One Minneapolis.
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Basis for

The City will seek to address the housing needs for its very low-, low- and

Relative moderate-income households with emphasis on senior housing development.

Priority Housing for those with special needs will be sought with developer interest and
supported by the City. The City will have a coordinated housing and economic
development strategy. New affordable housing will be targeted for designated
growth areas and commercial and transit corridors that can benefit from and
support increased housing density. The City will focus on linking incentives to
housing opportunities in proximity to jobs and transit.

2 Priority Need | Economic Development
Name

Priority Level | High
Population Extremely Low
Low
Moderate
Middle
Non-housing Community Development
Geographic
Areas
Affected
Associated Community Economic Development
Goals
Description Work to create economic growth opportunities accessible to low- and moderate-
income residents and support workforce training options enabling residents to take
advantage of those opportunities consistent with the city's goals of One
Minneapolis and A Hub of Economic Activity and Innovation.
Basis for The City of Minneapolis economic development and anti-poverty strategy is to
Relative support businesses with the potential to create jobs and to support our residents to
Priority be competitive for those jobs. The City intervenes in areas of market failure with

both business and workforce development activities. We deploy CDBG dollars for
business capital support, business consulting to income-eligible microentrepreneurs
and workforce development, and supplement these Federal dollars with City and
other local funds.

The City will target economic development to its commercial and transit corridors
to increase accessibility of the resulting jobs to its low- and moderate-income
residents.
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3 Priority Need | Public Services
Name
Priority Level | High
Population Extremely Low
Low
Moderate
Large Families
Families with Children
Elderly
Public Housing Residents
Chronic Homelessness
Victims of Domestic Violence
Elderly
Frail Elderly
Persons with HIV/AIDS and their Families
Victims of Domestic Violence
Non-housing Community Development
Geographic
Areas
Affected
Associated Community Economic Development
Goals Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment
Description Provide services and programming that support low- and moderate-income
residents in realizing safe, equitable and livable communities promoting healthy
lives consistent with the city's goals of Living Well, One Minneapolis, and Great
Places.
Basis for Provide support for eligible public service activities, including but not limited to
Relative employment training, youth development, crime prevention, public safety, health
Priority services and public services for vulnerable residents. Beneficiaries will be low- and
moderate-income persons and households and presumed benefit populations. The
City will seek to provide up to 15% of its annual CDBG grant in support of this need.
4 Priority Need | Special Needs: Homeless/HIV/AIDS
Name
Priority Level | High
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Population

Extremely Low

Low

Moderate

Middle

Large Families

Families with Children

Elderly

Public Housing Residents

Chronic Homelessness

Individuals

Families with Children

Mentally IlI

Chronic Substance Abuse

veterans

Persons with HIV/AIDS

Victims of Domestic Violence
Unaccompanied Youth

Elderly

Frail Elderly

Persons with Mental Disabilities
Persons with Physical Disabilities
Persons with Developmental Disabilities
Persons with Alcohol or Other Addictions
Persons with HIV/AIDS and their Families
Victims of Domestic Violence
Non-housing Community Development

Geographic

Areas

Affected

Associated Sustainable, Affordable Housing

Goals Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Description Support activities that assist special needs populations in realizing safe, equitable

and livable communities promoting healthy lives consistent with the city's goals of
Living Well, One Minneapolis, and Great Places.

HUD-Approved
Consolidated Plan

MINNEAPOLIS 134

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)




Basis for
Relative
Priority

Minneapolis has a high priority for development and maintenance of supportive
housing options that serve people with special needs. It seeks to fund projects that
provide on-site or link to community-based services options where possible. Most
special needs human service programs are funded with federal/state funds
delivered through Hennepin County or State of Minnesota agencies.

The City is an active participant in supporting the housing strategies of the Heading
Home Hennepin Plan for homelessness. This will include providing capital funds to
the creation of additional housing units to the supportive housing inventory,
rehabilitating and renovating emergency shelters, providing street outreach funding
and working through community-based services providers to distribute rapid
rehousing and homelessness prevention assistance.

On behalf of the metropolitan area, the City will administer the HOPWA grant in
pursuit of the housing priorities set forth by the HIV Housing Coalition.

Priority Need
Name

Planning & Administration

Priority Level

High

Population Extremely Low
Low
Moderate
Middle
Geographic
Areas
Affected
Associated Sustainable, Affordable Housing
Goals Community Economic Development
Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment
Description Planning and administrative activities that support eligible grant
administration, housing, economic development, and public service activities.
Basis for Planning and Administration functions will support all associated goals of the
Relative Consolidated Plan and its implementation priorities, strategies and programming.
Priority

Narrative (Optional)

The City of Minneapolis has identified four global community priority needs associated with its Strategic
Plan: Affordable Housing, Economic Development, Public Services, and Special Needs. Strategies and
programs to address these needs are described in their description as well as in the remainder of the
Strategic Plan and Annual Plan.
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SP-30 Influence of Market Conditions —91.215 (b)

Influence of Market Conditions

Affordable Housing
Type

Market Characteristics that will influence
the use of funds available for housing type

Tenant Based Rental
Assistance (TBRA)

The City does not fund TBRA activities with its HOME funds.

TBRA for Non-
Homeless Special
Needs

The City will use HOPWA funds to support the TBRA demands of those with
HIV/AIDS in the metropolitan area. Ability of recipients to receive permanent
alternative sources of income supports for housing will allow for frequent
turnover of these TBRA vouchers.

New Unit
Production

New construction of housing will be affected by land costs, construction
pricing, market demand for the particular unit design, unit size, available land
suitable for new residential construction and resulting level of subsidy needed
per unit.

Rehabilitation

Housing rehabilitation will be affected by construction pricing, market demand
for a particular unit design, unit size, housing stock available to be acquired for
rehabilitation and resulting level of subsidy needed per unit.

Acquisition,
including

preservation

Acquisition costs will be variable especially with the growing gap between
affordable and market rents, available land and residential developments to
acquire and overall market demand for the development sites.

Table 57 — Influence of Market Conditions
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Language in Minneapolis - Consolidated Plan and Continuum of Care Planning Tool
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Areas Below Median Household Income - Consolidated Plan and Continuum of Care Planning Tool
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Map: Areas below Median Household Income

This map illustrates city census tracts that are composed of households below the city's median income
level of $47,478. The city's median income is below the metro region's median income of $86,600
(FY15) . The map shows where Consolidated Plan needs are likely to be more prevalent.
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SP-35 Anticipated Resources - 91.215(a)(4), 91.220(c)(1,2)

Introduction

Anticipated resources are based on assumptions about future federal funding levels. Annual funding levels are dependent upon the annual

Congressional appropriation process and changes in the number of formula recipients. The City should also factor in potential changes to one or
more of the formulas that be may realized over the next five years.

Based on previous five years funding and anticipated future direction, city staff anticipate the following annual changes to respective funds:

CDBG annual 6% reduction
HOME annual 3% reduction
ESG annual 3% reduction
HOPWA annual 1.2% increase

Anticipated Resources

Program Source of Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected Narrative Description
Funds Annual Program Prior Year Total: Amount
Allocation: Income: $ | Resources: S Available
S S Reminder
of ConPlan
$
CDBG public - Acquisition annual 6% reduction for
federal Admin and Planning average annual amount of
Economic Development $9,271,540
Housing
Public Improvements
Public Services 10,452,853 | 1,200,000 0| 11,652,853 | 35,904,849
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Program

Source of
Funds

Uses of Funds

Expected Amount Available Year 1

Annual
Allocation:

$

Program
Income: $

Prior Year
Resources:

$

Total:
S

Expected
Amount
Available
Reminder
of ConPlan

$

Narrative Description

HOME

public -
federal

Acquisition
Homebuyer assistance
Homeowner rehab
Multifamily rental new
construction
Multifamily rental
rehab

New construction for
ownership

TBRA

1,953,039

220,000

2,173,039

7,243,560

annual 3% reduction for
average annual amount of
$1,839,320

HOPWA

public -
federal

Permanent housing in
facilities

Permanent housing
placement

Short term or
transitional housing
facilities

STRMU

Supportive services
TBRA

1,039,291

1,039,291

4,369,221

annual 1.2% increase for
average annual amount of
$1,081,702
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Program Source of Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected Narrative Description
Funds Annual Program Prior Year Total: Amount
Allocation: Income: $ | Resources: S Available
S S Reminder
of ConPlan
$
ESG public - Conversion and rehab annual 3% reduction for
federal for transitional housing average annual amount of
Financial Assistance $900,120
Overnight shelter
Rapid re-housing
(rental assistance)
Rental Assistance
Services
Transitional housing 955,772 0 0 955,772 | 3,544,830

Table 58 - Anticipated Resources

Explain how federal funds will leverage those additional resources (private, state and local funds), including a description of how
matching requirements will be satisfied

Other resources from federal, private and non-federal public sources that are reasonably expected to be available to address Consolidated Plan
needs are state, county and local funds and federal applications for assistance. The state is a key funding source for rental and ownership
housing projects. Local funds are available for housing and non-housing activities. Private resources from banks, foundations, and private
developers continue to be valuable in assisting the City in meeting its housing and community development goals and strategies.

Other resources expected during Consolidated Plan five year cycle to support housing and community development goals will be Minnesota
Housing, Metropolitan Council, Family Housing Fund, multi-family housing revenue bonds, mortgage revenue bonds, project-based Section 8§,
low income housing tax credits, and the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance programs. The City will support any organization’s application for
state or federal assistance that is consistent with this Consolidated Plan.
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The following describes how required Consolidated Plan formula matches will be obtained.
HOME: Matches to the program include, but are not limited to the following:

e Cash contributions (e.g. housing trust funds, foundation grants, and private donations)
e Proceeds from Housing Revenue Bonds with the automatic 4% Low Income Housing Tax Credit entitlement
e Cost of supportive services provided to the families residing in HOME-assisted units during the period of affordability.

Based on previous years’ performance, HOME program income for 2015 is estimated to be $220,000.

ESG: A one-for-one match is required for the ESG grant. It is obtained by eligible match contributions received and expended by sub recipients
during the program year that applies to the ESG funding. Match will only be counted if it is used by the sub recipient to support eligible ESG
programming and activities.

Sources of match by sub recipients can be unrestricted federal, state, local or private sources; however, if any match is federal the laws
governing a particular source of federal funds must not prohibit these funds from being used as match to ESG. Additionally, if the ESG funds are
used to satisfy match requirements of another federal program, then funding from that program may not be used as match for ESG.

If appropriate, describe publically owned land or property located within the jurisdiction that may be used to address the needs
identified in the plan

Minnesota State statute requires Hennepin County to dispose of tax-forfeited land through two approaches—sale to the City of Minneapolis or
through an public auction process. The City typically acquires and treats those properties that are blighted (condemned and/or boarded and
vacant) through either demolition or responsible rehabilitation.

Discussion
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SP-40 Institutional Delivery Structure — 91.215(k)

Explain the institutional structure through which the jurisdiction will carry out its consolidated plan

including private industry, non-profit organizations, and public institutions.

Responsible Entity Responsible Entity Role Geographic Area Served
Type

Minneapolis Public PHA Public Housing Jurisdiction
Housing Authority
Minneapolis Community | Redevelopment Economic Jurisdiction
Planning and Economic | authority Development
Development Homelessness
Department Ownership

Planning

Rental
Minneapolis Health Departments and Planning Jurisdiction
Department agencies neighborhood

improvements

public services
Heading Home Continuum of care Homelessness Region
Hennepin Planning
MID-MINNESOTA LEGAL | Non-profit Non-homeless special Jurisdiction
ASSISTANCE organizations needs

Public Housing

Rental

public services
Minneapolis Youth Non-profit Planning Jurisdiction
Coordinating Board organizations public services
Domestic Abuse Project | Non-profit Non-homeless special Jurisdiction

organizations needs

public services

The Link Non-profit public services Jurisdiction
organizations

WAY TO GROW Subrecipient public services Jurisdiction
GMHC Subrecipient Ownership Jurisdiction

Table 59 - Institutional Delivery Structure
Assess of Strengths and Gaps in the Institutional Delivery System

The institutional structure through which the city carries out its housing and community development

plan consists of public, private and nonprofit partners. The primary public entities are the city of

Minneapolis, the Minneapolis Public Housing Authority, Hennepin County, and the Minnesota Housing.

Nonprofit organizations include nonprofit developers and community housing development
MINNEAPOLIS
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organizations, the Family Housing Fund, and the Funder’s Council. Private sector partners include local
financial institutions, for-profit developers and the foundation community.

These partnerships have allowed the city to realize progress on its housing and community development
work. For example, over the past five years, 191 units of housing were delivered to homeowners at or
below 50% of median income and 329 units of housing for those at very low-incomes. Another example
is that the overall unemployment rate in the city is on par with the metro region. However, much
remains to be done especially in the area of delivering the benefits of progress equitably throughout the
community. Communities of color and very low-income continue to realize unequal outcomes in
housing and service delivery compared with the broader community. How institutional actors work to
address these gaps will be a focus of the city over this five year planning cycle.

Availability of services targeted to homeless persons and persons with HIV and mainstream

services
Homelessness Prevention Available in the Targeted to Targeted to People
Services Community Homeless with HIV

Homelessness Prevention Services

Counseling/Advocacy X X X

Legal Assistance X X X

Mortgage Assistance X

Rental Assistance X X X

Utilities Assistance X X X

Street Outreach Services

Law Enforcement X X

Mobile Clinics X X X

Other Street Outreach Services X X X

Supportive Services

Alcohol & Drug Abuse X

Child Care X

Education X

Employment and Employment

Training X

Healthcare X X

HIV/AIDS X X

Life Skills X X

Mental Health Counseling X X X

Transportation X X
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Other

Table 60 - Homeless Prevention Services Summary
Describe how the service delivery system including, but not limited to, the services listed
above meet the needs of homeless persons (particularly chronically homeless individuals and
families, families with children, veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth)

The Continuum of Care networks many supportive service providers together to assist homeless persons
with a continuum of services to address housing and non-housing needs. The City holds an outreach
services contract with St. Stephen's Outreach Team to provide street outreach services to unsheltered
persons primarily in the downtown area.

Services to persons with HIV who are either homeless or at-risk is provided through Minnesota AIDS
Project (MAP), who is contracted by the city for rental assistance provision with the HOPWA grant. MAP
is the front door services resource provider for city and metro residents with HIV. MAP provides case
mangement for housing services, supportive services, employment service access and other basic life
skills to achieve/support independent living.

Describe the strengths and gaps of the service delivery system for special needs population
and persons experiencing homelessness, including, but not limited to, the services listed
above

Minneapolis does have populations of people that are precariously housed and in need of supportive
services to allow them to remain in their current housing situations, or retain a sustainable living
environment. Though Hennepin County is the primary provider of most non-housing social services with
federal and state assistance funds, the City does provide for some of these needs through use of its
CDBG funds devoted to public service programming.

The City and County continually seek to address improved coordination of service delivery through
planning venues such as the Continuum of Care (Heading Home Hennepin). This effort is staffed with
city and county resources through the Office to End Homelessness whose director reports to both
County and City officials.

Heading Home Hennepin has been a collaborative effort driven in large part by the efforts of social
service agencies and faith-based organizations who have taken the lead in providing services for the
chronically homeless in our community. The City and Hennepin County collaborate to identify the needs
and coordinate implementation of the ESG funding through the City-County Office to End Homelessness
and Heading Home Hennepin. Over the next five years, Hennepin County will implement a Coordinated
Assessment process, bringing together all aspects of the continuum of homeless services into a unified
process. Each person seeking homeless services will be assessed within one week for their vulnerability
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and people will be triaged to the most appropriate level of intervention needed to end their
homelessness.

The inclusion of McKinney Vento grantees and low-income tax credit properties into 2013 Violence
Against Women Act renewal (2013 VAWA) housing protections for victims of domestic violence, sexual
assault, stalking and dating violence is new. Covered entities may be unaware of the law or need
guidance on policy/procedure for its implementation.

Provide a summary of the strategy for overcoming gaps in the institutional structure and
service delivery system for carrying out a strategy to address priority needs

The City works with these partners to design programs that work to address needs present in the

City. As noted above though, program delivery gaps occur, whether through funding shortfalls, differing
timetables, and contrary program design, or the benefits of delivery systems do not accure to those who
need it the most. The City seeks to resolve these gaps through its commitment to its institutional
relationships evidenced by its close working relations with its partners. The City will continue to meet
with and inform its partners of its housing and community development needs, goals and strategies.

In light of concerns raised by the advocacy groups around recognition of 2013 VAWA housing
protections by housing providers, the City will raise the concerns in appropriate forums with its housing
partners and seek collaborative opportunities for appropriate education and training on these housing
protections.

The coordinated assessment process under development by Heading Home Hennepin should recognize
the need for continued and expanded collaborations with domestic and sexualviolence service providers
in the planning and implementing of coordinated/centralized assessment to reflect their concerns
including but not limited to entry point designation; assessment tool development; waiting list
prioritizations; referral procedures when violence is identified at any point in the process; trauma-
informed data-sharing protocols; and allocation of resources for these collaborations.
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SP-45 Goals Summary —91.215(a)(4)

Goals Summary Information
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Sort Goal Name Start | End Category Geographic Needs Addressed Funding Goal Outcome Indicator
Order Year | Year Area
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Year
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Year
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Funding

Goal Outcome Indicator

MB Control N
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d Plan
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2019

Affordable
Housing

Public Housing
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Special Needs
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Affordable Housing
Special Needs:
Homeless/HIV/AIDS
Planning &
Administration

CDBG:
$26,269,364
HOPWA:
$540,851
HOME:
$9,196,599

Rental units constructed:
475 Household Housing Unit

Rental units rehabilitated:
775 Household Housing Unit

Homeowner Housing Added:
50 Household Housing Unit

Homeowner Housing
Rehabilitated:
150 Household Housing Unit

Direct Financial Assistance to
Homebuyers:
50 Households Assisted

Tenant-based rental assistance /
Rapid Rehousing:
375 Households Assisted

Homeless Person Overnight
Shelter:
250 Persons Assisted

Housing for People with
HIV/AIDS added:

30 Household Housing Unit
149

Buildings Demolished:

100 Buildings

Housing Code

— P 1 1
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Sort Goal Name Start | End Category Geographic Needs Addressed Funding Goal Outcome Indicator
Order Year | Year Area
2 Community 2015 | 2019 | Non-Housing Economic CDBG: | Public service activities other
Economic Community Development $10,044,170 | than Low/Moderate Income
Development Development Public Services Housing Benefit:
Planning & 2595 Persons Assisted
Administration
Jobs created/retained:
1875 Jobs
Businesses assisted:
500 Businesses Assisted
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Public Services

Sort Goal Name Start | End Category Geographic Needs Addressed Funding Goal Outcome Indicator
Order Year | Year Area
3 Safe, Equitable, 2015 | 2019 | Homeless Public Services CDBG: | Public service activities other
Livable Non-Homeless Special Needs: $10,044,170 | than Low/Moderate Income
Environment Special Needs Homeless/HIV/AIDS HOPWA: | Housing Benefit:
Non-Housing Planning & $4,867,661 | 9853 Persons Assisted
Community Administration ESG:
Development $4,500,602 | Public service activities for

Low/Moderate Income Housing
Benefit:
400 Households Assisted

Rental units rehabilitated:
224 Household Housing Unit

Homeowner Housing
Rehabilitated:
56 Household Housing Unit

Tenant-based rental assistance /
Rapid Rehousing:
750 Households Assisted

Homeless Person Overnight
Shelter:
375 Persons Assisted

Other:
227472 Other

HUD-Approved
Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

Table 61 — Goals Summary

MINNEAPOLIS

151




Goal Descriptions

1 | Goal Name Sustainable, Affordable Housing

Goal Work to maintain and increase the community's availability of decent, safe and sanitary affordable housing options for low-
Description and moderate-income households in line with the city's goals of Living Well and One Minneapolis.

Funding allocations shown are estimates based on historical use of respective funds towards support of the goal and
projected future resources available.

2 | Goal Name Community Economic Development

Goal Work to create economic growth opportunities accessible to low- and moderate-income residents and support workforce
Description training options enabling residents to take advantage of those opportunities consistent with the city's goals of One
Minneapolis and A Hub of Economic Activity and Innovation.

Funding allocations shown are estimates based on historical use of respective funds towards support of the goal and
projected future resources available.

3 | Goal Name Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Goal Provide services and programming that support low income residents in realizing safe, equitable and livable communities
Description promoting healthy lives consistent with the city's goals of Living Well, One Minneapolis, and Great Places.

Funding allocations shown are estimates based on historical use of respective funds towards support of the goal and
projected future resources available.

Estimate the number of extremely low-income, low-income, and moderate-income families to whom the jurisdiction will provide
affordable housing as defined by HOME 91.315(b)(2)

The City of Minneapolis preliminarily estimates providing Consolidated Plan housing resources to meet the unit goals for the following income
groups in the period of 2015-19:
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New Construction for Renters: Very Low-income 120; Low-income 185; Moderate-income 170
Rehabilitation for Renters: Very Low-income 108; Low-income 428; Moderate-income 239
New Construction/Opportunities for Ownership: Low-income 47; Moderate-income 53

Rehabilitation for Ownership: Low-income 69; Moderate-income 81
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SP-50 Public Housing Accessibility and Involvement — 91.215(c)

Need to Increase the Number of Accessible Units (if Required by a Section 504 Voluntary
Compliance Agreement)

The MPHA is not subject to a Section 504 Voluntary Compliance Agreement.
Activities to Increase Resident Involvements

The MPHA will continue its work in supporting public housing resident involvement and participation in
agency activities that impact residents and their homes. MPHA will work with established resident
councils and representation systems such as its resident committees including, Resident Advisory Board,
Tenant Advisory Committee, Security Advisory Committee and the Maintenance, Modernization and
Management Committee to support this goal.

Is the public housing agency designated as troubled under 24 CFR part 902?
No
Plan to remove the ‘troubled’ designation

The Minneapolis Public Housing Authority is not a troubled agency and is classified as a Moving to Work
agency by HUD.
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SP-55 Barriers to affordable housing — 91.215(h)

Barriers to Affordable Housing

Minneapolis is sensitive to the effects that public policies have on the cost of housing, or serve to
dissuade development, maintenance or improvement of affordable housing. Although some of the
barriers to the cost of producing affordable housing are beyond the control of local government, it is
hoped that city policies do not create more barriers. The city works to establish positive marketing
strategies and program criteria increasing housing choices for households with limited incomes, to
provide geographical choice in assisted housing units, and to improve the physical quality of existing
affordable housing units. It has adopted and implemented policies to provide lifecycle housing
throughout the City, providing all residents with safe, quality and affordable housing, as a priority, in
cooperation with public and private partners.

Minneapolis attempts to identify regulatory, transportation and financing issues as barriers to
affordable housing. Although some of the barriers to affordable housing are beyond the control of local
government, it is hoped that city policies do not create more barriers. The city works to establish
positive marketing strategies and program criteria increasing housing choices for households with
limited incomes, to provide geographical choice in assisted housing units, and to improve the physical
quality of existing affordable housing units. The metropolitan area has a documented spatial mismatch
between where affordable housing is located, where low wage jobs are located and the inadequacy of
public transportation links between locations.

Local policies may hinder the development or increase the costs to produce affordable housing. These
include zoning regulations, building inspection codes and housing codes. The city has a responsibility to
protect health and safety of its property owners and renters, however, that these standards may
increase the cost of operating, rehabilitating or developing affordable housing rental properties.
Transportation, and public policies relating to it, can also prove to be a barrier to affordable

housing. Lack of public transportation routes to specific parts of the city and suburbs serves as a barrier
in its affecting demand for affordable housing in these areas. Finally, financing of affordable housing is a
significant barrier to being able to provide for affordable housing. Since 2000, the city’s receipt of
entitlement federal funding for affordable housing has decreased. In spite of this decrease at the
entitlement level, the city has worked to increase its local commitment to funding affordable housing
efforts.

Strategy to Remove or Ameliorate the Barriers to Affordable Housing

The city continually reforms its regulations to eliminate barriers to affordable housing. It works to avoid

cost burdens in the areas of construction codes, permitting, fee structures, Truth in Sale of Housing

compliance, improved document access for marketing and closing, and identifying housing deficiencies

to be repaired at time of sale. City staff work closely with buyers of condemned properties assisting with

code compliance inspections and fees. It works to improve mechanical permitting and supports
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comprehensive testing to ensure the competency of individuals performing all work on housing to
improve the quality of the housing stock. The city’s zoning codes are continually updated to improve the
flexibility for developing affordable housing with, for example, density bonuses and improved transit
area pedestrian oriented overlay districts. It refines program guidelines and funding criteria to increase
densities and mixed uses in areas designated for growth. CPED’s land acquisition programs for high
density multifamily and mixed-use projects address key barriers to assembling sites to gain control of
land for disposition to developers of affordable and mixed-income development on the city’s corridors,
creating a critical linkage between affordable housing, jobs and transit. CPED continues to operate its
Low Income Housing Tax Credits, Housing Revenue Bond, Affordable Housing Trust Funds programs
which financially assist in the development and stabilization of affordable housing. The city works with
county and community partners to address lead-based paint problems which can serve as barriers to the
preservation of safe and affordable housing. The city continues to work together with CPED and
Regulatory Services to restore dilapidated property, and demolish where appropriate and economically
feasible.

The city addresses transportation barriers for low-income residents and its impact on accessing job
opportunities that promote economic self-sufficiency. The city’s multifamily funding programs have
established priority points ranking for proximity to jobs and transit. The comprehensive plan states that
Minneapolis will implement steps to integrate development with transit stations, concentrating highest
densities and mixed-use development nearest the transit station, along commercial corridors,
community corridors, streets served by local bus transit. This supports development of new housing
types and recruitment of land uses that value convenient access to downtown Minneapolis and
institutional or employment centers well served by transit.

Minneapolis financing strategies include preservation policies for federally subsidized housing through
proactive efforts with housing partners. Its Affordable Housing Trust fund furthers opportunities for
persons at or below 50% AMI retain rehabbed, converted and stabilized housing. It is integral for
funding special needs housing for the elderly, disabled, people living with AIDS, families, workforce
housing and the homeless. To keep private housing affordable, the city provides funding for programs
preventing mortgage foreclosures, including counseling, and financial assistance. The city also provides
intensive marketing and outreach to underserved populations.

The City continues to advocate full federal and state financial participation in its affordable housing
efforts. Legislation the City supports for affordable housing include: bonding, income tax credits, land
trust project, and review of property tax code to enable housing production and preservation.
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SP-60 Homelessness Strategy — 91.215(d)

Reaching out to homeless persons (especially unsheltered persons) and assessing their
individual needs

Minneapolis works with Heading Home Hennepin street outreach efforts through a contract with St.
Stephen's Street Outreach team funded by ESG. Street outreach's primary focus is downtown
Minneapolis, where most unsheltered people spend the night under bridges and overpasses, in the
skyway, or camping along the Mississippi River.

Street Outreach has connections with the Minneapolis Police Department, and the Hennepin County
mental health access unit for specialized help for those in crisis.

Addressing the emergency and transitional housing needs of homeless persons

Hennepin County has a policy of providing emergency shelter to all who have no alternative housing.
Families receive a voucher for an emergency shelter room for each family seeking assistance. The
shelter provides three meals a day, child care, and after school programming. Each family gets their own
room with a bath. When demand exceeds shelter capacity in Hennepin, a local hotel provides rooms for
the increased demand. Singles are sheltered in one of seven emergency shelters throughout
Minneapolis. Shelter capacity is expanded during the winter months to ensure there is room for
everyone seeking shelter. Youth-specific shelters are extremely limited in Hennepin County. Most young
people are served in the adult shelter system. A new youth shelter, the first in suburban Hennepin,
opened February 1st in Brooklyn Center with room for ten transitional living rooms and two emergency
shelter beds.

The City commmits to funding the capital needs identified in the Heading Home Hennepin plan both the
creation of supportive housing units as well as additional affordable housing inventory for very low-
income persons. It will continue to provide its ESG resources to the funding of street outreach and rapid
rehousing/homelessness prevention services as well as continue its longstanding commitment to

the capital needs of emergency shelters by providing ESG funding for the renovation and rehabilitation
of emergency shelters.

Helping homeless persons (especially chronically homeless individuals and families, families
with children, veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth) make the transition to
permanent housing and independent living, including shortening the period of time that
individuals and families experience homelessness, facilitating access for homeless individuals
and families to affordable housing units, and preventing individuals and families who were
recently homeless from becoming homeless again.
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The Continuum of Care has placed an emphasis on chronically homeless individuals and families in its
ten year plan. Most chronically homeless individuals are assisted with Group Residential Housing, which
is a state-funded program to permanently house long-term homeless individuals with disabilities. The
primary strategy for families is rapid rehousing, with a new emphasis in the past year on a more
intensive rehousing program for families who come back to shelter. This strategy, called Stable Families
Initiative, provides housing subsidy funds with service dollars to support young families who have cycled
through shelter twice in the past two years. Older long-term homeless families are targeted for
Permanent Supportive Housing, and are a primary target for Coordinated Assessment.

Help low-income individuals and families avoid becoming homeless, especially extremely
low-income individuals and families who are likely to become homeless after being
discharged from a publicly funded institution or system of care, or who are receiving
assistance from public and private agencies that address housing, health, social services,
employment, education or youth needs

Low-income individuals and families receive prevention services first from Hennepin County through the
Emergency Assistance program, which can pay rent arrears, utility arrears, damage deposits, and first
month's rent. That program is available once a year. If a family or individual needs assistance a second
time in a year, they can apply for homeless prevention assistance through many community agencies
that receive state funding through Family Homeless Prevention and Assistance Program (FHPAP). For
families who have repeated shelter stays in Hennepin County, the Stable Families Initiative (described
above) offers additional housing support to maintain current housing, and avoid another shelter entry.
Hennepin County has two "opportunity centers" that bring together housing resources, government
benefit programs, employment and education resources, and case management for adults and youth in
our community. Services for families are coordinated through the County's social service office and the
"shelter team".
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SP-65 Lead based paint Hazards — 91.215(i)

Actions to address LBP hazards and increase access to housing without LBP hazards

The City works with county and community partners to address lead-based paint problems to perserve
existing housing. The City is committed to working with local partners to achieve lead-based paint
hazard mitigation goals, to achieve a sustainable balance in the quality of affordable housing, and to
provide economic opportunities.

The goal of the City of Minneapolis is to end lead poisoning within the City of Minneapolis through
continued lead hazard reduction and education activities using available city, CDBG, HUD and other
funding. The City will continue to undertake the following strategies to treat lead-based paint hazards in
City housing stock.

e Risk assessments, lead education, lead safe work practices education, clearance tests, swab
cleanings for lead hazards, developing work specs for income eligible families housed in units
with children with identified elevated blood lead levels.

e Identification and removal of lead hazards from units occupied by children with elevated blood
lead levels, including offering a free lead dust cleaning to reduce lead hazards.

e Implement a mandatory inspection trigger of a blood lead level of 25 micrograms per deciliter of
blood as permitted by state law.

How are the actions listed above related to the extent of lead poisoning and hazards?

As a recipient of several HUD lead grants, the City has established a set of programming protocols
around the rehabilitation of housing that contains lead-based paint hazards. The City prioritizes family
households and neighborhoods with extensive older housing for rehabilitation efforts that include lead
remediation. An additional priority is where a child has been identified through the health system as
being lead poisoned, the respective property owner of that child's housing is targeted for enrollment in
the City's lead hazard control program for appropriate remediation actions.

How are the actions listed above integrated into housing policies and procedures?

The City implements policies that support primary prevention without reduction in the efforts for
secondary prevention response.

e The City will continue to identify and reduce lead hazards through the efforts of City
departments, including the Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control program, and Community
Planning and Economic Development, and through agencies such Minneapolis Public Housing
Authority. Federal Title X (Section 1012/1013 and 1018) rules are incorporated into their policies
and procedures.
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e The City’s housing inspections process continues to emphasize paint condition during rental
license inspections and requires property owners issued interior corrective orders on paint
condition to take the Renovation, Remodeling and Painting rule.

e CPED requests lead risk assessments in assisted properties and has incorporated lead safe
hazard reduction practices into properties undergoing rehabilitation.

e MPHA is working on policies and procedures to integrate grant resources for lead hazard
reduction and lead safe work practices training for properties enrolled in the non-project based
Section 8 programs.
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SP-70 Anti-Poverty Strategy — 91.215(j)

Jurisdiction Goals, Programs and Policies for reducing the number of Poverty-Level Families

The city focuses resources and efforts on developing a skilled and employable resident workforce
capable of receiving living wage jobs. The city also works to develop infrastructure to support industries
that can pay a living wage. It is important to raise incomes of residents to lower their housing costs and
to increase their housing options.

The city mandates businesses that receive financial assistance from city agencies in excess of $100,000
hire city residents at livable wage levels. The city defines a living wage as a worker earning 110% of the
federal poverty level for a position with health benefits, 130% of federal poverty level for positions not
offering health benefits.

The Department of Community Planning and Economic Development (CPED) works to assist local
businesses in navigating financing and regulatory issues while seeking or expanding a site in the city.
CPED pursues Brownfield redevelopment initiatives from federal, state and local levels to clean up old
industrial sites to prepare them for business investment. These efforts seek to broaden the availability
of business opportunities providing jobs to the city’s low and moderate-income residents. Annually the
city expects to address contaminated sites with cleanup funds.

The city supports the work of various community-based employment training, human development and
social service agencies. The city also reaches out to agencies that represent the city’s new foreign-born
populations to assure that no segment of the city’s population lacks accessibility to culturally
appropriate human development strategies. The Neighborhood and Community Relations Department
leads this effort. The department has in place culturally specific outreach staff to serve the community.

Minneapolis continues to review issues of concentrated poverty, housing choice and the needs of its low
and moderate-income residents when designing its housing and economic development programs. The
city work to deconcentrate poverty, increase the variety of housing options and support residential
displacement and relocation policies through project selection criteria in funding solicitations. As a HUD
recipient, the city offers Section 3 assistance through project notification procedures, bid requirements,
and monitoring applicable projects. The Section 3 promotion and enforcement monitoring is delivered
through the Civil Rights Department.

How are the Jurisdiction poverty reducing goals, programs, and policies coordinated with this
affordable housing plan

The city uses selection criteria in affordable housing programs to actively deconcentrate poverty
through offering preference for siting new affordable housing projects in non-concentrated areas of
poverty. Section 3 is pursued in affordable housing project development and rehabilitation. The city
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actively seeks to link job training programs in the construction trades with its affordable housing
development programs.
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SP-80 Monitoring —91.230

Describe the standards and procedures that the jurisdiction will use to monitor activities
carried out in furtherance of the plan and will use to ensure long-term compliance with
requirements of the programs involved, including minority business outreach and the
comprehensive planning requirements

The City Finance and IGR/Grants Offices provide overall assurance that Consolidated Plan grant
programs implemented through the City, its Subrecipient programs, and other community-based
organizations are being carried-out as required. Each department who manages grant-funded
programming is responsible for monitoring their respective program activity for compliance with City,
OMB, and HUD program standards. Finance and IGR/Grants will monitor these activities in cooperation
with the department implementing Consolidated Plan programming.

Programmatic, regulatory and contract compliance is achieved through the City’s administrative
structure, its offices of contract management, and through Finance/Grants and the IGR/Grants Office.
Structured reviews are conducted on-site to ensure consistency with the contract, for determining the
adequacy of program performance and to ensure that reported information is accurate. The Finance and
Grants Offices monitor for program compliance and performance, provide technical assistance to grant-
funded program managers. This framework allows for an effective oversight of the monitoring and
technical assistance process. This communication link, together with guidance offered from the
Minneapolis HUD Field Office, provides the capacity to identify potential risk.The Grants office uses a
monitoring checklist which includes standard HUD monitoring guidelines; the Finance department
monitors compliance using a checklist specific to minimum standards determined by the City, State and
Federal government. If potential issues of non-compliance are identified a corrective action is
implemented based on City policy to prevent continuance of a violation and to mitigate adverse effects
of violation.

The objectives of the City's monitoring system are, to satisfy the statutory requirements of grantor
agencies, to assist contractors in properly administering grant-funded programs implemented on behalf
of the City, to minimize the City's liability by identifying and correcting major program deficiencies
before they result in financial penalties and/or funding sanctions, and to provide City management and
grantor agencies with performance information to guide them in making future funding decisions (i.e.
verify the quantity and assess the quality of the services being delivered).

HOME is a critical source of funding in several of the City’s housing programs managed through CPED. A
third-party contracted provider monitors all HOME-funded rental projects, including on-site property
and property management file inspections, on at least an annual basis to verify compliance with HOME
requirements including tenant income, rent restrictions, unit mix and occupancy, lease provisions, and
affirmative marketing.
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The Civil Rights Department monitors City-funded projects (including HOME) through its Contract
Compliance unit for Davis Bacon and Section 3 and sets development participation goals for
women/minority-owned businesses through its Small and Underutilized Business Program.

Further, compliance monitoring is achieved through the implementation and development of the
Consolidated Plan and the year-end Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER).
Through these processes, communication is established and sustained by Grants Office and
Finance/Grants personnel with program managers city-wide. This system provides awareness of
programming priorities and program implementation on a year-to-year basis.
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Expected Resources

AP-15 Expected Resources — 91.220(c)(1,2)

Introduction

Anticipated resources are based on assumptions about future federal funding levels. Annual funding levels are dependent upon the annual

Congressional appropriation process and changes in the number of formula recipients. The City should also factor in potential changes to one or
more of the formulas that be may realized over the next five years.

Based on previous five years funding and anticipated future direction, city staff anticipate the following annual changes to respective funds:

CDBG annual 6% reduction
HOME annual 3% reduction
ESG annual 3% reduction
HOPWA annual 1.2% increase

Anticipated Resources

Program Source of Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected Narrative Description
Funds Annual Program Prior Year Total: Amount
Allocation: Income: $ | Resources: S Available
S S Reminder
of ConPlan
$
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Consolidated Plan
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Program Source of Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected Narrative Description
Funds Annual Program Prior Year Total: Amount
Allocation: Income: $ | Resources: S Available
S S Reminder
of ConPlan
$
CDBG public - Acquisition annual 6% reduction for
federal Admin and Planning average annual amount of
Economic Development $9,271,540
Housing
Public Improvements
Public Services 10,452,853 | 1,200,000 0| 11,652,853 | 35,904,849
HOME public - Acquisition annual 3% reduction for
federal Homebuyer assistance average annual amount of
Homeowner rehab $1,839,320
Multifamily rental new
construction
Multifamily rental
rehab
New construction for
ownership
TBRA 1,953,039 220,000 0| 2,173,039 | 7,243,560
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Program

Source of
Funds

Uses of Funds

Expected Amount Available Year 1

Annual
Allocation:

$

Program
Income: $

Prior Year
Resources:

$

Total:
S

Expected
Amount
Available
Reminder
of ConPlan

$

Narrative Description

HOPWA

public -
federal

Permanent housing in
facilities

Permanent housing
placement

Short term or
transitional housing
facilities

STRMU

Supportive services
TBRA

1,039,291

1,039,291

4,369,221

annual 1.2% increase for
average annual amount of
$1,081,702

ESG

public -
federal

Conversion and rehab
for transitional housing
Financial Assistance
Overnight shelter
Rapid re-housing
(rental assistance)
Rental Assistance
Services

Transitional housing

955,772

0

0

955,772

3,544,830

annual 3% reduction for
average annual amount of
$900,120

Table 62 - Expected Resources — Priority Table

Explain how federal funds will leverage those additional resources (private, state and local funds), including a description of how
matching requirements will be satisfied

Other resources from federal, private and non-federal public sources that are reasonably expected to be available to address Consolidated Plan

HUD-Approved
Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)
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needs are state, county and local funds and federal applications for assistance. The state is a key funding source for rental and ownership
housing projects. Local funds are available for housing and non-housing activities. Private resources from banks, foundations, and private
developers continue to be valuable in assisting the City in meeting its housing and community development goals and strategies.

Other resources expected during Consolidated Plan five year cycle to support housing and community development goals will be Minnesota
Housing, Metropolitan Council, Family Housing Fund, multi-family housing revenue bonds, mortgage revenue bonds, project-based Section 8,
low income housing tax credits, and the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance programs. The City will support any organization’s application for
state or federal assistance that is consistent with this Consolidated Plan.

The following describes how required Consolidated Plan formula matches will be obtained.
HOME: Matches to the program include, but are not limited to the following:

e Cash contributions (e.g. housing trust funds, foundation grants, and private donations)
e Proceeds from Housing Revenue Bonds with the automatic 4% Low Income Housing Tax Credit entitlement
e Cost of supportive services provided to the families residing in HOME-assisted units during the period of affordability.

Based on previous years’ performance, HOME program income for 2015 is estimated to be $220,000.

ESG: A one-for-one match is required for the ESG grant. It is obtained by eligible match contributions received and expended by sub recipients
during the program year that applies to the ESG funding. Match will only be counted if it is used by the sub recipient to support eligible ESG
programming and activities.

Sources of match by sub recipients can be unrestricted federal, state, local or private sources; however, if any match is federal the laws
governing a particular source of federal funds must not prohibit these funds from being used as match to ESG. Additionally, if the ESG funds are
used to satisfy match requirements of another federal program, then funding from that program may not be used as match for ESG.
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If appropriate, describe publically owned land or property located within the jurisdiction that
may be used to address the needs identified in the plan

Minnesota State statute requires Hennepin County to dispose of tax-forfeited land through two
approaches—sale to the City of Minneapolis or through an public auction process. The City typically
acquires and treats those properties that are blighted (condemned and/or boarded and vacant) through
either demolition or responsible rehabilitation.

Discussion
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AP-20 Annual Goals and Objectives

Goals Summary Information

Annual Goals and Objectives

Sort Order Goal Name Start | End Category Geographic Needs Addressed Funding Goal Outcome
Year | Year Area Indicator
1 Sustainable, 2015 | 2019 | Affordable Housing Affordable Housing
Affordable Housing Public Housing Special Needs:
Non-Homeless Special Homeless/HIV/AIDS
Needs Planning &
Administration
2 Community Economic | 2015 | 2019 | Non-Housing Economic Development
Development Community Public Services
Development Planning &
Administration
3 Safe, Equitable, 2015 | 2019 | Homeless Public Services
Livable Environment Non-Homeless Special Special Needs:
Needs Homeless/HIV/AIDS
Non-Housing Planning &
Community Administration
Development
Public Services
Table 63 — Goals Summary
Goal Descriptions
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1 | Goal Name Sustainable, Affordable Housing

Goal The City will work to maintain and increase the community's availability of decent, safe and sanitary affordable housing
Description options for low- and moderate-income households in line with the city's goals of Living Well and One Minneapolis.

2 | Goal Name Community Economic Development

Goal The City will work to create economic growth opportunities accessible to low- and moderate-income residents and support
Description workforce training options enabling residents to take advantage of those opportunities consistent with the city's goals of
One Minneapolis and A Hub of Economic Activity and Innovation.

3 | Goal Name Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Goal The City will provide services and programming that support low income residents in realizing safe, equitable and livable
Description communities promoting healthy lives consistent with the city's goals of Living Well, One Minneapolis, and Great Places.
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Projects

AP-35 Projects — 91.220(d)

Introduction

Allocation of funds for 2015 are aligned with the high priority housing and community development
needs identified in the needs assessment and housing market analysis. The budget received comment

during the Minneapolis 2015 city budgeting process.

Projects
# Project Name
2 | Adult Training, Placement, and Retention
4 | Affordable Housing Trust Fund
6 | Economic Development Activities
8 | Vacant & Boarded Housing
9 | High Density Corridor Housing
12 | Lead Hazard Reduction
13 | New Problem Properties Strategy
14 | Youth Employment Training
16 | Way to Grow
17 | CCP-SAFE Crime Prevention Specialists (CPS)
19 | Curfew and Truancy Services
31 | Domestic Abuse Project
37 | Civil Rights/CDBG Compliance/Fair Housing
40 | CPED Planning Department
42 | Grant Administration
43 | Way to Grow Administration
44 | Finance Administration
45 | Grants & Special Projects
46 | Mid-Minnesota Legal Aid
47 | Youth Violence Prevention
48 | Youth Coordinating Board
50 | Housing Discrimination Law Project
51 | Access & Outreach
52 | HOME Program
53 | Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG)
54 | HOPWA (Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS)

Table 64 — Project Information
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Describe the reasons for allocation priorities and any obstacles to addressing underserved
needs

The allocations for these projects were approved by the City Council after holding two public hearings
on the 2015 city budget in December. These hearings were preceeded by a public hearing on
Consolidated Plan Needs in October 2014.

The primary obstacle to addressing underserved needs is the reduction in HUD funding levels made
available for these types of programming needs. Over the past decade the City has seen a cut in its
CDBG grant of one-third. These reductions have not permitted the City to continue to fund past priority
needs.
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AP-38 Project Summary

Project Summary Information
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Project Name

Adult Training, Placement, and Retention

Target Area

Goals Supported

Community Economic Development

Needs Addressed Economic Development
Funding CDBG: 51,215,600
Description Employment services for adult low-income Minneapolis residents.

Training provider agencies are located throughout the city. An updated
list is available from Minneapolis Employment & Training by calling 673-
5298 or by accessing our website.

Target Date

5/31/2016

Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

375 Adults will benefit from programming.

Location Description

Citywide through a network of community-based providers.

Planned Activities

Twelve community-based organizations are contracted to provide low-
income residents career counseling, job placement and job retention
services. CDBG funded employment services are provided by
organizations that compete for performance based contracts through a
request for proposal process. The agencies are paid a contracted fixed
dollar amount for assisting their participants in achieving employment
outcomes. The employment goals are given in the agency's contract with
Minneapolis Employment & Training. Agencies are monitored yearly to
ensure program requirements and standards are being met.

Project Name

Affordable Housing Trust Fund

Target Area

Goals Supported

Sustainable, Affordable Housing

Needs Addressed Affordable Housing
Special Needs: Homeless/HIV/AIDS
Planning & Administration
Funding CDBG: $3,193,840
HOME: $1,406,189
Description Multifamily new construction and rehabilitation program.

Target Date

5/31/2016
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Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

An estimated 155 units will be created/rehabbed. Most will be occupied
by households at or below 50% AMI. Some developments may serve
special needs populations or have units set aside for homeless households
to address Heading Home Hennepin goals.

Location Description

Citywide with new construction targeted to non-impacted areas of the
city and along transit and commercial corridor areas. Rehabilitation can be
citywide.

Planned Activities

Gap financing loans provided to development companies, non-profit
developers, community housing development corporations, limited
partnerships, and joint ventures. Deferred payment loans typically with 30
year terms at 1% interest with principal and accrued interest due at term's
end. Substantial changes to program criteria are subject to 45-day
neighborhood review. Annual RFP anticipated to be announced in June of
every year. Awards made approximately November. Eligible housing is
both family and single adult rental units (including homeless youth). At
least 20% of the units must be affordable at or <50% MMI. Program
income can be realized through this program. Activities set up under this
funding project may be revolving loan programs.

Project Name

Economic Development Activities

Target Area

Goals Supported

Community Economic Development

Needs Addressed Economic Development
Funding CDBG: $119,900
Description Acquisition, construction, demolition, rehabilitation of

commercial/industrial structures through Great Streets program offering.
Preservation of historic buildings. Financial assistance to businesses.
Technical assistance to income-eligible microentrepreneurs.

Target Date

5/31/2016

Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

100 persons anticipated to be assisted.
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Location Description

Funding is to businesses that are located in majority low- and moderate-
income neighborhoods along designated commercial corridors, or
businesses whose primary service area is the same. Individual business
owners may also be assisted if they are income eligible.

Planned Activities

Applications from developers and businesses for real estate and
equipment loans are accepted year-round by CPED; application form is
available on the City's website. Funds are awarded using ranking/rating
criteria by CPED to projects meeting CDBG guidelines. Program income
can be realized through this program through revolving loans. Some
redeveloped buildings are occupied by a single tenant and some have
multiple tenants. Loans are made to developers and businesses.
"Businesses" are the end users (occupants). Technical assistance contracts
are awarded to qualified non-profit business consulting organizations,
many of them designated CDFls, through an annual competitive RFP
process.

Project Name

Vacant & Boarded Housing

Target Area

Goals Supported

Sustainable, Affordable Housing
Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Needs Addressed Affordable Housing
Economic Development
Special Needs: Homeless/HIV/AIDS
Funding CDBG: 51,708,200
Description Acquisition and disposition of vacant and substandard housing to

eliminate blight. The parcels may later be packaged for redevelopment.

Target Date

5/31/2016

Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

No families will directly benefit from this activity as it is the removal of
slum/blight influences.

Location Description

Citywide.
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Planned Activities

Acquisition and disposition of vacant and substandard housing to
eliminate blight. In cases where structures are demolished the vacant lots
are marketed for development for the fair reuse value. This program also
supports the property management expenses with holding the property
until disposition occurs. Program income can be realized through this
program.

Project Name

High Density Corridor Housing

Target Area

Goals Supported

Sustainable, Affordable Housing
Community Economic Development
Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Needs Addressed Affordable Housing
Economic Development
Special Needs: Homeless/HIV/AIDS
Funding CDBG: $564,200
Description Acquisition of sites for site assembly supporting mixed-income rental and

ownership multifamily housing development on community commercial
and transit corridors as defined in Minneapolis Plan.

Target Date

5/31/2016

Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

No families receive direct benefits as this is an area benefit.

Location Description

Acquisition of sites for site assembly supporting mixed-income rental and
ownership multifamily housing development on community commercial
and transit corridors as defined in Minneapolis Plan. At least 51% of the
units will be affordable at <80%MMI, and at least 20% of the units will be
affordable at <50% MMI.

Planned Activities

Acquisition of sites for site assembly supporting mixed-income rental and
ownership multifamily housing development on community commercial
and transit corridors as defined in Minneapolis Plan. With these future
development opportunities, at least 51% of the units will be affordable at
<80%MMI, and at least 20% of the units will be affordable at <50% MMI.

Project Name

Lead Hazard Reduction

Target Area
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Goals Supported

Sustainable, Affordable Housing
Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Needs Addressed Affordable Housing
Funding CDBG: $59,500
Description Support for lead hazard reduction activities of the City's Healthy Homes

and Lead Hazard Control Program.

Target Date

5/31/2016

Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

80 familes anticipated to benefit.

Location Description

Citywide with focus on properties where a child has been identified as
lead-poisoned.

Planned Activities

Work will include performing risk assessments, lead education, lead safe
work practices education, clearance tests, swab cleanings for lead
hazards, developing work specs for income eligible families housed in
units with children with identified elevated blood lead levels. Qualified
homeowners may be supplied with paint and brushes to assist in
compliance with lead hazard reduction orders. Assisted units are those
referred to city by reports of families with children with elevated blood
lead levels. Used as match funds towards a HUD Lead Hazard Control
Grant for eligible activities.

Project Name

New Problem Properties Strategy

Target Area

Goals Supported

Sustainable, Affordable Housing
Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Needs Addressed Affordable Housing
Planning & Administration
Funding CDBG: $85,800
Description The Problem Properties Unit is housed in the Housing Inspections Services

division of Regulatory Services and is charged with identifying the
CityA¢AéAés worst properties and developing an action plan to resolve
their issues. PPU includes staff from various City departments that work
together to reduce the number and severity of problem properties in
Minneapolis.
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Target Date 5/31/2016

Estimate the number | 86 families are estimated to potentially receive benefits under this

and type of families program. The program works with both single family and multifamily

that will benefit from | dwellings.

the proposed

activities

Location Description Citywide.

Planned Activities The Problem Properties Unit identifies the city’s worst properties in terms
of meeting housing code standards and develops effective solutions to
reduce or eliminate problems and establish long-lasting goals of quality
housing. Solutions include mitigation steps up to securing buildings with
boards, winterizing condemned properties, entering into restoration
agreements to rehab vacant propertes, or demolishing buildings under
the provisions of Chapter 249 on the city's code of ordinances.

8 Project Name Youth Employment Training

Target Area

Goals Supported Community Economic Development

Needs Addressed Public Services

Funding CDBG: $247,303

Description Provision of summer employment training opportunities for income
eligible city youth 14-21 years old.

Target Date 5/31/2016

Estimate the number | 519 low-income youth to benefit directly.

and type of families

that will benefit from

the proposed

activities

Location Description Citywide. Youth apply through schools, WorkForce Centers and libraries.

Planned Activities Services include Step-Up work experience, education, community service
and leadership development. Community-based organizations and school
programs partner to operate the program. Youth apply through schools,
WorkForce Centers and libraries.

9 Project Name Way to Grow
Target Area
Goals Supported Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment
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Needs Addressed

Public Services

Funding

CDBG: $206,600

Description

Community-based collaboration designed to promote family-friendly
communities and the school readiness of its children. Informal and formal
support systems for parents are provided to meet child's growth and
development needs through age six.

Target Date

5/31/2016

Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

590 households will receive direct benefits on an area basis.

Location Description

Program office at 125 W. Broadway, Minneapolis, MN 55411, with
services delivered both north and south Minneapolis (targeted to Near
North and Phillips neighborhoods).

Planned Activities

Programming is open to all, but targets the Near North and Philips
neighborhoods. CDBG support is provided to program sites serving low
income areas.

10

Project Name

CCP-SAFE Crime Prevention Specialists (CPS)

Target Area

Goals Supported

Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Needs Addressed Public Services

Funding CDBG: $874,100

Description Crime prevention public services delivered by the Minneapolis Police
Department.

Target Date 5/31/2016

Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

There are approximately 227,472 persons in the affected census tracts.

Location Description

Services are delivered in areas of the city that are at least 51% majority
low- and moderate-income residents.
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Planned Activities

With CDBG emphasis on targeted neighborhoods that are at least 51%
low- and moderate-income due to their inverse violent victimization rates
based on household income Crime Prevention Specialists work with low-
and moderate-income residents, neighborhood organizations and
businesses to

e Recruit and train block club leaders to get block clubs started
e Maintain block clubs

e Present safety and neighborhood livability information to the
public through multiple venues

e Publish and distribute crime alerts

e Promote National Night Out

e Resolve complaints about problem properties
e Respond to crime trends

e Act as a liaison between the police and the community

11

Project Name

Curfew and Truancy Services

Target Area

Goals Supported

Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Needs Addressed Public Services
Funding CDBG: $100,000
Description Juvenile Supervision Center (JSC); Operations, staffing and services

provided by The Link for curfew and truancy activities as part of broader
JSC operations.

Target Date

5/31/2016

Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

The majority of the youth that benefit from these services are from
census tracts that are at least 51% low-and moderate-income.

Location Description

The JSC is located in Minneapolis City Hall Room room 21A, 350 S. 5th
Street, Minneapolis, MN 55415.
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Planned Activities

The JSC provides short-term supervision for youth under the age of 18
who are detained by law enforcement professionals for low level offenses
(e.g. assault, theft, runaway, disorderly conduct, etc.), truancy, or
violation of the Minneapolis curfew ordinance. The JSC assures that youth
are safe until they can be returned to a safe and appropriate environment
(i.e., school, home, or short-term shelter). While at the center, JSC staff
complete a needs assessment with youth and offer additional services
when applicable. Some youth who visit the JSC and who demonstrate
increased needs are engaged in short-term case stabilization or long-term
case management. JSC staff identify youth that are currently receiving
County services and document communication with Case Manager,
Probation Officer etc. regarding incident for possible follow up.

12

Project Name

Domestic Abuse Project

Target Area

Goals Supported

Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Needs Addressed Public Services
Funding CDBG: $73,100
Description Domestic Abuse Project provides advocacy services for victims of

domestic violence.

Target Date

5/31/2016

Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

An estimated 150 persons will receive this presumed benefit.

Location Description

Office located at 204 W. Franklin Avenue Mpls MN 55404

Planned Activities

The Domestic Abuse Project works to ensure that each victim has
information about how to protect him/herself and their children including
developing a safety plan and information about her/his rights and options
within the legal system, promoting self-sufficiency and reducing isolation
by assisting with meeting victim's basic life needs, and referral for other
community services through a city-wide case management system.

13

Project Name

Civil Rights/CDBG Compliance/Fair Housing

Target Area
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Goals Supported

Sustainable, Affordable Housing
Community Economic Development
Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Needs Addressed Economic Development
Planning & Administration
Funding CDBG: $326,400
Description Administration of city's contract compliance functions, enforcement of

city's civil rights ordinance, fair housing education and enforcement,
federal labor standards, Davis-Bacon Act and Section 3 wage monitoring
and outreach.

Target Date

5/31/2016

Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

This is an administrative activity.

Location Description

350 South Fifth St. Minneapolis

Planned Activities

Administration of city's contract compliance functions, enforcement of
city's civil rights ordinance, fair housing education and enforcement,
federal labor standards, Davis-Bacon Act and Section 3 wage monitoring
and outreach.

14

Project Name

CPED Planning Department

Target Area

Goals Supported

Sustainable, Affordable Housing
Community Economic Development
Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Needs Addressed Planning & Administration

Funding CDBG: $876,807

Description Administration of comprehensive planning activities Consolidated Plan
strategies.

Target Date 5/31/2016

HUD-Approved
Consolidated Plan

MINNEAPOLIS 184

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

This is an administrative activity.

Location Description

350 South Fifth St. Minneapolis

Planned Activities

Administration of comprehensive planning activities Consolidated Plan
strategies.

15

Project Name

Grant Administration

Target Area

Goals Supported

Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Needs Addressed Planning & Administration

Funding CDBG: $60,400

Description Grant development and program management for CDBG public service
programs.

Target Date 5/31/2016

Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

This is an administrative activity.

Location Description

350 South Fifth St. Minneapolis

Planned Activities

Grant development and program management for CDBG public service
programs.

16

Project Name

Way to Grow Administration

Target Area

Goals Supported

Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Needs Addressed Public Services
Planning & Administration
Funding CDBG: $14,600
Description General administration for Way to Grow program.

Target Date

5/31/2016
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Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

This is an administrative activity.

Location Description

350 South Fifth St. Minneapolis

Planned Activities

General administration for Way to Grow program.

17

Project Name

Finance Administration

Target Area

Goals Supported

Sustainable, Affordable Housing
Community Economic Development
Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Needs Addressed Planning & Administration

Funding CDBG: $175,000

Description Financial administration and accountability for Consolidated Plan
programs.

Target Date 5/31/2016

Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

This is an administrative activity.

Location Description

350 South Fifth St. Minneapolis

Planned Activities

Financial administration and accountability for Consolidated Plan
programs.

18

Project Name

Grants & Special Projects

Target Area

Goals Supported

Sustainable, Affordable Housing
Community Economic Development
Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Needs Addressed

Special Needs: Homeless/HIV/AIDS
Planning & Administration
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Funding CDBG: $170,300
HOPWA: $31,178
HOME: $15,000
ESG: $5,000
Description Resource development and management for Consolidated Plan strategies;

Part 58 environmental review process; overall city management of
Consolidated Plan.

Target Date

5/31/2016

Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

This is an administrative activity.

Location Description

350 South Fifth St. Minneapolis

Planned Activities

Resource development and management for Consolidated Plan strategies;
Part 58 environmental review process; overall city management of
Consolidated Plan. City staffing on HIV Housing Coalition, Fair Housing
Implementation Council, Heading Home Hennepin Coordinated
Assessment Leadership Committee.

19

Project Name

Mid-Minnesota Legal Aid

Target Area

Goals Supported

Sustainable, Affordable Housing
Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Needs Addressed Affordable Housing
Special Needs: Homeless/HIV/AIDS
Planning & Administration
Funding CDBG: $24,000
Description Contracted administrative function to provide advice and representation

with special emphasis on housing and shelter-related issues to income
eligible persons and groups in low and moderate income neighborhoods.

Target Date

5/31/2016

Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

This is an administrative activity.
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Location Description 430 First Ave. N., Minneapolis

Planned Activities Assistance assures compliance of housing with city housing ordinances
and codes. Emphasis on issues that will protect, promote, and provide fair
housing opportunities for public assistance recipients.

20 Project Name Youth Violence Prevention

Target Area

Goals Supported Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Needs Addressed Planning & Administration

Funding CDBG: $154,000

Description The Health Department leads and coordinates citywide efforts to
implement the Youth Violence Blueprint for Action through policy,
planning, community support, and programming.

Target Date 5/31/2016

Estimate the number | This is an administrative activity.
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

Location Description 250 South Fourth St. Minneapolis

Planned Activities Activities include: planning and service coordination with jurisdictional
partners, technical assistance to community-based agencies, oversight of
the Juvenile Supervision Center for curfew, truancy, and low-level
offenders, and individualized case management and mentoring for youth
at risk of involvement with violence.

21 Project Name Youth Coordinating Board
Target Area
Goals Supported Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment
Needs Addressed Planning & Administration
Funding CDBG: $64,803
Description Advocate, catalyst and developer of comprehensive services and systems

benefiting children, youth and families.
Target Date 5/31/2016
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Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

This is an administrative activity.

Location Description

330 2nd Avenue South Minneapolis

Planned Activities

<p align="LEFT">Dedicated to promoting the healthy, comprehensive
development of Minneapolis children and youth ages 0-20 through
collaborative action and policy alignment.</p>

22

Project Name

Housing Discrimination Law Project

Target Area

Goals Supported

Sustainable, Affordable Housing
Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Needs Addressed Affordable Housing
Special Needs: Homeless/HIV/AIDS
Planning & Administration
Funding CDBG: $39,000
Description City contracted administration project serving low-income clients with

investigation of housing discrimination claims, negotiation, advice and
referrals and representation in court and administrative actions.

Target Date

5/31/2016

Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

This is an administrative activity. It is estimated that 80 households will
benefit.

Location Description

430 First Ave. N. Minneapolis

Planned Activities

Services will include complaint intake, investigation, advocacy and
litigation.

23

Project Name

Access & Outreach

Target Area

Goals Supported

Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Needs Addressed

Planning & Administration

Funding

CDBG: $99,400
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Description The Access and Outreach Team provides support for a broad range of
engagement activities to cultural communities and under engaged groups
in the City enterprise. It also manages various state and federally
mandated programs that create equity in accessibility.

Target Date 5/31/2016

Estimate the number | This is an administrative activity.
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

Location Description 105 Fifth Ave. S.

Planned Activities Access and outreach provides the logistical and office support for cultural
engagement services and federally mandated programming. This includes
the following services:

e Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance,

e continuation of Limited English Proficiency planning,
interpretation and translation services,

e administration of the One Minneapolis Fund, the Hello Neighbor
program among other activities.

e core infrastructure support to eliminating barriers to participation
in neighborhood organizations, boards and commissions, and City

programing.
24 Project Name HOME Program

Target Area

Goals Supported Sustainable, Affordable Housing

Needs Addressed Affordable Housing
Special Needs: Homeless/HIV/AIDS
Planning & Administration

Funding HOME: $531,850

Description Administration of HOME program and funding for multifamily rental
development and single family homeownership. The budget shown with
this activity consists of proposed administration and homeownership
HOME funds. HOME funds for rental development are included with the
project Affordable Housing Trust Fund.

Target Date 5/31/2016
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Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

110 low- and moderate-income households assisted with homeownership
and affordable rental opportunities.

Location Description

105 Fifth Avenue South Minneapolis

Planned Activities

Administration of HOME program and funding for multifamily rental
development and single family homeownership. Program income can be
realized through this program. Funding is estimated to be allocated as
follows: Homeownership Works (approximately 15 Housing Units),
Affordable Housing Trust Fund (95 Housing Units), 10% Administration.
Overall, a minimum of 15% of the grant will be used to support CHDO-
sponsored activities. The HOME funds will be used as development gap on
new and rehabilitated ownership and rental projects and affordability gap
assistance on ownership projects. Further details on delivery of HOME
funds for multifamily rental development and single family
homeownership is contained in the Appendix.

25

Project Name

Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG)

Target Area

Goals Supported

Sustainable, Affordable Housing
Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Needs Addressed Affordable Housing
Public Services
Special Needs: Homeless/HIV/AIDS
Planning & Administration
Funding ESG: $955,772
Description Shelter Rehabilitation/Renovation, Street Outreach, Rapid Rehousing and

Homelessness Prevention services.

Target Date

5/31/2017

Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

An estimated 200 persons may be served with rapid
rehousing/homelessness prevention services and 75 persons with street
outreach services.

Location Description

Citywide.
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Planned Activities

Rehabilitation of emergency or transitional housing shelters serving
homeless families and persons. Projects are selected through an annual
request for proposal process (RFP) coordinated with the Affordable
Housing Trust Fund RFP. Awards will be made by end of year. Funding is
also provided to St. Stephen's Human Services for street outreach
programming.

ESG Rapid Re-Housing, Homlessness Prevention funds: Minneapolis will
award ESG funding for eligible rapid re-housing and homelessness
prevention fund to community providers.

ESG Administration and HMIS: Funding of 7.5% of grant will be reserved
for ESG administration and a potential amount no more than 3% of the
grant may be used for HMIS administration costs.

26

Project Name

HOPWA (Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS)

Target Area

Goals Supported

Sustainable, Affordable Housing
Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment

Needs Addressed Affordable Housing
Special Needs: Homeless/HIV/AIDS
Planning & Administration
Funding HOPWA: $1,008,113
Description Subrecipient programming to assist those living with HIV/AIDS at risk of

homelessness, living across the 13-county Eligible Metropolitan Statistical
area, achieve and maintain housing stability and improve health care
access. The City is allowed 3% of program year HOPWA funding to
administer the program, and Subrecipients are allowed 7% of their
respective funding amount to administer their programs. HOPWA funds
are advertised through an RFP process each year, and currently the grant
is split between two Subrecipient tenant-based rent (TBRA) providers: (1)
Minnesota AIDS Project (MAP) expects 95 clients to be served for 2015
program year with intake, case management, and transitional housing
assistance through a Transitional Housing Program - provision of 24
months for families and 12 months for individuals; (2) Metropolitan
Council Housing Redevelopment Authority (MetroHRA) expects 58 clients
to be served for the 2015 program year through the Housing Assistance
Program - clients who have exhausted time limits are referred here from
the Transitional Housing Program run by MAP.HOPWA Administration: 3%
of grant will be reserved for HOPWA administration
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Target Date

5/31/2018

Estimate the number
and type of families
that will benefit from
the proposed
activities

Minnesota AIDS Project (MAP) expects 95 clients to be served for 2015
program year a Transitional Housing Program - provision of 24 months for
families and 12 months for individuals; Metropolitan Council Housing
Redevelopment Authority (MetroHRA) expects 58 clients to be served for
the 2015 program year through the Housing Assistance Program - clients
who have exhausted time limits are referred here from the Transitional
Housing Program run by MAP.

Location Description

Metrowide. Metropolitan Council HRA is located at  while Minnesota
AIDS Project is located at

Planned Activities

The City is allowed 3% of program year HOPWA funding to administer the
program, and Subrecipients are allowed 7% of their respective funding
amount to administer their programs. HOPWA funds are advertised
through an RFP process each year, and currently the grant is split between
two Subrecipient tenant-based rent (TBRA) providers: (1) Minnesota AIDS
Project (MAP) provides clients with intake, case management, and
transitional housing assistance through a Transitional Housing Program -
provision of 24 months for families and 12 months for individuals; (2)
Metropolitan Council Housing Redevelopment Authority (MetroHRA)
serves clients through the Housing Assistance Program - clients who have
exhausted time limits are referred here from the Transitional Housing
Program run by MAP.

HOPWA Administration: 3% of grant will be reserved for HOPWA
administration
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AP-50 Geographic Distribution — 91.220(f)

Description of the geographic areas of the entitlement (including areas of low-income and
minority concentration) where assistance will be directed

CDBG will directed on an area basis to census tracts in the city where, based on the American Census
Survey, the majority of residents are of low- and moderate-income.

The City will continue to work with the MPHA for opportunities to develop its public housing programs
throughout the City. The City will work with MPHA to site new units in areas of the City with low
numbers of assisted units in order to assist in meeting deconcentration of publicly assisted housing in
the city.

ESG funds will be expended for eligible activities within the City and Hennepin County for projects
benefiting Minneapolis residents.

HOPWA will fund programs serving site-based initiatives and providing tenant rental assistance
throughout the metropolitan area. Funding priorities are determined through the Minnesota HIV
Housing Coalition and through an annual RFP process.

HOME rehabilitation funds are spent throughout the City for income-eligible units.

The City's Affordable Housing Trust Fund program composed partially of CDBG and HOME funds, awards
priority points for new housing construction in non-poverty-impacted areas of Minneapolis. If a new
construction project receives HOME funds out this program, that project is sited in an area that is non-
impacted by race or poverty. New affordable housing will be targeted for designated growth areas and
commercial and transit corridors that can benefit from and support increased housing density.

Geographic Distribution

Target Area | Percentage of Funds

Table 65 - Geographic Distribution
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Rationale for the priorities for allocating investments geographically

The City will locate its funding priorities in line with approved city policies and priorities with respect to
CDBG, ESG and HOME. The City has an interest in the comprehensive redevelopment and stabilization
of its neighborhoods where a majority of residents are <80% of median income. New affordable housing
will be targeted for designated growth areas and commercial and transit corridors that can benefit from
and support increased housing density.

CDBG funds will be provided predominately to areas of the city where at least 51% of the residents are
low- and moderate-income. ESG funds will be expended for eligible activities within the City and
Hennepin County for projects benefiting Minneapolis residents. HOPWA will fund programs serving site-
based initiatives and providing tenant rental assistance throughout the metropolitan area. Funding
priorities are determined through the Minnesota HIV/AIDS Housing Coalition and through an annual RFP
process. HOME funds are spent throughout the City for income-eligible units. The City will site new
construction projects assisted with HOME funds in geographic areas of the City that are not minority
concentrated by City definition.

Discussion
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Affordable Housing

AP-55 Affordable Housing — 91.220(g)

Introduction

This section sets forth Minneapolis' approach to meeting its Consolidated Plan goals of Sustainable,
Affordable Housing and Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment in program year 2015.

One Year Goals for the Number of Households to be Supported
Homeless 275
Non-Homeless 0
Special-Needs 153
Total 428

Table 66 - One Year Goals for Affordable Housing by Support Requirement

One Year Goals for the Number of Households Supported Through
Rental Assistance 353
The Production of New Units 95
Rehab of Existing Units 155
Acquisition of Existing Units 20
Total 623

Table 67 - One Year Goals for Affordable Housing by Support Type
Discussion

RENTAL HOUSING The City will pursue the following strategies over the next year to assist rental
housing.

¢ Preserve and improve the physical condition of existing subsidized housing, both publicly and privately
owned.

¢ Support development of new three or more bedroom rental units for large families. The City’s goal is
that 70% of affordable housing funds be allocated to larger family units.

¢ A minimum of 20% of all HUD-assisted rental projects of 10+ units be affordable at 50%MFI.

* Create additional housing units with appropriate supportive services as an alternative to extended
shelter use.

* Identify opportunities for placing new housing on transportation corridors to take advantage of transit
opportunities and job markets.

¢ Encourage development of mixed-income housing serving a broad and continuous range of incomes.

¢ Emphasize new affordable housing development outside areas of concentrated poverty.

¢ Use the affordable housing trust fund to provide a sustained financial commitment toward the housing
needs of those at the low-income level.

¢ Link housing programs to supportive service programs, income assistance programs and public
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housing initiatives to facilitate affordability.

e Fifty percent (50%) of City affordable housing funds will be used for capital production of units
affordable at 30%MFI.

OWNERSHIP HOUSING Over the next year the City will provide financing and administer programs for
the development and preservation of affordable ownership housing.

* Preserve and improve the physical condition of existing ownership housing through home
improvement offerings.

¢ Support in-fill development of new three or more bedroom houses for large families through a
combination of construction GAP financing and affordability loans.

¢ A minimum of 20% of all HUD-assisted ownership projects of 10+ units be affordable at 50% AMI.

¢ Identify opportunities for placing new housing on transportation corridors to take advantage of transit
opportunities and job markets.

* Promote and support first-time homeownership opportunities and outreach for traditionally
underserved populations.

¢ Streamline City development review, permitting, and licensing to make it easier to develop property in
the City of Minneapolis.

¢ Develop and foster close dialog with community participants about appropriate locations and design
standards for new housing and growth.

* Promote the development of housing suitable for people and households in all life stages, and that can
be adapted to accommodate changing housing needs over time.

* Promote accessible housing designs to support persons with disabilities.

In the area of housing quality, the City will continue to work through its Regulatory Services and CPED
departments to ensure that the City’s market and affordable housing supply is safe in compliance with
the housing code. The City's Problem Properties Unit (PPU) is a cross-departmental group that works
with housing properties that consume many City resources in the areas of inspections and public safety.
The Problem Properties Unit responds to and develops strategies to monitor and resolve, or eliminate
issues associated with nuisance and boarded and vacant properties. Solutions can include up to securing
buildings with boards, entering into restoration agreements to ensure timely rehab of properties, or
demolish buildings under the provisions of Chapter 249 of the City's code of ordinances. These activities
will be pursued with recognition of the potential of displacement of protected class residents and the
need to mitigate any displacement through appropriate actions.

Homelessness strategies are detailed in the following AP-65 pages.
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AP-60 Public Housing — 91.220(h)

Introduction

The City recognizes the important role that public housing plays in the provision of affordable

housing. In the past, the City has provided CDBG assistance to the MPHA to support their housing
rehabilitation program as well as supporting their resident initiatives. Due to reduced CDBG funding
levels, these activities are no longer budgeted. However, Minneapolis and MPHA continue to work with
each other in the development of housing policies and strategies to implement a range of housing
options in support of mutual goals of providing housing choice and opportunity to residents.

Actions planned during the next year to address the needs to public housing

The City will continue to seek partnerships with MPHA in joint housing developments that need project-
based housing vouchers to finance low-income units. The current MPHA annual plan indicates up to 51
units assisted in this manner. A recent example of similar work is the PHA being able to utilize project-
based resources in several properties of one the City's NSP partners, Project for Pride in Living. This
accounts for 21 units. The MPHA is actively working to site project-based units targeted to the homeless
in support of the Heading Home Hennepin plan to end homelessness.

Actions to encourage public housing residents to become more involved in management and
participate in homeownership

As noted above, prior to recent CDBG funding level reductions, the City did fund public housing resident
participation initiatives. The City will work to support these efforts as it can through other means such as
staff support.

If the PHA is designated as troubled, describe the manner in which financial assistance will be
provided or other assistance

The Minneapolis Public Housing Authority is not a troubled agency and is classified as a Moving to Work
agency by HUD.

Discussion
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AP-65 Homeless and Other Special Needs Activities — 91.220(i)

Introduction

The following section outlines the City's strategies to addressing homeless and other special needs.
Further details can also be found in the Strategic Plan and Market Analysis sections of this Plan.

Describe the jurisdictions one-year goals and actions for reducing and ending homelessness
including

Reaching out to homeless persons (especially unsheltered persons) and assessing their
individual needs

The City will fund the St. Stephen's Outreach Team with ESG and general funds. Street outreach services
serve individuals meeting Category 1 and 4 definitions of homelessness with high barriers according to a
VI-SPDAT assessment. Outreach services consist of engagement, case management, emergency and
mental health services, transportation and unique services that work to connect users to housing
opportunities and support services for which they are eligible.

Addressing the emergency shelter and transitional housing needs of homeless persons

The City will continue its longstanding committment to addressing the capital rehabilitation/renovation
needs of the Continuum's emergency shelters. The

City budgets the greater of its Hold Harmless amount ($558,377) or 60 percent of the grant annually to
shelter rehabilitation and street outreach activities. The City will issue an RFP for
rehabilitation/renovation projects and anticipates assisting 1-2 shelters.

Projects must be located in the City or Hennepin County serving Minneapolis families and

individuals. ESG funds may also be used for furniture, security systems and/or equipment in a new
construction, positive conversion or renovation/rehabilitation project consistent with compliance with
Minneapolis Consolidated Plan and applicable HUD regulations. The City does not fund any other
operating costs as defined under §576.102(3).

Helping homeless persons (especially chronically homeless individuals and families, families
with children, veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth) make the transition to
permanent housing and independent living, including shortening the period of time that
individuals and families experience homelessness, facilitating access for homeless individuals
and families to affordable housing units, and preventing individuals and families who were
recently homeless from becoming homeless again

The City prioritizes funding rapid re-housing over homeless prevention. Rapid re-housing serves
Minneapolis residents -- homeless families and single adults without children who reside in a Hennepin
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County sited homeless shelter (previous permanent address was within Minneapolis) as well as
unaccompanied youth who are verifiably homeless according to the HUD definition found at 24 CFR
§576.2.

Homelessness prevention must be last resort funds to keep a person/household at risk of homelessness
in housing. Similar target populations noted under rapid re-housing are also served under homelessness
prevention. A person/household at risk of homelessness is defined at 24 CFR §576.2. For purposes of
this definition’s paragraph (g), someone who lives in housing that has characteristics associated with
instability and an increased risk of homelessness is defined as follows: a renter household with income
at/or below 30% of median income adjusted for family size whose housing costs exceed 50% of their
income and upon provider assessment is shown to be at imminent risk of losing existing housing.

Rapid Re-housing and homelesssness prevention funds can be for short-term or medium-term rental
assistance for no longer than to obtain permanent housing. The rental assistance can be tied to the
recipient or consist of project-based assistance that can “float” within a development serving eligible
recipients. Housing relocation and stabilization services can also be provided consisting of financial
assistance or services. Financial assistance is rental application fees, security deposits, last months rent,
utility deposits, utility payments and moving costs. Financial services can include housing search and
placement, housing stability case management, landlord-tenant mediation, legal services, and credit
repair.

The City is an active participant in supporting the capital housing strategies of the Heading Home
Hennepin Plan for homelessness. This work includes providing capital funds to the creation of additional
housing units to the supportive housing inventory or the creation of additional affordable housing units
at the very low-income level.

Helping low-income individuals and families avoid becoming homeless, especially extremely
low-income individuals and families and those who are: being discharged from publicly
funded institutions and systems of care (such as health care facilities, mental health facilities,
foster care and other youth facilities, and corrections programs and institutions); or, receiving
assistance from public or private agencies that address housing, health, social services,
employment, education, or youth needs

Minneapolis does have populations of people that are not homeless, but are in need of supportive
services to allow them to remain in their current housing situations, or retain a sustainable living
environment. While Hennepin County is the primary provider of most non-housing social services, the
City does provide for some of these needs through use of its CDBG funds devoted to public services,
workforce development and early childhood programming. As well, the City works to assist low-income
individuals and families avoid becoming homeless through the homelessness prevention delivery of
services described above.
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Discussion

HUD-Approved MINNEAPOLIS 201
Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



AP-70 HOPWA Goals - 91.220 (1)(3)

One year goals for the number of households to be provided housing through the use of HOPWA for:

Short-term rent, mortgage, and utility assistance to prevent homelessness of the individual or
family 0

Tenant-based rental assistance 153

Units provided in permanent housing facilities developed, leased, or operated with HOPWA funds 36

Units provided in transitional short-term housing facilities developed, leased, or operated with

HOPWA funds 0
Total 189
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AP-75 Barriers to affordable housing — 91.220(j)

Introduction:

Minneapolis is sensitive to the effects that public policies have on the cost of housing, or serve to
dissuade development, maintenance or improvement of affordable housing. Although some of the
barriers to the cost of producing affordable housing are beyond the control of local government, it is
hoped that city policies do not create more barriers. The city works to establish positive marketing
strategies and program criteria increasing housing choices for households with limited incomes, to
provide geographical choice in assisted housing units, and to improve the physical quality of existing
affordable housing units. It has adopted and implemented policies to provide lifecycle housing
throughout the City, providing all residents with safe, quality and affordable housing, as a priority, in
cooperation with public and private partners.

Actions it planned to remove or ameliorate the negative effects of public policies that serve
as barriers to affordable housing such as land use controls, tax policies affecting land, zoning
ordinances, building codes, fees and charges, growth limitations, and policies affecting the
return on residential investment

As described in SP-55, the City continually pursues a variety of policy work aimed at reducing barriers to
affordable housing. As an example, with the 2015 budget the City increased its funding commitment to
the Affordable Housing Trust Fund. Several zoning changes have been completed over the past year and
work continues on that front. The City will continue to work with its governmental and non-
governmental partners to increase affordable housing funding and regulatory and policy approaches
that promise to increase the availability of affordable housing.

Discussion:
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AP-85 Other Actions — 91.220(k)

Introduction:

Most of the actions that follow in this section are discussed more fully in previous sections of the plan.
Please refer to those sections as appropriate.

Actions planned to address obstacles to meeting underserved needs

In order to address obstacles to meeting underserved needs, the City will continue to commit its full
Consolidated Plan resources to addressing priority needs identified in its goals of 1) Sustainable
Affordable Housing; 2) Community Economic Development; and 3) Safe, Equitable, Livable Environment.
The City will also seek additional funding for both its entitlement resources and complementary funding
efforts.

Actions planned to foster and maintain affordable housing

Please refer to SP-05 and AP-55 for actions to foster and maintain affordable housing.

Actions planned to reduce lead-based paint hazards

Please refer to SP-65 for actions to reduce lead-based paint hazards.

Actions planned to reduce the number of poverty-level families

Please refer to SP-05 and SP-70 for actions to reduce the number of poverty-level families.

Actions planned to develop institutional structure

Please refer to SP-40 for this discussion of actions to develop institutional structure.

Actions planned to enhance coordination between public and private housing and social
service agencies

Please refer to SP-40 for this discussion of actions to develop institutional structure.

Discussion:
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Program Specific Requirements
AP-90 Program Specific Requirements — 91.220(1)(1,2,4)

Introduction:

Fuller discussion of how the ESG and HOME programs operate are found in the appendix.

Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG)
Reference 24 CFR 91.220(1)(1)
Projects planned with all CDBG funds expected to be available during the year are identified in the
Projects Table. The following identifies program income that is available for use that is included in
projects to be carried out.

1. The total amount of program income that will have been received before the start of the

next program year and that has not yet been reprogrammed 1,200,000
2. The amount of proceeds from section 108 loan guarantees that will be used during the

year to address the priority needs and specific objectives identified in the grantee's strategic

plan. 0
3. The amount of surplus funds from urban renewal settlements 0
4. The amount of any grant funds returned to the line of credit for which the planned use

has not been included in a prior statement or plan 0
5. The amount of income from float-funded activities 0
Total Program Income: 1,200,000

Other CDBG Requirements

1. The amount of urgent need activities 0

2. The estimated percentage of CDBG funds that will be used for activities that benefit

persons of low and moderate income.Overall Benefit - A consecutive period of one,

two or three years may be used to determine that a minimum overall benefit of 70%

of CDBG funds is used to benefit persons of low and moderate income. Specify the

years covered that include this Annual Action Plan. 80.00%
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HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME)
Reference 24 CFR 91.220(1)(2)

1. A description of other forms of investment being used beyond those identified in Section 92.205 is
as follows:

The City of Minneapolis does not use HOME dollars for other forms of investment beyond those
identified in Section 92.205.
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2. A description of the guidelines that will be used for resale or recapture of HOME funds when used
for homebuyer activities as required in 92.254, is as follows:

Recapture- It is likely the majority of purchasers buying properties with HOME funds will receive
direct buyer assistance. In instances where purchasers receive direct assistance a note and
mortgage will be placed against the property with repayment due at the time of sale or maturity of
the 1st mortgage. No resale provision will apply. Affordability period will be based on the amount of
direct assistance received by the buyer.

Resale-resale will ensure the initial purchaser with fair return on their initial investment. Details are
found in the Appendix. Resale terms would be spelled out in a promissory note and mortgage and
filed against the property along with a Declaration of Restrictive Covenants.

The only instances where the City will use a resale provision will be when properties are sold
through a developer who already has mechanisms in place to ensure long term affordability for
target buyers as part of their program such as a land trust. In cases where a lower income purchase
needs additional financial assistance to ensure affordability the land trust will provide direct
assistance.

With the land trust model, the homebuyer only purchases the improvements. The land trust retains
fee title to the land. The homeowner can recover its purchase price for the improvements and share
of market value appreciation. At resale, the home is made affordable to income qualified
homebuyers because the new homebuyer only has to finance the improvements and the sale price
is restricted by the terms of the ground lease. At resale, the purchase price must be affordable to a
reasonable range of low-income homebuyers defined as a 70-80% AMI Qualified Buyer whose
housing-related debt ratio cannot exceed 33% and total combined debt ratio cannot exceed 50%.
They are households who are either trying to purchase a home, but are having trouble qualifying for
a mortgage or locating a decent home in their price range. These requirements are spelled out in a
Declaration of Restrictive Covenants and all necessary documents related to the developer's
program. In consideration for the title to land, the Land Trust provides an affordability investment
that makes the home affordable for low-moderate income households in perpetuity. In most cases
they provide anywhere from 2-3 times the value of the land as the mechanism ensuring long-term
affordability.

Property market value will be based on an independent appraisal or broker price opinion from a
qualified party done for the seller at the time the property is listed plus the original cash investment
and improvement completed during ownership. The value of improvements will be based on
building permitted work value only. Properties sold during the affordability period must be
affordable to a reasonable range of low-income homebuyers as defined above. The resale of any
eligible property will not exceed 95 percent of the area median purchase price or after-rehabilitation
price for single family housing, as determined by HUD.

HUD-Approved MINNEAPOLIS 207
Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



If the purchaser does not owner occupy the property for the required period of affordability, the
entire amount of the HOME funds invested in the property is due and payable to the City of
Minneapolis.

3. A description of the guidelines for resale or recapture that ensures the affordability of units acquired
with HOME funds? See 24 CFR 92.254(a)(4) are as follows:

HOME funds are typically only used for the acquisition of single family properties intended for
homeownership. See the response for number 2 above. In rare instances where HOME is used as an
acquisition source for a multifamily project, the response to number 4 below would apply.

4. Plans for using HOME funds to refinance existing debt secured by multifamily housing that is
rehabilitated with HOME funds along with a description of the refinancing guidelines required that
will be used under 24 CFR 92.206(b), are as follows:

There are currently no plans to use HOME funds to refinance existing debt secured by multifamily
housing.A A While the city of Minneapolis often provides HOME loans through their Affordable
Housing Trust Fund (AHTF) and will refinance existing loans in a subordination effort when a project
refinance their first mortgage through another lender, the city of Minneapolis does not use HOME
funds to refinance existing debt as described under 24 CFR 92.206(b).

Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG)
Reference 91.220(1)(4)

1. Include written standards for providing ESG assistance (may include as attachment)

The ESG Written Standards for Assistance are presented in the Appendix and provide a guide to how
the City will implement the homelessness prevention and rapid re-housing services aspects of the
ESG grant as well as outline the standards used in local emergency shelter and street outreach
supported efforts. These Standards are reviewed as an RFPs for ESG funding are developed to reflect
prioritized standards as of the issuance of the RFP. This will assure that Minneapolis can implement
ESG programming to effective national and local best practices. Changes to the standards outlined in
any resultant RFP will not be considered a substantial change to the Consolidated Plan.

2. If the Continuum of Care has established centralized or coordinated assessment system that
meets HUD requirements, describe that centralized or coordinated assessment system.

Since 2013, Minneapolis and Hennepin County, through the Offic to End Homelessness, have been
developing and implementing a system of coordinated access and referral to cover all homeless
serving agencies. This system will take a population specific approach, with different access points
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and assessments for unique populations. Families seeking shelter will access through a central
access point, be assessed for diversion or shelter, and assigned shelter when appropriate. Single
adults and youth will take on more of a no wrong door approach, with standardization taking place
in the assessment and referral process. Each agency will enter all client data, including VI-SPDAT
assessment into HMIS. All housing vacancies will then be filled by a centralized housing coordinator
who will assess all clients in shelter for the most appropriate match with each particular vacant unit.
Particular attention will be given to domestic violence providers and veterans, where specific
arrangements will be made to accommodate special needs and unique funding streams.

The Coordinated Assessment System will implement operations for families in spring 2015 with
operational start for single adults in fall 2015.A coordinated assessment system for youth is
scheduled to start in the fall of 2015 on a metrowide basis.

3. ldentify the process for making sub-awards and describe how the ESG allocation available to
private nonprofit organizations (including community and faith-based organizations).

The process for making sub-awards is detailed in the appendix.

4. |If the jurisdiction is unable to meet the homeless participation requirement in 24 CFR
576.405(a), the jurisdiction must specify its plan for reaching out to and consulting with
homeless or formerly homeless individuals in considering policies and funding decisions
regarding facilities and services funded under ESG.

The Emergency Solutions Grant coordinates with the local Continuum of Care planning process that
is countywide including Minneapolis.The Heading Home Hennepin (HHH) initiative is the local
Continuum of Care and is the local 10 year Plan for Ending Homelessness.It is under the direction of
the Heading Home Hennepin Executive Committee and staffed by the City-County Office to End
Homelessness. The HHH Executive Committee includes homeless/formerly homeless members in its
makeup and its planning committees and subcommittees include homeless/formerly homeless
individuals. The role of the Executive Committee is to provide overall policy direction and oversight
to the implementation of the Heading Home Hennepin plan.

As described above with the description of the HHH Executive Committee composition and the
committees and subcommittees that serve under it, the City meets the requirements of 24
CFR§576.405 (b).

Sub recipients of ESG funds will be required to involve those who are homeless or formerly
homeless in the development and delivery of ESG-funded projects and activities to the maximum
extent practicable.
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5. Describe performance standards for evaluating ESG.

Performance standards are described in the appendix.
HOPWA Project Sponsor Selection Criteria

The City of Minneapolis issues an annual competitive solicitation for its entitlement Housing
Opportunities for Persons with HIV/AIDS (HOPWA) funding. Allocated from HUD to the City of
Minneapolis, HOPWA funds provide housing options to persons with Acquired Immune Deficiency
Syndrome (AIDS). Eligible applicants include non-profit organizations or governmental housing agencies
that can contract with the City of Minneapolis, in compliance with Federal regulations and have capacity
to carry out eligible activities serving the 13-county Eligible Metropolitan Statistical area (EMSA).

The Minnesota HIV Housing Coalition is the community planning and advisory group that assists with
identifying the housing needs for persons living with HIV/AIDS in the EMSA served by the Minneapolis
HOPWA grant. Based on its recommendation, renewals for existing programs, providing continuum of
care strategies, are a HOPWA funding priority, and if funds appropriated exceed the amount necessary
to continue those programs at comparable levels (or if priorities change to address changing needs)
funds should be made available for capital projects. The City of Minneapolis considers capital requests
to be a top priority.

Discussion:

Further information on administration of HOME and ESG grants are found in the appendix.
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Citizen Participation Comments

Bower, Matthaw A.

From: Bower, Matthew A.
Sent: Friday, April 17, 2015 235 AM
To: Bower, Matthew A.

————— Drizinal Meszage--——

From: Show-Kastar, Christy [mailto.csnow-kaster®@centralmnlegal. org)

Sent: Tuesday, April 07, 2015 10:13 Ald

To: Garnes, Coral 5,; Segal, 5usen L Bower, Matthew A,

Ce: Arnesan, Kristine; Musicant, Gretchen G.; Jacobsan, Michella M ; Cotton, Sasha; Rog, Shelley; Gl'dden, Elizabeth A
Goodman, Lisa R Brannan, Andraa; tstark@tubman.org; Wider, Dorinda

Subject: RE: City of Minneapelis Consolidated plan and DY numbars

Matt,

| have put in a request sa have a repartrun from legal aid to see what numbers of clients we have served who either live
in public,/subsidized housing in Minneapolis and are victims of domestic violenca and how many family law clients we
have servad that are victims of domestic violence and live In Minneapolis in 2014, | have identified at least 9 cases that
CKLS has had in the [ast three manths where the person fives in Minneapalis { 4 in MPHA housing/Section 8 through
MPHA) thzt are all victims of domestic violence. Please note that CMLS is the smaller of the two legal aid programs that
serve Minneapolis.

MPHA should be able to provide numbers - in their Statement of Policies for administerng the Public Housing units and
in the Administrative Plan for administering the Saction 8 program they detail a preference for placement for victims of
domestic vinlence, dating viclence, sexual assault anc stalking Lnder the Yielence Agalnst Women Act {(VAWA]. | would
assume that since they ara collecting the information for preference purposes that they could provide data on how
many applicants are victims, Additionally |'would assume they would be able to pravide numbears on how many
rasidents or apalicants of both pragrams wha have ¢laimed Vawa protections during the course of 3 year, MPHA s alsa
required to ensure that there |s conslstency between the MPHA annual plan and the Minneapolis Con. Flan.

I am hoping that Tubman can provide the numbers of their shelter gussts and Lhose in ransitional housing and the
numbers of turnaways. | am hoping that NAP could alsa provida some humbers . Aaccording to DAP's 2013 annual
report DAF advocates provided 32,352 services Lo 2,043 viclims of domestic viokence in 2013 some of who lam sure are
residents of the City of Minneapalis.  Additionally HOME, HOPWA and McKinney Vento programs are covered by YAWA
housing provisions and may be able to provide “umbers althcugh not specific identifying infermatian.

| know that there s a hotspots grant through the Minneapalis police whers they are looking at hotspots of criminal
activity and DY has been one of the surprising statistics for solice calls in hotspot lacations.

Finally, I ean tell you that in 2013 according to the Sexual Assau t Resou-ce Se-vice(SARS), they conducted 639 sexual
assaull exams in Hennepin County. Of those 346 were contducted at HOWE, 20 at U of M East Bank (University), 3D at U
af M West Bank {Riverside), and 49 at Abbot Northwestern Hospital, These are Minneapolis based hospitals which is
wihere most people would go if they were assaulted in Minneapalis or lived in Minneapolis, This totals 5%.3%-- this is a
rough estimate but it cangve you a reality of the number of assaults hzppening in Mirneapolis. | can also give you
national numbers on sexual assaults and compare them ta Minneapolis-- the 20140 census reported 352, 578 paople
living in Minneapolis. OF that number 190,141 are women [49.7%) and 192,437 are men (50.3%). If we were {0 take the
national numbers of ~early 1in 5 women (18.3%) anc 1in 71 men {1.4%) experience rape a: some point in their lifetime,
this would mean that 34,796 wamen and 2,694 men have ar will experience rape at some point in their lifztime in
Minneapalis.
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Other statistics: in 2013, 2,661 of the Grders for Protzction were filed in the 4th Judicial District which includes the clty
of Minneapolis. Court Administration should be ab & to provide updated numbers. Nationally, 1 in 4 women have been
victims of severe physical violence by an intimate partner while 1 in 7 tmen experienced sevare physical viclence by an
int'mate partner. (National Intimate Partner and Saxual Violence Survey (2010) Fact Sheet, Centers for Disease Control
and Pravantion, National Center for Injury and Preventlon Contral, Division of Violence Prevention (Nowv. 20:1),
Fttp:ffweww.cdo gov/MViolarcePravention/pd f/NISYS ZactShest-a.pdf.]

| am unable to attend today's mesting which is why | am providing this information.

Thank yau
Chirlsty

Chrlsty Snaw-kaster, Esq.

Mznaging Attorrey

Central Minnesota Legal Services

430 First Ave North, Su'te 359

Minneapelis, Minnesota 55401-1780

{512] 746-3774 phone

{512] 334-34D2 fax

This amail may contain confidential and privileged infarmation. If you are not the intended recipient, plzase destroy this
and do noldisclose s conlents. Plzase ¢all or send me an email to advise of the error. Thank you.
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. i &0 East Plato Blvd, Suite 130
. u ? T
fi-du.m.so.a Coalition 5t Paul MN, £g107

for Batered Women 651646 6377 —
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April y, zuts

WIA EMAIL: Matthew Bowerf@Minnaapolicmn.gaw

Matt Zower, Manager, Rasource Coardinalion
Intergovernmantal Relations — Office of Grants and Special Projerts
3o7M City Hall, 350 Scuth Fifth Strest, Minneapelis, MM 55415

RE: Comments on the Minneapolis’ Proposed FY 2e¢15-2915 Consolidated Plan.
Croar Matt Bowei:

The Minnesota Coa'itior for Battered Women approciates tha oppotunity to cemmert on Minneapalis’ Prepoced 2015 -2a19
Consolidated Plan. W recagnize Lhe anrount ol work Lha | has already gung Lo e plon and leok Torward Lo Lhe Cilys
respanse toour comments.

MCBW is an assodiation of cver 3o programs that provids domestic and sexual viclercn servicos 1o wictimsfsurvivers snd thair
farmilies, MCEW weorks with cur membership, system partners and communities to impact 3ublic po icy, provide training and
technical assistance and increase pLblic awarerecs of domastic vislence,

since 178, MOBWS policy efforts have focused on adilressing the underlying soc al candltions Lhat enable abusive int matsa
partners ta entap women ard childrea in oycles of rape and abuse. We know thar the lack of safe, decent, affordahle housing is
ong of the top cond tions expleited by abusive intimate partners. %% of homeless women and 22% of homeless men
reported that they had stayed in abusive relatianships because they had nowhere to go.* Alusive pai b ey kinewe Ui,
Domestic violence is among the leading cavses ot hormelessness. ? In 3 2012 survey ot domestic violence providers in Minnasota,
g2% of damestic vinlanra vietims Lnmet requests for service s were far housing.: During anly ane month in 2o, MCBW
membership reported that victims requested and could not access housing 24641 times.* The issue of hemalossrassfhousing
instakifity is a priority for MCHW,

Wa acknowledge the promising work that iz alrzady beirg done in Minneapelis to address the nesds of victims fading
homelcssnessfhous ng instability. The draft Censalidated Plan pravides an opponunity to mere formally recogrize, sulld upen
14 sustain that weork as it is relatzd to the following policies:

s TheViolence Against Women Act of 2005 and 2013 enhanced housing protectiors for victims hac baen supported by the
Cily*, As e resull ol Lhese recenl cranges champicned by Senalur Al Frarken, YAWA pro_ecls Lhe housing of vickics by
prohibiting Public Housing Autharities, Section 8 landlords, McKinney Vento grantees, Low-Incame Heusing Tax Credit
recipients, and ather programs from denying housing or evicting for reasons directly related to donestic vislence, sexual
assault, stalk ng ane dating v alence d

s HUD's definition of homelessness includes Lhose Heeing or altempling to flee demastic vinlence, dating vislence, sexual
assault, stalk ng, or othe- dar gerous of life-threatening situations that relate to vinlence agning: an incividual or family
member?

* |heHEARTH Act, ESG; CoC andHMIS rules and requlations further recognize that coordinated entry andfor
coordinatedfcentralized assessment® must evaluate how systems respend ta domestic violence, sexual assault and
stalkie g victims/survivers whe are facing homelessnessthousing instakility, a1d must integrate practiczs informed by and in
collaberation with local domestic and sexual viclence programs,

"iledesr Rresparch, e
Resga b iPublics: ure i sr e R air Yae
Tanbing - 28 eafronn ¥aot vebhes i s¥aa s Lalew
SR, Zeret al., Domesth viskiaes, Doustegnsatility
Rrhay or 1252038) £ 10— 39 - Cilng rurnerous stodies, Mgl aodn nesnachied dacn 3¢

s i hdinnnaate: el Soon ifuee 2008 s boedide nociress star |5 R i

- rewilafan ot sBiuiy Ve n2le 28t eSS0 Mon’ e2alabhe:
=arr elessdt achtucwp
and horralersngss, A vewsn of ovsing poleks cea proaren prachices for ieeking tharecds of shnaven L, Age sesdizg 290V ol l
soztfod remebny o pot

4 Matoal etwark te End Domestic Vialenee, T Courts Sureey, Miaaesota. 200 7. 2t o orndiaen o Ceraegd 2y Conntgs o1 s T onpts = Stabcho nacg MR crt
* WEEW Survey of monhieedip far gaps inszraces, Fall so1.
Sera L AlFrenken wis L' chie lautl ool beinp e b 2300 H awsdng zoabetio s e soa: re-aghoeicetivn, T e was a cantentious bartle o el ghon 2,0, e deisnag
ewhale,and the cty me:«:l\':d to =|.pp=11h=w m cznteed VAWA the: fo'ch 7, 2023 Jity Caarc’ Meatir s,
Ll Mg 5 - e i1 ilic e anilid- an-guwan e
a3 Pl hier of W awes :oucmea-d EALiig = 4 wiFl bk
PHERIH Hame'zss Deflnition Zinal Rule hosgiy e 1ude stz gzinleiesog g spiHbA S Hiretesslighe

(it 2 biralliule 540
tHUD Coordinzted Entry Policy 3rizf, HUD, zoag: Dtbozbey b eschang e 1% 2o -cesic ponment haorg i abed - Eazee Pel-co-Brja®2dF
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We submit for your consideratior the folawing four recammendations, which 13 lift up domestic and sexwal vielence asurgent
housing-related needs in gurcorrmuoaity; and 2 pravide specilic aulion steps for the srdategic planning puikion el the #lan:

NEEDS ASSESSMENT: ISSLIES & RFCOMMEMDATIONS:

= lsaye #4: O page 6o of the draft plan, undor *Characlarizlive of Residents in Public Housing Programs, " there ere zera
reparted cases of domestic or sexval violence in all of Minnoapclis Public Housing Proegrams. In conversations with aur
membeship and M d-Minnesola | ezl Aid, we krow that there are indeed czses of domastic and sexual vielence in -hece
housing prograrns.

o Recommendation #1: fnser! the felloveng text: "While our data cellection process did not report any cases of
damestic vialence or sexual assaull, we know thet people who have experienced demestic and sexval viclence dalive
in public housing programs, given that the COC reports that 4 in 3 women and 1 in 7 reen have experionces, domestic
violence end 1g.3% of women and 1.y% of men have bezn raped.* Better data collection methods must oe
implemented to more scourately gather the infarmation an the viciamization of residents,”

*  lssue #2: On page 38, inrespanse to tie quastion *Estimate the number and types of families in need of housing assistarce
who are cisabled orvictims of domestic violence, dating viclence, sexval 3ssault cr stalking™ the draft plan states that “the
City of Minrncapolis does not heve numbers and types of families in need of housing assistance ferthis guestion.”

o> Recommendation #2: Insert the follawing test: "At least 333 of families in need of hausing assistance are vict ms of
dumslic violence, dating violenze, sexua assault gnd stalking. This is & conservalive pstimate besed on Minnesota's
results from C2C's Natioral Intimate Partner and Sexuzl Violenoe Survey. "

STRATEGIC PLAN: IS5UES & RECOMMENDATIONS:
= lssue #3: The inclusion of MoKinney Vento grantess e fow-incoma tax crecit propertias inta ¥AWa 2013 housing
protections forvictims of domest cviclece, soxual assault, staltking and dating vialence is 1ew. Many covered entities are
unaware o the law or are uncertain of palicy/procedure forits implementation, waich may erzate uninteaded hiah lites far
tha City.
= Recommendation #3:
= trsect on poge 144 of the cosrent draft, which adedresses gape in senvice deliveny for special needs, or insert vaiecever
else mast appragriate: The inclusion of McKinney Vanto granteos and low-inceme tax credit properties into VAWA
1013 housing protections for victims of domestic viclence, sexual assault, stalking and dating vielence is new.
Covered ertities may he uraware of the law or need guidance an policyfpracedura fer tsimplermentatiar.
 femect orr poge 245 of current draft, which adedresses strntegies 1o overcore gaps, of et wherever efse most
appropriate in the stralegic plan: "Crose-training of all eonsalicated p an funding granteac {inclucing front-line
warkers) is required on VAWA 2013 housing protectiors for victims of domestic vislence, sexual assaulr, cralking
and dating vielence. Cross-trainings will be daveloped and delivered in collaboratior with local domestic ard
sexualvialence services praviders, Resources will be committed to this YAWA 2513 capacity building and
cornpliance with VAWS 2013 will be reviewad,”

»  Issue #i: Preliminary work is currently being done to address the needs of victims of domestic and sexuzl vio ence in the
coo-dinated assessment process,
¢ Recommendation #4: insert on page 24c of current draft, which addresses strategies to overcame gaps, o msert

wherever eise meost appropriata in the strategic plan: *Continue and expand collaborations with dornestic and sexual
viclence service praviders in tha slanning and implermenting of cocrd natedfcentralized assessmiens, indudir g but ot
limited to: 1) entry poink cesigiation; 2) assessment Lool develogment; 33 waltng list proitizatlcns; ¢} refairal
procedures when violer ceisidertified at any pointinthe process; g} travma-irformed data-sharing prozocols; and 6)
allocation of resources ferthesa collabeorations.”

Thank vou for reviewing our zomments. We look farward to a vesponse and the opportunity for engoi1g dialague and
collabaratior.

Sincerely,

Liz Richards
Executive Director

4 Presaleace and Cr eracts -stics of SeesalVioloace, Stalk ng, and IrY mete Perzer Violetcs Wickinizat an — Malionz] e Saee Partne © a0d SesodlViddence Suseey, U aiied Slasas,
COC, zoaL. ko it cde gowimr-wpipesive ) cedulis 1665 o0 Bag | s Cidl=gefo0fan &

wifrtie 2revalene e of Rape, Soical Vislence, andler Sraldng v an 1imata e tnes by S2ate o Realdence— 1.5 \Worrer, CEC, Matona® Intimats Fartr er and Sesu: Vole e
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Institute on Metropolitan Opportunity Comments on Proposed Minneapolis

Consolidated Plan

In crder ta satistsy HUD s Affirmatively lurthering Iair Llousing (AIFFIT)
requiremnents, which are precondition to the reccipt of 1HOME, CBDG, HOPWA, and
ESG grants, a city must conduct an Analysis of Impadiments to Fair Housing (Al As
pemnitled by HUD regulation, Minneapelis has joined with rwelve other regianal
entitlement jurisdictions to conduct a regional Al, under the auspices ol the Fair Housing
Implementation Couneil (FHIC). This Al is ndopted as une component of the prosesed
Consolidated Plan. Unfortunately, the Regional Al that TITIC has produced is severely
inadequate. and cannat form the basis of a HUD ALFVH certification,

Attached are two memorandums addressing the delicicncics o the FHIC AL
‘Logcther, they form a comprehensive catalogue of the ATs shoricomings. Both
memaranduims wil: also be previded to the HUID authorities responsible lor oversceing
grantee civil rights certifications. I'roblems discussed include:

The Al ventaing no analysis, instead functioning only as a repository of
basic statistical data,

The Al ignores the public sector as a source of impediments, and offers a
discussion of public seclor investmert which containg obvious
inaccuracies snd misrepresenta‘ions.

The Al does net directly discuss or analyse reglonal segregatian,

The Al does not utilize the region’s racent Fuir Housing Equily
Assessment, which contains exlensive informalion about scgregation and
housing impediments, or other important data sources such as Jow-income
housing cecupancy data.

lhe Al makes minimal’stic policy recommerdations and cedes most of the
responsibility for developing the details of those recommendutions Lo
[ulure pelicymakets.

The Al dees not report the outcomes of the recommendations in the
previous Al nor sugpest any sysiem for monikoring the results of its own
pulicy recommendations.

The Al was nol developed in coordination with essential regional parmers,
such as civil fighls organizations or major state agencies.

The Al defends its limiled scope by oflering Inavcurate legal theorivs,

Fach o these problems is discussed in greater detnil in the wlached documents, We
request that the City revicw these documents carefully.
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We recngnize that the City of Minngapolis did not dratt this AT directly.
Unfortunately, Minnezpolis, as an entitlement jurisdiction, bears ultimate responsibility
for satisfving its own ATTII requirements. As such, we mwust recommend that
Minneapnlis strongly reconsider adepling this AT as a componeni of those requirements.
To do so would potentially endunger the City’s ahility to certify that it has met its AFFH
obligations, and n turn, endanger the HOME, CDBG, HOPWA, and ESG {unding that
rebles en that cerlilicalion,

s8]
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Institute on Metropolitan Opportunity

Comrmenis vn the Final FRIC 2014 Twin Citics Analysis of Impediments for the
Twin Citics Region

The Fair Housing lmplementation Council’s (FIIIC’s) Twin Cities Regional
Analysis o Impedimenis (Al) is severely inadequats. It compeunds the Failings of
carlier drafis with erronecus legal theories and poor analysis. It arpues that it does not
have to examine important housing opics and dismisses its own recommendutions s
“aspirational.” FHIC's public comment process has produced a document thial Is even
loss adeguate than the previous version, Morcover, FHIC?s alterations to the Al in
response (o public commenly leave no donbil tal ils deficiencies are the result of
intentional policy decisions.

This memorandum is intended w accompany e Wnstitute on Metropelitan
Opportunity’s (IMO°s) earlier comments on the AL? It facuses or new additions Lo the Al
in the final deall, many of which appear to be direetly in response o catlicr eritiques. The
additions fail to address those critiques.

3 Background

Fvery version of the I'win Citles AThus sulTered irom numeraus, eritical
shorteomings, ary one of which is individually sufficient to undermine its preseribed role
as the chiel poiiey document guiding the Affinnalively Furthering Fair Housing (AL
process. These include:

e The Al contains nu anelysis, inslead lunctioning enly as a repository of basic
statistical data.

s The Al ignores Lhe public seetor 85 a source of impediments.

» The Aldoes not directly discuss or analyze regional segregation.

+  The AT does not utilize the regioa®s recent Fair Housing Louiny Assessment,
which contains exlensive information about segregasion and housing
impediments, or other imporlunt dala sonrees such as low-income housing
ocenpancy data.

! Fair | [ousing Implementation Counell, 2014 Analysis of Impediments to Falr Housiag Choice; Twin
Citics Region (20 8}, avediably ot helpdwww housinglink.orgTiles/2014 TIIIC AT FTNAL pdl
|hereinalier LILC Al

% | pstiture on Metmpolitan Opporiunily, Comments on FHIC 2014 Dratt A1 (2015), availabfs of
httpaiiveawlave wmn,ed U uplond sf3/20/fe0 da2aa 216 3564 34 b 00 3ae SBIRT I MO -Comments-on-FHIC-

ALpdf [hereinaller [M0 Comments].
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= The Al makes minimalistic policy recommendations and cedes most of the
responsibility for developing the details of those reeommendaiions o (ulure
policvmakers.

s The Al 'dogs not teport the outcomes of the recommendations in e previous
Al nur suggest any system for monitoring the vesu’ts of its own policy
recommendations. ;

* The Al was not developed in cocrdiration with essential regional nartners,
such as civil rights organizations or major state apencies.

Troan elMorl o emedy these showtcamings, MG provided public comments on the
IF1IIC"s earlier draft Al that catalogued its deficiencies in detail.® The public comments
were then provided to the drafting agency, and to all thictcen cotitlement jurisdictions
which intend to relv on thic AL No response was ceecived.

The finalized A, which adds L3 pages to the public comement drafi, was released
on February 13, 2075, 1t does not resolve any of the deficiencies. Despite receiving notice
tha: the carlicr draft was “cnrirely inadequate,” the Al has undergone minimal weyvision,®
MNanetheless, the fow revizions and additions have introduced a number of errors,
missialzmenls, and hall-irudhs into te Al

Significant changes in the final Al appear to be limited to the fo lowing items:

* A new preface has been added, running from pages 6-11.

= Minor changes have beer made to tha identified impediments: Impediment 2
has a new recommendation, Impediment 4 has been cxtended o morc
pentected classes, anc Impediment & hes a new recommendalion.

+ Passing mentions to the recent Regional Fair Housing Faquity Assessment
have been added in several places.

* A new section on "public sector investment” has been added, on pagas dd-40n.

*  The "Assessment of Current Fair Flousing Activities” section has bean
reorganized.

*  The list of fair housing activities conductad by the entitlement jurisdiction, on
pages 64-67, has been extended, with a number of activities added to
lennepin County. Activities have alsn heen added forr Blonmington and
Minneapolis, which were omitted from the draft.

s Anappendix listing organizazions that sere purportedly invited to participate
int the Al process has been added, on pages 144-143,

Vi, The pub e comment drall ol the FTHC Al has been vemoved Mmom the drafting apency's website, but i
on file with the Institute on Metropoliten Opportunity,

* See Lelter from Myron Chelield, Direelor, Institote on Melropolitan Oppostungy, to Mawry McGangh,
L¥irectar, Midwast Regional Office, LU (Jan, 21, 2013 {on file with Institute on Metrepolian
Chpportunity).

*IND Commescts ut 1,
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s An appendix Hsting purparied collaborators in the Al process aas been added,
on puge 146,

Many of these alterations appear to be in response to critiques offered in
commments on the public comment deaft, | lowever, most are either superficial in nature, or
aclively detrimental 1o the Al Signilficantly, the tdentified impediments are all but
identical ta the public comment drall; there is o regson 1o belicve tha this Al would
function any differently in practice than the earlier version,

The following sections will describe and critique the revisions to the Al in detail.

1. The New Introductory Seetion Migleadingly Deseribes the Al's Contents
and Presents Invalid Legal Theories

The most substantial addition to the draft Al is a new inlreductory section, Much
of this section appears t¢ be devoted (o tesponding w concerns raised In TMO s
comments cn the earlier Al It fails to address these issues, however, and the introduclion
is problematie in its own right.

4. Topics Omited from the Al

‘Ihe most damaging new addition (o the Al is the introductory subscetion anticled
“Poliey Tlems Quiside the Purview of this AL This short scetion opens with the
assartion that ||l is important . . . to idendify what an Alis but also Lo define what an Al
is rot.”7 Unforiunately, the subseclion appears (o0 contain no such definition, and suffers
from uneven grammar and scattered organization that make its fonmal purpose haed to
discern. It funetions grimarily as a short apolagia for the AL atlempting 1o justisy the
minim ization or orission of certain subjects — in particular, any subject which wnds w
ghow the concenrration of low-income housing or protecled classes in particular
neighbocwads ur munivipalities,

Thy subscotion strongly implics that the Al Iz permitted to exclude eny housing
policy nat emerging directly [rom a limriled sel ol HUD funding. 1 states that the recent
Fair Howsing Fquity Assessment, regional Hoaging Policy Plan, and recent fair housing
complaints “da oot apply divectly to this Al because Lhey stemmed [rom causes o2
funding stream JilTerent lrom those of the AT® Stawements clsewhere in the document
reinforee this idea. For insmance, fu arder to excuse an ircomplele List ol puilic Gair
housing activity, the Al notes that cerlain municipal *linancing fonls - _are lacal in
nituee und nat funded by the CDDBG, ESG, TIOME or HOPW A that trigger the need for
this A7 While these sentences do not propose an explicit legal theoty, they socm
premised on thal Lhe ies that, (0 merlt inclusion an AT a housing impediment or
prilicy must have “stemmed from™ the CDI3E, ESG, HOME, or HOFWA grants thal pive

1L Al at 7.
"It

3id.

it at 46,
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rise 10 the Al ltsell, Other impediments are oulside the purview ol the analysis and,
presumably, are meluded al FHIC s diserction.

Ay i legal theory, this is plainly Incorteel. HUD guidance is clear aboul the
requirement that an Al conduet & seerehing “assessmont of gonditions, bath public and
private, attecting tair housing choice for all protacted classes. ™" I'he mere ‘nelusion of
the private market in this assessment indicutes that it must necessarily extend oulside
policies direetly affeeted by foderal grants, HULDYs Fair Housing Planalag Guide, a [70-
page document descriking the AFFH process, containg dozens of far-reaching questicns
that should be examined or considered when dralling an AL the vast majority of which
have no direet relation 1o any particular sowee of Rderal [unding {e.g., “[a]re there
corcentrations of low- and modgrate-income housing in one or more localities or
neighborhoods withia the jurisdiction’s geographic area).!! This viewpoint was also
conhemed i the reeent Fesichester litlgation, in which a federal cour found thata
Jurisdietiar’s failure to broadly discuss racial segrapation was encugh to render an Al
deficiant.!? Nowhere in the #extchesier decision did the court consider whuther racial
scgregalinn kad any direel conncetinn to CIRG, RS, BOME, or HHOPWA funding.

Lven the Al's own drafters da not seem to believe this theory. After all, mast of
the subjects sctually described in the AJ are unrelated to LIUD grants, Nor does the
document evor deseribe how any pacticular impediment conneets to any patticular [TUD
lunding stream, The only circumstance in wiich FLIC s novel theory of relevance arises
is when it is aulempting to explain the absence of & gpecilic wpic. Considering that this
reasoning only appeared gfier IMO®s previous conmcrus pointed out a nunber of
omissions in the Al it is hard not wo think thal Lthe entire theory is a [limsy allempl w
cover the document’s shorcomings,

‘The new subscetion elso spends several paragraphs discussing the Section §
Housing Choice Youcher (11CV) program, arpuing that mary aspects of the program ars
nol an appropriale subject lor the ALY It states that “[i]ndividual entittement jurisdictians
may choose to addresa this issue depending on the cortext of how vouchers and manz ged
within their geographic area.”" L notes reacawdly that voucher policies are reviewed by
HUD, and begs ol T any responstbilities tor these policies: *|A|ny concerns about such
preferences should be directed to the appropriale HUD ofTice.™® Wit rogard v
vouchers, the AT's position is unmistakabla: “The review of lacal preterences adopted by
lisusing authorities is beyood the scope of this AlmI8

' LLS. Depurmrerg ol Housing and Urbon Developmant, lair Licusing Manning Guide 2 7 ( 1996),
augifertle st htipcportal hod. gowodporialidecementshusddoc?id  hog, pdf | beegiolier FHPAL

g ol 5-6.

12 United States ex rel, Anti-Liscrintination Center v, Westchester County, 658 F.Supp.2d 548 {2009,
BRI Alat 7-8.

"R at 8,

3,
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Unlortunately, HUD's positior. is egaally unmisakable, and the opposite. This
Fair Housing Planning Guide proposes thal an Al address the fallowing question:

“Dro the policies and proecdures ol ihe [Public Housing Authoelty| ar other
adminislering ageney in the grantee’s jurisdiction, or PHAs or apencies
administering one or morg assisted housing programs in neighboring
jurisdictions, discovrage o reject applications Bom  lower-inecome
hwuschalds that do not reside in their jurisdiction by Imposing residency or
other Jecal preferences?™7

Abonpside this question are no fewer than 39 other proposed questions, including bt
broad topics like the geographic concentrations of voucher weciplents, and namrowsr
incuiries inte the specilie policics used (o administer the voucher program at the local
level, 4

Mot does HUD supgest that its onam administrative review of voucher polivies
somehow obyiates ke need w discuss vouchers in an Al, and for geod reason; the two
requiremeEmts serve very different purposes. An Al pravides a comprehensive overview of
discriminawny housing pressures in a region, and sceks 1o caplure the [l inlerpluy o
economic forces, zoning laws, housing policy, and oiher factors that create segregation
arul Tsolativn, n this cantext, i s theoherent to argue that the HCV program - - the single:
largest housing subsidy provided to low-income lamilics — is “beyond the pueview™ of
the analysis.

Finally, the new subscetion appears to preemptively undercut the Al's
recommendations. It argues that, rather than forming the basis of a structured effort (o
affimmatively further Fair housing, the ATs recommenilations are subject to the
vigissitudes of local palitics, and form no binding commitmerl for jurisdictions, The
section notes tha® “[a]s they malure in (heir status, it is possible that entitlement
jurisdictions mey shoose o change internal aolicies andfor procedures in the future.™'
Wlile it is of course possible that entitiement jurisd ctions may change their policies and
mrocedures in the uture, this does not diminish the refe of the Al — this is, in fact, the
exact process which the Al seeks to channel,

!

Worse, however, is the next seatence, which stales that “mnany cities and counties
budget on one-year calendar eyeles™ and that “aspirational goals must not be confused as
budgetary commitments ™ These staternents misrepresant Lhe purpose ol an AL While
Jurisdictions are not required 1o set Tl (Grm bdgers in their Als, AT obligations
require grantees L “[Lake appropriate action to overceme the cffects of any impediments
identified” by their anzlysis.*' In other words, the recommendations of an A1 are far from
buing mere “aspiralional gouls,” and a Giluee o diligently pursue those recommendations
wonld invalidate an entitlement jurisdiction®s ability o complets its AFFH certification.

TEHPG at 5-14, 315,
gl 8-13, 3-14, 5-18, 5-16.
BRI Al ac T

LA

HEHPG wl 1-2,
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Riudget process notwithstanding, jurisdictions eannot igacre or deemphasize the Al'y
findings without consequence. It is disturbing that the Twin Cities AT appears 1o regard
ils owr recommendations as non-binding and optional.

b Historic background

Angther introductory subsection provides a brief overview of the impediments
identitied by the previous Regional Al, which was draficd in 2009.% This may be in
respense to IMO's criticism that the Al's public coriment draft ¥|did | ot communicate
the resulrs of previous Al recomimerdations. ™ 1 so, however, it does nol address the
previons criticism in a meaningtul way.

I 'he new section is short and lacks detailed infaemation. I lists e previous sct of
impedimerts and a hendful of actions taxen to address those impediments, Only three
responscs are identificd: westing For discrimination, workshops for lendlords on unfair
housing practices, and “outecach,” consisting ol a series of YouTube videos, whicli were
released in 2014 and mostly received fawer thar 100 views. Nowhere does tha Al
analyzc the auleomc of thoge actiens, exeep. 12 nete that the resulls o investigaiory
pairs-based testing were “somewhat ingenclusive,”™ No empirical data is provided on the
outeomes of the oulreach or education programs. The only quantisative comporent of the
sitbsecticn is a small table listing expenditices in response to the previous Al averaging
abaur §335,000 anmaally.®® This is far fom the “records reflecting the analysis and actions
taken” thal HUD requires jurisdictions W mainlaing indeed, Lhe oresentation custs sorm
doubt on whether such recards even exist '

¢, Uther coneerns

The new intreductory section alsa centains a number of smatler — but still
troubling — errors and omissions.

The Al's predace now conliins an accuerzle description of the AL's purpose. 1L
states (hat “[he overarching goal of HUTY s Fair bousing policics, and by extension this
Analysis of Impediments . . _ is to eliminate racial and ethnic serregaton, illegal physical
and other barriers 1o persens with disabilities and ather diseriminatery praclices in
housing,™* This accords weil with 1V0's description of the AT fiom the earlier public
comments — in fact, the final Al seems to have Efted this language directiv Tom those

ZLIUC Ala 8 10,

= IMO Comments ol 12,

FLIIC Alat %, Quirsach videos available at

httpssfwwnw voutube.comdchamme UCDaye Y xmlbo 6 T ssribhs UB AL
# FHIC Al ar @,

ot 10,

HEHPG at 1-2,
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comments.® Tady passage leaves no doubr, at leass, that those comments were read and
considered.

But thave has bean no ciscernible attempt to modify the Al to compart with this
language. vreafing slrange diserepancics botween the document’s preface and its body.
' Instance, while the introduction states that an “ovetarching goal” ol the Al 1s (o
*eliminate racial and ethnic sepregation,” the subject of segregation i3 nover again
substantively addressed. ™ The word “segrepadon” oniv appears four mare times n the
entive document: once ina public commant in un appendix; Lwice in the description of 4
recent report which warned of growing segregation in the Twin Cities ares; and once
more, ironically, in 4 deseription of the cecent Westchester case, which held that an
ent:tlement jurisdietion’s AT constituted frand on the feceral governmenrt — because it had
not discuss=d segregation.’

Previaus comments also eritiqued the ADLs failure to rely on the regional Lair
Housing Equity Assessment (FHEAY in a substantive fashion.™ Ii: response, & number of
mentions of the FHEA — entitled Chodce, Place, and Opportstity — have been added 1o
the fext. Unfortunately. these mentions are almost entively superficial. lor instasce, a
newly inserled senicnee acknowledpes thal the Choice report identifies “the place-bascd
dynamies of racial disparitics,” - I.c., publie and private sonrecs of segrogation. But the
Al goes no further, The aclual findings of the Choice veport are not revealed in any way.
These ol T-hand references 1o the FHEA are ag substitute Tor the AT failure 1o
incorporate the FHEA s actual findings.

The authars leave no doubt the omission of the I'H LA was intentional, becausc
e inroductory scelion lakes carc Lo deaw a clear line botween the Chodce weport and the
Al It notes that “complerciy separate jrom the statulory requivements governing ihis Al
HLID reguired the Metropolilan Council . . | (o complete an FHEAL? Lhe emphasis is in
the eriginal document, and this is the cnly phrase in the entive A to be highlighted in
suCh & way,

1. The New “PFublic Sector Investment’” Section [s madcguate and naccurate

In the carlicr somments, IMUO eriticized the dratt AL for “completely ignor|ing |
the public scelor as a soutee of impedinionts.”™ As MO pa:nled out at the time, HUD

A Spe IMO Comments ou FHIC Al at 2 {“The oyciarching goal of HUD's fair housing palisics. the AFFH
vertification process, and by extension the AL is w eliminalfe] racicl and ertnic sepregarion, illegal
plivsical and othet barriers (0 3e-sons with dizab Titkes and other discriminatory practices in hnusing.™
fintersal quokations omitted)).

A FHIC Al at &

Hord oA 72, 7R, 120,

* Metropeitn Couwneil, Chaice, Plece, aad Opporinmite: An Eguity Assessaend gfihe Tivin Cllivs Region
(2004, avorfable of hilp P wwwneroeoucll arg/Planning/Prolects’ Theive-2040/Choice-Place-atd-
Opporiunily aspx.

¥ PHIC AL at 56

I oat 11,

F MO Comrents an 5.
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reguires grantees o condust “a very searching analysis of public activities, practizes, and
procedures involving housing and housing-related activities,” noting that the l'air
1cusing Planning Cuide apparently envisioncd this analysis waking up kalf or morc of the
ALY Tapics fer analysis include zoning codes, government serviees, redevelopment, job
credlion, intra- and inter-governmental interactions, jurisdictional divisions, and,
especially, site seleclion and the concentration of subsidized housing ¥ Notahly, the
Guide s carelu] 1o include policy “ormissions™ {e.g., ol colorcement eclanisios) as an
important potentia: topic foran Al

The finalized I'TIC Al newly acknowledges the need ‘o analyze the public sector
for housing impediments, an improvement from the eaclier draft. In fieu of actually
conducting any such analysis, however, the final Al insrcad inserts one shost subseetion
entitled *Public Sector Investment,” which totals feas than tarze pages. The subsection
does nol mentinn impediments. [nstead, it casts the public sector’s role in housing as
citively 2nd unambigususly positive, Maost signiticantly, in the new subscetion’s apening
paragraphs, the Al makes the expansive claim thar “[w]ithin the Twin Cities metropolitan
region, housing affordable to low-neome households is in Faet diversaly spredd across
vity and county burders,™™

This 15 not an assertion thal can be made lightly. In the [ast year alone, academic
research on subsidized housing placement’, coverage in Incal media sources™, and a
HUD fair heusing semplsint [lled by multiple subuthan citics™ have all argued that thwre
are sevars imtbalances in the siting of affordable housing n the Twin Citfes, The Al
makes no attempt to work these competing narcatives into ils account, or even o rebut
them in a systematic fashion. Instead, it mounts a fubbed defense of public sector

4 at h{intemna quatations omitted).

a7 pf

WEHIC A7 ar 44,

% Sear, e, [nstitule an Melrapolian Oppoartunity, Wy dre e Vi Cities So Segregored® (203),
crogferfde o Dupcfveeww Jow o amnasdodop loadsd el 00 ed 000 52000 b 88 | 65 T 2e02 02293 hy - Are- the-
Twin-Cilies-So-Segreeatad-2-26-15.pm1,

¢ See, e, Vaviel Petersan, P Dikely o Boifd overr Vet Conncit's Afiardeoble Boustug Plan, 548
TriBUME (Mar. |5, 20_5), available of htipiiwworstartiibune comyilovalbwos 296392961 huml; Puler
Callaghzn, Hhy dre the Taddn Cifiey So Segrepofed® A New Report Blumes Hoesdrg Poficees and
Liftication Reforis, MINNPOST (Mat. 5, 201 5), gvailahie at hitps:Saaw. minnpost.conipalitics-

perlicyd 201 SA03 el - -bwvint-cilios-so- seeee gatod -new-reporl-blames -housing-polisies-od-edus Cditoeial
Boward, ferefemy the Facis on Affsrdable Dowsing e the Twin Cities STAT TR'BUNE (Jan. 18, 2015),
coeilable af keipawway startribune, comdopinion‘editorials/ 2888677 Lhoml; Editorisl Board. £ind @ Faiver
Leelarve in digtro s Afordadle ffousing, 51aR TRIBUNG (5201, 29, 20 14), avaifodle of

hil gt s arteibube, consopinionedilorials2 7751918 L htinl; Frederizk Meln, fvin Citfes Housing
Pedicies Comtribure to Segregetion, Ropor? Suws, Floneer Presy (Feb. 10, 2014), avaifable of
hitpefarsnartwineitics.comlocalnews/ci 2510558 ¥/ vwin-vi s howsing-policics-contrifmle-gepregation-
F&pOrT-SEY3,

Al See. e.g Peter Callaghan, Civil Riglits Congafaial Seeks o Stop Cliies from Concentrafing Lov-Inceme
Hevsing in Fligh-Peoverty Netehborhuods, MINNPOST CApr, 14, 20131, overlalie af

hitass e minnpesteempolilics- paliey 20150 feivil-rights-coraplaine-seeks- slop -cities-concentrating-
lew-incctne-howsing-hi; Shannct Prather, Seootder Pack, Brookfva Ceater Acense Stave of Fofr-flonsing
Fevderteons, STAT. TRIDUNE [Sept, 20, 20 14}, cneadori e ot
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investment — a defense that Is at turns methodoloegically outrageous, poorly execited, and
factually false.

The Al offers only two pleces of ovidence (n suppaotr of its contention that
subsidized housing is distributed equitably throughout the regiorn:

+  Agingle map, which “shows the loeation of atfordable rental projects funded
in whale or in part 2y public sector financing between the year [si¢] of 2014
and 20137

* A briel bulleied list noling public linancial comiributions ta housing by several
of the AL’y entizlement jurisdiciions.”

Fach o these Hems is severely deficieat.

Boeause the map is reatricted to projects funded during & short span of vears, only
& small fraction of the region’s caisting subsidized housing informs the Al's public
investmenl “analysis.” Discugsion or depiction of broader regional patterns in subsidized
housing availahility is nowhere to be found. The Al treas the many tens ef thowsands of
units of publicly funded housing constructed prior w 2010 as il they simply do not exist.
Insxad. the document states that the map shows “that while Minneapolis and 31, Paul arc
the repion’s two lacgest coanmunities, affordable housing is in facl presenl in a3 muoch
browsler runiber of locales.™™ 1L does uol Ciscloss names of those locales, their relative
deprees of prosperity or poverty, the amount of housing they contain, the chavacteristics
of their schools, or any other information relevant io housing cpporiunity,

'I'he Al offers 4 remarkuble excuse [or these nmissions: it arpues that “Jt]he
significant quantity of publicly-funded affindable housing investments makes it Hilieulr
to show an a single map."™*

HITE does not assign page Limits for Als. There was nothing preventing FIHC, it
il had so ckosen, (om includirg several — or even many -- maps. Nor is there ary
shortage ot data on the localion and characieristics of the region’s subsidized housing
stock; the group contracted (o produce the Al maintains a detailed and well-organized
datahase containing precisely this information. The only reasonable cxplanation for this
information’s absence from the AT i3 that it was intentionally omited,

[t is worth noting that. methodological failings aside, the Al also hotches the
map’s presentation, The map is so small that maost key details ace (legible, and the dots
depicting individual projects frequently overlap and obscure each other, It appears to
have been vertically compressed, badly distorting the rezion’s peography, These
readability issves are compounded by minimalistic labelling, particularly of munigipal
boundarics. The resull is munldled ane amateurish,

LG Al ot 45,
I at 46,
e o,
0 al 48,
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Tronically, despile these problems, ong corclusion can safely be drawn Tom the
map: there are severs regional disparities in the distribution of subsidized hovsing, The
map clearly shows that the the vast majority of recent publicly funded rental units are
located in Minneapolis and Sainc Paul. while investment 15 sparsce or nonexistent in mmost
surrounding subucbs. [n other words, the Al claims thal houvsing is “diversely spread™
theoughout the regon - and then presents evidence that tmmediately relules thal
conclusio,

The bullewed Hst of financial activily by entitlement jurisdictions {3 equally
deficient. The items listed are not presented in a consistent format, do not use a consislent
metric (whether that be expenditures made, units crealed, or something else), do not
cover a consistent [imeframe, and seern to be drawn haphazardly from whatever public
investments could be tangentizlly connected to housing. l'or instance, Anoka County's
efforts are limited wo $1.5 million spent on “infrastruciuce improvemettt, water hoakups,
wastewaler reabmenl and soplic systom updates,” while Washington County's “land
acquisition for a tood shelf” is included.*® Fven when the information relates divectly o
housing, it is not deszribed in g way Lhal reveals whal actually ranspied, For example,
whilc Tuen Preirie speat “$ 119,000 helping 202 househnlds avoid homelessness,” no
further detail is provided.!” Meanwhile, pne item for Washington Couwnty — 42 single-
family units fuacded for new censtruction Habitat for [Tumanity ov land west houwsing
options™ — is not intelligible as an Lnglish sentence,*®

The Al onee maore admits that its own methods are incomplete and insufTicicnt,
‘L he authors state that the examples given are “cerainly nol an exhaustive list”™ but instead
“aiphlighted 1o illustrate how public secror egencies are, in fact, investing in projects that
assist low-income communities across the region and are nal investing solely ir arcas that
have high conventralion: of low-lweme housing,” Rather than the “comprebensive™
aalysis demanded by the I'air | lousing Plarning Guide, the AT's authoss hers conloss Lo
selectively picking cvidence te support the poinl they wish © convey. ¥

And here again, the evidense doss not tell the story the Al c.aims it dees. Given
the mixed-finance nature of much publicly-subsidized alTordable housing, simply
repeating unit counts or lutal szending can be deceiving. One municipality may spend &
great deal on nesw affordable rentals because it is footing nearly the entire bill for the now
development, enother may generate many more unils, while spending much less, hecause
ol subslantial privele svelor und chiaritable assistance, (Tndeed, the lopsided availablity of
such assistance in low-income neighborhonds 1s a polential cause ol poverly
congentration. )

But most importantly, the same regional imbalances that appeared in the Al's
pubiic investment map also appear in the Hs. of housing invesiments, Minneapelis is gired
for building 60 new multifamily projects — surely numbering into the many hundreds of

0t 46,
Tt
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units, though the exact number is conspicuously absent.®® Hennepin County, in which
dMinneupolis located, has conlzibuled 643 allorduble unils, Ramsey County, in which
Saine Paul is located, has produced 451 atfordable units.™! Apart from an ambiguous
reference to a Dakota County pregram from 2002, no other municipslity or counly is
deseribed as having produced alfrdable remal anits.?

ln shont, the Al's assertion that the region that has “diversely sprend” ils
subsidized housing eannot survive cven brief contacet witly iis own evidence. The
diserepaney between the infarmation presented and the conclusion deawr is so great that
it i ditficult to helieve it wrose from an ohjective evaluation ol the data. [nstead, the
authors uppear (o be engaged in 3 purposciul exereise in evasion — either becanse the
drafters do net think the subject impartant enough to address, or besause ey do not wish
to discuss impediments that implicate the entitlement jurisdictions themselves.

It is also worth noting that the new additions do not even purpor o have
cxamined zoning laws, land use laws, or any non-(iscal public scetor activity in any way.
Perhaps the best way to denzonstrate the severity of this omission is through comparison:
the last Al for the city of Moorhesd, Minnesoty, population 32,000, conducts a more
exlensive analysis of its laws and repulations than the Twin Cities AT conduets for ary of
ils thir:cen entitlement jurisdictions, which contain a combined population o1 2,85 million
people, >

1V, The New Appondices Do Not Demoastrate Sullcient Collaboration with
Regional Experts

‘The final Al also incorporales two new appendices meant to illustrate the
collaborative process by which the AT was drafied, The Fair [iousing Planning Guide
cheourages Al dratters to “use existing organizational relationships™ when conducting
their analysis.®? This precess is particularly vital in the context of the 'I'win Cities,
because “members of the FITTC wanted to underteke the 2014-2015 Al with a ¢loset
focus on community engavement-driven dala as apposed 1o heavy reliance on Census and
othor caline data.” By deemphasizing quantitative, empirical sources o) infommation like
the Census, the FIIC hag increased the impottance of the AT™s caltaborative element.
Unloriunately, the new appendices do not suggest that THIC has sufficiendly hamesscd
the expertise of third party organizations or the communiliey thit surround them.

The tirst of the new appendices, Appendix U, iz entitled ~List of Organizations
Invited to I'xlrticipate,“ﬁ" The mvitation in question, however, was not for close or
detailed collaboration. Instead, the Al specities elsewhere that this is a fist of

b 1
R

A ity of Mootheae, defueis of fupediments for Moorbead (2007), aetifoble of
htp:#wwnw citvofineorcad. com/homefshowdocument Tid—1822,

“ T1IPG at 2-20,
#FHIC AT at 144,
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organizaticns included on a mass e-mail invitation to jon in-person cngagemenl
meztings. ¥ An exzmiration of this list reveals the Qaw in this “one siee fils al1*
approseht the erganizations ieclved o the gamut fom docens of real estate developers
and landlords, to law tiems, to the Minnesnta Public Radio news office. The scule of the
invitees ranges from single individuals to the University of Minnesota, the local campus
of which educates or employs approximately 73,000 people. A large number of privaie
haalth care providers are included, as are some gaovernment entities — 11UD, the
Metropolitan Courcil, and public housing authorities. However, no school districts and
few educationzl groups appear on the dst, despite interplay ol schoals and housing,
Tnwiting, via c-mail, such a dverse range of entitles to an unditterertiated set of
cngagement sossions is untikely to result in productive collaborution.

Appendix D, the seeond new addition, demonstrates the fuilire of the c-mail
engagement strategy. Oul ol mearly - 70 vrganizations receiving lnvitativus, only lifteen
attended rhe “in-person commumily eanversations.”!

Y. The Al's Deliciencies Arc Intentional

The garlier drafts of the Twin Cities Regional Al were deficient. The final version
is worse: it makes <lear boyond a doubt that the document’s critical shorteomingys are ihc
result of an imtentional palicy chodce by its authors.

FHIC has keen repeatedly netified of its responsibility 1o cunduet a searching
examiration of all regiona. impodiments, o consider racial segregation, and lo
investigale public scetor investment. It has been notified of these obligalions botk during
the drafting process and during the public comment period. The shartcamings of Lhe
earlier draft were catalogosd al lenpth, and a copy of those comments was providec not
anly to the drafting agency bul to the relevant governmene oificials in all thirteen
entitlement jurisdictions,

Wonetheless, e Al's dratters have retnained resolute in their refusal o admiy that
public investment, site selection, zoning law, or other muinstays of public housing policy
gither reflect or produce any acteal impediments 12 hausing choice. According 1o this Al
the entitlement jurisdictions, othor regional municipalities, the reglonul govemment, and
the state heve bean all but Faultless in thair support for fair housing. If thiz Al is e be
believed, the Twin Citizs romain unburdened by segregation. When asked o produce
analysis 1o support these sssertions, the FHIC has added a scant thirteen pages loa 146-
page document — pages which say, in essence, “There’s no problent here, and if there
were, it°s 0ot qurs to worry about.™

To make matters worse, the Al deploys a sorics ol ¢ynical evasions to justify
these failings, We are ¢l with no choice ut to canclude that it has been wrilten in bad
faith. Its omissions and dedleiencies are too egregions, and ils dellections teo implausible,
to be a:tributed to carelessness, 1 his is not an honest effort to reckon with Lhe problom of

i fd ol Ta
A al 146

HUD-Approved MINNEAPOLIS 229
Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



housing discrimination i the Twin Cities. The jurisdictions have created, In essence, a
moeck-up caleulated to satisfy UL — a perfunctory document desipned to check a box,
which gives the vutward appearance of examining impediments W fair Aeusing withaut
actzlly eing sa.

[Fthis dosument is any indicalion, Lhe thirtzen entitlement jurisdictions inlending
o rely upon the FHIC AT remain profound(y unserious ahouwt HUD s AFFH
reguivemenis. Metropolitan-area Minnesotans should not be forced to endure this level of
indillerence ubout fair housing from their local gevernments. Lntil the jurisdietions make
& genuine attempt o prapple with the difficult problem of analyzing and addressing
impediments to fair housing, 11U should not certify that they have fulfilled their federal
civil tights requircmems.
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Instilate on ¥etropolitan QOpportunity

Comments on the Deatt FHIC 2014 Analysis of Impediments for the Twin Citles
Region

The draft Analys’s of Impediments to Iair | lousing Choice completed by the Fair
Housing Impleinentation Couneil is cnlinely inadequate,! Iis a series ol lubles and
charts, Tollovwed by a handful of pages of vaguely-deseribed impediments and action
steps. tis a hodpcpodge of copy-naste drafting that cschews the analysis requited by
federal law in tavor of ambiguously presented summary statistics, Among its most
notat:le amisaions are its failure to diseuss segregation in a suhstantive fashion, and its
relusal o analyze the role of public scctor In ereating bupediments 1o fair housing. bt s
particularly shociking that such a subslandard AT would come lorward after the sezion has
spent the Jast {wo vears assembling data and smalysis in lhe FHEA process,

In iis current state, the draft Twin Cities regional Alis deficient to such an extent
that it cannot conceivably fufill its preseribed statutory role in the Affinmatively Furlher
[air Ilousing (ATTII) certification process. Unless these deficiencies are corrected, it is
therefore impossible for the entitlement jurisdictions relying upon this Al to accurately
ecetify that they are complying with the HUD AFTIT recuirements.

L Role of the Al in the AFFH Certiticution Process
As a component of its Fair Housing Act obligations, HUD requires [HHOME and

CDBG grantees to cerlily (hat they aee Affrmatively Fuethiering Fair 1ousing (AFCLL. In
oxder to fulfill these requirements, a grant recipient mus! take three steps:”

1. Conduct an Al identifying obstacles to fair housing choice within its
Jurisdiction and making recommendations o reduce or rermove those
nhslacles :

2. Taks appropriste actions Lo overcome the effects of the identified

impediments

o

Monitor these actions and maintain records showing they were takzn

' Fair Housing implementation Council, 20: 4 Analysis of Impediments to [eir [ousing Choize: Twin
Cities Region (Poblic Comment Thaft), availaale af htfpdwww Fousinglink orgifiles2014-FAIC-A -
Fulslic-Comment-Drafi.pdf [hereinafter FHTC AT,

LIS, Department of Housing and Lirban Dovelopment, Fair Houging Plnming Cuide 1.2, 123 (19946),
arailable v b Mpocial bl gevdhodporlal®docoments huddae?id— Thpe pd F [hereinafter FHECG]
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The Al serves as the catalyst for Uhis three-siep provess, The Al documents
cxisling impediments 1o fuir housing, determings thalr relatve severity, and explores
rapwdies, as well as discussing other actions a grantee may have undertaken affrmatively
further fair howsing, Without o aceurale Al iU s impuossibls Tor enlitlement jurisdictions
to proceed to Step 2, hecause they lack information abont which impediments they should
b taking action against or what stratepizs would be most effective in reducing those
impediments,

The overarching goal of HUIY s fair housing polictes, the AU certification
process, and by extension the Al is to “climinat[c] racial and cthuie scgregation, illegal
physical and other barrlers to persons with disablilitics and other diserlmloatory praclices
in housing,™

LD s Fair Housing Planning Guide lays out, in voluminous detail, the
paramelers of a successful AL Although the Guide does not mandate a particular format,
and ot course does mot require thal every jurisdiction [ind the same sel of impedimenls, il
does clearly describe specitfic areas that noust be investigated in order to uncover all
signifieant impediments W fair kousing, Moreover, it makes the elear the depth of
analysis that entitlement Jurisdictions must conduet.

For example, in ity gpening pages, e Guide summuarizes (e tasks an AL must
accomplish —a summary that is repeated in the apening pages of the F111C draft
doeumznt:

The Al s a review of impediments to fair housing choice in the public and
privale sccior. The Al tnvolves:

* A comprehensive review ol 2 $tale ar Entillemment jurisdiction’s laws,
regulations, and adminisiative policics, procedures, and practices,

» Anassessment of how thosc laws affeet the ‘ocation, availability, and
accessibility of housing.

*  Ancvaluation ol conudilions, bath public and private. affecting fair
housing choice for all protected closses.

& Angssesament of the availability of affordable and aceessible housing
in a range of unit sizes.

Ag this summary indicates, | [ places great emnphasis om compreficnsie
analysis and evaluation of trends and {indings, The AT i3 nol meant 1o Monelion s
depository of facts or data but as an analytic documerd that synthesizes facts and data info
conerete conclusions sbout the regional causes of housing segregation and housing

Tidatt 1
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discriminazian. This (s bolstered elsewhere in the Guide, where IILIT? speckies that “[tjhe
scope of the Al is broad™ end that it “covers the fulf arvay of public and private policies,
praclices, and procedures affeeting housing choice.™ Through the AL “jurisdicrions must
become filly aware of the exivience, notere, extenl, and conses of olf fuir housing
prodfems and the resoprces avaifieble to xodve them [and a] properly compleed Al
provides this information.™ In part, this entails becoming “familiar with all studies that
apply o thaic communily and repion,™ and “care [ully consiter[ing] the cunclusions aid
recomimendations of other housing studies priar to deciding what ta study in the A1

HUD encoursges jurisdictions, where possible, 1o underlase “niclzowide” or
regiongl fair housing planning. [t notes a number of advantzges to tis aparnach,
including its ability to allow jurisdictions to “overcome spatial separation and
segregation” and “affirmatively further fair housing throughoul the melvopeltan arga™ by
integrating the policics of local jucisdictions.”

Conducting an Al Is no small task. Als in many jurisdictions feequeatly run inta
the hundreds of pages, mush of which is spent on complex discussion of specific local
housing trends. They frequently include dense appendices ol qualitative and gquantizative
background researel, which informed this diseussion.® Unfortunate’y, these successful
Als bear no resemblance to the FITTC s draft document,

It Is essential to recognize shat promulgating an inadequate Al can have severs
consequences for LIUD grantess, including a loss of funding and severe penaliics ronning
inlo the maoy millions of dollars. This was demuansteaed ing recend landmark federal
court case. In Linfted States ex red Ani-Discrimination Cenrer v, Westchester County, a
federal cowt found that a Now York councy, by eertifying 1o [TTUD it had allimatively
turthersd fair housing after producing a badiy deficient Al was committing fraud against
the United States governmient.” [n a sctthement, the Counly agresd (o pay penaliics
exceeding $62 million dollars —a sum greatzr than the total of its HUID grants over the
five vear pariod covered by the deficient Al

The FHIC Al is deeply and unambiguously insufficient. The [ollowing sections
will describe sume of the decument®s most severe deficiencies,

1T, The FHIC AT Contains No Analysis Whatsvever

et a1 2-8 femphasis added).

? fif at 2-8 {emphasis added).

S icf al2-18, 2-17

fhf a1

¥ See. g, Portland Housing Bureaw, 2011 Analysis of lnipedimens 1 Fair Housing, available ot
Tittpaffeveny portkmdorcgonguviphb /60788 City and County of Detver, Analysis of Inpediments to Fair
HUutillg Choive, ivis lalle ag

httpriww v adenvergov org/Ponals' 0oy ment s Denve-Anal ysisOflmpedimeants To~airHousin g Chaice.p
il

2 United States ex vel. Anti-Liscrimination Center v. Westchester County, 668 FSopp 2 548 (2000
[hercivafier Westchester I,
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The most pervasive flaw in the FHIC AT is its comples lack of analylic content.
Kathar than evaluating the condition of Jair housing in the Twin Cities region, 1t mslead
provides a smattering of data and statistios related to housing opportunity and
discrimination, vnaceompanied by the in-depth analysis that LHIUD requires from an AL
The entire draft can be swnmed up In four words: “But where's Lhe bee ™

Thie vast mjority ol the FIHC drait ceasists of background data an the
demopraphic makeup of entitlament jurisdictions and summary data of housing
complaints. I'his information is presented devoid of cortexl or discussion and cannot be
plausibly be said 1o constitute any sort of analytic thinking,

‘The demographic section — which Lhe HUD Guide says should only be usad as
“backpround data’ — alone makes up approximately 30 poreent of the substantive
matctial of the docwment.” Moreover, this cata is presented in g Tormat thal is minimally
useful: tables of summary stutistics of each entitlement jurisdiction {¢.g., the pereent of
each jurisdiction that is a member of varicus racial or ethnic groups). Only a handful of
lings in the entire doctiment acknowledee or discuss tne conteiis of these ables; they arc
essentially presented wilhout fintker comment. There is no data at all about geographic
subdivisions below the ity and county level, meaning that intra-juisdictional disparilies
arg etfectivey invisible in these summary tubles. Though the Al professes 1o be
“regional,” it tneludes no data about cilizs that are not members of the FLIC, meaning
that there 5 no indication of disparities among or within over one hund:zed of the region’s
incerporated munizipalifies, Also included are a number of sehaok district maps, which
simply wverlay ravial cornpasilion of census tracls cever scheol district boundarics, Bur
hecanse they are aceampanied by no figures whalsoever about raclal or demographic
composition of the districts, schools, or census tacts, and hecause census tracts can be of
varying density. it is impossible to even roughly approximate the composition of actua’
sclool districts -- much luss individual schouls — with these maps alone. Thay are, i1 n
veord, uscless,

HL D recommends that an Al ineludz an “svaluation of [the] jurisdiction’s cucrent
fair housing legal status,” including a summary of complaints and current discrimination
suitg, reasons for trends and patterns, and discussion of fair housing concerns or
problems,! The draft Al includes nearly 20 pages of summary statistics ol Zir housing
complaints in the region, bul orec again, this scetion it contains absolutely na substantive
discussion ol those complaints. Rather than attempting to discernt or explain trends, il
takes the entirely neutral approach of swmmarizing camplaints by their prolegted class
hasis, issue, lovation, resolution, cte. The ask of identifying patterns or revealing their
arigins is, foe all inlens and parposes, left to the reader,

The drafl’s “identilication of Impediments™ section is cqually deficient. THIUT s
{tuide makes clear that this section & ordinarily meant to be the heart of the document,
where all previous analysis is synthesiz-ed into o detailed list of specific impedimuents
within the jurisdiction. Tha Guide's recommended Al forinat subdivides the section inta

WL al 2-50.
= Moat2-30,2-31,
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subject maller groups, “zoning and sitz selection,” “neighborhood revitalization,
municipal ard alher services, employment-relatad-transportation linkage,” “salz of
subsidized housing and possible displacement,” “property tax policies.” “planning and
zoning boards.” “huilding codes,™ “fair heusing enlbreement,” and “visitability in
housing.”

FTIIC s dralt AT instead disposcs of ¢he st of impediments with a single short
section comprised of less than three full pages, on which 1en impediments arc Usted in
outline form, each described in a single sentence. (The document’s “executive summary™
ncludes a list of the impedimcnls and recommendations; embarrassingly, this ts not ag
sutnmary ot all but the eatirety of the AT's “identiiTcation of impedimerls,” regrinled in
[ull at the begiaming of the text. In other words, the identitied impediments are 5o brief
and so cursary thal they can masquerade oy their own swnmary.) Theve is absolutely no
discussicn at all of the nature or extent of cach impodiment, or the causss of any
impediment. There is ylso absolutely no discussion of how these impediments were
identified, or how hey connect (0 the statistical or survey work Lhat constilule the bulk of
the Al. Many of the identified impedimenis are unaceeptably vegue: for instance,
Impedinent 10 says only "NIMBY -isim with regard to siting and placement of affordable
housing,” making no attempt 1y angwer the all-important questions of where, when, who,
and hewy oflen.

The recommendalicns sullsr o the sume vagueness, They are, vnee again,
minimal both in descriplion and content. Most only consist of a gingle sentence or line.
None include any discussion of how they were chosen or developod, or whether other
sirategies were considered and rejected. Many are imprecise encugh that they are likely
(o prove cilire:y uscless to entitlement jurisdictions, for cxample, confronted with
Impediment 5 — “lousing choaices for people of color are impacted by perceptions about
sehoal performanes and neighborhood safety”™  the Al recomimends that, unhelpfully,
that jurisdictions “[d]evelop outreach and education stratcgies based on tesults of paired
testing.” This sort of highly speculative reconimendation, in which jurisdictions are
calied upon to research problems on theic own, and then develop an independent solution
with ne real input from the Al is the norm. Many recommendsations begin with phrases
such as “[c]xploe concems,” *[clacorage praclices™ “[v]evicw stralcgics,” and
“dlevelopment of partnerships.”

Failure te: Tay out reeommendations in scfficieat detail, as well as ar overrcliance
on vague recomrendations that require future reseavch or discussion, shart-circulits the
citire AFFH certificatton process. Jutisdictions cannot underlake unreasonably broad
rernedias, or manitor thelr perforance of actions that have been left undefined,
incyilably resulling i a Failure o complele steps two and three o the AFFH process.
Many of the suggested remedies (¢.g., sducalion, outreach, and parinership building} arc
by Lhieis nawre dilTicull or impossible o coneretely monitor. A skeptical olserver might
inler that thiy iy part ol an ientional (aclie 1o slymy HUDYs fair howsing aims: devising
nebulous remedies in order to satisty HUI requirements without making any real,
effective, or measurable commitiments to remedy segregation or alter living patterns.
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The impermissible lack of analysis in the FIIIC Al mirrors the flaw that doomed
Westchester County's Al in the Festohasrer court case. The lawsuit in Wastchester was
founded on the plaintiffs’ elaim that the Counuy fhiled 1o “engage in any independem
analysis or exploration of impediments, and relused o identily or analyc community
resislanee Lo inlegralion on he basis of race and national origin as an impediment.”™? The
plaintifls argued (hat the County had a duly to consider race and racial segregation in its
Al which thad violated, The County atteinpted Lo counter this arguinent by reluorencing
charts and tanles in the Al which addressed race. The court ultimately sided with the
plainti[ls, responding that analysis “certain demiographic data as to the racial makeup of
County and municipality popukations does nol in ay way show tha: the County
conducted any analysis as to how this demographic data related to the existence or lack of
race-based impediments o ir housing cholce™?

In the present case, the Al censists of virfuadl) rothing fir “certain demegraphic
data as o the . . . makeup™ of the jurisdictions in question. [n otaer words, the Al *does
not i any way show tha: the [FHIC] condueted any analysis™ related to any efemend of
fair housing choice, If the Westchester County Al fails because it omitted an essential
asszssment ol racial scgrepation, the FHIC Al must alse (ail — [or omilling the very act of
azszssment.

TT,  The FHIC AT Completely Ignores the Public Sceetor as 4 Souree of
Impediments

The Fair Tlousing Plenning Guide mskes clear that any Al should conduect a very
searching analyvsis of “public activities, practices, and proceduwres involying housing and
howsing-related activities,™™ This regquircment is unamblguows; indeed, TIUD’s
recomrmendations envision anelysis of the public sector taking up half or more of the final
documenl.

Aceording to HUD, governiment “acticns or omissions™ that should be addressed
i an Al inciude straightforward factors ke housing or Zoning codes, but alse indirect
government actions such as job creation efforts, patterns in the provision of services, and
redeveloprment aetivities, The Guide also places an emphasis on intra-governmental
interacticns — both horizontal, between different municioalities, and vertica., between
ageneies with overdasping authority.'

Special allention is given W issues surrounding sile sclectivn, The Guide is
unanthignonus on e subject: |0 1aie housing ohjectives arve to be achieved, the goal
must be to avoid high concentrations of low-inconme housing. ™' I+ also recognizes the

"2 Uniled Slales ex rel, Anli-Diseriminalion Cealer v, Weslehester County, 495 FSupp.2d 375, 377 (2007}
{intereal quotaton chcitad? [hersinafrer Westehester 1,

13 Westchester 1t at 564,

" TLIPG at 2-9,

't at 5-5,

'l at 5.
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considerable challenge of deing su: “many communities feel strongly tha, housing For
[low-income, homeless, and disabled] persons should be provided but “not in my
backyarc.™ 7 Addivionally, it identifies jurisdictional divisions as a major obstacle 1o
providing less concentrated subsidized housing: Yin nietropalitan arces, serious
vonsideration should be piven 1o ways [eornmunitics] can participale in couperalive,
interjurisdictional planning for eonsteuction of assisted hausing ™8

The Guide sugpesis several specilic guestions to guide this inguiry. These includa
“Ave there concentrations of low- and moderate-income housing in ane more localitics or
neighborhoods within the jurisdiction’s geographic area?” and “Has the jurisdiction
wdopted policies and procedures that promete the placoment of aew or rchabilitated
housing tor lower-incoeme houscholds | . . in a wide spectrum of neighborhoods?'®

Lt is also suggested thal an Al consider actual demographic trends among public
houging eceupants; tor instance, whether “there [15] a pattern in o1 more assisted hausing
developments of concentration of tenants by race or ethnicity,” or it there is a “pattern, by
location and family Lype, ol minaidly and nomminority certiffcate and voucker holders
who rent units under the Section 8 . . . voucher housing assistance program.”®

HUD's Guide includes a number of “cxample” impediments, which demansteate
the type of public sector “acticns or omissions” that should appear inan AL Thase
imelude the absence ofun enfurcement mechanism [ur correeting housing siw sclection
disparities,*! zoning ordinances in suburhzn communitics that prevent construction of
multifamily housing,™ failure tw suppart the logal fair housing zgencies,” and even
apetly and status quo bias among political and community Tcaders.™

It other words, HUD' s guidance malkes clear that an amalysis of the public scetor
is an essential — if nat the most essential — component of er AL But the FIC deaft
document, in ellet, wriles governmenl aclivily oul of Tair hous:ng. The folowing is a
complete ganmumary of the Al's treatment af gevernment impediments to fair iousing:

Tt

4 er

5l at 56, 5-7,

S at 8-13 5.1

A The States docs net have an enforgeable site seleetion policy for afprdublz housing thal will gonael it
i ajor gities tn select sites for affordzhle housing Ieeated owside of ninoricy or low-incoma areas or
allocate such heusing on a metropolilanwide basis™ S a1 3-13,

22 2The: shurhan nriadictisnes ol e S1are’s major ciries have exclusionary 2oning oidinances thar preclude
the consiructon of affordoble muhtifamily housiag and keep out lower Income and minceity persons.™ fol at
30l

2 %1 local taur honsing agencies are under-funded and ill-equipped to enfarce their lacal fair housing
ordinances.™ i at 3-13.

® *The Al ko documents the resalts of exfensive inervisws wilh all segments of the ceal eslaie
carmmunttly and cammunily leaders of all races and cthnic groups; ihicse intervicws and sueveys roveal that
all partics comeerned Feol vomforwble with e s.atus quo ol segregated housing parems, reidd hostiliy as
il telales 1o hosing issues, and he lack ol any resalve to tagkle these problems,” fd at 3-12,
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+ Qe map, unaccompanied by any discussian or analysis, depicting
“Aceess (o Social Services and Basic Nevessitics and Concentraied Areas
of Paverty™

& (e survey question, unaccompanied by any discussion or analysis,
asking whether “Government Agercies . . . provide interpreters for
housing meztings™

»  Ouoe listed Tnpedimeni, which reads in its entirgty “Development
proccsses it local gavernment san limit consteuction of affordable housing
and housing for peaple with disabilities™

‘Lhis approach is utlerly inadequate. One map and one survey question could not
conecivably lead ta & fuller understanding of the complex interactions between public
palicy and fair housing. Moreover, the Identified inmpediment is general Lo Lthe paint of
meaninglessness, and sell-svidenl: il should be obvivas that develupment processes Ycan®
limit construction of atferdable housing. The question, of course, is whether this has in
lagt oceuered in the Twin Cities, and if so, where, how often, to what degree, and in what
respect. But the informalion (o evaluaie thess questions 1s completely absent from the Al
and nothing in the dJocument suggests any attempt was mads to acquire it or answer them.

The failure to inelude an evaluation of govemment polieies is cspecially bizarre in
light of the fact that. on its very first page. the draft Al quoley the HUL Guide, noting
that “|a|n Al involves . .. [a] comprefiensive veview ol a State or Eniitlement
jurisdiction’s laws, cegulations, and admirnistrative pelicies, procedures and praclices.”
But the remainder of the document contains absolutely no analysis that it this
deseription. 1L does not address the rele of subsidized hausing palicy in altering housing
patlcens or conleibuting to coneenteations of poverty, it does not direelly discuss the mle
of regional land use or housing policy increat'ng or sustaining living pattermns; it dees not
analyze zoning regulations, housing investments, ov any other element of loce] housing
plicy.

Thie only direet mention of specific laws, regulations, or policies comes in g moce
positive light, in the seclion entitied “Asscssment of Current Iair [1ousing Activities. ™
Ewven this section, however, is minimalistic and cursory, with the same defects as the rest
of the Al: it simply summarizes informalion withow providing analysis, commentary. or
placing it in a reglonal contexd,

‘{he section makes no clTort o comprohensively evaluate the falr heusing
activitics of the various jurisdictions, or even investigate in even moderate detail what
those act'vities consisted of. The deseriptions ol specitic policios being implemented by
jurisdietions are oficn perfunctory, stating, for example, only thal Carver Counly
*lelonducted agency-wide Fair Heosing training,” o that Washington County

B TIIC Al Sl

Xt at 0¥,

R at 93,

B pd al 5 fermphasis added).
Bl at 54-59,
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“| plarticipated in Fair Housing westing with “seeret shoppers” at random properties,”
withoul any [urther explanation of the activity or its results, {Dakota Counly's work is
described in slight'y greater detail than any other jurisdiction; this appears to be because
those passages are copied verbatim from the County Development Authority’s pubic
wibsilc.)

The AT's tailure to comment on the breadih, ellectivensss, or sufficisncy of this
or any other jurisdiction’s activities is espacially alarming hecause even the AT's
mirimalisiic approach demonstrates that [he vast majority of Twin Cilies jurisdiclions
have made little or no affort to support tair housing. For instance, the AL's entire
descripticn of Anolka County’s fair housing activities ts only 24 words long and consists
ol lwo minor undettakings: “Advertis[ing] Fair Housing Mot in April eveey year™ and
Pramot[irg] Fair Housing on website.™

This seztion alse ingludes the documenl’s only specilic acknowledgement of ¢ily-
level fzws and policies. Understanding local laws is essential to canducting a successtul
Al while describing potential impediments that should be investigated, the HUD Fair
Housing Planning Guide addresses “zoning and site selection” as the very first avenue of
[nquiry.™ On this topic, the Guide lists no fewer than 14 detailed questions that an Al's
drallers should cxplore. The FHIC deafl, by comparison, dedicates only cight lings of
lexl 1o bwo zaning changes in one city, Woodbury. (Six of these ciscuss a change
designed tw allow chureh congregations “w sart kolding their worship services amd ovher
evenls in commeoreial arcas,” asirangze inclusion given she aoplicitly residential aims of
fair housing policy.)

This abbreviated summary ol locat policies is especially troubling, £s Woodbury
is only home to 66,000 of the region’s approximately 3.5 million sitizens. Scven otacr
reglonal sities — including Mirmcapaolis and Saint Paul, which together eonstitute one-
fitth of the regional populatinn — are FHIC members end therefore relving upan Lhis Al in
arder to cestily to HUD that they have met their AFFH obligations, Nonc o these other
cities” fair housing policies, zoning laws, or regulations are discussed fn amy firhion
whatsoever i1 this draft document.

'The exclusion of the public sector from the regional Al ‘s astonishiryg and
waceeplable. To the extent that scgrepation and the concentration of poverty exist within
the region, they cannot be understood without reference to the overlapping laws and
regulations that constrain and cnvourape developmenl in panticular lovalities, the
subsidics that pravide a large share of the houging occupied by low-income and nonwhite
families, and the broad housing policies developed by mator regional publie bodies,
meluding the bwo central eities and the regional government. 'T'hese omissinns are
especially baffling because housing policy in the Twin Citics region Is unusually
couperative, cantrelled in pari by a repional authority with an explicit ssatutorsy ralg in
facilitating a “fair shave™ model of aftordable housing construction. While some
entitlement jurisdictions may be able o plsad ignoranze with regards (o the ways that

I FHPG at2.31
Wl ak 56, 5-7, 58
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public pelicy can affect residential demographics, the Twin Cities wre engaged ina
public, coardinated effort to change living patioms throughout the metrspolitan area by
relying upon ventralized policy develupment.” Somehow, none of this merits evaluation
i the AL

During recent years, VM) has praduced extensive commeniaty on virually cvery
major heusing policy document drafted in the Twin Cities region. For use during ths
finalization of the FHIC Al, this commentary is ircluded in Appendices IT-VITT and
incorporated by reference. This cammentary wauld provide an adequale starting poinl for
an analysis of public sector involvement in housing,

IV,  The Al Does Mot Perlorm Aoy Direct Analyvsis of Regivnal Racial
Neprepation

One of the most important aims ol the Fatr Housing Act, and the AFFH process o
which it has given rise. is romedying entrenched sogregation, parlicularly racial and
elhnic seeregalion. The centrality of racial segregation in fair housing has been contirmed
by HUID itsell, which opens ils Fair Housing Planning Guide with a realTirmation ol its
coammitment te eliminating recial and ethnic segregation,”* Tt has 3lso bzen confirmed
by numerous fede] vourls, such as in Giero v NYC Hovsing Authority, where the
second Clrenit Conrt of Aapeals held that the Fair Housing Act was Intended ta
accomplish “the goal of open, integratad residential housing patterns and to prevent the
increasc of segregatior, in ghettos, of tacial groups.™™ Jostice Sicphen Breyer, wiriting [or
the lirst Circuit in NALCS v L1048 has eaid that the Act “reflects the desire to have
HLD yse D15 grunt programs o gssis in ending discrimination and segregulion, w tie
point whare the supply of penuinely apen hosing increases ™

The recenl Festchester case applics Lhe question. of racial scgregalion dircetly to
the development of an Al The court in Westchaster hald that #|in idenitying
impediments w Fadr housing choice, [a HUD grantee] must analyze impedimenls sracted
by race diserimination or segregation, ™ Quoling lrom the Fair Housing Plznning Guide,
the sume court explainzd furlher: “HUD s suggested Al formal includes o housing prolile
diseribing the degree of segregation and resivicted hausing by race, ethnicily, disabiliy
status, and families with children; and how segregation and restricted housing supply
occurred.”™ Those supgestions are more thaa simple persvasive authorily: “The HUD
Guide’s suggestion that _ . . the grantee should anzlyze the degree of segregation within
its jurisdiction, ave firmly rooted in the statutory and regulatory framewoek.™!

2 Spo, e.g., Memopolitan Coneit, Houzing Pelicy Plan, available at

Biped S v anetrovounwiLorg T lousicePlaning T leusig-Puliey-Plaoasps,
HFRHPGat -1,

M Otero v NUY. Ciky Housing Authority, 484 F.2d 1122, 1133-34 (24 Cir. 1973}
FNAADE v, Sec, of HUTY, 817 F2d 14D, 155 (st i 19873,

* Westchester 1, 68 F.Supp2d 54K, 552 {2009,

3£l 4L 355 (inlernal quelations emited )

40 At S64,
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The drafi Al igneres these precedents and orly wuches on the proalem of
segregation obliquelv, Although it ineludes several tables and maps Indicating that
Minneapalis and Saink Paul contain signiticant racial concentrations {g.g., 47 percent of
all census tracts in Saint Paul ere racially concentrated), and that this represents a major
repiongl disparily fe.p., Ove of the seven counties cuvered by ths Al contain ro rmeiably
concantrated census fracts), the document docs nat acknowledge or disenss (hat thig
represents racial ssgregazion that must be remedied.’ None of the ten bréef impediments
reference discusy sepregatiom or racial concentretiong of poverty, or, for that mattar, the
comeentration of any proweled class, 10 anything, ons recommendation seems neutral or
even skeptical of the value of pursuing integration, snggesting anly that jurisdictions
“ralnalyze how nationwide deconcentration strategics and best practives related to
lousing and transportation impact Laic housing protecied classes.™ Bomarkably, the
word aesregation®™ only appoars facr titmes in the entire document — once in an aapendix
al commuanity comments, twice ina summary of o report detailing 'win Cilies
segregation, and once, Tronically, in a summary af Fesichester itsell

An Al canned rechice rucial segregation iF it reduses to diseuss segregalion as a
housing impediment. HUL granrees are not permitted to take a neatral stanee towards
ongoing racial concentration — they ave required by the lair Llousing Act to break down
the barricts that have provenwed racial groups feams fiealy inervixing, The FHIC Al
howover, main‘ains a detached spnosticism towards the problem of racinl sepregation,
failing to explore its sxact dimersions or devise dargeled measures woreduee i Tellingly,
a ajor ingrease of redociing in rhe depree of repianal racial izolation would appear to
have no bearing on any of its recommended action steps; the Al's proposed selutions arc
simply disconnected from the scgregated slatus quo.

Aguin, the material reproduced in Appendices [I-VIIT discuss regional raceal
sepregelion cxlensively would provide a sound starting paint for any revisions to the
FFHINC Al

V. TIIIC Was Notified of AT Requirements and Had Access to Sufficient
Resourves to Condoeta Valid AT

The FITC ADs extraordinary deficiency is especially alarming because Lhe parties
invalved in its construction have had every opportunity lo do better. The Twin Cilies
region is currently coneluding the process of producing a Fair Housing Fquity
Assessment, which has been coordinated by the Meteopolitan Council, the regional enlity
charged willi developing metrowide housing palicy. Although this equity assessment is
not itself without flaws, it nonetheless does directly address the issves of racial
sepregetion and public seetor involvement in fair housing. Unlike the diaft Al, it also
comdueis analysis rather than simply presenting data, in order to gererate 1 more cohesive
understanding ol the causes ol housing twequalily. HUD recognizes Lhe value ol this sont
of preexisting stere ol infomation, and ils Guide to drafting an Al it sfates that

S FHIC Alat 12-14
i wt 93,
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“[Hurisdictions shiould not waste effort restudying and reanalyzing problems for which
pond information already exista ™ The FHIC, however, opled o nat rely upon the FHEA
dosument vr ulilize the resources iU produced, is Al inly mentions the FHEA in passing
and dows appear nol incomporale any ol its work, even when doing so could help fill
obivious delicienciss in the AL

FHIC was clearly notificd, in edvance, of the required elements of its Al A
memoraindum provided 1o the deaficrs deseribied these requirements — with spacizl
emphasis on the need to analyze public sector impediments t fair housing and o address
racial segrepution. This memarandum is incorporated by reference into these comments,
and ineluded as Apperdix [ delow,

'L he earlisr memoerandwn also described in summary form a number of
goverrmental impediments to lalr housing, nene of which have been acknow!edged in
the present AT draft, These include:

o A soverely sepreputive distribution of afferdable housing, Up o %2
pereend of very-low income subsidized housing units ave located in the
two certral cities, which contain the region’s most significant arcas of
racial conceniratlion,

¢ The Metropolitin Council’s housiog pelicy, The Coouncil maintains a
regional sffordable housing policy which assigns heavier targels to
eacially segregsted municipalities. 1L alse negoliates Livable Community
Act housing poals with individual eitics; thesc have historically been
reduced in allluent white suburby in respunse 1o suburban noncemplisnce,
and increased in the central citics and racially diverse subuchs.,

s  The regionnl Low Income Howsing Tox Credit {LIHTC) system. A
disproportionale share ol regional houging ks eredils are ewarded W
projects in the central citics. The state distributes credits through a
“suballncator’® system which cnsurcs tha central cilies have a
disproportionately large minimum share of LIHTC. In addition, the central
cities and Minnesots Housing Finance Ageney mainiain Qualified
Allocation Plans which tend to award credits o developers who ate
building affordable housing in low-incorae, seyregaled neighborhoods,

This list iy merely meant as a demenstealion of key repional impedimants and is
theomplete. The vast array of local moning laws, housing programs, and adininistrative
policies also impact Fair housing in the T'win Cilies, once again, many of (these are
discussed i extensive detail in the variaus appendices following these comments. Some
FLUC members divectly control major housing policy instruments — lor inslance, the
Minneapolis Community Planning and Fennomie Development ageney’s Aftardable
Housing Trust Fund, which distributes millions of dollars a year o build subsidized Jow-

ARG at 2-18.
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income wnits within the city, The FIIC A1 gives no inkling that these policies cven oxist,
much less that they may ereate or affect impediments to fair housing.

The Al dralting process also fziled to vtilize s number of other readily available
resourges, leading to a farge number of addizienal deliciencies, Problerns include:

»  The FHEC did not consule local civil rights organizations such as the
NAACP. This is (n spite of the HUD Fair Housiag Planning Cuida
encouraging Al drallers o “use existing organizationat relationships,
apecifically noting that “fair housing groups . . . have proven o be
effective in uncovering aad addressing housing diserimination.™?

s The AI does not cammunicate the results of previous Al
récommendations. Monitoring results is required by the tree-slep AFFH
process. Discussing these results would strergthen Lhe Al's analysis, Mar
does e curvent Al lay out an oversight plan so that the results of its
recommomlations can infoem fhtore stodies.

s The Al does not analyze housing oceupaney data, or patterns of
occupaney umong Section & recipients. A number of housing agencies
maintain data on the demographics of the oceupants of their low=incomc
subsidized units, Tlhis dala is a valuable resource far revealing the
effectiveness of particular fair housing appraaches and uncovering
exlsting scgrepation. In addition, US Census data includes information
about the number ol Scetion & voucher beneficiaries in particular census
teacts - - infortnation which reveals major concentrations in many Twin
Citius neighlyorhinods. Botk sources are iznored.

»  The AL does mot utilize nniversity resourees. The University of
Minncsota ‘neludes a number of palizy-oriented certiers and instilutes
engaged In the sludy of thir housing and housing policy. These were not
consulted in the drafting of the AT

s  The FHIC did not covrdinate with sfate ageneies. The Minnesota
Housing Finance Apgency and the Metropolitan Council botk work heayily
in the housing sector in the Twin Cities region. Rather than working
alongside these ageneics, the FHIC chose instead to conduet a separate Al
lragmenling government resourcas and undermining Lhe linzl product.

s The Al does not identify the participanls in its stakcholder
engngement sessinng. This is problematic because fuir housing
discussions are frequently dominated by parties with an cconomic interest
in huilding affardable housing, such as housing developers. This can lzad
te 2 process that tocuses o agavily on the provision ol howsing and
ignores impediments to housing choice, as was the casc in Fesfefresier,

-

RIS ar 2415,
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For these reasons, and the ather reasons laid out abave, the FITIC drall Al i3 badly
inudequate, In order to fulfill its role as the basls of an AFFH certifieation, it must be
substantially revamped and eatendual, with a acw caphasis on analysis, reducing
segregation. and comprehenstvely evaluating public axd private seclor impediracnts to
lair housing. Any ather outeeme weuld endanger the hundrecs of millions of dollars in

HUD funding that rely upan the FHIC s ability to produes an acceptable analysis of
impediments.
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GAL
S

WORKING TOYIARD
JUSTIGE FOR ALL

MiD-MINNESOTA LEGAL A1D
MINNEAPOLIS OFFICE
James B, Wilkinson ¢ (612) 746-3784 = |ewllkinson@mylegalaid.orp

Memorandum

To:  Mayor Betsy Hodges
Minneapolis City Council Members: Barbara Johnson, Lisa Goodman, Kevin Reich,
Cam Gordon, Jacob Frey, Blong Yang, Abdi Warsame, Elizabeth Glidden, Atondra
Cuno, Liza Bender, John Chuiney, Andrew Johnsen, and Linea Palmisano

RE:  Nextwesk’s vote o 2015 A Copaglidated Plan submission to HUD

From: James Wilkinson

Date: April 9, 20135

We attach comments cn the drats, Cdnsolidated Plan {Con Plan) and the Analysis of Inpediments
to Fair Housing, Ouwr suggesiions Will improve the Plan and aid the Clty™s housing and
oomrmity development efforts. The Community Development Commiilee passed the proposal
on the 7™ with little discussion,

The submission, if examined by TLLULIM or the courts, may be fourd not compliant with the
federal fair housing requirements and the City’s eligibility for $13 million in federal money may
be culled into question. This was avoidable, The City may be able to avoid problems if
something like the following language i¢ added to the reselution suthorizing subrmission of the
Plan to H.UU.I:.

CPED, Civil Rights, Regulatory Services Departments and the City Coordinalor’s
Office are direated 1o proposs 1o the Council amendments the 2015 FHIC
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Houslng with related changes in the Cliy's
Consuolidated Plan for 2015-2020, in time for submission of an Amended
Consnlidated Plan to HTIT) befbre the end of 2015,

These amendments should be completed in accovdance with the substantive and
public engagement criteria of federal law, regulations and the Fair Housing
Planning (iaide and any updated legal guidance, Staff is directed to invitc
participation of other public agenefes in fhe region as well other stakeholders.

The Fair Housing Implementation Council*s (FHIC') Analysis of Tmpedimerys to Fair Housing,
on which the City’s Con Plan rests, is faulty. Without significant changes, Minneapolis will miss
the chanee Lo decrease neyuities in housing in the City. For example, the Analysis does not
even list discrimitation in housing as an fmpediment to fair housing. It does not address how the
City's Home Ownership programs will deal the varions fonms of discrimination that led to 1he
foreclosure erisis in our neighborhoods, The problems people with disabilities and new

L FHIE is & consortium of citics and comutiss thal eottracted Tor G reglonal Analysis of Impedinants that the City
adopts i the draft Con Plan.

430 Flesi Avenne Norik, Suite 300 Minreopolis, MN 55401
Trlephomes  Facsimile: (G123 7463784 Chient bnbgdes (612) 3345670 wway mplegslaid, osn,
A Usited Wey Aoy
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Mayor Betsy Hodoes
City Council Members
April 9, 2015

Page 2

immigrants face in the housing market are barely touched on. It is silent with raspect te proposed
solutions presenied o addess segregation such as the concentration of section 8 vouchers in
limited ereas of the City,

The Al also ignores the fact that landlords have sued or made claims that St. Pawl’s end
Minncapolis® Analyses of Itnpediments fail to address and the cilies® vode erforcement practices
create illegal disparate impacts on protected class renters. They claim that the Cities are
therefore ineligible to reccive the HUJD doifars that come with the Con Plan. We disagree; our
clignts need effective and fair code entorcement and the services paid for by HIID fundin g. But
the Al and the Con Plan do not take this up,

We wrote to the FHIC in the fal] and agaln in mid-Jannary ebout many serious shortcomings and
providing ideas to address most of thoge problems. Publiz testimony and detailed written
conunents from others also urged atiention to these issucs. Very fow substantive changes werc
mede in response, We initiated conversations with Minneapalis statf last month and these
continge,

The documents accompanying this metmo are listed here. Recause of ihe size of the
Consolidaled Plan draft two emails may be needed.

1. The January 2015 cover letter that accompanicd commmnents on the FHIC s drall AL

2, “Ihe extensive comments on the FHIC Al updated and red-lined in instances whate the
final FHIC Al waa changed, If has alzo been red-line edited to give more focus to
Minnzapelis issuss. It is this AL on which the City dangerously rests its cerification of
affirmatively furthering fair housing,

3. The dralt Minneapolis Consolidated Plan with mumbered comments inserted in “speech
bubbles™.

4, A document collecting those comuments on the draft Minneapolis Con Flan.

The Jannary 2015 comments on the FHIC Analysis of Impediments were a collective effort of or
are endorsed by & dozen organizations that you sez listed in the cover letter. Today I wrile on
behalf of MMLA’s clients, and in addition, this memo {s joined in by the Housing Justive Center
(formerly the Housing Preservation Project), the Mctropolitan Interfaith Couneil on Affordable
Housing (MICAH), ISATAH, and the Minncscta Center for Environmental Advocacy.

Thank vou for your attention. [ look farward to productive discussions,

c.¢. Susan Segal, Muria Rivera-Vandermyde, Andreq Brennan, Toni Newborn, Abdiratunan
Muse, Matthew Bower

14120308402- - 14 | 5615
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Minneapolis Consolidated Plan Comments

Janes TL Wilkinsorn
Mid-Minncsoia Legal Aid April 7, 2014

Paragraph # corresponcs to notes inserted into draft Consolidated Plan and p. ## arc the page on
which the comment appears in the drait Conzolidated Plan, '

1.

to

o.

HUD-Approved

Consolidated Plan

p. 6, Add Fair 1ousing and Addressing Insquitics in Housing and Commun’ty
Development us broad City goals.

I. B, Failure to meel this goal Tor serving homeless peopks 15 o lailurs 10 serve those in
grealest need for housing and community development services. Because home_ess
people are predominantly families with children, people with disabilitics and people of
color, thig shorttall also shows that the City must do more o allivmatively tuecher fair
housing for these residents. It is shacking to see that when there is 1 American Todian in
unsheltered homclessness for every 3 in shelter. For whites, 1 unsheltered homeless
rerson bor every 13 in shelter and for Blucks, 1 unsheltered person for overy 27 in shelier,
Ree p. 66 et seq of the Con Plan,

F. 8, Ditto {pecrsons with specizl necds are also predominantiy protocted class persons.)

P. 8, Ditto {persons with need for shelter and supportive housing are alse predominantly
protecied class porsons.)

P. 18, Maorc than a dozen orpanizations and individuals provided eomments to FIIC and
stated that the data, analysis and action steps preposed in the draft plan were inadequate.
Almost all commentary was either rejesled or ignored. Fair and allordable housing
experts view the FLIIC Al as wholly inadequale,

P. 18, As just stated, public input an the Al was lergely ignored and the action sicps
proposed are inadaqunte to nddress the existing barriers to fair housing.

P. 18, The Cily should cite and incorparate the Choice Place and Opoaortunity repott of
the et Council from 2014, which developed a far superior, Iatill impertoet regional
analvsis of how reglonal housing and community developiment can promote or hinder
progrcss on racial cquity in Miancapolis and the region,

P. 58, Ade fact that while housing needs are sormelimes evenly distributed by race within

ineotne catcgorics, the distribution of income is highly skewed with non-white,
particularly Aftican Ancrican residonts, ave far more bkely to be in the lowest income
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categories. This discussion could be misinterpreted to say hat the burden of housing
needs is evenly distributed in the city, which is falsc.

9. P. 58, Sce MMLA reports for the Al on discrimination in housing, including tests of
LIITTC: units. There remains a need for fair housing enforcement, policies and education
1o reduge he incyuities within aod oJtside of the ineume catogorics.

10, . 58 The analysis should include an assessiment ol how scpregated these places in the
city (where people of color with heusing problems live) are. Informalion o this is likely
alread v caleulated by the Met Council as part of its CPO report.

11. . 6 It is strange that the number of families requesting accessihility from the MPHA is
greater than the number of disabled familice. W suspect the reliability of this
information is poor.

12. F. 60 We are ceritain Lhat the "zere” counl ol domeslic vielenee victims in MPH A
Erograms is incomest,

13. P. 44, Notice that the fact that MPHA units in North M nncapolis are hard to fili and they
charge only 20% of AGI for those units resulting in unuscd, lederally-funded, very low
cost honsing exists only in ar aren classified as a "racially concentrated area ol paverly”
in the Choive, Place & Opportunily reporl. The CPO says that community rehabilitation
mnd investment is needed in (hese areas and (hal greater ellorts to dovelop affardabtz
housing in other areas are nesded, We agmee,

14. P, 65 Our coriments ot Scetion 8 Voucher conecniestion for the draft Al are relevant
hare but not reproduced in full. P. 65

Use of vouchers is concentrated in core cliics, specitically in racially concentrated areas
of poverty — the Met Coungil’s Choice, Place ard Qppertunity (CPO} report states that,
“While RCAPs contain only 16% of the region’s supply of rental units, they contain . ..
31% of the unils wkere Scction 8 Housing Choice Vouchers are used.” Section 5, page 3.
Hennepin County had 47% of the region’s vouchers in 2012 and the City of Minneapolis
alone housed a quarter of the region’s voucher holders, Ramsey County has 23% of the
region’s vouchers, with 22% of houscholds in 5t Paul. One of the highest arens of
voucher use is in North Minneapalis,

The problem is that this concenteation of voucher use resulls in both a concentration of
poverly wcd svgregation. Ol'the 3,813 households served by MPLIA, 3009 are Black or
Native American — approximately 79%. CPO data shows that the ity of Minnzapolis is
home to two Racially Concentraled Areas ol Poveryy (RCAP) - lhal iy, sreas in which
30% or mare ol the residents are people of color znd 40% or more of the Fouseholds eam
incomes that are equal 1o or Iess than 183% of the foderal poverty level. {RCAD - this
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term docs nat recognize the positive features that residents moke in their cormmunilies
and is seen as a form of stercotyping.) The concentration of voucher users in [North
Minneapolis is seen as problematic by many. A local analyst working al the U of
Minncsota wrote that the voucher system resulted in absentee landlords buying up single
family homes In order to take advantage of relatively high voucher rents,

While the City does not run public housing, it can support cther pudlic and private
partners to address this tssus by supporting mobilily pregrams by the MPHA and other
apeneics. It can also enaet eivil rights ordinance changes to help give voucher uscrs in
Minneapolis more cholee throushout the City, Out comments on the Al provide other
suggestions Zor better use ol this resounce,

15. P. 75 Tt is shoocking Lo see thal wiaen there i1s 1 American indian in unshelterad
homedessuess for every 3 American Indians in shelter, For whites, [ unsheliered
homeless person Tor every 13 in shelter and Zor blacks, 1 unshe'tered person for every 27
in shelter,

15, 1% 84, As reporied to the Clty and to the FHIC, MMLA handles hundreds of Gair housing
¢azcs in the rental market each year with the largest number addressing the rights and
needs of people with disabilities. Advocacy, education and betler policics make it
possible for people with disabililies o live better lives in the community. See extended
discussion in comments on the Al

17. 1% 93 MM A is ploased 1o bo u parlner wiil the City in this work of enfarcing anti-
diseriminazion laws and promoting fuir housing praclices. Secc our extended comments
on thz Al for how this can be improved by a variely of participas,

18. P. 96, Mote recent information about project population growth and housing needs is
available from the Met Council. One factor that it has uncovered is that a areat deal of
aTordable housing, especlally privately owired single family homes re oconpicd by
higher income persons, thus Increasing the mismateh between need and availasility.

19. . 102. Given the critical rehahbilitation needs in areas of concenbrated poverty, the City
should Largel rehab resources in arcas like north Minnegpolis. 1t should also insist that
banks holding RTO property and landlonds also provide needed maintenance. Ttis
allcged that US Bank, for example, neglects REOQ propertics in cotnparison {o hoines it
owns or nanages n suburbs, See comments on Al

20, P, 108, Sec commert 9, abave, relating to *he failure of vouchers to offer subsidized
lenanis 4 real cholec in the housing market.

21. P. 109. Minneapolis is cormmended for making the cormmitinent 1o belping people whe
are wilhoul homes. It should work to sce that other comnumities in the melro area pick
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up some of the responsibilicy for meeting this as well as the coneentration of services
here ereales a unlyir homelessinousing imbalance tn the region.

22, P 112, MMLA provides free lega’ services ta tow inzome people of Minneapalis ina
wide range of eivil malters, including housing, fair houging, foreclosure, public
assistance, domestic vielence, ete. City ard County support for this work is important,

23, 1. 116 This subjecl is addressed at length and in delail In our comnnwent § 29 oo
regional AL We note thal Minneapolis exceeds the narm for cities in the region and
while it should not slacken s efforis, it should work 10 move other citics forward o
affordable housing development.

4. p, 126 Rut isn't it alsa truc that there is 2 shortage o business development, higher paying
Jobs, hiph profile cultural amenities, medivm cost rental and owrership housing in these
arens? Please include and emphasize (s important defieil.

235 T. 126, Whal sleps are planned 1o address displacement threats? The Poverty and Race
Research end Action Counstl {PRRAC) has published some articles on this.  The optimal
solution is to increasc the cdueation, employment and entrepreneurial atloinment ol
peonle in those communilics.

26.F. 131, Sec ow 2 page papet on addressing the inequities in homoowiership that is part
of our commenls on the AL

27. P. 131 Sec following comment fiom our AT comments on elams ol fir housing
violations made by landlords in litigation.

Loeal Litigation.

While S0 Paud ek the step of abandoning a challenge to disperate impact law under the
Vair Housing Act before it was heard by Lhe Suprerme Court, Minneapolis has arpucd in
2014 against the disparate impact law in o similar case by landlords ehallenging code
enforcement. Other cuses ure al diflerent stages of litigation. In some of those cases, the
Iandlords alse claim that Lhe cities [ail to affirmatively further fale heusing, ignored thess
purporied “rapediments” caused by strier code enforcement in current Als,

The City should affirm the legitimacy and imporlance of disparate impact ¢laims. Deing
a0 will strengthen its hands to address other impediments to fair housing,

Advocates believe thel establishing and fairly cnforcing reasonahle rental housing codes
that require safe housing hes a favorable impact oo the cholce of protecied class peeple in
the metro area and that a reduction in standards and enforcement will aggravare
disparities {n the housing occupicd by peopla with disabililies, peoplz of culor, ele. Al
the same time, same redevelopment and code enforcement efforts have had unfair
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34,

35,
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housing effcets. Such petivities have been challenged on fuir housing grounds in Fridley
and Brooklyn Park ard just outside the metro area in Montganery, Minnesota.

Citics should usc all reasonable means to avoid displacement of reaters and should have
in place plans to address potential homelessness that could ensue should owners fail to
meet their responsibilities. Teaders in Minmeapolis qave connmlied 1o pay greatcr
allention tw potenilel displacement by inspeclion and snfercement processss,

F. 133, Pleasc plve any recent examples and explain whal barriers have slowed this work
of siting PITA housing in areas where (here are few assisted units.

F. 135, Please consider adding fur housing and cquity companents. .

I'. 154, Extensive commuents on this problem were included in our eritique ol the Al
(#2497, We reler the City to those comments now and invite disenssion on how il can
participate in boosting the regional commitraent to affordable housing,

[} 153, Because of the number of [bir housing complaints, the rosults of testing and the
patterrs of scpregation in housing, including race diflerentials among subsidized rousing
sites in the Cily, as sel oul in our camments t¢ the Al the City should commit to
increased monitoring and enlorcement of Jair housing standards in the City, See AT
corunen # 36,

. 12202 Thas subject is addressed at length and in detail in gur comment # 29 on the AL

‘The city should focus on removing moere barriers and ereating incentives in parts of the
city where there is little affordable housing.

p. 206. As noled early comments, we regard the FITIC Al us wholly inadequate and
reference those and other comments made to the FILC withoul useful eTect.

P, 226. Affirmative fair marketing should be a part of the plan for HOMLE units. See
www. falrhousinpmn.org for an automated affirmative markoting toolkil developed by
WA and manzged by HousingLink.

P. 234, The City should require each developer and subsequent awner/management firm
lo adupt and enforee a Far Housing Policy, particularly for multi-family developments,
including but not limited te ta2e AHTF -funded programs. An example can be found at
HYFPLRLINK “hitp:/Awww fairhousingmn.ore " wovv taithousingmun.org,

. P 242.We commend this and sugpest that the City reler parlicipants to

ww fairhousingmn.org for samples of fair housing policies and mors information.

p.263. Please see our ran and others™ critiques of the inadequacies of the dralt FHIC AL
MICAH und The Institute for Metropalitan Opportunily and the dMet Coungil alsa
submitted delailed critiques and supgestions. Tn our cover lelier with this documcn: we
repeat our comcems thal using that AL both fails to give the best availablz guidance to Ui

5
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City and casts doubr on whether it takes scriously the duty o affirmatively luriber fair
housing, We supgest ke City make major changes now if pessible and do more
crigagement on the issucs or set a schedule for rapid revision of the AL commmunity
engagement lor developing an action plan betors making any certiZication te the federa
government. |lennepin County and its ConPlan consortiun members, the Met Couneil
and ather public and private inferests should be invited to participate.  We do nol repeat
this critique in this meme but refer you to the Al comments themselves,

. 1P, 266.We commiend the activitics sct out by this portion of the Plan on pp. 266-67 and

suggost that more thoughtful coordination, as suggesiad i1 zecont meetings benween
MMILA, HOMLLine ard city leaders is an important step Gnveard.

P, 264, The City reviswed housing code enlbresment work to address allegations that it

docs not improperly displace tenants, especiually protecied class tenants.
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HOME Single Family Program

HOME funds will be available for the renovation or new construction and sale of single-
family dwellings, under the Home Ownership Works (HOW) program. HOME funds
may be used for any of the following activities: acquisition, demolition,
renovation/repairs or new construction.

Home Ownership Works (HO

Home Ownership Works (HOW) is designed to address the goal of providing home
ownership opportunities for households who otherwise would have difficulty in attaining
home ownership. Itis also designed to address the problem of abandoned and
foreclosed houses through either rehabilitation or demolition and new construction. The
Program serves the following objectives:

1) Provides decent, long term affordable home ownership opportunities for
households who would normally experience challenges in achieving home
ownership.

2) Addresses the problem of vacant and deteriorated structures

3) Helps the City maintain a base of owner occupants and provides housing
opportunities to households who find that it is increasingly difficult to qualify for a
mortgage.

4) Helps combat the impacts of the foreclosure crisis
Properties will be treated by the HOW Program through one of the following methods:

+ Properties will be owned by the City of Minneapolis during the
renovation/construction period. All properties will meet the HOW Program
Standards which exceed the minimum City code requirements. Non-profit
housing development construction managers will complete scope of work, and
construction monitoring. Private licensed general contractors will be selected
through a sealed bid process conducted by the City to complete the required
renovation/repairs or new construction. Non-HOME funds will be used to provide
interim financing when possible.

+ MNon-profit developers will identify properties to acquire and develop under the
HOW program. They will provide the City with a scope of work and pro-forma to
either rehabilitate the home or construct a new home on the site. All properties
will meet the HOW Program Standards which exceed the minimum City code
requirements. City staff will inspect the property, review the scope and the pro
forma and make a determination on program eligibility and the estimated amount
of subsidy necessary to complete the project. City will provide a per unit subsidy,
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not to exceed $50,000, to the developer. City staff will monitor construction on all
approved projects.

Funding for buyer assistance programs such as closing costs and down payments may
be provided by CPED and other organizations.

Target Buyers

The homes will be affordable to a reasonable range of low-income homebuyers which is
defined as 70 — 80% AMI, Qualified Buyer housing-related debt ratio cannot exceed
33% and total combined debt ratio cannot exceed 50%. They are households who are
either trying to purchase a home, but are having trouble qualifying for a mortgage or
locating a decent home in their price range. All purchasers will be required to attend
homebuyer counseling and housing maintenance seminars prior to closing. If more
than one offer is received from qualified buyers, preference will be given to first-time
homebuyers or buyers who are being displaced due to public action. If there are equal
offers after applying the preference described above, a lottery will be held.

Target Houses

It is anticipated that a large number of properties will be FHA foreclosures or REO
properties in need of moderate to substantial rehabilitation. Moderate rehab properties
selected would be single family or duplex homes. Duplexes will be converted to single-
family dwellings, where appropriate. The program will operate within the targeted
communities identified in the map following this HOME section.

Development Assistance

Recapture

It is anticipated that the majority of purchasers buying properties assisted with HOME
funds will receive direct buyer assistance. In instances where purchasers receive direct
assistance a note and mortgage will be placed against the property with repayment of
the entire amount of direct buyer assistance due from the Net Proceeds of sale at the
time of sale or maturity of the 1 mortgage. . If there are not sufficient Net Proceeds to
repay the entire amount of the City's direct buyer assistance, the balance of direct buyer
assistance will be forgiven. Remaining Net Proceeds of sale may be retained by the
original occupant of the HOME unit. Net Proceeds is defined as any and all
consideration of any kind whatsoever, whether direct or indirect, that is received by the
Borrower for, or in connection with, any sale, assignment, conveyance, transfer, lien or
encumbrance of the property less any senior debt secured against the property and
customary closing costs as defined on the HUD 1 settlement statement. If there is no
transfer of 100% of the original occupant's interests in the property at the time of default
or maturity or if the transfer is not an arms-length transaction, Net Proceeds means the
fair market value of the property less outstanding senior debt. No resale provision will
apply. Affordability period will be based on the amount of direct HOME subsidy
received by the buyer. If the purchaser does not transfer 100% of the purchaser's
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interest in the Property and fails to maintain the property as their principal residence
during the affordability period, the full direct buyer assistance amount plus any
development subsidy amount shall be immediately due and payable regardless of Net
Proceeds of sale.

Resale

The only instance where the City will use a resale provision will be when properties are
sold through the City of Lakes Community Land Trust, who already has mechanisms in
place to ensure long term affordability for target buyers as part of their program. The
Land Trust has as their mission the conveyance of decent housing at affordable prices
to low and moderate income families. In cases where a lower income purchase needs
additional financial assistance to ensure that the home is affordable the Land Trust will
provide direct assistance.

Under the land trust model, the homebuyer only purchases the improvements. The land
trust retains fee title to the land. The homeowner can recover its purchase price for the
improvements and its share of market value appreciation. At resale, the home is made
affordable to substitute income qualified homebuyers because the new homebuyer only
has to finance the improvements and the sale price is restricted by the terms of the
ground lease. At resale, the purchase price must be affordable to a reasonahle range
of low-income homebuyers defined in the Target Buyers paragraph above. These
requirements are spelled out in a Declaration of Restrictive Covenants and all
necessary documents related to the developer's program (i.e. land trust Ground Lease
and Housing Subsidy Covenant.) In consideration for the title of the land, the Land
Trust provides an affordability investment that makes the home affordable for low-
moderate income households in perpetuity. In most cases they provide anywhere from
2-3 times the value of the land (for example, land value may only be $15,000, but they
are providing $50,000 in affordability assistance to the home). They are using the land
as the mechanism to ensure the long-term affordability.

The proposed resale restriction will comply with federal requirements, ensuring the
initial purchaser with a fair return on their initial investment. To determine a fair return
on investment the Land Trust will calculate a fair return on investment using the
following methodology:

1) A calculation of Market Value Appreciation will be performed. An independent 3™
party appraiser will establish the Current Appraised Value of the property, and
the Initial Appraised Value of the property will be subtracted to establish the
Increase in Market Value Appreciation.

2) A 25% Shared Appreciation Factor will be applied to the Increase in Market
Value Appreciation to determine the initial purchaser's Share of Market Value
Appreciation.

3) Fair Return on Investment will be calculated by adding the Share of Market Value
Appreciation, plus downpayment costs, plus principal paid on Qualified Capital
Improvements. Qualified Capital Improvements means those certain
improvements made to the Improvements on the Premises at initial purchaser's
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expense which add significant value to the Improvements and which are capital
in nature. Improvements which would qualify as Qualified Capital Improvements
include, without limitation: the construction of additions, rooms, garages,
bathrooms and kitchen remodeling. However, expenditures for maintenance,
such as roof replacement, and the updating or replacement of appliances such
as furnaces, water heaters and kitchen appliances, would not qualify as Qualified
Capital Improvements herein.

See Exhibit A for an example of a sample calculation for resale of a CLCLT assisted
unit,

The resale of any eligible property will not exceed 95 percent of the area median
purchase price or after-rehabilitation price for single family housing, as determined by
the HUD Secretary.

All purchasers will be required to maintain the property as their principal residence for
the period of affordability as shown below. If the purchaser does not owner occupy the
property for the required time period the entire amount of the HOME funds invested in
the property will be due and payable to the City of Minneapolis.

The actual affordability period(s) will be required based on the amount of HOME funding
in the project.

Under $15,000 5 Years

$15,000 - $40,000 10 Years
Over $40,000 15 Years
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EXHIBIT A
SAMPLE CALCULATION OF FORMULA PRICE
UNDER THE GROUND LEASE
The "Initial Appraised Value” is $187,000.00.

“Land Lessee’s Purchase Price” is $125.500.00.

Based on the above information the following table can be use to calculate the Formula Price.

a) Calculation of Market Walue Appreciation: For the purpose of determining the Formula Price,
Market Value Appreciation shall be determined by subtracting from the Current Appraised Value
the Initial Appraised Value. Following is a table for calculating Market Value Appreciation:

Current Appraised Value (at time of sale) $197.000
Minus | nitial Appraised Value (at date of Ground Lease) — $187.000
Equals I ncrease in Market Value Appreciation = $_10.000

b) Calculation of Land Lessee’s Share of | ncreases in Market Value: For the purpose of
determining the Purchase Option Price, Land Lessee’'s Share of Market Value Appreciation shall
be determined by multiplying the Market Value Appreciation by twenty-five percent (25%).
Following is a table for calculating Land Lessee’s Share of Increase in Market Value of the

Improvements:
Market Value Appreciation $ 10.000
multiplied by Shared Appreciation Factor X_ 250 00
equals the Land Lessee's Share of
Market Value Appreciation =$ 2,500

©) Land Lessee seller's income: This amount establishes the estimated amount that the Land
Lessee seller will receive upon sale. This figure includes the Land Lessee's Share of Market Value
Appreciation, opiicable down payment costs, and earned principal paid on the Improvemenis.

Land Lessee’s Share of Market Value Appreciation $ 2,500
plus applicable down payment costs +

plus principal paid on Improvements + 8,400

less recapture down payment assistance -

equals approximate Land Lessees seller's income = $ 10,900

d) Caleulation of Formula Price.
The Purchase Option Price shall be determined by adding Land Lessee’s Share of Market Value
Appreciation to Land Lessee's Purchase Price. Following is a table for calculating the Purchase

Option Price:
Land Lessee’s Purchase Price $ 125,500
plus Land Lessee's Share of
Market Value Appreciation + $2,500
plus CLCLT Marketing Fee +51L000
equals Formula Price = $129.000
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Buyer Financing

First Mortgage Lending

Under the Home Ownership Works program, eligible households may be able to apply
for a mortgage loan through one of the City's participating lenders, where interest rates
are typically below market rates for a 30-year mortgage. If needed, down payment and
closing cost loans will be available through various lenders and non-profit organizations.
Purchasers will need a minimum of a 1% down payment or $1,000 whichever is greater,
plus an estimated 3% for closing costs and pre-paids.

Affordability — Direct Buyer Assistance
Most of the Home Ownership Works buyers are only able to purchase with direct buyer

assistance in the form of a second mortgage provided by the City using HOME funds.
The use of these HOW second mortgages will continue and are needed to keep the
properties affordable to low and moderate-income households. A deferred second
mortgage up to a maximum amount of $14,999 may be available to households,
through this HOME funded program, on an as-needed basis. The recapture provision
will be enforced through a second mortgage. The term of the second martgage is tied
to the term of the first mortgage. The entire amount of the direct buyer assistance will
be repaid from the net sales proceeds, if any, at the time of sale or refinance. The net
proceeds are the sales price minus superior loan repayment (other than HOME funds)
and any closing costs. Any repayments received upon sale will be placed into the
Minneapolis HOME account for future production or as direct buyer assistance for
affordahility. Failure to occupy the property as the principal residence would require an
immediate repayment of the full amount of HOME funds invested in the property

Non-profit Participation

The developer or their agent will perform property selection, buyer outreach, marketing,

rehabilitation, construction and counseling. However, in instances where the properties
will be owned by City during the development process, the City will contract with a local

nan-profit entity to perform construction management services and marketing. The non-
profit entity will also be required to provide homebuyer counseling.

Property Selection and Purchase

The City and/or a Developer will identify a property for inclusion in the HOW Program.
Once a property is identified, the City will review the estimated proforma and, when
appropriate, authorize the purchase of the property and the use of HOME funds for the
development.

Citizen Participation

The City will follow the approved process for neighborhood notification for all properties
acquired and disposed by the City through this program.
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Council Approval

The City Council has approved the HOW Program Guidelines which mirror the
Consolidated Plan language.

Rehabilitation

Rehabilitation standards would include the housing maintenance standards, HOW
Renovation Standards, energy efficiency, lead abatement, and ease of maintenance
and long term maintenance issues. While the homes will be rehabilitated to be an asset
to the neighborhood and to avoid high maintenance costs, some economies will be
made to avoid excessive rehabhilitation costs. For example, newer roofs, furnaces,
water heaters, etc., which are functioning properly and with an expected 7 to 10 year
usable life expectancy, may not be replaced. The general rule will be to ensure that the
owner does not experience major replacement costs for a minimum of the first seven
years of ownership, and that the home will be eligible for FHA financing.

New Construction

Due to the increased costs of acquiring and renovating sub-standard housing, new
construction is allowed in the HOW Program. Provided homeowners do the required
general and annual maintenance, these newly constructed homes should assure
homeowners minimal mechanical and structural problems for over twenty years.
Homeowner occupancy requirements for new construction will be 15 years. Any sale or
transfer of the property from its original owner within the affordability period will comply
with the affordability requirements specified above under “Program Mechanics.” Any
repayments received will be placed into the Minneapolis HOME account for future
production or as buyer affordability assistance.

Marketing

HOW properties will be affirmatively marketed and advertised after
renovation/construction through newspapers and MLS. Marketing will be established on
a pay per performance basis and will be performed by realtors’ active in and familiar
with the Minneapolis market. The marketing for resale of any eligible property will be
affordable to households at or below 80% of AMI and will not exceed 95 percent of the
area median purchase price or after-rehabilitation price for single family housing, as
determined by the HUD Secretary.

Development Subsidy Layering Guidelines

City programs will not invest any more HOME funds, in conjunction with other
governmental (federal, state, and local sources), than is necessary to provide affordable
housing as defined by the HOME regulations. The subsidy amount is determined by
subtracting the sales price from the cost of development (sum of acquisition,
construction and soft costs). The maximum HOME funding included in any single family
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housing project will not exceed the Twin Cities Area Maximum HOME Subsidy Limits
{Metro Area 221(d)(3)(ii) limits] established by HUD.

Direct Assistance to the Purchaser Subsidy Layering Guideline

Single family programs may provide direct assistance for affordability and closing costs
to buyers of a single family home. Affordability assistance will be used to bridge the gap
between the buyer's maximum affordable first mortgage amount as determined by the
mortgage lender underwriting process and the sale price. In addition, direct assistance
can be provided to cover the buyers’ eligible closing costs. The City has set a
maximum housing debt ratio of 33% and a total monthly debt to income ratio of 50% as
the standard for determining if it is appropriate to provide direct subsidy to the
purchaser. The City will not invest any more HOME funds, than is necessary to make
the single family housing project affordable to an income eligible household as defined
by the HOME regulations. The maximum HOME funding included in any single family
housing project will not exceed the Twin Cities Area Maximum HOME subsidy Limits
[Metro Area 221(d)(3)(ii) limits] established by HUD.

Borrower Debt to Income Ratios

Qualified Buyer whose annual income is at or below 80% Area Median Income to
render an Improved Property affordable, i.e. housing-related debt ratio not to exceed
33% and total combined debt ratio not to exceed 50%.

Evaluating the development and fiscal capacity of developers

All eligible developers have been vetted through a request for qualifications process and
approved by the Minneapolis City Council. However, before any new developer is
added, they will be vetted by City staff based on their experience on successfully taking
on similar projects, experience with the Minneapolis Plan Review process, experience
with the Minneapolis Department of Civil Rights and familiarity with the use of public
funds. This process will be evaluated by a team of City's Housing Division staff—a
project coordinator, a senior project coordinator and the unit's manager. Based on the
decision rendered, the senior project coordinator will present a recommendation for
acceptance as an eligible developer to the Minneapolis City Council.

Regarding the fiscal capacity of the developer, on an annual basis, each eligible
developer will submit their audited financials for review. Upon receipt, a representative
from Minneapolis Finance Department will review and provide recommendations related
to the soundness of the entity. Should there be any significant red flags, the developer
will be required to provide a satisfactory response to enable the City to continue to
contract with them under the HOW program.

Ensuring there is adequate need for projects based on neighborhood market
conditions
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City has determined that for the purposes of this section, we will limit this program to the
"Targeted Communities” within its borders (see attached map). Embedded in the
resulting area is a geography that has lost housing units due to abandonment,
foreclosure and demolition so there continues to be a need for redeveloping
(rehabilitation or new construction) single family units in these areas. The criteria in
designating the target communities are based on Minnesota Statutes, Section 469.202,
subdivisions 2 and 3;

« Census tracts in the City where the unemployment rate for the tract as
determined by the 2010 Federal Decennial Census exceeds twice the
unemployment rate for the Minneapolis and Saint Paul Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area;

« Census tracts in the City where the median household income in the tract is no
more than 80 percent of the median household income for the Minneapolis and
Saint Paul Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area;

« Census tracts in the City where 70 percent or more of the residential dwelling
units in the area were built before 1960;

« Neighborhoods in the City that have a disproportionate number of vacant
residential buildings and mortgage foreclosures as evidenced by a foreclosure
rate of at least 1.5% in 2008,

The City has layered the aforementioned designated areas to create a map that
identifies the portions of the City that meet at least three of the four criteria (the “Core
Area”). In addition, Minnesota Statutes, Section 469.202, subdivision 3, permits the City
to add to the gualifying area, an additional area extending up to four contiguous city
blocks in all directions from the Core Area.

HOME/CDBG Multifamily Guidelines

Affordable Housing Trust Fund
Administrative Guidelines

The primary sources of funds for this program are HOME and CDBG monies. This
program provides funds to affordable rental projects that need gap financing assistance
to cover the difference between total development costs and the amount that can be
secured from other sources. Applications for program funds will be solicited through a
Request for Proposals scheduled to be advertised in June annually. CPED staff
evaluates the projects against pre-determined application review and underwriting
criteria further described in the Request for Proposals, and make recommendations for
funding commitments to the City Council.

Program Goals

The primary purpose of the Affordable Housing Trust Fund Program is to assist in the
financing of the production and preservation/stabilization of affordable and mixed-
income rental housing projects in Minneapolis. The Affordable Housing Trust Fund
Program is designed to assist with the implementation of the Unified City of Minneapaolis
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Administration

The administration of the Affordable Housing Trust Fund Program is the
responsibility of CPED’s Residential Finance Division following established
policies and procedures that are publicly advertised along with the annual
Request for Proposals public application solicitation.

Procedure

The City Council annually allocates funding from the Affordable Housing Trust
Fund to eligible projects that have been reviewed and underwritten. Staff
reviews proposals against the established program goals, objectives,
underwriting criteria, and related performance standards and present
recommendations for funding to the City Council. Developers are required to
submit their proposals to the appropriate neighborhood group for review and
comment prior to the City Council approving a funding award. Reallocated funds
from prior proposals that were unable to demonstrate project viability are also
advertised.

Repayment of Program Funds

The repayment of program funds is structured on a project-by-project basis.
Repayment may take the form of an amortized loan, distribution from annual
project cash flows, repayment at time of sale, refinancing or conversion, or other
acceptable forms of repayment such as a shared loan. Repayment of program
funds is required of all developers, both profit and non-profit, who use the
Affordable Housing Trust Fund, however, if later in a project's history the
affordability of units becomes an issue, the payback of the program funds may be
restructured to maintain that affordability.

HOME Other Forms of Assistance (Match)

There are no other forms of investment in the City's HOME Program as
described in 24 CFR92.205 (b.). Matches to the program include, but are not
limited to the following:

+ Cash contributions (e.g. housing trust funds, foundation grants, and private
donations)

+ Proceeds from Housing Revenue Bonds with the automatic 4% Low Income
Housing Tax Credit entitlement

+ Cost of supportive services provided to the families residing in HOME-
assisted units during the period of affordability.
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HOME Affirmative Marketing Program plus Minority and Women Business
Qutreach

The City's HOME Affirmative Marketing Program is described in project selection
criteria. OQutreach to minority- and women-owned businesses is conducted
through the City’'s Small and Underutilized Business Program. It is the policy of
the City of Minneapolis and its departments and offices, including CPED, to
provide small businesses, including women or minority owned businesses, with
access to City business opportunities — including the procurement of goods,
materials and services, and construction and ecanomic development projects.
Solicitation efforts include invitations to certified small businesses, and
encouraging subcontractor recruitment through Request for Proposal
instructions.
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2014 AHTF PROGRAM
Page 4

3. The minimum HOME subsidy is $1,000 per unit. The maximum amount of HOME funds
that a participating jurisdiction may invest on a per-unit basis in affordable housing may
not exceed the per-unit dollar limits established under section 221(d)(3)(ii} of the
National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 17151{d)3)(ii}) for elevator-type projects that apply to
the area in which the housing is located. These limits are available from the Multifamily
Division in the Minneapolis HUD Field Office.

B. CDBG: Eligible activities include: acquisition of property, relocation, moderate or
substantial rehahilitation of units, and other reasonable and necessary expense related to
the development of affordable, non-luxury rental housing. CDBG may not be used for new
construction, unless the new construction activity is undertaken by a Community Based
Development Organization (CBDQ) as defined by HUD. CDBG may also be used for certain
expenses in support of eligible new construction projects in limited circumstances.

Vill. PROGRAM POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

A. ACCESSIBILITY REQUIREMENTS SECTION 504 (24 CFR PART 8): New construction
projects with five or more units or rehabilitation projects with 15 or more units and rehab
costs of mare than 75% of the replacement cost of the completed facility must have a
minimum of 5% of the units (but at least one unit) be accessible to mobility-impaired and an
additional 2% (but at least one unit) be accessible to sensory-impaired. Units in compliance
with the Uniform Federal Accessibility Standards (UFAS) are deemed in compliance with
Section 504. CPED encourages developers to use good faith efforts to follow Section 504
rules for those projects that are not required to comply with Section 504. Please see the
Visitability section below for related information.

B. ADMINISTRATION: The administration of the AHTF Program is the responsibility of the
CPED Housing Policy and Development Division. If there are guestions about the AHTF
Program, contact:

Mr. Matt Goldstein, HDFP, AICP

City of Minneapolis

Department of Community Planning and Economic Development
Phone Number: 612-673-5075

E-mail address: maitt.goldstein@minneapolismn.gov

C. AHTF FUNDING IS A LOAN: Funding awards will be made available in the form of a loan
with the City with a term length that typically matches the first mortgage. Some terms and
conditions of the loan may be negoatiable; however, the City requires minimally a 20-year
loan term with 1% simple interest and a deferred lump sum repayment of principal and
interest. Additionally, the City will negotiate a percentage return against surplus cash flow
on all rental housing projects that have units with unrestricted rents.

D. APPRAISALS: If the project is approved for funding, a complete appraisal will be required
before closing. The appraisal must be performed by a licensed appraiser who is on CPED's
approved appraiser list or completed by MHFA or MHFA's consulting appraiser. Proposals
must include either a formal appraisal establishing the estimated “as is” market value of the
property or an appraiser's preliminary opinion of value.

E. COMPETITIVE BIDDING: Projects must comply with the AHTF Bidding Procedures
included as Attachment 5 for the selection of a general contractor and/or the selection of
sub-contractors. Developers are encouraged but not required to use open and competitive
processes for the selection of consultants such as architects and engineers.
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3. In all cases, architectural costs, legal fees, initial reserves and intermediary costs (SAC &
WAL, fixtures & equipment, hazard & liability insurance, survey & soil borings) are
deducted from the total development cost as the total developer fee to make the
calculation. The total fee includes: Developer fee, development consultant fees,
processing agent costs, profit, overhead, and all deferred fees.

0. ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND GREEN BUILDING RESQURCES: The City, HUD, and
MHFA all emphasize energy efficiency. Xcel Energy and CenterPoint Energy offer a variety
of programs, services, rebates and energy efficiency resources to assist developers, owners
and builders with the construction of energy efficient commercial and residential
developments, including the following:

1. Xcel: For commercial (multifamily apartment buildings and commercial buildings) contact
the Business Solutions Center at 1-800-481-4700. Xcel currently offers three programs:

a. Energy Design Assistance for projects that are very early in design.

b. Energy Efficient Buildings for proscriptive rebates for projects where design is
nearly complete or for existing buildings.

c. Energy Analysis for existing buildings with an on-site energy assessment
providing a detailed energy audit by an energy engineer, complete with cost and
savings estimates, Xcel Energy rebates and paybacks.

2. Call the Xcel Energy Builders Call Line at 1-800-628-2121 for the following logistical
services:

a. Design and permitting

b. Relocating existing gas or electric

c. Disconnecting gas and electric services

d. Providing temporary electric needs

3. CenterPoint Energy: For assistance with existing programs or a custom program that can
address the building envelope, water heating, and heating systems, contact Tom Dolan,
612-321-4398.

4. The City has two product and service directories that may help the project be more energy
efficient and comply with the Green Communities standards described below.

a. Green Services Directory (available here:
http:/fww. minneapolismn.goviwww/groups/public/@cped/documents/webconten
thwems1p-092496.pdf)

h. Green Homes North Product & Service Directory {available here:
http:/iwww. minneapalismn.gov/wwwigroups/public/ @cped/documents/webconten
thwems1p-103610.pdf)

P. FEES: PROPOSAL, ORIGINATION AND HOME MONITORING:

1. Proposal Fee: A non-refundable $1,000 proposal fee will be charged for each AHTF
proposal.

2. Origination Fee: If a project is awarded funding, an origination fee of 1% the AHTF award
will be collected at closing except for AHTF awards using federal HOME funds.

3. HOME Monitoring Fee: The HOME Final Rule published in the Federal Register on July
24, 2013 permits the City to charge a fee for HOME monitoring during the entire HOME
Period of Affordability. The City's current annual HOME monitoring fee for projects that
are completed in 2017 is $1,688.26 per project plus $66.55 for each HOME-assisted unit
and is subject to change.
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Y. LEAD-BASED PAINT DESIGNER: If lead is present at levels that need to be remediated,
the City requires that a qualified lead-based paint designer participate in the project
following Lead Poisoning Prevention Act and related Administrative Rules administered in
part by the Minnesota Department of Health, including the following as excerpted from
Minnesota Rules 4761.2320 Lead Project Designer:

1. “Lead project design" means site-specific written project specifications for a regulated
lead work project. Lead project design includes written technical project specification
incorporated into bidding documents.

2. All specifications for the treatment of lead-based paint shall be prepared by a licensed
lead-based paint designer. (An individual preparing a lead project design, as defined in
MN Statutes 144 9501, subd. 19a, must be licensed by the commissioner as a lead
project designer. A lead project designer license is not transferable.

Z. LEVERAGE: AHTF-funded projects must leverage additional resources. The leverage
percentage is calculated by dividing the total AHTF amount previously awarded and
requested by Total Development Cost. Please see the leverage scoring criteria in Part 2,
Section 111.O. below for more information.

AA. MARKET STUDY: Proposals must include a market study or comparably thorough
market analysis which summarizes the following:

1. Defines the market area and the regional context for the subject property;

2. Demagraphic characteristics of the area around the subject property to establish the
market context:

3. Estimates rental housing supply in the area around the subject property;

4, Estimates rental housing demand in the area around the subject property, especially the
characteristics of the income-eligible households that may be attracted to the proposed
project;

5. Estimates vacancy rates area around the subject property; and

6. Summarizes construction pricing and trends.

BB. PROPERTY MANAGEMENT PLAN: Proposals must include a property management
plan which includes a description of the following at a minimum:

Affirmative marketing procedures;

Fair housing standards compliance methods;

Maintenance and repair;

Personnel policy and staffing arrangements (such as required staff and tenant

handbooks, personnel policy for training and discipline);

Program for maintaining accounting records;

Rent collection policies and procedures;

Roles and responsibilities of managing agent; and

Security

W

LNoew;

CC. MAXIMUM AWARD: The maximum amount of AHTF award will be the lower of $25,000
per affordable unit (at or below 50% AMI) or 15% of the Total Development Cost, not
including capitalized reserves (operating, replacement, support services) or non-housing
Ccosts.
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1. Commencing on the date the full City Council approves the AHTF money for a project,
the funding is allocated for fifteen (15) months.
2. Atthe end of fifteen (15) months, the funding allocation will be extended administratively
for an additional twelve {12) month period if the developer can provide evidence that:
a. At least one-third of the total development funds have been raised; and
b. The balance of the development money is likely to be raised; and
€. That a closing will occur within the next twelve months.

KK. PROJECT SCOPE OF WORK: Developers are required to submit a preliminary scope
of work which outlines cost estimates and preliminary rehab specifications, drawings, and
site plans for the project. CPED may require, however, more substantial rehabilitation than
initially proposed to ensure compliance with applicable palicy.

LL.PROPOSAL EVALUATION AND SELECTION PROCESS: Developers are strongly
encouraged to apply only once to the AHTF either at the start, the middle or the end of the
project financing process. CPED staff will evaluate and underwrite the AHTF proposals
according to the selection criteria contained in this document. For rehabilitation projects, a
physical inspection of the property by CPED will be necessary. Following this review and
the scoring and ranking of the proposals, staff recommendations for project funding to the
City Council will be made. CPED staff will determine the appropriate funding source for all
projects.

MM. RELOCATION POLICY: Displacement is discouraged. However, if it is necessary and
unavoidable, the developer must submit a relocation plan that complies with the applicable
federal or City policy for temparary or permanent displacement. Federal relocation
regulations or local relocation rules apply to all projects funded through the AHTF. The
required Tenant Relocation Plan must include all of the following relocation materials:

1. Occupancy information/rent rolls of all persons occupying the real property on the date
of the initial submission of the proposal for assistance by the developer to the grantee or
HUD, if the developer has site control; or

2. Occupancy information/rental rolls of all persons occupying the real property as of the
date that the developer obtains site control (e.g. purchase option) if site control is not
obtained until after submission of the proposal.

3. Occupancy informationfrent rolls of all persons moving into the property on or after the
dates described above.

4. Occupancy data/rent rolls of all persons accupying the property upon completion of the
project.

5. Draft relocation plan for temporary relocation (on site and off site), permanent relocation,
and a combination of temparary and permanent relocation.

6. General Information Notice (GIN) must be sent to all persons occupying the real property
on the date of the initial submission of the proposal, date that the developer obtains site
control, and all persons moving into the property on or after the dates described. The
GIN informs affected persons of the project and that they may be displaced by the
tenant.

7. Include a relocation budget estimate in the development proforma and information
detailing the calculation of the relocation budget estimate.

During CPED’s proposal review period, staff may request additional information to ensure
compliance with the federal relocation regulations and the local relocation rules.
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3. Section C

a. C-2 Market Study (if available)

b, C-11 Nonprofit Proof of Status, Non-Profit Intended Participation: Articles of
Incorparation, IRS Election Status (Internal Revenue Service (IRS)
documentation of status

c. C-13 Written Policy for Smoke-Free Buildings if proposed

4, Section D: There are no required forms to be submitted from this section.

a. Section EE-1 Letter of Confirmation from Hennepin County Human Services
and Public Health (documentation for preliminary discussions on supportive
housing funding)

b. E-2 Certification of Consistency with Continuum of Care of Heading Home
Plan

5. Section F

a. F-1 Documentation Relevant to Preservation of Federally Assisted Housing

b. F-2 Recent Site Inspection Report

c. F-3 Preservation tab of the Multifamily Workbook

20 Year Proforma (cash flow projection)
AHTF RFP Attachments
1. Attachment 9: Self-Scoring Worksheet:
2. Attachment 10: Signed SUBP Goals Form
3. Attachment 13: Signed Recitals, Acknowledgement, and Consent Form
Funding Commitment Letters for any committed capital and operating funding
. City Historic Resource Review Letter from CPED (if proposal includes demolition or
renavation)
H. Neighborhood Support Letter(s)
I. Property Management Plan which includes a description of the following at a minimum:
1. Affirmative marketing procedures (such as those described in A-8 Affirmative Fair
Housing Marketing Plan)
Fair housing standards compliance methods
Maintenance and repair
Personnel policy and staffing arrangements (such as required staff and tenant
handbooks, personnel policy for training and discipline)
Program for maintaining accounting records
Rent collection policies and procedures
Roles and respansibilities of managing agent:
. Security
J. Proposal Fee: A $1,000 non-refundable funding proposal fee payable to Minneapolis
Finance Department.

mo

@om

S wmn

b o en

THE REMAINDER OF THIS PAGE WAS INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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PART 2: AFFORDABLE HOUSING TRUST FUND
SELECTION CRITERIA

I. INTRODUCTION: Projects are evaluated against a total of 18 selection or scoring criteria,
which his divided inta three parts. The first part is comprised of 17 selection criteria that apply
to all proposed projects. The remaining two parts are comprised of one selection criteria that is
specific to projects located within poverty impacted areas or poverty non-impacted areas.
Depending upon whether a project is located in an impacted area or a non-impacted area,
proposals will be evaluated according to one of the two selection criteria point structures listed
below.

IIl. MINIMUM POINT THRESHOLD: A funding proposal needs at least 20 points in two selection
criteria (“Financial Soundness and Management” and “Economic Integration”) to meet the initial
minimum point threshold and 86 points in all categories to meet the total minimum point
threshold. A proposed project must meet both the minimum 20 point threshold and the
minimum 86 total point thresholds to be underwritten and considered for funding.

Ill. SELECTION CRITERIA FOR ALL PROJECTS:
A. Financial Soundness and Management: Up to 25 Points Total
Underwriting Criteria: Up to 10 points for being underwritten according to the CPED's
underwriting standards with approximately one point for each of the standards listed in
Attachment 11;

Secured Funding: Up to 5 points for the percentage amount of other funding sources which
have been secured as follows:

Percentage of Project Financing Secured Points
0% to 20% 0
20.1% to 40% 2
40.1% to 60% 3
60.1% to 80% 4
80.1% or more 5

Property Management Plan: Up to 5 points for the quality of the management plan.

Developer's Comparable Project Experience: Up to 5 peints for the developer’s experience
in developing and operating projects of this type.

B. Economic Integration: Up to 20 Points
Project meets the mixed-income goals on basis of percentage of low-income units

(affordable to 50% of AMI) to the total number of units.

Percentage of Low-Income Units Points
20% of total units 15
20.1% to 40% 20
40.1% to 60% 10
60.1% to 80% 5
80.1% to 100% 0
HUD-Approved MINNEAPOLIS 290
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C. Ratio of Soft Costs to Total Project Costs: Up to 15 Points
Points given on the % of total project costs that are considered soft costs or costs of
intermediaries. For the purposes of this provision, “Costs of Intermediaries” shall be
consistent with Minnesota Housing Finance Agency and shall exclude the following
intermediary costs to be consistent with the low income housing tax credit calculation:
Sewer/water access charge, furnishing and equipment, hazard and liability insurance,
survey and soil borings

% of Total Project Cost Points
=24% 0
15.1% - 24% 5
0% - 15% 15

D. Family Housing: Up to 15 Points
The project provides family housing whereby 25% or more of the rental units in the project
have three or more bedrooms. Points are awarded as follows:

Percentage of Units 3+ BR Points
25% or less 0
25.1% to 50% 5
50.1% to 75% 10
75.1% or more 15

E. Design Quality and Compatibility: Up to 5 Points
Projects are evaluated to insure compliance with the Green Communities standards and the
Healthy Housing Policy (see Part 1, Section VI for more information), quality construction
and aesthetically pleasing design which is compatible with the neighborhood will be
awarded up to 5 points. The City Planning Department will be part of this review.

F. Provision of Resident Support Services: Up to 10 Points
Preference given to projects that provide resident suppaort services or establish a strong,
integrated referral system. Examples of support services include information and referral,
advocacy, case management, self-reliance training, formation/existence of a resident
association, and community building activities.

System in place to provide support services: Points

Provide to =509 of households 10 points
Provide to >25% of households 8 points
Provide to >10% of households 6 points
Strong, integrated support referral systern: Paoints
Provide to >50% of households 5 points
Provide to >25% of households 3 points
Provide to >10% of households 1 point

G. Plan Conformance: Up to 10 Points
Preference to projects that conform to the City of Minneapolis Consolidated Plan,
Comprehensive Plan, and/or to any city-adopted neighborhood plan document,

HUD-Approved MINNEAPOLIS 291
Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



2014 AHTF PROGRAM
Page 19

H. Proximity to Transit and Jobs; Density: Up to 20 Points
A. Transit-Oriented Development - The project is located within .50 miles of high service
local fixed route transit or within .50 miles of a transit stop served by an express route or a
limited stop route (10 points). Please see the Illustrative Transit Map in Attachment 12 as a
supplement to other available transit information.

The project is located within .25 miles of any other transit stop (5 points)

B. Proximity to Jobs — Maximum number of paints is 5.
C. Density: Higher Density Development — Maximum number of points is 5.

. Project-Based Section 8 Program Assistance: Up to 10 Points
The developer has applied for 1) Project-based Section 8 units and has obtained a letter of
support from Minneapaolis Public Housing Authority, or 2) For other ongoing project
assistance such as the HUD Supportive Housing Program.

J. _Housing for Long Term Homeless (at 30% or less of AMI}: Up to 10 Points
Project provides housing units for long term homeless households as defined by MHFA for
HUD; household income must be 30% or less of AMI.

9% of LTH Units Points
40% of total units at or below 30% AMI 10 points
20% of total units at or below 30% AMI 5 points

K. Long-Term Affardability Period: Up to 10 Points
Preference is given to those projects that demonstrate the ability to serve tenants for the
longest period of time. The project must either cash flow far the period of proposed
affordability or an operating deficit fund must be established at the beginning of the project.

Affordability Period Points
30 years or more 10 points
25 years or more 8 points
20 years or more 5 points

L. Senior Housing: Up to 15 Points
Senior independent rental congregate and/or assisted living meeting development goals and
objectives of the Minneapolis Senior Housing Policy and which is 100% senior (55 years

and older).

Age Restriction Points
Age-restricted to seniors only 15 points
Senior ariented without age restriction 5 points
No specific senior orientation 0 poinis

M. Neighborhood Suppori: Up to 5 Points
Proposed project is supported by the recognized neighborhood organization based on

review of design and land use issues.

N. Expiring Tax Credits: Up to 5 Points
Proposed project results in preserving long-term affordability of expiring tax credit units.
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Citizen Participation Plan

1. Background

Throughout the development of the Consolidated Plan, citizen input is encouraged. City
of Minneapolis staff has developed a citizen participation plan designed specifically for
the Consolidated Plan. Generally, the City of Minneapolis provides its citizens many
opportunities to provide input to the decision making process. Citizens are encouraged
to attend and participate in City council committee meetings, neighborhood/community
revitalization meetings, numerous boards and public hearings designed to solicit public
comments. These community engagement practices are designed to meet the needs
and requirements of various programs and planning processes. Community
participation includes the broad resident involvement in neighborhood and community
organizations, and supports clearly defined links between the City, City services and
neighborhood and community organizations. The City encourages citizen participation
to promote sustainable decisions by recognizing and communicating the needs and
interests of all participants, including elected officials and decision-makers.

As a business planning strategy, City departments commit to a citizen engagement
framework that encourages citizen participation for a shared vision. The City provides
alternative means of public involvement through its community engagement framework,
various community advisory groups, technical assistance, requests for proposals
(RFPs) and through its extensive use of the internet communications and community
surveys. The City actively meets its national objectives by developing public service,
employment and housing strategies, through a network of sustainable relationships.
Participation from the local and regional stakeholders garners broad relationships, and
through its broad network of relationships, resources are leveraged whenever possible
with new and existing partnerships including federal, private and non-federal public
sources.

The federal government and the state are key funding sources for rental and ownership
housing projects. Local funds are available for housing and non-housing activities.
Primary public entities are the City of Minneapolis department of Community Planning
and Economic Development (CPED), the Minneapolis Public Housing Authority
(MPHA), Hennepin County, and Minnesota Housing. Nonprofit organizations include
developers and community housing development organizations, and advocacy and
palicy groups including the Family Housing Fund and the Funder's Council. Private
sector partners such as local financial institutions, for-profit developers, faith-based
organizations and the foundation community continue to be valuable in assisting
Minneapolis meet its housing and community development goals and strategies.

City departments directly engage partner agencies and create program strategies that
culminate with the Mayor's business planning process and annual budget in
coordination with City Council input and deliberation. Additionally, the City informs the
Consolidated Plan and its development, ongoing, through the collection of performance
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data through Subrecipient relationships, which provide the necessary feedback for
planning and budget-setting priorities. Nothing in the Consolidated Plan, however, shall
be construed to restrict the City's responsibility and authority for the development of its
application to the HUD and the execution of its Community Development Plan.

A Citizen Participation Schedule is developed for each year's Consolidated Plan at the
beginning of the Citizen Participation process and is continually updated.

2. Schedule

FY 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan Development Schedule
October 21, 2014 Public & Stakeholder hearing City Council Chambers

November 18, 2014 Public Hearing on City 2015 Proposed Budget & Levy

December 11, 2014 2015 Council-Adopted Budget & Public Hearing
March 17 — April 16, 2015 ELLIJEII;;: (l::‘:jomn’lnr‘lr;ir;td;i:;:od 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan
April 7, 2015 Public Hearing on 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan
April 17, 2015 Supmission of 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan and 2015

) Action Plan to HUD
June 1, 2015 Beginning: 2015 Consolidated Plan Program Year
August 2015 Public Qomment Period and Public Hearing on 2014
Consolidated Annual Performance Report (CAPER)

3. Public Hearings

The City's citizen participation plan encourages the inclusion of all City residents during
the Consolidated Plan development process — especially low-income residents who are
the primary clients for HUD programs, organizations advocating for and serving low-
income residents and other interested parties. Public meetings and public hearings
have been and continue to be the foundation of the citizen participation plan. At least
three public hearings are held each year to address housing and community
development needs and development of proposed activities, approval of the annual
Consolidated Plan and its budget and review of program performance.

The City's Community Development and Regulatory Services Committee holds the
public hearings for the Consolidated Plan and the Consolidated Annual Performance
Report (CAPER), and the full City Council holds the public hearing and receives
comments on the proposed budget during the annual Truth-in-Taxation hearing.

4, Notification and Access to Hearings

To assist in obtaining broad-based participation, a Consolidated Plan mailing
distribution list of approximately 230 names is used. The list includes public, private
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CDBG

Various Agencies

Matt Bower, IGR - Grants &
Special Projects (612) 673-2188

HOME Project Developers Jon Clevenger, CPED (612) 673-
2495
ESG Shelter Rehabilitation Projects &  Tiffany Glasper, CPED
Homelessness Prevention and (612) 673-5221
Rapid Re-housing Services
HOPWA Minnesota AIDS Project (MAP); Matthew Courtney, IGR — Grants
Metropolitan Council HRA & Special Projects, (612) 673-
3256
7. Comments/Complaints

If somebody is unable to attend Public Meetings or Hearings for the Consolidated Plan,
written comments or relevant data such as articles, reports, studies, or surveys that
should be considered in the Consolidated Plan can be sent to the Office of Grants &
Special Projects. Itis City policy to respond to written comments or complaints
pertaining to the Consolidated Plan within 15 days of receipt. All written comments and
the City's response and action taken are included in the Appendix of the subsequent
Consolidated Plan/Annual Performance Report.

8. Anti-Displacement and Relocation Plan

The City of Minneapolis considers existing policies designed to minimize displacement
in the CDBG program as the Consolidated Plan is developed. For example, CPED
adheres to ongoing administrative policies to limit displacement when implementing
CDBG-funded activities. These policies limit displacement by using land inventories,
available vacant land and substandard vacant structures. Where displacement does
occur, the City provides a full range of relocation benefits and services to those
displaced according to its relocation policy. The Consolidated Plan complies with the
acquisition and relocation requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Paolicies Act of 1970, as amended, and implementing regulations at
49 CFR 24. The City follows a residential anti-displacement and relocation assistance
plan required under section 104(d) of the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974, as amended, in connection with any activity assisted with funding under the
CDBG or HOME programs. The City will provide public notification of specific
replacement plans for the demolition of any affected low and moderate income housing
units to the Minneapolis HUD CPD office. This notification will be done through the
course of submitting project proposals to the City Council for their approval with a copy
of the petition provided to the local HUD CPD office. For relocation information, contact
Kaye Anderson of CPED at (612) 673-5051.
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other records related to the Consolidated Plan can be made by calling the Grants &
Special Projects Office. Staff of the Grants & Special Projects Office can also meet with
groups or individuals to discuss the Plan. Please call (612) 673-2043 to request
information, or to arrange an appointment.

Orders for copies of the Consolidated Plan, comments on the Consolidated Plan
process, requests for technical assistance and additions/changes to the mailing list
should be sent to Matt Bower, Office of Grants and Special Projects, Room 307M City
Hall, 350 South Fifth Street, Minneapolis, MN 55415, or call (612) 673-2188 or fax (612)
673-3724.
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5: Housing choices for people of color are impacted by perceptions about school performance
and neighborhood safety.

6. Limited number of rental units with 3+ bedrooms.
High rental application denial rate in communities of color and those with disabilities based
an rental selection criteria {criminal background, credit history, rental background).

8. Inability to place tenant based rental assistance vouchers for those with disabilities,
households with children, and households of color, including but not limited to Housing
Choice Vouchers.

g, Development processes in local government can limit construction of affordable housing
and housing for people with disabilities.

10. MIMBY-ism with regard to siting and placement of affordable housing.

Considering these identified regional fair housing impediments all of which are found to some degree in
Minneapalis, it should be noted that amang the City's current strategic goals, one goal speaks directly to
the addressing of the concerns raised by these impediments-- One Minneapolis: Disparities are
eliminated so all Minneapalis residents can participate and prosper. This City goal contains strategic
directions that:

s Racial inequities (including in housing, education, income and health) are addressed and
eliminated.

« All people, regardless of circumstance, have opportunities for success at every stage of life.
¢ Equitable systems and policies lead to a high quality of life for all.

e Al people have access to quality essentials, such as housing, education, food, child care and
transportation.

+ Residents are informed, see themselves represented in City government and have the
opportunity to influence decision-making.

In light of this commitment to seeing that all residents achieve equity in the city and how its services and
programs are delivered, city departments have been directed to incorporate appropriate directions into
their programming processes.

In terms of mitigation strategies to these identified impediments, Minneapolis proposes to continue
partnering with the other twelve entitlement jurisdictions in the metropolitan area to work on commeon
fair housing projects through a focused regional dialogue. The cooperative funding agreement that
funds the FHIC is set to expire on June 30, 2015. This Consolidated Plan recommends that the City
continue its participation in the FHIC. The City will continue to provide some of its administrative CDBG
funds to fund joint fair housing projects undertaken through the FHIC. FHIC input will provide the City
with a clearer understanding of the fair housing issues that are in need of the greatest attention and
what the City can proactively provide to those issues.
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With the 2014 Al Impediments in mind and reflective of some of the Al's suggested recommendations,
the City will seek the following actions over the next five years either directly or through sponsorship of
the FHIC or other appropriate partners:

. Support paired fair housing testing similar to the work undertaken in past years by Legal Aid,

This testing should focus on a broad array of groups looking at how the wide varieties of protected
classes are impacted. Minneapolis has a particular interest in the realities faced by housing choice
vouchers holders in the housing market and how expanded and accessible choice is made possible
for voucher holders.

. The City will continue its support of Mid-Minnesata Legal Aid's Housing Discrimination Law
Project with direction to have that work address appropriate impediments.

. Support fair housing advocacy, education and outreach similar to the work undertaken in
past years by HousingLink and the Minnesota Homeownership Center

. The City is working at several levels to direct specific attention to community-based efforts

at increasing protected class population participation in sustainable homeownership
options. The City will also continue fair housing advocacy and education work through its
Department of Civil Rights and local community partners.

An important component of education and outreach work will also include further research into
best practices and sharing of those practices through forums such as the FHIC and other appropriate
bodies.

. Undertake a review of how city contract documents can better address how its agreements
with housing developers can ensure that an applicant’s receipt of public assistance is not a
reason for rent refusal and incorporate appropriate enforcement remedies.

. Continue to review internal processes and procedures to ensure that the City does not
present any institutional barriers to the development of affordable housing or housing that
would serve households with special needs and/or disabilities.

. Continue to combat NIMBY-ism with regard to siting and placement of affordable housing.
The City will review its housing programming policies to identify any actions that the City
may need to take to clarify its role in making housing sited in a manner that promotes the
objective of de-concentrating locations of affordable housing and housing types that may
have the effect of concentrating protected classes.

. Examine contract-for-deed arrangements being provided by the market to entry-level
homebuyers and how to address any abuses of this financing through appropriate city
enfarcement options.

. Continue to prioritize the creation of new large bedroom rental units in city affordable
housing programming
. Review housing policies for actions that the City could implement to provide for more

housing options and choice in an affirmative manner.

Past Actions in Suppaort of Previous Analysis of Impediments
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The previous 2009 Analysis of Impediments identified the following impediments for jurisdictions to
consider addressing:

1.

10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

Insufficient interest in fair housing in some communities, which, in turn, implies a lack of desire
to affirmatively further fair housing or entertain fair housing planning;

Lack of sufficient fair housing outreach and education;

While some protected classes, or a portion of some protected classes, have avenues for
advocacy, there is currently insufficient system capacity to address the level of prospective
demand for fair housing services regionwide;

Lack of an effective referral system for fair housing concerns;

Lack of understanding of what qualifies as a fair housing issue, particularly as it relates to
landlord/tenant disputes and affordable housing production;

Policies and practices have contributed to concentrations of protected classes in selected areas
of the region;

Disproportionately high denial rates for racial and ethnic minorities in the home mortgage
industry;

Denial rates for home mortgages are disproportionately high in lower-income areas;
Originated HALs (high interest rate loans) are disproportionately targeted to minority racial and
ethnic groups, leading to increased foreclosure risks for this group;

Discriminatory terms and conditions for protected classes in the rental market, specifically for
racial and ethnic minorities and persons with disabilities;

Discrimination and harassment in the rental markets;

Discrimination of Section 8 voucher holders;

Poor documentation of fair housing activities, especially enforcement activities, such as
processing and responding to fair housing complaints or lack of sufficient detail in tracking
complaints;

Some zoning and land use regulations by units of local government may be construed to have a
disparate impact;

Some local government housing actions and/or policies may not be in the spirit of affirmatively
furthering fair housing.

In consideration of these impediments Minneapolis undertook the following affirmative actions over the
past Consolidated Plan either directly, or through the work of the FHIC. These actions demonstrate and

reiterate the City’s commitment in making housing available and accessible to protected class
populations.

HUD-Approved
Consolidated Plan

Funding the complaint intake, investigation, advocacy and litigation work of Mid-Minnesota
Legal Aid’s Housing Discrimination Law Project

Enfarcement of City fair housing ordinance through the Minneapalis Civil Rights Department
Funding the advice and representation of clients with special emphasis on housing and
shelter-related issues through Mid-Minnesota Legal Aid

Minneapolis has met its annual goal of producing more new units in both impacted and non-
impacted areas than the city removed from the housing inventory.
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. Minneapolis CPED works with the Homeownership Center which provides training and
counseling services to individuals purchasing homes. These services are offered in several
languages and provide the necessary infarmation needed to navigate the home buying
process.

. Minneapolis CPED includes in its Affordable Housing Trust Fund requirements that
borrowers may not refuse to lease a unit in the project because the prospective tenant is a
Section 8 certificate or voucher halder, or a participant in a HOME tenant-based assistance
program.

. The city continued to refine program guidelines and funding criteria to support growth and
increase densities and mixed uses in areas designated for growth in the Minneapolis
Comprehensive Plan and Access Minneapolis, the ten-year transportation implementation
plan. These include activity centers, transit station areas, commercial corridors and other
areas. Several programs are specifically designated for affordable housing development and
preservation.

. In 2011, the city eliminated the need to obtain a conditional use permit for new or
expanded multi-family residential developments. This amendment reduces costs and
provides greater certainty that developers may build, as-of-right, the number of units
allowed in a particular zoning district.

. In 2012, the city extended the time within which a permit must be obtained fallowing
approval of a land use application. This change allows housing developers (and others)
additional time to secure financing and finalize other project details prior to obtaining and
building permit and commencing a project.

. In 2012, the revised its definitions and development standards for supportive housing. A
project will no longer be classified as supportive housing unless it requires participation in
programs that improve daily living skills. Projects that offer but do not require such
participation will no langer be subjected to a spacing requirement from supportive housing
uses, thus opening more locations in the city where this housing may be provided.

. In 2013 the city amended the zoning ordinance to change the way residential density is
regulated in most zoning districts. Previous regulations acted as a disincentive to develop
smaller dwelling units in multi-family and mixed use developments. The change eliminated
most “minimum lot area per dwelling unit” standards.

. The city amended its comprehensive plan to allow for denser housing development along
sections of its light rail corridors. The city also strives to locate affordable housing units with
access to public transportation through offering developers density bonuses, The city's
primary multifamily funding programs have established priority points in their respective
ranking systems for “proximity to jobs and transit”,

. The city advocated for the successful amendment of the renter’s credit to provide additional
relief to renters whose income is less than 557,170. The maximum refund is increased from
51,620 to $2,000. The changes become effective for rent paid in 2013.

. The city advocated for the success achieved for the state’s investment increase of $100
million over 2014-2015 base funding to MHFA to Family Homeless Prevention Assistance
Fund, Challenge Fund, Housing Trust Fund, Rental Assistance for mentally ill (Bridges),
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Preservation (PARIF), Rental Rehab Loans, Homebuyer Education (HECAT), Capacity Building,

and Homeowner Assistance Fund,
. The city continues to advocate for full federal and state financial participation in its

affordable housing efforts. Other legislative items that the city supports include: state

honding for affordable housing, state income tax credits for affordable housing, initiation of
a state-supported land trust project, and continued review of the property tax code to

encourage affordable housing production and preservation.

. Most recently, Minneapolis reviewed housing code enforcement work to address allegations

that it does not improperly displace tenants, especially protected class tenants.

The following table from the 2014 Al identifies the actions undertaken by the FHIC in response to the

20089 Al:

TABLE 1-1

2010-2011

SMELS 547,487 Fair Housing education
targeted to shelter,
transitional and supportive
housing clients and providers
and complaint-based
enforcement

HousingLink 52,790 Fair Housing education
targeted to landlords and web
content and hosting

2011-2012

Affardable Housing $5,000 Fair Housing education

Connections targeted to owners/ managers
and asset managers of
properties receiving federal
funding

Judicare of Anoka 53,000 Fair Housing education
targeted to persons with
disabilities

SMRLS $22,250 Complaint based enforcement
and paired testing

2012-2013

SMRLS 522,500 Education/Enforcement
targeted to immigrants and
new Americans

Housing Link 47,500 Development of on-line, on
demand fair housing training
for landlords

2013-2014

SMRLS 510,000 30% Match to FHIP
enforcement and outreach

Housing Link 520,000 YouTube Videos in multiple
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Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG)

The ESG program is designed to identify sheltered and unsheltered homeless
persons, as well as those at risk of homelessness, and provide the services
necessary to help those persons quickly regain stability in permanent housing
after experiencing a housing crisis and/or homelessness. Assistance can be
provided to emergency shelters. Minneapolis ESG funds will be made available
for shelter rehabilitation, street outreach and homelessness prevention and rapid
rehousing through the City's Community Planning and Economic Development
Department (CPED). Eligible sub recipients under ESG can be local government
agencies or private nonprofit organizations.

Further discussion of the needs of and strategies for persons experiencing
homelessness and those threatened with homelessness are covered in
respective sections of the 2015-19 Consolidated Plan.

1. ESG Consultation Process

The Emergency Solutions Grant coordinates with the local Continuum of Care
planning process that is countywide including Minneapolis. The Heading Home
Hennepin (HHH) initiative is the local Continuum of Care and is the local 10 year
Plan for Ending Homelessness. It is under the direction of the Heading Home
Hennepin Executive Committee and staffed by the City-County Office to End
Homelessness. The HHH Executive Committee includes homeless/formerly
homeless members in its makeup and its planning committees and
subcommittees include homeless/formerly homeless individuals. The role of the
Executive Committee is to provide overall policy direction and oversight to the
implementation of the Heading Home Hennepin plan. The Executive Committee
works through various committees to implement Continuum policies, strategies,
programming, evaluation and public reporting.

Initial consultations on the Emergency Solutions Grant began in December 2010
with discussions with the City-County Office to End Homelessness, Hennepin
County and the State of Minnesota on what the new HEARTH Act requirements
would mean for local programming. These discussions have continued after the
publication of HUD interim regulatory guidance pertaining to the Emergency
Solutions Grant. On February 3, 2012, the Heading Home Hennepin Executive
Committee approved the concept and description of ESG use among eligible
activities as outlined below.

Consultation on the implementation of the ESG grant continues with Heading
Home Hennepin Executive Committee and its respective committees during the
life of the grant.
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2. Summary of Citizen Participation

The City uses its Consolidated Plan citizen participation process for receipt of
any comments on its ESG programming. Minneapolis relies on the Heading
Home Hennepin structure and its community engagement processes to inform
itself of the needs and strategies of the local Continuum of Care.

3. Proposed Activities

The city budgets ESG resources to the renovation/rehabilitation of emergency
and transitional shelters in the city, and providing funding for homelessness
prevention, rapid re-housing and street outreach services. Between rapid re-
housing and homelessness prevention services preference is given to rapid re-
housing services.

Under ESG, the City will seek to budget the greater of its Hold Harmless amount
($558,377) or 60 percent of the grant annually to shelter rehabilitation and street
outreach activities. Funds outside of this amount will be budgeted to
administrative activities (7.5% of grant amount) and to homelessness prevention
and rapid re-housing activities. Some occasional funding may be reserved for
any HMIS costs that the City may incur in participation in ESG.

Homelessness Prevention and Rapid Re-housing activities will be determined
from project solicitations received from periodic Request for Proposals. Projects
funded under these eligible activities may provide housing relocation and
stabilization financial assistance/services and/or rental assistance. Street
outreach funds were awarded through an RFP issued for those services and are
subject to annual renewal.

The activities addressed with the City’s ESG funds will be consistent with the
needs addressed in the Heading Home Hennepin strategic plan.

Projects and activities will need to be selected and funds obligated to these
projectsi/activities within 180 days of a signed HUD grant agreement.
Projects/activities have up to 24 months after the date of the signed HUD grant
agreement to expend ESG funds.

ESG projects and activities will address the following HUD objectives and

outcomes:
Shelter Renovation/Rehab
Performance Objective Create Suitable Living Environment
Performance Outcome Availability/Accessibility
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Homeless Prevention
Performance Objective Provide Decent Affordable Housing
Performance Outcome Affordability
Rapid Re-housing
Performance Objective Provide Decent Affordable Housing
Performance Outcome Affordability

4, ESG Match

A one-for-one match is required for the ESG grant. It is obtained by eligible
match contributions received and expended by sub recipients during the program
year that applies to the ESG funding. Match will only be counted if it is used by
the sub recipient to support eligible ESG programming and activities. The city
will consider meeting its one-for-one match requirement through the totality of the
ESG activities that it will fund and the matches that the sub recipients provide.

Sources of match by sub recipients can be unrestricted federal, state, local or
private sources; however, if any maich is federal the laws governing a particular
source of federal funds must not prohibit these funds from being used as match
to ESG. Additionally, if the ESG funds are used to satisfy match requirements of
another federal program, then funding from that program may not be used as
match for ESG (no reciprocal federal matching). There cannot be any
restrictions on proposed match that would preclude it from being used for eligible
ESG activities.

5, ESG Funding Priorities
Shelter Rehabilitation/Renovation

The City has traditionally used its ESG awards to provide rehabilitation and
renovation assistance to shelters in the city, or to positively convert buildings for
use as emergency shelter. Neither property acquisition nor new construction is
an eligible use of these funds. Historically, the City has received ESG funding
reguests in excess of available funding, demonstrating a high demand for this
program. A shelter's physical condition has a shorter life span than similar
structures and necessitates frequent rehabilitation to keep shelters in safe and
sanitary condition and current with code.

Assisted rehabilitation/renovation/conversion properties must be located in the
City of Minneapolis or Hennepin County serving Minneapolis families and
individuals. Awards are through an annual Request for Proposal (RFP) process
issued through the Minneapolis Community Planning and Economic
Development department. Matches to the program award are required, and can
be in the form of operating costs funds provided by other entities to recipient
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projects. Other match sources for projects can include rehabilitation-specific
contributions from Minnesota Housing, foundations, and private sources. ESG
program funds may also be used for furniture, security systems and/or equipment
in either a new construction, positive conversion or renovation/rehabilitation
project. Proposals requesting ESG funding for furnishings, security systems and
equipment will be thoroughly analyzed for compliance with City of Minneapolis
Consolidated Plan and applicable HUD regulations. The RFP is not intended to
solicit proposals far any other operating costs as defined under §576.102 (3).

Representatives from Minnesota Housing Finance Agency, Hennepin County,
Family Housing Fund, and CPED will review information submitted by applicants
and may conduct interviews with the applicants. In addition, CPED staff will
conduct a physical inspection of the property. Staff will make recommendations
to the City Council for their funding decisions.

Required qualifications of proposals are:

+ Shelter must be owned by a private non-profit corporation or a government
entity.

+ Applicant must provide evidence that the property is properly zoned with
necessary conditional-use permits in place. If a zoning change or a
conditional-use permit is needed, proposer must obtain a letter from CPED
Planning describing what must be done and the timetable for obtaining the
approvals and submit with the funding application.

+ Projects assisted with ESG emergency shelter funds cannot require
occupants to enter into lease or occupancy agreements of any kind unless it
is a project that was funded with FY 2010 ESG funds.

+ Applicant must demonstrate sufficient knowledge, experience and capacity to
undertake and complete the development project.

+ Applicant must demonstrate the ability to enter into ESG contracts with the
City of Minneapolis within sixty days of City Council approval.

+ The grant-eligible work items must be completed and funds spent no later
than the applicable 24-month expenditure deadline.

+ The building must be maintained as an emergency shelter for homeless
people for a period consistent with HUD minimum standards for shelters
receiving rehabilitation funds as outlined in § 576.102 (c) Minimum Period of
Use.

+ Recipients of ESG funds must participate in a Homeless Management
Information System (HMIS) and will be required to collect data on all universal
elements as defined in HMIS.

+ Applicant must provide the organization’s most recent audited financial
statements.

+ Applicant must provide evidence of sufficient amount of revenue/income to
operate the project.

+ Shelters assisted must at minimum meet the shelter and housing standards
as outlined in 24 CFR 576.403, as well as state and local government safety
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and sanitation standards, as applicable, including the requirements for lead-
based paint and energy-efficient appliances.

+ Competitive bidding must occur in accordance with the City's bidding
instructions, which are included in the RFP materials.

+ All development funding sources, in addition to the ESG funds, must be
secured before a closing can occur.

+ Matches to the program award are required, and can be in the form of
operating costs funds provided by other entities to recipient projects. Other
match sources for projects can include rehabilitation-specific contributions
from Minnesota Housing, foundations, and private sources.

+ Environmental testing, including lead-based paint risk assessment and
remediation, will be required, in most projects funded with ESG.

+ Federal relocation regulations and local relocation rules apply to all projects
funded through the Affordable Housing Trust Fund and the ESG Program.

Projects that leverage additional funding sources to help cover the estimated
development costs and projects incorporating green/sustainable elements
consistent with the “Minnesota Overlay to the Green Communities Criteria”
and/or National Green Communities Criteria will receive priority consideration for
ESG funding.

Street Outreach

ESG funding will be provided for street outreach services made available to
individuals meeting the Category 1 and 4 definitions of homelessness. The work
will be done through a contract with St. Stephens Human Services. Qutreach
services provided will consist of engagement, case management, emergency
health services, emergency mental health services, transportation and unique
services for special populations that seek to connect users to housing
opportunities and support services for which they are eligible.

Rapid Re-housing

The City will issue Request for Proposals (RFP) for projects/activities that can
service the eligible rapid re-housing portion of ESG. This RFP will also request
homeless prevention services as well but as noted above, the City will prefer
funding rapid re-housing over homeless prevention services. This preference is
in line with HUD analysis of what worked under the Homelessness Prevention
and Rapid Re-housing Program grant.

Rapid re-housing will serve Minneapolis residents -- homeless families and single
adults without children who reside in a Hennepin County sited homeless shelter
(previous permanent address was within Minneapolis) as well as unaccompanied
youth who are verifiably homeless according to the HUD definition found below.
These clients must have an annual income at or below thirty (30%) of HUD area
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median family income. Specifically homeless is defined by HUD in 24 CFR
§576.2 as:

(1) An individual or family who lacks a fixed, regular, and adequate

nighttime residence, meaning:
(i) An individual or family with a primary nighttime residence that is
a public or private place not designed for or ordinarily used as a
regular sleeping accommodation for human beings, including a car,
park, abandoned building, bus or train station, airport, or camping
ground;
(i) An individual or family living in a supervised publicly or privately
operated shelter designated to provide temporary living
arrangements (including congregate shelters, transitional housing,
and hotels and motels paid for by charitable organizations or by
federal, state, or local government programs for low income
individuals); or
(i) An individual who is exiting an institution where he or she
resided for 90 days or less and who resided in an emergency
shelter or place not meant for human habitation immediately before
entering that institution;

(2) An individual or family who will imminently lose their primary nighttime

residence, provided that:
(i) The primary nighttime residence will be lost within 14 days of the
date of application for homeless assistance;
(i) No subsequent residence has been identified; and
(iii) The individual or family lacks the resources or support
networks, e.qg., family, friends, faith-based or other social networks,
needed to obtain other permanent housing;

(3) Unaccompanied youth under 25 years of age, or families with

children and youth, who do not otherwise gualify as homeless under this

definition, but who:
(i) Are defined as homeless under section 387 of the Runaway and
Homeless Youth Act (42 U.5.C. 5732a), section 637 of the Head
Start Act (42 U.S.C. 9832), section 41403 of the Violence Against
Women Act of 1994 (42 U.5.C. 14043e-2), section 330(h) of the
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 254b(h)), section 3 of the
Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2012), section 17(b) of the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.5.C. 1786(b)), or section 725 of
the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.5.C. 11434a);
(i) Have not had a lease, ownership interest, or occupancy
agreement in permanent housing at any time during the 60 days
immediately preceding the date of application for homeless
assistance;
(iii) Have experienced persistent instability as measured by two
moves or more during the 60-day period immediately preceding the
date of applying for homeless assistance; and
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(iv) Can be expected to continue in such status for an extended
period of time because of chronic disabilities, chronic physical
health or mental health conditions, substance addiction, histories of
domestic violence or childhood abuse (including neglect), the
presence of a child or youth with a disability, or two or more barriers
to employment, which include the lack of a high school degree or
General Education Development (GED), illiteracy, low English
proficiency, a history of incarceration or detention or criminal
activity, and a history of unstable employment; or

(4) Any individual or family who:
(i) Is fleeing, or is attempting to flee, domestic violence, dating
violence, sexual assault, stalking, or other dangerous or life-
threatening conditions that relate to violence against the individual
or a family member, including a child, that has either taken place
within the individual's or family's primary nighttime residence or has
made the individual or family afraid to return to their primary
nighttime residence;
(i) Has no other residence; and
(i) Lacks the resources or support networks, e.g., family, friends,
and faithbased or other social networks, to obtain other permanent
housing.

Use of funds under the Rapid Re-housing eligible activity can be for short-term or
medium-term rental assistance to achieve permanent housing and stability. This
rental assistance should be for no longer than necessary for the recipient to
obtain permanent housing. The rental assistance can either be tied to the
recipient or consist of project-based assistance that can "float” within a
development serving eligible recipients.

Housing relocation and stabilization services can also be provided under Rapid
Re-housing. These services can consist of financial assistance or services.
Financial assistance is provision of rental application fees, security deposits, last
months rent, utility deposits, utility payments and moving costs. Financial
services can include housing search and placement, housing stability case
management, landlord-tenant mediation, legal services, and credit repair.

Homelessness Prevention

As described above, the City will issue Reqguest for Proposals (RFP) for
projects/activities that can also provide ESG eligible homelessness prevention
services to Minneapolis resident renters. Homelessness prevention services will
be a secondary consideration to rapid re-housing in making project/activity
awards. Prospective applicant agencies can offer to provide both eligible uses in
their applications. Funding provided to clients under homelessness prevention
must be last resort funds required to keep in housing a person/household at risk
of homelessness. Similar target populations noted under rapid re-housing are
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also sought to be served under homelessness prevention. A person/household
at risk of homelessness is defined as:

(1) An individual or family who:

(i) Has an annual income below 30 percent of median family income for
the area, as determined by HUD;

(i) ~ Does not have sufficient resources or support networks, e.g., family,
friends, faith-based or other social networks, immediately available to
prevent them from moving to an emergency shelter or another place
described in paragraph (1) of the "Homeless" definition in this section;
and

(i)  Meets one of the following conditions:

a. Has moved because of economic reasons two or more times during
the 60 days immediately preceding the application for
homelessness prevention assistance;

b. Is living in the home of another because of economic hardship;

¢. Has been notified in writing that their right to occupy their current
housing or living situation will be terminated within 21 days after the
date of application for assistance;

d. Livesin a hotel or motel and the cost of the hotel or motel stay is
not paid by charitable organizations or by federal, State, or local
government programs for low-income individuals;

e. Lives in a single-room occupancy or efficiency apartment unit in
which there reside more than two persons or lives in a larger
housing unit in which there reside more than 1.5 people per room,
as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau;

f. Is exiting a publicly funded institution, or system of care (such as a
health-care facility, a mental health facility, foster care or other
youth facility, or correction program or institution); or

g. Otherwise lives in housing that has characteristics associated with
instability and an increased risk of homelessness, as identified in
the recipient's approved consolidated plan;

(2) A child or youth who does not qualify as "homeless” under this section, but
qualifies as "homeless” under section 387 of the Runaway and Homeless Youth
Act (42 U.S.C. 5732a(3)), section 637(11) of the Head Start Act (42 U.S.C.
9832(11)), section 41403(6) of the Violence Against Women Act of 1994 (42
U.S.C. 14043e-2(6)), section 330(h)(5)(A) of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.5.C. 254b(h)({5)(A)), section 3(m) of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7
U.S.C. 2012(m)), or section 17(b)(15) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42
U.S.C. 1786(b)(15)); or

(3) A child or youth who does not qualify as “homeless” under this section, but
gualifies as "homeless" under section 725(2) of the McKinney-Vento Homeless
Assistance Act (42 U.5.C. 11434a(2)), and the parent(s) or guardian(s) of that
child or youth if living with her or him.
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For purposes of the above definition’s paragraph (g), someone who lives in
housing that has characteristics associated with instability and an increased risk
of homelessness is defined as follows. A renter household with income at/or
below 30% of median income adjusted for family size and whose housing costs
exceed 50% of their income and upon provider assessment is shown to be at
imminent risk of lasing existing housing. Use of funds under the Homelessness
Prevention eligible activity can be for similar uses as under Rapid Re-housing.
Projects can be for short-term or medium-term rental assistance to retain
permanent housing and stability. This rental assistance should be for no longer
than necessary for the program participant to be stabilized in existing housing.

Housing relocation and stabilization services can also be provided under
Homelessness Prevention. These services can consist of financial assistance or
services. Financial assistance is provision of rental application fees, security
deposits, last month's rent, utility deposits, utility payments and moving costs.
Financial services can include housing search and placement, housing stability
case management, landlord-tenant mediation, legal services, and credit repair.

6. ESG Written Standards for Assistance

The following ESG Written Standards for Assistance are presented in outline
form and intended to provide a guide to how the City will implement the
homelessness prevention and rapid re-housing services aspects of the ESG
grant as well as outline the standards used in local emergency shelter and street
outreach supported efforts. Italicized text is the HUD guidance on what the
respective written standards should address as outlined in the 24 CFR 576
amended regulations. These Standards will be reviewed periodically as an RFP
for HP/RR services is developed and that RFP will reflect prioritized standards as
of the issuance of the RFP. Changes to the standards outlined below in any
resultant RFP will not be considered a substantial change to the Consolidated
Plan.

Policies and procedures for establishing eligibility for assistance
Sandard policies and procedures for evaluating individuals' and families' eligibility for
assistance under Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG);

+ Street Qutreach: Services are provided to individuals who meet the
Category 1 and 4 definitions of homelessness. The individuals must be
living on the sireets (or other places not meant for human habitation) and
be unwilling or unable to access services in emergency shelters.

+ Rapid re-housing: Minneapolis resident homeless families and single
adults without children including unaccompanied youth who reside in a
Hennepin County sited homeless shelter (whose previous permanent
address within 3 months of entering shelter was within Minneapolis).

HUD-Approved MINNEAPOLIS 321
Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



These clients must have an annual income at or below thirty (30%) of
HUD area median family income and meet the definition of homeless as
set out in 24 CFR §576.2

+ Homelessness Prevention: Minneapolis resident renters who are
established as at-risk of homelessness as set forth in 24 CFR §576.2 as
described above.

+ Required documentation of the above will made by providers by first
attempting to get third-party verification of homelessness status. Other
acceptable documentation options in secondary order of rank is 1) case
manager verification of eligibility; and 2) self-report verification of eligibility
combined with justification of effarts made and reasons for a lack of
success in obtaining third-party or case manager verification of status.

+ Applicant's level of need will be established through provider verification of
resources available to the applicant household, financial and otherwise.

Standards for targeting and providing essential services related to street
outreach

ESG funding will be provided for street outreach services made available to
individuals meeting the Category 1 and 4 definitions of homelessness. The
individuals must be living on the streets (or other places not meant for human
habitation) and be unwilling or unahle to access services in emergency shelters.
Outreach services provided will consist of engagement, case management,
emergency health services, emergency mental health services, transportation
and unigue services for special populations that seek to connect users to housing
opportunities and support services for which they are eligible. A community
services team will perform outreach work in coordination with community
stakeholders, public safety personnel and businesses and residents to identify
and connect with homeless individuals in targeted areas in and around downtown
Minneapolis as identified by public safety officers. Qutreach will also be made to
frequent users of emergency services as identified by program partners. Once
contact is made, the outreach staff will triage a participant’s housing and other
needs and eligibility for referral to appropriate housing and support services
options.

Policies and procedures for admission, diversion, referral, and discharge
by emergency shelters assisted under ESG

Sandards regarding length of stay, if any, and safeguards to meet the safety and shelter
needs of special populations, e.g., victims of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual
assault, and stalking; and individuals and families who have the highest barriersto
housing and are likely to be homel ess the longest;
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Emergency shelters potentially served by Minneapolis ESG funds fall under
Hennepin County emergency shelter policies. Users of these emergency shelter
services all meet the four respective categories of homelessness under the
HEARTH definition of homelessness. Specific populations served by these
shelters are:

Families with children or individuals who are pregnant—the County contracts with
family shelters to provide emergency shelter to Hennepin County families who
are without resources to meet their housing needs. No families are turned away
and all are given vouchers after meeting with a county Shelter Team staff. As
long as families are working on their case plan, they are eligible for renewed
vouchers. There is no maximum length of stay. Once stable housing is identified
for them, families are provided with assistance for damage deposits, prorated
rental assistance, arrear payments for utilities primarily through emergency
assistance funds. Non-County residents are referred to emergency shelter
assistance resources in their county of residence. Families who wish to relocate
are provided with assistance to do so only if there is verified employment or
housing at the relocation site.

Young Adults—ages 18-21 are identified as special needs and eligible for
emergency homeless sheltering through the County. The County contracts with
several shelter and safe waiting facilities. An intake assessment and action plan
with a County caseworker is developed.

Single Adulis—the County contracts with several shelters and safe waiting
spaces for sheltering single adults. Shelter beds are available to those who
receive federal disability benefits, are qualified for state cash benefits, are an
active county social service case, or are a special need (fleeing domestic abuse,
have a mental/physical impairment/disability or are ill). Those who cannot qualify
or cannot be served by a shelier program are provided with safe waiting space.
There are no maximum lengths of stay, clients are provided with access and
referrals to county health case management services. As with families, an
individual wishing to relocate may be provided with assistance to do so if there is
verified employment or housing at the relocation site.

Single Adults can opt to participate in a weekly shelter lottery provided by three
private emergency shelters. Two of the shelters are for sober users, one permits
non-sobriety. Beds obtained in the lottery can be used up to 28 days with
renewals permitted if there is a housing plan in place. If no progress is made
evident on the housing plan, a renewal may not be allowed.

All intake assessments for the above populations triage the respective client
housing situations and availability. Where resources are available or found, rapid
exit into non-shelter housing is made first. Those with the highest barriers to
finding housing are provided with shelter while a stabilization and housing plan is
developed with a caseworker.
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Policies and procedures for coordination among providers and mainstream
providers

Policies and procedures for coordination among emergency shelter providers, essential
services providers, homel essness prevention, and rapid re-housing assistance providers;
other homeless assistance providers; and mainstream service and housing providers (see
§ 576.400(b) and (c) for alist of programs with which ESG-funded activities must be
coordinated and integrated to the maximum extent practicable);

+ Heading Home Hennepin has several committee workplans demonstrating
coordination of services among providers. These along with HPRP
lessons, will inform on framework elements to be considered in allowing
for ESG to address existing gaps in continuum services or supplement
other continuum efforts.

+ Service providers will identify other appropriate and available services
(employment, training, education, income supports, etc.) to assist the
participant to achieve stable, permanent housing as part of a Housing
Stability Plan to be developed with the clients.

+ Further development of coordinated assessment is occurring as the city
and county implements ESG programming and as HUD establishes
requirements for such coordinated assessment system. Any victim
service providers funded under the city's ESG program will not need to
participate in HMIS but may use an equivalent intake and assessment
system as described in 24 CFR §576.400.

Policies and procedures for prioritizing and determining whether HP or RR
Policies and procedures for determining and prioritizing which eligible families and
individuals will receive homelessness prevention assistance and which eigible families
and individuals will receive rapid re-housing assistance;

Households must be assessed to determine whether or not the members are
eligible to receive ESG-funded services prior to the actual delivery of those
services. This assessment must consider whether homelessness prevention or
rapid re-housing is the appropriate form of assistance for each eligible household
that has been determined.

The initial assessment by providers must determine 24 CFR §576.2 and income
eligibility and level of need (including analysis of sufficient resources or support
networks) as described above in determining eligibility for assistance.
Households that are judged to have the highest level of barriers to stable housing
will be given priority for rapid re-housing. For homelessness prevention
assistance, those households that are at most imminent threat of losing stable
housing, as measured through a combination of housing costs in arrears,
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household size, barriers to stable housing, and projected re-housing costs, will
be given priority.

Households that have sought assistance during the prior twelve months will be
given lower priority than those househalds that have not received assistance
during the prior twelve months.

Standards for any rent and utility costs share required of participants
Sandards for determining what percentage or amount of rent and utilities costs each
program participant must pay while receiving homel essness prevention or rapid re-
housing assistance

+ Households should receive minimum level of assistance, for shortest time
necessary, to stabilize housing

+ Assistance prioritized to those for whom stable housing is not possible
without assistance

+ Flat subsidies act as an incentive for selecting lower cost housing and
allow household to know exactly how much additional income is needed to
be secured before the subsidy ends

+ Shallow rent subsidies avoid the “cliff effect” where households cannot
increase their income sufficiently to maintain housing situation when
subsidy ends

Standards for determining length of rental assistance and whether
adjustments allowed and how

Sandards for determining how long a particular program participant will be provided
with rental assistance and whether and how the amount of that assistance will be
adjusted over time

+ Project-based assistance must be for a lease term of a minimum of 12
months.

+ Under ESG regulations, the maximum term of short term rental assistance
is three months, for medium term rental assistance the maximum period is
24 months- in both instances within a three year timeframe. Assistance
limit terms within these maximum limits to be determined. Evaluation and
reevaluation of participant to be done by provider.

+ Rental assistance cannot exceed actual rental cost plus utilities (if utilities
expected to be paid by tenant), and be in compliance with HUD
reasonable rental standards which will be determined through local rent
survey analysis and local HUD Fair Market Rates

+ Rental assistance should be flat and tied to maximum rental subsidies
consistent with HUD Fair Market Rates
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+ Past due rental arrears count toward rental assistance time limits and
may not exceed six months of rent arrears, including any late fees on
those arrears

+ Termination of assistance by the provider to be done consistent with
24 CFR §576.402

+ Late payments. The sub recipient provider must make timely
payments to each owner in accordance with the rental assistance
agreement. The rental assistance agreement must contain the same
payment due date, grace period, and late payment penalty
requirementis as the program participant's lease. The sub recipient is
solely responsible for paying late payment penalties that it incurs with
non-ESG funds.

+ Rental assistance may not be provided to a program participant who
has been provided with replacement housing payments under the URA
during the period of time covered by the URA payments. In addition,
with exception for one-time payment of rental arrears on tenant's
portion of rental payment, a program participant household who is
receiving either tenant-based or project-based rental assistance
through other public sources is not eligible for ESG rental assistance.

+ Legally-binding, written leases required between participant and Owner
unless assistance is solely for rental arrears whereby an oral
agreement is permitted if such oral agreement provides the program
participant an enforceable leasehold interest under state law and the
agreement and rent owed are sufficiently documented by owner's
financial records, rent ledgers, or canceled checks.

+ Rental assistance payments are only made to owners by the
subrecipient provider under terms set forth in a rental assistance
agreement. The rental assistance agreement must provide that during
the agreement's term, the owner must provide the subrecipient
provider copy of any notice to the program participant to vacate the
housing unit, or any complaint used under state or local law to
commence an eviction action against the program participant. These
rental assistance agreements terminate and no further payments made
under such agreement if

= Program participant moves out of housing unit covered by
participant's housing lease;

= The lease terminates and is not renewed; or

= The program participant becomes ineligible to receive ESG
rental assistance

+ No rental assistance use allowed outside of Hennepin County

+ Subrecipient providers will be responsible for adherence to the tenant-
based rental and project-based rental stipulations found in 24 CFR
§576.106 (h) and (i)

+ Adjustment allowances likely to be permitted subject to determination
following an initial stabilization period and monthly thereafter. As
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income increases, an equal percentage of support will decrease across
time. Six months prior to the end of the maximum support window,
financial assistance decrease in 1/6ths increments. If an eligible
household still requires assistance beyond ESG time limits, providers
will refer such households to permanent supportive housing options.

Standards for determining type, amount, and duration of housing
stabilization/relocation services including maximum length, amount of
assistance and maximum number of times for assistance

Sandards for determining the type, amount, and duration of housing stabilization and/or
relocation services to provide to a program participant, including the limits, if any, on
the homel essness prevention or rapid re-housing assistance that each program
participant may receive, such as the maximum amount of assistance, maximum number of
months the program participant receive assistance; or the meaximum number of times the
program participant may receive assistance

All households deemed eligible for ESG-funded homelessness prevention or rapid re-
housing assistance will be provided three months of housing stabilization and/or
relocation financial assistance services as a means to develop housing stability,
Assisted household and Subrecipient provider can agree that three months of such
assistance is not necessary. However, housing stability case management services
cannot exceed 30 days during the period the program participant is seeking permanent
housing and cannot exceed 24 months during the period the program participant is
living in permanent housing.

At minimum, monthly housing stability case management meetings with participants are
required after initial assessment and through the length of provided ESG assistance,
The purpose for such meetings is to evaluate and review the participant’s housing plan.
These meetings should also seek to further the participant’s ability to retain permanent
housing after the end of ESG assistance considering the participant's current and
expected income and expenses; other public and private assistance for which the
participant may be eligible and likely to receive; and matching those considerations
against the relative affordability of available housing suitable for the participant.

Component services and activities of housing stability case management consist of;

+ Using an available centralized or coordinated assessment system as
required under 24 CFR §576.400(d), to evaluate individuals and families
applying for or receiving assistance;

+ Conducting initial evaluation required under 24 CFR §576.401(a),
including verifying and documenting eligibility for applying for
homelessness prevention or rapid re-housing assistance;

+ Counseling;

+ Developing, securing, and coordinating services and obtaining federal,
state and local benefits;
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+ Monitoring and evaluating program participant progress;

Providing information and referrals to other providers;

+ Developing an individualized housing and service plan including planning
a path to permanent housing stability solutions; and

+ Conduction reevaluations required under 24 CFR §576.401(b)

*

The activities named above fall under the housing stability case management limits for
duration of services.

Expenses paid under financial assistance costs, as part of housing relocation and
stabilization services are subject to the following limitations:

Subject to the general conditions under 24 CFR §576.103 and 24 CFR 8576.104, ESG
funds may be used to pay housing owners, utility companies, and other third parties for
the following costs:

+ Rental Application Fees: ESG funds may pay for the rental housing
application fee that is charged by the owner to all applicants.

+ Security Deposits: ESG funds may pay for a security deposit that is equal
to no mare than two months rent.

+ Last Month's Rent: if necessary, to obtain housing for a participant, the
last month's rent may be paid from ESG funds to the owner of that
housing at the time the owner has paid the security deposit and the first
month's rent. This assistance must not exceed one month's rent and must
be included in calculating program participant’s total rental assistance,
which cannot exceed 24 months during any three-year period.

+ Utility Deposit. ESG funds may pay for a standard utility deposit required
by the utility company for all customers for the utilities listed in the utility
payments section below.

+ Utility Payments: ESG funds may pay for up to 24 months of utility
payments per program participant, per service, including up to six months
of utility payments in arrears, per service, A partial payment of a utility bill
counts as one month. This assistance may only be provided if the
program participant or a member of the same househald has an account
in his or her name with a utility company or proof of responsihility to make
utility payments. Eligible utility services are gas, electric, water, and
sewage. No program participants shall receive more than 24 months of
utility assistance within any three-year period.

+ Moving Costs: ESG funds may pay for moving costs such as truck rental
or hiring a moving company. This assistance may include payment of
temporary storage fees for up to 3 months, provided that the fees are
accrued after the date the program participant begins receiving assistance
and before the program participant moves into permanent housing.
Payment of temporary storage fees in arrears is not eligible.

+ Services Cost: subject to general restrictions under 24 CFR §576.103 and
24 CFR §576.104, ESG funds may be used to pay the costs of providing
the following services:
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= Housing Search and Placement: service or activities necessary to
assist program participants in locating, obtaining, and retaining
suitable permanent housing, include the following:

+ Assessment of housing barriers, needs, and preferences;
Development of an action plan for locating housing;
Housing search;

Outreach to and negotiation with owners;

Assistance with submitting rental applications and

understanding leases;

« Assessment of housing for compliance with ESG
requirements for habitability, lead-based paint, and rent
reasonableness;

= Assistance with obtaining utilities and making moving
arrangements; and

= Tenant counseling.

. & 2 &

ESG-funded homelessness prevention and rapid re-housing services will be
administered with a focus on helping households transition from housing instability
towards stability. This will be accomplished by subrecipient providers assessing barrier
levels and assets of participants to assemble a plan for housing stability that uses
eligible ESG-funded services in amounts and for durations that can lead to housing
stahility within ESG program limits. Following the end of a three month stabilization
period, housing stability reassessment will accur monthly.

7. ESG Sub-award Process

The City of Minneapolis will periodically issue Request for Proposals (RFP) for Rapid
Re-housing and Homelessness Prevention services as well as for shelter rehabilitation
and street outreach. The RFPs will be consistent with the priorities and standards listed
above. The City will distribute the RFPs to agencies servicing Minneapolis and post on
the city of Minneapolis website. A committee of City representatives with invited County
staff, and other knowledgeable community representatives including to the extent
possible, a person who isfwas homeless will review proposals and recommend project
selections. Recommendations will be communicated to the HHH Executive Committee.
The City's Community Planning and Economic Development Department will present
funding determinations to the Minneapolis City Council for final approval. The Request
for Proposal process has been used extensively by the City of Minneapolis to select
contractors. Applicants will be judged on the experience and capacity of their agency,
and on the feasibility and appropriateness of their proposal and demonstration to meet
federal and local mandates, including their ability to service ESG funds to those at or
below 30 percent of metro median income. Additional qualifying criteria will include but
not be restricted to ability to assist the City in providing one-for-one qualifying funding
match for the ESG award.
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The RFPs will be designed to select applicants who can work within a broad network of
homelessness prevention and rapid re-housing resources that address ESG guidelines
and local priorities supporting the strategic goals of Heading Home Hennepin plan.
Awards made under the grant will be enforced through a contract outlining ESG
program requirements.

8. Homeless Participation Requirements

As described above with the description of the HHH Executive Commitiee composition
and the committees and subcommittees that serve under it, the City meets the
requirements of 24 CFR §576.405 (b).

Sub recipients of ESG funds will be required to involve those who are homeless or
formerly homeless in the development and delivery of ESG-funded projects and
activities to the maximum extent practicable.

9, ESG Performance Standards
The following ESG performance standards for evaluation were developed in

consultation with Continuum of Care and will be reviewed and revisited with the
Continuum of Care periodically.

Rapid Re-housing Outcomes
» Participants will be re-housed into stable housing within 30 days of
eligibility determination for services

« Participants receiving Rapid Re-housing will not become homeless during
services or within six months of case closing

Homelessness Prevention Qutcomes
= Eligible renter households will not hecome homeless
» At Risk of Homelessness Families, Adults and Youth will retain stable,
permanent housing
« Households receiving services will not become homeless during the six
months following case closing

Emergency Shelter Outcomes

* The building must be maintained as an emergency shelter for homeless
people for a period of either 3 or 10 years depending on the degree of
renovation and the value of the building

» Shelters assisted must at minimum meet the shelter and housing
standards as outlined in 24 CFR 576.403, as well as state and local
government safety and sanitation standards, as applicable, including the
requirements for lead-based paint and energy-efficient appliances
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Street Outreach Outcomes
« Connect unsheliered individuals to housing, health care and services
» Identify high frequency uses of emergency services
=  Reduce livahility crimes
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Definitions Used within the Consolidated Plan

Acquired immunodeficiency syndrome (AIDS) (or related diseases) means

the disease of acquired immunodeficiency syndrome or any conditions arising
from the etiologic agent for acquired immunodeficiency syndrome, including
infection with the human immunodeficiency virus (HIV).

Administrative costs Cosis for general management, oversight, coordination,
evaluation, monitoring of and reporting on eligible activities. Such costs do not
include costs directly related to carrying out eligible activities, since those costs
are eligible as part of the activity delivery costs of such activities.

At risk of homelessness
(1) An individual or family who:

(i) Has an annual income below 30 percent of median family income for
the area, as determined by HUD;

(ii) Does not have sufficient resources or support networks, e.g., family,
friends, faith-based or other social networks, immediately available to
prevent them from moving to an emergency shelter or another place
described in paragraph (1) of the “Homeless” definition in this section;
and

(i)  Meets one of the following conditions:

a. Has moved because of economic reasons two or more times during
the 60 days immediately preceding the application for
homelessness prevention assistance;

Is living in the home of another because of economic hardship;

c. Has been notified in writing that their right to occupy their current
housing or living situation will be terminated within 21 days after the
date of application for assistance;

d. Livesin a hotel or motel and the cost of the hotel or motel stay is
not paid by charitable organizations or by federal, State, or local
government programs for low-income individuals;

e. Lives in a single-room occupancy or efficiency apartment unit in
which there reside more than two persons or lives in a larger
housing unit in which there reside more than 1.5 people per room,
as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau;

f. Is exiting a publicly funded institution, or system of care (such as a
health-care facility, a mental health facility, foster care or other
youth facility, or correction program or institution); or

g. Otherwise lives in housing that has characteristics associated with
instability and an increased risk of homelessness, as identified in
the recipient's approved consolidated plan;

(2) A child or youth who does not qualify as "homeless” under this section, but
qualifies as "homeless” under section 387 of the Runaway and Homeless Youth
Act (42 U.S.C. 5732a(3)), section 637(11) of the Head Start Act (42 U.S.C.
9832(11)), section 41403(6) of the Violence Against Women Act of 1994 (42

=
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U.S.C. 14043e-2(6)), section 330(h)(5)(A) of the Public Health Service Act (42
U.S.C. 254b(h)(5)(A)), section 3(m) of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7
U.5.C. 2012(m)), or section 17(b)(15) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42
U.S.C. 1786(h)(15)); or

(3) A child or youth who does not qualify as “homeless” under this section, but
qualifies as "homeless” under section 725(2) of the McKinney-Vento Homeless
Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11434a(2)), and the parent(s) or guardian(s) of that
child or youth if living with her or him.

For purposes of the above definition’s paragraph (g), someone who lives in
housing that has characteristics associated with instability and an increased risk
of homelessness is defined as follows. A renter household with income at/or
below 30% of median income adjusted for family size and whose housing costs
exceed 50% of their income and upon provider assessment is shown to be at
imminent risk of losing existing housing.

ACS The American Community Survey is a new nationwide survey designed to
provide communities a fresh look at how they are changing. It will replace the
long form in future censuses and is a critical element in the Census Bureau'’s
reengineered 2010 census plan,

ADDI American Dream Down payment Initiative, one of the HUD entitlement
programs covered by the Consolidated Plan (no new funding from HUD since
2008). The program was created to assist low-income first-time homebuyers in
purchasing single-family homes by providing funds for down payment, closing
costs, and rehabilitation carried out in conjunction with the assisted home
purchase.

Affirmatively Further Fair Housing Each jurisdiction is required to submit a
certification that it will affirmatively further fair housing, which means that it will
conduct an analysis to identify impediments to fair housing choice within the
jurisdiction, take appropriate actions to overcome the effects of any impediments
identified through that analysis, and maintain records reflecting the analysis and
actions in this regard.

Affordable Annual housing costs less than or equal to 30% of annual gross
income and are estimated assuming the cost of purchasing a home at the time of
the Census based on the reported value of the home. Assuming a 7.9% interest
rate and national averages for annual utility costs, taxes, and hazard and
maortgage insurance, multiplying income times 2.9 represents the value of a
home a person could afford to purchase. For example, a household with an
annual gross income of $30,000 is estimated to be able to afford an $87,000
home without having total costs exceed 30% of their annual household income.

AHTF Affordable Housing Trust Fund is a City program with the purpose of
providing gap financing for affordable and mixed-income rental housing. AHTF is
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used to finance the production, preservation and stabilization of affordable and
mixed-income rental housing in Minneapolis

American Indian Population The number of people in a 2000 Census tract that
listed themselves as non-Hispanic American Indian or Alaskan Native.

Any Housing Problems Cost burden defined as greater than 30% of income
and/or overcrowding and/or without complete kitchen or plumbing facilities.

Asian/Hawaiian/Pacific Islander Population The number of people in 2000
Census tract that listed themselves as non-Hispanic Asian or Pacific Islander

Black Population The number of people in a 2000 Census tract that listed
themselves as non-Hispanic black/African/American

CDBG Community Development Block Grant One of the HUD entitlement
programs covered by the Consolidated Plan. Provides grants for programs that
develop decent housing and suitable living environments, and that expand
economic opportunities, principally for low- and moderate-income persons

CHAS Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy data compiled from the
2000 U.S. Census HUD requires communities to document their local affordable
housing needs upon this data. These “special tabulation” data are used by local
governments for housing planning as part of the Consolidated Planning process.
HUD also uses some of these data in allocation formulas for distributing funds to
local jurisdictions. In 2009 HUD had updated CHAS data produced out of the
American Community Survey.

Chronically homeless
(1) An individual who:
(i) Is homeless and lives in a place not meant for human habhitation, a
safe haven, or in an emergency shelter; and
(ii) Has been homeless and living or residing in a place not meant for
human habitation, a safe haven, or in an emergency shelter
continuously for at least one year or on at least four separate
occasions in the last 3 years, where each homeless occasion was
at least 15 days; and
(il  Can be diagnosed with one or more of the following conditions:;
substance use disorder, serious mental illness, developmental
disability (as defined in section 102 of the Developmental
Disabilities Assistance Bill of Rights Act of 2000 (42 U.5.C.
15002)), post-traumatic stress disorder, cognitive impairments
resulting from brain injury, or chronic physical illness or disability;
(2) An individual who has been residing in an institutional care facility, including a
jail, substance abuse or mental health treatment facility, hospital, or other similar
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place in a comprehensive context, and to reduce duplication of effort at the local
level.

Continuum of Care (CoC) The group composed of representative of relevant
organizations, which generally includes nonprofit homeless providers; victim
service providers; faith-based organizations; governments; businesses;
advocates; public housing agencies; school districts; social service providers;
mental health agencies; hospitals; universities; affordable housing developers;
law enforcement; organizations that serve homeless and formerly homeless
veterans, and homeless and formerly homeless persons that are organized to
plan for and provide, as necessary, a system of outreach, engagement, and
assessment, emergency shelter; rapid re-housing; transitional housing;
permanent housing; and prevention strategies to address the various needs of
homeless persons and persons at risk of homelessness for a specific geographic
area. CoC planning enlists these homeless advocates, shelter and social service
providers, community activists and homeless/formerly homeless peaple to
evaluate the local resources currently available to homeless persons, identifies
and prioritizes the gaps in services, and develops strategies to fill those gaps.
The local CoC includes the City of Minneapolis, Hennepin County and suburban
Hennepin County jurisdictions.

Conversion Change in the use of a building to an emergency shelter for the
homeless where the cost of conversion and any rehabilitation costs exceed 75
percent of the value of the building after conversion

Cost Burden The extent to which gross housing costs, including utility costs,
exceed 30 percent of gross income, hased on data available from the U.S.
Census Bureau. For renters, housing costs include rent paid by the tenant plus
utilities. For owners, housing costs include mortgage payment, taxes, insurance,
and utilities

Disability Defined by the HEARTH Act for purposes of its programming to
mean: (1) A condition that is (i) expected to be long-continuing or of indefinite
duration; (i) Substantially impedes the individual's ability to live independently;
(iii) Could be improved by the provision of more suitable housing conditions; and
(iv) Is & physical, mental, or emotional impairment, including an impairment
caused by alcohol or drug abuse, posttraumatic stress disorder, or brain injury;
(2) A developmental disability, as defined in this section; or (3) The disease of
acquired immunodeficiency syndrome (AIDS) or any conditions arising from the
etiologic agent for acquired immunodeficiency syndrome, including infection with
the human immunodeficiency virus (HIV).

Eligible Activities Not less than 70% of the CDBG funds must be used for
activities that benefit low- and moderate-income persons, All activities must
meet one of the following national objectives for the program: benefit low- and
moderate-income persons, prevention or elimination of slums or blight,
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community development needs having a particular urgency because existing
conditions pose a serious and immediate threat to the health or welfare of the
community

Elderly Households 1 or 2 person household, either person 62 years old or
older, as defined by HUD CHAS survey data.

Elderly Person An individual who is at least 62 years of age

Emergency Shelter Any facility, the primary purpose of which is to provide a
temporary shelter for the homeless in general or for specific populations of the
homeless and which does not require occupants to sign leases or occupancy
agreements. Any project funded as an emergency shelter under a Fiscal Year
2010 Emergency Solutions grant may continue to be funded under ESG.

EZ Empowerment Zone The Minneapolis Empowerment Zone was 10-year
Federal initiative based in HUD designed to develop healthy and sustainable
communities in economically distressed areas through economic growth,
affordable housing, education, job training and community based services. The
Federal Empowerment Zone designation officially ended December 31, 2009,

Entitlement Communities Principal cities of Metropolitan Statistical Areas
(MSAs); other metropolitan cities with populations of at least 50,000; and
qualified urban counties with populations of at least 200,000 (excluding the
population of entitled cities) that receive HUD entitlement funds. States distribute
the funds to localities who do not qualify as entitlement communities.

Entitlement Programs Program funds received by Entitlement Communities
from HUD on a formula (non-competitive) basis: CDBG, HOME, ESG, and
HOPWA.

ESG Emergency Solutions Grant One of the HUD entitlement programs
covered by the Consolidated Plan. Provides grants for programs that seek to
house those who are homeless or are threatened with homelessness through
provision of emergency shelter, street outreach, rapid re-housing and
homelessness prevention activities.

Extra Elderly 1 or 2 Member household, either person 75 years or older, as
defined by HUD CHAS survey data,

Extremely Low Income (see very-low income)

Family Housing Fund A nonprofit organization that works in the seven-county
metro area of Minneapolis and Saint Paul to produce and preserve affordable
housing.
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activities that build, buy, and/or rehabilitate affordable housing for rent or
homeownership or provide direct rental assistance to low-income people.

Homeless: Defined by the HEARTH Act to mean:

(1) An individual or family who lacks a fixed, regular, and adequate

nighttime residence, meaning:
(i) An individual or family with a primary nighttime residence that is
a public or private place not designed for or ordinarily used as a
regular sleeping accommodation for human beings, including a car,
park, abandoned building, bus or train station, airport, or camping
ground;
(i) An individual or family living in a supervised publicly or privately
operated shelter designated to provide temporary living
arrangements (including congregate shelters, transitional housing,
and hotels and motels paid for by charitable organizations or by
federal, state, or local government programs for low income
individuals); or
(iii) An individual who is exiting an institution where he or she
resided for 90 days or less and who resided in an emergency
shelter or place not meant for human habitation immediately before
entering that institution;

(2) An individual or family who will imminently lose their primary nighttime

residence, provided that:
(i) The primary nighttime residence will be lost within 14 days of the
date of application for homeless assistance;
(i) No subsequent residence has been identified; and
(ii) The individual or family lacks the resources or support
networks, e.g., family, friends, faith-based or other social networks,
needed to obtain other permanent housing;

(3) Unaccompanied youth under 25 years of age, or families with

children and youth, who do not otherwise qualify as homeless under this

definition, but who:
(i) Are defined as homeless under section 387 of the Runaway and
Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5732a), section 637 of the Head
Start Act (42 U.S.C. 9832), section 41403 of the Violence Against
Women Act of 1994 (42 U.5.C. 14043e-2), section 330(h) of the
Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 254b(h)), section 3 of the
Food and Nutrition Act of 2008 (7 U.S.C. 2012), section 17(b) of the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.5.C. 1786(b)), or section 725 of
the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11434a);
(i) Have not had a lease, ownership interest, or occupancy
agreement in permanent housing at any time during the 60 days
immediately preceding the date of application for homeless
assistance;
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(i) Have experienced persistent instability as measured by two
maoves or more during the 60-day period immediately preceding the
date of applying for homeless assistance; and
(iv) Can be expected to continue in such status for an extended
period of time because of chronic disabilities, chronic physical
health or mental health conditions, substance addiction, histories of
domestic violence or childhood abuse (including neglect), the
presence of a child or youth with a disability, or two or more barriers
to employment, which include the lack of a high school degree or
General Education Development (GED), illiteracy, low English
proficiency, a history of incarceration or detention or criminal
activity, and a history of unstable employment; or

(4) Any individual or family who:
(i) Is fleeing, or is attempting to flee, domestic violence, dating
violence, sexual assault, stalking, or other dangerous or life-
threatening conditions that relate to violence against the individual
or a family member, including a child, that has either taken place
within the individual's or family’s primary nighttime residence or has
made the individual or family afraid to return to their primary
nighttime residence;
(i) Has no other residence; and
(ii) Lacks the resources or support networks, e.g., family, friends,
and faithbased or other social networks, to obtain other permanent
housing.

HOPWA One of the HUD entitlement programs covered by the Consolidated
Plan, Housing Opportunities for Persons with HIV/AIDS, was established by HUD
to address the specific housing needs of persons living with HIV/AIDS and their
families.

Households Defined as any residence, including those occupied by single
people and unrelated groups of two or more. By definition, all families are also
considered households, but not all households are considered families.

Housing Units Occupied dwelling units in a census tract as determined by the
2000 Census

HUD The United States Depariment of Housing and Urban Development

HAMFI HUD Area Median Family Income. The HAMFI income limits are
calculated annually. The Income Limits for the CHAS 2000 tables reflect what
the Income Limits would have been in 1999 if Census 2000 data had been
available to calculate those limits.

Income Limits HUD is required by law to set income limits that determine the
eligibility of applicants for HUD's assisted housing programs. Income limits are
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used to determine the income eligibility of applicants for Public Housing, Section
8, and other programs subject to Section 3(b)(2) of the HUD Act. Income limits
are based on HUD estimates of MFI, and adjustments are made for areas with
unusually high or low incomes or housing costs; further, income limits are
adjusted for family size, for example, so that larger families have higher income
limits.

Jurisdiction A State or unit of general local government. Minneapolis is a
participating jurisdiction (PJ) with HUD in the implementation of this Consolidated
Plan programming.

Large Family Defined as a family of five or more persons.

Lead-Based Paint Hazards Any condition that causes exposure to lead from
lead-contaminated dust, lead-contaminated soil, and lead-contaminated paint
that is deteriorated or present in accessible surfaces, friction surfaces or intact
surfaces that would result in adverse human health effects as established by the
appropriate federal agency.

Logic Model A graphic representation included in many Federal grant
applications that correlates and links program objectives to program
accomplishments. A logic model is a standard process to gquantify output and
outcome estimates based on inputs.

Low Income Defined as income that does not exceed 50 percent of MFI for the
area, as determined by HUD, with adjustments for large and small families,
except that HUD may establish income ceilings higher or lower than 50 percent
of the median for the area. The exception is based on HUD's findings that such
variations are necessary because of prevailing levels of construction costs, fair
market rents, or unusually high or low family incomes.

Mean (Average) Income The amount obtained by dividing the total aggregate
income of a group by the number of units in that group. The means for
households, families, and unrelated individuals are based on all households,
families, and unrelated individuals, respectively. The means (averages) for
people are based on people 15 years old and over with income.

Median Income The amount which divides the income distribution into two
equal groups, half having incomes above the median, half having incomes below
the median. The medians for households, families, and unrelated individuals are
based on all households, families, and unrelated individuals, respectively. The
medians for people are based on people 15 years old and over with income

Metro HRA Metropolitan Council Housing and Redevelopment Authority is the
regional entity that provides delivery of a variety of housing programs and related
services. The Metro HRA administers the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher
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Program in the state of Minnesota and provides federally funded rent subsidies to
private property owners on behalf of low- income renters.

MHI Median Household Income The income amount at the point (median) in
the distribution where half the household incomes are above, and half are below,
from the total number of households including those with no income

MEI Median Family Income The Estimated Median Family Income as
determined by HUD. The median income figure is the median for all
family sizes. HUD median family income estimates are based on Census
data on family incomes updated using a combination of Bureau of Labor
Statistics earnings and employment data, Census P-60 median family
income data, and Census’ American Community Survey data on changes
in state median family incomes.

Middle-Income Income between 80 and 95 percent of MFI for the area, as
determined by HUD with adjustments for large and small families, except that
HUD may establish income ceilings higher or lower than 95 percent of the
median for the area. The exception is based on HUD's findings that such
variations are necessary because of prevailing levels of construction costs, fair
market rents, or unusually high or low family incomes. For purposes of NSP
funds only, middle income is between 80 and 120 percent of MFI.

MMI (See MFI)

MPHA Minneapalis Public Housing Authority MPHA owns and manages the
City's stock of public housing and administers Section 8 rental assistance.

Mobility or Self Care Limitations This includes all households where one or
more persons has 1) A long-lasting condition that substantially limits one or more
basic physical activity, such as walking, climbing stairs, reaching, lifting, or
carrying andfor 2) a physical, mental, or emotional condition lasting more than 6
months that creates difficulty with dressing, bathing, or getting around inside the
home.

Moderate-lncome And Above Income that does not exceed 80 percent of MFI
for the area, as determined by HUD with adjustments for large and small families,
except that HUD may establish income ceilings higher or lower than 80 percent
of the median for the area, on the basis of HUD's findings that such variations are
necessary because of prevailing levels of construction costs or fair market rents,
or unusually high or low family incomes.

MSA Metropolitan Statistical Area Generally a statistical area, or a core area
containing a substantial population concentration, including adjacent
communities having a social and economic integration throughout the
concentrated area. For example, Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI
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Metropolitan Statistical Areas and metropolitan divisions, defined by the Office of
Management and Budget are; Anoka County, MN; Carver County, MN; Chisago
County, MN; Dakota County, MN; Hennepin County, MN; Isanti County, MN;
Ramsey County, MN; Scott County, MN; Sherburne County, MN; Washington
County, MN; Wright County, MN; Pierce County, WI; St. Croix County, WI.

NSP Neighborhood Stabilization Program The Congressional intent for these
funds is to provide cities and states funding to address the effects of abandoned
and foreclosed upon homes and residential properties.

Other Housing Problems Defined as overcrowding (1.01 or more persons per
room) and/or without complete kitchen or plumbing facilities

Overcrowding Defined as a housing unit containing more than one person per
room.

Person with disabilities A household composed of one or more persons at
least one of whom is an adult who has a disability.
(1) A person shall be considered to have a disability if he or she has a disability
that:

(i) Is expected to be long-continuing or of indefinite duration;

(i) Substantially impedes the individual's ability to live independently;

(iii) Could be improved by the provision of more suitable housing

conditions; and

(iv) Is a physical, mental, or emotional impairment, including an

impairment caused by alcohol or drug abuse, posttraumatic stress

disorder, or brain injury.
(2) A person will also be considered to have a disability if he or she has a
developmental disability, as defined in this section.
(3) A person will also be considered to have a disability if he or she has acquired
immunodeficiency syndrome (AIDS) or any conditions arising from the etiologic
agent for acquired immunodeficiency syndrome, including infection with the
human immunodeficiency virus (HIV).
(4) Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this definition, the term person
with disabilities includes, except in the case of the SRO component, two or more
persons with disabilities living together, one or more such persons living with
another person who is determined to be important to their care or well-being, and
the surviving member or members of any household described in the first
sentence of this definition who were living, in a unit assisted under this part, with
the deceased member of the household at the time of his or her death. (In any
event, with respect to the surviving member or members of a household, the right
to rental assistance under this part will terminate at the end of the grant period
under which the deceased member was a participant.)
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Public housing Housing assisted under the United States Housing Act of 1937,
other than under Section 8. "Public housing” includes dwelling units in a mixed
finance project that are assisted by a PHA with capital or operating assistance.

Public Housing Agency (PHA) [See MPHA] Any State, county, municipality,
or other governmental entity or public body, or agency or instrumentality of these
entities, that is authorized to engage or assist in the development or operation of
low-income housing under the United States Housing Act of 1937.

Poverty Level Family Family with an income below the paverty line, as defined
by the Office of Management and Budget and revised annually.

PPU Problem Properties Unit of the City of Minneapolis combines staff from a
number of City departments to work together to reduce the number and severity
of problem properties. The unit identifies Minneapolis' worse problem properties,
applies collaborative intervention strategies to address the problem and develops
long-term solutions to prevent the reoccurrence of problems. The Problem
Properties Unit includes staff from Police, Housing Inspections, City Attorney and
Regulatory Services.

Rapid re-housing assistance The provision of housing relocation and
stabilization services and short- and/or medium-term rental assistance as
necessary to help a homeless individual or family move as quickly as possible
into permanent housing and achieve stahility in that housing.

Rehabilitation The improvement or repair of an existing structure, or an addition
of an existing structure that does not increase the floor area by more than 100
percent.

REO Real Estate Owned is a term used in the housing market, in the context of
this document, to refer to real estate owned properties that have been acquired
by default, and/or owned by HUD or an institution and that is available for re-sale.

Row House Development A structure containing three or more living units,
each separated by vertical walls and generally having individual entrances and
interior stairs.

SMSA Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas are the major metropolitan areas
of the United States commaonly referred to as SMSA target markets (also, see
MSA)

Section 3 The provision of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968
that ensures employment and economic opportunities generated by certain HUD
financial assistance be directed to low- and very-low-income persons, particularly
those who are recipients of government assistance for housing, and to business
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concerns which provide economic opportunities to low- and very low-income
persons.

Section 8 HUD's voucher program Housing assistance, in the form of direct
property-based payments, secured from a local housing authority that low-
income people can use to obtain housing

Section 108 The loan guarantee provision of the CDBG program. It provides
CDBG entitlement communities a source of financing for economic development,
housing rehabilitation, public facilities, and large-scale physical development
projects. Activities eligible generally include economic development activities
eligible under CDBG,; all projects and activities must either principally benefit low-
and moderate-income persons, aid in the elimination or prevention of slums and
blight, or meet urgent needs of the community.

Section 215 The provision for HUD's HOME Investment Partnerships program
that provides that rental housing and housing that is for homeownership shall
qualify as affordable housing.

Section 504 The provision of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Section 504). It
provides that no otherwise-gualified individual with a disability shall, solely
because of his or her disability, be excluded from the participation in, be denied
the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity
receiving Federal financial assistance.

Section 504 Needs Assessment An assessment of the needs of both
residents and applicants of public housing for accessible units.

Severe Cost Burden Defined as the extent to which gross housing costs,
including utility costs, exceed 50 percent of gross income, based on data from
the U.S. Census Bureau.

Shelter Defined by HEARTH Act to mean “emergency shelter” but not
“transitional housing”, a facility whose primary purpose is to provide a temporary
shelter for the homeless in general or for specific populations of the homeless
and which does not require occupants to sign leases or occupancy agreements.

SRO Single Room Occupancy A program autharized by Section 441 of the
McKinney-VYento Homeless Assistance Act. Under the program, HUD enters into
Annual Contributions Contracts with public housing agencies (PHAS) in
connection with the moderate rehabilitation of residential properties that, when
rehabilitation is completed, will contain multiple single room dwelling units.
Assistance provided under the SRO program is designed to bring more standard
SRO units into the local housing supply and to use those units to assist homeless
persons.

HUD-Approved MINNEAPOLIS 346
Consolidated Plan

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)



Subrecipient A public or private nonprofit agency, authority, or organization, or
a for-profit entity receiving funds to undertake activities, but does not include
contractors providing supplies, equipment, construction, or services subject to
procurement requirements.

Substantial rehabilitation Rehabilitation that involves costs in excess of 75
percent of the value of the building after rehabilitation

SuperNOFA HUD consolidates its Notices of Funding Availability (NOFA) grant
programs into one SuperNOFA grant application process with separate
submission dates for each program. SuperNOFA requirements for all programs
are identified in the general section and program specific requirements are in the
program sections. The SuperNOFA is generally made available each spring.

Transitional Housing Housing and appropriate supportive services to
homeless persons to facilitate movement to independent living within 24 months
or a longer period approved by HUD. For purposes of the HOME program, there
is no HUD-approved period to move to independent living.

Very-Low Income Income between 0 and 30 percent of the MFI for the area, as
determined by HUD with adjustments for smaller and larger families, except that
HUD may establish income ceilings higher or lower than 30 percent of the
median for the area. The exception is based on HUD's findings that such
variations are necessary because of prevailing levels of construction costs, fair
market rents, or unusually high or low family incomes.

White Population The number of people in a 2000 census tract that listed
themselves as non-Hispanic white.

Victim service provider. A private nonprofit organization whose primary mission
is to provide services to victims of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual
assault, or stalking. This term includes rape crisis centers, battered women's
shelters, domestic violence transitional housing programs, and other programs.

Youth: Defined for HEARTH Act authorized homelessness programs to mean
less than 25 years of age.

Sources include United States Census Bureau and the rtment of Housing & Urban Developiment
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Grantee SF-424's and Certification(s)
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Specific CDBG Certifications
The Entitlement Commumuty certifies that:

Citizen Participation -~ [t iz in full compliance and followirg a detailed citizen participation plan that
satizfies the requirements ot 24 CFR 91,103,

Community Brevelopment Flan — Tis consolidated howsing and sommunity develepment plan identifies
community developoent and hausing needs and specifles bolh shori-term and long-term commnnity
development objectives that provide decent housing, expand ceonomic oppoctunitics primarily for
persons of low and moderate income. (See CFR 24 570.2 and CERR 24 part 577

Foltowing a Flan -- Tt is following a cierrent consclidated plan (or Comprehensive Housing AlTordabiliny
Strategy) that has been approved by HUD.

Use of Funds -- 1t has complied with the following criteriar

L Max mum Feasible Priority. With respect to activitizs sxpected o be assisied wilh CDBG [nds,
iL centifies that it has developed s Actlon [Man so as to give maximum feasible priovity o
activitics which beaefit Inw and maderate income families or aid in the prevention or eliminalion
of slums or blight, The Action Plan may also nctude activitics whitch the geantee cortifics are
designed to meet other communily developmen needs having a particuiar urgency becavse
cxisting conditions pose a sericus and inunediate threat to the health or welfare of Lhe
cominunTy, angd other financial resources are not available);

2. Overall Benefit. The aggregare use of CDBA funds including seetion 108 guaranteed loans
durirg program year(s) 2014, 2015, 2016 (a period speeified by (e grantee consisiing of one,
Lo, 0o Lhree specific conscottive program years), shall principally benefit persans of low and
maderate incorie in & manncr that ensures that at least 70 percent of the anount 1s expended
for activities that benefit such persons during the destgnated pariod;

Speeial Asscssments. [t will not attempt to recover any capital costs of public improvements
winisted with COBG funds mcluding Section 108 loan guarantesd funds by assessing any smount
apdinst propertics owned and occupicd by persons of low and moderate incomme, including any fe
charged or asscssment made: as a condilivn of oblainimg nccess to such public improvemnents.

L

Howoever, IFCDBG finds are used to pay the propartion of a fee or assessment that refates Lo
the capital costs of public improvements (assisied in parl with CDBG lunds} Minanced from
other revenue sources, an assessinent or charge may be made against the property with respest
L the pudlic improvemwids [ingeesd by a source olher than COBG funds.

The jurisdiztion will nod attempt to resaver any capital costs of public improvements assisted
with CDBG [unds, incleding Seetian 108, unless CDBG tunds are used to pay the proportion of
oo or asscssment attribitable to the capital costs of public improvements financed from other
revenue sources, In dhis case, an assessment or charge may be roade against the properiy with
respeet to the public improvements financed by & scurce other than CDBG funds. Also, in the
case of properties owned and occupied by moderatc-ineame (nat knw-income) families, an
assessmoent of charge may be made against the propany for whlic improverments lranced by a
souree otlwer i CDBG funds iT the jusisdiction certifics that it lacks CDBG funds to cover the
dssessment.

Excessive Force - [t has adopted and is enloreing:

1. A policy prohibiting the use of excessive luree by law enforcement agencics within its
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FSG Certifications
The Emerpency Solutions Grants Proprant Recipient certilies thal:

Major rehabilitation/conversion — an crmergency shelter’s rehabilitation costs excecd 75
percent of the value of the building before rehebilitation, the jurisdiction will maintain the
building as a shelter for homeless individuals and families far a minimum of 10 years after the
date the building is fiest occupicd by a hameless individual ar famiky after the completed
rehabililatior, ITthe cost (o converl a buiiding into an ermergency sheller excesdy 75 percent al
the value of the building after conversion, the jurisdiction wil. maintain the building as a shelter
for homeless individoals and Tamélies fot a nuinimuom o 10 years after the date the building is
first occupicd by a homeless individual or family after the completed conversion. lnall other
cases where ESG lunds are used for renovation, the jurisdiclion will inaintain the building a3 a
shelter for homeless individuzls and familics for a minimum of 3 scars aftcr the date the building
is frsl occumed by 4 homeless individual or Tamily aller the completed renovation,

Essential Services and Operating Costs — In the case of assistaace involving shelter operations
or cssential services rolated to sizect oulrcach or cmergeney shelter, the jurisdiction will provide
services or shelter to homeless individusls and families for the peviod during which the BSG
assistance is provided, wilhout regard to a particular sile or structues, 5o long the jurisdiction
serves the same type of persons (e, fmilizs with ehildren, uraccompanied vouth, disabled
individuals, or victims of domestic violenee) or persons in the same geographic area,

Renovation — Any renovation catricd out with BSG assistance shall be sullicicnt w casurs
that the building invalved is safe and sanitary.

Supportive Services — The jurizdiction will assist homeless individuals in abtaining permeanent
housing, appropriate supportive services { ineludiog medical and mantal health treatment, vietim
seivices, counseling, supervision, and other services essential lor achieving independent living),
and other Federal State, local, and private assistance available for such individoals,

Muatching Fends — The jorisdiclion will obtain malching amounts reyuired under 24 CTR
576,201,

Confidentiality - Lhe jurisdiction has established and is implementing procedures to ensure the
confidentiality of records pertaining te any individual provided family violenee prevention or
treatment services under any project assisted under the ESG program, including proteciion
againsi the release of the address or location of any family violence shelter project, excepl with
the wiitten authorization of the person responsible [or (he operation of that sheloer,

Homcless Persons Involvement — To the maximum extent praeticable, the jurisdietion will
involve, throngh employment, volunizer services, or oltherwise, homeless individeals and
familics in constructing, renovating, maintaining, and operating facilities assisted under the ESG
program, in providing sevviecs asgisted under the ESG program, end in providing services for
occupants of facilities assisted under the program.

Comsolidated Plan = All activitics the jurisdiclion undertakes with assistancs under
54 are consistent with the jurisdiction’s consolidated plan.

Discharge Policy — I'hc jurisdicticn will establish and implement, to the maximum extent
praclicable and where appropriate policies and protocols for the discharge of persons fram
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APPENINX TO CTRTIFICATIONS
MNETRUCTIONS CONCERNING LOBBY [NG:

A Lobbying Certification

This certfization is a material representztion of fact upon which reliance was placed when
this transaction was made or enterad Inte, Submission ol his eertiBealiun sy prerequisile
for making or entering into this sransaction imposed by section 1352, title 3, U.S. Code,
Any person whe fails to file the required cerlification shall be subject to a civil penalty of
not less tian 10,000 and not more izn S100,000 Ly cach sush failure,
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Appendix - Alternate/Local Data Sources

1 Data Source Name
Risk of Lead-Based Paint Hazard
List the name of the organization or individual who originated the data set.
Minneapolis Health Department Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control Unit
Provide a brief summary of the data set.
Assumptions driven by analysis of 2009-13 American Community Survey, 5 Year Estimates data
points of median income, housing unit age, population and number of families with children under
18.
What was the purpose for developing this data set?
HUD supplied numbers for Housing Units Built Before 1980 with Children Present by Occupancy Type
was deemed inaccurate and not reflective of local conditions.
How comprehensive is the coverage of this administrative data? Is data collection concentrated in one
geographic area or among a certain population?
ACS data for Minneapolis.
What time period (provide the year, and optionally month, or month and day) is covered by this data set?
ACE 2009-13
What is the status of the data set (complete, in progress, or planned)?
Complete.

2 Data Source Name
Public Housing Units
List the name of the organization or individual who originated the data set.
Minneapolis Public Housing Authority
Provide a brief summary of the data set.
MPHA revised the PIC numbers provided by HUD in the ECon Planning Suite to reflect current data.
What was the purpose for developing this data set?
MPHA revised the PIC numbers provided by HUD in the ECon Planning Suite to reflect current data.
How comprehensive is the coverage of this administrative data? Is data collection concentrated in one
geographic area or among a certain population?
Citywide public housing assistance.
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What time period (provide the year, and optionally month, or month and day) is covered by this data set?

2014

What is the status of the data set (complete, in progress, or planned)?

complete.

Data Source Name

Vacant Housing data

List the name of the organization or individual who originated the data set.

Hennepin County Sheriff; Minneapolis CPED

Provide a brief summary of the data set.

vacant unit data derived from foreclosure sales information and vacant and boarded buildings list.

What was the purpose for developing this data set?

Housing ordinance.

How comprehensive is the coverage of this administrative data? Is data collection concentrated in one
geographic area or among a certain population?

Citywide data.

What time period (provide the year, and optionally month, or month and day) is covered by this data set?

2014 and current to date

What is the status of the data set (complete, in progress, or planned)?

Foreclosure numbers are updated monthly; property status data updated weekly.
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