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Executive Summary

The 2012 Minneapolis Consolidated Plan is an update to the comprehensive
2010-2014 Five-year Consolidated Plan issued in 2010 addressing the City’s
housing and community development needs. The 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:

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)

Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG)

Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA)

HOME Investment Partnerships

This year’'s Consolidated Plan is an update of the five-year strategy covering
fiscal years 2010-2014. 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 funding initiatives in the City that affect the
City’s low- and moderate-income residents.

The City of Minneapolis’ 2012 Consolidated Plan program year runs from June 1,
2012 through May 31, 2013. The City’s lead agency responsible for the Plan’s
development is the Office of Grants & Special Projects, which is a part of the
Intergovernmental Relations Department, in the Office of the City Coordinator.

The executive summary includes objective and outcome expectations, as well as
an evaluation of past performance. The 2012 Consolidated Plan states how the
City intends to utilize its HUD entitlement funds in the areas of housing and
community development, public service, and administration. The Consolidated
Plan ties HUD grant-funded spending to other funding initiatives in the City that
benefit the City’s low- and moderate-income residents.

Emergency Solutions Grant

This Consolidated Plan also is a 2" Amendment to the 2011 Consolidated Plan
to include the second allocation and additional HUD requirements for Fiscal Year
2011 Emergency Solutions Grant.

HUD language: Please note that the “Emergency Shelter Grants” program has
changed to the “Emergency Solutions Grants” program in accordance with the
Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing Act of 2009
(HEARTH Act). The change in the program’s name reflects the change in the
program’s focus from addressing the needs of homeless people in emergency or
transitional shelters to assisting people to quickly regain stability in permanent
housing after experiencing a housing crisis and/or homelessness. On December




5, 2011, HUD published an interim rule, which is effective as of January 4, 2012,
and available in Volume 76, Page 75954 of the Federal Register.

Through 2011, the City of Minneapolis implemented HUD’s Emergency Shelter
Grant programming with its Consolidated Plan strategies, by contributing capital
resources for the rehabilitation of supportive housing and emergency shelter
units. With the second allocation of 2011 Emergency Solutions Grant and 2012
Emergency Solutions Grant, the City will amend the existing program to focus on
the needs of homeless people in emergency or transitional shelters and assist
people to quickly regain stability in permanent housing after experiencing a
housing crisis and/or homelessness in addition to providing funding for shelter
rehabilitation. ESG funds will be made available through the coordinated efforts
of two City departments, including existing capital resources through the City’s
Community Planning and Economic Development Department (CPED), and
homelessness service resources provided through Neighborhood and
Community Relations Department (NCR). The HEARTH Act also codified into
law the Continuum of Care planning process, long a part of HUD’s competitive
application process, enabling the City to assist homeless persons by providing
greater coordination in responding to their needs.The eligible Subrecipients can
be local government agencies or private nonprofit organizations. The recipient
agencies and organizations, which actually run these homeless assistance
projects, will apply for ESG funds through the City.

Summary of Objective and Outcome Expectations

The City of Minneapolis’ performance measurement system is tied to City
department or program lines, and to the annual budget process. The
Consolidated Plan includes measures of performance to quantify goals by
incorporating projected outcome measures. Quantifiable results-oriented goals
for capital programs are tied to a unified framework for the benefit of low- and
moderate-income residents. Additional performance benchmarks and reporting
are required by HUD for the HOPWA program whose Subrecipients are
contracted through the City of Minneapolis.

The City of Minneapolis includes a performance-based framework for all its
Consolidated Plan activities. The outcome measurement system enables HUD
to report program accomplishments aggregated at the national level, enhancing
the budget process and demonstrating the community need for these funding
sources. This system is described, and outcome results can be found, on HUD’s
website: http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/about/performance/index.cfm

The Consolidated Plan lists the City’'s HUD funded program activities in Appendix
Table 3, together with performance expectations in terms of HUD’s performance
measurement system. The accomplishments of each HUD-funded program is
measured, based on a combination of national objectives and outcomes, shown
here, and in Chart A, below.


http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/about/performance/index.cfm

Objectives:

1. creating suitable living environments

2. providing decent housing, and

3. expanding economic opportunities

Outcomes:

1. availability/accessibility
2. affordability, and

3. sustainability

The City’s program managers provide the outcome expected from each HUD-
funded activity. Table A is a summary of outcomes the City expects to achieve
with its HUD funded programs benefiting low- and moderate-income residents.

Minneapolis 2012 HUD Program Outlay and Performance
Projections (Chart A)

Framework for Public |  Outcome #1: Outcome #2: Outcome #3:
Service and Capital “ Availability /

Projects Accessibility” “Affordability” | “Sustainability”
Objective #1.: $960,033 $1,041,800
“Suitable Living Beneficiaries: - Beneficiaries:
Environment” 2,710 227,918
Objective #2: $475,722 $8,318,646
“Decent Housing” Beneficiaries: Beneficiaries: -

55 440
Objective #3: $1,897,000
“Economic Activity” - - *Benlegggries

(Beneficiaries are low- and moderate-income residents; * Outcome for “Economic activity”

beneficiaries includes persons, jobs and businesses)

Chart A, above, is a summary of the Consolidated Plan program activities the
City funds for CDBG, HOME, ESG and HOPWA. Chart B, below, further
classifies these combinations relative to the type of benefit these programs
provide to the City’s low- and moderate-income residents.
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Number that will
have new access to 1,860 237 925
this service or benefit

Number that will

have improved
access to this 850 55 100

service or benefit

Number that will
receive a service or
benefit that is no
longer substandard

227,918 148 55

Number that will
have new access to
this type of public
facility or
infrastructure
improvement

Number that will
have improved
access to this type of
public facility or
infrastructure
improvement

Number that will be
served by public
facility or
infrastructure that is
no longer
substandard

As indicated in Chart A, the City will create decent housing with improved/new
affordability, for 440 low- and moderate-income beneficiaries, by leveraging $8.3
million though its capital programs. Of those, as noted in Chart B, 237
beneficiaries will have new access to affordable housing, 55 will have improved
access to housing, and 148 will have housing that is no longer substandard.
From appendix Table 3, this programming includes support for the development
of housing units, homebuyer assistance for low-income households, and tenant-
based rental assistance for persons with HIV/AIDS.

The City will invest of $1.8 million in CDBG funding will provide economic
opportunity through improved/new sustainability for 1,026 beneficiaries. This
includes developing strategies for small business development, linking low-
income residents with job openings, public service funding for youth employment
training, through community-based organizations and school programs.




The City will direct $1.0 million to enhance suitable living environments for low-
income beneficiaries, with over 227,000 residents in targeted areas across the
City of Minneapolis benefiting from CDBG-funded crime prevention
programming, together with strategies to abate lead hazards, and reduce or
eliminate over 396 blighted properties. Public Service programs, identified in
Appendix Table 3, provide opportunities for low income persons gain new or
improved access to a range of solutions focused on domestic abuse, curfew
truancy, youth violence prevention, childhood development, school readiness,
and multi-cultural access & outreach services.

Table 3A Summary of Specific Annual Objectives
(2011 accomplishments to be compiled in Summer 2012 for the 2011 annual

performance report)
Grantee Name: Minneapolis, MN

Availability/Accessibility of Decent Housing (DH-1)
Specific Annual Objective Source of Year Performance Expecte | Actual Percent
Funds Indicators d Number | Completed
Number
DH1.1 Finance and HOME 2010 Housing Units 242 121 48%
administer programs | CDBG 2011 242 %
for development of 2012 242 %
affordable and 2013 242 %
mixed-income rental 2014 242 %
housing
MULTI-YEAR GOAL 1,210 121 10%
DH 1.2 Finance and HOME 2010 Housing Units 52 1 2%
administer programs | CDBG 2011 52 %
for development of 2012 52 %
affordable and 2013 52 %
mixed-income 2014 52 %
ownership housing MULTI-YEAR GOAL 260 1 0%
DH 1.4 Finance CDBG 2010 Housing 42 61 145%
development of HOME 2011 Units 42 %
housing opportunities | HOPWA 2012 42 %
for .persons with 2013 42 %
special needs 2014 42 %
MULTI-YEAR GOAL 210 61 29%
DH1.5 Develop shelter and | CDBG 2010 310 85 27%
supportive housing HOME 2011 310 %
options for those 2012 310 %
persons experiencing 2013 310 %
homelessness 2014 310 %
MULTI-YEAR GOAL 1,550 85 5%
DH 1.6 Develop new CDBG 2010 Housing 68 0 0%
affordable senior HOME 2011 Units 68 %
housing 2012 68 %
2013 68 %
2014 68 %
MULTI-YEAR GOAL 340 0 0%




Affordability of Decent Housing (DH-2)

DH2.1 Support CDBG 2010 Housing Units 17 20 118%
homeownership 2011 17 %
opportunities for 2012 17 %
underserved 2013 17 %
populations 2014 17 %

MULTI-YEAR GOAL 85 20 24%

DH2.11 | Acquisition and slum CDBG 2010 Housing Units 25 15 60%
blight removal and 2011 25 %
reuse to support 2012 25 %
affordable housing 2013 25 %
development 2014 25 %

MULTI-YEAR GOAL 125 15 12%

DH2.2 Support multi-family CDBG 2010 Organizations 10 6 60%
housing grants to non- 2011 10 %
profit developers for 2012 10 %
predevelopment 2013 10 %
assistance 2014 10 %

MULTI-YEAR GOAL 50 6 12%

DH 2.3 Provide housing HOPWA 2010 Households 125 148 118%
assistance to HOPWA 2011 125 %
eligible households 2012 125 %

2013 125 %

2014 125 %

MULTI-YEAR GOAL 625 148 24%
Sustainability of Decent Housing (DH-3)

DH3.1 Finance and administer | CDBG 2010 Housing Units 330 281 85%
programs for HOME 2011 330 %
rehabilitation of 2012 330 %
affordable and mixed- 2013 330 %
income rental housing 2014 330 %

MULTI-YEAR GOAL 1,650 281 17%

DH 3.2 Finance preservation of | CDBG 2010 Housing 36 13 36%
housing opportunities for | HOME 2011 Units 36 %
persons with special ESG 2012 36 %
needs 2013 36 %

2014 36 %
MULTI-YEAR GOAL 180 13 7%

DH 3.3 Contribute capital ESG 2010 Housing/Be | 55 63 115%
resources to the HOME 2011 d Units (3 60 %
rehabilitation of CDBG 2012 SRO=1 62 %
supportive housing and 2013 unit) 65 %
shelter units consistent 2014 68 %
with Continuum of Care MULTI-YEAR GOAL 310 63 20%

DH 3.4 Finance owner-occupied | CDBG, 2010 Housing 18 20 111%
housing rehabilitation NSP 2011 Units 18 %

2012 18 %
2013 18 %
2014 18 %
MULTI-YEAR GOAL 90 20 22%




DH 3.6 Support rehabilitation CDBG 2010 Housing 0 55 n/a
needs of public housing 2011 Units 50 %
supply 2012 50 %

2013 50 %
2014 50 %
MULTI-YEAR GOAL 200 55 28%
Availability/Accessibility of Suitable Living Environment (SL-1)

SL1.2 Support programs that CDBG 2010 Persons 450 661 147%
allow seniors to be self- 2011 150 %
sufficient 2012 400 %

2013 400 %
2014 400 %
MULTI-YEAR GOAL 2,100 661 31%

SL1.3 Promote healthy well- CDBG 2010 Persons 99 232 234%
being of residents 2011 95 %
through public and 2012 87 %
private service providers 2013 81 %

2014 76 %
MULTI-YEAR GOAL 438 232 53%

SL1.4 Provide public service CDBG 2010 Persons 20 50 250%
resources to vulnerable 2011 20 %
homeless elder citizens 2012 18 %

2013 16 %
2014 14 %
MULTI-YEAR GOAL 88 50 57%
SL15 Promote resources for CDBG 2010 Persons 1,125 1,298 115%
city youth programming 2011 1,085 %
2012 1,041 %
2013 997 %
2014 953 %
MULTI-YEAR GOAL 5,205 1,298 25%

SL1.6 Provide for school CDBG 2010 Persons 750 861 115%

readiness initiatives 2011 740 %
2012 730 %

2013 720 %

2014 710 %

MULTI-YEAR GOAL 3,350 861 26%

SL1.7 Provide for homeless CDBG, 2010 Persons 100 TBD %
prevention and rapid re- | HPRP, 2011 100 %
housing ESG 2012 100 %

2013 100 %
2014 100 %
MULTI-YEAR GOAL 500 0 %

SL 1.8 Public service provision | CDBG 2010 Persons 6,453 1,463 23%
and assistance for 2011 6,453 %
immigrant and Native 2012 6,453 %
American populations 2013 6,453 %

2014 6,453 %
MULTI-YEAR GOAL 32,265 1,463 5%

Affordability of Suitable Living Environment (SL-2)




SL2.1 Provide mortgage CDBG/NSP 2010 Households 100 330 330 %
foreclosure assistance Private 2011 100 %
to low-income 2012 100 %
homeowners 2013 100 %

2014 100 %
MULTI-YEAR GOAL 500 330 66%
Sustainability of Suitable Living Environment (SL-3)

SL3.1 Mitigate housing CDBG 2010 Housing Units | 750 853 114%
conditions that present 2011 750 %
life and safety issues 2012 750 %

2013 750 %
2014 750 %
MULTI-YEAR GOAL 3,750 853 23%

SL 3.2 Evaluate and remove CDBG 2010 Housing 100 207 207%
lead-based paint HUD 2011 Units 100 %
hazards in city State 2012 50 %
affordable housing 2013 50 %
supply 2014 50 %

MULTI-YEAR GOAL 350 207 59%

SL3.21 Enhance and sustain CDBG 2010 Persons 113,005 113,005
fire protection capacity 2011 113,005
serving low/mod 2012 113,005
income areas 2013 113,005

2014 113,005
113,005* 113,005 100%

SL 3.3 Provide crime CDBG 2010 Persons 227,472 227,472
prevention and 2011 227,472
restorative justice 2012 227,472
programs to Low/mod 2013 227,472
income targeted city 2014 227,472
neighborhoods MULTI-YEAR GOAL 227,472* 227,472 100%

Availability/Accessibility of Economic Opportunity (EO-1)
Specific Annual Objective Source of Year Performance Expecte | Actual Percent
Funds Indicators d Number | Completed
Number
EO 1.2 | Redevelop Brownfield Met 2010 Public 5 TBD %
sites Council, 2011 Facilities 5 %
MN DEED, 2012 5 %
Hennepin 2013 5 %
County 2014 5 %
MULTI-YEAR GOAL 25 0 %
Sustainability of Economic Opportunity (EO-3)
EO3.1 Rehabilitate CDBG 2010 Businesses 4 12 300%
neighborhood Local 2011 Assisted 6 %
commercial properties to 2012 4 %
retain their marketability 2013 6 %
and job creation 2014 4 %
MULTI-YEAR GOAL 24 12 50%

12




EO 3.2 Link low income CDBG 2010 Jobs 190 242 127%
residents to permanent Federal 2011 200 %
jobs State 2012 200 %
2013 200 %
2014 200 %
MULTI-YEAR GOAL 990 242 24%
EO 3.3 Prepare low-income CDBG 2010 Persons 600 353 59%
youth for future State 2011 600 %
workforce participation 2012 600 %
through summer 2013 600 %
employment training 2014 600 %
programs MULTI-YEAR GOAL 3,000 353 12%

Minneapolis 2012 HUD Program Projected Outputs
Type of Benefit
(Chart C)

3,022 | Number that will have new access to service or benefit

1,005 | Number that will have improved access to service or benefit

Number that will receive a service or benefit that is no longer
228,122 | substandard

- Number that will have new access to public facility or infrastructure
improvement

- Number that will have improved access to public facility or
infrastructure improvement

- Number that will be served by public facility or infrastructure that is no
longer substandard

The results from these City programs will be compiled and reported in the
CAPER at year-end. This information enhances policy-maker decisions for
community development planning and priority-making processes.

Relative Allocation of Priorities

The City of Minneapolis assigns a high priority (H) to a vast majority of program
strategies funded throughout the Consolidated Plan, as referenced in Appendix
Table 3. Priorities used in determining eligible projects to be funded with
Consolidated Plan resources are based on several variables, including:
estimated funding resources, historic funding resources, needs and strategies
procured from an array of planning documents produced by the City and outside
agencies, and estimates derived from projections developed based on funding




experience. Citizens can expect that the annual budget is a statement on
priorities by the City. Priorities are relative and follow these classifications:

High (H): The City plans to use available Consolidated Plan funds for activities to
meet the need during the Five-Year Strategic Plan.

Medium (M): The City plans to use any available funds, including Consolidated
Plan funds, for activities to meet the need during the Five-Year Strategic Plan,
and can assist organizations in seeking funds to meet the need.

Low (L): The City does not envision using any available Consolidated Plan funds
for activities to meet the need during the Five-Year Strategic Plan. The City will
consider certifications of consistency for other organizations’ applications for
federal assistance to meet these needs.

The City of Minneapolis allocates Consolidated Plan funding priorities based on
the relative needs, as described above, and in terms of median family income
(MFI), as follows:

Distribution of Consolidated Plan 0-30% 31-50% 51-80%
program funds based on very low-, low-, MFI MFI MFI

and moderate- income categories: Very Low Low Moderate
CDBG Capital Expenditures 33% 33% 33%
CDBG Public Service Expenditures 33% 33% 33%
HOME Investment Partnership 37.5% 37.5% 25%
ESG (Emergency Solutions Grant) 100%
HOPWA 100%

Consolidated Plan Past Performance Summary

The City has met 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 to benefit its low- and moderate-income citizens,
preserve and create decent, affordable housing opportunities. 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 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
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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 2010, the most recent year-end report, based on Consolidated
Plan objectives, as follows:

e the City’s funds were committed and expended in a timely manner;

e improvements to 350 owner occupied units and 390 rental units were
rehabilitated or preserved using CDBG and HOME funds;

e 853 nuisance properties were addressed,;

e over 250 low- and moderate-income persons received job training and
placement assistance;

o fifteen activities assisted in excess of 3,500 people through public service
activities including senior services, child care, employment training, health,
housing counseling and mortgage assistance services;

e nine organizations received ESG funding, which assisted over 600 shelter
beds;

e two organizations received HOPWA funding assisting over 100 people, and

¢ |ead based paint screening and reduction continued to be done on properties
assisted.

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. Rental vacancies have
fluctuated between high and low rates since the end of the 90s. Housing units
that are priced at the most affordable levels and exhibiting quality still incur great
demand. Variations in the housing market and factors such as accelerated
mortgage foreclosure rates have not translated positively for those at the lowest
income levels trying to find affordable housing.

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 2012 Consolidated Plan total funding is $14.9 million, which is
13.4% less than last year, and a decline from $19.8 million in 2008. The City is
concerned about the impact these cuts will have on the CDBG program and
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 has been cut as well. These reductions have affected
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.



Citizen Participation Plan

Throughout the development of the Consolidated Plan, citizen input is
encouraged. 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. The citizen participation plan can be found in Chapter 1 and
Chapter 6 and comments are summarized in the Appendix.
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Chapter 1 Introduction to One-Year Action Plan

A. Background

The Minneapolis 2012 Consolidated Plan and Amendment #2 to the 2011
Consolidated Plan is an application and strategy statement to the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) addressing the City’s
housing and community development needs. This document updates the 2010-
2014 Five-Year Strategy, and it serves as the 2012 Action Plan. The
Consolidated Plan is a combination housing plan, community development plan
and application for the following five U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development entitlement programs:

e Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)

e Home Investment Partnerships (HOME)

e Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG)

e Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA)

The 2012 Action 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 funding initiatives in the City that affect the City’s low-
and moderate-income residents. Priorities are set in accordance with HUD
directives. The City’s annual program year for Consolidated Plan purposes runs
from June 1 - May 31.

B. Planning Process (91.200(b))

1. Lead Agency

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. The contact person for any questions related to
the Consolidated Plan is:

Matt Bower

Grants & Special Projects

307M City Hall

350 South Fifth St.

Minneapolis, MN 55415

(612) 673-2188

Fax: (612) 673-3724
Matthew.Bower@ci.minneapolis.mn.us

The City implements Consolidated Plan funding through several key agencies.
The Minneapolis Community Planning and Economic Development Department
(CPED) implements the housing, economic development, and community


mailto:Matthew.Bower@ci.minneapolis.mn.us

development strategies. The Minneapolis Department of Health and Family
Support implements health and public service strategies. The Neighborhood &
Community Relations Department (NCR) will provide homelessness service
resources utilizing the amended ESG programming in coordination with Heading
Home Hennepin Continuum of Care. Examples of other partnerships are found
throughout the Consolidated Plan.

2. 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, which is 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.

3. Jurisdiction Consultations

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.

Internal

HUD provides Consolidated Plan Review Guidance, last modified June 1 and
October 26, 2009, on which City staff relies to develop the Consolidated Plan.
Representatives of the Grants and Special Projects office, together with input
from the City’s Department of Community Planning and Economic Development
(CPED), Department of Health and Family Support, and the Minneapolis Public
Housing Authority (MPHA), draft the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan Five-Year
Strategy. CPED and Heading Home Hennepin provides information and
analyses on housing and homelessness needs and the current housing market.
MPHA provided data on public housing. CPED contributes data and analysis on
economic development issues and associated strategies. Additionally, various
other departments contribute information relating to their specific areas of
expertise, providing an overall collaborative effort.

External
Consulting with non-City parties for developing the Consolidated Plan is as
important as internal staff consultation. A significant component of external

cooperation includes periodic inter-jurisdictional meetings between
representatives of HUD entitlement communities in the Metro Area. These
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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. Discussion topics of this group consist of joint issues and concerns
raised by the Consolidated Plan.

The City also consults with community-based agencies and boards, including
faith-based, on different aspects of the Consolidated Plan. This input is
especially valuable to inform City staff of needs and program issues as observed
by those in the field. The City worked with Heading Home Hennepin and
Hennepin County staff and staff of the City-County Office to End Homelessness
to develop the Emergency Solutions Grant program.

City Grants Office staff administers the HOPWA grant and participates with the
Minnesota HIV Housing Coalition in planning the annual HOPWA priorities and
allocations. City staff are part of the Heading Home Hennepin, Metropolitan
Housing Implementation Group, Funder’s Council, Lead Task Force and Fair
Housing Implementation Council.

Serving as a link between the community and City officials, Minneapolis Planning
staff have been appointed as members of MPHA's Citywide Comprehensive
Grant Committee. This relationship serves to inform the committee of the
progress related to Consolidated Plan and other City initiatives. Additionally,
Minneapolis Grants and Special Projects staff participates in MPHA's
Comprehensive Grant public hearings. Annually, the Hennepin County
Continuum of Care planning processes also provides considerable input into the
Consolidated Plan — the Continuum is staffed by the county with technical
assistance provided by City staff.

C. 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 source 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 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.

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 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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2. Schedule

City of Minneapolis

Citizen Participation Plan
FY 2012 Consolidated Plan

&

FY 2011 Consolidated Plan Amendment #2

August 12-27, 2011

Public Comment period for 2010 Consolidated
Annual Performance and Evaluation Report
(CAPER)

August 23, 2011

Public Hearing on 2010 CAPER

August 29, 2011

2010 CAPER submitted to HUD

September 12, 2011

Mayor’s Proposed 2012 Budget

October 19, 2011

Mayor's Recommended Consolidated Plan (CDBG)
2012 Budget (based on estimated HUD awards)

November 30, 2011

Public Hearing on 2012 Proposed Budget and
Taxation Review including Consolidated Plan

December 14, 2011

2012 Council Adopted Budget & Public Hearing

March 14, 2012

Notice of Public Hearing and Comment Period to
Consolidated Plan mailing list

March 16 - April 14, 2012

Public Comment period on Draft 2012
Consolidated Plan

March 20, 2012

Set Public Hearing for April 3, 2012 CD meeting

April 3, 2012

Public Hearing on 2012 Consolidated Plan and
Council Authority to submit Plan to HUD

April 17, 2012

City submission of 2012 Consolidated Plan to HUD

June 1, 2012-May 31, 2013

Year 38 CDBG Program Year, FY 2012
Consolidated Plan Year

2012 Consolidated Plan Budget Approval based on

June, 2012 HUD official grant notification
August 2012 Public Hearing on FY 2011 CAPER
August 2012 Submission of FY 2011 CAPER to HUD

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 submits the 2012 update to the five-year Consolidated Plan and one-
year action plan to HUD on April 17, 2012. A draft copy of the 2012
Consolidated Plan is made available March 16, 2012 for a thirty-day public
comment period. The City Council held a public hearing on the draft 2012
Consolidated Plan on April 3, 2012. The City’'s Community Development
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 and social service agencies and individuals that request notices of
meetings and hearings. Information on meetings and hearings is sent using the
Consolidated Plan mailing list. Staff publishes public notices for both public
meetings and hearings in Finance and Commerce, in accordance with City
notification practices. Electronic copies are also available on the City’s website
at http://www.minneapolismn.gov/grants/grants _consolidated-plan.

Printed notices list locations where copies of the Consolidated Plan are available
and invite persons to speak at the public meetings and hearings and/or submit
written comments. Public meetings and hearings are accessible and sign
language interpretation is available for public hearings and meetings. To have a
name placed on a speakers list for a public hearing, call (612) 673-2219, or for
sign language interpreting, TTY (612) 673-2626.

The City can provide all Consolidated Plan materials in alternative formats upon
request. If you need this material in an alternative format, or if you need disability
related accommodations, please contact Matt Bower at (612) 673-2188

or Matthew.Bower@minneapolismn.gov. TTY: 612-673-2626.

Attention: If you want help translating this information, call - Hmong -
Ceeb toom. Yog koj xav tau kev pab txhais cov xov no rau koj dawb,
hu 612-673-2800; Spanish - Atencion. Si desea recibir asistencia
gratuita para traducir esta informacion, llama 612-673-2700; Somali -
Ogow. Haddii aad dooneyso in lagaa kaalmeeyo tarjamadda
macluumaadkani oo lacag la’ aan wac 612-673-3500

5. Technical Assistance
A wide range of assistance is available to all groups needing help in

understanding the Consolidated Plan application process and development of

22


http://www.minneapolismn.gov/grants/grants_consolidated-plan
mailto:Matthew.Bower@minneapolismn.gov

proposals. This service, as well as referrals to appropriate community agencies,
is available from the Office of Grants and Special Projects in City Hall. For
technical assistance, call (612) 673-2188.

In the event that a significant number of non-English speaking residents wish to
participate in an aspect of the Consolidated Plan citizen participation process, a
request for assistance should be made to the City Clerk's Office, or the Office of
Grants and Special Projects. The number to call for language assistance is (612)
673-2043.

6. Proposed Funding Processes

The City's method for allocating Consolidated Plan funds varies according to the
funding source. Further information on funding opportunities can be obtained
from the following staff, and is discussed in various sections of this plan (for
instance, within project descriptions for programs that have funding solicitations):

Fund City Awards Funds to: For Further Information Call:

CDBG Various Agencies Matt Bower, Grants & Special
Projects (612) 673-2188

HOME Project Developers Matt Goldstein, CPED (612) 673-
5075

ESG Project Developers (CPED) Tiffany Glasper, CPED

(612) 673-5221

Homelessness Prevention and Cathy ten Broeke, NCR (612)

Rapid Re-housing Service 596-1606
Providers (NCR)

HOPWA Minnesota AIDS Project (MAP); Peter O'Toole, Grants & Special
Metropolitan Council HRA Projects, (612) 673-5456

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. It is 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 Policies 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.

9. Substantial Change Process and Amendments

The City of Minneapolis outlines the following policy regarding formal
amendments to its Consolidated Plan.

For purposes of definition, the City of Minneapolis defines “activity” as described
in 24 CFR 91.505 as the equivalent of a “program/project” as described in the
City’s annual Consolidated Plan budget documents.

The Consolidated Plan will be amended, formally, upon the occurrence of one of
the following:

1. A Consolidated Plan activity described in the Consolidated Plan, as amended,
is cancelled;

2. A new Consolidated Plan activity not previously described in the Consolidated
Plan, as amended, is added; or

3. There is a substantial change to the current Consolidated Plan, as amended.
Substantial change is defined as:

a) A change in Consolidated Plan priorities
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b) A change in a program/project description of such a degree that it may be
reasonably concluded that a significant change in projected program
purpose, scope, location, fund allocation or intended beneficiaries would
ensue; or

c) A reprogramming of more than 25% of an original CDBG amount
budgeted for a major functional Consolidated Plan budget category:
Housing, Economic Development, Community Development, Public
Services, and Administration.

Formal amendments to the Consolidated Plan trigger the Consolidated Plan
citizen participation plan (i.e., need for public hearing before Community
Development Committee, 30-day public comment period). Changes to the
Consolidated Plan not rising to the level of formal amendment will be treated
through existing City review and approval processes. These informal changes
will be included in the annual performance report to HUD and the public for the
subject Consolidated Plan year.

10. Access to Records

Current Consolidated Plans are available for review at the Minneapolis Grants
and Special Projects Office (Room 307M City Hall, enter at the door for Room
301M), all Public Libraries in Minneapolis, and at the Legal Aid Society of
Minneapolis. A limited number of copies of the Consolidated Plan will be
available for pickup.

Consolidated Plan information is also placed on the following website link for
review http://www.minneapolismn.gov/grants/grants _consolidated-plan.
Requests for 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.

D. Institutional Structure (91.215 (i))

1. Organizational Relationships

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 (MPHA), Hennepin County, and Minnesota Housing (formerly
the Minnesota Housing Finance Agency). Nonprofit organizations include


http://www.minneapolismn.gov/grants/grants_consolidated-plan

nonprofit developers and community housing development organizations, the
Family Housing Fund, and the Funder’'s Council. Private sector partners include
local financial institutions, for-profit developers, faith-based organizations and the
foundation community. The City also works with Heading Home Hennepin which
is the local HUD Continuum of Care.

The City works with these partners to design programs that work to address
needs present in the City. Still, program delivery gaps occur, whether through
funding shortfalls, differing timetables, and contrary program design. 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.

2. Organizational Relationship with Public Housing Agency

The organizational relationship between the MPHA and the City is an important
component of the City’s institutional structure for carrying out its housing and
community development plan for its low and moderate-income residents. A nine
member Board of Commissioners governs the MPHA,; four of these members are
City council-appointed, and five members, including the chairperson, are mayoral
appointees. One appointee of the council and mayor respectively must be a
public housing resident.

The MPHA functions as an independent housing authority with its own personnel
and purchasing systems. The City provides financial support to several MPHA
initiatives. City staff sits on the Comprehensive Grant Committee of MPHA and
MPHA staff contributes to the development of the City’s Consolidated Plan. The
City funds resident participation initiatives that encourage local resident
management of public housing sites.

The Minneapolis Public Housing Authority is not a troubled agency and is
classified as a Moving to Work agency by HUD.

E. Monitoring (91.230)

This section describes the standards and procedures that the City uses to
monitor activities carried out in the Consolidated Plan and to ensure long-term
compliance with requirements of the programs involved, including minority
business outreach and the comprehensive planning requirements. The City,
through continual collaboration between the Finance and Grants Offices provides
an overall level of assurance that grant programs implemented by the City and
Subrecipient programs implemented by community-based organizations are
being carried-out as intended in the Consolidated Plan.
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Programmatic, regulatory and contract compliance is achieved through the City’s
administrative structure, its offices of contract management, and through
Finance/Grants and the Grants Office. Programmatic and Financial monitoring is
one of the primary methods the City uses to determine whether grant funds are
being spent in compliance with the City’s contracting and financial framework and
federal regulations. These are structured reviews conducted on-site to ensure
consistency with the contract, for determining the adequacy of program
performance and to ensure that reported information is accurate. Monitoring
records, and in the case of finance audit records, are maintained in an easily
understandable format by the Grants Office and by the Finance department
respectively. The Grants Office monitors the overall levels of program
compliance and performance, provides technical assistance to grant-funded
program managers, and together with Finance/Grants implements the funding
draw-down process.

Further, compliance monitoring is achieved implicitly through the Grants Office
semi-annual process of communication city-wide with each respective program
manager in 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.
Also, the parallel process of City budget development by Finance, and
Consolidated Planning through the Grants Office explicitly provides a control
mechanism assuring a program-by-program systematic match. This system
provides awareness of new programming and programming that is removed on a
year-to-year basis.

In addition to the monitoring process described above, Consolidated Plan
programs that are implemented through third-party Subrecipients are monitored
for HUD compliance by the respective program managers, within their area of
expertise. Grants Office staff conducts systematic reviews across programmatic
areas to ensure consistency with regulatory compliance and that HUD national
objectives are being met. 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.

Program managers are responsible for sustaining contractual compliance
according to the policies of HUD and of City of Minneapolis. Grants Office staff
and Finance/Grants staff provide technical assistance to assure regulatory and
contract compliance. Subrecipient relationships and programmatic monitoring are
achieved through this contract compliance framework. Monitoring is carried out
by Grants and Finance/Grants personnel, scheduled regularly and randomly, and
documented in a standard format throughout the program year. Throughout their
auditing and monitoring processes, the Finance and Grants office identify
potential issues of non-compliance and implement a corrective action based on



City policy when such issues arise. To prevent continuance of a violation and to
mitigate adverse effects of violation, a monitoring letter stating the condition,
criterion, effect, cause and corrective action is presented to the program
manager and possibly the director for a 30-day response. Additionally, technical
assistance is provided to program managers as the need is identified or
requested.

The Grants Office and the Finance Department monitor Consolidated Plan
programs using standard financial checklists and HUD guidelines to
systematically identify and monitor programming based on a combination of risk,
perceived weakness and identified need. 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
generally accepted in the accounting profession and as included in this section,
below. If any grant funded program is out of compliance with the City’s
established financial policies, or perceived to be out of compliance with federal
regulations, follow-up corrective actions are implemented immediately with the
contract manager and the department director.

1. Purpose
The intention of these guidelines is to define the City's monitoring system and

provide general guidelines and operating standards for "overseeing"
subcontracted activities.

2. Objectives
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

¢ To provide City management and grantor agencies with performance
information to guide them in making future funding decisions (i.e. verify the
guantity and assess the quality of the services being delivered)

3. Definitions
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The definition of monitoring, for the purposes of grant administration, is an on-
going process aimed at measuring, maintaining and/or improving performance
and, under normal circumstances can be placed in one of the following two
categories:

Production Monitoring: Review procedures done at critical points within a process
to assure production consistency. An example of this would be the "desk top"
review of invoices by City staff before payment.

Quality Control / Compliance Monitoring: Review procedure done outside the
production process to assess the quality of the process and product being
delivered; it can be used to measure the effectiveness of production controls. An
example of this would be the reviews conducted by auditors to determine the
accuracy and adequacy of financial records, procedures and controls.

Vendor: A "Vendor," as defined in the Internal Control Standards section of the
Federal Managers Financial Integrity Act of 1982, audit resolution Standard is
one who:

¢ Provides goods and/or services within normal business operations
¢ Provides similar goods or services to many different purchasers
¢ Operates in a competitive environment

¢ Is not required to follow program compliance requirements in delivering goods
and/or services

Subrecipient: A "Subrecipient” as defined in the Internal Control Standards
section of the Federal Managers Financial Integrity Act of 1982, audit resolution
Standard, is one who:

¢ Determines eligibility for assistance

¢ Isrequired to meet program objectives

¢ Is responsible for making program decisions

¢ Is responsible for meeting program compliance requirements

¢ Uses funds provided to carry out a subrecipient program rather than provide
goods or services for a program of the prime recipient.

4. Production Monitoring



Subrecipient Monthly/Quarterly Reports: City departments responsible for
administering grants normally require periodic reports from subrecipients
indicating costs incurred and progress on contract goals. Normally, these are
done monthly and result in installment type payments over the contract period.
Payments cover reported costs and may include an operating advance. Program
and Finance staff review these reports before payment — also, the reports serve
as one of the indicators as to whether an on-site visit is necessary.

Vendor Invoices: Vendor invoices are normally submitted after goods or services
have been received and are reviewed by Program and Finance staff before
payment. Payment is based solely on the competitively established per-unit
price of the goods or services received rather than the cost to the vendor.

Technical Assistance: The City Program and Finance offices both provide
technical assistance on a request basis to improve subrecipient performance and
reduce the need for compliance monitoring. During these visits, staff is not only
able to provide subrecipients with technical assistance but can assess the need
for "quality control” type follow-up visits.

Audit Reviews: City Finance staff performs audit reviews on a regular basis to
assure that:

¢ Required audits are completed and submitted.
¢ Any findings identified in the reports are resolved.
¢ The reports, in general, meet the grantor's minimum audit requirements.

The audit review function is a centrally coordinated and controlled activity and is
used as another indicator of the need to conduct an on-site visit.

5. Quality Control/Compliance Monitoring

Quality control or compliance type monitoring is done using a systematic
approach on a proactive basis by city staff within their area of expertise.
Monitored subrecipients are selected from the most recent complete list of
contractors, based on dollar volume and/or types of activities being undertaken
and/or for the problem indicators previously listed. Subrecipients may be
monitored on a request basis identified by, for example, City Council members or
subrecipient Boards, or also based on the judgment of someone other than
Program or Finance Department staff.

Under current staffing, subrecipients meeting the following criteria do not
necessarily need to be monitored:
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¢ Those that receive less than $5,000 per year

Those that have a "clean" audit report.

¢ Those that have been administering programs for the City/CPED for more
than 3 years

¢ Those that have submitted all of the required program and financial reports
and those reports do not indicate a problem.

L 4

Monitoring review is done using the contract as a guide with the summary of
results and recommendations from each visit prepared in memo form and
provided to the responsible Program Office manager(s) for resolution.

The City monitors Consolidated Plan projects to ensure long-term compliance
with requirements of the programs involved, including minority business outreach
and the comprehensive planning requirements. For example, with the HOME
program, the City conducts monitoring on an ongoing basis, depending on the
type of project, for 5 to 20 years, to assure requirements are met related to rents,
income of tenants, affirmative marketing and fair housing, condition of the
property, and resale/recapture provisions.

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

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.

Routinely, the City reviews new and existing grant contracts. Grants, Finance,
Health, Civil Rights, and Community Planning and Economic Development
(CPED) offices provide on-site visits to contract agencies on a schedule, provide
Visits to new agencies to review their accounting systems, and offer technical
assistance, and will conduct a review of the agency’s grant accounting and
documentation in the event of an issue or problem.

Each contract details the requirements for the project to ensure that projects are
program eligible and have clear performance expectations. Contract managers
maintain contact with the agencies throughout the project period, and visit sites

as needed to meet with those managing the programs and/or clients served.



F. Priority Needs Analysis and Strategies (91.215 (a))

Discussion of needs and strategies are found later in this Consolidated Plan
under respective subject areas. However, the following is an overview of how
priorities are assigned, and some obstacles that the reader should keep in mind
in evaluating the strategies the City is using to meet underserved needs.

1. Basis for Priority Assignments

The Five-Year Consolidated Plan reflects City priorities used in determining
funding of eligible projects with Consolidated Plan resources. Competing
priorities for limited Consolidated Plan resources prevent the City from funding all
of the areas of need to the degree they deserve.

¢ Estimated funding resources are derived from either known approved plans (as
in the case of capital improvement plan), or historic funding resources.

¢ Needs and strategies are procured from an array of planning documents
produced by the City and outside agencies. Grants and Special Projects staff
welcomes any planning documents from outside agencies that can contribute to
the comprehensiveness of the Consolidated Plan. Staff will consider submitted
materials for the Consolidated Plan.

¢ Strategies noted do not necessarily correspond to a specific project.

¢ Estimated units are derived from any known projections developed by the City,
general references to a measure that could be translated into a unit, or a review
of units produced historically and projected forward into time.

¢ HUD requests that housing and community development needs be assigned a
priority, though it is not required. For purposes of the Consolidated Plan, the City
assigns priorities to the extent possible. Citizens can expect that the annual
budget is a statement on priorities by the City. Where Consolidated Plan
budgets do not reflect assigned priorities, annual Consolidated Plan updates in
the future will consider changing the priorities. Priorities are relative and follow
these classifications:

High: The City plans to use available Consolidated Plan funds for activities to
meet the need during the Five-Year Strategic Plan.

Medium: The City plans to use any available funds, including Consolidated Plan

funds, for activities to meet the need during the Five-Year Strategic Plan, and
can assist organizations in seeking funds to meet the need.
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Low: The City does not envision using any available Consolidated Plan funds for
activities to meet the need during the Five-Year Strategic Plan. The City will
consider certifications of consistency for other organizations’ applications for
federal assistance to meet these needs.

No Such Need: The City finds that there exists no such need, that the need is of
a nature not requiring Consolidated Plan assistance, or the need is already
substantially addressed either through completion or alternative local resources.

2. Obstacles to Meeting Underserved Needs

Limited resources are the primary obstacle to meeting underserved needs
identified in the Consolidated Plan. Minneapolis is continually challenged
with identifying needs, identifying priorities and making improvements to its
housing opportunities, community development, public services and
employment opportunities. There are obstacles to meeting underserved
needs across the entire City, which include aging infrastructure, funding
challenges, economic crisis and high costs for development. This document
provides a comprehensive analysis and strategy for overcoming various
obstacles, to the extent possible, and meeting the City’s underserved needs.
The Executive Summary, and more specifically throughout this document,
City states how it intends to utilize its HUD entitlement funds in the areas of
housing, community development and public services. Chapter 6 describes
its funding outlays and how Minneapolis will undertake a variety of activities
to address its priority needs for the next year. Minneapolis examines the
demographic data, and integrates broad public involvement into developing
priorities. This is a collaborative accomplishment within an environment of
limited resources, to address underserved needs through sustainable
partnerships and leveraging opportunities. Tables 3, 3A and 3B in this
document, identify the specific programming, objectives, goals and outlays
that have been developed through Minneapolis’ internal organizational
structure and through an external environment network of sustainable
relationships. The solution to these challenges is being achieved by actively
engaging other community development partners and recognizing and
sharing local priorities to address underserved needs. The reader will find
examples of this work in the partnership discussions throughout the Plan.
Other efforts are cited throughout the Consolidated Plan where participants at
different levels of government demonstrate a shared vision of how to address
needs.

G. Lead-based Paint (91.215 (g))



The City, as recipient of HUD funding, is required to estimate the number of
housing units that may contain lead-based paint hazards and that are occupied
by HUD client populations — also required are actions to evaluate and reduce
lead-based paint hazards. The 2010-14 Consolidated Plan housing chapter
specifies these needs and actions.

However, to summarize, the City will continue its active efforts at treating lead-
based paint hazards in City housing stock through several levels. First, at the
identification level- working with health providers, the state health department
and local health departments to identify children with elevated blood lead levels.
The City will also work at the mitigation level -- coordinating mitigation measures
at addresses where persons with elevated blood lead levels have been identified.

H. General Community Demographics and Income

According to the 2010 US Census, the City’s population was 382,578, slightly
lower than the 382,618 population in 2000. The City reversed a decades-long
trend of decline in the 1990’s and stabilized during the past decade. The influx of
foreign-born residents that was the hallmark of the nineties slowed down visibly
in the last decade but continued to increase faster than the total population.
According to the Census of Population, the foreign- born were nearly 55,500 in
2000 or 14.5 percent of the total population, and according to the American
Community Survey (ACS) by 2010 they were about 57,800, or 15 percent of the
total population (except for total population, numbers are rounded). The city’s
population was more diverse in 2010 than in 2000, in part because the foreign-
born and people born in other states continued to arrive, and in part because
current residents continued to move outside the city limits. Based on the last
census the Latino population grew from 7 percent in 2000 to 11 percent in 2010,
an increase of 37 percent. The black, or African American population hovered
around 18 percent with an increase of 3 percent. At the same time, the white
population dropped by 3.5 percent to 60 percent of the total in 2010 from 63
percent in 2000, and the Asian population decreased 8 percent from 23,300 in
2000.

Minneapolis: Foreign-born population
70,000 T T 16.0%

60,000 + T 140%

T 12.0%
50,000 T

T 10.0%
40,000 +
T 8.0%

30,000 T
T 6.0%

Total foreign-born population
Percentage share

20,000 T
T 4.0%

10,000 T 1 00

+ 0.0%

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010
Years

34




The poverty rate for Minneapolis residents has varied 11 and 24 percent since
the 1960s. Over the same period, based on HUD’s State of the Cities Data
Systems (SOCDS), the poverty rate has been between two to three times higher
the metropolitan area as a whole. ACS data for the period between 2005 and
2010 indicate that this trend has continued. However, poverty has steadily
increased since 2007 in both the city and the metro area.

2005-2010 Poverty Status, Individuals
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Source: Census Bureau ACS data: 2005-2010, one-year average

The following table shows the percentage of Minneapolis households in poverty
in 2005 and 2010 according to Census Bureau annual ACS data. Particularly
notable is that 1 in 4 children in families live in poverty. Nearly one-half of female-
headed family households with children are in poverty with nearly 35 percent of
female-headed family households with children under the age of five in poverty.
This last group decreased considerably from nearly 53 percent in 2005 to almost
35 percent in 2010.

Poverty Status, Persons and Families, 2005 and 2010 by Percentage (%)

2005 2010
All persons 20.8 23.3
Related children < 5 years 34.1 24.7
Related children 5-17 years 29.4 37.2
Related children < 18 years 31.1 33.2
Persons 18 and over 17.8 21.1
All families 14.6 16.9
Families with related children under 18 years 24.3 27.1
Female headed families with related children under age 18 47.6 48.5
Female headed families with related children under age 5 52.6 34.8

Source: Census Bureau ACS data: 2005, 2008




HUD provides definitions of various levels. In some cases, however, the
Minneapolis Consolidated Plan definitions have been changed slightly for
differentiation purposes. The definitions are:

Minneapolis Definition

Very Low-Income 0-30% MFI
(extremely low)

Low-Income 31-50% MFI
Moderate-Income 51-80% MFI

Middle-Income and Above 81% and Above MFI

HUD Definition

0-30% MFI

Less than 50% MFI

Does not exceed 80% MFI

80-95% MFI

MFI refers to median family income. For purposes of HUD program definition
and eligibility determinations, incomes are measured at the metropolitan area
median family income. For example, a very-low income family of four is defined

as a family whose income does not exceed 30% of the metropolitan median
family income for a family of four. HUD annually updates the metropolitan

median family income and corresponding income levels. Program beneficiaries
are determined through the median income measure.

The following two illustrations describe the most recent, income limits and the
full-time hourly wage required to achieve income levels. The following FY2012

numbers became available from HUD December 13, 2011:
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FY 2012 Median Family Income — Single

Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WI MSA $83,900

Annual Income & Equivalent Full-Time Wage/Hour*

A single person at 30% MFI would earn...** $17,650 $ 8.49/hr
A single person at 50% MFI would earn...** $29,400  $14.13/hr
A single person at 80% MFI would earn...** $45,500  $21.88/hr
FY 2012 Median Family Income — Family

Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WI MSA $83,900

Annual Income & Equivalent Full-Time Wage/Hour***

A family of four at 30% MFI would earn...** $25,150  $ 12.09/hr
A family of four at 50% MFI would earn...** $41,950  $20.17/hr
A family of four at 80% MFI would earn...** $65,000  $31.25/hr

*  Assumption 2,080 annual hours
** |Income is adjusted for HUD formula calculations
*** Assumption one wage earner at 2,080 annual hours



http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/il/il2011/2011summary.odn?inputname=METRO33460M33460*Minneapolis-St.+Paul-Bloomington%2C+MN-WI+MSA&selection_type=hmfa&year=2011
http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/il/il2011/2011summary.odn?inputname=METRO33460M33460*Minneapolis-St.+Paul-Bloomington%2C+MN-WI+MSA&selection_type=hmfa&year=2011

Very low income families or households are those whose income is between 0
and 30 percent of the metropolitan area’s median family or household income,
subject to adjustments for smaller or larger families. In Minneapolis, for 2012 the
30 percent income measure for a family of four is $25,150, calculated from the
current metropolitan median family income of $83,900. Examples of households
in this income category include many individuals residing in licensed residential
facilities; those receiving public assistance such as Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families (TANF), persons who are without housing, and many of the
working poor. Additionally, evidence is that many recent immigrant populations
that have moved into the City over the past decade are disproportionately at this
income level.

In the 2000 Census, 30,379 Minneapolis households were at or below 30 percent
MFI. This was a 2.6% decrease from 1990 (1990: 31,156 households). In 1990,
19.4% of Minneapolis households were very low-income, and in 2000, 18.7% of
Minneapolis households were low income — showing no significant change in the
share of households at this income level. However, according to 2009 American
Community Survey, 34,515 households were at or below 30 percent MFI,
indicating that 22% of households are in the very low-income category, or a 3.3%
percent increase since the 2000 Census.

The geographical distribution of individuals and families with very low-incomes
shows the highest concentrations of very low-income individuals and families are
located in the near southern and northern areas of the City. These areas of the
City also contain the oldest and most deteriorated housing stock.

HUD defines low-income families or households as those whose income does
not exceed 50 percent of the metropolitan area’s median family income, subject
to adjustments for smaller or larger families. For differentiation purposes, this
Consolidated Plan defines low income as 31 to 50 percent of median family
income. In Minneapolis, the current 50 percent limit for a family of four is
$41,950 calculated from the metropolitan median family income of $83,900.
Examples of households in this income category can include many single parent
families and the working poor. Additionally, the City assumes that many recent
immigrant populations that have moved into the City over the past decade are
disproportionately at this income level.

The geographical distribution of individuals and families with low incomes again
shows the highest concentrations of low-income individuals and families are
located in the near southern and northern areas of the City. These areas of the
City also contain the oldest and most deteriorated housing stock. It should be
noted that the density of concentration has decreased; more neighborhoods now
contain low-income households.

HUD defines moderate-income households or families as those whose income
does not exceed 80 percent of the median family income for the metropolitan



area, subject to adjustments for smaller or larger families. For differentiation
purposes, this Consolidated Plan defines moderate-income as those having an
income that is 51 to 80 percent of median family income. In Minneapolis, the
current 80 percent limit for a family of four is $65,000, calculated from the
metropolitan median family income of $83,900. The share of households in the
City at this income level has remained the same over the past decade.

Households at this income level are found throughout the City; however, they are
primarily concentrated at the edge neighborhoods of the City and along green
spaces (Minnehaha Creek and Mississippi River corridors and lakes).
Neighborhoods around the downtown riverfront areas are also increasingly
seeing their income profile reflect rising incomes as new market rate rental- and
ownership-housing units are being built in these areas.

In Chapter 2 of the 2010-14 Consolidated Plan, discussion of housing needs
uses updated estimates from the Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy
(CHAS) which has been refreshed with American Community Survey (ACS) data
from the U.S. Census Bureau. Demographic data will be updated later in 2012
in preparation for the 2013 Consolidated Plan as 5-year ACS and 2010 U.S.
Census count become available.

l. Poverty and Minority Concentrations

Concentrations of low-income and minority persons is being re-defined effective
with the 2012 program year. Concentrations were formerly defined as areas
where 33.5% of census tract residents at or below the federal poverty level and
28.7% of census tract residents were minority residents (poverty rate set at 15
percentage points above citywide average and minority rate at 20 percentage
points above Metropolitan area average). These definitions were developed at
the time of the Hollman vs. Cisneros lawsuit. As the racial composition of the city
has changed significantly since the conditions found at time of the lawsuit, the
City is now making the following findings regarding what it locally defines as
areas of poverty and minority concentration. An area of poverty concentration is
a census tract that is double the city’s average poverty rate of 22.7%, so tracts
that are composed of at least 45.4% 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. The Appendix contains the
maps showing the poverty and minority concentrated areas.
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Chapter 2 Housing Needs

For this chapter, please refer to the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan. No
changes have been made in 2012 for this chapter.



Chapter 3 Homelessness and Those Threatened with
Homelessness (91.205(b)(1)()(l) and (K)); (91.205
(c); 91.210 (c); and 91.215(c) and (d)—Needs
Assessment; Inventory of Facilities, Housing
and Services for Homeless Persons; and
Strategic Plan

A. General
The purpose of this chapter is to:

e Summarize the Continuum of Care process addressing the nature and
extent of homelessness in the city of Minneapolis*.

e Describe the existing services and facilities, including prevention and
outreach.

e Provide the strategic plan for addressing homelessness in the city.

* Note: For purposes of the Minneapolis/Hennepin County Continuum of Care for
the Homeless, the ‘jurisdiction’ includes all of Hennepin County, including the city
of Minneapolis. All data and information in this section is for the Continuum,
including the city of Minneapolis unless otherwise noted. Locally the label used
for the Continuum of Care is Heading Home Hennepin. The term Heading Home
Hennepin is synonymous with Continuum of Care.

This Chapter has been revised from the chapter previously described in the
2010-14 Consolidated Plan Five Year Strategy to reflect the new implementation
requirements for both the Consolidated Plan and the Emergency Solutions Grant
as mandated by the HEARTH Act of 2009. The Chapter’s discussion covers both
the FY11 Consolidated Plan Amendment #2 and the 2012-14 Consolidated Plan
strategies to use Emergency Solutions Grant and other funds.

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 City of Minneapolis and
Hennepin County 10-year plan to end homelessness by 2016. Heading Home
Hennepin is the local Continuum of Care planning and implementation process.
The entire effort is governed by the Heading Home Hennepin Executive
Committee.

B. Nature & Extent of Homelessness
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The five major goals identified in the HHH plan are:

Preventing homelessness

Providing coordinated street outreach

Developing housing opportunities

Creating system changes through better service delivery
Building capacity for self-support

Current challenges in Minneapolis and Hennepin County:

e Families and individuals falling into homelessness because of the
economy, rental property foreclosures, and accessible employment levels.
These families and individuals face homelessness due to the lack of
employment opportunities and a tight rental housing market currently at a
vacancy rate around 2-3%.

e There is a shortage of both affordable housing and of rental assistance
resources to assist with housing affordability.

e While supportive housing is a proven model for ending homelessness for
all populations, we cannot find an ongoing and reliable source of service
funding.

The Wilder Research Center sponsors a state-wide point-in-time homelessness
survey every three years, the most recent on was conducted in 2009 and
published in 2010 (there will be another survey in October 2012). Heading Home
Hennepin Continuum of Care conducts an annual point-in-time count of the
sheltered homeless population in January. The above counts provide the data for
the following discussion.

Based on survey results and shelter counts and using an extrapolation formula,
the Wilder Foundation estimated that there were at least 13,100 Minnesotans
who were homeless on any given night in 2009. Their October 2009 count of
emergency and transitional shelters and unsheltered persons encountered
showed that there were 9,654 homeless adults, youth and children. A minimum
of 1,560 persons place of last permanent address was in Minneapolis based on
weighted sample. The percentage of adults reporting homelessness for at least a
year was 52%. Half of all homeless adults had been without a job for over a hear
while 6% of homeless adults did report being employed full time. This is
indicative of the report’s findings that in general the economic downturn of the
same period contributed to a 25% increase in the count of persons experiencing
homelessness.

The Wilder survey also found that the increase in homelessness was greatest
with youth aged 12 to 21. Racial disparities also were evident in the count, for
instance especially among African-Americans and American Indians. Domestic
violence and multiple health issues such as mental illness and substance abuse
contributed heavily to homelessness. Barriers in obtaining housing due to lack of
income or access to affordable housing also was a key factor in not being able to



find housing. Emergency shelter use was higher than in the previous shelter
count in 2006. The number of homeless families with children was at the highest
level encountered in the Wilder surveys back to its beginning in 1991.

Selected Demographic Characteristics from the Wilder 2009 count data
tables for Hennepin County include:

e 2,623 adults/youth age 18 and older were homeless and sheltered/
unsheltered as follows-

0 2,154 were in shelter (male- 1,240 (58%) and female- 914 (42%))

o Eight (8%) of adult women were in a domestic abuse shelter

o0 Emergency shelter use was 42% of population over age 18 (69%
were male)

o Transitional housing use was 46% of population over age 18 (49%
were female)

0 469 were in informal/unsheltered settings (male- 69% and female-
31%)

e 1,412 Unaccompanied minors and children with parents were homeless
and sheltered/unsheltered as follows-

o0 Sixty (60%) of unaccompanied minors were in either unsheltered or
informal arrangements

o0 Ninety-five (95%) of children with parents were able to be in some
sort of shelter arrangement; 60% were in transitional housing

Continuum of Cares also conduct annual point-in-time counts of homeless
populations consisting of an unduplicated count of homeless persons. This
survey follows HUD protocols and is used to inform the local Continuum of Care
planning process in preparation for annual competitive application funding
rounds. The following table details the survey count conducted on January 27,
2011.
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Summary by Household Type Reported:

Sheltered

Emergency | Transitional | Unsheltered | Total

Shelter Housing
Households w/only 933 383 136 1,452
Individuals
Households w/ Adults & 263 199 5 467
Children
Total Households 1,196 582 141 1,919

Sheltered

Emergency | Transitional | Unsheltered | Total

Shelter Housing
Persons in Households 986 389 153 1,528
w/only Individuals
Persons in Households 995 561 16 1,572
with Adults & Children
Total Homeless 1,981 950 169 3,100
Persons in
Households
Summary of homeless persons by subpopulations reported:

Sheltered Unsheltered | Total

Chronically Homeless 531 35 566
Severely Mentally I 489 44 533
Chronic Substance Abuse 580 49 629
Veterans 169 8 177
Persons with HIV/AIDS 82 5 87
Victims of Domestic Violence 332 26 358
Unaccompanied Youth (Under 18) 32 1 33

Race/Ethnicity and Homelessness

The following two charts are based on demographic information pulled from
Wilder Research’s May 2011 publication, Homeless service use in Minnesota

Continuum of Care region tables, federal fiscal year 2010. The tables show that
minorities are overrepresented in emergency shelters compared to the third table
showing the race of adults in Hennepin County. This overrepresentation is also
true for families and individuals who reside in transitional and permanent
supportive housing.
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Race of Persons in Hennepin County-
2010 Census

0%
o, 4% 3%
1% ™7 ® White

M Black or African American

M Asian

B American Indian or Alaska
Native

m Native Hawaiian or other
Pacific Islander

Source: 2010 Census

According to the Heading Home Hennepin Plan experts do not have a clear
explanation for the fact that people of color, particularly African Americans and
American Indians, are overrepresented among the homeless. According to the
Plan the overrepresentation of people of color is most likely linked to several
factors, including:

* Underemployment due to racial discrimination in the job market.

» Lack of access to affordable housing due to racial discrimination in the
housing market.

» Overrepresentation of people of color in the criminal justice system.

» Disparity in poverty rates.

Gaining a better understanding of racial disparity among the homeless will
ultimately lead to a better understanding of homelessness overall.

C. Need for Facilities and Services

A comprehensive assessment of the need for facilities and services for homeless
individuals, including unaccompanied youth, homeless and special needs
subpopulations of these groups was the purpose and focus of continuing work
done by Heading Home Hennepin.

This work involved the comprehensive collection of data on housing and service
needs of the homeless as well as housing and services currently available.
Through a series of meetings and public testimony task force members and other
community members analyzed information collected to identify gaps in the
continuum of care. This process involved representatives of organizations
providing housing and services to the homeless, persons who were homeless or



had been homeless, faith communities, government, private foundations, elected
officials, public schools and many others.

The outcome of their work culminated in a comprehensive set of
recommendations contained in the Heading Home Hennepin plan and listed in
the following section- Priority Homeless Needs. Housing needs and their relative
priority are identified in Table 1A.

D. Low-Income Individuals & Children At-Risk for Homelessness

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 great risk for becoming homeless.

According to the 2000 CHAS data, Minneapolis had 23,948 renter households
with household income at or below 30 percent of median family income, which is
considered extremely low-income. Forty-nine percent (49%) or 11,758
households were paying more than 50 percent of their income for housing. Of
these households, 6,435 or 55% were unrelated individuals, 3,945 or 34% were
families and 1,379 or 12% were elderly.

For owner households, 6,431 had household income at or below 30 percent of
median family income. Fifty-four percent (54%) or 3,576 households were
paying more than 50 percent of their income for housing. Of these households,
1,134 or 32 % were unrelated individuals, 1,419 or 40 % were families and 1,020
or 29% were elderly.

An extensive set of programs, services and strategies designed to prevent
homelessness are described in the Homeless Inventory section of this chapter.

E. Priority Homeless Needs

Priorities were developed from the Heading Home Hennepin planning process
and Table 1A- Homeless and Special Needs Populations Charts (below).
Consistent with the National priorities, the highest priority of the use of HUD
Continuum of Care funding is to end chronic homelessness. Detail on all goals
and priorities are contained in the Minneapolis/Hennepin County Continuum of
Care. Current copies of the Continuum of Care are available on Hennepin
County’s website at http://www.co.hennepin.mn.us, or can be obtained by
contacting the Minneapolis Office of Grants & Special Projects at (612) 673-
2188.

Current unmet needs/gaps identified in Table 1A are based on unmet goals in
the Heading Home Hennepin plan adjusted to meet the requirements of Table
1A.
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NOTE: The City’s portion of the county goal is determined to be 82 percent. This
is based on information in the 2006 Wilder Homelessness Survey. Data showed
18 percent of respondents living in Hennepin County prior to becoming homeless

previously lived in suburban Hennepin County. Based on this percentage, the
City’s share of the Unmet Need/Gap in Table 1A would be the difference, 82
percent, as follows: Note; goal is expressed as ‘beds’ vs. housing ‘unit’. For
emergency shelter 1 bed = 1 unit. For transitional and supportive housing for
families 3 beds = 1 unit

Emergency Shelter- 45 beds for individuals, including unaccompanied
youth. -0- beds for families.

Transitional Housing- No goals were established for transitional housing

in the Heading Home Hennepin Plan.

Supportive Housing- 1,850 beds for individuals, including
unaccompanied youth. 3,687 beds for families.

Table 1A

Homeless and Special Needs Populations
Continuum of Care: Housing Gap Analysis Chart (all figures are for Hennepin County,

including Minneapolis)

Current Under Unmet
Inventory in Development Need/Gap
2011 2010-14
Individuals (includes unaccompanied youth)
Emergency Shelter 904 -0- 45*
Beds Transitional Housing 297 -0- -0-**
Permanent Supportive 1,918 39*** 1,850
Housing
Total 3,119 39 1,895
Current Under Unmet
Inventory in Development Need/Gap
2009 2010-14
Persons in Families With Children
Emergency Shelter 1,779 -0- -0-
Beds Transitional Housing 823 -0- -0-
Permanent Supportive 2,182 T7*** 3,687*x**
Housing
Total 4,784 77 3,687
Sources:

e Current Inventory comes from the 2011 CoC Housing Inventory Chart report (December
2011) and under-development data comes from the 2009 Continuum of Care- Exhibit 1.
Current Inventory includes 500 of overflow beds/vouchers for families and 115 overflow
beds/vouchers for individuals.

* Unmet Need/Gap data based on unmet goals in Heading Home Hennepin Plan to End

Homelessness as of 12/31/09 adjusted to meet the requirements of Table 1A.

*Youth goal only.




**No transitional housing goals established in the Heading Home Hennepin Plan.
***Capital funded units as reported in 2011 HIC.
****Goal equals 1,229 units times 3-beds each.

Table 1A- continued

Continuum of Care: Homeless Population and Subpopulations Chart (all figures are for
Hennepin County, including Minneapolis)

Part 1: Homeless Population | Sheltered (bed capacity)* Unsheltered** Total
(based on statistically reliable, ((A) Administrative records, (N) ((A) Administrative
unduplicated counts or estimates at a enumerations, (S) statistically reliable | yecords, (N)
one-day point in time) samples, or (E) estimates.) enumerations, (S)
statistically reliable
samples, or (E)
estimates.)
Emergency Transitional
1. Homeless Individuals 986 (N) 389 (N) 153 (N) 1,528
(includes youth) (N)
2. Homeless Families with 263 (N) 199 (N) 5(N) 467 (N)
Children
2a. Persons in Homeless 995 (N) 561 (N) 16 (N) 1,572
Families with Children (N)
Total (lines 1 + 2a) 1,981 950 169 3,100
Part 2: Homeless Sheltered Unsheltered Total
Subpopulations
1. Chronically Homeless 531 (N) 35 (N) 556
2. Seriously Mentally Il 489 (N) 44 (N) 533
3. Chronic Substance Abuse 580 (N) 49 (N) 629
4. Veterans 169 (N) 8 (N) 177
5. Persons with HIV/AIDS 82 (N) 5(N) 87
6. Victims of Domestic 332 (N) 26 (N) 358
Violence
7. Youth (under 18 years of 32 (N) 1(n) 33
age)

Source: Continuum of Care: Exhibit 1. data- Point in Time survey of sheltered & unsheltered

persons 1/27/2011.

*Numbers are based on the actual number of sheltered and unsheltered (via face-to-face
interviews) homeless persons on January 27, 2011 reported by service providers.

F. Priority/Goals

Heading Home Hennepin: The Ten-Year Plan to End Homelessness in
Minneapolis and Hennepin County

The Heading Home Hennepin plan, developed through the community planning
effort described at the beginning of this chapter, contains six broad goals, thirty

recommendations, and fifty concrete actions steps. Successful implementation of
the Plan will prevent homelessness whenever possible, provide outreach to get
people off the streets, and provide stable housing for men, women, and children,
and the support services they need to succeed. Benchmarks have been
established to track progress in implementing plan goals and recommendations.
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The City-County Office to End Homelessness is responsible for staffing the Plan
and the Heading Home Hennepin Executive Committee coordinates the activities
of various committees, subcommittees and work groups.

The Executive Committee is comprised of representatives from faith, business,
government, and philanthropic sectors, nonprofit service providers and people
experiencing homelessness. As described in Chapter 6, the Heading Home
Hennepin Executive Committee serves the purposes of the Emergency Solutions
Grant regulatory requirements of section 576.405 (b). Working committees are
organized around major goal areas: prevention, outreach, services, housing,
service delivery and systems improvements, and self-support and involve
providers from over 125 agencies throughout Hennepin County.

The complete Heading Home Hennepin plan is available at-
http://headinghomeminnesota.org/hennepin/

Continuum of Care — Heading Home Hennepin Plan goals and
recommendations:

GOAL ONE: PREVENT HOMELESSNESS
Recommendations:

1) Expand Hennepin County’s Family Homeless Prevention Assistance Program
for single adults, youth, and families with children.

2) Adopt a zero tolerance policy for discharging people from public systems into
homelessness.

3) Increase conflict resolution and other services for at-risk youth and their
families.

4) Prevent and end homelessness for refugee individuals and families.
GOAL TWO: PROVIDE COORDINATED OUTREACH
Recommendations:

1) Develop a 24/7, coordinated system of outreach to those on the streets in
Minneapolis.

2) Increase medical outreach and access to primary care and mental health
services.

3) Increase number of youth outreach workers to suburban-area alternative
schools.


http://headinghomeminnesota.org/hennepin/

GOAL THREE: DEVELOP HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES
Recommendations:
1) Preserve current stock of affordable and supportive housing, creating 5,000
new “housing opportunities” for youth, singles and families with children over the
10-year implementation period of the plan, and provide the support services
people need to maintain housing stability.

2) Promote housing opportunities that create more locational choice and Transit
Oriented Development (TOD) for homeless singles, families, and youth.

3) Develop and maintain good landlord relationships to enhance capacity for
utilizing existing private housing market.

4) Increase the support that homeless families receive from the
neighborhoods/communities in which they are moving.

5) Increase the number of housing case managers available to work with
homeless and at-risk youth.

6) Expand out ability to rapidly re-house more single adults, underserved
families, and youth.

7) Track and effectively communicate vacancies in existing affordable and
supportive housing for youth, singles, and families with children.

8) Reduce barriers to developing a variety of housing options.

GOAL FOUR: IMPROVE SERVICE DELIVERY
Recommendations:
1) Connect people to the services they need to escape homelessness.

2) Encourage early intervention by providing the option of care for children whose
parents need in-patient treatment.

GOAL FIVE: BUILD CAPACITY FOR SELF-SUPPORT
Recommendations:

1) Connect homeless adults with living wage jobs.
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2) Connect homeless and at-risk youth, ages 16-21, with post-secondary
education, job training, and employment.

3) Enhance the “financial literacy” of singles, families, and youth.

4) Ensure that eligible individuals and families apply for the Earned Income Tax
Credit and the Working Family Credit.

5) Increase access to transportation for youth, families with children, and single
adults so they can keep appointments, maintain or find employment, and go to
school.

GOAL SIX: IMPLEMENT SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS
Recommendations:
1) Improve effectiveness of current shelter system.
2) Improve collaboration among family providers throughout Hennepin County.
3) Enhance truancy interventions for at-risk and homeless youth.

4) Enhance cultural competency across the system to ensure access to quality
services for all groups.

5) Offer increased access to financial assistance for youth.
6) Support metro-wide regional efforts to end homelessness.

7) The Executive Committee for implementation will recommend to the City of
Minneapolis and Hennepin County an annual legislative agenda that supports the
goals of this plan.

8) Develop accurate data system to track and evaluate progress on the 10-Year
Plan.

G. Homeless Inventory

The Continuum of Care provides pathways for people to move through the
support service system and find stable housing. Homeless individuals and
families may enter the shelter system through referral from the county, referral by
other agency, or walk-in. Once at a shelter, numerous support services are
available to assess needs and to refer to the most appropriate source of help.
Services through a Rapid Exit Program include short/long-term case
management, housing application fees and deposits, co-signing leases,
tenant/landlord training, volunteer assistance, moving assistance, obtaining
furniture and household set-up items, location of suitable housing, landlord



advocacy, etc. Shelter support staff guide persons with mental health or
substance abuse issues toward supportive housing programs and primary health
care. Whenever possible, people are assisted with permanent housing, with
ongoing support services for those that need them.

1. Existing Facilities

The following is derived from information in Table 1A and the 2011 Housing
Inventory Chart.

Emergency Shelter:
e 2,068 year-round and secure waiting beds, includes 789 beds for single
individuals and 56 beds specifically for youth.

Transitional Housing:
e 1,120 year-round beds, includes 823 beds for families and 86 beds
specifically for youth.

Permanent Supportive Housing:

e 4,100 year-round beds, includes 2,182 family beds and 1,918 beds for
single individuals, and 147 beds specifically for youth. There are 719 beds
in place for the chronically homeless.

New units are added to the inventory each year. To track housing development
against goals, the Office to End Homelessness maintains a database of new
housing projects from their earliest pre-development stage through completion
and occupancy. The database is used to produce a quarterly “pipeline” report.
The report is used to monitor progress against goals as well as track sources and
uses of public and private investment in projects with units specifically for the
homeless.

2. Existing Services

Prevention Services:

Prevention is the first goal in the plan to end homelessness. Prevention
strategies fall into two major categories: keeping people in the housing they have
and ensuring people do not become homeless when leaving public institutions.
The County’s Family Homeless Prevention and Assistance Program (FHPAP)
serves as the primary prevention services system in Hennepin County to keep
people in the housing they have. In addition, FHPAP provides rapid re-housing
assistance to quickly exit families, singles, and youth from shelter into stable
housing. FHPAP partners with other funding sources to provide a
comprehensive package of services under one “Umbrella” system. Cooperation,
collaboration and coordination are key principles that the FHPAP Umbrella
Service Program actively operates under and which have led to a very successful
and cost effective program. The program targets low-income persons who are
homeless or at imminent risk of homelessness. Since program inception in 1993,
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the primary target population has been people in housing crisis. The primary goal
is to keep them out of publicly paid shelter through stabilization of their housing.
The services and program model are 'outcome’ based. If a service does not
perform up to expectations, the program does not continue to fund it.

The Federal Homelessness Prevention and Re-Housing Program (HPRP) is
allowing us to expand and improve upon our already existing program. The grant
is expected to serve approximately 3,080 households countywide over the
course of the three-year program which will end in the summer of 2012. The City
will use Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) funding in coordination with Hennepin
County’s ESG grant to continue to provide a similar approach to treating
homelessness as was performed with the HPRP grant. Similar to the new ESG
grant, HPRP resources can only be used for homeless prevention and rapid re-
housing services.

Discharge Planning:

In addition to preventing people from losing their current housing, Heading Home
Hennepin also works to improve the way our public systems discharge people.
The Office to End Homelessness has a full-time Adult Discharge Planning
Coordinator who works directly with Hennepin County Corrections and the
Hennepin County Medical Center to improve discharge strategies and outcomes.
The Discharge Coordinator offices at Hennepin County Medical Center two days
a week and coordinates the discharge of homeless patients to the most
appropriate settings.

Outreach Services:
Outreach to homeless persons living on the streets:

The Heading Home Hennepin plan calls for an increase in the scope and
coordination of street outreach. In 2007 an outreach team was developed to
work specifically with the Minneapolis Police Department to identify people
experiencing homelessness, sleeping in places other than shelter, and often
involved in livability crimes in Downtown Minneapolis. The goals of the new
outreach system are to improve outcomes for people living on the streets and to
reduce unnecessary arrests of people experiencing homelessness. Since the
new outreach team'’s inception in October 2007, they have successfully housed
over 350 people directly from the streets that had an average length of
homelessness of 10 years. There has been a 40 percent decrease in the count of
unsheltered persons between Jan 2010 (341) and Jan 2012 (204). In addition,
the police department has reported a marked decrease in the amount of time
they are spending on homelessness issues and have reduced arrests of people
with no permanent address by 14 percent in 2009 due to this outreach team. This
effort will be funded with the city’s FY11 and FY12 ESG funds.

Hennepin County has additional outreach services provided by organizations that
are publicly funded through local government, nonprofit and for-profit agencies
and faith-based organizations. The bulk of outreach services to the unsheltered



homeless populations are provided by: St. Stephen’s Street Outreach Program
(outreach efforts described above), People Incorporated - Metro Homeless
Outreach Program, Hennepin County - PATH/Access, Minnesota AIDS Project
(MAP) and the Streetworks Collaborative for Youth (a broad collaborative of
extensively trained youth outreach workers from multiple agencies in Hennepin
County).

In addition to these services the Office to End Homelessness has recently
created an “in-reach” position to identify youth (up to age 24) staying in adult
shelters and connect them to age-appropriate services.

The Office to End Homelessness, in collaboration with hundreds of service
providers, hosts bi-annual Proect Homeless Connect events. Project Homeless
Connect has engaged thousands of volunteers from corporations and faith
communities to assist people experiencing homelessness in our community. An
average of 1,500 guests are served at each event and receive assistance with
housing, employment, medical care, state identification, benefits assistance,
dental care, and more.

Based on the success of Project Homeless Connect, Hennepin County has
provided funding for the creation of two Opportunity Centers, which will serve as
one-stop-shop services centers for single adults and youth. Both centers opened
in 2010 and each have over twenty agencies collocated on site.

Outreach to Chronically Homeless:

Consistent street-based outreach and engagement is a core service and will
inform all levels of policy and development. Currently outreach is provided at
locations where homeless individuals are known to congregate or visit, this
includes in parks, under overpasses, in abandoned structures, and other places
not meant for human habitation. Through community and street-based outreach
efforts, professionals are able to develop relationships with individuals,
understand their service and housing preferences, and create “best practices.”
Outreach staff can also recommend changes in policy and/or resource
development priorities. Hennepin County is strong committed towards outreach
and engagement and will continue to prioritize funding for this area.

In addition to the agencies listed above, outreach is also provided by
organizations identified in table below. Many of these organizations provide
outreach services to persons with special needs, including mental illness,
chemical dependency, HIV/AIDS, domestic abuse, and unaccompanied youth.

StreetWorks Lutheran Social Services — Families first

Minnesota Assistance Council on Veterans U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs- Health
Care for the Homeless

Metro Homeless Outreach Program Hennepin County Economic Assistance Staff

PATH — Access Unit Hennepin County - 1800 Chicago Access Unit

PATH — Hennepin County Mental Health Hennepin County - Crisis Stabilization
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Coalition

Hennepin County- Health Care for the Hennepin County Medical Center- Psychiatric
Homeless Services

Health Care for Homeless Veterans Chamberlin Edmonds Consultants

Homeless Single Adults: The Hennepin County Shelter Team includes a Day
Team and an After Hours Team. The Day Team works 7:00 a.m. - 5:30 p.m.,
Monday through Friday. The After Hours Team works 3:00 p.m. -11:00 p.m.
seven days per week, including holidays. They provide shelter to those eligible
clients who are homeless and require assistance after normal county office
hours. They take applications for all economic assistance and health insurance
programs. They also work closely with the Family Homeless Prevention and
Assistance Program (FHPAP) providers who are able 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 the shelters and drop-
in centers.

Families with Children: Almost all of the FHPAP homeless outreach services
also provide prevention services. All families must apply for financial assistance
in order to receive a voucher into a county-funded shelter. A FHPAP Rapid-Exit
Coordinator is located at the main county-funded shelter. In addition, outreach
workers, particularly targeting families experiencing domestic abuse, regularly
visit all family shelters. The Health Care for the Homeless Project and
PATH/Access also have sites at all family shelters. Public Health Nurses provide
street outreach and travel to sites that homeless people frequent, including sites
where the Hennepin County Health Department currently has on-site clinical
services.

Veterans: Minnesota Assistance Council on Veterans provides for and
coordinates chemical dependency treatment, mental health treatment, day-care,
life skills training, educational services, family support, gambling addiction
treatment, transportation, money management training and/or counseling,
reestablishment of socialization skills, training to increase basic living skills
and/or income to prepare for obtaining and retaining permanent housing. The
Department of Veterans Affairs Homeless Services team provides aggressive
outreach and connection to HUD VASH vouchers and Grant per Diem
programming. Service outreach workers visit shelters and drop-ins to provide
linkage to health care and chemical dependency treatment. Special help is
provided for elderly or vulnerable Veterans, including placement in the Vets
Transitional Housing, Minnesota Veterans Home or Vinland Center (funded by
state Veterans Assistance) for brain injured persons and veterans recovering
from treatment, access to employment services, Legal Aid, and the Minnesota
Veterans Stand Down Event held every August.

Seriously Mentally Ill: PATH/Access and PATH/Hennepin County Mental Health
Care (HCMHC) workers have regularly scheduled outreach at Minneapolis
shelters and drop-in centers where homeless people congregate. They also




provide linkage to financial services by helping with qualification for General
Assistance and referrals for assistance in obtaining Supplemental Security
Income (SSI) benefits. In addition, there are seven Community Support Program
drop-in centers with housing support specialists. One of these programs
specializes in outreach to homeless persons living in camps and other non-
sheltered homeless. Access to assistance from Minneapolis Legal Aid Society is
also 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 assessments,
as do Health Care for the Homeless Project outreach staff. Access to assistance
from Minneapolis Legal Aid Society is also provided.

HIV/AIDS: Minnesota Department of Health HIV Prevention Unit contracts with
13 programs to provide street outreach to people in need of housing, including

residents of emergency shelters, intravenous drug users, and youth. Access to
assistance from Minneapolis Legal Aid Society is also provided.

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

Youth: The StreetWorks Collaborative coordinates efforts of 13 youth-serving
agencies that offer an array of 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: The County Continuum of Care is fortunate to have a
mature network of homeless service providers. This network has informal and
formal referral processes for information dissemination as well as identifying
gaps in the service delivery system. Although the formal network is sound, the
real strength is in the informal network that has developed over the years
between the various disability groups, housing providers, advocates and service
providers.

The Continuum is invested in creating a standardized approach to information
delivery in support of the “No Wrong Door” service delivery model. Hennepin
County has been working closely with information systems in order to facilitate
this “No Wrong Door” approach.
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Support services are provided on-site at the county’s two largest homeless
shelters (Harbor Lights for single adults, and People Serving People for families).
Smaller shelters also provide support services, as well, and are visited regularly
by outreach staff who provide assessment and referral services. The Hennepin
County Economic Assistance Shelter Unit, in providing a single entry point for
families, is also able to assess service needs and make appropriate referrals.
Much of the information on services, as well as the services themselves, are
accessed directly through the providers who offer drop-in services, health
services, economic assistance, employment assistance etc.

Hennepin County Human Services Department has developed 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.
Along with providing broad-based screening, assessment and consultation, the
Front Door works immediately to address urgent issues causing destabilization,
establish a client’s eligibility and link clients to appropriate operated or contracted
services based on the type and level of ongoing services needed. Hennepin
County Human Services strives to provide access to operated, contracted or
community-based resources in a timely, respectful, and consistent manner.

Hennepin County’s Continuum of Care provides extensive services for the
homeless in the following categories- case management, life skills training,
alcohol and drug abuse treatment, mental health treatment, HIV/AIDS-related
services, education programs, employment assistance, childcare, transportation,
health care, and linkage to mainstream resources. The Continuum of Care
provides a full description of these services.



Chapter 4 Community Development

For this chapter, please refer to the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan. No
changes have been made in 2012 for this chapter.
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Chapter 5 Five-Year Strategy (2010-2014)
Please refer to Chapter 5 in the 2010-14 Consolidated Plan for a full

discussion of the Five-Year Strategy. Note the following changes to the
Five-Year Strategy included here in the 2012 Consolidated Plan:

Section A - General

2. CDBG Target Area Map

The City’s Consolidated Plan will discontinue use of the “CDBG Target Area”
map (defining the area in the City with both low- and moderate-income
households, and substandard housing). This particular map has been a long-
standing element in past CDBG application narratives. However, it currently
contains 2000 Census data. When exploring an update to the map to reflect
recent Census information, it was concluded that no programming really relies on
this map for project siting analysis. Instead, reliance on low/mod area maps are
generally used. The City will continue to address these two national objectives
with programing for low- and moderate-income persons and the elimination of
slum and blight. These areas of eligibility in the City will be identified through the
use of low- and moderate-income maps demonstrating census tracts in the city
that are composed of at least 51% low and moderate income persons, located in
the appendix. The City will target CDBG resources on an area basis based on
City census tracts comprised of at least 51% low- and moderate-income
residents represented by the maps in the appendix.

Section C - Homelessness

Strategies that reflect the implementation of the HEARTH Act of 2009 and
corresponding Consolidated Plan and Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG)
regulatory changes are described in detail in this document in a revised Chapter
3 and Chapter 6 One Year Action Plan. These strategies and implementation
actions revise and replace moving forward the five-year strategy for
homelessness and ESG funds.

Section E - Community Development

2. Public Services

The City has changed its priority to reflect the downgrade of senior and health
services from high priority to medium priority to reflect the decreased public
service CDBG available due to reduced CDBG funding levels:



Medium Priority Strategies
Senior Services
Support programs that allow seniors to be self-sufficient

Health Services
Promote the healthy well being of residents through public and
private service providers

3. Economic Development
The City has changed its priority to reflect the raising of Economic Development
technical assistance and micro-enterprise assistance from low priority to medium

priority, as follows:

Medium Priority Strategies

Economic Development Technical Assistance
Direct technical assistance opportunities to small businesses,
especially through CPED Business Assistance office.

Micro-Enterprise Assistance

Direct technical assistance opportunities to small businesses,
especially through CPED Business Assistance office.
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Chapter 6 2012 One-Year Action Plan

A. General

The City will undertake a variety of activities to address its priority needs
that have been described in the Consolidated Plan. The HUD Table 3 —
Proposed Projects describes the programs that will be funded with 2012
Consolidated Plan funds. The table provides information on the title of the
initiative, the addressed priority, program description, federal program
eligibility, estimated accomplishments, budget, geographic location and
the proposed program’s national objective.

The following paragraphs specify goals/objectives supporting the 2010-14
Consolidated Plan. As further performance measurement criteria evolve,
they will be included in future Consolidated Plan updates. Outcome-based
performance measures as known are noted in HUD Table 3 — Proposed
Projects as well as referred to in the Executive Summary. Throughout this
chapter, proposed Consolidated Plan projects that support individual goals
and objectives will be listed. Project level detail can be found in the HUD
Table 3 — Proposed Projects table.

City actions for the 2012 Consolidated Plan will be in conjunction with the
strategies detailed in the 2010-14 Consolidated Plan Five-Year Strategy
listed in Chapter 5 of that document. In summary, the City will undertake
the following:

¢ Support strategies for fostering and maintaining affordable housing;

Assist those homeless and special needs populations through the

Continuum of Care strategy; This document amends the 2011

Consolidated Plan to include the second allocation and additional Federal

requirements for Fiscal Year 2011 and 2012 Emergency Solutions Grant.

¢ Evaluate and treat lead-based paint hazards;

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

¢ Affirmatively further fair housing;

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

¢ Address its non-housing community development needs; and

¢ Address barriers to the provision of affordable housing.

The following Goals/Objectives are referenced in HUD Table 3-Proposed
Projects to assist the reader in seeing the linkage between projects and
these goals.
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Goal H-1

Foster and Maintain Affordable Rental Housing

Objective H-1a

Provide financing and administer programs for the
development of affordable and mixed-income housing

Goal H-2

Foster and Maintain Affordable Ownership Housing

Objective H-2a

Provide financing and administer programs for the
development and preservation affordable ownership housing

Goal H-3

Provide for Safe Affordable Housing

Objective H-3a

Evaluate and remove lead-based paint hazards in City’s
affordable housing stock

Objective H-3b

Mitigate housing conditions that present life and safety issues

Goal H-4

Foster and Maintain City’s Public Housing Supply

Objective H-4a

Support rehabilitation needs of MPHA housing stock

Objective H-4b

Assist in locating financial resources to prevent subsidized
housing “opt-outs”

Objective H-4c

Assist in development of Heritage Park — a mixed-use, mixed-
income community on the near northside of Minneapolis

Goal H-5

Affirmatively Further Fair Housing

Objective H-5a

Enforce the City’s fair housing ordinance

Objective H-5b

Provide resources to the metro Fair Housing Implementation
Committee

Goal H-6

Remove or ameliorate any barriers to affordable housing

Objective H-6a

Mitigate barriers to the development, maintenance, and
improvement of affordable housing

Goal HM-1

Support Persons Suffering from Homelessness

Objective HM-
la

Support movement of homeless families and individuals
toward permanent housing

Objective HM-
1b

Contribute capital resources to address supportive housing
and shelter needs consistent with strategies of Continuum of
Care and the Heading Home Hennepin Plan to End
Homelessness

Goal SPH-1

Foster and Maintain Housing for those with special needs

Objective SPH-
la

Provide financing for the development and preservation of
housing opportunities for persons with special needs

Goal CD-1

Expand Economic Opportunities for Low- and Moderate-
Income Persons

Objective CD-
la

Link residents to permanent jobs

Objective CD-
1b

Provide resources to improve community access to capital

Goal CD-2

Support the Community Safety Net

Objective CD-
2a

Provide support to City’s senior citizens

Objective CD-
2b

Promote healthy outcomes for low- and moderate-income
individuals and families

Objective CD-

Provide resources to vulnerable citizens




2c

Objective CD- Provide resources for City’s youth programming initiatives

2d

Goal CD-3 Meet Community Infrastructure Needs

Objective CD- Use CDBG resources to address public facilities initiatives in

3a CDBG target and majority low/moderate income
neighborhoods

Goal CD-4 Meet Community Public Safety Needs

Objective CD- Use CDBG resources to address crime prevention and

4a restorative justice in CDBG target and majority low/moderate
income neighborhoods

Goal CP-1 Encourage Citizen Participation in the Consolidated Plan

Objective CP- Support citizen participation processes that facilitate

la community input into all phases of Consolidated Plan
development and implementation

Objective CP- Provide timely data and analysis to inform citizens

1b

Goal AD-1 Manage HUD Resources for Accountability

Objective AD- Design, implement and monitor Consolidated Plan programs to

la achieve compliance

Objective AD- Encourage citizen feedback for Consolidated Plan

1b performance

1. Federal Resources

The City expects to have the following Consolidated Plan resources
available to address its priority housing and community development
needs over the next year. Primarily, the City will direct approximately 50%
of its Consolidated Plan funds toward the stabilization and development of
affordable housing units.

The available federal resources include the five entitlement fund programs
that HUD provides to the City covered by this Consolidated Plan. They are
Community Development Block Grants (CDBG), HOME Investment
Partnerships (HOME), Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) and Housing
Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA). Other federal resources
available to the City and its partners are public housing modernization and
operational funding, recent American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
(“Stimulus”) funds, Section 8 rent certificates and vouchers, and any other
federal entitlement or competitive funding for which the City or its partners
may qualify.

The 2012 City Budget and Consolidated Plan funding available to the City
consists of the following awards:




64

CDBG
HOME
ESG

ESG FY11 2" Allocation

HOPWA

HOPWA prior years reprogrammed

$ 10,667,450
$ 2,167,961
$ 1,042,870
$ 329,068
$ 1,019,484
$ 123,124

Planning /
Administration
14.3%

Homeless /
HIV/AIDS
10.0%

Public Services
14.5%

Infrastructure
0.7%

2012 Consolidated Plan Budget

Economic

11.0%

Development

Owner-
Occupied
Housing
13.3%

Rental Housing
36.1%

Federal funding levels for the 2012 Consolidated Plan total $14,897,765.
This is a reduction of 13.4% from the previous year. Consolidated Plan
funding has declined 31.3% since 2004 when it was $21,689,123. The
City is concerned about the impact of this reduced level of funding which




will affect vulnerable residents, principally low- and moderate-income
persons, as well as job creation, housing development, public safety, and
slum and blight abatement. These reductions affect the City’s long-term
business plan and strategic outlook for community and business
development, job creation, public service and affordable housing, for the
poorest and most vulnerable citizens of Minneapolis.

2. Other Resources

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 housing resources expected during the 2012 Consolidated Plan
year will be MHFA, the State’s 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.

Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP)

Over the past several years, the City has received special CDBG funding
known as Neighborhood Stabilization Program funds. These NSP funds
were originally authorized by the Housing and Economic Recovery Act of
2008, Title 11l, Section 2301 — Emergency Assistance for the
Redevelopment of Abandoned and Foreclosed Homes. 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. The funding is not intended for foreclosure
prevention. There have been three funding rounds (NSP1, 2, 3) for which
the city has received funding. The City of Minneapolis awards of
$32,864,474 have been from both HUD and sub-awards from Minnesota
Housing:

NSP 1 $ 14,003,239
NSP 2 $ 15,424,156
NSP 3 $ 3,437,079
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The City seeks to meet two allowable national benefit objectives in the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program. An activity can be of benefit to an
area composed of at least 51% of low-, moderate-, and middle-income
residents at or below 120% of area median income (LMMA), or it can be of
benefit to low-, moderate-, and middle-income residents at or below 120%
of area median income (LMMH). Other national benefits available to the
City are the low-, moderate-, and middle-income jobs (LMMJ) and low-,
moderate-, and middle-income limited clientele (LMMC) benefits.

The Neighborhood Stabilization Program requires that 25% of the funds
received must be targeted to households at or below 50% of the area
median income. The City of Minneapolis will make at least 25% of the
NSP allocation available for acquisition/rehabilitation/resale or rental
serving households at or below 50 percent of area median income.

The City implements NSP funding through the Minneapolis Community
Planning and Economic Development Department (CPED).

B. Geographic Distribution of Consolidated Plan Assistance

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 as known in the HUD Table 3 — Proposed Projects.

CDBG funds will be provided predominately to areas of the city where at
least 51% of the residents are low- and moderate-income. A map
illustrating these areas follows in the Appendix.

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.
Projects are selected through an annual RFP process.

The City attempts to locate affordable housing projects in non-impacted
areas of the City. With the Affordable Housing Policy strategies and
priorities, the City works to site more publicly assisted housing units in
non-impacted areas of the City.



C. Addressing Obstacles in Meeting Underserved Needs

As stated throughout Chapter 5 of the 2010-14 Consolidated Plan Five-
Year Strategy, the City will be pursuing a variety of initiatives to meet
underserved needs identified in the Plan. Specific Consolidated Plan
initiatives for 2012 are listed in the HUD Table 3 — Proposed Projects.

The extent of the City’s ability to address underserved needs will be
conditioned by the amount of funding resources it has.

D. 2012 Planning Process

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. With a budget
determined, City departments and partner agencies review

implementation and

program strategies to develop the annual

Consolidated Plan that is submitted to HUD in April. Then the City
annually collects performance data 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.

E. Summary of

2012 Citizen Participation Process

City of Minneapolis
Citizen Participation Plan

FY 2012 Consolidated Plan

&

FY 2011 Consolidated Plan Amendment #2

August 12-27, 2011

Public Comment period for 2010 Consolidated
Annual Performance and Evaluation Report
(CAPER)

August 23, 2011

Public Hearing on 2010 CAPER

August 29, 2011

2010 CAPER submitted to HUD

September 12, 2011

Mayor's Proposed 2012 Budget

October 19, 2011

Mayor's Recommended Consolidated Plan (CDBG)
2012 Budget (based on estimated HUD awards)

November 30, 2011

Public Hearing on 2012 Proposed Budget and
Taxation Review including Consolidated Plan

December 14, 2011

2012 Council Adopted Budget & Public Hearing

March 14, 2012

Notice of Public Hearing and Comment Period to
Consolidated Plan mailing list

March 16 - April 14, 2012

Public Comment period on Draft 2012




Consolidated Plan

March 20, 2012 Set Public Hearing for April 3, 2012 CD meeting

April 3. 2012 Public Hearing on 2012 Consolidated Plan and
prits, Council Authority to submit Plan to HUD

April 17, 2012 City submission of 2012 Consolidated Plan to HUD

June 1, 2012-May 31, 2013

Year 38 CDBG Program Year, FY 2012
Consolidated Plan Year

2012 Consolidated Plan Budget Approval based on

June, 2012 HUD official grant notification
August 2012 Public Hearing on FY 2011 CAPER
August 2012 Submission of FY 2011 CAPER to HUD
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F. 2012 Institutional Structure

The institutional structure through which the City carries out its housing
and community development plan consists of public, private and nonprofit
partners, including social service agencies, community and faith-based
organizations. The primary public entities are the City of Minneapolis, the
Minneapolis Public Housing Authority (MPHA), Hennepin County, and the
Minnesota Housing Finance Agency (MHFA). Nonprofit organizations
include nonprofit developers and community housing development
organizations, the Family Housing Fund, and the Funder’s Council. Private
sector partners include local financial institutions, for-profit developers,
faith-based organizations and the foundation community. The City and
Hennepin County’s 10 year plan to end homelessness, 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 Emergency Solutions grant
programming through the lead of the City-County Office to End
Homelessness and Heading Home Hennepin.

Relationship with Local Public Housing Authority

The organizational relationship between the MPHA and the City is an
important component of the City’s institutional structure for carrying out its
housing and community development plan. The MPHA is governed by a
nine member Board of Commissioners; four of these members are City
council-appointed, and five members, including the chairperson, are
mayoral appointees. One appointee of the council and mayor respectively
must be a public housing resident.




The MPHA functions as an independent housing authority with its own
personnel and purchasing systems. The City provides financial support to
several MPHA initiatives. City staff sits on the Comprehensive Grant
Committee of MPHA and MPHA staff contributes to the development of
the City’'s Consolidated Plan. The City funds resident participation
initiatives that encourage local resident management of public housing
sites.

The Minneapolis Public Housing Authority is not a troubled agency and is
classified as a Moving to Work agency by HUD.

G. 2012 Monitoring Objectives

Goal AD-1 Manage HUD Resources for Accountability
Objective AD- Design, implement and monitor Consolidated Plan programs to
la achieve compliance

The City will monitor federally funded projects in accordance with the
criteria and priorities detailed in Chapter 1.

H. 2012 Lead-based Paint Objectives

Goal H-3 Provide for Safe Affordable Housing

Objective H-3a | Evaluate and remove lead-based paint hazards in City’s
affordable housing stock

Over the next year, the City will continue to undertake the following
strategies to treat lead-based paint hazards in City housing stock.

Identification and removal of lead hazards from units occupied by
children with elevated blood lead levels

The City has lowered the mandatory inspection trigger of a blood lead
level of 15 micrograms per deciliter of blood (ug/dbl) to 10 ug/dbl as
permitted by state law.

Referral to grant programs and other resources for properties where
children have elevated lead levels, but below the mandated response
levels

Pursuing policies that support primary prevention without reduction in
the efforts for secondary prevention response

Education and outreach to pregnant women and families of children
most impacted by lead hazards in dwellings within the City.

Education and outreach to property owners and contractors on Lead
Safe Work Practices or the Renovation, Remodeling and Painting rule
as appropriate.

Housing inspections continues to emphasize paint condition and during
rental license inspections and requires property owners issued interior




corrective orders on paint condition to take the Renovation,
Remodeling and Painting rule.

e Continue reduction of lead hazards identified by agencies such as
CPED and MPHA. The agencies have incorporated Title X (Section
1012/1013 and 1018) rules into their policies and procedures. CPED
requests lead risk assessments in assisted properties and have
incorporated lead safe hazard reduction practices into properties
undergoing rehabilitation. 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.

Consolidated Plan Program
e |Lead Hazard Reduction Program (CDBG) — 50 Housing Units

l. Housing

The City will be addressing the following housing strategies with
Consolidated Plan funding with 2012 funding. Further project level detail is
found in HUD Table 3 — Proposed Projects found in the Appendix.

Table 3B
ANNUAL HOUSING COMPLETION GOALS
(with expected resources

Grantee Name: Minneapolis, MN Expected Annual Actual Annual Resources used during the period

Number of Units Number of Units

Program Year: 2012 To Be Completed Completed CDBG HOME ESG HOPWA
To be reflected in
ANNUAL AFFORDABLE HOUSING 2011 Annual
GOALS (SEC. 215) Performance Report
Homeless households (capital 424 (new) + 87 X X X ]
development/rehab only) (rehab) =511
Non-homeless households N/A [ [ [
Special needs households (capital 42 (new) + 36 (rehab) X X X X
development/rehab only =78
ANNUAL AFFORDABLE RENTAL Units may be counted
HOUSING GOALS (SEC. 215) multiple times among
strategies
Acquisition of existing units 25 X X |
Production of new units 310 X X X
Rehabilitation of existing units 380 X X X O
Rental Assistance 125 [ [ X
Total Sec. 215 Affordable Rental 840 X X X X

ANNUAL AFFORDABLE OWNER
HOUSING GOALS (SEC. 215)

Units may be counted
multiple times among
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strategies

Acquisition of existing units 25 X X
Production of new units 52 [ X
Rehabilitation of existing units 18 X X
Homebuyer Assistance 17 ] X Ll
Total Sec. 215 Affordable Owner 112 X X L] L]
ANNUAL AFFORDABLE Units may be counted
HOUSING GOALS (SEC. 215) multiple times among
strategies
Acquisition of existing units 25 X X Ll
Production of new units 362 X X X
Rehabilitation of existing units 398 X X X ]
Homebuyer Assistance 17 O X |
Total Sec. 215 Affordable Housing 802 “Geographic X X X X
Distribution of
Consolidated
Plan Assistance”
Source: 2010-14
Consolidated Plan
ANNUAL HOUSING GOALS Table 2A
Annual Rental Housing Goal (HUD Table | 518 X X X X
2A Section 215 goal)
Annual Owner Housing Goal (HUDTable | 28 X X ] [l
2A Section 215 goal)
Total Annual Housing Goal 546 X X X X

1. 2012 Housing Goals and Objectives

Goal H-1

Foster and Maintain Affordable Rental Housing

Objective H-1a

Provide financing and administer programs for the
development of affordable and mixed-income housing

Funds need to be directed to stabilizing existing, and adding affordable
housing units to preserve/add them in the City’s housing inventory.
Creation of new units should be focused on meeting housing needs not
being met by the market such as supportive transitional housing
developments. Equally important is the need to combine supportive
services with stabilized housing.

In order to meet these rental goals, the City will pursue the following
strategies over the next year.

¢ Preserve and improve the physical condition of existing subsidized
housing, both publicly and privately owned.
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¢ 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 City-assisted rental projects of 10+ units be
affordable at 50%MFI.

¢ Create additional transitional housing units with appropriate supportive
services as an alternative to extended shelter use.

¢ |dentify 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 affordable housing development outside impacted areas.
The City’s goal is that at least 50% of new City-produced affordable
housing be located in non-impacted areas.

¢ Use the affordable housing trust fund to guarantee a minimum level of
sustained financial commitment toward the housing needs of those at
the low-income level. The annual funding goal is $10 million.

¢ Link housing programs to supportive service programs, income
assistance programs and public housing initiatives to facilitate
affordability.

¢ Fifty percent (50%) of City affordable housing funds will be used for
capital production of units affordable at 30%MFI.

Consolidated Plan Programs

o Affordable Housing Trust Fund (CDBG/HOME) — 200 Housing
Units

e High Density Corridor Housing (CDBG) — 10 Housing Units

¢ HOME Multifamily Rental (HOME) — 80 Housing Units

Goal H-2 Foster and Maintain Affordable Ownership Housing

Objective H-2a | Provide financing and administer programs for the
development and preservation affordable ownership housing

In order to meet these goals, the City will pursue the following strategies.
The aim is to keep existing low-income homeowners in their homes with
strategic home improvement investments and to allow for new low-income
homeowners through creative, leveraged homeowner financing programs.
An emphasis of City homeownership programs will be increasing the
number of minority homeowners. The City will design its homeownership
programs to attract minority homeowners. It is estimated that at least 50
percent of new homeowners will be minorities. The City is also exploring
funding options and partnerships for addressing the needs of resident
owner occupants who are exposed to foreclosure actions while continuing
its support for foreclosure prevention housing services.




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

¢ Support in-fill development of new three or more bedroom housing for
large families.

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

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

¢ Encourage development of mixed-income ownership housing options
serving a broad and continuous range of incomes.

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

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

¢ Develop a close dialog with community participants about appropriate
locations and design standards for new housing.

¢ Foster community dialog about housing growth in and adjacent to City
neighborhoods.

¢ 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.

Consolidated Plan Programs
e Vacant and Boarded Housing (CDBG) — 15 Housing Units
e Homeownership Works (HOME) — 10 Households

The CPED website has a resource guide updated regularly containing the
latest inventory of City housing programs providing specific detail on
implementation of the above strategies (www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/cped).

Goal H-3 Provide for Safe Affordable Housing

Objective H-3b | Mitigate housing conditions that present life and safety issues

The City will continue to work through its inspections and CPED
departments to ensure that the City’s affordable housing supply is safe.
Annually, the City proposes to set aside CDBG funding to assist in this
endeavor. Over a five-year period, all rental-housing units in the City are
planned for inspections.

Currently, the City has instituted a problem properties task force. This
group is a cross-departmental group that works with housing properties in
targeted areas that consume many City resources in the areas of
inspections and public safety. The Problem Properties Unit (PPU)
identifies the worst properties in the City and develops strategies to



http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/cped
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reduce or eliminate problems. Solutions can include up to securing
buildings with boards or demolish buildings under the provisions of
Chapter 249 of the City's code of ordinances.

Consolidated Plan Program
e Problem Properties Strategy (CDBG) — 396 Housing Units

Goal H-4 Foster and Maintain City’s Public Housing Supply

Objective H-4a | Support rehabilitation needs of MPHA housing stock

Objective H-4b | Assist in locating financial resources to prevent subsidized
housing “opt-outs”

Objective H-4c | Assist in development of Heritage Park — a mixed-use, mixed-
income community on the near northside of Minneapolis

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. The City funds resident
participation initiatives that encourage local resident management of
public housing sites. MPHA’s Resident Participation Program provides
funding for resident participation councils — these councils are a means for
MPHA residents to contribute to resident management. Due to reduced
CDBG budgets, these activities have been curtailed. The City has
supported the Heritage Park development through provision of resources
for the development of housing on the site. This includes extensive
infrastructure work. Current work is being done on the Van White Bridge to
connect the area with downtown. The City is also aware of the importance
of subsidized housing in the City and stands ready to assist the local
market in preserving and stabilizing subsidized housing as needed. The
City will continue to partner with MPHA in joint housing developments that
need project-based housing vouchers to finance low-income units. The
City will also work with MPHA in siting new public housing in the City in
non-impacted areas.

2. 2012 Actions to Address Affordable Housing Barriers

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, the aim is 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 City has identified




regulatory, transportation and financing issues as barriers to affordable
housing.

Goal H-6 Remove or ameliorate any barriers to affordable housing

Objective H-6a | Mitigate barriers to the development, maintenance, and
improvement of affordable housing

The City will be continuing its efforts at removing barriers to affordable
housing. Further development and implementation of the coordinated
development function between the City’s Regulatory and CPED agencies
will assist in reducing the time and effort needed by housing developers in
creating new housing.

3. 2012 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 (HOW)

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.

+ Non-profit developers will identify properties to acquire and develop under
the HOW program. They will provide the City with a scope of work and
proforma 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, 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

Buyers must meet HOME low/moderate income household requirements. They
are residents who are either trying to purchase a home, but are having trouble
gualifying for a mortgage or locating a decent home in their price range.
Properties with four or more bedrooms will be sold to households of three or
more people who will occupy the property. 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 Citywide.

Program Mechanics

Affordability
It is anticipated that the majority of purchasers moving forward will receive direct

buyer assistance. In instances where purchasers receive direct assistance a
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note and mortgage will be placed against the property with repayment due at the
time of sale or maturity of the 1% mortgage also a resale provision will not apply.

In the situations where a property is sold without direct assistance, and to ensure
that the property will remain affordable to low-income homebuyers, staff will
implement a resale provision which will require that the house will only be sold to
an income eligible homebuyer. 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. The actual
affordability period(s) will be required based on the amount of HOME funding in
the project.

Per unit amount of HOME funds Minimum Period of Affordability
Under $15,000 5 Years
$15,000 - $40,000 10 Years
Over $40,000 15 Years

The proposed resale restriction will comply with federal requirements, ensuring
the initial purchaser with a fair return on their initial investment. A fair return is
defined as the return of the homebuyer’s initial investment plus principal
reductions, post sale capital improvements and standard closing costs. These
requirements would be spelled out in a promissory note and mortgage and filed
against the property along with a Declaration of Restrictive Covenants.

The increase in the market value of the property will be based on the difference
between the sale price to the original buyer and the sale price to the new buyer
supported by the purchase agreement. The value of improvements will be based
on permitted work only and the value is based on that permitted value.

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.

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, plus an estimated 3% for closing costs and pre-paids.




Affordability — Direct Buyer Assistance

Many 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 mortgage 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 affordability. 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

Property selection, buyer outreach, marketing, rehabilitation, construction and
counseling will be performed by the developer or their agent. However, in
instances where the properties will be owned by City during the development
process, the City will contract with a local non-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.

Council Approval

The City Council has approved the HOW Program Guidelines which mirror the
Consolidated Plan language.

Rehabilitation
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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 rehabilitation 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 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.

4. 2012 HOME/CDBG Multifamily Guidelines

Affordable Housing Trust Fund
Administrative Guidelines

In 1982, the City of Minneapolis began a new housing program called the
Multi-Family Rental and Cooperative Housing Program to finance the
production of new or rehabilitated affordable rental units. In 2002, the City
Council changed the name of this program to the Affordable Housing Trust
Fund. The primary sources of funds for this program are HOME and
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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 beginning June 2012.
CPED staff evaluates the projects, based upon the selection criteria
outlined below, and make recommendations for funding commitments to
the City Council.

Program Goals

The goal of this program is to provide assistance for rehabilitated or new
multi-family units to make them affordable to households whose incomes
are at or below 80 percent of the Metro Median Income as adjusted for
family size. The City’s Affordable Housing Policy states that all City
financially assisted rental housing projects of 10 units or more shall have
at least 20 percent of the units affordable at or below 50 percent of metro
median income, adjusted for family size. All units developed with HOME
funds, however, must be affordable to and occupied by families whose
incomes are at or below 60 percent of the Metro Median Income as
adjusted for family size. In addition, in rental projects with five or more
HOME-assisted rental units, 20 percent of the HOME-assisted units must
be occupied by families whose incomes are at or below 50 percent of the
Metro Median Income as adjusted for family size. HUD updates HOME
income limits each year.

Affordability Periods are as follows:

Per unit dollar-amount of HOME

funds for Rehab or Acquisition of Minimum Period of
Existing Housing Affordability
Under $15,000 5 Years
$15,000 - $40,000 10 Years
Over $40,000 15 Years
New Construction or Acquisition or 20 Years

newly constructed housing
Compliance with Policies and Regulations

Further details can be found

at http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/cped/rfp/cped _ahtf rfp_home on how the
program complies with federal policies and regulations as well as project
selection criteria used by CPED (as evidenced by the 2009 solicitation), or
can be obtained through request to CPED. For more information, please
contact Matt Bower, Office of Grants & Special Projects at 612-673-2188.



http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/cped/rfp/cped_ahtf_rfp_home

Eligible Uses of Funds

HOME funds may be used for the following eligible project activities:
development hard costs, acquisition costs, related soft costs, and
relocation costs. CDBG funds may be used for the following eligible
activities: acquisition, clearance, site improvements, rehabilitation, and
related soft costs, if necessary and if done in conjunction with
rehabilitation. No disbursement of funds under this program will be made
until total project financing is in place and project closing has occurred.

HOME funds may be used for new construction in certain instances.
Proposed sites for new construction must be approved by CPED for
meeting HUD regulations relative to site and neighborhood standards.
Typically, CDBG funds may not be used for new construction, however, in
certain instances CDBG regulations permit funds to be used for new
construction (for example, if the activity is undertaken by a neighborhood-
based non-profit entity meeting HUD definitions and in compliance with
City policy regarding "permissible ineligibles™).

Administration

The administration of the Program is the responsibility of CPED’s
Multifamily Housing Development Division. A committee composed of the
appropriate staff from CPED will evaluate funding requests.

Procedure

CPED allocates annually funding from the Affordable Housing Trust Fund.
Reallocated funds from prior proposals that were unable to demonstrate
project viability are also advertised. Staff reviews proposals and present
recommendations for funding to the City Council. Developers are required
to submit their proposals to the appropriate neighborhood group for
review.

Repayment of Program Funds

The repayment of program funds will be 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.
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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 Affordable Housing Bonds

¢ 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 2012
is estimated to be $220,000.

HOME Affirmative Marketing Program plus Minority and Women
Business Outreach

The City's HOME Affirmative Marketing Program is described in project
selection criteria. Outreach 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
economic development projects. Solicitation efforts include invitations to
certified small businesses, and encouraging subcontractor recruitment
through Request for Proposal instructions.

5. 2012 Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing

Goal H-5 Affirmatively Further Fair Housing

Objective H-5a | Enforce the City’s fair housing ordinance

Objective H-5b | Provide resources to the metro Fair Housing Implementation
Committee

The City works to ensure that to the greatest extent possible, its housing
programs affirmatively further fair housing. The lead City agency in
educating and enforcing fair housing laws is the Department of Civil
Rights. The Department of Civil Rights works in partnership with
community groups to research fair housing issues, publicize affirmative
practices, and enforce federal, state and local fair housing laws.




In October 2009, a Regional Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing was
developed by the Fair Housing Implementation Council on behalf of HUD
Consolidated Plan entitlement jurisdictions in the Twin Cities. The
Regional Analysis is for the 2010-14 Five Year Strategy. A regional study
was completed because of the close proximity of the cities in the metro
area and the nature of fair housing issues being metro wide and not
concentrated to one city. The Fair Housing Implementation Council (FHIC)
consists of the metropolitan Consolidated Plan jurisdictions along with fair
housing advocates, stakeholders and housing industry representatives. It
oversees the development and implementation of the Regional Analysis
and its associated strategies. In 2006, FHIC received an award of
excellence from the National Association of County Community and
Economic Development for its metro-wide approach and partnership to fair
housing issues.

The FHIC will implement action recommendations for the jurisdictions over
the course of the 2010-14 Five Year Strategy. The FHIC input will provide
the City with a clearer understanding of the issues that are in need of the
greatest attention and what the City can proactively provide to those
issues. The 2009 Regional Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing is
found on the following website: www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/grants

Over the next year, the City will assist in the following affirmatively
furthering fair housing actions within the city and in support of FHIC
initiatives with CDBG funding.

Consolidated Plan Programs

e Metro Fair Housing Actions through FHIC (CDBG) -1
Organizations

e Civil Rights/CDBG Compliance/Fair Housing (CDBG) —1
Organization

e Legal Aid Society (CDBG) — 1 Organization

e Housing Discrimination Law Project (CDBG) — 80 Households

J. 2012 Addressing Homelessness and Those Threatened with
Homelessness

Goal HM-1 Support Persons Suffering from Homelessness
Objective HM- | Support movement of homeless families and individuals
la toward permanent housing

Objective HM- | Contribute capital resources to address supportive housing
1b and shelter needs consistent with strategies of Continuum of

Care and the Heading Home Hennepin Plan to End
Homelessness
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To support Continuum of Care and City-County Homelessness goals, the
City will provide its HOME, CDBG and ESG capital funds to support the
development and preservation of housing for those who suffer
homelessness, or are threatened with homelessness.

These activities will include providing capital funds to develop new or
renovate existing emergency and transitional housing shelters. The City
will also fund the development and rehabilitation of supportive housing
options across the entire continuum of care.

Strategies for addressing the service needs of the homeless are found in
the current Hennepin County Continuum of Care for the Homeless
described in Chapter 3. The Continuum sets forth the relative priority of
the various needs facing the homeless. These priorities are revisited
annually by the City and County in preparation for the annual HUD
SuperNOFA process. A community process involving service providers,
county and City staff and interested constituent groups set the priorities
found in the Continuum through a series of community meetings and focus
groups. The City will support any applications for federal assistance that
meet the priorities expressed in the annual Continuum of Care.

2012 Actions to Address Homelessness

The City intends to pursue the following strategies with its Consolidated
Plan funds to meet the needs of the homeless. The strategies encompass
a variety of approaches to address needs of the homeless and those
threatened with homelessness. The City will continue to fund a
City/County Coordinator of Homelessness with its Consolidated Plan
funds. This position will staff the development and implementation of the
Heading Home Hennepin strategic plan (HUD Continuum of Care
Strategy) described in the Chapter 3 and elsewhere in this chapter.

CDBG: The City will apply CDBG funds to support multifamily unit
development (including transitional/supportive housing) for those up to 50
percent of metro median income with at least 50 percent of designated
funds supporting those at or below 30 percent. The City will also consider
for CDBG support organizations providing CDBG public services to
homeless individuals and families.

HOME: The City will apply HOME funds to finance capital development of
transitional/supportive-housing units. It will also apply these funds to
support multifamily unit development for those up to 50 percent of metro
median income with an emphasis on those at or below 30 percent.



ESG: Further discussion of how the City intends to use ESG to address
homelessness is found later in this chapter under section O. Emergency
Solutions Grant (ESG) Program Requirements.

Annually the City has addressed emergency and transitional shelter
rehabilitation needs with its Emergency Shelter Grant block grant. With the
passage of the HEARTH Act of 2009 and its regulatory changes to ESG,
the City will undertake expanded and new uses of its ESG entitlement
grant. The HEARTH Act proposed a redesign to the ESG program along
with additional funding levels available to communities. With the Act’s
implementation, the name of ESG has been changed to Emergency
Solutions Grant, indicating a broader use of funds. For the FY11 second
allocation of ESG funds (subject of the FY11 Consolidated Plan
Amendment #2 discussed elsewhere in this 2012 Consolidated Plan) and
FY12 ESG funds, the city will budget ESG resources to the
rehabilitation/renovation of emergency and transitional shelters in the city,
and provide funding for homelessness prevention and rapid re-housing
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 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.

HOPWA: Housing assistance will be provided to families/persons with
HIV/AIDS who are threatened by homelessness, through the HOPWA
allocation. The HOPWA funding is intended to be disbursed for projects
throughout the metropolitan area.

Over the course of the next year, the City will have the following number of
units appropriate for housing those who are homeless or are in
transitional or supportive housing in some stage of completion.

New: 166
Rehab: 446
K. 2012 Community Development Objectives

Community Development Block Grant funds will be used to support
several community development initiatives.

1. Public Facilities
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Goal CD-3

Meet Community Infrastructure Needs

Objective CD-
3a

Use CDBG resources to address public facilities initiatives in
CDBG target and majority low/moderate income
neighborhoods

Medium Priority Strateqies

Public Facilities (General)
Use Capital Improvement Plan to guide City investment in public

facilities.

Use CDBG to procure fire protection equipment.

Neighborhood Facilities
Address capital improvements to neighborhood-based facilities that
are accessible to the City’s low and moderate-income residents

Consolidated Plan Program
e Emergency Shelter Facilities (ESG) — 3 Facilities

Child Care Centers
Provide capital funds to maintain existing childcare opportunities,
and to expand number of childcare opportunities

Senior Centers
Renovate, expand or develop public facilities appropriate for the
City’s growing elderly population

Youth Centers/Handicapped Centers
Renovate, expand and develop of public facilities appropriate for
the City’s youth population, including special need groups

Park and Recreational Facilities
Park and recreational sites will be made secure, attractive, and
accessible through capital investments

2. Public Services

Goal CD-2

Support the Community Safety Net

Objective CD-
2a

Provide support to City’s senior citizens

High Priority Strategies




Senior Services
Support programs that allow seniors to be self-sufficient

Goal CD-2

Support the Community Safety Net

Objective CD-
2b

Promote healthy outcomes for low- and moderate-income
individuals and families

Medium Priority Strateqgies

Health Services
Promote the healthy well being of residents through public and
private service providers

Medium Priority Strateqies

Child Care Services
Support programs that subsidize child care slots for income eligible
families and expand availability of childcare options.

Goal CD-2

Support the Community Safety Net

Objective CD-
2c

Provide resources to vulnerable citizens

Medium Priority Strategies

Public Services (General)

City will decide on appropriate funding needs for public services on
case-by-case basis. City will target low- and moderate-income
areas for crime prevention and restorative justice. City will support
program applications for federal assistance

Consolidated Plan Programs
e Access and Outreach Multicultural Services (CDBG) —
1,300 People
e Domestic Abuse Project — 160 People

Substance Abuse Services
Coordinate with county to promote culturally sensitive substance
abuse programming

Mental Health Services
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Work with County to provide outreach and assessment services to
remedy individual mental health issues

Goal CD-2

Support the Community Safety Net

Objective CD-
2d

Provide resources for City’s youth programming initiatives

Medium Priority Strategies

Youth Services
Develop and support community-based services to nurture and
support young people

Consolidated Plan Programs

Youth Employment and Training (CDBG) — 600 People

e Way to Grow (CDBG) — 500 People

e Juvenile Supervision Center (CDBG) — 750 People

e Youth Coordinating Board (CDBG) — 1 Organization
Goal CD-4 Meet Community Public Safety Needs

Objective CD-
4a

Use CDBG resources to address crime prevention and
restorative justice in CDBG target areas

Medium Priority Strateqgies

Public Services (General)

City will target low- and moderate-income areas for crime
prevention and restorative justice services. City will support
program applications for federal assistance

Consolidated Plan Programs

e Crime Prevention Specialists (CDBG) — 227,472 People

3. Economic Development

The City community and neighborhood development programs, through
CPED, engage with businesses directly, as well as through business

associations, neighborhood associations, and community development
corporations. As part of its outreach, program staff engages in business




consultation services in collaboration with SCORE through the
Minneapolis Public Library. The economic development staff works
closely with the development community through various forums, planning
processes, and development solicitations. The City Council established
the Great Streets Business District program in 2007 to sustain vibrant
commercial districts and economic activity throughout the City of
Minneapolis. The program includes business and commercial real estate
development loans, grants for business technical assistance and district-
wide marketing and recruitment efforts, and fagcade improvement matching
grants to business and property owners. CPED’s Industry Cluster
programs work directly with the Minneapolis Private Industry/Workforce
Council, made up of 19 Mayoral appointments, to provide strategic
guidance for the broad partnerships that make up the local workforce
development, service delivery system for area jobseekers and employers.
Workforce Council members are leaders and key decision-makers within
their organizations and/or the community, including business owners and
executives as well as agency and program directors.

Goal CD-1 Expand Economic Opportunities for Low- and Moderate-
Income Persons

Objective CD- Link residents to permanent jobs

la

High Priority Strategy

Economic Development Direct Financial Assistance to For-
Profits

City will work to link provision of public assistance supporting

companies who can offer jobs appropriate to low and moderate

income residents’ needs. This assistance may include HUD Section

108 financing as identified and sponsored.

Consolidated Plan Program
e Adult Training Placement and Retention (CDBG) — 421 Jobs

Goal CD-1 Expand Economic Opportunities for Low- and Moderate-
Income Persons

Objective CD- Provide resources to improve community access to capital
1b

High Priority Strategies

Rehab, Publicly or Privately-Owned Commercial
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Rehabilitate commercial properties to keep them marketable

Consolidated Plan Program
e Great Streets: Community Economic Development (CDBG)
— 4 Businesses
e Commercial Property Investment — 1 Business

Medium Priority Strateqgies

L.

Commercial Industrial Land Acquisition/Disposition
Facilitate commercial/industrial investment to core areas of the City
suitable for redevelopment

Commercial Industrial Infrastructure Development

Support new industry in specific industrial/business center growth
areas such as University Research Park and Biosciences
Corridors.

Other Commercial Industrial Improvements

Planning, market studies, design forums, infrastructure
improvements such as roadway access, capital equipment
acquisition

Economic Development Technical Assistance
Direct technical assistance opportunities to small businesses,
especially through CPED Business Assistance office.

Micro-Enterprise Assistance

Direct technical assistance opportunities to small businesses,
especially through CPED Business Assistance office.

2012 Anti-Poverty Objectives

The city focuses its 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.

The city mandates those businesses that receive financial assistance from
city agencies in excess of $100,000 to 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 that they may encounter in either seeking or expanding
a site in the City. CPED pursues Brownfield redevelopment initiatives to
clean up old industrial sites to make them “green” again and attractive for
business investment. These efforts seek to broaden the availability of
business opportunities providing jobs to the City’s low and moderate-
income residents.

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 Multicultural
Services staff assists in this effort.

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 is
actively working to deconcentrate poverty, increase the variety of housing
options and support residential displacement and relocation policies. As a
HUD recipient, the City offers Section 3 assistance through project
notification procedures, bid requirements, and monitoring applicable
projects. This expands economic opportunities to the City’s very low- and
low-income residents. The Section 3 promotion and enforcement
monitoring is delivered through the Civil Rights Department.

The City estimates that over the 2010-14 five-year strategy, 60,000
residents will benefit from its anti-poverty programming and initiatives.
M. Non-Homeless Special Needs Housing

The City will seek to fund special needs housing through its Affordable
Housing Trust Fund project funding solicitations.

1. 2012 Non-Homeless Special Needs Objectives

Goal SPH-1 Foster and Maintain Housing for those with special needs
Objective SPH- | Provide financing for the development and preservation of
la housing opportunities for persons with special needs

Consolidated Plan Program
e Affordable Housing Trust Fund (CDBG/HOME) — 78 Housing Units
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The City supports the creation of housing units for special needs
populations. When possible these units should be in the form of
supportive housing. The City anticipates the following 2005-09 goals for
special needs housing. Annual goals will depend on developer response
to annual Affordable Housing Trust Fund solicitations, but are projected to

be:

Type Priority 0-80% 0-80%
2010-14 | Annual
Goal Goal
Rehabilitated H 180 36
New/Positive Conversion H 210 42
Total 390 78

The City can support these goals through the following strategies:

¢

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.

Support the development of housing with supportive services that help
households gain stability in areas such as employment, housing
retention, parenting, mental health and substance challenges.

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 dispersed throughout
the City.

Some specific strategies to be undertaken, in support of specific
subpopulations of special needs households, include the following:

Elderly/Frail Elderly

¢

Support development of affordable and mixed-income senior rental
housing in all parts of the City. These developments may be
independent rental, congregate, and/or assisted living projects.

Seek available resources and partnerships to assist the development
of senior housing through land acquisition, advantageous site
location/improvements and other eligible appropriate ways.

Ensure quality design and amenities of housing as well as quality
management and supportive services.

Severe Mental lliness



¢ Seek opportunities for development of new supportive housing units for
persons with mental illness as part of larger housing or redevelopment
initiatives.

¢ Seek to retain existing housing stock through rehabilitation activities.

¢ Encourage the development of practice apartments within new
developments to give people the chance to learn independent living
without jeopardizing their rental history, and for mental health services
to realistically assess service needs.

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

Developmentally Disabled

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

¢ Seek to retain existing housing stock through rehabilitation activities.

Physically Disabled

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

¢ Seek to retain and increase accessibility to existing housing stock
through rehabilitation activities.

¢ Ensure availability of accessible units in City-assisted housing
developments.

Persons with Alcohol/Other Drug Addiction

¢ Seek opportunities for development of new supportive housing units for
persons who suffer from chemical dependency, as part of larger
housing or redevelopment initiatives.

¢ Seek to retain existing housing stock through rehabilitation activities.

Veterans

¢ Finance transitional housing developments for veterans. Projects
would need to serve Minneapolis veterans who were either residents of
Minneapolis prior to suffering homelessness, or have been referred
from a Minneapolis facility serving the homeless or near homeless.

2. Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA)
Objectives

| Goal SPH-1 | Foster and Maintain Housing for those with special needs |
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Objective SPH- | Provide financing for the development and preservation of
la housing opportunities for persons with special needs

HOPWA Program-Specific Requirements

The HOPWA allocation to the City of Minneapolis is for expenditure in the
Metropolitan Statistical Area comprising eleven counties in Minnesota
(Anoka, Carver, Chisago, Dakota, Hennepin, Isanti, Ramsey, Scott,
Sherburne, Washington and Wright), three cities in Minnesota
(Minneapolis, Saint Paul and Bloomington) and two counties in Wisconsin
(Pierce and Saint Croix.) On behalf of the metropolitan area, the City will
receive 2012 HOPWA funding of $1,019,484. Additionally, $123,124 of
prior years unspent HOPWA funds will be included for 2012 programming.
These funds are advertised by the City of Minneapolis each year through
a Request for Proposal (RFP) process.

The purpose of HOPWA funding is to help those with HIV/AIDS achieve
and maintain housing stability, avoid homelessness, and improve access
to HIV/AIDS treatment and related care through emphasis on permanent
supportive housing. 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.

Additionally, in order to ensure that the grant is distributed throughout the
metropolitan area, the City of Minneapolis administers and monitors
HOPWA projects.

HUD Table 3-Proposed Projects table describes the projects to receive
2012 HOPWA funds awarded. The City estimates that 125 households
will receive housing assistance through these programs.

Consolidated Plan Programs

e Minnesota AIDS Project Transitional Housing Program (HOPWA) —
70 Households

e Metropolitan Council HRA Housing Assistance Program (HOPWA)
— 55 Households




3. Service Needs of Persons Who are Not Homeless and
May or May Not Require Supportive Housing

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 service programming.

N. CDBG Program Requirements

CDBG Program Income

Estimated program income is identified separately from the budget
contained in the HUD Table 3-Proposed Projects. As a matter of
administrative convenience, the City recognizes program income as it is
received, and reports it at the end of the program year in the performance
report. The City uses program income to extend program activities
originating the income. Activities that may earn program income are noted
in Table 3 project descriptions. The City does not generate program
income from revolving loan fund activity. The City estimates that program
income will be approximately $1,200,000. Fifty percent of program
income not obligated by pre-2009 CDBG contracts will be applied to
reducing the deficit in the City’s letter of credit with the federal
government. The balance will be available for reprogramming.

CDBG Float-Funded Activities

The City of Minneapolis does not plan to fund any float-funded activities.
CDBG Location of Proposed Activities

The HUD Table 3-Proposed Projects table provides the location of CDBG-
funded activities. The location may be address-specific. Locations may
also be Citywide if the services are available throughout the City. The
Appendix contains the CDBG Target Area map.

CDBG Contingency Funds

The City has budgeted all 2012 CDBG funds to programs in FY 2012.

CDBG Urgent Needs



96

HUD has three national objectives: (l) Slum and Blight, (2) Low Moderate
Income Benefit and (3) Other Urgent Needs. No CDBG-funded project
addresses the urgent needs national objective. At least 70 percent of the
CDBG funds will be used for activities that benefit low and moderate-
income persons and all other activities will meet the national objective of
slum and blight elimination.

CDBG Revolving Funds

The City does not engage in any revolving loan fund activity that meets
the federal definition of a revolving loan fund. The City does not generate
program income from revolving loan fund activity.

CDBG Statement of Objectives
City Goals for City budgeting purposes are:

Build communities where all people feel safe and trust the City’s public safety
professionals and systems;

Maintain the physical infrastructure to ensure a healthy, vital and safe City;
Deliver consistently high quality City services at a good value to taxpayers;
Create an environment that maximizes economic development opportunities
within Minneapolis by focusing on the City’s physical and human assets;
Foster the development and preservation of a mix of quality housing types
that is available, affordable, meets current needs, and promotes future
growth;

Preserve and enhance our natural and historic environment and promote a
clean, sustainable Minneapolis;

Promote public, community and private partnerships to address disparities
and to support strong, healthy families and communities;

Strengthen City government management and enhance community
engagement.

Further discussion of goals and objectives are contained in Chapter 5 of
the 2010-14 Consolidated Plan Five-Year Strategy, as well as referenced
above.

CDBG Statement of Displacement Policies

In developing the CDBG program, the City considers existing City policies
for the minimization of displacement. In carrying out CDBG-funded
activities, the City follows ongoing administrative policies to limit
displacement through 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.



0. Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) Program Requirements-
Applicable to FY11 ESG funds subject to the Amendment #2
allocation and the FY12 allocation of ESG

Goal HM-1 Support Persons Suffering from Homelessness

Objective HM- | Support movement of homeless families and individuals

la toward permanent housing

Objective HM- | Contribute capital resources to address supportive housing

1b and shelter needs consistent with strategies of Continuum of
Care and the Heading Home Hennepin Plan to End
Homelessness

The Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing
Act of 2009 (HEARTH Act) amended the McKinney-Vento Homeless
Assistance Act, including major revisions to the Emergency Shelter Grants
program, now the Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) program.

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. ESG
funds will be made available through the coordinated efforts of two City
departments, including existing shelter rehab capital resources through
the City’s Community Planning and Economic Development Department
(CPED), and homelessness service resources to be provided through
Neighborhood and Community Relations Department (NCR) the host
department for the City-County Coordinator on Homelessness. Eligible
sub recipients under ESG can be local government agencies or private
nonprofit organizations.

The following sections describe for purposes of the 2011 Consolidated
Plan Amendment #2 and the 2012 Consolidated Plan how the City will
utilize the FY11 Second Allocation of ESG and FY12 ESG. The City
described its proposed use of the first allocation of FY11 ESG funds in last
year’'s FY11 Consolidated Plan.

Further discussion of the needs of and strategies for persons experiencing
homelessness and those threatened with homelessness is covered in an
revised Chapter 3 to the 2010-14 Consolidated Plan Five-Year Strategy
earlier in this document. This updated Chapter 3 will govern the remaining
three years of the five-year strategy (2012-14).

1. Summary of ESG Consultation Process
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The Emergency Solutions Grant requires coordination 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 Continuum of Care work and oversight of the
Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) is the responsibility of
the Executive Committee’s Housing Committee and Continuum of Care
Subcommittee. The HMIS oversight work includes the development of
funding, policies, and procedures for the operation and administration of
HMIS. This work is governed by a written agreement with the local and
state HMIS lead agency, Wilder Research Center of St. Paul, Minnesota.

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 continued after the publication of HUD interim
regulatory guidance pertaining to the Emergency Solutions Grant. The
concept and description of ESG use among eligible activities was outlined
for and approved by the Heading Home Hennepin Executive Committee
on February 3, 2012.

Consultation on the implementation of the ESG grant will continue with
Heading Home Hennepin Executive Committee and its respective
committees during the life of the grant.

2. Summary of Citizen Participation
The City is using the citizen participation process as outlined in Chapter 1

of the 2012 Consolidated Plan for receipt of comments on FY11
Amendment #2 and FY12 Proposed Program.

3. Proposed Activities



For the FY11 second allocation of ESG funds (subject of the FY11
Consolidated Plan Amendment #2 discussed elsewhere in this 2012
Consolidated Plan) and FY12 ESG funds, the city will budget ESG
resources to the renovation/rehabilitation of emergency and transitional
shelters in the city, and providing funding for homelessness prevention,
rapid re-housing and 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 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. For 2012 ESG
funds, $150,000 will be reserved for a contract with St. Stephen’s Human
Services for outreach services. Some estimated funding is reserved for
any HMIS costs that the City will incur in participation in ESG.

Homelessness Prevention and Rapid Re-housing activities will be
determined from project solicitations received from a Request for Proposal
process to be announced later this spring and outlined in more detail
below. Projects funded under these eligible activities may provide housing
relocation and stabilization financial assistance/services and/or rental
assistance.

The priority needs 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 projects/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. The second
allocation of FY11 ESG funds will have the 24 month time period start as
of the date of the revised FY11 ESG grant agreement to be issued by
HUD later this summer.

ESG projects and activities will address the following HUD ESG objectives
and outcomes:

Shelter Renovation/Rehab

Performance Objective Create Suitable Living Environment
Performance Outcome Availability/Accessibility

Homeless Prevention
Performance Objective Provide Decent Affordable Housing
Performance Outcome Affordability

Rapid Re-housing
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Performance Objective Provide Decent Affordable Housing

Performance Outcome Affordability

4. ESG Match

A one-for-one match is required for the ESG grant. It will be 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 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 (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. Historically, the City has
received funding requests in excess of available funding, demonstrating a
high demand for this funding program. A shelter’s physical condition has a
shorter life than similar structures and necessitates frequent rehabilitation
to keep shelters in safe and sanitary condition and current with code.
Throughout the city, there are over 1,400 emergency shelter beds. A
recent survey of recent recipients of the City’'s ESG funding indicated over
$2 million in potential rehabilitation needs over the next five years.

Assisted rehabilitation/renovation 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. The RFP is scheduled to be issued
in early summer 2012. Matches to the program award are required, and
can be 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. Required qualifications of proposals are:

¢ Organization submitting proposal is eligible to apply for ESG funding

¢ The project applicant demonstrates sufficient knowledge, experience
and capacity to undertake and complete proposed rehabilitation
project.

¢ The facility to be rehabilitated and the costs to be incurred are eligible
for ESG funding

¢ The proposed project is cost effective.

¢ The rehabilitation/renovation must be completed by 24 months after
the date of the HUD grant agreement awarding the City’s ESG award.

¢ Upon completion of the rehabilitation/renovation, the facility must be
used as an emergency shelter for a minimum of ten years.

¢ The proposed project complies with local policies and funding
guidelines, including the City of Minneapolis Consolidated Plan.

¢ All recipients are required to participate in the HMIS system.

¢ Shelters assisted under this activity must at minimum meet the shelter
and housing standards as outlined in 24 CFR 576.403.

The following types of proposals will receive priority consideration for ESG
support:

¢ Larger capital requests, (proposals with costs exceeding $50,000)

¢ Requests with realistic, detailed scope of work and projected costs
including soft costs

¢ Projects that can start within 6 months of project approval

¢ Projects with potential for leveraging other funds to help cover the
rehabilitation costs

Rapid Re-housing

The City will issue a 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 resident homeless families and
single adults without children including unaccompanied youth who reside
in a Hennepin County funded homeless shelter (previous permanent
address was within Minneapolis). These clients must have an annual
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income at or below thirty (30%) of HUD area median family income.
Specifically homeless is defined by HUD effective January 4, 2012 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 accommaodation 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
(i) 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.S.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.S.C. 1786(b)), or section
725 of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (42
U.S.C. 11434a); (ii) 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;



(iif) 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
(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
The City will issue as described above a Request for Proposals (RFP) for

projects/activities that can provide ESG eligible homelessness prevention
services to Minneapolis resident renters. Homelessness prevention
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services will be a secondary consideration 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 also sought to be served under
homelessness prevention. A person/household at risk of homelessness is
defined as:

(1) An individual or family who:

M 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;

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. Lives in 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.S.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 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.
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 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.

6. Detailed ESG Budget (FY11 and FY12)

A HUD-prescribed budget table format for FY11l and FY 12 ESG funds is
presented on the following pages. It should be noted that the proposed
budget for Rapid Re-housing for FY 11 and FY12 ESG funds is $288,763
and $337,933 respectively. The total amount of these funds, $626,696, will
be issued in a Request for Proposal for Rapid Re-housing and
Homelessness Prevention services. As described above, the preference
will be for funding rapid re-housing services. However, it is unknown at
this time, exactly how potential applications may fit within each of these
two eligible activities, so for purposes of the budget table, the funds are
placed on the Rapid Re-housing line. Housing Relocation and Stabilization
Services and Rental Assistance are budget subsets of the respective
Homelessness Prevention and Rapid Re-housing budget categories. The
FY12 grant budget includes a $150,000 budget for an outreach services
contract awarded to St. Stephen’s Human Services. Shelter renovation
under the FY12 grant will be $475,722. Estimated funding of $2,000 is



reserved for any HMIS costs that the City will incur in participation in ESG
and is subject to further review based upon HMIS Lead Agency guidance.
Administration is set at 7.5% of grant.

The HHH Executive Committee received and approved this proposed
budget on February 3, 2012.
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FY 2011 Detailed Budget Table
First Allocation $585,009.00 FY 2011
Second Allocation $329,068.00| Emergency Shelter Grants/Emergency Solutions Grant
Grant Amount $914,077.00 Program Allocations
Total
Administration $68,555.78
. . Second Total Fiscal
First Allocation R
Allocation Year 2011
Activit Reprogrammed Activit Activit
Eligible Activities Mty prog ity ity
Amount Amount Amount Amount .
5 £ Homeless Assistance $555,759.00 $0.00 $555,759.00,
§ & Rehab,/Conversion $555,759.00 $555,759.00
w ¥ Operations
S
§ t Essential Services
5 e Homelessness Prevention
o |
g5 Administration- CPED $14,250.00 $14,250.00,
w Administration- IGR $15,000.00 $15,000.00
Emergency Shelter Grants
gency $585,009.00 $585,009.00
Subtotal
Emergency Shelter** $0.00 $0.00
Renovation** $0.00 $0.00
Operation** $0.00 $0.00
Essential Service** $0.00 $0.00
URA Assistance** $0.00 $0.00
Street Outreach - Essential
. $0.00 $0.00
Services**
E HMIS $1,000.00 $1,000.00
s Rapid Re-housing $288,763.00 $288,763.00
£
..2 Housing Relocation and $0.00
© Stabilization Services
O
» Tenant-Based Rental
c . $0.00
o Assistance
Lo d .
Project-Based Rental
_2 j $0.00
n Assistance
? Homelessness Prevention $0.00 $0.00
)
o0 ) )
uEJ Housing Relocation and S0
w Stabilization Services
Tenant-Based Rental
. S0
Assistance
Project-Based Rental
J' $0.00
Assistance
Administration- NCR $39,305.00 $39,305.00
Emergency Solutions
gency $0.00| $329,068.00 |  $329,068.00
Grants Subtotal
Total Grant Amount: $914,077.00

**Allowable only if the amount obligated for homeless assistance activities using funds from the first allocation is less than
the expenditure limit for emergency shelter and street outreach activities (see Section II1.B. of this Notice).
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FY 2012 Detailed Budget Table

Grant Amount $ 1,042,870.00
Total
Administration $78,215.00

Emergency Solutions Grants
Program Allocations

Total Fiscal Year 2012

Eligible Activities

Activity Amount

Activity Amount

Emergency Solutions Grants Program

Emergency Shelter**

Renovation**

S 475,722.00

475,722.00

Operation**

Essential Service**

URA Assistance**

Street Outreach - Essential
Services**

S 150,000.00

150,000.00

HMIS

S 1,000.00

1,000.00

Rapid Re-housing

W |n W w ||| |Wn

337,933.00

Housing Relocation and
Stabilization Services

Tenant-Based Rental
Assistance

Project-Based Rental
Assistance

Homelessness Prevention

Housing Relocation and
Stabilization Services

Tenant-Based Rental
Assistance

Project-Based Rental
Assistance

Administration- NCR

$ 58,215.00

58,215.00

Administration- CPED

S 15,000.00

15,000.00

Administration- IGR

S 5,000.00

w|n|n w

5,000.00

Emergency Solutions
Grants Subtotal

$1,042,870.00

7.

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. City and County staff are in the midst of evaluating what
worked well under the HPRP grant and how ESG can build upon that
grant to meet the goals and priorities of the Heading Home Hennepin plan.
Italicized text is the HUD guidance on what the respective written
standards should address as outlined in the 24 CFR 576 amended




regulations. The draft Consolidated Plan made available for public
comment encouraged receipt of input into the design of the written
standards, however, no comments were received specific to this request.
These Standards will be reviewed as an RFP for HP/RR services is
developed and that RFP will reflect prioritized standards as of the
issuance of the RFP. Those standards will be reflected in the 2013 Action
Plan. 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
Standard policies and procedures for evaluating individuals' and families’
eligibility for assistance under Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG);

¢ Rapid re-housing: Minneapolis resident homeless families and
single adults without children including unaccompanied youth who
reside in a Hennepin County funded homeless shelter (whose
previous permanent address within 3 months of entering shelter
was within Minneapolis). 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 576.2

¢ Homelessness Prevention: Minneapolis resident renters who are
established as at-risk of homelessness as set forth in 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 efforts
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.

Policies and procedures for coordination among providers and
mainstream providers

Policies and procedures for coordination among emergency shelter providers,
essential services providers, homelessness prevention, and rapid re-housing
assistance providers; other homeless assistance providers; and mainstream
service and housing providers (see 8 576.400(b) and (c) for a list 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 will need to occur
as the city and county implements ESG programming and as HUD
establishes requirements for such assessment system. To date the
county does have some level of coordinated assessment for
families while systems for single adults and youth are at various
stages of development. HMIS participation will be required of all
funding recipient agencies. 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 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
eligible 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 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, household size, barriers to stable
housing, and projected re-housing costs, will be given priority.
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Households that have sought assistance during the prior twelve months will be
given lower priority than those households that have not received assistance
during the prior twelve months.

Monthly participant meetings for re-housing is a practice guideline for which case
managers will make themselves available. Participants are not mandated to
meet, nor are services hinged on these consultations. The case manager may
meet with participants more frequently as warranted and welcomed by the
recipient. Prevention recipients will not have the same meetings available.

Standards for any rent and utility costs share required of participants
Standards for determining what percentage or amount of rent and utilities costs
each program participant must pay while receiving homelessness 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

Standards 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
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¢ Rental assistance should be flat and tied to maximum rental
subsidies to be determined

¢

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 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 requirements 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 County



¢ Subrecipient providers will be responsible for adherence to the
tenant-based rental and project-based rental stipulations found
in 576.106 (h) and (i)

¢ Adjustment allowances likely to be permitted subject to
determination following an initial stabilization period and monthly
thereafter. As 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
Standards 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 homelessness 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 maximum 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 assistance 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
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. Component services and activities of
housing stability case management consist of:

¢

Using the centralized or coordinated assessment system as
required under 576.400(d), to evaluate individuals and families
applying for or receiving assistance;

Conducting initial evaluation required under 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;

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 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 576.103 and 576.104, 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 more 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
household has an account in his or her name with a utility company
or proof of responsibility 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.
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¢ Services Cost: subject to general restrictions under 576.103 and
576.104, ESG funds may be used to pay the costs of providing the
following services:

= Housing Search and Placement: service or activities
necessary to assist program participants in locating,
obtaining, and retaining suitable permanent housing, include
the following:
e 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;

e Assessment of housing for compliance with ESG
requirements for habitability, lead-based paint, and
rent reasonableness;

e Assistance with obtaining utilities and making moving
arrangements; and

e Tenant counseling.

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 the employs eligible ESG-funded services in amounts and for durations
that can lead to housing stability within ESG program limits. Following the end of
a three month stabilization period, housing stability reassessment will occur
monthly.

8. ESG Sub-award Process

The City of Minneapolis will work with Hennepin County in coordinating a
Request for Proposals (RFP) for Rapid Re-housing and Homelessness
Prevention services. The RFP will be distributed to agencies servicing
Minneapolis, posted on the city of Minneapolis website and distributed through
the City-County Office to End Homelessness. A committee of City and County
representatives, and other knowledgeable community representatives including a
person who is/was homeless will make proposal reviews and recommended
project selections. Recommendations will be made to the HHH Executive
Committee. The Minneapolis/Hennepin County Office to End Homelessness 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 and Hennepin County 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.

The RFP 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.

9. Homeless Participation Requirements

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 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.

10. 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

e Participants will be re-housed into stable housing within 30 days of
eligibility determination for services

e Participants receiving Rapid Re-housing will not become homeless during
services or within six months of case closing

Source of evaluation data: HMIS

Homelessness Prevention OQutcomes

e Eligible renter households will not become homeless

e At Risk of Homelessness Families, Adults and Youth will retain stable,
permanent housing

e Households receiving services will not become homeless during the six
months following case closing

Source of evaluation data: HMIS

116



P. SF-424 Federal Applications for Assistance & Grantee
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APPLICATION FOR

Version 7/03

FEDERAL ASSISTANC 2. DATE SUBMITTED Applicant Identifier
SIS E 04/17/12 41-6005375
1. TYPE OF SUBMISSION: 3. DATE RECEIVED BY STATE State Application Identifier

Application

Construction

Pre-application

» Construction

4. DATE,RECEIVED BY FEDERAL AGENCY | Federal identifier ;

Other (specify)

Non-Construction L Non-Construction oan7iz
5. APPLICANT INFORMATION
Legal Name: Organizational Unit:
. . . Department:
City of Minneapolis cn{f Coordinator
862 %gigzgi?nal DUNS: Division:
Address: Name and telephone number of person to be contacted on matters
Street: involving this application (give area code)
301M City Hall, 350 South Fifth St. Prefix: First Name:
Peter
City: . Middle Name
Minneapolis
County: Last Name
Hennepin O'Toole
State: Zip Code Suffix:
MN 5%415
Country: Email:
USA Peter.OToole@Minneapolismn.gov
6. EMPLOYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (E/N): Phone Number (give area code) Fax Number (give area code)
[41[1]-[6][0]jo 6] 612-673-5456 612-673-3250
8. TYPE OF APPLICATION: 7. TYPE OF APPLICANT: (See back of form for Application Types)
¥V New '] continuation I Revision Municipal
If Revision, enter appropriate letter(s) in box(es)
(See back of form for description of letters.) D D Other (specify)

9. NAME OF FEDERAL AGENCY:
U. S. Department of Housing & Urban Development

TITLE (Name of Program):
CDBG Entitiement Grant

10. CATALOG OF FEDERAL DOMESTIC ASSISTANCE NUMBER:

][4~ ]l

11. DESCRIPTIVE TITLE OF APPLICANT'S PROJECT:

City of Minneapolis FY12 Consolidated Plan Community Development
Block Grant (CDBG)

City of Minneapolis

12. AREAS AFFECTED BY PROJECT (Cities, Counties, States, efc.):

13. PROPOSED PROJECT

14. CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS OF:

Start Date:
06/01/12

05/31/13

Ending Date:

a. Applicant b. Project
5th 5th

15. ESTIMATED FUNDING:

16. IS APPLICATION SUBJECT TO REVIEW BY STATE EXECUTIVE
IORDER 12372 PROCESS?

00

THIS PREAPPLICATION/APPLICATION WAS MADE

a. Federal $ . Yes. I
10,667,450 & Y8S. it AVAILABLE TO THE STATE EXECUTIVE ORDER 12372

b. Applicant S . PROCESS FOR REVIEW ON

c. State 5 o DATE:

d. Local 3 o b No. 7] PROGRAM IS NOT COVERED BY E. O. 12372

e. Other B o # OR PROGRAM HAS NOT BEEN SELECTED BY STATE

, = FOR REVIEW
f. Program Income 5 1200000 17.18 THE APPLICANT DELINQUENT ON ANY FEDERAL DEBT?
[4iH) N
g. TOTAL ke 11,867,450 ° Ll Yes If “Yes” attach an explanation. ¥l No

18. TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF, ALL DATA IN THIS APPLICATION/PREAPPLICATION ARE TRUE AND CORRECT. THE
DOCUMENT HAS BEEN DULY AUTHORIZED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE APPLICANT AND THE APPLICANT WILL COMPLY WITH THE
IATTACHED ASSURANCES IF THE ASSISTANCE IS AWARDED.

a. Authorized Representative

Previous Edition Usable

J');
Authorized for Local Reproduction &+

m'eﬁx First Name Middle Name
S. Jayne Baccus

Last Name Suffix

Khalifa
b. Title ; c. Telephone Number (give area code)

Interim City Coordinator r f g 7 g ‘A/ . 612-673-3992
id. Signature of Authorized Representative /.« £ i A e. Date Signed

S aped e treds /) /‘%ﬁfﬁﬁ/ 04117112
, ’ ~

77 Standard Form 424 (Rev.9-2003)
Prescribed bv OMB Circular A-102



APPLICATION FOR

Version 7/03

Applicant Identifier

DERAL ASSISTAN 2. DATE SUBMITTED

FE S CE 04/17/12 : 41-6005375

1. TYPE OF SUBMISSION: ) 3. DATE RECEIVED BY STATE State Application Identifier
Application Pre-application '

i Construction
£ Non-Construction

N Construction
Non-Construction

04/17/12

4. DATE RECEIVED BY FEDERAL AGENCY

Federal Identifier E

5. APPLICANT INFORMATION

Legal Name:

Organizational Unit:

. . . Department:
City of Minneapolis Cit)e Coordinator
Organizational DUNS: Division:
066530411 -
Address: Name and telephone number of person to be contacted on matters
Street: involving this application (give area code)
301M City Hall, 350 South Fifth St. Prefix: First Name:

Peter

City: . Middle Name
Minneapolis
County: Last Name
Hennepin O'Toole
State: Zig) Code Suffix:
MN 5415
Country: Email: .
USA Peter.OToole@Minneapolismn.gov

6. EMPLOYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (EIN):

4][1-6 0]l 3]l 5]

Phone Number (give area code) Fax Number (give area code)
612-673-5456 612-673-3250

8. TYPE OF APPLICATION:

¥ New Il continuation {1 Revision
If Revision, enter appropriate letter(s) in box(es)
(See back of form for description of letters.) D D

Other (specify)

7. TYPE OF APPLICANT: (See back of form for Application Types)

Municipal
Other (specify)

9. NAME OF FEDERAL AGENCY:
U. S. Department of Housing & Urban Development

10. CATALOG OF FEDERAL DOMESTIC ASSISTANCE NUMBER:

[4-2]E][e]

TITLE (Name of Program):
HOME Investments Partnerships Program (HOME)

11. DESCRIPTIVE TITLE OF APPLICANT’S PROJECT:

City of Minneapolis FY12 Consolidated Plan Home Investments
Partnerships (HOME)

12. AREAS AFFECTED BY PROJECT (Cities, Counties, States, efc.):
City of Minneapolis

13. PROPOSED PROJECT

14. CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS OF:

Ending Date:
05/31/13

Start Date:
06/01/12

a. Applicant b. Project
5th 5th

15. ESTIMATED FUNDING:

16. IS APPLICATION SUBJECT TO REVIEW BY STATE EXECUTIVE
IORDER 12372 PROCESS?

a. Federal S o a.Yes. [ THIS PREAPPLICATION/APPLICATION WAS MADE
HOME 2,167,961 - T8S-E AVAILABLE TO THE STATE EXECUTIVE ORDER 12372
b. Applicant S » PROCESS FOR REVIEW ON
¢. State $ R DATE:
[£4
d. Local 3 } b.No. 7] PROGRAM IS NOT COVERED BY E. O. 12372
e. Other $ . A =1 OR PROGRAM HAS NOT BEEN SELECTED BY STATE ‘
Match (25%) 541,990 = FORREVIEW
f. Program Income 3 290,000 e 17. 1S THE APPLICANT DELINQUENT ON ANY FEDERAL DEBT?
00 N
g. TOTAL 5 2,929,951 T Yes If “Yes” attach an explanation. ¥ No

ATTACHED ASSURANCES [F THE ASSISTANCE IS AWARDED.

18. TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF, ALL DATA IN THIS APPLICATION/PREAPPLICATION ARE TRUE AND CORRECT. THE
DOCUMENT HAS BEEN DULY AUTHORIZED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE APPLICANT AND THE APPLICANT WILL COMPLY WITH THE

a. Authorized Representative
ﬁreﬁx First Name Middie Name
S. Jayne Baccus

Last Name Suffix

Khalifa
b. Title ] TN o c. Telephone Number (give area code)

Interim City Coordinator F e 612-673-3992
id. Signature of Authorized Representative .« e. Date Signed
LA 04/17/12

Previous Edition Usable £ Standard Form 424 (Rev.9-2003)

Authorized for Local Reproductios ‘

Prescribed by OMB Circular A-102



APPLICATION FOR

Version 7/03

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE 041715

2. DATE SUBMITTED

Applicant Identifier
41-6005375

1. TYPE OF SUBMISSION:
Application

3. DATE RECEIVED BY STATE

State Application Identifier

Pre-application

; Construction

sﬁ Construction

4. DATE RECEIVED BY FEDERAL AGENCY

Federal Identifier

Other (specify)

/] Non-Construction - ..J Non-Construction 04717112
5 APPLICANT INFORMATION
Legal Name: Organizational Unit:
; ; Department:
City of Minneapolis cm'? Coordinator
Organizational DUNS: Division:
066530411 .
Address: Name and telephone number of person to be contacted on matters
Street: involving this application (give area code)
301M City Hall, 350 South Fifth St. Prefix: First Name:
Peter
City: ) Middle Name
Mihneapolis
County: Last Name
Hennepin O'Toole
State: Zsip Code Suffix:
MN 5415
Country: Email:
USA Peter.OToole@Minneapolismn.gov
6. EMPLOYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (E/N): Phone Number (give area code) Fax Number (give area code)
‘ _@@@ 612-673-5456 612-673-3250
8. TYPE OF APPLICATION: 7. TYPE OF APPLICANT: (See back of form for Application Types)
¥ New 1 continuation 1] Revision Municipal
If Revision, enter appropriate letter(s) in box(es)
(See back of form for description of letters.) D D Other (specify)

9. NAME OF FEDERAL AGENCY:
U. S. Department of Housing & Urban Development

10. CATALOG OF FEDERAL DOMESTIC ASSISTANCE NUMBER:

TITLE (Name of Program):
Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG)

1]04-2]

11. DESCRIPTIVE TITLE OF APPLICANT'S PROJECT:

City of Minneapolis FY11 Consolidated Plan Emergency Solutions
Grant included with 2012Consolidated Plan amended for 2009 HEARTH
' Act and the additional FY11 ESG funding

12. AREAS AFFECTED BY PROJECT (Cities, Counties, States, etc.):
City of Minneapolis

13. PROPOSED PROJECT

14. CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS OF:

15. ESTIMATED FUNDING:

Start Date: Ending Date: a. Applicant b. Project
06/01/12 05/31/13 5th 5th
16. 1S APPLICATION SUBJECT TO REVIEW BY STATE EXECUTIVE

ORDER 12372 PROCESS?
a. Federal 5 o0 a Ves. [[] THIS PREAPPLICATION/APPLICATION WAS MADE
329,068 - 18532 AVAILABLE TO THE STATE EXECUTIVE ORDER 12372
b. Applicant $ e PROCESS FOR REVIEW ON
c. State 3 R DATE:
00
d. Local 3 520,068 b No. 7] PROGRAM IS NOT COVERED BY E. O. 12372
e. Other 3 ' A = OR PROGRAM HAS NOT BEEN SELECTED BY STATE
- = FORREVIEW
f. Program Income 3 w 17.1S THE APPLICANT DELINQUENT ON ANY FEDERAL DEBT?
0 s
g. TOTAL g 658,136 ° L Yes If “Yes” attach an explanation. Y No

IATTACHED ASSURANCES IF THE ASSISTANCE IS AWARDED.

18. TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF, ALL DATA IN THIS APPLICATION/PREAPPLICATION ARE TRUE AND CORRECT. THE
DOCUMENT HAS BEEN DULY AUTHORIZED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE APPLICANT AND THE APPLICANT WILL COMPLY WITH THE

Interim City Coordinator

a. Authorized Representative
E{eﬁx First Name Middle Name
S. ayne Baccus
Last Name Suffix
Khalifa
o, Title™ ic. Telephone Number (give area code)

612-673-3992

d%@gnatu ﬁg,of Aug &ed %entat /v

. ,;?;Z:é J/Z«féc/

e. Date Signed
04/17/12

Prev:ous Edition Usable
Aithorized for Local Reproduction

Standard Form 424 (Rev.9-2003)
Prescribed by OMB Circular A-102



APPLICATION FOR

Version 7/03

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE 04/17/12

2. DATE SUBMITTED

Applicant Identifier
41-6005375

1. TYPE OF SUBMISSION:

Application Pre-application

3. DATE RECEIVED BY STATE

State Application identifier

fﬁ Construction Construction

Non-Construction

© Non-Construction_| °4/17/12

4. DATE RECEIVED BY FEDERAL AGENCY

Federal [dentifier :

5. APPLICANT INFORMATION

Legal Name:

Organizational Unit:

. ! . Department:
City of Minneapolis Cit)e Coordinator
Organizational DUNS: Division:
066530411
Address: Name and telephone number of person to be contacted on matters
Street: involving this application (give area code)
301M City Hall, 350 South Fifth St Prefix: First Name:

Peter

City: . Middle Name
Mihneapolis
County: Last Name
Hennepin O'Toole
State: Zsip Code Suffix:
MN 5415 )
Country: Emait:
USA Peter.OToole@Minneapolismn.gov

6. EMPLOYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (EIN):

[4](1]-F0]o 5 ]3][7]f5]

Phone Number (give area code) Fax Number (give area code)
612-673-5456 612-673-3250

'[8. TYPE OF APPLICATION:

Other (specify)

¥ New ") continuation 11 Revision
If Revision, enter appropriate letter(s) in box(es)
(See back of form for description of letters.) D D

7. TYPE OF APPLICANT: (See back of form for Application Types)

Municipal
(Other (specify)

9. NAME OF FEDERAL AGENCY:
U. S. Department of Housing & Urban Development

10. CATALOG OF FEDERAL DOMESTIC ASSISTANCE NUMBER:

TITLE (Name of Program):
Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG)

[1]{4~R]3]1]

11. DESCRIPTIVE TITLE OF APPLICANT’S PROJECT:

City of Minneapolis FY12 Consolidated Pian Emergency Solutions
Grant (ESG)

12. AREAS AFFECTED BY PROJECT (Cities, Counties, States, etc.):
City of Minneapolis

13. PROPOSED PROJECT

14. CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS OF:

Start Date:
06/01/12

Ending Date:
05/31/13

a. Applicant b. Project
5th 5th

15. ESTIMATED FUNDING:

16. 1S APPLICATION SUBJECT TO REVIEW BY STATE EXECUTIVE
ORDER 12372 PROCESS?

00

THIS PREAPPLICATI'ON/APPLICATION WAS MADE

a. Federal S . Yes. [
1,042,870 a. YeS. i AVAILABLE TO THE STATE EXECUTIVE ORDER 12372

b. Applicant $ v PROCESS FOR REVIEW ON

c. State S wn DATE:
o0

d. Local $ 1.042.670 ° b.No. 71 PROGRAM IS NOT COVERED BY E. 0. 12372

e. Other $ o 1 OR PROGRAM HAS NOT BEEN SELECTED BY STATE

: = FORREVIEW

f. Program Income 5 A 17.1S THE APPLICANT DELINQUENT ON ANY FEDERAL DEBT?
o0 . .

g. TOTAL $ 2,085,740 L Yes If “Yes” attach an explanation. ¥ No

IATTACHED ASSURANCES IF THE ASSISTANCE IS AWARDED.

18. TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF, ALL DATA IN THIS APPLICATION/PREAPPLICATION ARE TRUE AND CORRECT. THE
DOCUMENT HAS BEEN DULY AUTHORIZED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE APPLICANT AND THE APPLICANT WILL COMPLY WITH THE

a. Authorized Representative

Interim City Coordinator o

meﬁx First Name Middle Name

S. Jayne Baccus

Last Name Suffix

Khalifa o

b. Title S 5 lc. Telephone Number (give area code)

612-673-3992

d. Signature of Authorized Represer}t’étive

H

et €I g{w/,&i' o _
ol s K £
& {:07

le. Date Signed
04/17/12

Previous Edition Usable T

Authorized for Local Reproduction .

Standard Form 424 (Rev.9-2003)
Prescribed by OMB Circular A-102



APPLICATION FOR

Version 7/03

Applicant Identifier

FEDERAL 2. DATE SUBMITTED

ASSISTANCE 04/17/12 41-6005375

1. TYPE OF SUBMISSION: 3. DATE RECEIVED BY STATE State Application Identifier
Application Pre-application

. Construction
..l Non-Construction

1 constrtiction

Non-Construction 04/17/12

4. DATE RECEIVED BY FEDERAL AGENCY

Federal Identifier

5. APPLICANT INFORMATION

Legal Name: Organizational Unit:

. . . Department:
City of Minneapolis Cit)e Coordinator
Organizational DUNS: Division:
066530411
Address: Name and telephone number of person to be contacted on matters
Street: involving this application (give area code)
301M City Hall, 350 South Fifth St. Prefix: First Name:

Peter

City: ) Middie Name
Minneapolis
County: Last Name
Hennepin O'Toole
State: Zsip Code Suffix:
MN 5415
Country: Email:
USA Peter.OToole@Minneapolismn.gov

6. EMPLOYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (E/N).

#]l1]=[e][0Jlo]is ]3]

Phone Number (give area code) Fax Number (give area code)
612-673-5456 612-673-3250

8. TYPE OF APPLICATION:

¥ New 1 continuation 17 Revision
if Revision, enter appropriate letter(s) in box(es) :
(See back of form for description of letters.) D D

Other (specify)

7. TYPE OF APPLICANT: (See back of form for Application Types)

Municipal
Other (specify)

9. NAME OF FEDERAL AGENCY:
U. S. Department of Housing & Urban Development

10. CATALOG OF FEDERAL DOMESTIC ASSISTANCE NUMBER:

[1][4]-R][4][1]
TITLE (Name of Program):
Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA)

11. DESCRIPTIVE TITLE OF APPLICANT'S PROJECT:

City of Minneapolis FY12 Consolidated Plan Housing Opportunities for
Persons with AIDS (HOPWA)

12. AREAS AFFECTED BY PROJECT (Cities, Counties, States, etc.):
City of Minneapolis and Minneapolis-St.Paul Metropolitan Statistical Area

13. PROPOSED PROJECT

14. CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS OF:

Start Date:
06/01/12

Ending Date:
05/31/13

a. Applicant b. Project
5th MN:2,3,4,5 6,8 WI:3

16. ESTIMATED FUNDING:

16. IS APPLICATION SUBJECT TO REVIEW BY STATE EXECUTIVE
ORDER 12372 PROCESS?

a. Federal . 5 w

a. Yes. I THIS PREAPPLICATION/APPLICATION WAS MADE
’ * = AVAILABLE TO THE STATE EXECUTIVE ORDER 12372

1,019,484
b. Applicant $ o PROCESS FOR REVIEW ON
c. State 3 R DATE:
Uc
d. Local S . b.No. 7] PROGRAM IS NOT COVERED BY E. O. 12372
e. Other S o = OR PROGRAM HAS'NOT BEEN SELECTED BY STATE
“ FOR REVIEW
f. Program Income $ A 17. IS THE APPLICANT DELINQUENT ON ANY FEDERAL DEBT?
00
9. TOTAL i 1,019,484 ° I Yes If “Yes” attach an explanation. ¥ No

IATTACHED ASSURANCES IF THE ASSISTANCE IS AWARDED.

18. TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF, ALL DATA IN THIS APPLICATION/PREAPPLICATION ARE TRUE AND CORRECT. THE
DOCUMENT HAS BEEN DULY AUTHORIZED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE APPLICANT AND THE APPLICANT WILL COMPLY WITH THE

Intgtj'im City Coordinator

a. Authorized Representative
B{eﬂx First Name Middle Name
S. Jayne Baccus
L.ast Name ISuffix
Khalifa .,
b. Title™ H c. Telephone Number (give area code)

612-673-3992

d. Signature’of Authorized Représentative
rElApIl L SN

e. Date Signed
04/17/12

Previous Edition Usable
Aflthorized for Local Reproduction

Standard Form 424 (Rev.9-2003)
Prescribed bv OMB Circular A-102



CERTIFICATIONS

In accordance with the applicable statutes and the regulations governing the consolidated plan
regulations, the jurisdiction certifies that:

Affirmatively Further Fair Housing -- The jurisdiction will affirmatively further fair housing, which
means it will conduct an analysis of 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 that analysis and actions in this regard.

Anti-displacement and Relocation Plan -- It will comply with the acquisition and relocation
requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970,
as amended, and implementing regulations at 49 CFR 24; and it has in effect and is following a
residential antidisplacement 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.

Drug Free Workplace -- It will or will continue to provide a drug-free workplace by:

1. Publishing a statement notifying employees that the unlawful manufacture, distribution,
dispensing, possession, or use of a controlled substance is prohibited in the grantee's workplace

and specifying the actions that will be taken against employees for violation of such prohibition;
2. Establishing an ongoing drug-free awareness program to inform employees about -

(@) The dangers of drug abuse in the workplace;

(b) The grantee's policy of maintaining a drug-free workplace; _
(©) Any available drug counseling, rehabilitation, and employee assistance programs; and
(d) The penalties that may be imposed upon employees for drug abuse violations occurring

in the workplace;

3. Making it a requirement that each employee to be engaged in the performance of the grant be
given a copy of the statement required by paragraph 1;

4. Notifying the employee in the statement required by paragraph 1 that, as a condition of
employment under the grant, the employee will - '

(a) Abide by the terms of the statement; and

(b) Notify the employer in writing of his or her conviction for a violation of a criminal drug
statute occurring in the workplace no later than five calendar days after such conviction;

3. Notifying the agency in writing, within ten calendar days after receiving notice under
subparagraph 4(b) from an employee or otherwise receiving actual notice of such conviction.
Employers of convicted employees must provide notice, including position title, to every grant
officer or other designee on whose grant activity the convicted employee was working, unless the
Federal agency has designated a central point for the receipt of such notices. Notice shall
include the identification number(s) of each affected grant;



6. Taking one of the following actions, within 30 calendar days of receiving notice under
subparagraph 4(b), with respect to any employee who is so convicted -

(a) Taking appropriate personnel action against such an employee, up to and including
termination, consistent with the requirements of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as
amended; or

(b) Requiring such employee to participate satisfactorily in a drug abuse assistance or

rehabilitation program approved for such purposes by a Federal, State, or local health,
law enforcement, or other appropriate agency; '

7. Making a good faith effort to continue to maintain a drug-free workplace through
implementation of paragraphs 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6.

Anti-Lobbying -- To the best of the jurisdiction's knowledge and belief:

L.

No Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid, by or on behalf of it, to any person

. for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a Member of

Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in
connection with the awarding of any Federal contract, the making of any Federal grant, the
making of any Federal loan, the entering into of any cooperative agreement, and the extension,
continuation, renewal, amendment, or modification of any Federal contract, grant, loan, or
cooperative agreement;

If any funds other than Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to any person
for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a Member of
Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in
connection with this Federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement, it will complete and
submit Standard Form-LLL, "Disclosure Form to Report Lobbying," in accordance with its
instructions; and

. It will require that the language of paragraph 1 and 2 of this anti-lobbying certification be

included in the award documents for all subawards at all tiers (including subcontracts, subgrants,
and contracts under grants, loans, and cooperative agreements) and that all subrecipients shall
certify and disclose accordingly.

Authority of Jurisdiction -- The consolidated plan is authorized under State and local law (as
applicable) and the jurisdiction possesses the legal authority to carry out the programs for which it is
seeking funding, in accordance with applicable HUD regulations.

Consistency with plan -- The housing activities to be undertaken with CDBG, HOME, ESG, and
HOPWA funds are consistent with the strategic plan. .

Section 3 -- It will comply with section 3 of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968, and

' s |
L f a’f’afézﬁ&?j;?i A

"' implementing regulations at 24 CFR Part 135.

LA Peppit 17,2012

éignature/AuthOrized Officidl Date

Interim City Coordinator

Title



Specific CDBG Certifications

The Entitlement Community certifies that:

i

Citizen Participation - Itisin full compliance and following a detailed citizen participation plan that
satisfies the requirements of 24 CFR 91.105.

Community Development Plan -- Its consolidated housing and community development plan identifies
community development and housing needs and specifies both short-term and long-term community

" development objectives that provide decent housing, expand economic opportunities primarily for

persons of low and moderate income. (See CFR 24 570.2 and CFR 24 part 570)

Following a Plan -- It is following a current consolidated plan (or Comprehensive Housing Affordability
Strategy) that has been approved by HUD.

Use of Funds — It has complied with the following criteria:

1.

Maximum Feasible Priority. With respect to activities expected to be assisted with CDBG funds,
it certifies that it has developed its Action Plan so as to give maximum feasible priority to
activities which benefit low and moderate income families or aid in the prevention or elimination
of slums or blight. The Action Plan may also include activities which the grantee certifies are
designed to meet other community development needs having a particular urgency because
existing conditions pose a serious and immediate threat to the health or welfare of the
community, and other financial resources are not available);

Overall Benefit. The aggregate use of CDBG funds including section 108 guaranteed loans
during program year(s) 2011, 2012, 2013, a period specified by the grantee consisting of one,
two, or three specific consecutive program years), shall principally benefit persons of low and
moderate income in a manner that ensures that at least 70 percent of the amount is expended for
activities that benefit such persons during the designated period;

Special Assessments. It will not attempt to recover any capital costs of public improvements
assisted with CDBG funds including Section 108 loan guaranteed funds by assessing any amount
against properties owned and occupied by persons of low and moderate income, including any
fee charged or assessment made as a condition of obtaining access to such public improvements.

However, if CDBG funds are used to pay the proportion of a fee or assessment that relates to the
capital costs of public improvements (assisted in part with CDBG funds) financed from other
revenue sources, an assessment or charge may be made against the property with respect to the
public improvements financed by a source other than CDBG funds.

The jurisdiction will not attempt to recover any capital costs of public improvements assisted -
with CDBG funds, including Section 108, unless CDBG funds are used to pay the proportion of
fee or assessment attributable to the capital costs of public improvements financed from other

‘revenue sources. In this case, an assessment or charge may be made against the property with

respect to the public improvements financed by a source other than CDBG funds. Also, in the
case of properties owned and occupied by moderate-income (not low-income) families, an
assessment or charge may be made against the property for public improvements financed by a
source other than CDBG funds if the jurisdiction certifies that it lacks CDBG funds to cover the

assessment. :

Excessive Force -- It has adopted and is enforcing:

1.

A policy prohibiting the use of excessive force by law enforcement agencies within its



jurisdiction against any individuals engaged in non-violent civil rights demonstrations; and

2. A policy of enforcing applicable State and local laws against physically barring entrance to or
) “exit from a facility or location which is the subject of, such non-violent civil rights
demonstrations within its jurisdiction;

Compliance With Anti-discrimination Iaws -- The grant will be conducted and administered in

conformity with title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 USC 2000d), the Fair Housing Act (42 USC
3601-3619), and implementing regulations.

Lead-Based Paint -- Its activities concerning lead-based paint will comply with the requirements of 24
CFR Part 35, subparts A, B, J, K and R;

Compliance with Laws -- It will comply with applicable laws.

‘April 17,2012
Date

Interim City Coordinator

Title



Specific HOME Certifications

The HOME participating jurisdiction certifies that:

1

Tenant Based Rental Assistance -- If the participating jurisdiction intends to provide tenant-based
rental assistance:

The use of HOME funds for tenant-based rental assistance is an essential element of the
participating jurisdiction's consolidated plan for expanding the supply, affordability, and
availability of decent, safe, sanitary, and affordable housing.

Eligible Activities and Costs -- it is using and will use HOME funds for eligible activities and costs, as
described in 24 CFR § 92.205 through 92.209 and that it is not using and will not use HOME funds for
prohibited activities, as described in § 92.214.

Appropriate Financial Assistance -- before committing any funds to a project, it will evaluate the
project in accordance with the guidelines that it adopts for this purpose and will not invest any more
HOME funds in combination with other Federal assistance than is necessary to provide affordable

housing;
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ESG Certifications
The Emergency Solutions Grants Program Recipient certifies that:

Major rehabilitation/conversion — If an emergency shelter’s rehabilitation costs exceed 75
percent of the value of the building before rehabilitation, the jurisdiction will maintain the
building as a shelter for homeless individuals and families for a minimum of 10 years after the
date the building is first occupied by a homeless individual or family after the completed
rehabilitation. If the cost to convert a building into an emergency shelter exceeds 75 percent of
the value of the building after conversion, the jurisdiction will maintain the building as a shelter
for homeless individuals and families for a minimum of 10 years after the date the building is
first occupied by a homeless individual or family after the completed conversion. In all other
cases where ESG funds are used for renovation, the jurisdiction will maintain the building as a
shelter for homeless individuals and families for a minimum of 3 years after the date the building
is first occupied by a homeless individual or family after the completed renovation.

Essential Services and Operating Costs — In the case of assistance involving shelter operations
or essential services related to street outreach or emergency shelter, the jurisdiction will provide
services or shelter to homeless individuals and families for the period during which the ESG
assistance is provided, without regard to a particular site or structure, so long the jurisdiction
serves the same type of persons (e.g., families with children, unaccompanied youth, disabled
individuals, or victims of domestic violence) or persons in the same geographic area.

Renovation — Any renovation carried out with ESG assistance shall be sufficient to ensure that
the building involved is safe and sanitary.

Supportive Services — The jurisdiction will assist homeless individuals in obtaining permanent
housing, appropriate supportive services ( including medical and mental health treatment, victim
services, counseling, supervision, and other services essential for achieving independent living),
and other Federal State, local, and private assistance available for such individuals.

Matching Funds — The jurisdiction will obtain matching amounts required under 24 CFR
576.201.

Confidentiality — The jurisdiction has established and is implementing procedures to ensure the
confidentiality of records pertaining to any individual provided family violence prevention or
treatment services under any project assisted under the ESG program, including protection
against the release of the address or location of any family violence shelter project, except with
the written authorization of the person responsible for the operation of that shelter.

Homeless Persons Involvement — To the maximum extent practicable, the jurisdiction will
involve, through employment, volunteer services, or otherwise, homeless individuals and
families in constructing, renovating, maintaining, and operating facilities assisted under the ESG
program, in providing services assisted under the ESG program, and in providing services for
occupants of facilities assisted under the program.

Consolidated Plan — All activities the jurisdiction undertakes with assistance under ESG are
consistent with the jurisdiction’s consolidated plan.

Discharge Policy — The jurisdiction will establish and implement, to the maximum extent
practicable and where appropriate policies and protocols for the discharge of persons from



publicly funded institutions or systems of care (such as health care facilities, mental health
facilities, foster care or other youth facilities, or correction programs and institutions) in order to
prevent this discharge from immediately resulting in homelessness for these persons.

: £ § April 17,2012
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HOPWA Certifications

. The HOPWA grantee certifies that:

4

Activities -- Activities funded under the program will meet urgent needs that are not being met by
available public and private sources.

Building -- Any building or structure assisted under that program shall be operated for the purpose
specified in the plan:

1. For at least 10 years in the case of assistance involving new construction, substantial
rehabilitation, or acquisition of a facility,

2. For at least 3 years in the case of assistance involving non-substantial rehabilitation or repair of a
building or structure.
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APPENDIX TO CERTIFICATIONS

INSTRUCTIONS CONCERNING LOBBYING AND DRUG-FREE WORKPLACE REQUIREMENTS:

A. Lobbying Certification

This certification is a material representation of fact upon which reliance was placed
when this transaction was made or entered into. Submission of this certification is a
prerequisite for making or entering into this transaction imposed by section 1352, title
31, U.S. Code. Any person who fails to file the required certification shall be subject to a
civil penalty of not less than $10,000 and not more than $100,000 for each such failure.

B. Drug-Free Workplace Certification

1. By signing and/or submitting this application or grant agreement, the
grantee is providing the certification.

2. The certification is a material representation of fact upon which reliance is
placed when the agency awards the grant. If it is later determined that the
grantee knowingly rendered a false certification, or otherwise violates the
requirements of the Drug-Free Workplace Act, HUD, in addition to any other
remedies available to the Federal Government, may take action authorized under
the Drug-Free Workplace Act.

3. Workplaces under grants, for grantees other than individuals, need not
be identified on the certification. If known, they may be identified in the
grant application. If the grantee does not identify the workplaces at the
time of application, or upon award, if there is no application, the grantee
must keep the identity of the workplace(s) on file in its office and make
the information available for Federal inspection. Failure to identify all
known workplaces constitutes a violation of the grantee's drug-free
workplace requirements.

4. Workplace identifications must include the actual address of buildings
{or parts of buildings) or other sites where work under the grant takes
place. Categorical descriptions may be used (e.g., all vehicles of a mass
transit authority or State highway department while in operation, State
employees in each local unemployment office, performers in concert
halls or radio stations).

5. If the workplace identified to the agency changes during the performance
of the grant, the grantee shall inform the agency of the change(s), if it
previously identified the workplaces in question (see paragraph three).

6. The grantee may insert in the space provided below the site(s) for the
performance of work done in connection with the specific grant:



Place of Performance (Street address, city, county, state, zip code)

Various project locations within the City of Minneapolis and the Twin Cities metropolitan area, as noted

within project files and wherever covered emplovyees are conducting business directly related to grant.

Check ___ if there are workplaces on file that are not identified here.
This information with regard to the drug-free workplace is reéquired by 24 CFR part 21.

7. Definitions of terms in the Nonprocurement Suspension and Debarment
common rule and Drug-Free Workplace common rule apply to this
certification. Grantees' attention is called, in particular, to the following
definitions from these rules:

"Controlled substance" means a controlled substance in Schedules I
through V of the Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 812) and as
further defined by regulation (21 CFR 1308.11 through 1308.15);

"Conviction" means a finding of guilt (including a plea of nolo
contendere) or imposition of sentence, or both, by any judicial body
charged with the responsibility to determine violations of the Federal or
State criminal drug statutes;

"Criminal drug statute" means a Federal or non-Federal criminal statute
involving the manufacture, distribution, dispensing, use, or possession of
any controlled substance;

"Employee" means the employee of a grantee directly engaged in the
performance of work under a grant, including: (i) All "direct charge"
employees; (ii) all "indirect charge" employees unless their impact or
involvement is insignificant to the performance of the grant; and (iii)
temporary personnel and consultants who are directly engaged in the
performance of work under the grant and who are on the grantee's
payroll. This definition does not include workers not on the payroll of
the grantee (e.g., volunteers, even if used to meet a matching
requirement; consultants or independent contractors not on the grantee's
payroll; or employees of subrecipients or subcontractors in covered
workplaces).
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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 Costs for general management, oversight,
coordination, evaluation, 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:

M 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;

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. Lives in 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.S.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 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.

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 mortgage 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.
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AHTF is 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:
0] Is homeless and lives in a place not meant for human
habitation, a safe haven, or in an emergency shelter; and
(i) 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
(i)  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.S.C. 15002)), post-traumatic stress disorder,

cognitive impairments resulting from brain injury, or chronic

physical iliness 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 facility, for fewer than 90 days and met all of the
criteria in paragraph (1) of this definition, before entering that facility; or
(3) A family with an adult head of household (or if there is no adult in the
family, a minor head of household) who meets all of the criteria in
paragraph (1) of this definition, including a family whose composition has
fluctuated while the head of household has been homeless.

CPED Community Planning and Economic Development The City of
Minneapolis Department, http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/cped/, that has as
its mission to promote and advance the City's planning and community
development goals through strategic partnerships and responsible
management of resources, and to support the public interest through
implementation of the City's plans and priorities

Certification A written assertion based on supporting evidence that must
be kept available for inspection by HUD, by the Inspector General of HUD
and by the public. The assertion shall be deemed accurate unless HUD
determines otherwise, after inspecting the evidence and providing due
notice and opportunity for comment.

Citizen Participation A detailed plan, which provides for, and
encourages, citizen participation and which emphasizes participation by
persons of low- or moderate-income, particularly residents of
predominantly low- and moderate-income neighborhoods, slum or blighted
areas, and areas in which the grantee proposes to use CDBG funds.

CLIC Capital Long-Range Improvement Committee The City of
Minneapolis citizens’ committee that prepares a capital budget for the
Mayor’s review.

Comprehensive Grant (Also HUD or MPHA Comprehensive Grant)

An annual grant from HUD to fund capital improvements, as well as
management improvements, in public housing developments. The grant
is based on the number of units, the age of the units, the identified backlog
of modernization needs and several other criteria

Consolidated Plan The document submitted to HUD serving as the
planning document (comprehensive housing affordability strategy and
community development plan) of the jurisdiction. It is an application for
funding under any of the Community Planning and Development formula
grant programs (CDBG, ESG, HOME and HOPWA). The Consolidated
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Plan is designed to be a collaborative process whereby a community
establishes a unified vision for community development actions. It offers
local jurisdictions the opportunity to shape the various housing and
community development programs into effective, coordinated
neighborhood and community development strategies. It also creates the
opportunity for strategic planning and citizen participation to take 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 people 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, based 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 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
a 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, 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 is 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 A jurisdiction (Minneapolis) that
receives an ESG grant from HUD must consult with the Continuum of
Care in determining how to allocate its ESG grant for eligible activities; in
developing the performance standards for, and evaluating the outcomes
of, projects and activities assisted by ESG funds; and in developing




124

funding, policies, and procedures for the operation and administration of
the HMIS.

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.

Family With Children A family composed of the following types of
persons: at least one parent or guardian and one child under the age of
18; a pregnant woman; or a person in the process of securing legal
custody of a person under the age of 18.

Fair Market Rent (FMR) The rent that would be required to be paid in the
particular housing market area in order to obtain privately owned, decent,
safe and sanitary rental housing of modest (non-luxury) nature with
suitable amenities. This Fair Market Rent includes utilities (except
telephone). Separate Fair Market Rents will be established and published
by HUD for dwelling units of varying sizes (number of bedrooms).

Funders Council A metropolitan-area task force comprised of public and
private agencies. It is organized to simplify the complex funding system
and to provide a standardized resource for identifying financial assistance
to preserve threatened affordable housing. The group reviews troubled
housing developments and works to create stabilization funding packages
for owners. Funding packages contain grants and loans from member
agencies.

GMMHC Greater Metropolitan Housing Corporation is a Twin Cities
organization that was formed in 1970 by the Minneapolis business
community with the mission is to preserve, improve and increase
affordable housing for low and moderate income individuals and families,
as well as assist communities with housing revitalization

HEARTH Act Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to
Housing Act of 2009, consolidates three separate HUD homeless
assistance programs under the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance
Act. It revised the Emergency Shelter Grant and renamed it Emergency
Solutions Grant program.

Hispanic Population The number of people in a census tract that listed
themselves as Hispanic for Census purposes.




Household All the persons who occupy a housing unit. The occupants
may be a single family, one person living alone, two or more families living
together, or any other group of related or unrelated persons who share
living arrangements.

HMIS Homeless Management Information System http://www.hmis.info/ is
a HUD-sponsored software application designed by the Continuum of
Care to comply with HUD’s data collection, management, and reporting
standards and used to record and store client-level information on the
characteristics and service needs of homeless individuals and families and
persons at risk of homelessness.

HOME HOME Investment Partnerships is one of the HUD entitlement
programs covered by the Consolidated Plan. HOME provides formula
grants to fund 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 accommaodation 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
(i) 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
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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.S.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.S.C. 1786(b)), or section
725 of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (42
U.S.C. 11434a); (ii) 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;

(iif) 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
(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

(iif) 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
families.

Housing Units Occupied dwelling units in a census tract as determined
by the 2000 Census

HUD The United States Department of Housing and Urban Development

HAMFEI 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.

Impacted Area Areas with high concentrations of public or low-income
housing or with high minority populations. For example, the effect of a
Federal consent decree requires new public housing financed with public
funds be located in areas without high concentrations of minority residents
or public housing.

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 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 quantify output
and outcome estimates based on inputs.
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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 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 Minneapolis 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 and/or 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-Income 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 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 (NSP) funds, authorized by the
Housing and Economic Recovery Act of 2008, Title I, Section 2301 —
Emergency Assistance for the Redevelopment of Abandoned and
Foreclosed Homes. 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. This program was also
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funded on a competitive basis through the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009.

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:
() Is expected to be long-continuing or of indefinite duration;
(i) Substantially impedes the individual’s ability to live
independently;
(iif) 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.)

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 poverty 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 stability 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 commonly 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 concerns which provide economic
opportunities to low- and very low-income persons.



132

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-qualified 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 for HEARTH act to mean “emergency shelter” but not
“transitional housing”.

SRO Single Room Occupancy A program authorized by Section 441 of
the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act. Under the program, HUD
enters into Annual Contributions Contracts with public housing agencies
(PHASs) 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.

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 by the HEARTH act to mean less than 25 years of age.

(Sources include United States Census Bureau and the Department of Housing & Urban Development)




134

APPENDIX

2012 Minneapolis Consolidated Plan

HUD Table 2A 2010-14 Priority Housing Needs

HUD Table 2B 2010-14 Non-Housing Community Development
HUD Table 3 Proposed Projects

Consolidated Plan Maps

Public Hearings and Comments



Table 2A - Priority Housing Needs (2010-2014)

Capital Income Priority 5-Year
Goals
0-30% MFI H 630
Small | Rehabbed 31-50% MFI H 360
Related 51-80% MFI H 200
(0-2 0-30% MFI H 380
BR) New/Conversion 31-50% MFI H 330
51-80% MFI H 150
0-30% MFI H 210
Large | Rehabbed 31-50% MFI H 140
Related 51-80% MFI H 150
(3+ 0-30% MFI H 140
BR) New/Conversion 31-50% MFI H 110
Renters 51-80% MFI H 100
0-30% MFI L -
Rehabbed 31-50% MFI L -
Elderly 51-80% MFI L -
0-30% MFI H 140
New/Conversion 31-50% MFI H 150
51-80% MFI H 50
0-30% MFI H
Rehabbed 31-50% MFI H included in
All 51-80% MFI H Related
Other 0-30% MFI H Numbers Above
New/Conversion 31-50% MFI H
51-80% MFI H
0-30% MFI L -
Rehabbed 31-50% MFI H 30
owner 51-80% MFI H 60
0-30% MFI L -
New/Conversion 31-50% MFI H 110
51-80% MFI H 150
180
Rehabbed (Included in
Numbers
Special Needs Above)
P (Rental) 0-80% MFI H 210
New/Conversion (Included in
Numbers
Above)
. Renter 2,590
Section 215 Goal owner 140
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HUD TABLE 2B —Non-Housing Community Development Needs

Priority Community Development Needs

Priority: High,
Medium, Low,
No Such Need

Public Facilities

Senior Centers

Youth Centers

Neighborhood Facilities

Child Care Centers

Parks/Recreation Facilities

Health Facilities

Parking Facilities

Other Public Facilities

TrrZZ2ZIZIZ

Infrastructure Improvements

Solid Waste Disposal

Flood Drain

Water

Streets

Sidewalks

Sewers

Asbestos Removal

Other Infrastructure Improvements

rirriZZ|ir|rr

Public Services

Seniors

Disabled

Youth

Transportation

Substance Abuse

Employment Training

Crime Awareness

Fair Housing Counseling

Tenant/Landlord Counseling

Child Care

Health

Other Public Services

Accessibility Needs

mIZIZIZEITIZIZEITIZEICIZIELS

Historic Preservation Needs

Residential Historic Preservation

-

Non-Residential Historic Preservation

-

Economic Development

Commercial Industrial Rehab

Commercial Industrial Infrastructure

Other Commercial Industrial Improvements

Micro-Business

Other Businesses

Technical Assistance

Other Economic Development Needs

ITIZIFIZZIEIL

Other Community Development Needs

Energy Efficiency Improvements

Lead-Based Paint Hazards

Code Enforcement

Planning

i il o G




HUD Table 3 - 2012 Proposed Projects

Funding
Source:
FY2011 ESG
HEARTH 2012
Amdendment Council
2 Type/ Eligible & Prior-years | Adopted & Start /
Priority ConPlan | 5 Activity/Nation Funding| HOPWA Re- |HUD Allocated | Complete
Need Goal/Obj. Z|ID# Project Description Outcome al Objective Source | programmed Budget Date
Economic CD-la H 2|Adult Training, Placement & Retention: Employment services for adult low-income Provide Economic CPED Local Gov't./18A[18A |LMJ | CDBG $ 1,467,600 | 6/12-5/13
Development Minneapolis residents. Nine community-based organizations are contracted to Opportunity Through ED Direct
provide low-income residents career counseling, job placement and job retention Improved/New Financial
services. CDBG funded employment services are provided by organizations who Sustainability; Assistance
compete for performance based contracts through a request for proposal process. Accomplishments for 570.203(b)/L/IM
The agencies are paid a contracted fixed dollar amount for assisting their participants 2012 Projected to be Jobs
in achieving employment outcomes. Training providers are located throughout the city. 421 Jobs 570.208(a)(4)
An updated list is available from METP by calling 673-5298 or by accessing our
website (www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/metp).
Rental H-la;H- | H 4|Affordable Housing Trust Fund. Gap financing loans/grants provided to development Create Decent Housing [CPED Local Gov't./ 1 LMH | CDBG $ 2,966,776 | 6/12-5/13
Housing 4c companies, non-profit developers, community housing development corporations, with Improved/New Acquisition of
limited partnerships, and joint ventures. Deferred payment loans for 30 year terms at Affordability; Real Property;
1% normally, principal and accrued interest due at term's end. Program criteria subject Accomplishments for 14 Housing
to 45-day neighborhood review. RFP anticipated to be announced May 2011. Awards 2012 Projected to be related;
made approximately November. Eligible housing is both family and single adult rental 200 Housing Units 570.202/ LIM
units (including homeless youth). At least 20% of the units must be affordable at <50% Housing
MMI. Program income can be realized through this program. (at least 51% of the units 570.500(a)(3)
that include CDBG funds must be affordable at <80% MMI). Activities set up under this
funding project may be revolving loan programs.
Economic CD-1b H 6|Great Streets: Community Economic Development Fund/Neighborhood Economic Provide Economic CPED Local 17D [LMA [ CDBG $ 40,700 | 6/12-5/13
Development Development Fund: Acquisition, demolition, rehabilitation of commercial structures. Opportunity Through Gov't./17D
Construction of shared commercial parking and other commercial center Improved/New Other
improvements. Preservation of historic buildings. Financial assistance to businesses. Sustainability; Comm/Industrial
Applications from developers are accepted year-round by CPED; application form is Accomplishments for Improvements
available on the City's website. Funds are awarded using ranking/rating criteria by 2012 Projected to be 4 570.203(a)/ LIM
CPED to projects meeting CDBG guidelines. Program income can be realized through Businesses Area
this program through revolving loans. Some redeveloped buildings are occupied by a 570.208(a)(1)
single tenant and some have multiple tenants. Loans are made to Developers.
"Businesses" are the end users (occupants).
Economic CD-1b H 6.1|Commercial Property Investment - investment in City-owned commercial properties for Provide Economic CPED Local 17D |LMA | CDBG $ 137,800
Development redevelopment within CDBG target areas Opportunity Through Gov't./17D
Improved/New Other
Sustainability; Comm/Industrial
Accomplishments for Improvements
2012 Projected to be 1 570.203(a)/ LIM
Businesses Area
570.208(a)(1)
Owner- H-2a H 8[Vacant & Boarded Housing: Acquisition and disposition of vacant and substandard Create Decent Housing [CPED Local Gov't/ 04 |14G |SBA | CDBG $ 1,585,656 | 6/12-5/13
Occupied housing to eliminate blight. In cases where structures are demolished the vacant lots with Improved/New Clearance and
Housing are marketed for development for the fair reuse value. This program also supports the Affordability; Demolition
property management expenses with holding the property until disposition occurs. Accomplishments for 570.202/Slum/BI
Program income can be realized through this program. 2012 Projected to be 15 ight
Housing Units 570.208(b)(2)
Rental H-1a H 9|High Density Corridor Housing: Acquisition of sites for mixed-income rental and Create Decent Housing |CPED Local Gov't/ 14G |LMH | CDBG $ 578,769 | 6/12-5/13
Housing ownership multifamily housing development on community commercial and transit with Improved/New 14G Acquisition
corridors as defined in Minneapolis Plan. At least 51% of the units will be affordable at Affordability; for Rehab
<80%MMI, and at least 20% of the units will be affordable at <50% MMI. Accomplishments for 570.202/ LIM
2012 Projected to be 10 Housing
Housing Units 570.208(a)(3)




HUD Table 3 - 2012 Proposed Projects

a, é&
& ¢~°° Funding
@ ‘ B Og& Source:
f A& FY2011 ESG
% V'S HEARTH 2012
& 7 & Amdendment Council
2 Qe‘{’ Qe‘z Typel Eligible & Prior-years | Adopted & Start /
Priority ConPlan | 5 B é\e‘c’g:' Activity/Nation Funding| HOPWA Re- |HUD Allocated [ Complete
Need Goal/Obj.|a [ ID# Project Description v Y/ Outcome al Objective Source | programmed Budget Date
Rental H-3a M 12(Lead Hazard Reduction: Support for lead hazard reduction activities of city's Healthy N |Enhance Suitable Dept. of Local Gov't./ 141|141 LMH | CDBG $ 61,500 | 6/12-5/13
Housing Homes and Lead Hazard Control program. Work will include performing risk Living Environment Regulatory Lead Based
assessments, lead education, lead safe work practices education, clearance tests, Through Improved/New |Services Paint/Hazards
swab cleanings for lead hazards, developing work specs for income eligible families Sustainability; Test/Abatement
housed in units with children with identified elevated blood lead levels. Qualified Accomplishments for 570.202/ LIM
homeowners may be supplied with paint and brushes to assist in compliance with lead 2012 Projected to be 50 Housing
hazard reduction orders. Assisted units are those referred to city by reports of families Housing Units 570.208(a)(3)
with children with elevated blood lead levels. Targeted neighborhoods also have door
to door recruitment for properties to be enrolled in HUD grant for income qualified
familes or tenants. Used as match funds towards a HUD Lead Hazard Control Grant for
eligible activities.
Infrastructure  [H-3b H 13|New Problem Properties Strategy: City multi-departmental collaborative effort to N |Enhance Suitable Multiple Local Gov't./ 4 LMH | CDBG $ 103,700 | 6/12-5/13
reduce the number and severity of problem properties in targeted zones. The Problem Living Environment Depts, Fire, |Clearance and
Properties Unit (PPU) identifies blighted properties in the city and develops strategies Through Improved/New |Ops/Regs, Demolition
to reduce or eliminate problems. Solutions include mitigation steps up to securing Sustainability; City Attorney, (570.201(d) /
buildings with boards or demolishing buildings under the provisions of Chapter 249 on Accomplishments for ~ [Police Slum/Blight
the city's code of ordinances. At least 1200 properties are either registered as vacant 2012 Projected to be 570.208(b)(2)
and/or boarded, razed, or rehabed. 33% of staff time equals 396 properties touched 396 Housing Units
annually by the grant.
Public CD-2d M 14]|Youth Employment Training: Provision of summer STEP-UP employment opportunities N |Provide Economic CPED Local Gov't./ 05H |LMC | CDBG $ 250,900 | 6/12-5/13
Services for income eligible city youth 14-21 years old. Services include work experience, Opportunity Through O5H
education, community service and leadership development. Community-based Improved/New Employment
organizations and school programs partner to operate the program. Youth apply Sustainability; Training
through schools, WorkForce Centers and libraries. Accomplishments for 570.201(e)/ LIM
2012 Projected to be Ltd. Clientele
600 People 570.208(a)(2)
Public CD-2d M 16|Way to Grow: Community-based collaboration designed to promote family-friendly N |Enhance Suitable Dept. Health  |Sub/Public/ 5D (05D |LMC | CDBG $ 192,600 | 6/12-5/13
Services communities and the school readiness of its children. Informal and formal support Living Environment Family Youth Services
systems for parents are provided to meet child's growth and development needs Through improved/new |Support 570.201(e)/ LIM
through age six. Programming is open to all. CDBG support is provided to program Accessibility; Ltd. Clientele
sites in CDBG target neighborhoods serving low income areas. Program office at 125 Accomplishments for 570.208(a)(2)
W. Broadway, Minneapolis, MN 55411, with services delivered both north and south 2012 Projected to be
Minneapolis. 500 People
Public CD-4a M [ 16.3|CCP-SAFE Crime Prevention Specialists (CPS) With an emphasis on targeted N [Enhance Suitable Police Local Gov't./ 51 |51 LMA | CDBG $ 876,600 | 6/12-5/13
Services neighborhoods that are at least 51% low- and moderate-income due to their inverse Living Environment Department  [Crime
violent victimization rates based on household income CPSs work with Low- mod- Through Improved/New Awareness -
income residents, neighborhood organizations and businesses to Sustainability; Public Services
« Recruit and train block club leaders to get block clubs started Accomplishments for 570.201 (e)/ LIM
» Maintain block clubs 2012 Projected to be Area
- Present safety and neighborhood livability information to the public through multiple 227472 People 570.208(a)(1)
venues
* Publish and distribute crime alerts
« Promote National Night Out
» Resolve complaints about problem properties
* Respond to crime trends
« Act as aliaison between the police and the community
Public CD-2d M 19|Curfew and Truancy Services: Juvenile Supervision Center (JSC); Operations, staffing N |Enhance Suitable The Link Sub/Private/ 05D |LMA | CDBG $ 100,000 | 6/12-5/13
Services and services provided by The Link for curfew and truancy activities as part of a larger Living Environment 05D Youth
JSC operations. The JSC/CTC provides short-term supervision for juveniles detained Through improved/new Services
by law enforcement professionals or referred by parents as being truant, or who are in Accessibility; 570.201(e)/ LIM
violation of the Minneapolis curfew ordinance for juveniles ages 18 years or younger. Accomplishments for Area
JSCICTC services assures that juveniles are returned to a safe and appropriate 2012 Projected to be 570.208(a)(1)
environment i.e., school, home, or short-term shelter. JSC/CTC identifies juveniles that 750 People
are currently receiving County services and document communication with Case
Manager, Probation Officer etc. regarding incident for possible follow up. JSC/CTC
operations located in City Hall Room 21A, 350 S. 5th Street, Minneapolis, MN 55415
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Priority ConPlan | 5 B é\e‘c’g:' Activity/Nation Funding| HOPWA Re- |HUD Allocated [ Complete
Need Goal/Obj.|a [ ID# Project Description v Y/ Outcome al Objective Source | programmed Budget Date
Public CD-2c H 31{Domestic Abuse Project will provide advocacy services for victims of domestic N |Enhance Suitable Domestic Sub/Private/ 05A |LMC | CDBG $ 59,500 | 6/12-5/13
Services violence by ensuring that each victim has information about how to protect him/herself Living Environment Abuse Project |05M Health
and their children including developing a safety plan and information about her/his Through improved/new Services/ LIM
rights and options within the legal system, promoting self-sufficiency and reducing Accessibility; Ltd. Clientele
isolation by assisting with meeting victim’s basic life needs, and referral for other Accomplishments for 570.208(a)(2)
community services through a city-wide case management system. Also, focus on the 2012 Projected to be
prevention of domestic violence through healthy relationship education for children 160 People
and adolescents. Office located at 204 W. Franklin Avenue Mpls MN 55404
Planning/Admi [H-5a; AD- [ H 37(Civil Rights/CDBG Compliance/Fair Housing: Administration of city's contract N [Performance Measure, [Dept. of Civil |Local Gov't./ 21D CDBG $ 361,900 | 6/12-5/13
n-istration la compliance functions, enforcement of city's civil rights ordinance, fair housing Output: 1 Rights 21D Fair
education and enforcement, federal labor standards, Davis-Bacon Act wage monitoring Organizations Housing
and outreach. 570.206 / N/A
Planning/Admi |CP-1b H 40|CPED Planning Department: Administration of comprehensive planning activities N |Performance Measure, |[CPED Local Gov't./ 21A CDBG $ 984,060 | 6/12-5/13
n-istration including environmental review supporting Consolidated Plan strategies. Output: 1 Organization 21A General
Program
Administration
570.206/ N/A
Planning/Admi [CD-2b; H- [ H 41|Neighborhood Services: General administrative support for CDBG projects and N |Performance Measure, |Dept. Health |Local Gov't./ 21A CDBG $ 71,400 | 6/12-5/13
n-istration 5b contracts funded through the department. Output: 1 Organization [Family 21A General
Support Program
Administration
570.206/ N/A
Planning/Admi |AD-1a H 42|Grant Administration: Grant development and management for CDBG capital and N |Performance Measure, [Dept. Health [Local Gov't./ 21A CDBG $ 67,400 | 6/12-5/13
n-istration public service programs. Output: 1 Organization |Family 21A General
Support Program
Administration
570.206/ N/A
Planning/Admi |AD-1a H 43|Way to Grow Administration: General administration for Way to Grow program. N |Performance Measure, |Dept. Health |Local Gov't./ 21A CDBG $ 15,900 | 6/12-5/13
n-istration Output: 1 Organization |Family 21A General
Support Program
Administration
570.206/ N/A
Planning/Admi |AD-1a H | 43.1|Youth Violence Prevention: General administration for youth violence program. N [Performance Measure, | Mpls Youth |Sub/Public/ 20 20 CDBG $ 100,200 | 6/12-5/13
n-istration Output: 1 Organization |Coordinating [Planning
Board 570.205/ N/A
Planning/Admi [AD-1a H 44|Finance Administration: Financial administration and accountability for Consolidated N |Performance Measure, |Finance Dept. [Local Gov't./ 21A CDBG $ 194,400 | 6/12-5/13
n-istration Plan programs. Output: 1 Organization 21A General
Program
Administration
570.206/ N/A
Planning/Admi |AD-1a; AD{ H 45|Grants & Special Projects: Resource development and management for Consolidated N |Performance Measure, [Intergovernme [Local Gov't./ 21A CDBG $ 188,400 | 6/12-5/13
n-istration 1b Plan strategies; overall city management of Consolidated Plan Output: 1 Organization |ntal Relations |21A General
Program
Administration
570.206/ N/A
Planning/Admi |CD-2c; H- [ H 46|Legal Aid Society: Provides advice and representation with special emphasis on N |Performance Measure, |[Legal Aid Sub/Private/ 21D CDBG $ 29,060 | 6/12-5/13
n-istration 5a housing and shelter-related issues to income eligible persons and groups in low and Output: 1 Organization [Society 21D Fair
moderate income neighborhoods. Assistance assures compliance of housing with city (Improving the ability of Housing
housing ordinances and codes. Emphasis on issues that will protect, promote, and LMI recipients to find 570.206 / N/A
provide fair housing opportunities for public assistance recipients. Project location: and retain housing)
430 First Ave. N.
Planning/Admi |CD-2d M 48|Youth Coordinating Board: Advocate, catalyst and developer of comprehensive N [Performance Measure, | Mpls Youth |Sub/Public/ 20 20 CDBG $ 65,400 | 6/12-5/13
n-istration services and systems benefiting children, youth and families. Output: 1 Organization [Coordinating |Planning
Board 570.205/ N/A




HUD Table 3 - 2012 Proposed Projects

a, é&
& ¢~°° Funding
@ le,y‘ Og& Source:
s A FY2011 ESG
¢ S HEARTH 2012
& 7 & Amdendment Council
2 N Qe‘{’ Qe‘z Typel Eligible & Prior-years | Adopted & Start /
Priority ConPlan | 5 < 2 B é\e‘c’g) Activity/Nation Funding| HOPWA Re- |HUD Allocated [ Complete
Need Goal/Obj.|a [ ID# Project Description b v Y/ Outcome al Objective Source | programmed Budget Date
Planning/Admi [H-5a H 50|Housing Discrimination Law Project: Project serves low-income clients with N |N|N [N [Performance Measure, |Legal Aid Sub/Private / 21D CDBG $ 47,229 | 6/12-5/13
n-istration investigation of housing discrimination claims, negotiation, advice and referrals and Output: 80 Households [Society 21D Fair
representation in court and administrative actions. Services will include complaint Housing
intake, investigation, advocacy and litigation. Project location: 430 First Ave. N. 570.206 / N/A
Public CD-2c M 51]|Access & Outreach: Provide liaison services to residents and community groups, N [N |N | N [Enhance Suitable Neighbor- Local Gov't/ 5 5|LMC | CDBG $ 120,000 | 6/12-5/13
Services promote integration of diverse communities into the work and priorities of the City and Living Environment hood & Public Services
neighborhood organizations, and work with City Departments regarding equal access Through improved/new |Community 570.201/ LIM
to City services for residents where barriers such as language, cultural norms, or Accessibility; Relations Ltd. Clientele
disability exist. Provide interpretation and translation services for Hmong, Latino, Accomplishments for 570.208(a)(2)
Somali, Oromo and Amharic speaking residents when seeking city services. American 2012 Projected to be
Indian Community Specialist promotes participation and inclusion throughout City 1300 People
enterprise and assists American Indian organizations and community members in
navigating City systems and facilitating intiatives. Most outreach efforts are in
community or neighborhood events which are important components, however, are not
included in the total projected and actual outcomes.
CDBG Total Budget| $ - |$ 10,667,450 6/12-5/13
Rental AD-1a; H- | H 52(HOME Program: Administration of HOME program and funding for multifamily rental N |N|N [N [Create Decent Housing |Neighbor- +f:: Il HOME $ 2,167,961 | 6/12-5/13
Housing la; H-2a development and single family homeownership. Program income can be realized with Improved/New hood &
through this program. Funding is estimated to be allocated as follows: Homeownership Affordability; Community
Works (10 Housing Units) (described in Action Plan), Affordable Housing Trust Fund Accomplishments for |Relations
(80 Housing Units) (see project #4 above), 10% Administration. Overall, a minimum of 2012 Projected to be 90
15% of the grant will be used to support CHDO-sponsored activities. Total Housing Units
Homeless / HM-1b [H | 53 |Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) Shelter Rehabilitation/Renovation: Minneapolis Y [N |[Y |N |Create Decent Housing |CPED ESG ($ -l $ 475,722 6/12-5/13
HIV/AIDS uses ESG funding for the rehabilitation of emergency or transitional housing shelters with Improved/New
serving homeless families and persons. The properties must be located within the City Availability;
or Hennepin County. Projects are selected through an annual request for proposal Accomplishments for
process scheduled for early summer 2012. Awards will be made by end of year 2012. 2012 Projected to be 55
The following types of proposals will receive priority consideration: 1) Larger capital People
requests, 2) Requests with realistic, detailed scope of work and projected costs
including soft costs, 3) Projects that can start within 6 months of project approval, 4)
Projects with potential for leveraging other funds to help cover rehab costs. ESG
expenditures are matched one for one by projects with local funding used for eligible
ESG activities.
ESG Rapid Re-Housing, Homlessness Prevention and Outreach funds: Minneapolis will |Y | N |Y [N |Enhance Suitable Neighbor- $ 288,763 | $ 487,933 | 6/12-5/13
award ESG funding for eligible rapid re-housing and homelessness prevention fund to Living Environment hood &
community providers as selected through a Request for Proposals process that will be Through improved/new |Community
administered by the Neighborhood and Community Relations Department by staff of Accessibility; Public Relations
the City-County Office to End Homelessness. It is anticipated that the Request for Service outcomes will
Proposals will be issued in early summer with awards made by year end. Funding be determined with a
priorities are detailed in Chapter 6 ESG Program Requirements. Funding in this table forthcoming RFP
consist of the FY11 second allocation of ESG amount and FY12 ESG amount
anticipated to be awarded to these activities. Funding also includes an anticipated FY12
contract to be awarded to St. Stephens Human Services for outreach in the amount of
$150,000. ESG expenditures are matched one for one by projects with local funding
used for eligible ESG activities.
ESG Administration and HMIS: Funding of 7.5% of grant will be reserved for ESG Y |N [N |N |Performance Measure, |CPED, IGR $ 40,305 | $ 79,215| 6/12-5/14
administration and an estimated amount of $2,000 will be reserved for HMIS costs. Output: 1 Organization [and NCR
Departments




HUD Table 3 - 2012 Proposed Projects

0/ _
Y Funding
@ le,y‘ Og& Source:
A A FY2011 ESG
¢ S HEARTH 2012
S Amdendment Council
2 N Qe‘(’ Qe‘z Typel Eligible & Prior-years | Adopted & Start /
Priority ConPlan | 5 < 2 B é\e‘c’g:' Activity/Nation Funding| HOPWA Re- |HUD Allocated [ Complete
Need Goal/Obj.|a [ ID# Project Description b v Y/ Outcome al Objective Source | programmed Budget Date
Homeless/  |SPH-1 H 54|HOPWA (Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS): The City is allowed 3% of N |Y [Y | N |Create Decent Housing [City of Mpls R HOPWA| $ 123,124 ($ 1,019,484 | 6/12-5/13
HIV/AIDS program year HOPWA funding to administer the program, and Subrecipients are with Improved/New Admin, Sub-
allowed 7% of their respective funding amount to administer their programs. HOPWA Affordability; recipients
funds are advertised through an RFP process each year, and currently they are split Accomplishments for
between two Subrecipient tenant-based rent providers. (1) Metropolitan Council 2012 Projected to be
Housing Redevelopment Authority (MetroHRA) - permanent rental subsidy Housing 125 People
Assistance Program: Rental subsidy program for persons with HIV/AIDS. Clients who
have exhausted time limits are referred from the Transitional Housing Program run by
the Minnesota AIDS Project. (2) Minnesota AIDS Project (MAP) - transitional housing
subsidy Transitional Housing Program: Provision of 24 months (12 months for
individuals) of transitional housing rental assistance to families of persons with
HIV/AIDS. Assistance is made available to the 13-county area metro-wide.
Total CDBG, ESG, HOME, HOPWA: $ 452,192 | $ 14,897,765




Consolidated Plan Maps

2010 Census Minneapolis Minority Impacted Census Tracts
2010 Census Minneapolis Poverty Impacted Census Tracts
Minneapolis HOPWA Program Area

HUD Estimated Foreclosure and Abandonment for NSP funds
2000 Census Minneapolis Very Low Income Areas

2000 Census Minneapolis Low Income Areas

2000 Census Minneapolis Moderate Income Areas
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2010 Minority Population
Concentrations by Census Tract

Source: Census Bureau, 2010 SF1
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HUD Estimated Foreclosure and Abandonment Risk Score
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City of Minneapolis FY 2012 City Budget and Consolidated Plan
Summary of Public Comments

Public Hearing November 30, 2011
This public hearing was held for the purpose of obtaining comment on the
City of Minneapolis 2012 City Budget & Taxation Review, including the
proposed 2012 Consolidated Plan budget.

Comments are summarized as follows: Approximately 30 persons spoke
at the public hearing on the City’s proposed budget. There were 23
persons whose comments pertained to the local tax levy and general fund
budget priorities. There were 5 persons who commented about the
reduction in CDBG funding and program reductions, and 2 persons who
expressed gratitude for the City’s budget and Consolidated Plan support
of the Affordable Housing Trust Fund. Two letters (below) were received
and filed in response to CDBG funding reductions to Minneapolis Public
Housing Authority (MPHA) citizen participation.

Public Hearing December 14, 2011
This public hearing was held with the City Council 2012 Budget Adoption
for the purpose of obtaining comment on the 2012 City Budget, including
the proposed 2012 Consolidated Plan budget.

Comments are summarized as follows: Four verbal comments were
received from individuals in response to the CDBG funding reductions,
specifically about the elimination of CDBG funding for Restorative Justice
programing.

Public Hearing April 3, 2012
This public hearing was held at the Minneapolis City Council Community
Development Committee to allow public verbal input pertaining to the
Consolidated Plan. Comments are summarized as follows: Three verbal
comments were received in response to CDBG funding reductions, and
the City’s defined areas (maps) of minority concentration. A representative
from the University of Minnesota Institute of Race and Poverty spoke
against changing the City’s previous definition of minority concentration
(included in his written comment below). A representative from Legal Aid
spoke in support of the City’s 50% threshold for minority population as
displayed in the maps in the appendix.

Public Comment Period March 16 — April 14, 2012
A 30 day public comment period is held to allow public review and
comment of the 2012 Consolidated Plan. Written comments are included
below.




Minneapolls
Highrise Representative Councll
1627 South Sixth Street '
Minneapolis, MN 55454
(612) 342-1330

December 5, 2011

Mayor R. T. Rybak
350 S. Sth Street
Minneapolis, MN 55415

SUBJECT: Proposed elimination of CDBG Citizen Participation Funding for public housing residents

Dear Mayor Rybak,

As president of the Minneapolis Highrise Representative Council (MHRC), the citywide public housing
highrise tenant organization which represents and advocates for over 5000 Minneapolis citizens living
the 4] highrises managed by the MPHA, I'm writing to express our organization’s opposition to the
proposed total elimination of CDBG funding to promote citizen participation by public housing residents in
Minneapolis (item #47 in the Mayor’s proposed 2012 Consolidated Plan Table 3 Budget).

For the past 25 years the Representative Council has used these CDBG funds to support vital citizen
participation activities that have resulted in better informed and engaged citizens within public housing 1n
Minneapolis. This includes resident review of MPHA and other city policies and programs, building and
supporting effective resident councils through training and technical support, and providing information
and urging civic engagement through the Highrise Lowdown—-the MHRC’s monthly newsletter. CDBG

funds are crucial to support all of these efforts. .

The loss of CDBG funds would result in a significant gap in services to support well-functioning resident
councils, including organization and oversight of resident leadership elections for 35 councils annually,
conflict resolution training, and guidance on meeting procedures at an estimated 300 resident meetings
annually. Organized resident councils are a necessary ingredient for Project Lookout, the resident crime
prevention prograrm, to operate in the highrises. Currently, resident councils sponsor Project Lookout
efforts in 29 highrises where Lookout volunteers contribute over 45,000 hours annually to improve the
safety of highrise communities. Enclosed are petitions signed by over 1000 highrise residents from around -
the city asking you to reinstate this funding. _ ‘ IR .

Although the proposed city budget lists these CDBG funds as going to MPHA, they bnly sefve as a pass
through for these funds. This money directly supports citizen participation by elderly, disabled, low-
incorne Minneapolis residents, many of whom do not speak English. -~ - o

As we understand it, the Consolidated Plan funds are to be spent on housing and community development
programs for residents at or below 80 percent of the metropolitan median income level. As the city-wide
public housing highrise tenant organization, we represent 5000 Minneapolis citizens, the vast majonity of
whom have incomes at or below 30 percent of the metropolitan median income. In order to help maintain a
voice for this often-overlooked population, we respectfully urge you to restore the CDBG funds. '

Thank you for your consideration. If you have any questions or need more inforrnafion,' please contact me '
at 612-874-7985 or our executive director Barb Harris at 612-342-1333. : :

Sincerely,

Matt Gerard, President :
Minneapolis Highrise Representative Council
An Equal Opponunity/Affirmative Action Employer |



December 6, 2011

Mr. Matt Bower

Office of Grants and Special Projects
307M City Hall

350 South Fifth Street

Minneapolis, MN 55415

Dear Mr. Bower:

I am writing to request that the City of Minneapolis reinstate the Community Development Block -
Grant (CDBG) Resident Participation Funding to the Minneapolis Public Housing Authority
(MPHA). Historically, the funding provided by the City for MPHA's resident participation program
has gone directly to support the Glendale Resident Council (family housing community) and the
Minneapolis Highrise Representative Council (MHRC) which benefits MPHA's highrise residents.

MPHA is facing a significant loss of funding. MPHA is predominately funded by the federal
government through federal grants and subsidies, Congress recently passed the federal
appropriations bill for 2012 resulting in significant reductions in federal assistance for MPHA's
programs. The appropriations bill calls for an 18% reduction in public housing operating
subsidies (estimated $3.9 million loss) from the 2011 level funded. This will return PHA’s to
funding levels at less than the amount needed, by HUD's own formula, to maintain safe, decent
housing. The City of Minneapolis has eliminated the public housing tax levy in 2011 and in
2012. This results in another $1.4 million less for MPHA’s public housing operations. These and
other federal funding cuts dramatically impact MPHA's ability to continue to fund resident
programs and services that help Minneapolis’ poorest citizens.

The CDBG Resident Participation Funding is vital to the residents in the highrises and the
Glendale family community. The CDBG Funds have been used to provide an on-site food shelf
for 184 families living in the Glendale Community. The on-site access to food resources through
partnership with East Side Neighborhood Services has been valuable to the families. Within the
last three months 21,009 Ibs. of food have been distributed and last year 86,852 lbs.
supplemented the families’ food needs. Funding in support of the food shelf is imperative to
keep the food shelf operational in 2012. The funding has also supported the city-wide resident
organization, MHRC, which provides support to all 41 of our highrises with a population of over
5,000 Minneapolis residents. They are able to keep the residents informed and involved about
issues that affect their communities. The MHRC provides a platform for resident participation
and review of MPHA operations, policies and programs. These funds also provide training and
support by MHRC, The residents depend on the Highrise Lowdown, a newsletter delivered door
to door in each highrise, to keep them informed on important issues.

LOOIL-WASHINGTON- AVENUE NORTH:-MINNEAPOLIS. MN: 554011043 PHONE:{(&121:342, 1400 FAX.[612) 3421407 WWW MPHAONLINE.ORG




Mr. Matt Bower
December 6, 2011
Page Two

The proposed CDBG funding cut would affect the quality of life for the thousands of Minneapolis
residents that rely on these funds. We urge you to restore these funds so that these services
can continue.

Very truly yours,
MINNEAPOLIS PUBLIC HOUSING AUTHORITY

~ Mo —
Cora McCorvey, Executive Director/C

Cm/ss




December 14, 2011

Matt Bower

Office of Grants and Special Projects
307M City Hall

350 S. Fifth St.

Minneapolis, MN 5515

Dear Mr. Bower,

Thank you for your commitment to end homelessness and your support of organizations who
work toward that goal. The undersigned agencies serve the homeless in our community and have
worked closely with Heading Home Hennepin and the City-County Office to End Homelessness
over the past several years. With your help, we have made much progress toward the goal of
ending chronic homelessness in our community. We appreciate counting you among our allies as
we serve our community, and submit these comments about the 2012 Consolidated Plan Table 3
Budget with utmost respect for the thought and work that has gone into crafting the current plan.

Until now, the City of Minneapolis has chosen to spend its Emergency Shelter Grant (ESG)
funding to support capital needs of agencies in the community. While this is one important
possible use of these funds—and each of our agencies has benefitted from this option—the
undersigned organizations would like the City of Minneapolis to consider a more flexible
approach to spending Emergency Solutions Grant funding in the next planning cycle and future
planning cycles.

There are several changes to funding streams that have led us to request flexibility from the City
of Minneapolis. First, The State of Minnesota is changing the way it distributes its Emergency
Shelter/Solutions Grant Program (ESGP) funds. Over the past few years, funding from the State
of Minnesota has supported shelter operations in the Twin Cities area, but shelters have been
notified that in the future, State priority will be to bolster funding for out-state homeless
solutions.

State ESGP funding has been a very important source of operating funds for several shelters in
our community (St. Stephens, Simpson, Our Saviour’s, Catholic Charities’ Secure Waiting
Space). These funds make it possible for shelters to provide consistent, year-round shelter to
people in need. The year-round availability of shelter for all members of our community (adults,
youth, and families) is an important part of the social safety net. Financial crisis can result in
homelessness at any time of the year.

We previously submitted a letter to the Community Development Committee in March of 2011,
noting that a cut of State ESG was anticipated. In the summer of 2011, the shelter programs
serving single adult men and women received notification from the State that our funding was
cut in half. It is anticipated that this funding will be reduced to zero in the next biennium. Since
the summer, shelters have reduced staffing levels as a result of this reduction in funding.

Second, there has been a drastic reduction in funding from the Federal Emergency Management
Agency. Most of our shelters received a 40-50% cut in this funding this year. This money—Iike
the State ESGP funds—represents a significant portion of overall agency budgets.

We are asking the City of Minneapolis to update the language in the 2012 Consolidated Plan
Table 3. These changes would allow the City to be flexible when making future funding



decisions and allow the City to respond nimbly to changes in the environment. Our proposed
changes are in italics below.

.... Minneapolis prioritizes the ESG for the capital rehabilitation of transitional housing
facilities serving Minneapolis homeless families and persons or emergency shelters for
the homeless. In addition, the City of Minneapolis will consider requests to provide
essential services related to emergency shelter or street outreach, and operation of
shelters as allowed by the HEARTH Act of 2009. The properties and programs must be
located in the City of Minneapolis or Hennepin County serving Minneapolis families and
individuals.....

Most of the Minneapolis shelters that do receive ESGP funds are located outside of the
downtown area—several miles from the concentration of homeless people staying on Currie
Avenue. This helps to prevent concentration of persons experiencing homelessness in the
downtown area and reduce livability concerns from residents and businesses. I[f ESGP funding to
metro-area shelters was completely cut off, it would result in an increase in loitering,
panhandling and other undesirable behavior associated with an increase in the concentration of
people experiencing homelessness.

Thank you for considering a more flexible approach to allocating the City’s available resources
to respond to our changing environment.



Sincerely,

Julié Manworren

Simpson Housing Services, Inc.

Our Saviour’s

Mikkel Beckmen
St. Stephen’s Human Services

e

Envoy Willlam Miller
Salvation Army Harbor Light Center

mmunity Services

Wy

Tim Marx
Catholic Charities of St. Paul and Minneapolis



Impact of Funding Losses to Agencies

2009-2011
Funding from | Annual FErcens
Agency MN ESG Pundiii of to.tal Effect of loss
funding
program

Avenues for Homeless | $58,500 $29,250 | 3.7% Reduction of services and

Youth hours

Catholic Charities $50,000 $25,000 | 1.5% Program supplies, food

Hope Street expenses and financial
assistance cut

Catholic Charities $60,160 $30,305 | 1.0% Reduction in security staff

Secure Waiting hours

Families Moving $109,000 $54,500 | 10.0% Possible staff reductions;

Forward reduction in families served

Our Saviour’s $109,720 $54,860 | 15% Reductions in services and

Community Services hours

St. Stephen’s Human $109,720 $54,860 | 10.0% Additional reduction in staff;

Services shortened hours of operation;
possible closure in the
summer

Simpson Housing $109,720 $54,860 | 8.0% Reductions in services;
possible closure in the
summer

The Salvation Army Harbor Light Center does not receive any state ESGP funding. However,
the Harbor Light Center has a “no turn-away” policy, meaning that they will always provide
shelter to someone who arrives at the shelter—even when all funded beds are full. Because they
do not turn away shelter guests, they would become the shelter resource for those turned away at
other shelters. Although the Harbor Light Center intends to maintain their “no turn-away” policy,
there are very real capacity limits of the building—to say nothing of the limits of their ideal of
dignified shelter dictates they provide to each guest. The numbers of guests in overflow shelter
space would increase dramatically if other area shelters reduced the number of beds available, or
closed completely during part of each year.




WORKING TOWARD
JUSTICE FOR ALL

LEGAL AID SOCIETY OF MINNEAPOLIS
Genevieve E, Gaboriault » (612) 746-3609 » gegaboriault@midmnlegal.org

April 12, 2012

Matt Bower
Grants & Special Projects
City of Minneapolis
307M City Hall
350 South Fifth St.
Minneapolis, MN 55415
Re: Consolidated Plan revision and update

Mr. Bower:

We write to formalize our comments on the new definitions of Minority Concentration on page
38 of the Con Plan document. We urge the City to hold to the revision passed by the Community
Development Committee. The effect of this definition is to restrict areas where federal HOME
dollars may normally be used for new rental housing. By restricting where HOME dollars may
be spent, the City will increase the housing choices and life opportunities available to low
income people and to decrease economic and racial segregation in the City. Under the Federal
Fair Housing Act, Minneapolis is required to spend federal housing dollars in a way that
increases housing choice and affirmatively furthers fair housing.

The City’s original proposal was to classify census tracts as racially concentrated only if there
are more than 60% non-white residents in the tract. 60% is 1.5 times the City’s non-white
population as a whole, and many, many times the regional minority representation, It would
have meant that an area where 59 of 100 residents are people of color would be considered
integrated — a criterion that we do not think is supportable.

The 60% standard would negatively impact city-wide and regional fair housing goals. It will
make it more difficult to convince regional partners that they should make strong efforts to
provide affordable housing if Minneapolis backs away from these principles.

Legal Aid urges adoption of a 50% threshold. We met with City staff and reached an agreement
that this threshold would be recommended to the City Council for approval. That standard has
been preliminarily approved by the City Council Community Development Committee and
awaits approval by the full Council. In the following, we set out more fully our belief as to why
our clients’ interests and the City’s interests are better served by the lower figure.

For many years, the City has sought to reverse patterns of segregated low income neighborhoods
where people of color predominantly reside and racially segregated neighborhoods where white
residents of all income ranges are more likely to live. It has done so by trying to site affordable
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housing spending in areas where there were not a significant convergence of racial minorities
and poor people.

This policy was consistent with the settlement of Hollman v. Cisneros which by its terms
restricted new public housing developments from being built in minority concentrated and |
poverty concentrated areas. Until now, Minneapolis used a similar approach in its Con Plan, and
HOME funds were not spent in a wide swath of neighborhoods in North, Central and South
Minneapolis where there was a high concentration of poor people, racial minorities and existing
subsidized housing. As University of Minnesota Professor Myron Orfield pointed out in his
presentation at the Committee hearing on April 3, 2012, subsidized housing in Minneapolis is
still clustered in racially segregated parts of South and North Minneapolis, even after Hollman
and even with use of a very restrictive standard for HOME expenditures.

The City proposed changes after viewing the 2010 census data. The revised Consolidated Plan
standard increases the geographic scope of neighborhoods available for developments using
federal HOME funds. This change is understandable due to demographic changes in the City —
there are more people of color in the City and basing policies on the new Census makes sense.

At the same time, we believe that widening the range of areas deemed “not concentrated” for
HOME funding purposes will make it less likely that low cost housing will be built in wealthier
areas of Minneapolis — areas with better schools, more recreational facilities, lower crime rates,
better health outcomes. Lower land costs, less-frequent NIMBY responses and other factors
would lead to a tendency to site low income housing in these areas that are to be newly opened
for HOME funding. Legal Aid clients now and those 25 years from now who would prefer to
live in other parts of the City will lose that chance if the siting happens that way. Therefore,
changes in the minority and poverty concentration standards should be done with caution.

There are, of course, competing interests that support immediate and substantial investments of
HOME and other dollars in the areas where our clients now typically live. Our clients living in
Phillips and Harrison neighborhoods face a very tight housing market with few affordable
housing choices. The physical infrastructure of their inner city communities needs investment,
Developments with mixed levels of subsidies and market rate units may increase the diversity of
incomes in these racially segregated and poor communities. With these clients’ immediate
interests in mind, we considered various adjustments.

The standards set out in Hollman v Cisneros were later adjusted for the 2000 census. By
applying the same formula to the 2010 census data, racially concentrated census fracts would be
those with more than 44% people of color. Using this 44% standard would open up arcas for
affordable housing development, but not as many as the City’s first 60% proposal. While the
44% standard would be our first choice, we do support a compromise at a 50% figure.

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development has promoted a definition of Racially
Concentrated Areas of Poverty (RCAP) as it promotes Regional Fair Housing and Equity
Assessments (RFHEA) for regional planning efforts, such as the Metropolitan Council-
sponsored Corridors of Opportunity (CoQ) initiative. The City of Minneapolis, led by Mayor
Rybak, is a prominent participant of the CoO. The RFHEA definition of racial concentration is




any area where the non-white population is greater than 50%. In view of the competing needs
of our clients and in anticipation that Minneapolis will be addressing regional fair housing and
equity issues with other jurisdictions as part of the Corridors of Opportunity initiative, we agree
that the 50% standard should be adopted in the Consolidated Plan.

We note that adopting the 50% standard does not act as an absolute bar to new construction in
areas that have high measures racial of segregation under HUD regulation, As we discussed with
city staff and testified to at the Community Development Committee hearing, there will be
instances where HOME, Tax Credit, Trust Fund and other public sources are appropriately spent
in those areas, Those areas and the people living in them need investment. These could include
City housing investments that have particularly pro-integrative and equity-enhancing features.
For example, will tenants in a new tax credit-funded development raise the neighborhood’s
median income for a significant period of time? Is the development mixed-income housing? Is
it tied into a specific equity-enhancing effort, somehow linked, for example, to the CoO transit-
oriented development plan? The City should establish a criteria that set high and measurable
objectives that developers show how the project within such an area is “suitable from the
standpoint of facilitating and furthering full compliance with the (Fair Housing Act) and
promotes greater choice of housing opportunities.” 24 C.F.R. 92.202 (a). We can whole-
heartedly support HOME investments in all areas of the City when that is the outcome,

The adoption of a new standard is, of course, the beginning of the process for implementing the
Con Plan. Elsewhere in the Con Plan, the City states a work plan that we strongly endorse:
“The City is actively working to deconcentrate poverty, increase the variety of housing options
and support residential displacement and relocation policies.” p. 90. While the adoption of new
standards for HOME and other atfordable housing siting will provide the city with new options
for where to fund affordable housing projects, we urge the city to continue to site as many
projects as possible outside of highly racially or poverty segregated areas. To that end, Legal
Aid strongly advocates that this city siting goal should be revised:

The City’s goal is that at least 50% of new City-produced affordable housing be located
in non-impacted areas. P. 74

It serves the needs of our current and future clients to spread affordable housing opportunitics
throughout the city. Revising the City’s goal to site at least 60% or even 75% or more of the
City-produced affordable housing in non-impacted areas will truly change the cumulative trend
of segregating affordable housing units in certain areas of Minneapolis.

The RFHEA analysis provides a template for making effective policy decisions that will make it
more likely that Minneapolis will achieve these goals. Features of this assessment and other
factors that we urge the City should pay attention to, particularly with respect siting of new
subsidized rentals in new areas of Minneapolis include:

1. Are there currently many or few assisted housing units (including vouchers, ete.) in or
adjacent to the newly eligible areas, and how does the incidence of assisted housing there
compare to other parts of the city?




2. Assess the opportunity and equity indices of the new tracts — are there high performing
schools, good recreational facilities, public safety, transit options, cultural amenities, no
environmental dangers, entry level and laddering jobs, libraries and ofher features as
compared to other parts of the City?

3. What are the demographic trends in these tracts, and are they likely to continue?

4. Is there a plan for investing in those areas that will increase Section 3 employment and
contracting during new housing development and, even more importantly, local business
enterprises and jobs after the development is finished?

5. How does the selection of these areas support the CoQ initiative for a region-wide and
equity-focused development plan along transit corridors?

6. Does the developer of new housing have a history of effective affirmative marketing that
improves racial integration in a neighborhood where new subsidized housing is planned?

The Con Plan references the 2009 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing the City
commissioned with regional partners. The City’s approach to furthering fair housing by making
the adjustments noted in this letter and financially supporting the Civil Rights Department and
Legal Aid’s work in enforcing fair housing rights for residents, are good steps. In our view,
Minneapolis can take its cue from the 2009 Al improve on its action steps, and lead a regional
break-through for equity and fair housing by asking key political, housing, civil rights and
development leaders to fully engage with the Met Council’s upcoming Regional Fair Housing
and Equity Assessment (RFHEA.) We have successfully pressed the Corridors of Opportunity
leadership to strongly emphasize fair and affordable housing — the RFHEA process is where the
region and the City will see an agenda set for the future. Our clients will benefit from
Minneapolis’ vigorous patticipation in that work.

Sincerely,

(6 Gapmrantt™

Genevieve E. Gaboriault
Attorney

GEG:nlb

ce:

Mayor R.T. Rybak

Council President Johnson

Council Vice-President Lilligren

Councilmembers Reich, Gordon, Hofstede, Samuels, Goodman, Glidden, Schiff, Tuthill, Quincy,
Colvin Roy, and Hodges

Tom Streitz — Director of Housing Policy and Development
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Minneapolis
City of Lakes

Hntergavernmental Relations
350 South 5th Street - Room 301M
Minneapolis MN 55415-1376

Office 612 673-2043
Fax 612 673-3250
TTY 612 673-2157

April 16, 2012

Genevieve Gaboriault

Legal Aid Society of Minneapolis
430 1% Ave. N. Suite 300
Minneapolis, MN 55401

Dear Ms. Gaboriault,

Thank you for your input to the City’s 2012 Consolidated Plan with your letter of April 12, 2012. Your comments
will be included in the published approved Consolidated Plan.

In response to the items you raised in your letter, please note the City Council in its approval of the Consolidated
Plan directed city staff to replace the proposed map describing areas of minority impact to the minority impact
map suggested by Legal Aid Society. The Consolidated Plan now states that areas of minority impact in the city
are those census tracts where at least 50 percent of the population is non-white.” This minority concentration
percentage is consistent with the HUD Regional Fair Housing and Equity Assessment definition standard of 50

percent.

With regard to comment on revising the city’s goal of siting new city-funded affordable housing developments
from current standard of at least 50 percent production in non-impacted areas of the city, this goal is currently
in the city’s Affordable Housing Policy. Revising this goal would be within the context of that particular policy.
Certainly, the city could entertain revisiting this goal within the Affordable Housing Policy.

Again, thank you for your comments.

Sincerely,

Matt Bower, Manager Resource Coordination
- Office of Grants & Special Projects
City of Minneapolis

cc: Tom Streitz, CPED Director of Housing Policy and Development

www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us
Affirmative Action Employer



institute on race & poverty

Research, Education and Advocacy

April 13,2012

Mr. Matt Bower

Office of Grants and Special Projects
307M City Hall

350 South Fifth Street

Minneapolis, MN 55415

Re: Comments of Myron Orfield on Minneapolis FY 2012 Consolidated Plan for
Housing and Community Development

To Whom It May Concern:

I submit these comments to supplement my public comments at the City
Council’s public hearing on April 3, 2012. I oppose the city’s proposal to permit the city
to use HOME and other federal affordable housing funds to build additional low income
housing in neighborhoods that are up to 50 percent non-white. I am concerned that lifting
the current 30 percent restriction would intensify already rapidly increasing racial
segregation in violation of the city’s obligation to affirmatively further fair housing.’

Existing federal regulations prohibit the city from using these funds in
neighborhoods that are more than 30 percent non-white.” The Fair Housing Act forbids
building a disproportionate share of low income housmg in poor and segregated, or
integrated but resegregating, neighborhoods, when it is possible to build that same
housing in low poverty, high opportunity white or stably 1ntegrated neighborhoods.’
Under the Fair Housing Act, “color blindness is not permissible” in the decision to add
low income housmg units to poor segregated neighborhoods or unstably integrated
nelghborhoods Courts in these circumstances have held that the “increase ... of racial
concentration is prima facie likely to lead to urban blight and is thus prima fa01e at
variance with the national housing policy.” Moreover, the courts have made patently
clear that, “increasing or maintaining racially segregated housing patterns merely because

! Federal Fair Housing Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 3601 et seq.; 5304(b) (2006).

* See 24 C.F.R. §§ 92.202; 941.202; 983.57(e)(2) & (e)(3) (2011).

3 See Shannon v. United States Dep’t of Hous. & Urban Dev., 436 F.2d 809, 820 (3d Cir. 1970) (finding
that “increase or maintenance of racial concentration is prima facie likely to lead to urban blight and is thus
prima facie at variance with the national housing policy” and therefore concluding that housing authorities
should not site new housing in racially concentrated areas if there are viable alternatives); see also 24
C.F.R. § 941.202(g) (requiring public housing sites to be accessible to “educational, commercial, and
health facilities and services” that are “at least equivalent to those typically found in neighborhoods
consisting largely of similar unassisted standard housing” (emphasis added)).

* Shannon, 436 F.2d at 820; see also 24 C.F.R. § 941.202(g).

> See 436 F.2d at 821; 24 C.F.R. § 941.202; 983.57(e)(2).
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minority groups will gain an immediate benefit would render such persons willing, and
perhaps unwitting, partners in the trend toward ghettoization of our urban centers.”® As
Judge Cote wrote in her Westchester summary judgment opinion:

The HUD Guide explains that while it is often the case that minorities are
disproportionately represented among the low-income population, simply providing
affordable housing for the low-income population “is not in and of itself sufficient to
affirmatively further fair housing.” This unsurprising statement is grounded in the
statutory and regulatory framework behind the obligation to AFFH, which as already
discussed, is concerned with addressing whether there are independent barriers to
protected classes exercising fair housing choice. As a matter of logic, providing more
affordable housing for a low income racial minority will improve its housing stock but
may do little to change any pattern of discrimination or segregation. Addressing that
pattern would at a minimum necessitate an analysis of where the additional housing is
placed.”

The city seeks to become more segregated based on the provisions of 24 C.F.R
section 983.57(e)(3), which states that the cities must assure:

[A] reasonable distribution of assisted units each year, that, over a period of several
years, will approach an appropriate balance of housing choices within and outside areas
of minority concentration. An appropriate balance in any jurisdiction must be determined
in light of local conditions affecting the range of housing choices available for low-
income minority families and in relation to the racial mix of the locality’s population.

The city was also limited by terms of the Hollman v. Cisneros consent
agreement.® Although the agreement is no longer in force, its definition of areas of
minority concentration remain in effect in the city housing plan. The city never even
attempted to comply with this promise. Even while enjoined by the Hollman decree, the
city continued to locate low income housing in a manner that increased racial
segregation. At the time of the Hollman lawsuit in 1992, plaintiffs alleged that 68 percent
of scattered site housing was placed in neighborhoods that were more that 30 percent
non-white. Recent HUD data show that the situation has not improved—in fact, it has
worsened. The data show that 80 percent of the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit
(LIHTC) units through 2009 and 85 percent of all subsidized units were sited in
neighborhoods that are more than 29 percent non-white, the limit set by the decree (see
Appendix Maps 1-2 and Table 1) and rules. Even under existing guidelines, the city has
hyper-segregated low income housing in neighborhoods of minority concentration. It
now wants permission to do by law what has been doing improperly. It is fair to predict
that, if given this permission, the city will build virtually all of its low income housing in
areas of minority concentration and none in a pro-integrative fashion. It is important to

® Otero v. New York City Hous. Authority, 484 F.2d 1122, 1134 (2d Cir. 1973).

7 See United States of America ex rel Anti-Discrimination Center of Metro New York v. Westchester
County, 668 F. Supp. 2d 548, 564-65 (S.D.N.Y. 2009).

¥ See Hollman v. Cisneros, Civ. No. 4-92-712 (D. Minn. Apr. 21, 1995); Timothy L. Thompson, Promoting
Mobility and Equal Opportunity: Hollman v. Cisneros, 5 J. AFFORDABLE HOUSING & COMMUNITY DEV. L.
237,248 (1996).
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note that a federal court reviewing a very similar factual pattern of LIHTC siting recently
held the pattern constituted a disparate impact violation of the Federal Fair Housing Act.’

The evidence is clear that there are no comparable housing choices for minority
families in areas outside minority-concentrated neighborhoods. The city has undertaken
no factual inquiry on this subject that would justify the rational belief that its plan would
increase choices for non-white families. Loosening civil rights law will have the opposite
effect, decreasing choice and intensifying segregation. The “local conditions” and the
present highly segregated state of the city prove the fallacy of the city’s plan.

Contrary to the city’s position, it is also clear that the concentration of subsidized
units in areas of minority concentration for purposes of revitalization, 26 U.S.C. section
42, does not present a “compelling government interest” in the face of the clear and
powerful remedial civil rights commands of the Equal Protection Clause of the
Constitution and the Fair Housing Act.'’ It is beyond doubt that urban revitalization goals
and incentives must be harmonized with and subordinated to superseding constitutional
and statutory fair housing law. It is neither legal—nor possible—to revitalize a
community by deepening governmental racial discrimination and housing segregation.''

The City’s Proposal Intensifies School Segregation in Minneapolis

The Fair Housing Act requires Minnesota Housing and all state sub-allocators to
consider the racial balance of schools attended by government-supported housing
recipients.'? The clear implication of this legal requirement is that stably racially
integrated schools are a central component of fair housing policy. Similarly, the Supreme
Court has repeatedly held that school and housing segregation are reciprocally related and
the patterns of illegal housing segregation causes school segregation and, similarly, that
illegal school segregation causes segregation in housing."’

HUD’s Fair Housing Equity Assessment Grant Applications, for example, require
grant recipients—such as the Met Council’s Corridors of Opportunity Program—to
monitor not only the racial balance of local schools but their academic performance.'*

? See Inclusive Communities Project v. Texas Dep’t of Hous. and Community Affairs, 2012 WL 953696
(N.D. Tex., March 20, 2012); 749 F.Supp. 2d. 486 (N.D. Tex. 2010).

' See 749 F. Supp. 2d. at 503-04.

' See id.

'2 Shannon v. United States Dep’t of Hous. and Urban Dev., 436 F.2d 809, 822 (3d Cir. 1970); 24 C.F.R. §
941.202(c) (2011). The Fair Housing Act dictates that HUD must consider 1) the racial balance of schools
attended by government supported housing recipients, 2) the location of middle-income and luxury
housing, and 3) the availability of federally guaranteed low cost loans. See 42 U.S.C. § 3601 et seq.; 24
C.F.R. § 941.202(c).

13 See Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Bd. of Educ., 402 U.S. 1,20-21 (1971); Keyes v. Sch. Dist. No. 1,
Denver, Colorado, 413 U.S. 189, 202—03 (1973); Milliken v. Bradley, 418 U.S. 717, 755 (1974).

' See Addressing Equity and Opportunity: The Regional Fair Housing and Equity Assessment (FHEA)
Grant Obligation (August 2011),

http://www.prrac.org/pdf/Regional FH Equity Assessment HUD Aug 2011.pdf.
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Additionally, on February 23, 2010, Secretary Shaun Donovan clarified HUD’s fair
housing requirements for its state grantees before Congress, stating:

[S]ustainability also means creating “geographies of opportunity,” places that
effectively connect people to jobs, quality public schools, and other amenities.
Today, too many HUD-assisted families are stuck in neighborhoods of concentrated
poverty and segregation, where one's zip code predicts poor educational,
employment, and even health outcomes. These neighborhoods are not sustainable
in their present state."

In the Minneapolis school desegregation case, Booker v. Special School District
No. 1, a federal district court found the Minneapolis school system to be de jure
segregated. In making this finding, the federal court specifically noted that the city’s
housing markets were intentionally racially segregated'® and that the city’s housing
policy had in part caused the segregation of the school system.'” Today, Minneapolis
schools remain highly segregated and virtually all predominantly non-white schools in
the system are in the aforementioned minority-concentrated neighborhoods, while no
predominantly white schools and very few integrated schools are in those neighborhoods
(see Appendix Map 3).

Federal law unambiguously requires a city to consider the racial and social
composition of local schools in its siting of affordable housing.'® This is the case in a
unitary school system, free of segregation. The city’s refusal to abide by this federal
requirement in its non-unitary, dual school system is contrary to federal rules.'’

'3 Press Release, HUD, Written Testimony of Shaun Donovan: FY2011 Budget Request for HUD (Feb. 23,
2010) (emphasis added), available at
http://portal.hud.gov/hudporta/HUD?src=/press/testimonies/2010/2010-02-23.

1351 F. Supp 799, 806 (“The record indicates a high degree of residential segregation within the
boundaries of the defendant School District. The near north side of the City and a large portion of south
central Minneapolis contain heavy concentrations of minority groups. At the same time, the perimeter of
the city is largely White. Residential segregation in Minneapolis is in large part due to racial
discrimination. Prior to 1962 it was common practice for members of the Board of Realtors to only show
minority persons houses in certain areas.”).

" In fact, the schools sued the Minneapolis Housing and Redevelopment Authority (MHRA) and HUD,
arguing that their segregated housing policy had frustrated the district’s efforts to comply with court-
ordered desegregation by building low income housing on the near north side of Minneapolis, which
increased the concentration of minority residents in that area of the city. See Cheryl W. Heilman, Booker v.
Special School District No. 1: A History of School Desegregation in Minneapolis, MN, 12 LAW & INEQ.
127, 166 (1993) (citing Booker v. Special School Dist. No. 1, No. 4-71 Civ. 382 (D. Minn. Aug. 8, 1979)).
However, the court dismissed the complaint as untimely. /d. When later interviewed, Judge Larson said that
he had made a serious mistake in dismissing the complaint. /d.

'8 Shannon v. United States Dep’t of Hous. & Urban Dev., 436 F.2d 809, 820 (3d Cir. 1970) (finding that
“increase or maintenance of racial concentration is prima facie likely to lead to urban blight and is thus
prima facie at variance with the national housing policy” and therefore concluding that housing authorities
should not site new housing in racially concentrated areas if there are viable alternatives); see also 24
C.F.R. § 941.202 (2011) (requiring public housing sites to be accessible to “educational, commercial, and
health facilities and services” that are “at least equivalent to those typically found in neighborhoods
consisting largely of similar unassisted standard housing” (emphasis added)).

' The federal court in the Booker case dissolved its desegregation order, but it did so relying on the state’s
school desegregation rule, and never declared that the school district had achieved unitary status. See, e.g.,
Derek W. Black, Testimony before Minnesota Department of Education Integration Revenue Replacement
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Regrettably, the city’s housing planning documents noticeably neglect any reference to
schools, except to assert—on the basis of non-peer-reviewed, housing industry
“studies”—that building more low income housing in poor neighborhoods will improve
school performance.

Because of this intensified pattern of racially segregative construction of low-
income housing, in clear disregard of federal housing rules, the Minneapolis public
school system has become more—not less—racially and socially segregated that it was
when the Booker and Hollman lawsuits were filed. In 1995, there were ten schools in
Minneapolis that were more than 90 percent non-white.”’ Those schools represented nine
percent of Minneapolis schools.” In 2010, there were 33 schools that were more than 90
percent non-white, representing 39 percent of all schools.” Similarly, at the time of the
Hollman settlement, there were 41 Minneapolis schools that were more than 70 percent
non-white, representing 35 percent of Minneapolis schools.® By 2010, this number had
risen to 57 schools representing 65 percent of all Minneapolis schools.** These schools
are overwhelmingly composed of poor children and have some of the lowest standardized
test scores of all schools in Minnesota.

Due to the profound segregation of its schools and housing, Minneapolis has
experienced an enormous flight of children of all races from its schools. Since 1995,
enrollment has declined 26 percent, with most of the losses in the areas where low
income housing was predominant.

Research Demonstrates the Likely Detrimental Effects of Subsidized Housing in
Moderate- and High-Poverty Areas

The city’s new consolidated plan would potentially intensify the city’s pattern of
racial segregation by expanding the neighborhoods eligible for subsidized housing to
include census tracts with minority shares between 29 and 50 percent. Our research at the
Institute on Race and Poverty shows that these types of neighborhoods are at high risk of
resegregating.” This research implies that neighborhoods with minority shares of roughly
30 percent or more are more likely to become segregated than to remain integrated. This
means that the neighborhoods the city intends to make eligible for subsidized housing are
precisely the ones at the threshold of transition.

Moreover, peer-reviewed research on the effects of subsidized housing on nearby
properties implies that these types of neighborhoods are also most likely to be adversely

Task Force Hearing on School Diversity and Integration (Dec. 20, 2011), available at http://www.school-
diversity.org/pdf/Black Minnesota_testimony_12-20-11.pdf.

*% Calculated from Minnesota Department of Education data.

' 1d.

2 1d.

> Id.

*d.

? See Institute on Race and Poverty, 4 Comprehensive Strategy to Integrate Twin Cities Schools and
Neighborhoods 20-22 (July 2009),

http://www.irpumn.org/uls/resources/projects/Regional Integration Draft 3 - Long Version.pdf.
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affected by the addition of subsidized housing. For instance, George Galster’s literature
review concluded that neighborhood characteristics influence how subsidized housing
affects surrounding areas and that there is growing evidence that neighborhoods with
moderate home values and poverty rates are at greater risk of experiencing negative
effects, even at lower concentrations of affordable or multi-family housing. Finally, he
also concluded that “affordable housing seems least likely to generate negative impacts
when inserted into high-value, low poverty, stable neighborhoods.”*

Similarly, a literature review by Khadduri et al. of Abt Associates concluded that
the effect of subsidized housing on nearby properties “appears to depend on the scale of
the project and the stability of the neighborhood. A small project in a stable
neighborhood has either no effect or a small positive effect. On the other hand, a project
added to an unstable neighborhood, especially a large project, can either cause a decline
in property values or prevent revitalization that would otherwise occur as a result of
market forces.”’

The City’s “Market-Building Strategy” Is Flawed and Unfounded in Evidence

When the Institute on Race and Poverty informed city representatives of these
articles, they responded, essentially without any evidence, that concentrating low-income
housing subsidies in moderate-minority, moderate-poverty neighborhoods would help
build the housing markets in these areas. They argued, among other things, that LIHTC
housing “was not really affordable housing,” but rather “market rate housing” with higher
rents than the local markets. They also contended that the city had to use the LIHTC units
in segregated neighborhoods because “the market was providing no private credit” there,
while white neighborhoods of the city were brimming with credit and new rental housing.
Those areas received no LIHTC units because they were thriving. The poor segregated
neighborhoods which had no private market had to be revitalized with more low income
family housing.

In support of this so-called “market building” strategy, the only evidence the city
provided was a non-peer reviewed government report and a glossy industry trade
publication that asserted—without any reviewable facts—that low income housing
helped build the housing market in a poor, all-white rural county in Indiana. When
questioned about the relevance of this “study” for construction of housing in racially
segregated neighborhoods, particularly in light of several peer-reviewed studies to the
contrary, the city could not produce relevant evidence that further concentrating low
income housing in racially segregated neighborhoods would build these housing markets.

As I prepared this letter, city representatives responded with another article—a
literature review by the Center for Housing Policy (CHP) prepared for the MacArthur

% George Galster, The Effects of Affordable and Multi-Family Housing on Market Values of Nearby
Homes, in GROWTH MANAGEMENT AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING 176-211 (Anthony Downs, ed., 2004).
27 JILL KHADDURI, KIMBERLY BURNETT & DAVID RODDA, TARGETING HOUSING PRODUCTION SUBSIDIES:
LITERATURE REVIEW, Abt Associates, Cambridge MA (2003), 41, 63.
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Foundation.” This piece was not peer-reviewed, but it is a reasonable summary of the
literature. However, a significant part of it focuses on the economic effects of the
construction activity associated with these programs and not on the question of longer-
term economic effects on the neighborhoods themselves. The effects from construction
activities are short-lived and are unlikely to be felt primarily by neighborhood residents.
In addition, impact studies of this sort commonly overstate secondary effects (often
called multiplier effects).

The CHP review also highlights other issues of only limited relevance in the
current case. These include effects on homebuyers, which are not relevant for the LIHTC
and Section 8 programs at issue in Minneapolis. There is also a good discussion of how
affordable housing can help local employers by providing housing for low- and
moderate-wage workers. However, this argument is much more relevant for projects in
areas where the non-subsidized market is high-rent or all owner-occupied, which is not
the case in the Minneapolis neighborhoods in question. There is also some discussion of
how projects affect nearby market values. This information is relevant, but the review
focuses on only a particularly rosy evaluation of a single study in New York City, with
no mention of the broader reviews noted above. Finally, there is a section on other
potential spillover effects—an issue that is potentially very relevant. However, the
section essentially highlights the lack of findings in this regard and recommends that
more research is needed on the issue.

The city has practiced its “market building” strategy for many years and the
approach has twice been found illegal by federal courts. All that it can show for its
strategy is neighborhoods and schools that are more segregated, disinvested, and more
economically and socially isolated. The city has—through its actions and inactions—
shaped the racially segregated nature of the north and south neighborhoods, more than
any other governmental entity. It now justifies further concentrating low income housing
projects in these neighborhoods by arguing that there is no private mortgage money to
support development in the already-segregated neighborhoods that it helped to create.
While these neighborhoods have been redlined, and more recently exploited by the
private subprime financial market, the city has undertaken no fair housing action of any
kind to respond to this discrimination (see Appendix Maps 5-8). Moreover, while cities
like Memphis and Baltimore have challenged the conduct of Wells Fargo bank, the city
of Minneapolis has taken no action in the face of far greater racial lending disparities.”’

As an LIHTC Sub-allocator, the City Helped to Dismantle a Regional Pro-
Integrative Housing Strategy

In 1985, the city used its political power with the legislature to seek the creation of
central city sub-allocators of the tax credit to ensure that it would receive a higher than
proportional allocation of LIHTC units. In doing so, the city undermined the nation’s

¥ Keith Waldrip, Laura Williams & Suzanne Hague, The Role of Affordable Housing in Creating Jobs and
Stimulating Local Economic Development: A Review of the Literature, Center for Housing Policy (2011).
¥ See, e.g., Institute on Race and Poverty, ComError! Hyperlink reference not valid.munities in Crisis:
Race and Mortgage Lending in the Twin Cities (February 2009),
http://www.irpumn.org/website/projects/index.php?strWebAction=project_detail&intProjectID=51.
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most effective pro-integrative housing system. The director of the Minnesota Housing
Finance Agency, Jim Solem, opposed the proposal, as did the chair of the Metropolitan
Council, on the grounds that these sub-allocators would thwart the pro-integrative
regional fair housing system that had been developed under clear HUD regulation—
Metropolitan Council Policy 39.

Nevertheless, the city of Minneapolis pursued the strategy, knowing that during the
Reagan administration, HUD would not question its strategy. It is noteworthy that one the
most effective and pro-integrative HUD- supported housing plans in U.S. history—the
Metropolitan Council’s Policy 39—was not undermined by white suburban opposition,
but instead by central city politicians and developers.

The City’s Qualified Allocation Plan Incents Segregative Housing Placement

Together, Minneapolis and St. Paul have also adopted a qualified allocation plan
(QAP) that directly incents the segregative placement of low-income units within the
cities.”® Specifically, the central cities” QAP gives over 100 points for projects likely to
be in high-minority, high-poverty neighborhoods, no points for racially integrated
projects, and only 10 points for “economic integration.” (By the cities’ definition, an
economically integrative project is one in a neighborhood that is up to 50 percent non-
white and with no limits on non-white and/or poor kids in local schools.’") A federal
court recently found a similar QAP in Dallas to be a disparate impact violation of the Fair
Housing Act.*

Minneapolis Must Fulfill Its Federal Fair Housing Obligations

The city’s intransigence, twice acknowledged in court cases, should not be
rewarded by HUD. Currently, the city has no civil rights plan. Moreover, it has no
concerted desegregation plan to integrate segregated neighborhoods or to stabilize
existing, tenuously integrated neighborhoods.

%% See Minneapolis/Saint Paul Housing Finance Board Low Income Housing Qualified Allocation Plan,
available at
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@cped/documents/webcontent/convert 254711.pdf;
see also Memorandum from Myron Orfield to Gloria Stiehl, Minnesota Department of Employment and
Economic Development, Comments on 2011 Minnesota Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
(Dec. 31, 2011), 13—14 (attached as Appendix) (outlining how the qualified allocation plan incents
segregative placement of low-income units within the metropolitan area).

3! Minneapolis and St. Paul have created qualified allocation plans (QAPs) that provide 10 points for a
segregated redevelopment area, 10 points for Hennepin Home program match (in segregated
neighborhoods), up to 20 points for working with non-profits (who, in Minneapolis, virtually all operate
only in segregated neighborhoods), 5 points for projects with established resident aid programs (all in
segregated neighborhoods), 5 points for projects with the support of neighborhood groups, up to 20 points
for rehabilitation (again, almost all existing projects are in segregated neighborhoods), up to 15 points for
projects with previous subsidies, up to 15 points for project with additional financial additional support, up
to 15 points for intermediary support, and up to 10 points for the most active transit corridors. There are no
points for racial integration and only 10 points for economic integration. See id.

*2 See Inclusive Communities Project v. Texas Dep’t of Hous. and Community Affairs, 2012 WL 953696
(N.D. Tex., March 20, 2012); 749 F.Supp. 2d. 486 (N.D. Tex. 2010).
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To fulfill its fair housing obligations, the city relies on an inadequate analysis of
impediments to fair housing choice completed by a consortium of metropolitan cities.
The analysis does not address the placement of government-sponsored housing, it has no
analysis of existing evidence of discrimination, and it does not include any testimony
from organizations that study housing discrimination. It is essentially a boilerplate
document that lacks adequate civil rights analysis.

The Public Hearing Structure Was Seriously Flawed

When I requested time to be heard at the City Council’s April 3, 2012 public
hearing on the consolidated plan, I was only allowed three minutes to testify. Not only
were three minutes insufficient for meaningful remarks, but after my short remarks were
attacked for over twenty-five minutes, [ was not permitted any time to respond. The
response by city housing staff included many statements that were demonstrably
incorrect. They also included ad hominem attacks which misstated or exaggerated my
positions.™

It is my firm opinion that the city’s sub-allocation authority impedes fair housing
choice in the region. Minneapolis, even after Booker and Hollman, still fails to administer
its federal housing programs in ways that affirmatively further fair housing. The records
of the Metropolitan Council and Minnesota Housing, while far from perfect, are much
better. In light of this, I believe there is no justification to loosen the requirements on the
city by granting the requested exemption from federal fair housing principles.

Sincerely,

Myron Orfield

Professor and Director

Institute on Race and Poverty
University of Minnesota Law School

33 For instance, staff stated that my request to keep the current caps would mean that no affordable housing
could ever be built in poor neighborhoods. They also said that I ignored clear evidence that they had given
to me on numerous occasions that showed how the city’s housing plans will revitalize these
neighborhoods—a comment that is particularly unjustified in light of how little evidence city staff have
been willing to cite. Only in the last week have city staff produced any research supporting their
revitalization claims, and, as noted above, the cited evidence is relatively weak. Finally, a city official
gratuitously asserted that “Orfield believed that any time non-whites chose to live together it caused
decline.” I was not allowed to respond.
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APPENDIX: Maps 1 — 8 and Table 1



Map 1: City of Minneapolis
Number of Existing Affordable Units in All
Subsidized Housing Sites placed through 2007

and Percentage Minority by Census Tract, 2010
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Map 2: City of Minneapolis

Number of Low Income Units in LIHTC

Housing Sites placed by the end of 2009

and Percentage Minority by Census Tract, 2010
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TABLE 1:

CITY OF MINNEAPOLIS
Number of People and Housing Units by Percentage Minority in Census Tracts

% Minority in Census Tracts (2010)

<28.7% >=28.7% Total
Total Population (2010)* 178,892 203,691 382,583
Total Housing Units (2006-2010)** 83,240 83,901 167,141
Rental Housing Units (2006-2010)** 32,791 49,484 82,275
LIHTC (placed through 2009)*** 593 2,791 3,384
Total Subsidized
Existing Affordable Units (2007)**** 2,548 15,333 17,881

CITY OF MINNEAPOLIS
Share of Population and Housing Units by Percentage Minority in Census Tracts

% Minority in Census Tracts (2010)

<28.7% >=28.7% Total
Total Population (2010)* 46.8 53.2 100.0
Total Housing Units (2006-2010)** 49.8 50.2 100.0
Rental Housing Units (2006-2010)** 39.9 60.1 100.0
LIHTC (placed through 2009)*** 17.5 82.5 100.0
Total Subsidized
Existing Affordable Units (2007)**** 14.2 85.8 100.0

Sources:

* U.S. Census Bureau, SF1

** U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey
***U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

****HousingLink



Map 3: Minneapolis Public Elementary Schools

Race and Ethnicity, 2010-2011

and Percentage Minority by Census Tract, 2010
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Map 4: Minneapolis Public Elementary Schools
Lunch Status, 2010-2011
and Census Tract Poverty Rate, 2006-2010
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Map 5: City of Minneapolis

Number of Subprime Loans, 2004-2006*
and Percentage Minority by Census Tract, 2010

*Subprime loans are reported by the 2000 census tract.
The map shows the number of subprime loans with circles
located at the centroid of the census tracts.

-Subprime loans are mortgages that are 3 percentage
points above treasury rates on first lien loans. Only
conventional first-lien mortgage applications for owner-
occupied and |-4 family unit homes are represented on
the map. Mortgages purchased by institutions were not
included in the calculation.
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Map 6: City of Minneapolis
Foreclosures-Sherriff's Sales in 2007
and Percentage Minority by Census Tract, 2010
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Map 7: City of Minneapolis
Value of Single Family Homes in Dollars

by City Neighborhood January, 2012
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Map 8: City of Minneapolis

Percentage Change in the Value of Single Family
Homes in Dollars by City Neighborhood
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Minneapolis
City of Lakes

Intergovernmental Relations

350 South 5th Street - Room 301M
Minneapolis MN 55415-1376

Office
Fax
TTY

612 673-2043
612 673-3250
612 673-2157

April 16, 2012

Mr. Myron Orfield

University of Minnesota Institute on Race & Poverty
N150 Walter Mondale Hall

229- 19" Ave. S,

Minneapolis, MN 55455

Dear Mr. Orfield,

Thank you for your letter of April 13, 2012 providing written input into the city’s 2012
Consolidated Plan supplementing your remarks made at the April 3, 2012 public hearing on the
Plan. Your written comments will be included in the published approved Consolidated Plan.

In response to the comments you raised, please note the City Council in its approval of the
Consolidated Plan directed city staff to replace the proposed map describing areas of minority
impact to the minority impact map suggested by Legal Aid Society. The Consolidated Plan now
states that areas of minority impact in the city are those census tracts where at least 50 percent
of the population is non-white. This minority concentration percentage is consistent with the
HUD Regional Fair Housing and Equity Assessment definition standard of 50 percent.

Again, thank you for your comments.

Sincerely,

- Matt Bower, Manager Resource Coordination
Office of Grants & Special Projects
City of Minneapolis

cc: Tom Streitz, CPED Director of Housing Policy and Development

www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us
Affirmative Action Employer



	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	Executive Summary
	Chapter 1   Introduction to One-Year Action Plan
	A. Background
	B. Planning Process (91.200(b))
	1. Lead Agency
	2. Planning Timeline
	3. Jurisdiction Consultations

	C. Citizen Participation Plan
	1. Background
	2. Schedule
	3. Public Hearings
	4. Notification and Access to Hearings
	5. Technical Assistance
	6. Proposed Funding Processes
	7. Comments/Complaints
	8. Anti-Displacement and Relocation Plan
	9. Substantial Change Process and Amendments
	10. Access to Records

	D. Institutional Structure (91.215 (i))
	1. Organizational Relationships
	2. Organizational Relationship with Public Housing Agency

	E. Monitoring (91.230)
	1. Purpose
	2. Objectives
	3. Definitions
	4. Production Monitoring
	5. Quality Control/Compliance Monitoring

	F. Priority Needs Analysis and Strategies (91.215 (a))
	1. Basis for Priority Assignments
	2. Obstacles to Meeting Underserved Needs

	G. Lead-based Paint (91.215 (g))
	H. General Community Demographics and Income
	I. Poverty and Minority Concentrations

	Chapter 2   Housing Needs
	For this chapter, please refer to the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan. No changes have been made in 2012 for this chapter.

	Chapter 3   Homelessness and Those Threatened with Homelessness (91.205(b)(1)(i)(I) and (K)); (91.205 (c); 91.210 (c); and 91.215(c) and (d)—Needs Assessment; Inventory of Facilities, Housing and Services for Homeless Persons; and Strategic Plan
	A. General
	B. Nature & Extent of Homelessness
	C. Need for Facilities and Services
	D. Low-Income Individuals & Children At-Risk for Homelessness
	E. Priority Homeless Needs
	F. Priority/Goals
	G. Homeless Inventory
	1. Existing Facilities
	2. Existing Services


	Chapter 4   Community Development
	For this chapter, please refer to the 2010-2014 Consolidated Plan. No changes have been made in 2012 for this chapter.

	Chapter 5   Five-Year Strategy (2010-2014)
	Please refer to Chapter 5 in the 2010-14 Consolidated Plan for a full discussion of the Five-Year Strategy. Note the following changes to the Five-Year Strategy included here in the 2012 Consolidated Plan:

	Chapter 6   2012 One-Year Action Plan
	A. General
	1.      Federal Resources
	2.      Other Resources

	B. Geographic Distribution of Consolidated Plan Assistance
	C. Addressing Obstacles in Meeting Underserved Needs
	D. 2012 Planning Process
	E. Summary of 2012 Citizen Participation Process
	F. 2012 Institutional Structure
	G. 2012 Monitoring Objectives
	H. 2012 Lead-based Paint Objectives
	I. Housing
	1. 2012 Housing Goals and Objectives
	2. 2012 Actions to Address Affordable Housing Barriers
	3. 2012 HOME Single Family program
	4. 2012 HOME/CDBG Multifamily Guidelines
	5. 2012 Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing

	J. 2012 Addressing Homelessness and Those Threatened with Homelessness
	K. 2012 Community Development Objectives
	1. Public Facilities
	2. Public Services
	3.       Economic Development

	L. 2012 Anti-Poverty Objectives
	M. Non-Homeless Special Needs Housing
	1. 2012 Non-Homeless Special Needs Objectives
	2. Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) Objectives

	N.   CDBG Program Requirements
	O. Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) Program Requirements- Applicable to FY11 ESG funds subject to the Amendment #2 allocation and the FY12 allocation of ESG
	1. Summary of ESG Consultation Process
	2. Summary of Citizen Participation
	3. Proposed Activities
	4. ESG Match
	5. ESG Funding Priorities
	6. Detailed ESG Budget (FY11 and FY12)
	7. ESG Written Standards for Assistance
	8. ESG Sub-award Process
	9. Homeless Participation Requirements
	10. ESG Performance Standards

	P. SF-424 Federal Applications for Assistance & Grantee Certifications: Included in April submission to HUD

	APPENDIX
	2012 Minneapolis Consolidated Plan
	 HUD Table 2A 2010-14 Priority Housing Needs
	 HUD Table 2B 2010-14 Non-Housing Community Development
	 HUD Table 3 Proposed Projects
	 Consolidated Plan Maps
	 Public Hearings and Comments


	2012 HUD Table 3 Final $ Approved June .pdf
	HUD Table 3

	4   Comments and Responses 2012 ConPlan.pdf
	4.1   Public Comment letter Highrise Council Dec 2011
	4.2   Public Comment letter MPHA Dec 2011
	4.3   comment on 2012 Consolidated Plan Budget
	4.4   Legal Aid Society of Minneapolis 2012 CON Plan comments
	4.5   Response to Gaboriault
	4.6   Orfield_comments_Mpls_con_plan
	Appendix.pdf
	M01Subhou7min10
	M02Lihtc09min10
	T01MplsHousingDistributions
	M03MPSCR10min10
	M04MPSCL10pov
	M05Sprm0406
	M06Forecl07
	M07MplsSFHval12
	M08MplsSFHval0612

	AppendixCover2.pdf
	Mpls Con Plan Appendix.pdf
	Appendix title page.pdf
	Mpls Con Plan Appendix
	M01Subhou7min10
	M02Lihtc09min10
	T01MplsHousingDistributions
	M03MPSCR10min10
	M04MPSCL10pov
	M05Sprm0406
	M06Forecl07
	M07MplsSFHval12
	M08MplsSFHval0612




	4.7   Response to Orfield




