MEMORANDUM

To: Members of the Finance Committee

From: Rich Olson, City Manager
Deborah Malenfant, Elizabeth City Downtown Inc.

Date: July 6, 2017

Re: Discussion/Consideration-Updated Response to City Council Request for
Changes in the Downtown Improvement Grant (DIG) Program

BACKGROUND:

The City of Elizabeth City Downtown Improvement Grant (DIG) Program is in the fourth
year of focusing on improving Life Safety Code compliance, ADA compliance, repairs to
electrical, plumbing and mechanical systems, and necessary structural repairs in the
Downtown sector of the City. The DIG program is part of the City's goal to encourage
economic development. The primary goal of the DIG Program is to increase the occupancy
of the City's downtown. Secondary goals of the program are: 1) to address safety issues;
2) to improve downtown aesthetics and building facades; 3) and to extend the lifecycle of
existing historic buildings by implementing appropriate design standards for the
rehabilitation of historic properties.

$80,000 has been budgeted for the DIG Program in FY 2017-2018. The minimum grant
that may be requested is $2,500; the maximum grant that may be awarded is $20,000. All
DIG Grants require a dollar for dollar match.

In past years, priority has been given to non-residential structures or business units
located within the Downtown District boundary in the initial round of the application process
(deadline September 15). Any remaining funds in the DIG Grant program after the initial
round were then open to any non-residential structure or business unit within the City-wide
Business District.



ANALYSIS:

During its June 12" meeting, the City Council instructed staff to re-evaluate the DIG Grant
program and make recommendations that would provide more opportunity for businesses
located outside of the Downtown Business District to apply for grant monies. Staff
presented those changes during the June 22™ Finance Committee Meeting and to City
Council during its Work Session on June 26". Council directed staff to provide more
information on Downtown Improvement Grants awarded, and to re-do its
recommendations and re-submit for consideration, taking into account Council's comments
made at the June 26" meeting.

Two documents are being included as part of this package:

1) Spreadsheet showing details of all Downtown Improvement Grants awarded by
Council since program’s inception.

2) Document detailing historical progression of changes/updates in the DIG Program
since the program’s inception.

Since inception of the program in 2013, twenty-four (24) Downtown Improvement Grants
have been awarded totaling $300,414.00. At least $771,504.71 has been invested in
downtown properties as a direct result of DIG Grants.

Of the twenty-four grants awarded for properties:

e Seventeen (17) remain occupied

e One (1) is unoccupied

e Three (3) are still in process of completion and have signed leases with
tenants (1 of these is not downtown)

e Two (2) are still in process of completion and don’t have signed leases with
tenants, but anticipate the renovations will help attract new tenants upon
project completion.

e One (1) is a duplicate property that received grant funding in two phases

In the first year of funding, the scoring rubric was not part of the DIG Guidelines. Scoring
was made part of the application process for the 2014-2015 fiscal year. Since scoring
began, seventeen (17) DIG applications have been granted using the rubric. Of those 17:

47.05% scored 50 points or more

17.65% scored between 40 and 49 points
17.65% scored between 30 and 39 points
17.65% scored less than 30 points

Staff recommends the following substantive changes/modifications to the Downtown
Improvement Grant Program for the 2017-2018 Fiscal Year and subsequent years.

e Designate $60,000 for Downtown Businesses; $20,000 for Businesses outside of
Downtown

e Create two separate competitive-based rounds of grant application whereby the
funds designated for Downtown and Non-Downtown business are awarded
separately. In these two rounds, grants must be reviewed/scored by at least three



individuals and receive a minimum average score of forty (40) points. The deadline
for Round 1 would be September 1; the deadline for Round 2 would be December
31.

e Create a third round of grant application whereby any remaining funds after the first
two rounds are combined and open for any application, inside or outside of
downtown. In this round, grants must be reviewed/scored by at least three
individuals and receive a minimum average score of thirty (30) points. The deadline
for Round 3 would be on a first-come, first served basis any time after January 1.

» Allow for work to commence prior to City Council approval of the grant application,
but after initial staff review and the application being deemed to be complete. Any
such work would be at the applicant's own risk with the understanding that staff
recommendation to City Council does not guarantee that the grant will be awarded.

o Clarify that an eligible project is one where the building or space must be vacant for
sixty (60) days prior to application.

¢ Include the Fire Inspector and ECDI Executive Director in the initial on-site review of
project.

e Remove from Eligible Projects: Roof repair and replacement.
e Add to Ineligible Projects: Roof repair and replacement and HVAC units.

The changes in these recommendations from the June 26™ recommendations are:
e Changing the minimum average score required in the first and second rounds to 40
points
e Removing the limiting of awarding of grants to the same individual/business entity to
once per 12-month period
e Clarifying statement that the Fire Inspector and ECDI Executive Director be
included in the initial on-site review for all projects

Staff feels a minimum score should be required in order for grant application to be
recommended to City Council for approval. The DIG program was developed with primary
and secondary goals, and the rubric was designed to reflect that. A project that has a new
tenant and lease can score points in the Occupancy and Job Creation Category (up to 50
points), as well as points in some or all of the other categories. A project to address safety
issues, improve downtown aesthetics and building facades, and/or extend the lifecycle of
historic buildings but doesn’t yet have a signed lease may only score up to a maximum of
50 points. A project can still be considered a viable and beneficial project for downtown
and/or the City and worthy of funding with a 40-50 point score.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

By motion, recommend that the City Council approve the recommended changes to the
Downtown Improvement Grant Program for the 2017-2018 Fiscal year and subsequent
years during the July 10" Council meeting.



City of Elizabeth City
Business Improvement Grant Program
Fiscal Year 2017-2018

Overview & Purpose

The City of Elizabeth City Business Improvement Grant (BIG) Program is a part of the
City’s goal to encourage economic development. The primary goal of the BIG
Program is to increase the occupancy of the City’s downtown. Secondary goals of the
program are: 1) to address safety issues; 2) improve the downtown aesthetics and
building facades; 3) and extend the lifecycle of existing historic buildings by
implementing appropriate design standards for the rehabilitation of historic
properties. Any non-residential structure or building unit approved by the City of
Elizabeth City Council is eligible for competitive funding from the City for building
improvements. The BIG program is sponsored by, funded and overseen by the City of
Elizabeth City Council, which may amend, adjust or eliminate the program at any
time. The grant award decisions of the Elizabeth City Council are final.

Scope

The Elizabeth City Council has allocated $80,000 for the Elizabeth City Business
Improvement Grant Program for Fiscal Year 2017-2018. $60,000 of these funds will be
designated for Downtown Businesses; $20,000 for Businesses outside of Downtown.
Grants will be judged on a competitive basis in Rounds 1 and 2. Grants received in
Round 3 will be awarded on a first-come, first-served basis. Award shall follow the
requisite public notice and hearing process.

Applications will be accepted annually during a prescribed application period as listed
below. At the end of this application period, City staff shall evaluate each grant
application based on a scoring rubric, which will evaluate need and demonstrate how
each application benefits the City’s Overview & Purpose Statement for the Grant
Program. The general timeline from application to decision, including the public
hearing process, is an estimated 45 days. Applicants whose application is denied may
resubmit an updated application in the second round of consideration.

ROUND 1
AMOUNT AVAILABLE




Downtown Business
$60,000

Business Outside of Downtown

$20,000

Application Deadline: September 1

Scored: Competively, in each category (if more than one grant application is received
in either respective category, applications are scored against each other). Grants
must be scored by at least three different individuals and must receive a minimum
average score of fifty-forty (56 40) points

Downtown Business Any monies not awarded from the original
$60,000.

Business Outside of Downtown Any monies not awarded from the original
$20,000.

Application Deadline: December 31

Scored: Competitively, in each category (if more than one grant application is
received in either respective category, applications are scored against each other).
Grants must be scored by at least three individuals and must receive a minimum
average score of fifty-forty (56 40) points.

ROUND 3 AMOUNT AVAILABLE

Any Business Any monies not awarded from Rounds 1
and 2 combined

Application Deadline: Any time after January 1

Scored: First-come, first-served. If multiple applications are received in amounts that
exceed the funding available, applications may either be competitively ranked against
each other or funded below the requested amount. Grants must be scored by at least
three individuals and must receive a minimum average score of thirty (30) points.

If an applicant {individual-er-business-entity)-is successful in receiving a grant, he or
she may not reapply for_the same type of grant for the same property anetherBlGfor

any-property-until twelve (12) months from the date of project completion, which is
defined as the date of final approval by the Building Inspector.

Grants are to be used only for commercial property. If the property is zoned for both
residential and commercial use, grant funds and the required matching funds may
only be used for the commercial property portion of the property.

Work must not commence on any projects seeking grant funds until such time as an
onsite group review has been conducted by City Staff and the grant application is




deemed to be complete. Any work begun prior to City Council approval of the grant is
at the owner’s own risk. Staff's recommendation to City Council in no way guarantees
grant approval.

Property and/or business owners are responsible for all necessary permits, proper
zoning and compliance with the City of Elizabeth City Unified Development Ordinance
(UDO), which includes Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) Certificate of
Appropriateness review (if applicable). Certificate of Appropriateness approval must
be received before a grant application is submitted to the City Council.

Tenants must have authorization from the property owner in order to apply for a
grant and for the improvements proposed for completion. If a property receives a
grant and the property is sold within thirty-six (36) months of the completion of the
grant, the amount of the grant must be repaid to the City of Elizabeth City by the
property owner. In order to be eligible, the building or space must be vacant for 60
days prior to applying for the grant. Upon receipt of the Business Improvement Grant
application, City staff, consisting of the Community Development Manager, the
Historic Preservation Planner (if a contributing historic property is affected), a Fire
Inspector, a Building Inspections staff member, and the ECDI Executive Director—{if-a
downtown-property-is—affected), shall visit each site with the applicant and discuss
the proposal with the property owner and/or tenant. At the time of site inspection,
City staff will note to the applicant any recommended site improvements. The grant
application may be adjusted accordingly, if the applicant agrees with staff
recommendation.




Program Criteria
Eligible Projects

Life Safety Code compliance renovations (permanent)

Commercial interior remodeling improvements (permanent)

Commercial site exterior/facade improvements

Improvements for compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) for

commercial properties

Installation, repair, and replacement of exit (exterior) doors and hardware

e Weatherization of building

e Removal of false fronts and additions that detract from a building’s
architectural or historic character (with photographic evidence)

e Repair, replacement or addition of exterior shutters and awnings/canopies

e Repair/replacement or installation of interior/exterior stairs, porches, railings
and exit facilities

e Repair or rebuilding of interior/exterior walls, including cleaning, sealing, tuck
pointing and painting

e Repair or replacement of window frames, sills, glazing, replacement of glass

e Repair or replacement of flooring

e Historic reconstruction, including storefront, door, or window repair, masonry
repointing, etc.

e |Installation of permanently affixed hardscape (such as stone or brick planters)

e Installation, repair or replacement of exterior signage and/or lighting (simple
sign changes are eligible but by themselves are given low priority)

e Mechanical work, including wiring, plumbing, insulation, mechanical
systems/climate control. All HVAC improvements must be with a unit of at
least a 15 SEER rating or better.

e Payment of permits and fees

Ineligible Projects

Structural additions

Residential structures

Real estate or building purchases

Furnishings and equipment purchases

Working capital

Inventory financing

Title reports and legal fees

Professional fees such as architects, engineers and attorneys
Labor provided by the applicant or tenant of the building incurred prior to
grant application apprevat being deemed complete by staff
e Landscaping




¢ _Interior cleaning, except that required as prep work for other eligible
improvements

e Extermination of insects, rodents, vermin and other pests.

e Roof repair and replacement

e HVAC units

Projects must support new and expanded business development or the creation and
retention of jobs in the downtown area.

Work must commence within thirty (30) days of the grant approval and be completed
within ninety (90) days from the date of approval, absent extenuating circumstances
as approved by the City Council. The applicant is responsible for obtaining all
necessary building permits from the City of Elizabeth City Inspections Department.

Upon grant approval, the applicant shall display a sign (provided by the City of
Elizabeth City) indicating participation in the BIG program. The sign must be
displayed either on the exterior or in the front window of the building for a period of
at least thirty (30) days after the completion of the project.

All projects are reimbursable grants. . Recipients must spend matching funds first,
and will be reimbursed for up to one-half of the grant funds at the time the Building
Inspector determines that the project is at the pre-approved project milestone plan
of seventy-five percent (75%) completion. Proof of matching funds being expended
will be required for grant funds to be reimbursed. Receipts for materials, supplies
and labor should be provided and itemized. Handwritten invoices/receipts are
discouraged and will require confirmation.

Photos of the project progression must be submitted to the Elizabeth City Planning
and Community Development Department every thirty (30) days with the first
submission being within ten (10) days after the project start date. Photos of the
project shall be provided to the Elizabeth City Planning and Community Development
Department at the time final reimbursement is requested. Final payment may not be
released until the permit has passed all necessary building inspections, if applicable.
A check in the amount of the matching funds shall be mailed directly to the grant
applicant.

Bids must be provided by licensed contractors. Two quotes must be provided with
each BIG application. Quotes must include a complete description of the proposed
work. These quotes must comply with the following criteria:

Itemized for each element of repair, replacement, and/or reconstruction
Specify any materials to be replaced

Provide a before and after sketch if facade or footprint is proposed to change
Provide separate quotes for each facade or unit, if applying for more than one




All grant award funds are dollar for dollar matching grants. The maximum annual

grant any business or property owner may receive per property is $20,000.00.
Examples are:

e Applicant Match: $2,500 Grant Award: $2,500
e Applicant Match: $20,000 Grant Award: $20,000

The minimum grant award shall be $2,500.

Application Requirements

In order to be considered for a grant, a complete application must be submitted to
the City of Elizabeth City Planning and Community Development Department, 3™
Floor, A. P. Midgett Building, 302 E. Colonial Avenue, Elizabeth City, NC 27909. A
complete application shall include:

e Pre-Application consultation with the Community Development Manager and/or

City Manager to determine funding availability and project qualification

Application

Proof of Commercial Lease (if applicant is not property owner)

Before photos, preferably in digital format

Itemized bids from at least two (2) licensed contractors, including supplier cost

estimates with at least one (1) local bid. (A bid is considered local if provided

by a contractor with a business office located in Pasquotank County.)

e Project timetable

e Inspection reports from the City of Elizabeth City Inspections Department and
Fire Marshal, if applicable

e Approval by the Historic Preservation Commission for the project, if applicable

e Approval from property owner (if applicant is not property owner)

New Businesses must also provide:

Copy of signed lease agreement

Verification of Commercial zoning and/or land use
Copy of Business Plan

City of Elizabeth City Business Registration
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History of City of Elizabeth City Downtown Improvement Grant Program

August 2013 — City Council approved the Business Improvement Program (BIP). The primary benefit of the program was
the rebate of incremental increases in property taxes for businesses. Due to the likelihood that downtown business
renovation would not benefit from the BIP program, staff developed a grant program specifically designed for the
downtown area.

October 24, 2013 - First Draft of the downtown-specific program was presented to Finance Committee. Staff was
instructed to meet with stakeholders to discuss.

November 20, 2013 — Revised draft of the downtown specific program was presented to Finance Committee.

November 25, 2013 — Downtown Improvement Grant Program Guidelines presented to City Council.
Primary Purpose: To address safety issues and improve aesthetics of downtown. All eligible projects related directly to
improving the overall condition of properties. Main focus is Life Safety Code Compliance, ADA compliance and repairs to
electrical, plumbing and mechanical systems, and necessary structural repairs.
Structure of Grant Program: Dollar for dollar match; Reimbursable; First come-first served.
Amount in Grant Fund: $80,000
Source of Funding: Aviation Park Construction Account
Maximum Grant Amount: $20,000
Minimum Grant Amount: $2,500
Application Period: December 1, 2013 through May 10, 2014 by 5:00 pm on 23™ day of each month.
Primary Grant Parameters:
Applicant may be tenant or property owner
Limited to commercial properties
Reapplication allowed if denied
Recipient may not reapply for 12 months from date of project completion
Work may not commence until approved by Council
Grant repaid to City if property sold within 36 months of completion of grant.
Itemized bids from at least two licensed contractors, one local.

e Projects must support new and expanded business development or the retention of jobs in the downtown area.
Scoring: No scoring rubric was part of the initial program.
City Council Action: Approved as submitted. City Council discussion as recorded in minutes follows.
Downtown Improvement Grant Discussion by City Council — November 25, 2013 City Council meeting:

e. Consideration — Approval of City of Elizabeth City Downtown Improvement Grant Program and adoption of Budget

Amendment transferring 580,000 from the Aviation Park Fund Balance Appropriated to the Downtown Improvement Grant
Program as seed money.

Mayor Peel requested that Mr. Olson provide background information for this consideration.

Mr. Olson reported that in August 2013, the City Council approved the Business Investment Program; and during discussions
regarding the approval of that policy, staff informed the Council that the primary benefit of that program was the rebate of
incremental increases in property tax, which would not work for a downtown renovation program. He said that City staff
was charged with developing a separate grant program specifically for the downtown area, which was being presented for
their consideration during this meeting. He informed the Council that the draft program was first discussed with the Finance
Committee during their meeting on October 24, 2013, and the Finance Committee instructed staff to meet with the
stakeholders to insure the program would meet their needs. He stated that after staff received input from the stakeholders
meeting, the grant program was modified to include some of the stakeholder concerns. He advised the Councilors that the
amended draft was presented again to the Finance Committee and the committee recommended approval at this time.

Mr. Olson provided highlights of the program and its potential funding source for the Council.

Councilman Walton inquired as to the makeup of the stakeholders involved in the discussion. Mr. Olson responded that the
group included Doris Johnson, Councilman Tony Stimatz, Debbie Malenfant, Zack Robertson, Wayne Harris, Rebecca Cross,
and Lenora Jarvis-Mackey among others. He stated that he had a list available for Councilman Walton’s inspection, if
needed, as he could not recall every name at that time. Councilman Walton asked Councilman Stimatz if he owned



property downtown, to which Councilman Stimatz responded that he did. Councilman Walton alleged that to be a conflict
of interest and stated “we put people in positions to get a yes vote and look out for themselves”. He stated that it was his
opinion that was not a good way to do things and further commented that he saw what Mr. Rivers was talking about. He
said there was so much conflict of interest on this Council, it was a shame. He stated that Gregg Shoes and Chesson had
closed and the City did not give them any money to stay.

Councilman Donnelly pointed out that the two examples used by Councilman Walton, being Chesson and Gregg Shoes,
involved closings due to the retirement of the owners and not because of a business issue. He asked Councilman Walton if
he had other suggestions to help the downtown grow. Councilman Walton stated that the Council should look through the
1,600 surveys that had been completed and the Council might find something.

Councilwoman Baker stated that she firmly believed the program would work. She pointed out that she had been a long
supporter of historic preservation and certainly of downtown. She stated that $80,000 would give a minimum of eight
buildings some funding and she looked forward to a time when grant money could possibly be found to “up the S80,000 to
$100,000 or $200,000” and have a downtown like everyone dreams about. She said that the City has a waterfront
downtown and was not doing anything with it except to find every negative thing in every possible way to “dis” our
downtown. She said she would like to see the downtown built up and for everyone to recognize the value of the
infrastructure in the downtown and its core buildings. She stated she thought the program was a great start and that
people will use it well. She pointed out the number of supporters that appeared before the Council during the Public
Comment portion of the meeting as indicative of the public’s interest in the program.

Councilman Walton stated that he was not “dis-ing” downtown, he just wanted the money spread around to all four wards.
He stated that he could not see how fixing up buildings for property owners was going to bring people downtown. He said
that the City was not looking out for the business owner, because he could leave “the next day and the property is still there
- fixed up”.

Motion was made by Councilman Ray Donnelly, seconded by Councilwoman Jean Baker, to approve the City of Elizabeth City
Downtown Improvement Grant Program for Fiscal Year 2013-2014 as presented. Those voting in favor of the motion were:
Baker, Donnelly, Hummer, Stimatz, and Hill-Lawrence. Against: Walton. The motion carried.

March 10, 2014 — Proposed Amendments to Downtown Improvement Grant Program Guidelines presented to City
Council.
Substantive Recommended Changes:

Expanded purpose statement focused on improving occupancy of vacant buildings as primary goal; improving
safety and aesthetics of properties as secondary goal.

Require that buildings be vacant for 60 days unless property owner has lease in hand for building.

Application not allowed to proceed until City staff inspects property and discusses application with property
owner.

Reduce roof repair and replacement eligibility to 30% of grant amount.

Require any HVAC improvements to be rated at least 15 SEER or better

Prescribed application period with September 1* deadline; Any monies not awarded by October 15, considered
on first-come, first-served basis.

Scoring by staff of all applications; scoring tied to grant “Overview & Purpose Statement for the Grant Program”
After initial cycle, any remaining funds awarded on first-come, first-served basis.

City Council Action: Tabled, pending additional work by staff. City Council discussion as recorded in minutes follows.
Downtown Improvement Grant Discussion by City Council — March 10, 2014 City Council meeting:

a. Consideration — Proposed Amendments to Downtown Improvement Grant Guidelines

Mayor Peel recognized Mr. Olson for an overview of this item. Mr. Olson explained that the Finance Committee had
suggested several changes to the guidelines for the Downtown Improvement Grant Program (DIG) during their March 6,
2014 meeting. He referred the Council to the DIG policy provided with the agenda. Recommended changes now include an
expanded purpose statement that focuses on improving occupancy of vacant buildings as a primary goal, and improving
safety and aesthetics of the properties as secondary goals. Also included is the requirement that buildings must be vacant
for 60 days unless the property owner has a lease in hand for the building. If the owner has a lease agreement in hand, this
vacancy requirement is waived. Her further explained that City staff must inspect the property and discuss the grant
proposal with the property owner before the application moves forward; roof repair and replacement will become an
eligible project at no more than 30% of the grant amount; and any HVAC improvements must be with a unit of at least a 15
SEER rating or better. Scoring by staff of all applications will occur after an open application cycle, with any funds left being
awarded on a first-come, first-served basis much like the process for Community Support Grants.



Councilman Stimatz noted that the guidelines do not make clear if grant proceeds may be used for existing tenants. He
commented that he did not think existing businesses should be ruled out, but that the scoring rubric could be used to apply a
lesser weighting for a property with an existing tenant. In addition, he pointed out that the purpose statement should
provide a more clear definition of “occupancy” as “retail occupancy” to exclude residential properties from the program.

Councilwoman Baker also expressed concern regarding the apparent exclusion of existing tenant-occupied buildings and
noted that she felt facade grants are key to beautifying the downtown, even if the grant is for an occupied building.

Councilman Donnelly reported that he had received calls regarding the 60-day vacancy requirement; and he indicated he
thought occupied buildings should be eligible with a lower scoring applied to the application. He reiterated his support for
the 30% funding guideline on roof repair.

Councilman King noted that he felt awards to persons with multiple properties should be limited to allow for greater
participation. Mr. Olson responded that currently three or four individuals have a large ownership of properties in the
downtown, however the program has been designed to only allow one application during a twelve-month period based on
the particular property address. Mayor Peel responded that one way to address this concern is through the scoring rubric.

Councilman Spence commented that it appeared there was a great deal of confusion regarding the proposed changes and
stated that he felt the matter should be tabled until staff developed something concrete to be considered in order that
everyone has a clear understanding.

Councilman Stimatz agreed and noted that staff’s request was for the Council to provide direction. He inquired if the City
Manager would take a stab at designing a scoring rubric, to which Mr. Olson responded that staff would do so.

Mayor Peel noted that it should be clearly defined that the primary goal of the program is to fill empty spaces; but if a
property has an existing tenant, an application may be submitted for that property, with a lesser scoring weight being
applied.

Motion was made by Councilman Kem Spence, seconded by Councilman Ray Donnelly, to table the consideration of the DIG
program guideline changes pending staff’s additional work. The motion carried unanimously.

March 24, 2014 - Proposed Amendments to Downtown Improvement Grant Program Guidelines presented to City
Council in work session.

Substantive Recommended Changes (repeated from March 10, 2014 item above, plus added recommendations which
are bolded and italicized):

Expanded purpose statement focused on improving retail occupancy of vacant buildings as primary goal;
improving safety and aesthetics of properties as secondary goal.
Require that buildings be vacant for 60 days unless property owner has lease in hand for building. Clarification
added that owners of occupied units aren’t precluded from applying; however, applications for vacant units
will rank higher on scoring rubric.
Application not allowed to proceed until City staff inspects property and discusses application with property
owner.
Reduce roof repair and replacement eligibility to 30% of grant amount.
Require any HVAC improvements to be rated at least 15 SEER or better
Prescribed application period with September 1 deadline; Any monies not awarded by October 15, considered
on first-come, first-served basis.
Scoring by staff of all applications; scoring tied to grant “Overview & Purpose Statement for the Grant Program”
After initial cycle, any remaining funds awarded on first-come, first-served basis.
Scoring Rubric Added with 100 possible total points

a. Occupancy & Job Creation — 40 possible points

b. Life Safety Code(s) Compliance — 20 possible points

c. Exterior Aesthetics & Fagade — 20 possible points

d. Interior Remodel/Renovation — 20 possible points

City Council Action: Approved as submitted. City Council discussion as recorded in minutes follows.
Downtown Improvement Grant Discussion by City Council — March 24, 2014 City Council work session:

2. Consideration — Downtown Improvement Grant Program Guideline Revisions and Scoring Rubric:

Mayor Peel called on City Manager Olson for a review of this item.



Mr. Olson explained that during the March 10, 2014 Council meeting, the Council directed staff to revise the program
statement for the Downtown Improvement Grant Program (DIG) and to develop a scoring rubric to be used in evaluating
applications. He reported that the DIG program description had been modified to detail the Council’s desire to emphasize
occupancy of downtown buildings as the priority. In addition, he stated that the program’s Scope statement had been
modified to define that grant applications received from property owners/tenants of already occupied commercial
structures would be accepted, yet scored with a lesser weight.

Mr. Olson presented staff’s draft scoring rubric and explained the four main categories: Occupancy and Job Creation, Life
Safety Code Compliance, Exterior Aesthetics and Facade, and Interior Remodel and Renovation. He stated that the point
opportunities within each category are weighted, and together total the maximum points awarded of 100.

Mr. Olson reported that during the Finance Committee meeting held on March 21, 2014, it was suggested that the scoring
rubric should also include data regarding the comprehensive project being undertaken, not just the portion of the
improvements being funded by the grant. A new category was added to the scoring rubric by staff to incorporate this
suggestion.

Councilman Stimatz stated that Council had been clear that increasing occupancy and job creation within the downtown
were paramount. He said that when he reviewed the rubric, it did not appear enough weight had been given to the
Occupancy and Job Creation category. He reported that he made some changes in the point values for each section and in
some cases, moved some things together. He provided a copy of an amended rubric for the Council’s consideration of an
alternate scoring method.

Mr. Olson pointed out that during a previous discussion, the Council had considered using an open, competitive application
period and that any funding left after that process would be considered on a first-come, first-served basis. He commented
that the scoring rubric would be a more important tool to use during the competitive application period.

During a review of previously funded DIG applications scored using the new rubric, Councilman Stimatz made the point that
a business moving from one location in the downtown to another location in the downtown should not receive scoring
benefit for job creation; however, if a business is relocating to the downtown central business district from elsewhere in the
City, the job creation scoring benefit should apply.

Councilwoman Baker stated that she did not think an applicant should be penalized for choosing a non-local contractor.
Councilman Stimatz agreed that the focus was about business and job creation in the downtown, not about business for
people in the downtown, hence his reason for dropping that requirement in his revised rubric.

Councilman Donnelly stated that aesthetics and fagade improvements and life safety code improvements are critical to the
program, and he felt those requirements should remain in place — not just the jobs requirement. Councilman Stimatz
responded that both of those program goals are still a part of the scoring rubric; however, the possible points to be earned
were decreased in order to add more weighting for the occupancy and job creation component.

Motion was made by Councilman Tony Stimatz, seconded by Councilman Ray Donnelly, to adopt the downtown
improvement grant program summary and the amended rubric that he presented. The motion carried unanimously by
Baker, Donnelly, Stimatz, Brooks, Spence, Horton and King. Against: None.

July 14, 2014 - Consideration of Downtown Improvement Grants for FY-14-15.
Substantive Recommended Changes:

Any unencumbered funds as of March 31* be opened for City-wide applicants under the same guidelines and
scoring rubric as DIG program.
Projects inside City’s corporate limits would qualify after March 30"
If a qualified application for a business located in the Downtown Business District is received prior to any non-
downtown applications, it would be considered
Scoring Rubric Updated. Still 100 possible total points

a. Occupancy & Job Creation — 50 possible points

b. Life Safety Code(s) Compliance — 20 possible points

c. Exterior Aesthetics & Fagade — 15 possible points

d. Interior Remodel/Renovation — 15 possible points

City Council Action: Council’s consensus to proceed with the program as presented by staff. City Council discussion as
recorded in minutes follows.
Downtown Improvement Grant Discussion by City Council — July 14, 2014 City Council meeting:

e. Discussion/Consideration — Downtown Improvement Grants for FY 2014-2015



Mayor Pro Tem Hummer recognized City Manager Olson to provide the details of this item.

Mr. Olson reported that during the fiscal year 2014-2015 budget process, the Council funded the Downtown Improvement
Grant (DIG) program in the amount of $80,000. He reminded the Council that during the March 24, 2014 City Council
meeting, the Council approved revisions to the guidelines for the DIG program and created a scoring rubric. In addition, he
stated that the Council authorized a competitive selection process with applications for the first round of funding due on
September 1, 2014. Once the funds for the first round have been approved and awarded, all remaining funds up to $80,000
will be used to award a second round of funding.

Mr. Olson suggested that, in an effort to address comments made during both the City and County Public Hearings on the
Thompson Thrift Project, staff would propose that any unencumbered funds as of March 31, 2015 be opened for City-wide
applicants under the same guidelines and scoring rubric as the DIG program. He suggested that the City would advertise
that after March 30, 2015, all remaining funds would be available to be awarded to applicants with qualified projects inside
the City’s corporate limits, but outside the Downtown District; and a competitive round would be held for those funds. He
stated that City staff would utilize the existing rubric to rank these projects and the City Council would award funding up to
the amount remaining in the DIG program. He advised that if a qualified application for a business located within the
Downtown District is received prior to the Council approving awards for outside applicants, they would receive preferential
consideration.

Councilman Donnelly stated that when the Finance Committee discussed this proposal, all members thought it was a great
idea to make the money available at a certain point in time to everyone in the City.

Mayor Pro Tem Hummer commented that the program may need some changes in order to do this, since it was originally
designed for downtown businesses.

Councilman Donnelly stated that he thought the scoring rubric would take care of a lot of that, but some changes may be
needed. He said that staff could bring issues not covered before the Council for the Council’s decision.

Councilman Stimatz asked if the priority would be on creating new jobs for applications submitted by businesses outside the
central business district, to which Mr. Olson responded that it would. Councilman Stimatz commented that would be good
for incubators trying to get started and reiterated that the purpose of the DIG program is to create jobs.

Councilman King stated that he thought it was a good idea for the Council to extend the opportunity to everyone in the City
after March 31, 2015.

Hearing no further discussion, Mayor Pro Tem Hummer announced that the Council’s consensus was to proceed with the
program for fiscal year 2014-2015 as presented by staff.

August 22, 2016 — Consideration of Downtown Improvement Grants for FY-2016-17 presented to City Council in work
session
Substantive Recommended Changes:
e Designation of Priority Areas with associated application deadlines:
a. Priority 1 — Downtown District — Application Deadline September 15
b. Priority 2 — Ehringhaus Street Commercial Corridor — Application Deadline February 5
c. Priority 3 -- City-Wide Business District — Application Deadline May 1
e Addition of Public Hearing Process
e Addition of requirement that applications pre-considered by Community Development Manager or City
Manager
e Property Owner Authorization form changed from singular possession to plural possession
e Property Owner Authorization form changed to more specifically state requirements for repayment of grant if
property is sold within 36 months of grant payment
e Minor changes to scoring rubric made: deletion of “privilege license” reference in Section A and an update of
individual point values in Section D. The overall point values in each main section, A through D, remain
unchanged.
City Council Action: Motion to “just go with two priorities” approved unanimously. City Council discussion as recorded in
minutes follows.
Downtown Improvement Grant Discussion by City Council — July 14, 2014 City Council work session:

4. Consideration — Downtown Improvement Grant Program for FY2016-2017:



Mayor Pro Tem Hummer recognized Mr. Olson to provide the background for this request. Mr. Olson stated that staff is
requesting that the City Council “bless” the Downtown Improvement Grant Program, as well as the following agenda item -
the Community Support Grant Program - for fiscal year 2016-2017.

He noted that during the City Council retreat held in January 2016, members of the Council expressed a desire to expand the
Downtown Improvement Grant program universally throughout the City, while still giving the downtown area first priority.
He stated that staff had provided for fiscal year 2016-2017 a Priority 2 for applications from the Ehringhaus corridor to be
followed by the rest of the community as Priority 3 — in that order. He pointed out that staff had amended the program
guidelines in this manner to meet the Council’s desire.

Mr. Olson reviewed the three program documents: the Program Guidelines, the application, and the scoring rubric. He
noted the changes made in each to accommodate the Council’s desire to expand the program. He paid particular attention
to the three geographic priority areas: Priority 1 being the downtown area; Priority 2 being the Ehringhaus corridor and
Priority 3 being the rest of the City. He noted the funding deadlines for each. Mr. Olson advised that the School of
Government had advised that before the City can award any grants under this program, a public hearing must be held. He
noted that requirement would delay the funding process by two to three weeks.

Mayor Pro Tem Hummer stated that the program has a total allocation of $80,000 for the current fiscal year. Mr. Olson
noted that only 60,000 was left for the fiscal year, since a project approved during the last fiscal year had been paid after
the start of the new fiscal year.

City Attorney Morgan noted that a Councilor had raised the issue of repayment of the grant if the property is sold within a
36-month period. He advised that he would suggest adding a provision in the Property Owner Authorization section of the
application that requires execution of a note and deed of trust in favor of the City to insure that the debt was paid at closing.
He said the document could be structured in such a way as to have the payment come due three years from the date of the
grant funding.

Councilman Donnelly asked if Priority 2 applications and Priority 3 applications could be accepted with the Priority 1
applications. Mr. Olson stated that Priority 1 applications would be considered first; then Priority 1 and 2 applications would
be accepted; and finally, Priority 3 applications would have a 60 day time period toward the end of the fiscal year to apply.
Councilman Donnelly suggested that everyone should be able to apply “up front.” Mr. Olson stated that the purpose of the
Downtown Improvement Grant Program is to improve the downtown area, but if applications are not received from Priority
1 businesses, the funding would be open to others.

Councilman Walton agreed with Councilman Donnelly and stated that he felt Priority 2 and Priority 3 applications should be
combined. Mr. Olson stated that there was an emphasis placed during the earlier Council retreat by members wishing to do
something along the Ehringhaus Street corridor. He voiced no objection to changing that provision if the Council so desired.

Motion was made by Councilman Walton, seconded by Councilman Donnelly, “that we just go with two priorities.” Those
voting in favor of the motion were: Donnelly, Hummer, Stimatz, King, Horton and Walton. Against: None. The motion
carried unanimously.

August 22, 2016 — Consideration of Downtown Improvement Grants for FY-2016-17 presented to City Council
Substantive Recommended Changes:

e Same as above; however, Council did not approve changes to the actual DIG Program Guideline documents.
City Council Action: Approved the documents with the changes approved in the August 22, 2016 work session held
immediately prior.

Downtown Improvement Grant Discussion by City Council — August 22, 2016 City Council meeting:

d. Consideration — Approval of the Downtown Improvement Grant documents (added to the agenda as a housekeeping item
from the previous Work Session meeting.)

Mayor Pro Tem Hummer recognized Mr. Olson for his comments. Mr. Olson advised that the Downtown Improvement
Grant process had been thoroughly discussed during the Work Session,; and staff was directed to combine the Priority 2 and
Priority 3 areas in the program. He pointed out that the actual documents had not been approved during that discussion.
Motion was made by Councilman Rickey King, seconded by Councilman Ray Donnelly to approve the documents. Those
voting in favor of the motion were: Donnelly, Hummer, Stimatz, King, Horton and Walton. Against: None. Motion carried.
(Baker had not yet arrived.)



June 26, 2017 — Response to City Council Request for Changes in the Downtown Improvement Grant Program
presented in work session.
Substantive Recommended Changes:

Designate $60,000 for downtown businesses; $20,000 for non-downtown businesses and make funds available
at beginning of grant cycle to applicants in each respective category

Create two competitive-based rounds keeping any remaining funds in each respective category available for the
designated category of business

After the first two rounds, make any remaining funds open to any business regardless of location within the City
Require scoring by at least three individuals

Require a minimum average score of 50 points

Limit awarding of grants to the same individual/business entity to once per 12-month period

Allow for work to commence prior to City Council approval (at owner’s own risk)

Clarify that an eligible project is one where building/space must be vacant for 60 days

Include requirement that Fire Inspector and ECDI Director (where applicable) be included in initial on-site review
Remove roof repair and replacement from Eligible Projects

Add to Ineligible Projects: Roof repair and replacement; HVAC units

Rename the program “Business Improvement Grant” to reflect that it is no longer limited to downtown
businesses

City Council Action: Tabled, pending additional work by staff. City Council discussion as recorded in draft minutes

follows.

Downtown Improvement Grant Discussion by City Council - June 26, 2017 City Council Work Session:

Presentation/Discussion — Proposed changes to Downtown Improvement Grant Program:

Mayor Peel recognized ECDI Director Debbie Malenfant to begin the presentation.

Ms. Malenfant stated that for the past four years, the DIG program was geared toward improving downtown businesses,
with a total of 580,000 in available funding annually. She noted that recommendations were made by the City Council to
modify the program in order to incorporate more options for businesses outside the downtown area. She recommended
changes that would add three rounds of funding, with 560,000 available to downtown businesses and 520,000 available for
outside businesses. She stated that the first two rounds would determine grants based on the location of the business and
the third round would combine any leftover funds and be awarded on a first come, first served basis.

Ms. Malenfant continued that grants would be scored by a minimum of three individuals, requiring an average minimum
score of 50 points for the first two rounds. She noted that the third round would require an average minimum score of 30
points. She recommended that awarding of grants be limited to the same business entity/individual once per twelve month
period from the date of project completion. She further recommended that the City Council allow the work to commence
prior to approval of the DIG, but after it has been deemed a completed application by staff. She added this would be at the
risk of the applicant, since funding would not be guaranteed.

She noted that wording in the program was clarified to include: eligible structures must be vacant for 60 days, the Fire
Inspector and ECDI Director are to be included in the group required for initial review of the grant application, and removal
of roof repair and replacement and HVAC units from the eligible projects list. She stated that the Finance Committee
discussed renaming the project, possibly from DIG to BIG (Business Improvement Grant).

She added that the original DIG rubric gives a total of 100 possible points; but the new proposed rubric would allow for 10
bonus points that could be given by the City Council if the project helps the City Council meet its goals and objectives.

Councilman Donnelly asked if there was an average score from previous grants. Ms. Malenfant stated she did not have an
overall total, but noted that most that were approved during the current fiscal year scored between 40-45 points.
Councilman Donnelly opined that 50 points was too high of a score. Councilman Stimatz asked if the recommendation was
based on the owner of the property or for the potential business. Ms. Malenfant clarified that it was based on the owner.
Councilman Stimatz stated that he felt that was too restrictive. He suggested that the grant should be attached to the
business, not the owner. Ms. Malenfant suggested tying the recommendation to a lease, rather than just giving points for



having one. Councilman Stimatz stated he wouldn’t have a problem tying it to the signed lease. He added he wanted
businesses to flourish without unnecessary barriers.

City Manager Olson advised that the grant should be renamed, since it would no longer be limited to the downtown. He
opined that the Council might want to consider what it deemed a “small business.” Councilman Stimatz asked if basing the
determination on square footage might be beneficial. Mayor Peel noted that some national chains had relatively small
areas of square footage.

Councilman Stimatz opined that the ECDI Director should be included in all projects, not just applications for the downtown
area. He added that he was not ready to vote on the proposed amendments as they presently stood. He asked that the
guidelines for application be made less restrictive and also noted that he felt the scores for approved projects should not
drop below 50 points.

Ms. Malenfant pointed out that several recent projects would not have been funded if the City had required 50 points.

Councilman Stimatz stated he felt there must at least be a minimum score in the “public purpose” section. He reiterated
that he could not vote on the guidelines as they stood. He questioned whether the City could discriminate on public money.
City Attorney Bill Morgan noted that it could not. Councilman Stimatz pointed out that he felt there would be more issues
with franchises outside of the downtown than inside. Councilman Donnelly reminded the Councilors that it was ultimately
the Council’s decision to approve any grant, regardless of score.

Councilman Stimatz expressed concern that the way the DIG guidelines are written, there are too many limitations placed on
individuals that own more than one property or business. Councilman Horton stated that he was in accord; he noted that
the purpose of the grant was to promote the downtown area and create jobs, and that it should not matter how many
businesses someone owns if they meet the approved criteria.

City Manager Olson asked if the Council would consider a minimum score in “Occupation and Job Creation” instead of the
overall score requirements. Councilman Stimatz responded that he would like recommendations on that, based on the
historic numbers.

Motion was made by Councilman Tony Stimatz, seconded by Councilman Darius Horton to table action on the proposed
changes to the DIG Program until staff produced further responses.

Councilman Donnelly questioned whether or not most businesses funded by the DIG Program were still operational. Ms.
Malenfant indicated that she would need to research that answer. Mayor Peel commented that he felt the reason for the
DIG was to improve the infrastructure. He stated that even if a business has closed, the infrastructure has improved, which
increased the likelihood that another business would move in.

There being no further discussion, Mayor Peel called for the vote.

Those voting in favor of the motion were: Stimatz, Horton, Hummer, Baker and Donnelly. Against: None. Motion
carried.



