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BUDGET WORK SESSION
The City Council of the City of Raleigh met in Budget Work Session on Monday, June 4, 2012, at 4:00 p.m. in the City Council Chamber of the Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 West Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present.




Mayor Nancy McFarlane, Presiding




Mayor Pro Tem Russ Stephenson



Councilor Mary-Ann Baldwin




Councilor Thomas G. Crowder




Councilor Bonner Gaylord




Councilor John Odom




Councilor Randall K. Stagner




Councilor Eugene Weeks
Mayor McFarlane called the meeting to order at 4:06 p.m. 

City Manager Allen Russell explained the budget work session is conducted rather informally.  He would note the highlights of each budget note and many staff members were present to answer Council's questions.  If a question could not be answered at the table, the information or a budget note would be provided later.  Mayor McFarlane pointed out that Council will wait until the next budget work session to discuss the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) summary in detail.

The following items were discussed.

2012-2013 PROPOSED BUDGET

City Manager Russell Allen pointed out staff had provided Council members with detailed budget notes responding to the various questions that had been asked to this point.  He stated he would not go into detail unless Council had questions relative to some of the issues.  There was discussion on the various budget notes and the following is a summary of unanswered questions or requests for additional information.

Budget Note #1 – Capital Improvement Program (CIP) Summary
City Manager Allen stated Budget Note #1 contained an overview and highlights of the FY13 Capital Improvement Program (CIP).  A few changes had been made to the CIP that Council might have noticed.  Funded projects were included as usual, but staff also included categories of unfunded projects to provide a sense of the needs that are out there but that are not part of the CIP due to lack of funding.  For example, the capital maintenance plan for the Convention Center had been unfunded but now that Council approved the Eighteen Amendment to the Interlocal Agreement, it can be moved over to the funded category.  Another example is parks-related projects that are future bond referendum projects.  Those projects are unfunded because they have not been authorized, but they are included in the CIP.  Council will have a separate opportunity to go through the CIP.  Four projects Mr. Allen mentioned during the budget presentation will be covered in more detail in Budget Note #4:  Phase 1 of Critical Public Safety Facilities; Downtown Remote Operations Facilities Phase 1; some improvements for fire stations and land acquisition for same; and improvements to the Performing Arts Center.

There was no discussion.

Budget Note #2 – Status of Economic Reserve

City Manager Allen stated the economic reserve was established about four years ago during the recession, and staff provides Council with a status report each year.  The City had to release some capital projects over the years that could not be put on hold.  The fund still has a current balance of a little more than $10 million.  Budget Note #2 includes a list of projects that have been released or de-obligated, and a list of projects currently in reserve and remaining.  None of those projects are funded or recommended for release.  Staff recommends holding on to these reserves until the country gets out of this economy.  This is also a source of funding for the City's Charter Square obligation, should the City have to fulfill that obligation.

Ms. Baldwin asked how much that obligation is.  City Manager Allen replied it is not a finite amount, but could be in the $15 million range.

Budget Note #3 – Public Utilities Rate Model and CIP

City Manager Allen said staff spent a good deal of time with the Council on the utilities report from the Water Utilities Transition Advisory Task Commission (WUTAT) earlier in the year.  This demonstrates by the City's normal rate model, revenue sufficiency, and rate projection model the criteria necessary to meet AAA bond rating status.  This is exactly what Council has seen before and nothing different is recommended as far as rate increases.  On Page 3-3, in the FY 2013 preliminary budget, lines 16 and 17, the sewer rate increase is 15% and is consolidated into the sewer side, which was the recommendation.  Line 30, Parity Indebtedness, is the drive to one of the criteria and needs to be 2.0 or greater.  Staff projects it to be 2.13 in FY13.  Each of the other years across the chart show the City is barely above the minimum 2.0.  However, the sewer rate increase for that fiscal year on lines 16 and 17 is estimated at 14%, and drops down each fiscal year after that.  He pointed out that when the numbers are run at those rate increases based on the current projections of expenses and sales of water and sewer, the City still comes up short and will need additional revenue in years FY14 through FY17 based on those current projections.  Line 3 shows the additional revenues needed.

Mr. Odom said if the years were added together for a cumulative shortage, it appears there will be a shortage of $20 million or so for the next four years, even with the increases.  Mr. Allen confirmed Mr. Odom's supposition.

Mr. Stephenson asked what could be done to eliminate that shortfall.  City Manager Allen responded the Council could consider other rate increases or fees to supplement that.  For example, replacement fees for system assets have been discussed.

Mayor McFarlane noted that on Page 3-5, the Neuse River Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) capacity expansion totals approximately $100 million.  She asked when that debt would have to be incurred.  Public Utilities Director John Carman replied in high growth periods of time, the City would look at the need to upgrade the plant.  The process equipment is wearing out and needs to be replaced.  Many of those repair projects were wrapped into future planned expansions.  The Department is working with rate consultant Raftalis and WUTAT to develop recommendations for eliminating shortfalls, including some of the things the City Manager mentioned and also adjusting the rate tiers.

Construction Projects Administrator Aaron Brower of the Public Utilities Department explained the City is phasing the expansion over several years.  The plant is under Phases I and II expansion now.  Some debt will come on board in two years, and the subsequent debt will probably be in the next debt issues, which will be two years after that.

Mr. Stephenson said that during the Comprehensive Planning Committee, Utilities Director Carman had stated the Raftalis report was due in eight to 10 weeks.  Mr. Carman said that Raftalis report was for development fees, not rates.  Raftalis is performing projects for the City of Raleigh: results of tiered rates; development fees; and evaluation of whether stormwater should be brought into the Public Utilities Department.  He estimated the later two projects could be done within the next four to five weeks, but the development fees could take longer.  Mr. Carman anticipates bringing the information about tiers to the Council for consideration in November.  Mr. Stephenson asked how the replacement fees are being analyzed.  Utilities Director Carman explained they are not part of development fees, and will be brought to WUTAT first, then to the Council in November.

Mr. Stephenson asked if the city would have viable options so as not to get back into a shortfall.  Utilities Director Carman said it depends on how far the City can go down.  It is doing well in water efficiency and usage, but for five years, projected revenue exceeded actual revenue.  The Department is about 15% short on staff, but is trying to make the budget balance.  They should have about a year and a half of good data on usage patterns and should be able to make good, wise recommendations to WUTAT with alternatives, and WUTAT will be able to select one to recommend to Council.

Mr. Crowder asked if the City needs to reconsider Little River.  Public Utilities Director Carman explained the soft costs for developing a new project and very high and hard to calculate.  The City's next water source is very important, but Little River may not be the City's next water source at the end of the day.  Mr. Crowder said if not, that is a lot of money over the dam that has been spent.

Mr. Odom asked if it would be correct to say this is an almost $1 billion 10-year plan, with 40% of the money being spent on the Neuse River WWTP.  Construction Projects Administrator Brower responded maybe not that much, but a fair amount will be spent there.  The liquid train part, the 15-inch gig expansion is currently underway, and that is the first three years that one sees in the CIP.  The anaerobic digesters project allows the City to get away from its aerobic digesters program, which is a big energy consumer.  Not only will it increase the capacity of the solids train of the plant, but will give the City a more green plant.

Mr. Odom asked how many of the 10 items for the Neuse River WWTP plant will be done in the first three years.  Construction Projects Administrator Brower replied the first phase of the anaerobic digestion is currently scheduled for year five.  It is a $50 million project.  With regard to debt, staff is currently looking at SRF (State Revolving Fund) money for plant projects, which is low interest money, usually 2.0%, and does not fall under parity indebtedness with the 2.0% coverage ratio.  It falls into the 1.25% coverage ratio category.

Public Utilities Director Carman pointed out when he was hired a couple of years ago, the capital budget for 10 years for his department was $1.4 billion, and now it is in the $900 million range.

Budget Note #4 – General Debt Model

City Manager Allen noted that Page 4-3 contains the City's typical format for the General Fund debt model.  It reflects the current state of the City.  It includes all the revenues that are dedicated to the debt model, and the current debts that are authorized but not issued.  There are two criteria used to evaluate whether there is additional capacity:  (1) make sure the General Fund debt service does not exceed 15% of the General Fund budget (the City is usually in the 10% to 11% range), and (2) Fund Balance available in the debt model is maintained at no less than 50% of the annual debt service expenditures.  The very last line of the debt service model shows the percentage of ending balance to annual debt service expenditures.  Currently it is 115%.  It drops to 110% next year, and then continues to increase every year after that.  That means the City is paying off debt service and building fund balances when it is not issuing any more debt.  Mr. Allen stated this is what one would expect it to show.  Such high percentages give the City the capacity to consider other projects.  Rough estimates for four such projects that he presented to Council with the budget are listed on Page 4-1:  $41.1 million for Downtown Remote Operations Facilities – Phase I; $45.0 million for Critical Public Safety Facilities – Phase I, $17.6 million for Fire Facilities; and $17.7 million for Performing Arts Center – Capital Maintenance.  Page 4-4 shows the incorporation of that debt as needed and cash flowing it out.  Debt service never falls below 50%.

Mr. Odom said the $17.7 million for the Performing Arts Center is funded out of the Interlocal Agreement but goes on the City's report card, so to speak.  City Manager Allen said the last expansion of the Performing Arts Center was funded by some capital dollars from the Interlocal Agreement, but there is no commitment to fund the capital maintenance plan for the Performing Arts Center.  What was done was only for the Convention Center.  A significant number of needs have been identified for the Performing Arts Center, and this is a way to get started on those.

Budget Note # 5 – Enterprise Parking Fund Models – Operations and Debt Service

City Manager Allen stated the parking fund is under stress due to the economy.  The City built two parking decks, the Charter Square Deck and the Blount Street deck, to support the Highwood Project for the PNC Tower and the Sandreuter Project, but the projects associated with those decks have not been fully recognized yet.  He believes those revenues will recover, but it will take a number of years for them to do so.  The subsidy or underwriting for the general debt services has to go up to the $2 million range this year.  In subsequent years, that subsidy is likely to be closer to $4 million to $5 million.

Mr. Gaylord asked what is driving the operating expense increase in the parking fund from $5.49 million to $6.35 million in FY13.  He drew everyone's attention to the fourth line, Operating Expenses, on Page 5-3.  It is also reflected on Page 5-4, lines 31, 32 and 33.

Public Works Director Dawson replied he can get more information to Mr. Gaylord later, but drew his attention to the last line in the next to the last paragraph on page 5-2, which reads "The amount being expended for debt service in FY13 is not approximately 53% of the operating budget."  Mr. Allen said Mr. Gaylord is asking about operating expenses, not debt.  Mr. Dawson said there is also deferred capital maintenance that must be done.

City Manager Allen said staff will provide an answer to Mr. Gaylord at the next budget wok session.

Budget Note #6 – Customer Cost Charts

This chart compares the annualized costs for City services in Raleigh with local and regional peers.  It has been updated to reflect FY13 proposed taxes and fees.  City Manager Allen said the chart may change slightly.  The City is in a good position from a cost standpoint.

There was no discussion.

Budget Note #7 – Summary of FY13 General Fund Reductions and Additions

City Manager Allen said Budget Note #7 is a quick and easy way for the Council to look at items in the budget, more details of cuts that were made, expenses and the ways the City is doing things differently.  For example, on Page 7-2, the last listing under Agency and Special Appropriations is "Reserve – Open Data Catalog (As requested by Council)" in the amount of $50,000.  This is a new program that has been added as a cost.  This provides a quick summary of the cost for staffing and major additions to or deletions from the budget.

Mr. Weeks noted that on Page 7-3, under Human Resources, the tuition reimbursement is going down for City employees.  Also, under Community Services, there is reduction in funding for Raleigh Neighborhood Exchange and VIVA Raleigh.  He would like further discussion on about eight items in this budget note.

City Manager Allen replied there are many decisions to be made when balancing a budget and Department Heads had to reduce programs of value in some instances.  The City does not have additional revenues but has a lot of needs.  These programs are not being deleted; rather, a little funding was taken away.  He pointed out that Neighborhood Raleigh Exchange typically raises a lot of its own private funds.

Mr. Odom asked if the $150,000 reduction in technology costs for Planning and Development for printing, cell phones, etc. was a result of new technology the City is installing and using.  Mr. Allen replied that reductions in this Budget Note resulted from new technology, contract re-negotiation, or a lot of competition that has driven costs down.  He is not sure which caused the reduction for this item, but will find out.

City Manager Allen pointed out a correction for Page 7-5 under Solid Waste Services.  The reduction in after-hours dead animal collection should be $20,000, not $200,000.

Mr. Crowder asked for a general description of "other budget deductions" that showed up in places on this Budget Note.  Budget and Management Services Director Joyce Munro replied they could be anything, but basically are a number of small items that add up cumulatively to something of note.

Budget Note #8 – Parks and Recreation's Facility Opening Schedule and Budget Impact

City Manager Allen remarked that even though times are difficult, the City has some great facilities coming onboard, but this puts pressure on the budget.  Approximately seven positions need to be added to Parks and Recreation.

Mr. Gaylord confirmed with Mr. Allen there will be greenway openings in addition to this list of facilities as well.

Budget Note #9 – Employee Benefits

City Manager Allen explained this Budget Note is a summary of changes that affect City employees such as health benefits, merit pay increases, petty leave, supplemental retirement, and tuition reimbursement.  Last year the City eliminated the award for service for employees hired on or after July 1, 2011.  No further changes are recommended in that program this year.  There are no changes recommended for supplemental retirement.  Staff is recommending a change in petty leave to allow the use of four hours at time instead of the current maximum of two hour increments.  The health care cost program is not changing for employees.  The City is absorbing half the cost of dependent coverage increase.

Mayor McFarlane said she saw that insurance costs went up 9% this year.  She asked if anyone knew how that compares to the industry standard or average the past year.  Budget and Management Services Director Munro replied that is below trend.  The City had exceptionally good performance this past year.  Additionally, the programs chosen by the employees helped drive down costs.  The City's wellness initiatives probably affected costs as well.  City Manager Allen noted the City has a health trust fund that is in good shape and is tracking well.

The City Manager explained the merit pay increase is salary-oriented.  A little less than $3 million is targeted for merit pay.  On September 1, 2012, $1,000 will be payable to all employees.  The employee must be employed by the City one year in advance of that date, and have a performance evaluation of satisfactory or above to receive the increase.  If an employee is maxed out at his/her salary range, he/she will get paid a one-time lump sum, but that lump sum still counts toward the employee's ultimate retirement benefit.

Mr. Gaylord asked the City Manager to provide him with the percentage of employees that historically receive a satisfactory or above performance evaluation.

Mr. Weeks confirmed with City Manager Allen that any employee maxed out at his or her salary range will receive the $1,000 as a lump sum compensation, but the employee's salary would not change.

Mr. Stagner said he likes what he sees here, but he would like to see the end results around October 1, i.e., the number of satisfactory ratings, and how much money actually went out. 

Mr. Stephenson asked if this is incentive for an employee to seek promotion to the next grade if he/she is at the top of his/her pay grade.  The City Manager replied that promotions usually come for people as they progress through their grades.

Budget Note #10 – Operational Efficiencies Summary

City Manager Allen explained this is a summary of operational efficiencies that are built into the budget.  Most of these were reviewed with the Council during the year.

Mr. Crowder asked about the overall savings.  Mr. Allen said he does not know the overall savings on all these items and it would not be possible to provide a number because so many are difficult to track, such as technology savings.

Budget Note #11 – Council Salaries and Benefit Increase

City Manager Allen noted the proposed budget includes a $5,000 salary increase for all Council members and allows Council members to participate in the City's health and dental insurance plans.

There was no discussion.

Budget Note #12 – Revenue Indexing and Facility Fees

City Manager Allen explained there is annual adjustment of development fees, fire prevention fees, permit fees based on the Consumer Price Index, and facility fees based on the Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index.  They are incorporated into the proposed budget.

There was no discussion.

Budget Note #13 – Common Revenue Multipliers

The City Manager said this Budget Note shows that every penny of property tax yields $4,972,828 in revenue, and every dollar of solid waste refuse pickup fee yields $1,387,344 of revenue.

Mr. Odom asked if almost $10 million new dollars of revenue generated by the proposed tax increase of 0.9 cents will come back.  City Manager Allen replied affirmatively and said the money will be dedicated to debt service.

Budget Note #14 – User Fee Study

City Manager Allen said as staff worked through the budget process, one of the things they revived in their working groups was the idea of looking at user fees over the next year, benchmarking them against best practices in other cities, and looking at the City's cost recovery.  A consultant with experience in user fees will be hired to assist.  There is nothing that requires Council action.  Some funding will be required, but staff proposes to do a rollover in the current budget for the consultant's fees.  The scope of work is not finished, but it is important to look at user fees over a year.

Mr. Stephenson asked if this study is separate from the Raftalis study in the Public Utilities Department, and Mr. Allen replied affirmatively.

Budget Note #15 – Analysis of Construction Review and Permit Fees

City Manager Allen stated that Council sometimes asks staff to look at development-related fees.  Staff performed that analysis this year and found that the City is not fully recovering those costs.  Proposed for consideration is that if Council would consider a 15% increase in those fees across the board, approximately $700,000 in new revenue would be generated.  The 15% increase is not built into the proposed budget.  Only the indexed amounts are included in the budget.

There was no discussion.

Budget Note # 16 – Solid Waste Services as an Enterprise

City Manager Allen said the proposed budget moves Solid Waste Services from the General Fund to an Enterprise Fund.  It is a distinct service provided for a specific fee, and staff believes it is necessary to track direct and indirect costs.  Staff has attempted to show percent recovery in a static state.  The City is only recovering 58% of costs of Solid Waste Services, which means the General Fund is subsidizing the balance.  There is no fee increase for Solid Waste Services proposed in this budget, but a strong case could be made for a revenue increase and it makes sense from a cost recovery point of view.

Mr. Crowder pointed out the cost comparison in the agenda packet and asked if other cities subsidize Solid Waste Services or if they are 100% cost recovery.  Mr. Allen replied staff does not know.  Mr. Crowder said he would like to have those figures.  He cannot imagine a lot of the municipalities on Page 16-3 are recovering 100%.  Mayor McFarlane asked if staff was looking at that.  City Manager Allen responded it would be helpful for staff if Council were to state it is worthy to have a long-term goal, wants to look at this each year, and would like to incrementally increase this.  This will be an enterprise fund in the proposed budget.

Mr. Stephenson commented this is an opportunity to look at other pay-for-use and waste reduction strategies, such as customers paying based on weight or number of bags.  It is also an opportunity to reduce waste production.  City Manager Allen said staff had looked at some of those systems when the City switched to rollout carts for recycling, and the Council decided that even though there were some pluses, there were also negatives, such as the bags sitting on the street, dogs tearing into the bags, etc.  The Council wanted to make recycling as convenient as possible for the City residents.  Mr. Crowder agreed that alternatives should be looked at if fees were going to be raised.  Mr. Allen reminded the Council this is for all three services – yard waste, recycling and solid waste pickup.

Mayor McFarlane said it would be helpful to have staff look at different opportunities for a five-year program to get closer to 100% recovery.

Mr. Stephenson asked if recycling is a revenue generator.  Mr. Allen said it is a significant revenue generator; the City has a contract whereby it gets paid $60 per ton.  However, this does not fully recover costs.

Mr. Gaylord asked if the word "nets" toward the end of the fourth line in the first paragraph on page 16-2 should be "grosses."  The City Manager told him he is correct.

Budget Note #17 – Deferred Capital Maintenance Projects and a $1 Solid Waste Service Fee Increase

City Manager Allen stated adding $1 to the Solid Waste Service Fee generates about $1.4 million in revenue.  There are seven capital maintenance projects he recommends if Council decides to increase the Solid Waste Service Fee by $1:

Raleigh Fire Department
Replacement of three fire engines
$   313,356

Fire Station Building Systems
Change out HVAC systems at various
     125,000


     station locations

310 West Martin Street
Elevator replacement project
     300,000

Lake Johnson Park
Replace the greenway bridge (#75)
     109,800


     at the spillway

Roberts Park Community Center
HVAC and controls
     255,000

Optimist Park
Test ballfield transformer for PCB and replace
     125,000

Eastgate Park
Lighting replacement project near pond area
     150,000
TOTAL

$1,378,156

There was no discussion.

Budget Note #18 – Agency Update

City Manager Allen said this is the typical agency funding which shows the Arts Agencies funding, Human Service Agencies funding, and Other Agencies funding.  It shows the various distributions by the boards and agencies that make those recommendations.  Everything funded in Arts and Human Services this fiscal year held whole for the next fiscal year.  The Arts funding rate at $4.50 per capita will increase because the population is increasing.

Mayor McFarlane noticed the Arts funding moved the North Carolina Ballet ($100,000), African-American Cultural Festival ($75,000), and the North Carolina Symphony ($200,000) out of the per capita, but left $150,000 for the Ballet coming out of the per capita.  She thought that was moving to the General Fund this year.  Mr. Allen said he knows the Arts agencies would like that to happen, and some Council members had mentioned it as well, but he does not remember getting instructions from Council to do that, so he did not include it in the budget.  Essentially that would provide an extra $150,000 to the Arts Commission on top of its per capital funding, and he did not feel he could make that recommendation given the cuts that other agencies have taken in this budget.  Mayor McFarlane said the Arts Commission thought the Ballet was going to transition to the City budget, and therefore made grants recommendations based on the $150,000 not coming out of Arts grants.

Mr. Gaylord asked if there is a way to look back at the history of that discussion to have clarity as to what that expectation was.   His recollection was the same as the Mayor's.  Mr. Allen said he will check the Council minutes for anything related to that.

Mr. Crowder said this is guaranteed out of the per capita rather than a grant.  That is not equitable to all the other people who apply for a grant.  Council is trying to reverse that action so the Ballet does not have a guaranteed per capita slot.

The City Manager pointed out the net result of the Mayor's proposal is to add $150,000 to the General Fund that is not in the proposed budget.  To do that would require another revenue source or another cut in the budget of $150,000.

Budget Note #19 – Adjustment to Arts Agency Allocations

City Manager Allen stated this is a detailed disclosure.  One of the agencies that the Arts Commission recommended for funding out of the Arts grants has closed.  The money will be put in a reserve account until the Arts Commission makes a recommendation for reallocation of the funds.

There was no discussion.

Budget Item #20 – Greater Raleigh Convention and Visitors Bureau Budget.

City Manager Allen said this budget must be approved by Council as part of the budget process, and the organization's report was included in the packet.  There was no discussion.

Budget Note #21 – FY13 Grants Program Update

City Manager Allen reported the City does a good job of obtaining grants and using them properly.  Staff has been reorganized to result in an even more robust grants management program.  Proper planning and coordination among departments provides better assurance the grants are being administered properly.  No Council action is required.  There was no discussion.

Budget Note #22 – Parks and Recreation Partnership With Bridge II Sports

City Manager Allen said the Council had requested this as the result of a Request and Petition of Citizens from Bridge II Sports.  It is an organization the City has partnered with previously.  Bridge II Sports provides special recreation services and requested an allocation from Council.  They have been funded previously through the City's grants process; however, they are a Durham-based organization so they do not qualify under the Human Services grants.  Council provided the background as requested by Council.

There was no discussion.

Budget Note #23 – Sustainability Initiatives Savings/Return on Investment

City Manager Allen said Mr. Crowder had requested this information.  There was no discussion.

Budget Note #24 – Lineberry/Sierra Drive Park

City Manager Allen said Mr. Crowder had requested this for today's meeting.  This is a park the City acquired about two and one-half years ago for a neighborhood park.  Mr. Crowder asked for a cost estimate for initial planning of that park, and staff's reported provided the background about the status.  Staff is in the process of developing the System Integration Plan (SIP) for the property, which is the first step after land acquisition.  It will cost about $125,000 in FY14 for a master plan process per the recently adopted "Public Participation Policy for Park Planning."  That funding is in the proposed CIP but is unbudgeted.

There was no discussion.

BUDGET NOTE REQUEST – ADDITION OF TRANSIT PLANNER POSITION – JUNE 11, 2012 BUDGET WORK SESSION
Mr. Stephenson requested a Budget Note for the next budget work session regarding the addition of a transit planner.  He noted that earlier in the year, Council voted to support the Wake County transit referendum and funding growth and economic goals in Raleigh.  In anticipation of the passage of that referendum, Mr. Stephenson proposed a Budget Note estimating the cost to hire a senior transit planner.  This employee would be the first dedicated transit planner in Raleigh and would be hired to take the services outlined in the Wake County Transit Plan and move them forward to implementation.  Mr. Stephenson asked the Council members to take a longer term look at transit investments in connection with Item #29 on page 72 of the CIP, which reads:

Transit Technology Corridor Study

$150,000

This project will provide funding for a study of multimodal streets in Raleigh as documented in the 2030 Comprehensive Plan to identify the appropriate transit strategy for each corridor.  Possible scenarios include consideration of new Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and modern streetcar systems.

BUDGET WORK SESSION – ANNOUNCED

Mayor McFarlane announced that the next budget work session is scheduled for Monday, June 11, at 4:00 p.m. in the Council Chamber.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, Mayor McFarlane announced the meeting adjourned at 5:17 p.m.

Leslie H. Eldredge

Deputy City Clerk
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