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BUDGET WORK SESSION
The City Council of the City of Raleigh met in Budget Work Session on Monday, June 10, 2013, 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




Councilor Mary-Ann Baldwin




Councilor John Odom




Councilor Randall K. Stagner




Councilor Russ Stephenson
Mayor McFarlane called the meeting to order at 4:06 p.m.  All Council members were present except Mayor Pro Tem Eugene Weeks and Councilors Thomas G. Crowder and Bonner Gaylord.
2013-2014 PROPOSED BUDGET – BUDGET AMENDMENTS APPROVED
City Manager Russell Allen pointed out staff had provided Council members with new budget notes responding to the various questions that had been asked at the last budget work session.  There was discussion on the budget notes and the following is a summary of unanswered questions or requests for additional information.
Budget Note #26 – Addendum to Cameron Village Vicinity Area Plan

City Manager Allen explained this is an addendum to Budget Note #26 discussed at the last work session.  Staff wanted to add the Work program to the note.
Mr. Stephenson said he appreciates staff providing a list of other staff-driven projects.  In reviewing the 2011 transportation bond, he noticed a couple of the items included are planning studies.  One is the Hillsborough Street Streetscape Planning from Gardner Street to Rosemary Street for $1M.  Another is the Blount Street/Person Street Corridor Study for $200,000.  It occurred to him that if the City finds itself in a position where it is difficult to find money for these extra projects that are one-time costs, like planning studies, it might work well to put them in the bond.  For example, there will be a lot of interest in moving forward the Cameron Village Study, and that might help build support in the community for the bond.  Likewise, if Council cannot find $700,000 to implement Phase 1 of the Blount Street/Person Street Corridor Study improvements (Mr. Stephenson referred to the end of Budget Note #42), adding those improvements to the bond might also gain support for the bond.  It is also a matter of timing.  Chief Planning and Economic Development Officer Mitchell Silver had advised him that if the Cameron Village Small Area Plan was included in the bond, it might not begin until the middle of 2014, which might not suit the community's or the Council's time frame.  Ideally, this Small Area Plan would be completed before a proposal for construction of the next 200-unit apartment building comes forward.  Mr. Silver indicated to him that might be a challenge, and Mr. Stephenson suggested the Council might need to think about the best way to fund this and time it.

Budget Note #27 – Technical Corrections to the FY14 Operating Budget
The Public Affairs – RTN Fund 130 revolving budget has been corrected to reflect anticipated year-end balance to support purchases of PEG (Public, Educational, and Government Access Channels) equipment.  It is part of shared revenues that come from the state, and use is restricted to public, educational, and government channels.  This correction changes the proposed budget numbers and therefore requires approval by the City Council.
Ms. Baldwin made a motion to approve the addition of the corrected dollar amounts in Budget Note #27 in the FY14 proposed budget.  Her motion was approved by Mr. Stephenson.  A roll call vote resulted in all Council members voting in the affirmative.  Mayor McFarlane ruled the motion adopted on a vote of 5-0 (Councilors Crowder, Gaylord and Weeks absent).

Budget Note #28 – FY14 Community Development Federal Grant Awards
City Manager Allen explained this also requires CC action to add amounts to the budget.  The Community Development Department has received final grant allocation amounts for the Community Development Block Grant, HOME Grant, and Emergency Solutions Grant programs from the federal government.  The FY14 proposed budget included an 8% reduction in the allocations from the FY13 adopted budget due to the uncertainty of federal funding.  The actual change from FY13 adopted budget was a 9% increase in CDBG, 4% increase in HOME, and 8% decrease in ESG.  The actual dollar amounts can now be included in the FY14 proposed budget.
Ms. Baldwin made a motion to approve the addition of the corrected dollar amounts in Budget Note #28 in the FY14 proposed budget.  Her motion was approved by Mr. Stephenson.  A roll call vote resulted in all Council members voting in the affirmative.  Mayor McFarlane ruled the motion adopted on a vote of 5-0 (Councilors Crowder, Gaylord and Weeks absent).
Budget Note #29 – Neuse Crossing Connection to Neuse River Trail Options
City Manager Allen stated that pursuant to Council's request, staff developed an alternate connection from the Neuse Crossing communities to the Neuse River Trail, and the estimated cost is $92,520.  The estimated cost of the original connection is $38,000.  Funding is currently not available for either option.  They are two physically different connections, and Mayor McFarlane asked about the difference between the two, including cost.
Senior Greenway Planner Vic Lebsock explained one option is to create a small bridge and footpath across a small waterway.  It requires some time to complete due to permitting requirements.  Staff looked at alternatives in case the time could be shortened, and the second option shortens the timeline because the stream is not impacted.  The alternative involves development of a ramp that would transition from ground elevation to the boardwalk platform elevation, a difference of approximately 30 feet.  To achieve the maximum 8% grade, which is the ADA outdoor recreation trail slope requirement, it will require 300 linear feet of boardwalk/ramp, which raises the price to $92,520.
Mr. Odom asked if adding this to the budget will require removing something else from budget, and the City Manager replied affirmatively.  Mr. Odom made a motion to add this to the budget.  Mayor McFarlane and Ms. Baldwin suggested this could be accomplished later, unless Mr. Odom knows where in the budget he would like to remove $92,520.  Mr. Odom agreed to wait.  There was no second to the motion.
Budget Note #30 – Dorothea Dix Park Annual Lease Payment

City Manager Allen said the City is not getting the best of cooperation with the North Carolina Department of Administration, as the leaseholder for the Dorothea Dix property, in determining what the state wants as retained premises per the agreement.  Based on preliminary conversations with the state, approximately $250,000 was included in the budget instead of the full lease payment of $500,000.  If the retained premises turn out to be what the state identified very early on in the process, which is buildings and parking lots, the City's lease payment would be $444,000 which results in a budget shortage of $194,000.  Staff identified this as a potential problem, but is not suggesting any budget adjustment at this time.  However, a lease payment must be made by the due date, and some judgment will have to be made with regard to the amount.  Staff is still trying to get better cooperation from the state.
There was no discussion.

Budget Note #31 – Restructuring of Payroll and Human Resources

The Finance and Human Resources Departments have restructured to transfer three Payroll Technician positions to the Human Resources/Benefits Division effective July 1, 2013.  These positions currently perform benefits and human resources-related duties in the Payroll Department.
There was no discussion.

Budget Note #32 – Pharmacy Benefit Manager Audit

During the June 3 budget work session, Mayor McFarlane requested an update on the Pharmacy Benefit Manager (PMB) audit process.  Budget Note #32 contained the audit timeline.  The audit was completed in May 2013.  It is in draft form and is being reviewed by a consultant.  City Manager Allen suggested issuing a Request for Proposals (RFP) for a new benefits manager.
Mayor McFarlane said it appears staff is creating an RFP for a new PBM.  Part of the previous discussion questioned the need for a PBM and whether a Pharmacy Benefits Administrator (PBA) could be hired instead, which is significantly less cost.  City Manager Allen replied a PBM may not be the lowest cost model available, but the City's Benefits Committee is having ongoing discussion of which of the two is of more fiduciary benefit to the City of Raleigh.  Most PBMs are the same model, and staff believes there is a better model available, whether it is a PBA or other source.  Chief Financial Officer Perry Allen stated the consultant is still under contract to give the City additional advice on PBMs versus PBAs.  City Manager Allen said the Benefits Committee will consult with the auditor about the best approach.  There is also discussion with the North Carolina League of Municipalities about their program.
Budget Note #33 – Summary of Employee Performance Reviews

This budget note is in response to Mr. Gaylord's question at the June 3 work session about the number of employees who receive a rating of "standard" or above on the annual performance evaluation.  The proposed budget includes funding to assess and improve the current performance management process.
Mayor McFarlane commented it appears all employees whose evaluations have been completed received a rating of "standard" or above.  Director of Budget and Management Services Joyce Munro confirmed that is the case, but pointed out that some employees have been terminated based on their performance as well.
Budget Note #34 – Greater Raleigh Convention and Visitors Bureau Partnership

Budget Note #34 is in response to Mr. Odom's question at the June 3 budget work session about the partnership between the Raleigh Convention Center and the Greater Raleigh Convention and Visitors Bureau.  The budget note addresses joint sales and marketing, the Business Development Fund, and the GRCVB budget.
There was no discussion.

Budget Note #35 – Solid Waste Services Code Enforcement Follow-Up

Budget Note #35 is in response to Mr. Gaylord's question at the June 3 budget work session relative to best practices and technology that could be installed in solid waste services (SWS) vehicles to allow the equipment operators to report code violations.  City Manager Allen said staff found there is technology available, but it relates only to SWS violations.  Staff believes there are potential safety problems in trying to expand such an observation and reporting program to include other code violations.  Staff found no benchmarked best practices.
There was no discussion.

Budget Note #36 – FY14 Route Improvements – Capital Area Transit

Budget Note #35 includes a breakdown of what the Short Range Transit Plan investment adds to Capital Area Transit (CAT) route improvements.
Mr. Stephenson asked if this is related to Budget Note #15, Potential Uses of Revenue Generated by a $1 Solid Waste Service Fee Increase.  The scope of services and the neighborhoods and routes are the same, but the supplemental $700,000 is for six months and this would be for a full year.  City Manager Allen replied affirmatively.
Budget Note #37 – Increased Staffing Family Violence Intervention Unit

At the June 3 budget work session, Council requested additional information about the Family Violence Intervention Unit.  In this budget note, Police Chief Cassandra Deck-Brown included information about the cost for adding detectives to that unit.  She also stressed the importance of prevention efforts that are part of the program; it is not just an investigative unit.
There was no discussion.

Budget Note #38 – Legislative Management and Board Agenda Software

City Manager Allen reminded the Council they had looked at this software before.  If Council decides this is a priority, staff would want to do an RFP.  To be fully efficient would require Council members, and members of other boards and commissions as well, to conduct business very differently, and he believes that is why Council chose not to move forward with this before.
Mr. Stephenson said his understanding is that this software would automate the agenda process in modules and Web-based form, but still produces a full back-up and would allow a person to  print the agenda and back-up if he or she did not want to review the documents on a computer.  Senior Enterprise Programs Manager Lou Buonpane confirmed the documentation could be printed.  He noted the biggest inefficiency at this time is the biweekly production of Council's agenda notebooks.  To get all the efficiency out of a system like this, everyone would need to work in it and from it, and no longer produce agenda notebooks.

Mr. Stephenson asked if the system contains report generators that generate the agenda and the backup once the agenda is completely produced.  Potentially, everything is coalesced in one or two large documents that could be printed.  Mr. Buonpane agreed, and pointed out the efficiency comes from not printing the document.  There is a significant expense involved as well.  Mr. Stephenson opined the efficiency is that the documentation is not assembled by hand.
Mayor McFarlane asked if staff had talked to any cities that use this type of software.  Senior Enterprise Programs Manager Buonpane said staff has not visited any cities that use it.  City Manager Allen added that given all the other technology projects staff is working on, this was not placed at the top of the list because the current system works well.  If Council desires, staff can assign this a higher priority.
Budget Note #39 – Remaining Budget Balances in Capital Projects
Budget Note #39 responds to Council's request for a list of residual funding or remaining balances in capital projects.  City Manager Allen said most of the balances get rolled forward at budget time.  Some balances are purposely held onto because flexibility is sometimes needed in other projects.  For example, if a project goes over budget for some reason, money from closed-out projects will be transferred to make it balance.
Mr. Stagner asked how much staff is planning to roll forward from the available budget.  Mr. Allen explained the monies are in capital projects and stay there until staff changes them and Council is presented with a budget transfer.  Staff is not planning to put these monies in a reserve or strategic balance fund.
Mr. Stephenson asked if staff would want some money in reserve for the Dix liability.  The City Manager replied possibly, but he does not consider the Dix project a capital liability, so it is probably not a good example.  The money would have to be used for a capital-oriented project.

After the remaining budget notes had been discussed, Mr. Stephenson returned to this budget note and asked if the $4,869,346 budget balance in capital projects is what remains in a typical year's budget and how it is handled.  Director of Budget and Management Services Munro replied it is important to know that a significant number of the projects that are part of that $4.9M total are planned unit developments with enterprise-related costs (water, sewer, stormwater).  With regard to flexibility in re-using funds for General Fund projects, the actual amount available is significantly smaller.  As projects close and staff gets ready for the next capital budget preparation year, they look at the amount of reserve resulting from closed projects and re-use a significant amount of those reserved funds to provide additional resources in that future budget year.  City Manager Allen added that if the monies are bond funds, staff usually waits until the bond funds projects are further along because there may be some later projects that need flexibility for changes to scope of work.
Budget Note #40 – Project Budget for PeopleSoft Maintenance Upgrade

City Manager Allen explained that Budget Note #40 provides the background, purpose, scope, objectives, and deliverables for all PeopleSoft maintenance upgrade projects as best they know at this time.  There are different stages for the projects.
Budget Note #41 – Project Budgets for CIP Technology Projects

Budget Note #41 provides the background, purpose, scope, objectives, and deliverables for all CIP technology projects as best known at this time.
Budget Note #42 – Blount Street/Person Street Corridor Study Phase 1

City Manager Allen said when this was discussed previously, staff had not captured all the costs associated with this project.  The cost estimate provided was $437,000 which is the cost of restriping.  Other elements included in the actual cost are design, mobilization, and contingency.  The projected cost for Phase I is approximately $700,000.
Ms. Baldwin said she raised this topic previously to be considered in the transportation bond versus the budget.  The City Manager said staff will capture that when they review the transportation bond projects to ensure it is identified as a potential bond project.

BUS CIRCULATOR SYSTEM – BUDGET NOTE REQUESTED

Ms. Baldwin said she had requested a potential study of a bus circulator system.  It is her understanding the R-Line will be studied in the downtown plan.  In light of all the development taking place in the City, especially in Cameron Village and North Hills, the Council might want to look at how traffic issues might be addressed in the Wake County Transit Plan through circulator systems.  Now that the City has a transit planner on staff, it would be good exercise to go through.  Things have changed since the Wake County Transit Plan was developed.  City Manager Allen said staff can prepare a budget note for the next work session.
Mr. Stephenson asked how circulator systems and additional transit services relate to the 10-Year Transportation Action Plan.  Transportation Planning Manager Eric Lamb responded discussion would be necessary, especially in terms of route research which is usually handled by the Raleigh Transit Authority (RTA).  Staff would be happy to work on this, but there would need to be coordination with the RTA, especially as to how this additional service would relate to the existing Short Range Transit Plan.  Relative to the 10-Year Transportation Action Plan, staff would be incorporating the assumptions of the current 10-Year Plan that is being coordinated through the County.  Staff can look at changes to those variables and add them to the 10-Year Plan if Council so directs.  The Transit Plan is somewhat of an accounting exercise is laying out anticipated revenues over the 10-year period in order to prioritize City transportation projects.  The impact of the Wake County Transit Plan on City services is primarily on bus service.  The remainder of the Wake County plan relates to commuter rail and light rail.
Mr. Stephenson asked if that was separate and distinct from another consultant activity moved up in last year's budget that was more of a strategic transit infrastructure study.  Mr. Lamb replied affirmatively.  Staff is moving forward now with an RFP for the Transit Technology Corridor Study.  That study looks at priority transit corridors that were identified in the Short Range and Long Range Plans and what types of transit technology are appropriate in the long term for providing transportation services in those corridors.
Mr. Stephenson asked how we can ensure that all those activities are coordinated.  Transportation Planning Manager Lamb responded from a capital standpoint, which is what the 10-Year Transportation Action Plan focuses on, if significant transit investments are going to be made, such as the New Bern Corridor Plan and moving forward with Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system there, and if the action plan is completed by the end of this year as anticipated, we will be running ahead of the Transit Corridors Plan.  The important thing would be to have placeholders for transit projects and the relative time frame for each project.  The Transit Corridors Plan will identify what types of technology are appropriate for each corridor, and the appropriate priority each of those corridors should be given for funding.
Mr. Stephenson asked how that would relate to Councilor Baldwin's concern about how growth is directing the City's attention toward places like North Hills and Cameron Village.  Transportation Planning Manager Lamb explained each circulator system is different.  It impacts the Short Range Plan in terms of what would be necessary with respect to bus acquisitions and what the appropriate routes and frequencies would be.  Ms. Baldwin said it would also affect whether or not the City would charge for the circulator systems, and Mr. Lamb agreed it would impact whether the City would have a free branded R-Line like it has now or a fare service.
Mr. Stephenson confirmed with Transportation Planning Manager Lamb that the transit planner and the strategic transit infrastructure study will be tied to the economic development benefits and the land use benefits, not just trying to relieve traffic congestion or encourage ridership.
Ms. Baldwin stated that addressing the circulator issue is different from the Corridor Study, and she is asking about circulator systems.  Transportation Planning Manager Lamb said the budget note will include the cost for bus acquisitions and operating costs for circulator systems.  Ms. Baldwin asked that it also include whether any studies are needed.  Mr. Stephenson said Council would like to make sure it is coordinated with the big transit picture.

BUDGET WORK SESSION – ANNOUNCED

Mayor McFarlane stated that Councilor Crowder has asked for an additional week to review the proposed budget.  The next budget work session is scheduled for Monday, June 17, at 4:00 p.m. in the Council Chamber.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, Mayor McFarlane announced the meeting adjourned at 4:39 p.m.

Leslie H. Eldredge

Deputy City Clerk
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