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COUNCIL MINUTES
The City Council of the City of Raleigh met in a work session at 11:30 a.m. on Tuesday, October 21, 2014 in Room 305 of the Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 West Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present:

Mayor Nancy McFarlane

Mayor Pro Tem John Odom

Councilor Mary-Ann Baldwin

Councilor Bonner Gaylord

Councilor Wayne Maiorano

Councilor Russ Stephenson

Councilor Eugene Weeks

Mayor McFarlane called the meeting to order at 11:35 a.m.  All Council members were present.
Public Works Director Carl Dawson introduced Blair Hinkle, the new Stormwater Division Manager, and provided highlights of his education and experience.

City Manager Ruffin Hall announced the first topic for discussion is City agency grant funding, with staff providing an update and sharing information about continued improvements to the appropriation processes.  Staff will provide options for Human Services grant funding and will request Council feedback as these options are considered.
CITY AGENCY GRANT FUNDING – INFORMATION RECEIVED
Grant Program Administration Manager Kirsten Larson distributed copies of the Human Services Agency and Arts Agency appropriations contained in the adopted FY15 budget, as well as a single sheet titled FY15 Human Services Funding – Additional Allocations.  This sheet showed the grant recommendation, general fund addition, and adopted FY15 budget amounts for CASA, The Healing Place, Interact, the Inter-Faith Food Shuttle, Legal of North Carolina, and the Tammy Lynn Center.  She then presented a PowerPoint presentation containing the following information.

Purpose

●
Discuss plans for continued improvement of agency grant funding processes


♦
Application process consistency


♦
Revision of financial criteria

●
Follow-up to June work session budget note regarding the level of Human Services funding

FY15 Agency Grant Overview

FY 15 Total Agency Grant Allocation


$4,800,000
Economic Development Appropriations


$   616,000

Human Services Appropriations



$1,200,000*

Community Enhancement Appropriations


$   168,000

Arts Agency Appropriations




$2,700,000
*
This includes grant funding provided to affordable housing agencies and managed by Community Development.

FY16 Agency Grant Funding Process
Four Application Categories:  Human Services, Arts, Community Enhancement (federal) and Other Outside Agency (new)

Standard Components:  Agency name, funding amount request, purpose of funding request, and grant performance metrics

Grant Application Flow Chart

City learns of Agency interest in grant funding.  Refers agency to application process.

Agency submits application(s) for funding.

Agency grant information compiled and presented to Council at April budget work session.

Promotes consistency, transparency, and perception of fairness.

Other Outside Agency Grant Process

Mid-November

Grant application form available online
Mid-January


Grant applications due
February – March

Internal staff review of requests
April
Council receives grant request information at a budget work session

Proposed Potential Financial Criteria

●
In November 2013, staff proposed changes in financial criteria, including the following:

♦
Any City funding awarded to an agency should not exceed 25% of the agency's total budget

♦
Implement 3-year "step down" where City funds represent a majority of agency's total revenue.  Two agencies affected:

▪
Southeast Raleigh Assembly


▪
African-American Cultural Festival

Human Services Grant Funding

Annual allocation to Human Relations Commission


$500,000

Additional funding provided in annual FY15 budget


$469,000

Total Human Services Funding




$969,000*
*
This excludes grant funding provided to affordable housing agencies and managed by Community Development.

Human Services Grant Funding Options

1.
No change.

2.
Annually increase the existing $500,000 by the same percentage as Arts per capita.

3.
Give the full $969,000 to the Human Relations Commission to allocate.

4.
Provide $969,000 to the Human Relations Commission to allocate and annually increase by the same percentage as Arts per capita.

Ms. Baldwin asked if the Human Services grant funding increase would be retroactive.  City Manager Hall told the Council members they would consider budgetary impacts as they consider the options.  Whether the increase is retroactive or merely adjusted moving forward is a question of Council policy and Council prioritization of resources.  There are two variables involved:  (1) who allocates it and (2) does it grow and if so, by how much?  Ms. Baldwin asked if there is an option to increase this funding (single sheet) as opposed to the annual allocation of $500,000.  Sometimes the City has needs that fall outside the parameters of the Council's policy, and this gives Council leeway.  Mr. Odom pointed out the Council also needs to consider whether the agency provides a City function or a County function.  City Attorney Tom McCormick noted there is a City Charter provision for Human Services grants.  Ms. Baldwin explained she was trying to address issues such as the homeless population that is really a County issue, but if the homeless people are in the City of Raleigh, that impacts the City's quality of life.  Mr. Odom agreed, adding that he does not want the issue to grow.  Mr. Maiorano asked about the City's needs and its ability to address those needs.  Mr. Gaylord suggested discussing the Human Relations Commission grants allocation framework and the need for weights and matrices to determine specific allocations.

Ms. Baldwin asked about the composition of the Human Relations Commission's grant decision-making.  For example, the Arts Commission brings in outside people to help make decisions for Arts grants.  Marionna Poke-Stewart, Division Supervisor for Community Services' Housing and Community Development Division, explained that the grants committee is made of the five-member Human Relations Commissions plus representatives from United Way, the North Carolina Department of Health and Human Services, and others.  A matrix was provided by the Council to the Human Relations Commissions grants committee.  In the past, the grants committee chair has instructed the committee to concentrate on agencies that provide basic needs.  Mr. Gaylord requested a copy of the matrix.  Mr. Maiorano asked if the matrix is more robust than the delineation of the target groups, and City Manager Hall responded affirmatively.  Staff will provide the Council members with a copy of the matrix.
Ms. Baldwin asked about the agencies with an asterisk by their names on page D-10 of the adopted budget pages (DHIC, Homeless Support Circles, Passage Home, and the Mayor's Committee on the Disabled.  GPAM Larson replied those are agencies that do not currently go through the grant process and are budgeted in "Other Agency Appropriations."  Mr. Odom asked if the City ever targets some of the things Council wants to address, like homelessness, and if the City is proactive on this.  GPAM Larson said it does not.  Mr. Odom responded that is not a negative, just a fact, but Council should talk about that.  Mayor McFarlane said setting priorities is part of the Council's strategic plan.  Mr. Maiorano suggested that is a policy issue about use of the City's resources.  He asked if the City allocates across needs or allocates on focused attention items per year.  Ms. Baldwin asked why DHIC, Homeless Support Circles, and Passage Home fall outside the affordable housing component.  GPAM Larson explained the Community Development Department reviews and houses them.  There are no components in the matrix for affordable housing, so these agencies would not meet the grants criteria.  Mr. Maiorano asked if staff knows the level of support these agencies get from the Community Development Department.  City Manager Hall said these three agencies do not get ignored; they are merely supported through a difference process (Community Development Department instead of the Human Relations Commission grants).  Ms. Baldwin asked about the purpose of the funding for these three agencies and GPMA Larson replied it is for administrative and operating support.  Outside agencies do not have the same audit review as the other agencies.
City Manager Hall stated staff wanted to raise these issues and complications about how the process works, during a work session.  Staff is planning to ask all agencies to submit an application in the future.  Staff will communicate all funding requests to the Council as part of the budget process.  There is no place to put new agencies if they do not fall into the categories of Community Development or Human Relations Commission.

Mr. Weeks asked GPMA Laron to elaborate on the three-year "step down" where City funds represent a majority of an agency's total revenue.  Ms. Larson explained the City would work with each agency on a plan that makes sense to both parties.  At this time, the African-American Cultural Festival is funded approximately 50% by the City of Raleigh.  The FY13 audit for Southeast Raleigh Assembly revealed the organization was funded approximately 79% by the City of Raleigh.  The City is asking these agencies to raise private sector funding to offset these costs.

Mr. Gaylord commented that Human Relations agencies are afraid their funding will disappear and they will want to know what to expect if the process is changed.  He asked if there had been any discussion of limiting the amount of change from year to year for outside additional agencies so there will be some degree of certainty that there will not be a rapid change.  Mr. Maiorano said this is an important issue to consider.  He is reluctant to offer any assurances of continued levels of support.  The City must make sure the agencies are delivering what they say they will each year.

Mr. Odom said he likes the current process, perhaps with a few changes because Council needs flexibility and variety.  Mr. Maiorano suggested a heightened level of scrutiny and accountability is critically important and should be made a basic element of the process.  Mr. Stephenson noted all Council members want to see a reasonable level of financial oversight and benefits oversight, but Council does not need a detailed audit for small grants.  The agencies have good reasons for the funding and benefit qualitatively from these grants.  Benefits are hard to quantify and he sees no pressing need to radically change the process.  Mr. Weeks stated when he was Chair of the Human Relations Commissions grants committee years ago, they saw a lot of these grant applications.  Staff and the Community Services Department do a good job relative to accountability and oversight.  He pointed out the agencies must submit a quarterly report of grant use and if they do not, they do not get the funding.  He would like to move forward on staff's proposals.

City Manager Hall reminded the Council members that how they fund the grants recipients is something the will want to consider in the upcoming budget work sessions in order to provide staff with direction.  Staff will be able to provide more information by February.  
RALEIGH UNION STATION MARKET ASSESSMENT REPORT – INFORMATION RECEIVED 
Gil Johnson, Project Manager for the Downtown Raleigh Master Plan, presented this item.  He introduced Jeff Mann and Mark Briggs of consultant Parsons Brinckerhoff and noted Transportation Operations Manager Mike Kennon and Transit Administrator David Eatman were also present.  Mr. Briggs, who is Director of Public Finance and Investment, Strategic Consulting for Parsons Brinckerhoff, had prepared today's presentation and a copy of his report was in the agenda packet.  There will be a subsequent presentation on the bus component at a later date.  Seven sites in the Warehouse District were considered for the Union Station rail component.  Staff has narrowed the choices down to Site 5 and portions of Sites 2, 3 and 4.

Mr. Briggs' report contained case studies of the following sites:  Civic Center Plaza in Denver, CO; SANDAG (San Diego Association of Governments) in San Diego, CA; Depot Square in Boulder, CO; Christchurch Bus Exchange in Christchurch, New Zealand; Brisbane Transit Center in Brisbane, Australia; Vaughan Metropolitan Center in Ontario, Canada; Westlake Center in Seattle, WA; Silver Spring Transit Center and Bethesda Metro Station in Silver Spring and Bethesda, MD; and Omnitrans Transit Center in San Bernardino, CA.  He expounded on the following information in his PowerPoint presentation.
Background and Context

The Objective

Create a transit hub to expand transit use

Create connectivity to the downtown area
Create a new economic center for the Warehouse District

The Challenges

Two significantly different sites

Varying costs, access and potential for private development

Evaluating the site benefits against the objectives

The Sites

Map
Site A – Bus Transit Oriented Development.  Substantial potential for bus transit oriented development because the street grid connects to it.  Development is occurring next to it.  Site is large enough for major private development.
Site B – Stand Alone Bus Facility.  Blocked off by rail, so there would have to be an elevated platform to accommodate the bus depot.

The Concerns

Can integration of bus into a transit oriented development be successful?
Are land values degraded when bus operations are included in a private development?
Does bus transit oriented development promote economic development?
Can incorporating significant parking in a bus oriented development be successful?
The Research

Institute for Transportation and Development Policy – bus-related activity has the best return on public investment

National BRT Institute – rent premiums achieved for development proximate to bus-related activity
Case Study Findings

No negative impact on private sector development

No decrease in land values to immediately surrounding parcels

Onsite access to transit an attractive selling point to many target end users

Case Studies

U.S., Canada, New Zealand, and Australia

Differing sized cities – larger and smaller than Raleigh

Broad lifecycle cases – well-established, under development, and in the planning stages
Direct contact with transit agencies, developers, brokers and municipal officials

Civic Center Plaza – Denver, CO

Regional Transit District constructed the facility and parking

The bus facility is within the development project

Air rights development by private developer – 22 stories, 586,000 leasable square feet

Bus facility a major element in marketing space within the building

Photos included the Civic Center Plaza, Civic Center building cross-section, and Civic Center street level view

SANDAG Mixed Use Development – San Diego, CO

Planning for a bus layover facility on a site in downtown San Diego

The high-rise development will integrate the bus facility and parking along with retail and an office or residential tower

A developer vying for the site sees no impediments to achieving market lease rates or sales prices

Photos included conceptual options – Baseline and Option 1 (SANDAG office space, bus layout facility, active outdoor roof, and below grade parking)

Brisbane Transit Center – Brisbane, Australia

Adjacent to railway station

Bus terminal integrated in a mixed use development
Parking, two levels of retail, 334,000 sf of office and a hotel tower

Photos included the Brisbane Transit Center and a cross-section of the center

Significant Development Interest in Downtown Raleigh

Construction Projects by District – Under Construction and Announced 2014 – 2017)

Capital Boulevard – $55,000,000

Fayetteville Street – $89,500,000

Glenwood South – $122,250,000

Moore Square – $200,000,000

Warehouse District – $73,000,000

This shows a health growth pattern in terms of geographic distribution.  The entire downtown is growing.

Conclusions

Integration of bus facilities into private mixed use development is occurring across the globe

Bus transit oriented development achieves market rents and supports economic development

The development community seeks such projects as the bus element adds to the attractiveness of the development

A variety of development structures (grounds leases, air rights sale and leases and joint development) are being used where bus facilities are on the first floor or below level

Mayor McFarlane asked if the findings were based on bus activity in the absence of other transportation.  Mr. Briggs responded no, it is just the fact that bus service is there.  Ms. Baldwin asked how many bus bays are planned here for this site, and if that number was compared with other similar cities cited in the report.  Transit Administrator Eatman responded eight to 12 bays, reduced from what staff previously thought because the City made a more aggressive investment to Moore Square.  Mr. Briggs added that all the examples he is talking about are in that same range.
Mr. Maiorano asked if the market terms of the lease for the Civic Center Plaza in Denver, CO were comparable to or higher than other properties.  Mr. Briggs said he does not have the lease document, but the ground lease would take into account all factors affecting the building cost.  Mr. Stephenson said on the Council's inner city trip to Denver, the city was developing a major bus facility behind its Union Station.  He asked if this facility was additional or a replacement.  Mr. Briggs responded this is a new facility that will interconnect with 16th Street in Denver and five lines go to downtown Denver.  It is a below-grade facility and most of the bus bays are under the plaza.  Mayor McFarlane asked if there were any examples that did not work and Mr. Briggs said they could not find any.

Mr. Stephenson said the Council is familiar with Charlotte's downtown bus station.  There is light rail on one side with no activity, an arena on one side with no activity, surface parking lots on the east side, and he is not sure what is on the west side.  Mr. Gaylord said he thought the west side contained more parking lots.  He wondered why the bus station hasn't generated other private sector economic development around it.  Mr. Briggs replied that just having a parking lot is not enough to generate economic activity.  There needs to be something vibrant in and of itself, like office use, retail use, or a hotel, with a bus facility nearby.  The City Manager pointed out that light rail occurred much later in the area.  It is more about mixing uses and creating an amenity.

Ms. Baldwin asked if the City has flexibility in reducing the number of bus bays once the refresh is complete.  Mr. Briggs replied it depends on how the ground floor of the facility is designed, and there are huge options.  In his experience, there have been a lot of cases where a bus facility was planned for 15 or 16 bays but at any given time, one would see only four buses in the facility because the buses move in and out so quickly.  The analysis that provides the right number of bays is important; otherwise, a City could end up with a very large facility that is not filled frequently.  Ms. Baldwin said that based on the refresh, the number of bays could increase or decrease, depending on how the City's transit plan is reinvented.  Transit Administrator Eatman agreed, and said the most important element is the multimodal activity along with mixed use and development; finding the pedestrian activity from the bus facility to the other transportation nodes.  Ms. Baldwin asked if Mr. Briggs had spoken to any local developers regarding their thoughts about the feasibility of this, or if they were waiting for his firm's report.  Mr. Briggs said he has not talked to any local developers.
Mr. Gaylord asked if the City's next step would be to refine the site.  Transit Administrator Eatman replied affirmatively, adding that is the purpose of the Master Plan.  There are two components to the Master Plan, i.e., redevelopment of Moore Square and connectivity to Union Station.  Roberta Fox, Assistant Manager of Planning and Development Department's Urban Design Center, indicated that a few developers have approached the City and expressed interest in this type of facility.

City Manager Hall said one question that arose in earlier discussions of the Union Station plan was if it is feasible to match development interests to the bus facility, and this report is intended to address that.  Mayor McFarlane said she does not see light rail mentioned in connection with multimodal facilities, and that must be part of the Master Plan.  Mr. Stephenson recalled two issues that came out of previous discussions, namely, the economic feasibility of stacking development on top of the bus station, and how to achieve seamless multimodal integration in the Wake County Transit Plan.  Transit Administrator Eatman said all those variables will be reviewed during the refresh of the Wake County Transit Plan.  That plan will determine nodes and corridors that are viable for our area.  Staff will be starting from base level with these questions.  He is not sure how rail will work out during the Wake County Transit Plan process, of which the City of Raleigh is a part.
Mr. Maiorano said the Council needs to make an informed decision about the feasibility of rail and multimodal transportation.  Transit Administrator Eatman assured him staff wants to ensure all connections are feasible and viable in the future when everything is ready to come online.  Mr. Odom added that timing is important with regard to what the City does with its money.
COUNCIL LUNCH WORK SESSIONS – SCHEDULE DETERMINED

Based on how schedules have been working, City Manager Hall said staff suggests lunch work sessions be held once a month, preferably on the day of the second Council meeting of each month because there is no evening meeting on those days.  The Council agreed by consensus.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business before the City Council, Mayor McFarlane announced the meeting adjourned at 12:50 p.m.
Leslie H. Eldredge

Deputy City Clerk

