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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES
The Raleigh City Council met in a Budget work session on Monday, June 2, 2014 at 4:00 p.m. in the City Council Chamber, Room 201 of the Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 W. Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present.




Mayor Nancy McFarlane, Presiding




Councilor Mary-Ann Baldwin




Councilor Thomas G. Crowder




Councilor Bonner Gaylord




Councilor Wayne K. Maiorano



Councilor Russ Stephenson



Councilor Eugene Weeks

Absent:

Mayor Pro Tem John Odom
These are summary minutes unless otherwise indicated.

Mayor McFarlane called the meeting to order. 

City Manager Ruffin Hall thanked the members of the City Council for attending this budget work session noting this will be a learning process for him.  He stated in the future he would like to explore some changes to the budget process.

The following items were discussed with actions taken as shown.

BUDGET NOTE NO. 1 – HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY FUNDING – DISCUSSED – ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED
City Manager Hall summarized the following staff memorandum included in the Council Members’ packets:

At the July 16, 2013 meeting, City Council received a request from the Human Relations Commission to increase funding for Human Service grants by $500,000 over the next several fiscal years. Council referred the request to budget work session. At the November 5, 2013 meeting, Council Member Baldwin asked for a budget note on funding for the Human Services grant process. Minutes from both meetings are attached. 
FY15 Proposed Budget for Human Service Agencies
Human service appropriations are funded at $1,261,000 in the FY15 proposed budget, a 2% increase over FY14. Funding includes:
1) $500,000 in grants awarded by the Human Relations Commission (HRC), and 

2) $761,000 in General Fund support for grants given outside of the HRC competitive process or as a supplement to HRC grants for agencies historically supported by City Council.  

In FY15, the $761,000 in General Fund support is allocated to CASA ($84,000), Legal Aid ($45,000), Healing Place ($100,000), Tammy Lynn Center ($95,000), Interact ($50,000), Interfaith Food Shuttle ($95,000), DHIC ($108,000), Homeless Support Circles ($44,000), Passage Home ($90,000), and the fourth of a five year commitment to Boys & Girls Club ($50,000.)

Funding Options

Should Council wish to consider the request for additional funding from the Human Relations Commission, the following proposed funding could be reallocated for that purpose:
· $469,000 of General Fund support provided to agencies meeting the HRC criteria and/or partially funded through HRC awards. These agencies and corresponding amounts are Community Alternatives for Supportive Abodes (CASA) ($84,000), Legal Aid ($45,000), Healing Place ($100,000), Tammy Lynn Center ($95,000), Interact ($50,000), and Interfaith Food Shuttle ($95,000).

· An additional $50,000 will be available in FY17 when the Boys & Girls Club commitment is fulfilled.

Option for Staff Review & Recommendations

Staff is prepared to evaluate the city’s nonprofit funding program and provide Council with options for the FY16 funding process at a future work session. Areas that Council may wish staff to review include: 
· Opportunities to create comprehensive competitive processes open to a broader range of nonprofits serving Raleigh citizens. Current processes accommodate only arts and select human service providers. Other requests came to the city through a variety of other methods.

· The use of clear selection criteria that evaluate a grant project on its alignment with the city’s strategic goals and city services, support for the nonprofit’s mission, impact on the community, and provision of outcome-based performance measures. 

· Methods for broad and early communication of all funding opportunities, application processes, selection criteria, and expectations for reporting and performance during and after the award period. 

· Options to annually increase the funding stream for non-arts competitive processes, allowing them to grow as the city grows.

Ms. Baldwin questioned the last time Human Service Agency funding was increased with Grants Manager Catherine Clark responding that the Human Service Agency funding has been at the $500,000 level since its inception in 1988.  
Mr. Weeks stated that when he was on the Human Relations Commission in 2002 a request was made for an increase in the Human Services Agency funding.  He talked about the amount of money nonprofits spend over the course of the year and how the nonprofits were doing a good job with the funds they are given and that he was concerned the city still maintains a $500,000 funding level and expressed his desire to see an increase in the funding.

Mayor McFarlane talked about the grants process, stating she would ask that staff look at increasing human services grant funding for the next year.  
City Manager Hall noted the amount provided to the Human Relations Commission has not increased; however, overall funding has increased.  He talked about alternatives to how grant funds are distributed in the future.  
Ms. Baldwin pointed out the Council recently reviewed the Human Relations Commission’s recommendations and stated the Council needs to explore making changes to the structure of the Commission such as the possibility of increasing the number of members, bringing the Fair Housing Hearing Board under the Human Relations Commission, etc.  She talked about the options listed in the City Manager’s memo and expressed her belief it is disgraceful there have been no increase in funds since 1988.

Mayor McFarlane requested staff look at possible changes to the application process for the future with City Manager Hall responding the current process was already underway when he joined the City; however, staff will look at possible changes in the future.  
Ms. Baldwin talked about Budget Note #11 regarding the Homeless Support Circle and the amount of funds that were still available with Budget Director Joyce Munroe talking about the amount of funds currently available and how the level of funding has been maintained.  Ms. Baldwin noted funds provided to the Homeless Support Circle is matched two to one by private funds raised by the organization.

Mayor McFarlane talked about how recent actions by the General Assembly would mean the City would lose approximately $7.1 million in the next fiscal year and that staff will have to look at how projects are funded in the future.  Mr. Stephenson questioned if the State legislation action was regarding the privilege license tax with Mayor McFarlane responding in the affirmative.  Discussion took place regarding how the proposed short fall could be resolved before the next legislative long term in January with Mayor McFarlane reiterating the City needs to plan its future budgets without those funds.

Mr. Stephenson questioned the item on Page 1-5 of the Budget Note regarding whether the amount of money stated was funds outside of the Human Services grant with Grants Manager Clark responding the funds stated are outside of the Human Services grant noting that some of the organizations receiving the Human Services grants are double funded.

BUDGET NOTE NO. 2 – DEPLOYMENT OF DOG WASTE STATIONS – STAFF REQUESTED TO ADD COST OF WASTE BAGS TO BUDGET
City Manager Hall summarized the following staff memorandum:

Introduction
At the City Council meeting on January 21, 2014, Council Member Crowder asked the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Resources Department (PRCR) to consider funding in the FY15 budget for deployment and maintenance of dog waste stations across the parks system.

The following information is provided regarding current deployment of and responsibility for dog waste stations and potential costs for installation of new stations and provision of dog waste bags system wide.

Current Deployment

Outside of the city’s three off-leash dog parks at Millbrook, Oakwood and Carolina Pines which each have dog waste stations managed by citizen volunteers, there are 50 dog waste stations located in 25 parks.  Sixteen park locations are currently managed by citizen volunteers through the department’s Adopt-a-Park Program.  The Adopt-a-Park program is an annual voluntary agreement between PRCR and citizens to assist and maintain parks and trails.  A breakdown is provided below:

	Park Location
	Number of Stations
	Responsible Party

	Isabella Cannon 
	2
	University Park Homeowners 

	Pollock Place Park 
	1
	University Park Homeowners 

	Beaverdam Open Space 
	1
	University Park Homeowners 

	Mayview Green/Fairall at Mayview 
	2
	University Park Homeowners 

	Raleigh Rose Garden   
	2
	University Park Homeowners 

	Chamberlain St. Park           
	1
	University Park Homeowners 

	Jaycee Park                      
	2
	University Park Homeowners 

	Fallon Park                                    
	5
	Fallon Park Garden Club/Staff

	Baileywick Park                      
	1
	Citizen Volunteer

	Kaplan Drive Park                        
	1
	Citizen Volunteer

	Oakwood Common                  
	1
	Citizen Volunteer

	Roanoke Park                      
	1
	Citizen Volunteer

	Meadowbrook Open Space        
	1
	Citizen Volunteer

	Eastgate Park                                    
	1
	Citizen Volunteer

	Marshall St. Open Space        
	1
	Citizen Volunteer

	Culpepper Circle                  
	1
	Citizen Volunteer

	Lake Johnson Park                           
	4
	Staff

	Buffalo Rd. Athletic Park          
	5
	Staff

	Nash Square                                 
	1
	Staff

	Moore Square                            
	6
	Staff

	Chavis Park                     
	4
	Staff

	Top Greene Park                      
	1
	Staff

	Horseshoe Farm Park                        
	1
	Staff

	Spring Forest Rd. Park                         
	2
	Staff

	Brentwood Park                     
	2
	Staff


With the exception of Fallon Park, dog waste bags are provided by the neighborhood groups or citizen volunteers as part of their Adopt-a-Park agreement.  The University Park Homeowners Association secured a private donation to cover the cost of bags for their stations for the upcoming year. The department does purchase and provide dog waste bags for the 26 stations it manages.  

The current cost of a dog waste station is $30.00 per unit.  The station is typically mounted on a standard u-channel post.  The unit cost does not include a specific receptacle for depositing of used bags.  The department will generally co-locate a dog waste station at an existing trash receptacle for efficiency.  In some cases a trash receptacle will be added adjacent to the station.  Cost of our standard park trash receptacle is $509 per unit.

Dog waste bags are $50.00/case - 2,000 bags per case.  Current annual cost of bags per department managed station is approximately $250.00 (five cases/year) or $6,500 per year for 26 stations. 

System-wide Deployment Strategy

Number and location of dog waste stations will depend on park type and use.  As an example, a more heavily used community park like Millbrook Exchange would require several stations, while a small open space park like Berkshire Downs would require a single station.

Assuming approximately four stations per Metro Park, three stations per typical Community Park and two per typical Neighborhood Park, a total of 114 dog waste stations would be needed at a cost of $3,420.                 

If stations were added to our Open Space Parks (linear) like Cowper Drive or West Lake Drive (four at each location, two per side), an additional 36 dog waste stations would be needed at a cost of $1,080.

Special Parks like Mordecai Historic Square, Vallie Henderson, Hymettus Woods, MLK Gardens, etc. adding one station per site would require approximately 6 stations at $180.

On our greenway trails, dog waste stations could be located at trailheads or in trail access parking lots.  Intermediate stations could be placed every two miles.  Given current system mileage, approximately 50 additional stations at a cost of $1,500 would need to be provided. 

Total anticipated cost for additional dog waste stations: $6,180.

Assuming current average use, it would require 1,030 cases of dog waste bags per year to furnish 206 dog waste stations at a cost of $51,500 ($50/case x 1030 cases).
Total Cost of Deployment: 

New Dog Waste Stations and Bags: $57,680

Continuation of Current Deployment Staff Managed Stations (bags only): $6,500

Conversion of Volunteer Managed Stations to Staff Managed (bags only): $5,500 

Program Cost: 
$69,680 - This does not include cost of additional trash receptacles that might be required or the cost for staff to service.

Recommendation:

Staff continue to establish Adopt-a-Park agreements with volunteer neighborhood groups to service the dog waste stations and, if needed, the department will cover the cost of bags.  The department will continue to evaluate additional dog waste stations in parks.  
Mr. Crowder expressed his appreciation to staff’s efforts in gathering the numbers for this report.  He stated he is okay with Staff’s recommendation; however he would like to include the cost of the waste bags in the budget.  

BUDGET NOTE NO. 3 – NEW BERN CORRIDOR ALLIANCE REQUEST - DISCUSSED
City Manager Hall summarize the following memorandum:
At the March 18, 2014 meeting, City Council received a request from the New Bern Corridor Alliance for $50,000 in one-time funding to be pooled with $150,000 in donations from other sources and used to hire a project manager to advocate for developers to invest in the corridor. The request was referred to budget work session; minutes of the meetings and the organization’s request letter are attached.
Funding Options

Economic Development Fund balance is available should Council wish to fund this request.  The Economic Development Fund provides support for economic development activities that benefit Raleigh such as the Greater Raleigh Chamber of Commerce and the Triangle J Council of Governments and for partner agencies in downtown Raleigh, the Hillsborough Street business district, and southeast Raleigh.  Fund balance is available due to the repayment of a grocery store loan made in late 2007.

If funded, a contractual agreement with the Alliance will stipulate that the funding will be in the form of reimbursement for expenses incurred and as a match to the overall project budget. These controls ensure the city’s funds are being used for the agreed upon purposes and that Raleigh taxpayers and residents are benefitting from the city’s investment.

Staff Recommendation

James Sauls, Raleigh’s Economic Development Director, recommends the implementation of the corridor plans as it will further the City’s economic development goals.  He and I recommend Council consider requiring a match ratio of 1:3, so that for every dollar the City contributes, the New Bern Corridor Stakeholders will contribute three from other sources.
Mr. Weeks stated he agreed with Staff’s recommendation for the corridor.

BUDGET NOTE NO. 4 – BLUE RIDGE STAKEHOLDERS ADIVSORY GROUP REQUEST - DISCUSSED
City Manager Hall summarized the following memorandum:

At the May 20, 2014 meeting, City Council received a request from the Blue Ridge Stakeholders Advisory Group for one-time funding of $50,000 ($25,000 per year for two years.) The funds will be pooled with $50,000 in donations from other sources and used to hire a consultant to work on implementation of the Blue Ridge Corridor plan. The request was referred to budget work session; a copy of the statement from the meeting is attached. 
Funding Options
Economic Development Fund balance is available should Council wish to fund this request. The Economic Development Fund provides support for economic development activities that benefit Raleigh such as the Greater Raleigh Chamber of Commerce and the Triangle J Council of Governments and for partner agencies in downtown Raleigh, the Hillsborough Street business district, and southeast Raleigh.  Fund balance is available due to the repayment of a grocery store loan made in late 2007.
If funded, a contractual agreement with the Blue Ridge Stakeholders Advisory Group will stipulate that the funding will be in the form of reimbursement for expenses incurred and as a match to the overall project budget. These controls ensure the city’s funds are being used for the agreed upon purposes and that Raleigh taxpayers and residents are benefitting from the city’s investment.

Staff Recommendation

James Sauls, Raleigh’s Economic Development Director, recommends the implementation of the corridor plans as it will further the City’s economic development goals.  He and I recommend Council consider requiring a match ratio of 1:3, so that for every dollar the City contributes, the Blue Ridge Stakeholders will contribute three from other sources.

Mr. Hall noted this would be a one-time contribution.

Mr. Stephenson expressed his appreciation to staff finding the funding for both Budget Notes #3 and #4 and talked about how the stakeholders organize themselves. 

Mr. Hall noted this would be a one-time contribution.
Mr. Stephenson expressed his appreciation to staff finding the funding for both Budget Notes #3 and #4 and talked about how the stakeholders organized themselves to make this request possible.

Discussion took place regarding the funding ratios for Budget Notes #3 and #4.
BUDGET NOTE NO. 5 – CROSSING GUARD POLICY/SCHOOL SAFETY – DISCUSSED
City Manager Hall summarized the following memorandum:

At the May 13, 2014 Law and Public Safety Committee meeting, the Committee requested staff draft a budget note not to exceed $75,000 for the 11 schools that have currently made requests for school crossing guards.

Background:

The Raleigh Police Department currently provides school crossing guard services for sixteen schools at seventeen crossing locations.  There are twelve school crossing guards employed by the Raleigh Police Department.  Some school crossing guards work at multiple locations.

The schools which currently have crossing guards are Brentwood Elementary (2 locations), Carol Middle, Conn Elementary, Douglas Elementary, East Millbrook Middle, Forest Pine Elementary, Hunter Elementary, Lacy Elementary, Lead Mine Elementary, Millbrook Elementary, Northridge Elementary, Poe Elementary, Wakefield Elementary, Wakefield Middle, Walnut Creek Elementary, and Wildwood Forest Elementary.
Council previously approved policy and evaluation procedures for school crossing guard request on 1/23/2007. In 2009, the Public Works Department began conducting evaluations of potential school crossing locations in order to determine if a need existed for a school crossing guard at the potential location.  The Public Works Department evaluates various factors (traffic volume, number of pedestrians, pedestrian age, speed limit, etc.) to determine a score for the potential school crossing location.  School crossing guards are assigned to the locations which receive a score of 100 points or higher.  School crossing guards are not assigned to the locations which score less than 100 points. 

Twelve of the seventeen locations for which the Raleigh Police Department provides school crossing guard services were assigned their school crossing guards prior to 2009.  Five of the locations received school crossing guards after undergoing the Public Works evaluation that was implemented in 2009 and received a score of 100 points or higher.  These five locations are Brentwood Elementary (Huntleigh location), Conn Elementary, Forest Pine Elementary, Hunter Elementary, and Walnut Creek Elementary (Tryon Ridge location). 

Since 2009, there have been eleven locations which have failed to receive a score of 100 points or higher from Public Works.  These locations are Daniels Middle, Dillard Middle/Elementary, Douglas Elementary, Durant Middle, Hunter Middle (Davie location), Lead Mine Elementary, Leesville Elementary (Country Trail), Leesville Elementary (O’Neal), Martin Middle, Powell Elementary, and Walnut Creek Elementary (Quarry Ridge).
An analysis was conducted to determine the cost impact of providing a school crossing guard at the eleven locations which failed to receive a score of 100 points or higher. 

Analysis:

A new school crossing guard is paid $11.40 per hour in wages and benefits.  A school crossing guard works 3 hours per day, 180 days per year.  Therefore, a new school crossing guard is paid $6,156 per year in wages and benefits.

Additionally, there is a cost of $449 per new school crossing guard for uniforms and equipment.  There is also a training cost of $91 per new school crossing guard.

The total cost per new school crossing guard is $6,696.20.  

The total cost would be $73,658 for eleven new school crossing guards.

Additional Information:

The Wake County Public School System has 43 traditional elementary schools in the City of Raleigh.  Twenty-seven of these elementary schools currently neither have school crossing guards nor have they requested school crossing guards to date.  It would cost an additional $180,797 to provide these remaining twenty-seven elementary schools with school crossing guards.
Mr. Hall stated this would be an on-going expense and that staff will be sending a formal request to the School system for funding assistance.

Mr. Gaylord questioned whether there was any discussion regarding school teachers acting as crossing guards and whether these teachers could be formally trained with Raleigh Police Chief Cassandra Deck-Brown responding her department conducted a survey to determine the number of teachers directing traffic during school pickup and drop-off times and found that 15 out of 25 crossing guards are teachers.  Exactly how the teachers function as guards during these times was not yet fully determined.

Discussion took place regarding where teachers need to be during school hours with Police Chief Brown pointing out teachers do have regularly assigned bus duty.

Ms. Baldwin talked about how this issue is currently in discussion in the Law and Public Safety Committee stating legally, school crossing guards need to be trained.  She stated the Committee talked about whether teachers should be trained and how teachers perform the functions of crossing guards on and off school property pointed out this is a safety issue.  

Discussion took place regarding the need to increase the number of crossing guards.

Mr. Maiorano stated he talked recently with area school principals who advised him of their need to bring the teachers back in to the classroom.  

Mr. Weeks stated he is an advocate for teachers being in the classroom noting it costs approximately $91 to train a crossing guard, and that is not much money in his opinion.   He expressed the need to find the funds to train the guards to protect the children at the crosswalks and walking to school.

Discussion took place regarding funding issues for school crossing guards to address the greatest safety needs with Mr. Crowder talking about the need to establish a certain funding level and have schools apply for the funds and “let the chips fall where they may.”

Police Chief Brown talked about the standards established to determine the need for crossing guards and expressed concern the standards may be too high and suggested examining the screening process. She noted State law requires school crossing guards be certified by either the Chief of Police or County Sheriff and must be re-certified every 2 years.

Mr. Stephenson expressed appreciation for the Chief’s reviewing the standards and stated he is in favor of inviting applicants to compete for the funding for crossing guards.  He noted it will take more funding to make area schools more walkable.
Mr. Gaylord expressed the need to provide school crossing guards in an equitable fashion.

Discussion took place regarding whether standards for establishing the need for school crossing guards need to be adjusted, how the current standards were established, and how future applicants would be evaluated.  Discussion also took place regarding how requests for crossing guards are submitted for consideration.
Mr. Maiorano questioned whether any schools that scored the required 100 points under the current evaluation system were unable to get a crossing guard with Chief Brown responding in the negative.

Discussion took place regarding how schools scoring less than 100 points under the current system may get crossing guards with Mr. Maiorano noting some schools do not meet certain criteria but have certain issues not taken into consideration such as speeding, geographic and topographic issues, etc.  

Ms. Baldwin pointed out the current budget for crossing guards is not fully spent and expressed concern the funds are available and some deserving schools are not getting crossing guards.

Mr. Crowder talked about the need to install additional sidewalks in the vicinity of the schools to insure a safe route for students.
City Manager Hall pointed out Wake County is not obligated to provide transportation for students who live within 1.5 miles of a school.

BUDGET NOTE NO. 6 – NCDOT FUNDING FOR STREET RESURFACING - DISCUSSED
City Manager Hall summarized the following staff memorandum:

At the May 20, 2014 Council Meeting, Council Member Weeks requested a budget note concerning the availability of federal infrastructure money or other resources for resurfacing state roads and how the City of Raleigh might encourage NCDOT and the Legislature to pursue resurfacing our city streets more aggressively. The following memo outlines the funding processes used by NCDOT.

NCDOT receives funding from the gas tax, a variety of bonds and other federal legislation such as ARRA (American Recovery Reinvestment Act).  Once the state receives these funds, some are tied to specific projects or specific types of work, other than resurfacing.  The funds that are available for resurfacing are distributed to the fourteen NCDOT Divisions via the Board of Transportation and the Legislature.  

Once the division receives their portion of resurfacing funds, these funds are further distributed to the districts.  Raleigh is in Division 5, District 1, which is comprised of all of Wake County.  The local district engineer and the county maintenance engineer(s) are then responsible for how the resurfacing funds are spent throughout Wake County.  They must evaluate streets in all municipalities as well as the roads in rural areas.  NCDOT uses the same process to evaluate street conditions throughout Wake County and subsequently determine which streets will be resurfaced.  

Over the past 5 years, Glenwood Avenue, Wade Avenue, New Bern Avenue and Millbrook Road have been resurfaced by NCDOT.  These were all major expenses to the NCDOT resurfacing program.  Currently, the city is encouraging NCDOT to consider a resurfacing project for Wake Forest Road for next year.

Because decisions are made at the division and district levels, we are not aware of any special funding available to the city or any leverage that we may have concerning NCDOT and their expenditure of resurfacing funds.

Mr. Crowder commented that, in a sense, the City is subsidizing the State’s road system maintenance.
Mr. Weeks questioned if there was any way to amend the request to include Raleigh Boulevard.  He expressed concern that 5 or 6 state roads run through his district and that he is requesting that only one of those streets be added to the NCDOT request.  He expressed his belief his district is “getting the shaft” from NCDOT.

City Manager Hall stated staff is in constant communication with NCDOT regarding complaints about state streets.

Transportation Field Services Manager Chris McGee stated it is not too late to approach NCDOT to include Raleigh Boulevard in next year’s contract.  He pointed out NCDOT approaches the City every year for requests; however, the State prioritizes its projects much like the City prioritizes its own projects.

BUDGET NOTE NO. 7 – CAPITAL AREA TRANSIT – ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED
Transit Administrator David Eatman summarized the following staff memorandum:

At the May 20, 2014 Council Meeting, Council Member Weeks requested a budget note regarding the availability of federal funds or grants to provide reduced fares on Capital Area Transit.  This memorandum provides information regarding federal funding as well as a recap of the fare structure recently adopted by the Raleigh Transit Authority (RTA). 

The transit program currently receives several annual formula and occasional discretionary grants from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) for defined initiatives.  Unfortunately, federal grants for the sole purpose of providing operating assistance have declined sharply and are typically only available for Urbanized Areas under 200,000 in population.  Grants which are made available for areas over 200,000 in population, like the Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO), are usually reserved for capital expenditures.  Existing federal grants do allow some flexibility to fund planning initiatives and costs defined by the FTA as capital maintenance.  The transit program currently maximizes these opportunities while maintaining sufficient resources to replace a growing bus fleet and to fund major capital initiatives such as the Moore Square Transit Station renovation and the bus component of Union Station.

Fare Structure
The fare structure adopted by the RTA on May 8, 2014 is projected to be implemented in two phases: one phase would occur in the first quarter of FY2015, and the second phase of the fare increase will occur 24 months later in FY2017.  The staggering of the increase will assist passengers with the change as the fare strategy will be implemented over two years versus a single large increase.  

The fare structure does allow seniors who are 65 years of age and older to ride for free.  The fare structure also provides increased assistance for parents with children by allowing children ages 12 and under to ride for free; youth 13 to 18 years of age may now ride at half-fare, this is a reduction from the existing full fare.  Finally, the fare structure also provides a 25% discount on day-passes to non-profits serving low income populations.  

A summary of the fare structure is as follows:

Fare Type


Current
FY2015
FY2017

Cash Fare
$1.00
$1.25
$1.50

Day Pass
$2.00
$2.50
$3.00
(Unlimited Rides)

7-Day Pass
N/A
$12.00
$14.50
(Unlimited Rides)

31-Day Pass
$36.00
$45.00
$54.00
(Unlimited Rides)

Local Paratransit
$2.00
$2.50
$3.00
(Per Ride)

$25.00 Stored Value
$20.00
$20.00
$20.00
(Good for all Fares)

Discounted Fares:

Type



Reduction





Disabled


50% (no change)





Seniors (65+)


Free (no change)





Children to Age 12

Free (no change)





Youth Age 13 to 18*

50%

· Day Passes will be offered to non-profit agencies serving low income populations at a 25% discount

· Lots of 10 Paratransit Rides will be offered at a 10% discount

· Local and Regional 5 Day Pass replaced by 7 Day Pass

· *Youth Age 13 to 18 are full fare under current fare policy

Ms. Baldwin requested an elaboration on proposed increase in the level of service with the fare increase with Mr. Eatman responding there would be an additional stage to the short transit plan as well as additional services along the more popular routes.  In response to questions, Mr. Eatman stated such increases include additional Sunday service along Capital Boulevard and New Bern Avenue and went on to talk about how new and additional services for other routes would be prioritized.  He talked about efforts to decrease the heading time to 15 minutes on the most popular routes, as well as additional services to Wake Tech’s new campuses.

Mr. Weeks questioned whether staff looked for other federal funding sources to help hold down the fare increases and talked about students at St. Augustine’s lack transportation access and how lower income citizens would be the most impacted by the fare increase.

Mr. Eatman referred to the information contained in the staff memorandum stating most of the federal funds are slated more for capital investment.  He stated funding to cover fuel costs and driver salaries is more difficult to find.

Mr. Weeks requested information regarding the cost adding a St. Augustine’s connector route with Mr. Eatman responding staff will look at the issue as part of the system.  Mr. Eatman went on to talk about the area schools participating in the City’s GoPass program noting he is not certain St. Augustine currently participates in the program.

Ms. Baldwin talked about St. Augustine students’ access to transportation to other parts of the City as well as the amount of time spent on the buses going across town.
Mr. Stephenson pointed out Longview Route 10 provides service near St. Augustine and talked about adding bicycle share program.

BUDGET NOTE NO. 8 – GENERAL FUND BUDGET BY DEPARTMENT AND DIVISION – ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED

City Manager Hall summarized the following staff memorandum:

At the May 20, 2014 Council meeting, Council Member Crowder requested a pie chart of department budgets with the reorganized organizational structure. Below is a pie chart showing the percentage of funding by General Fund departments. 
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Clerk’s note:  The memorandum contained an attachment consisting of a table comparing FY14 Adopted Budget with FY15 Proposed Budget funding, shown by department and division. The total FY15 General Fund Proposed Budget is $416,612,398.

Mr. Crowder talked about the Offices of Sustainability as well as Housing and Neighborhood preservation and questioned how funds were allocated for these divisions with City Manager Hall responding staff will provide the information at the next work session.

BUDGET NOTE NO. 9 – NIGHTTIME AND WEEKEND PARKING IN THE DECKS – ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED
City Manager Hall summarized the following staff memorandum:

A Council member expressed interest in paid night and weekend parking in downtown parking decks.  This memorandum provides background information, potential revenue increases as well as other factors to consider. 

The focus of this memorandum is on paid night and weekend parking in the parking decks because data shows that from Thursday to Saturday, the decks are close to capacity and sometimes completely full with the night crowd.  Many vehicles are entering after 10pm, with some leaving as late as 3am.  Nights and weekends are also the main times when vandalism and other criminal activities occur, so it is hoped that charging for parking in the late night and weekend hours will decrease instances of crime in the decks. 

The majority of cities in the U.S. do not charge for on-street parking after a certain time in the evening, and even fewer cities charge for on-street parking on the weekends.  There are a few exceptions such as in high-tourist cities where the decks are paid parking 24 hours a day, seven days a week and are constantly running at full capacity.  At this time, moving to paid on-street parking during the night and weekend hours is not supported by the city’s parking data.

The downtown city-owned parking lots already charge for parking 24 hours a day, seven days a week, except for during city-observed holidays, and have done so for a number of years.

Background
· Eight parking decks with 8,303 parking spaces.

· Fees are charged Monday-Friday, 7am-7pm, and during special events.

· Overcrowding in decks, safety concerns and vandalism happens disproportionately at night when Parking staff are not available to monitor or assist customers. 

· Daytime office staff who park downtown are subsidizing the maintenance of the decks for those who park at night or during weekends.

· In North Carolina, Charlotte, Wilmington and Asheville all charge for off-street night and weekend parking.

Potential revenue and savings from night and weekend parking
· Paid night and weekend parking is feasible in the Wilmington Station, Moore Square, Cabarrus, City Center and Municipal parking decks due to the high usage of these decks during nights and weekends.

· According to the International Parking Institute, special event and night parking rates vary widely amongst cities.  Since Council already approved the $7 rate for certain recurring special events that were in place at the time of approval, this fee could be applied consistently to the other special events that have since been granted a $5 rate. $5 would be charged on non-event nights for those exiting the ramp after 7pm and for those parking on non-event weekends. 

· Would cost $358,474 for equipment to take payment electronically.

· Conservatively, this would generate $483,583 in year 1 and $900,000+ every year after.

· Potential cost savings of $41,340 due to staffing reductions because the night parking fees would be collected through new pay-on-exit machines that would be installed in the exit lanes in each deck.  This would provide for the reduction in cashier hours from the current 10pm to 7pm.  

Other factors and considerations
· To partner with business owners whose employees work 2nd and 3rd shirts, we could offer a discounted contract rate, with access restricted to certain hours, such as 4pm to 6am.

· Validation programs allowing merchants to offer free or discounted parking, with the merchants paying the cost of the parking charges could be implemented.

· Cashier lanes could go unattended at any time, due to the electronic payment systems, allowing staff to move about and perform customer service duties.

· At least one supervisor would be needed on duty during the night and weekend hours, with two supervisors required during the heavy usage periods of Thursday, Friday, and Saturday evenings. Vehicles and cell phones would be necessary for these supervisors.  These costs have been taking into considering within our revenue projections.
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Municipal 20,885              67,876 $       28,961         94,123 $               161,999.50 $   

Wilmington St. Station 45,406              147,570 $    84,931         276,026 $            423,595.25 $   

Moore Square 28,374              92,216 $       29,705         96,541 $               188,756.75 $   

City Center 35,260              114,595 $    26,875         87,344 $               201,938.75 $   

Cabarrus 6,495                21,109 $       8,505           27,641 $               48,750.00 $     

Total 136,420           443,365 $    178,977      581,675 $            1,025,040 $     

Analysis of Potential Annual Revenue Generation For Paid Night and 

Parking exit data was taken from a scan of vehicle entries/exits of the decks and 

extrapolated for one full year of parking.

Night and weekend parking rate of $5. 

65% of cars parked actually pay.



*Assumptions


Mr. Crowder questioned the impact on sales tax revenue if the City charged a flat rate pointing out the parking decks are heavily used on the weekends as the parking is free.

Discussion took place regarding the market value of available parking downtown in relation to the demand on weekends with Mr. Maiorano talking about an e-mail he recently circulated to Council members expressing concern for downtown safety.  He questioned whether now is the time to start charging for weekend and evening parking to pay for increased maintenance and safety costs.

Discussion took place regarding the Downtown Raleigh Alliance’s (DRA’s) role including the amount of funds currently provided to the Alliance with Mr. Stephenson pointing out the DRA is increasing its staff presence downtown.

Mr. Maiorano talked about the possibility of imposing a use tax to fund and address additional safety needs for downtown with Mr. Crowder pointing out the City gives the DRA $650,000 per year in addition to other funds. He stated he would request DRA looks at its budget to see how it can increase its level of service with City Manager Hall pointing out DRA is doing that now.

Ms. Baldwin talked about complaints she received regarding sanitary and cleanliness issues in the parking decks over the weekend, especially when people return to work on Monday to park in the decks, and expressed a need for staff to look at addressing those issues.

BUDGET NOTE NO. 10 – POTENTIAL INVESTMENTS IN INFRASTRUCTURE AT OAKWOOD AVENUE AND TARBORO ROAD – ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED
City Manager Ruffin Hall summarized the following staff memorandum:

Members of City Council have expressed interest in contributing to streetscape improvements around the intersection of Oakwood Avenue and Tarboro Road, adjacent to St. Augustine’s University.  This memorandum summarizes related streetscape planning efforts and funding options.  

Background 

A draft study, compiled by staff from St. Augustine’s University and the city in 2011, identified potential improvements along Tarboro Road and Oakwood Avenue in the vicinity of the school.  The St. Augustine’s College Planning Study included a “high level” concept plan for streetscape improvements along Oakwood Avenue, as well as the avenue’s intersection with Tarboro Road.  At this time, no detailed design has been developed, nor have any concepts been vetted with the public.  

In 2012, staff evaluated the development potential of 36 streetscape projects around the city.  Streetscape projects generally involve a wide range of infrastructure improvements along a designated corridor that can include wider sidewalks, street trees, street furniture, enhanced street lighting, utility consolidation, and transit amenities.  Staff prioritized the projects based on such criteria as economic development potential, commercial property density, transit activity, and pedestrian safety.  Under these criteria, the Oakwood Avenue/Tarboro Road project received a low score.  City Council adopted the prioritization in February 2013.  The top five projects in the streetscapes program include:

1. Hillsborough Street Phase II (Rosemary to Gardner)

2. Oberlin Road (Clark to Bedford)

3. Hillsborough Street Phase IV (Oberlin to Morgan)

4. E. Cabarrus Street (Wilmington to Chavis)

5. New Bern/Edenton (Swain to Raleigh Blvd)

Next Steps and Funding Options
Should Council wish to explore this opportunity in more detail before appropriating funds, we recommend additional evaluation of options for streetscape investment around the Oakwood/Tarboro intersection.  Staff could design a more specific proposal for investing in the neighborhood.  All efforts would be coordinated with the leadership at St. Augustine’s University.  Public outreach for a plan would also be necessary to get buy-in from the community at large.

Should Council wish to commit funding to this effort, there are at least three options: 

· Option 1 – The proposed Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) includes $3.7M for streetscape projects.  Of this total, $2M is programmed for Peace Street.  Another $1.7M is programmed for the Council approved, prioritized list of streetscape projects.  Council could specify that a portion of the $1.7M be used for the Oakwood/Tarboro project.  
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5 Year Total

Streetscape Program 600,000        600,000     500,000     -         -         1,700,000      

Peace St West Streetscape 2,000,000     -            -            -         -         2,000,000      

2,600,000     600,000     500,000     -         -         3,700,000      


· Option 2 – There is sufficient capital fund balance in the CIP to provide up to $1 million for a project in this area.  The fund balance is the accumulated savings from projects completed in recent years.  While this funding source is available, appropriating these funds now leaves less funding available for next year’s capital planning process, and leaves less available for unanticipated needs.  

· Option 3 – Another option is to not appropriate funds at this time, but allow staff to apply the programmed funding ($1.7M) to the prioritized list of streetscape projects.  The FY15 and FY16 funding would be applied to the Oberlin Road project, which has completed public involvement and nearing plan adoption.  At a future date, should there be any project savings from Oberlin Road, as well as Peace Street West, could be reprogrammed to Oakwood Avenue.

Should Council choose to designate funding for this project, staff will update the five year CIP, and corresponding ordinances, to reflect Council’s direction.  

Mr. Weeks stated he liked the options presented.  He talked about the City Council approving the concept in 2011 and questioned the possibility of widening the sidewalks along Oakwood Avenue and Tarboro Road.  He would like to see the development plan go to public hearing in the near future as it would be a message of good faith on the part of the City.

Ms. Baldwin stated she recalls the streetscape plan being placed on hold in 2011 as there were infrastructure issues such as water and sewer that needed to be addressed with Mr. Weeks expressing his belief those issues were taken care of last year.  

Assistant Public Utilities Director David Massengill stated the water and sewer replacement would be in conjunction with streetscape project with Transportation Field Services Manager McGee pointing out some of the water and sewer mains to the west of Oakwood and Tarboro were replaced.

Mr. Stephenson questioned where the Oakwood/Tarboro project rated with regard to the projects listed in the Budget Note with Transportation Planning Manager Eric Lamb responding the Oakwood/Tarboro project rated in the bottom third on the priorities list.  He stated staff will provide a full list of the projects at the next work session.  In response to questions, Mr. Lamb stated he recalled Council did not formally adopt a plan in 2011, but there were informal discussions regarding the plan.
Mr. Stephenson questioned where New Bern Avenue/Edenton Street fit in the plan with Mr. Lamb responding those streets are part of the New Bern Avenue Corridor project that will be going to public hearing shortly.

Discussion took place regarding how Capital Improvement Project (CIP) funding is provided for streetscape project as well as whether the streetscape project priorities list could be changed with Mr. Weeks stating he favored moving the Oakwood Avenue/Tarboro Road project forward and moving the project up on the priorities list.

BUDGET NOTE NO. 11 – HOMELESS SUPPORT CIRCLES - DISCUSSED
City Manager Hall indicated the following report is included in the agenda packet:

Introduction
A Council Member expressed interest in increasing funding in the FY15 budget for Homeless Support Circles.  This memorandum provides information regarding the history of the City’s funding of this program and its expenditure experience.

Background
Homeless Support Circles is a program coordinated by Raleigh Catholic Charities to provide employment assistance, housing assistance, furniture and clothing, and connections to social services to families working toward self-sufficiency.  The program is funded through a shared match process in which 1/3 comes from local government contributions, 1/3 comes from private donations, and 1/3 comes from faith organizations. 

In each of FY07, FY08, and FY09 the City appropriated $100,000 to support the Homeless Support Circles program.  However, in each of these years the program spent significantly less than the funded amount. See Table 1 below for a full history of the City’s funding of this program and its expenditure.  As previously noted, funding for the program relies on two-thirds of the contributions coming from sources other than the City and funding from these other sources has typically lagged behind the amount provided by the City, thereby slowing the pace at which the City’s contribution can be spent.


[image: image4.emf]Table 1:  Homeless Support Circles Funding and Expenditure History

FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14

FY15 proposed

Annual Appropriation 100,000   100,000   100,000   -            60,000      -          44,000   44,000   44,000                 

Roll Forward -            95,915      56,680      114,736   68,138      60,000   16,717   15,997   8,997                   

Adjusted Budget 100,000   195,915   156,680   114,736   128,138   60,000   60,717   59,997   52,997                 

Actual 4,085        39,236      41,944      46,599      48,831      43,284   44,720   51,000   (estimated)

Unspent at Year End 95,915      156,679   114,736   68,137      79,307      16,716   15,997   8,997     


In the current year (FY14), the City’s funding for this program totals $60,000 and is comprised of a $44,000 FY14 budget appropriation and $16,000 which was carried forward from a prior year appropriation.  By year end, the program is expected to have spent $51,000 (the most ever spent in one year), which means the program will have approximately $9,000 in remaining funds that will be rolled forward for their use in FY15.  When this $9,000 is added to the $44,000 currently proposed in the FY15 budget, the program will have $53,000 in FY15 to spend.  Based on past expenditure history, this amount appears sufficient for their needs. 

Summary
The City Council could choose to fund the Homeless Support Circles program at $100,000 in FY15.  However, unless changes are made to the structure of the program, the entirety of these funds are unlikely to be spent in FY15.  Staff recommends appropriating funds at a level in line with the program’s ability to expend.  Based on this program’s expenditure history, staff believes the current funding recommendation of $44,000 proposed for FY15 plus the carrying forward of approximately $9,000 from unspent, current year funding (a total of $53,000) is sufficient to support Homeless Support Circles program needs in FY15.

Ms. Baldwin pointed out this item was discussed earlier in the meeting.  (Clerk’s note – see minutes for Budget Note No. 1.)

BUDGET NOTE NO. 12 – PUBLIC UTILITIES EMPLOYEE AND LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT - APPROVED
City Manager Ruffin Hall summarized the following staff memorandum:

The City of Raleigh Public Utilities Department (CORPUD) developed a Strategic Plan that identified eight areas for development and/or improvement using Effective Utility Management attributes that provide a concise indication of where effectively managed utilities focus and what they strive to achieve.
Employee and Leadership Development (E&LD) is one of the areas identified and major work has been performed since the department defined and shared these attributes with City Council on February 19, 2013.  The Department’s consultant, Brown and Caldwell, presented their recommendations to City Council on March 20, 2014. 
The recommendations included the creation of career ladders for 85% of the Department’s workforce.  The City as a whole is planning to review its pay, compensation and performance standard program in the future, therefore the Public Utilities E&LD program was asked to place a hold on implementing final recommendations until the broader City process was complete. In the interim, the City Manager’s Office, Human Resources Department and Office of Budget and Management agreed to support and recommend immediate implementation of several components of the E&LD project in FY15 in order to maintain momentum for positive change within the Public Utilities Department.  
One of these components was a market based evaluation of positions/job descriptions using the market salary survey data generated by Segal Consulting, in conjunction and cooperation with Human Resources, to identify those positions/job descriptions which might not be competitive with comparable market salary survey data. Positions deemed to have pay levels or pay ranges based on current job summaries not competitive with the applicable market survey data were reviewed using current adjustment policies and procedures. 
Some positions did not receive sufficient data in order to be included in this phase of the project.  Additional survey information will be gathered for these positions and will be included in the next phase of the project along with the January 2015 redesign of the CORPUD Management Team, reducing the number of managers and expanding their span of control.  
Attached is a listing of the positions recommended for pay grade and/or title reclassifications as well as the new classifications.  Funding was included in the departmental budget submission as part of the strategic plan implementation in a salary reserve account; therefore, no budgetary changes are necessary. Staff requests that Council approve the list of attached position classification changes.

Mr. Gaylord moved to uphold staff’s recommendations.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Baldwin and a roll call vote resulted in all members voting in the affirmative except Mr. Odom who was absent.  Mayor McFarlane ruled the motion adopted on a 7-0 vote.

CAPITAL PROJECTS UPDATE – LIST OF COMPLETED PROJECTS REQUESTED
Ms. Baldwin requested an update on completed capital projects with Budget Manager Joyce Munro responding staff will provide the list at the next work budget work session.

FUNDING REQUEST – $100,000 MATCHING GRANT – INFORMATION REQUESTED
Mayor McFarlane requested information on providing $100,000 for a matching grant.

FUNDING STATUS – RADA – INFORMATION REQUESTED

 Mr. Weeks requested information on RADA’s current funding status with City Manager Hall responding 2 of the 4 homes owned by RADA were recently sold.  He stated staff will provide a report on RADA’s funding status at the next work session.

NEXT CITY COUNCIL BUDGET WORK SESSION – MONDAY, JUNE 9, 2014, 4:00 P.M.
City Manager Hall advised the Council the next budget work session will take place on Monday, June 9, 2014 at 4:00 p.m. in the City Council Chamber.

ADJOURNEMENT

There being no further business, Mayor McFarlane declared the meeting adjourned at 5:40 p.m.

Ralph L. Puccini
Assistant Deputy Clerk

