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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, April 19, 2016 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 Kay C. Crowder
Councilor David N. Cox

Councilor Bonner Gaylord

Councilor Russ Stephenson

Councilor Richard A. “Dickie” Thompson
Mayor McFarlane called the meeting to order at 11:39 a.m.  All Council members were present except for Councilor Branch and Councilor Baldwin, who were absent and excused.
City Manager Ruffin Hall introduced Public Utilities Director Robert Massengill, who announced that the Council would be receiving a brief update on the status of water supply planning and current source water quality issues and concerns.
FUTURE WATER SUPPLY – INFORMATION RECEIVED
Assistant Public Utilities Director Kenneth Waldroup presented this item with the assistance of a PowerPoint presentation titled “Water Resource Assessment and Plan Update.”  Sides during this part of the presentation included the following information that he explained further.

Agenda

· Introduction;
· Water Quantity;
· Quality of Source Waters; and
· Wake County Water Partnership.
Map:  Utility service area
Graph:  Water consumption trends
Assistant PU Director Waldroup expanded on this graphic, stating that the data shows a decline over the last 15 years, which is a result of a well-educated customer base resulting from policies set by the Council.
Graph:  City of Raleigh service area demand projection cone with ±9 gallons per capita day (gpcd) uncertainty
Map:  Brief history of water resource development
Map:  Water, water everywhere…and what does “complexity” mean
Assistant PU Director Waldroup stated that in 2006, the City made a plan to build the next water resource.  The process of building or permitting a reservoir led City Planners to look at over 25 alternatives that may be more practical.  In a nine-year time frame, the City has been able to narrow down to three viable options.  He noted that as a prudent planning measure, there was a suggestion to look outside of the Neuse River Basin in the chance that options are delayed or less than successful.
Map:  How the three Neuse River options work
Assistant PU Director Waldroup stated that all water withdrawn will be ultimately returned to the Neuse River.  For each ten gallons the City withdraws, nine are returned to the river.  To some extent, each of these options has challenges.
Image:  A brief history of source water quality
Due to these challenges, Falls Lake has a complex set of policies.  For example, in 2005, the General Assembly passed the Clean Lakes Act.  The Clean Lakes Act directs the Environment Management Commission to:

1. Study water quality in drinking water supply reservoirs in the state;
2. Adopt nutrient control criteria for drinking water supply reservoirs;

3. Develop and implement a nutrient management strategy for certain drinking water supply reservoirs that are impaired or that may become impaired within five years;

4. Not make any new or increased nutrient loading allocation to any impaired drinking water supply reservoir until rules to implement a nutrient management strategy for that reservoir become effective; and

5. Report to the Environmental Review Commission on progress in developing and implementing nutrient management strategies for drinking water supply reservoirs with impaired water quality.

In 2010, there was a rule process to establish nutrient reductions for Falls Lake.  This led to a set of consensus principles, which generally established that:

1. Any rules developed would protect Falls Lake relating to the water supply;

2. Any additional water quality monitoring should provide useful information; and

3. North Carolina and new stakeholders should use information to determine if future actions need to be modified for offering protection to the water supply.

Changing need and planning criteria
· 2010 projections versus 2015 projections;
· 50-year drought event versus drought of record (300-year event for Falls Lake); and
· Refined population and customer class data.
· Corrected population (+10,000 or 2%);
· Revised multi-family estimates; and
· Projection of customer class mix.
Falls Lake reallocation
· Process dictated by the 1958 Water Supply Act and 1996 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Guidance.
· 2015‐2045 project needs 23 million gallons per day (mgd) and drought of record dictates a reallocation of 17,400 acre‐feet (5.67 Billion Gallons) of storage.
· Revised schedule calls for public comment to begin November 18, 2016 (40 days) and final decision by June 17, 2017.
Falls Lake authorized uses

· Controlled Flood Storage – from 251.5 to 264.8 feet Mean Sea Level (MSL) with 211,182 acre-feet or 5.4 inches of runoff storage.
· Water Supply Storage – 45,000 acre-feet, 14.7 billion gallons or 42.3% of the Conservation Pool.
· Downstream Water Quality Storage – 61,322 acre-feet, 20 billion gallons or 57.7% of the Conservation Pool.
· Sedimentation Storage – 25,073 acre-feet with top at 236.5 feet MSL.
Revised with the reallocation
· Controlled Flood Storage – From 251.5 to 264.8 feet MSL with 211,182 Acre‐Feet or 5.4 inches of Runoff Storage.
· Water Supply Storage – 62,400 Acre‐Feet, 20.3 billion gallons or 58.7% of the Conservation Pool.
· Water Quality Storage – 43,922 Acre‐Feet, 14.3 billion gallons or 41.3% of the Conservation Pool.
· Sedimentation Storage – 25,073 Acre‐Feet with top at 236.5 Feet MSL.
Jordan Lake allocation
· NCGS §143‐354(a)(11) gives the Environmental Management Commission (EMC) authority to allocate water supply storage in Jordan Lake;
· Uses the 2010‐2040 projected need and 50‐year Drought Event;
· The 4.7 mgd requested by the City is a “bridging” option, a short term (30 year) alternative intended to act as insurance in the event other options are delayed or fail; and
· The deadline for public comment is May 18, final decision will be late Fall 2016.
Assistant PU Director Waldroup stated that the Council pursued an allocation based on the reality that all options have challenges.  It is entirely possible that one or more options may fail.  He added that the City needs several options to meet needs in 50 years.  City staff is recommending that the City acquire a 30-year, temporary allocation from Jordan Lake; however, it is very costly and could reach over half a million dollars per year.  
Map:  Little River Water Supply Watershed
Assistant PU Director Waldroup expanded on the Little River Water Supply watershed, stating that water quantity overlaps with water quality.  Numerous local governments came together to protect this water supply by proposing additional protective covenants, which turned into an Interlocal Agreement (ILA) that memorialized density limitations, buffer standards, and more.  This agreement affirmed that municipalities could not extend their jurisdictions into watershed any further than they already had.  The Town of Roseville, North Carolina attempted to ratify this agreement due to challenges for their residents.  An amendment then came forward to the Wake County Board of Commissioners in September of 2015 with a proposal from the Town of Zebulon to modify the ILA.
Map:  Zebulon proposal
Map:  Falls Lake water quality update
Assistant PU Director Waldroup stated that with this research, the end result will show what it will take to restore Falls Lake.  The hope is to raise the lake to its highest and best use potential.  Councilor Gaylord asked for elaboration on lake restoration.  Assistant PU Director Waldroup responded that there is a water quality standard that the City is trying to meet.  It is possible that after all monitoring, the City determines that it is not technically or economically feasible to meet the standards. 
Councilor Crowder asked Assistant PU Director Waldroup what would cause the City to suddenly change the water quality standard.  He responded that the current plans do not allow for expansion outside of Wake County, which limits development potential for the smaller municipalities.  The City is trying to find other methods to resolve the other municipalities’ tensions, needs, and desire to grow.
Manager Hall agreed with Assistant PU Director Waldroup, stating that he was summarizing the issue correctly.  There are questions associated with future growth and development.  Originally, the City was going to immediately build a reservoir; however, that plan has been significantly delayed.  The smaller municipalities would like to find different solutions.  Councilor Crowder added that she would like for everyone to benefit without giving up water quality.
Councilor Stephenson stated that mayors in other municipalities have differing perspectives.  Assistant PU Director Waldroup responded that the City is working to compromise with the smaller municipalities and also work to change opinions using reason, modeling, and monitoring.
Map:  Swift Creek Water Quality Issues
Map:  Watershed Protection Program Update – New Conservation Plan

Watershed Protection Program Update – Project Prior Criteria
· Water Sources and Conveyances.
· Protect Headwater Streams;
· Support connected high quality water features; and
· Protect stream buffers.
· Uplands.
· Protect uplands and pervious areas;
· Protect areas with minimal impervious surface; and
· Protect uplands with forest cover.
· Infiltration and Retention.
· Promote filtration and retention through wetland protection;
· Promote filtration through floodplain protection; and
· Protect groundwater recharge areas.
· Vulnerable Areas.
· Protect wet/hydric areas;
· Protect steep slopes; and
· Protect highly erodible soils.
Wake County Water Partnership
· Advisory Board on Water Issues;
· Distributed Representation (One Representative from the City of Raleigh); and
· Tasked to address several outstanding issues (Little River Reservoir ILA and Zebulon/Rolesville Request).
Mayor McFarlane asked Assistant PU Director Waldroup if the Upper Neuse River Basin Association (UNRBA) already addresses the water issues.  He responded that they do; however, the Wake County Water Partnership is an advisory board to the UNRBA.
Images:  The Bull Pen
Graph:  Regional Population Estimate

Graph:  Projected Triangle Area Water Demand

Map:  Triangle Regional Water Supply
PARKS – USER FEE UPDATE – INFORMATION RECEIVED
Manager Hall reminded the Council that previously, staff presented on the possibility of using user fee models, which would be applied in a variety of different topic areas.  City staff asked the finance department to look at these potential policies.  The finance staff contracted with a consultant and is briefing the Council on the findings today.  He noted that main goal of this process is for the Council to adopt a policy for user fees that can be applied in a consistent manner.  
The following information was contained in the agenda packet:


The Finance Department has begun a multi-year process to develop consistent and comprehensive policies and processes for all City user fees. Parks, Recreation and Cultural Resources (PRCR), Finance and the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) departments partnered for the first project of this process establishing a comprehensive user fee policy specifically for parks, recreation and cultural resource facilities, programs and services.

GreenPlay, a nationally renowned parks and recreation management firm, served as the consultant in this effort. GreenPlay utilizes an established approach known as the ‘Pyramid Methodology™’ to align fee amounts with levels of benefit accrual. The approach challenged PRCR staff to organize the approximately 12,000 program offerings of FY15 into like categories of service. Through a series of facilitated conversations with the public, the PRCR array of services were placed by consensus along a spectrum of benefit accrual (i.e. who receives the benefit from the activity) with the benefits ranging from a “community benefit” to a “highly individual benefit” and gradations in between.

PRCR, Finance, OMB and GreenPlay reviewed the benefit accrual spectrum or pyramid as derived from the community and with GreenPlay’s recommendation established minimum cost recovery goals for each level of the pyramid; ranging from a minimum of 0% for “Mostly Community” benefit to a minimum of 100% for “Mostly Individual” benefit. This exercise frames a fair and equitable tax payer investment/resource and cost recovery strategy (Figure 1).

The next phase of the process established the direct cost of each PRCR service category and then incorporated revenues generated by each service category to create individual cost recovery for each service category. The service category cost recovery numbers were placed on the appropriate tier of the benefit accrual pyramid, averaged for each tier and compared to the recommended targets.

The consultant review of service category cost recovery suggests PRCR meets the recommended cost recovery goals for Tiers 1 through 3. Tier 4 and 5 do not meet the goals requiring further review and analysis; yet represent only 5% of the overall PRCR service category expenses.

The Finance Department’s work plan seeks to establish clear, consistent and comprehensive policies and processes for all City user fees. The proposed PRCR user fee policy matches this goal through: clearly and concisely stating the objectives of the policy; establishing pricing classifications for programs and services reflective of the community’s belief on where the benefit accrues; articulating the public process for pricing changes for use of or access to city-owned assets; and stating the governance process for the policy. PRCR includes one additional critically important element in the proposed policy, a commitment to a fee assistance program, draft policy attached.

While the proposed policy validates, codifies and structures PRCR’s approach to user fees, one element of change presents, facility/space rental. As service categories were developed and communicated with the community during the series of public engagement conversations, a hierarchy of rental types and benefit accrual became clear. Previously to this process, facility and space rental rates as proposed by PRCR, reviewed and recommended by the Parks, Recreation and Greenway Advisory Board (PRGAB) and ultimately approved by City Council were single rate. The community views the benefit of space/facility rental to be tiered by the user type which suggests differential rates:

· General Public – exclusive use of identified spaces and facilities on a one-time or ongoing basis by individuals, families or unaffiliated groups. (Examples include: family reunions; birthday parties; wedding receptions; etc.) “Considerable Individual Benefit” – Tier 4
· Partners – exclusive use of identified spaces and facilities on a one-time or ongoing basis by groups or organizations that have a documented relationship with Raleigh Parks, Recreation and Cultural Resources (including but not limited to memorandums of understanding (MOUs), contracts, etc.). These groups/organizations should have a like mission and/or allied interests, and both should contribute to and benefit from the relationship. (Examples include: community-based organizations or groups, including Special Olympics; Senior Games; Meals on Wheels; Capital Area Soccer League; etc.) “Balanced Community/Individual Benefit”- Tier 3
· Non-Profit – exclusive use of identified spaces and facilities on a one-time or ongoing basis by groups or organizations qualifying as a 501(c)3 non-profit agency under the United States Internal Revenue Code, meaning they are exempt from paying taxes. (Examples include: charitable organizations such as Salvation Army; Boys and Girls Club; private schools; foundations; etc.) “Balanced Community/Individual Benefit”- Tier 3
· For Profit – exclusive use of identified spaces and facilities on a one-time or ongoing basis by commercial businesses defined as being organized primarily for profit. (Examples include: private instructors; personal trainers; businesses; etc.) “Mostly Individual Benefit”- Tier 5
If approved, implementation of a tiered facility/space rental would initiate Fall of 2016 through a public process including PRGAB assessment and in accordance with the adopted policy recommendation to City Council for review and approval.

Both PRCR Assistant Director Scott Payne and Assistant Financial Officer (AFO) Allison Bradsher presented this item with the assistance of a PowerPoint presentation.  Slides during this part of the presentation included the following information that they explained further.

Agenda

· Philosophy;
· GreenPlay Methodology;
· Process;
· Key Results;
· Key Changes; and
· Next Steps.
User Fee: Fee charged to individuals or groups who participate in a program or service or utilize City services.  
AFO Bradsher commented that for the most part, this study validated that the City’s current approach is in line with public desires.
Philosophy 
· Mostly individual benefit (user fee funded);
· Varying levels of individual and community benefit; and
· Mostly community benefit (taxpayer funded).
GreenPlay Methodology

AFO Bradsher presented the tiered approach and mentioned that GreenPlay will present to Council next month in more detail.  The City was asked to look at 28 different categories of service and categorize them on the pyramid, ranging from non-staffed facilities to private lessons.  Each tier has a cost recovery goal.  A user fee will come in to offset some of the services.
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Process

· Laws – Federal legislation governs resident/non-resident fee differential.  Recommend continuing involvement of PRGAB.
· Factors – Incorporate market and economic factors and the philosophy of department.
· Cost – Each program and service calculated cost compared to revenue.
· Review – Policy ensures comprehensive review at 3 year intervals.
· Sustainable – Methodology matches pricing of programs and services to policy.
· Engagement – Public input:  Series of workshops where over 100 hours of service/input was provided.
Key Results

· Tier 1-3:  Mostly Community (Balanced individual/community benefit)

· Meeting established goals (balance of Taxpayer Investment vs User Fees).

· 95% Core PRCR services.

· Tier 4:  Considerable Individual Benefit

· Approaches the established tier goals.

· Tier 5:  Mostly Individual Benefit.  PRCR Assistant Director Payne stated that the City is not currently at its goal level and needs to revisit its approach.
· Requires continues review and analysis.

· Smallest segment of citizens serves.

Key Changes

· Rental Space.
· Establishes 4 categories: Public, Partners, Not-for-Profit, For Profit.

· Different rate structure by category.

· City Assets should remain decision by council.
· Gate admissions, rental space and amusement fees reviewed each year.

· PRGAB recommends fee changes to City Council.

· Financial Assistance Program Policy.
· Recognizes and validates PRCR effort to assist those in need.

· 408 families supported in FY15.

PRCR Assistant Director Payne stated that in the new policy, the City wants to clearly state that financial assistance is available.  This is not new; however, it has never been formally stated.  Councilor Stephenson asked which guidelines are used to establish low-income.  PRCR Assistant Director Payne responded that the City follows federal guidelines.

Next Steps

· April 21, 2016 – Parks, Recreation and Greenway Advisory Board (PRGAB) option for approval.

· May 3, 2016 – GreenPlay presentation to City Council.

· Recommended approval of User Fee policy and Financial Assistance Policy.

Councilor Stephenson expressed his appreciation for the attempt to provide an equitable allocation of limited resources and to accommodate financial assistance to citizens.  Manager Hall thanked several City departments for their work towards the study.
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business before the City Council, Mayor McFarlane announced the meeting adjourned at 12:36 p.m.
Cassidy R. Pritchard
Assistant Deputy Clerk
