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BUDGET & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

The Budget and Economic Development Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session at 11:00 a.m. on Tuesday, September 25, 2012, in Room 305, Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 West Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present.

Committee




Staff

Mayor McFarlane



City Manager Allen

Mr. Crowder



City Attorney McCormick

Mr. Stagner



Transit Administrator Eatman

Mr. Weeks



Transportation Planning Manager Lamb







Deputy Planning Director Bowers

Also Present:


Mr. Stephenson

Mayor McFarlane called the meeting to order and the following items were discussed with action taken as shown.

Item #11-11 – Water and Sewer Fee Policy/Kane Realty Request.  Mr. Kane was not at the meeting and the Committee talked about holding the item; however, Mayor McFarlane stated she feels we could go ahead and discuss the item as the recommendation from staff is that this policy be looked at by WUTAT.  She pointed out the facility fees have never been paid and she was sure there was a cost.  She stated Mr. Kane should be treated as everyone else is treated and she feels at this point we need to refer the issue to WUTAT for discussion.  Committee members received the following memorandum in their agenda packet.

Kane Realty is currently redeveloping property along Ramblewood Drive near Six Forks Road.  The project title is Ramblewood Lantern.  Phase I of the project has already been completed.  The site plans for Phases 2&3 have been approved and the developer has recently applied for the building permits.  Utility connection fees including Water and Sewer Acreage fees and Water and Sewer Capital Facilities fees (formerly called Nutrient fees) are due at the time of building permit application. 

The original Ramblewood development was located outside the 1959 Acreage fee exemption area, thus acreage fees were paid for the property when it was originally developed in the early 1970’s.  Since Acreage fees are associated with the property acreage and zoning, they have already been paid and are not required for the redevelopment project. 

Capital Facilities fees (formerly Nutrient Fees) are based on the service connections.  All new connections arc subject to these fees.  The current Capital Facilities fees are as follows: 

Water 

$1,334/dwelling unit

Sewer 

$504/dwelling unit for group housing 

There is no credit for the number of units that existed prior to redevelopment because these fees have never been paid for connections made prior to 1998 (sewer) and 2009 (water).  However, fees have been waived for redevelopments that were able to utilize the existing connections. 

Since the implementation of Sewer Nutrient fees in 1998, and the addition of Water Nutrient Fees in 2009, staff has consistently applied fees a follows: 

· New development with new service taps - Fees required for all taps.

· Existing Building is demolished and new building utilizes existing taps - No fees required.

· Existing building is demolished and new building utilizes new taps - Fees required. 

· Existing multi-unit development is demolished mid now multi-unit development utilizes seine existing taps mid some new taps - No fees required for units utilizing exiting taps; Fees required for units utilizing new taps. 

To date, all of the prior redevelopment projects, including phase I of the Ramblewood project have been charged the fees when new taps were utilized. 

The water and sewer infrastructure serving the Ramblewood Lantern development has been reconstructed such that none of the existing services connection are being utilized. 

The developer is requesting that credit be given for the number of units that existed prior 
to the redevelopment.

Earlier this year, the Public Utilities Department retained Raftelis Financial Consultants to evaluate the fees associated with new development and redevelopment, and provide recommendations about fee amounts, as well as applicability to redevelopments.  The first draft report is expected to be presented to WUTAT by the end of October 2012, and a recommendation to City Council is expected by the end of this year. 

Recommendation: Take no action on the developer’s request, 

If necessary, any changes to the applicability of fees to redevelopments should be made once the Raftelis development fee study is reviewed by WUTAT and reported to City Council later this year.  In the meantime, staff recommends that the application of fees to 
redevelopments continue under the current policy.

Mr. Crowder stated he does not feel the current policy is treating everyone fairly and that is what WUTAT should be looking at.  He stated we need to look at the equity question and if we are not charging folks who tear down buildings and keep a water meter but are charging others there is a difference in the way the development is treated.  Mayor McFarlane moved that the item be referred to WUTAT discussion after they receive the RAFTELIS development fee study.  Her motion was seconded by Mr. Stagner and put to a vote which passed unanimously.
Item #11-08 – Personnel Classification and Transfer – Planning and Development.  Mayor McFarlane pointed out the Committee had a great deal discussion about this last time and she feels that everyone is pretty clear on what the position is to be responsible for.  City Manager Allen stated he feels staff understands the Council’s goals and feels that the goals can be accomplished with the structure that has been proposed.  Mr. Stagner stated he is concerned the position will not be a direct report to the City Planning Director but he is willing to give the City Manager the right to go with the process but we should continue to monitor the situation.  
Mayor McFarlane indicated we still have the issue of the Comprehensive Plan and the transit areas and overlay locations.  She questioned how we see that moving forward pointing out she feels it is important for this position to look at the areas designated transit overlay, look at economic development opportunities, involved and bring everything together; that is, see that all are a part of the building stones and look at how this would relate to the Comprehensive Plan.  
Transportation Engineer Lamb questioned if the Mayor is referring to the West Raleigh rail study with Mayor McFarlane pointing out that and the corridor studies and how they all fit together with the Comprehensive Plan.  Mr. Lamb stated that is the goal whether it is transit, enhanced bus service, light rail, whatever.  He stated at this point we have not done the RFP but this position will manage that study.  He talked about the various corridor plans such as South Saunders, Glenwood, New Bern Avenue and follow up on those discussions, explore the various options, all of that will be included in the study which will be managed by this position.  He talked about the complexities, developing networks, in addition to service, looking at land use, locations, etc.  
Mayor McFarlane questioned the status of developing the transit overlay districts.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers talked about the latest draft of the rail plan and how the locations need to be brought into the plan.  He talked about the policies in the plan that relate to transit and the studies involved including the significant amount of work done on a bus plan, CAMPO plan, Wake County Transit Plan, Raleigh Plan, etc.  He stated all of that has to be incorporated and coordinated.  The position we are talking about will work with transit and the transit staff and planning to make sure there is coordination.  He referred to CP-2-12 which will map those corridors in association with the UDO.  He pointed out we will make a determination as to what we want mapped, talked about the regional rail study and the likelihood that some of the stations will move.  He talked about districts being available with the UDO adoption of maps and talked about addressing heights, setbacks, zoning, frontage, intensive walkability, etc.  
Mayor McFarlane questioned is the station locations would be moved with Mr. Bowers pointing out we do not know at this point.  When we get into that there could be some amount of shifting due to historic resources, environmental issues, etc.  We do not know at this point.  Mr. Crowder talked about known factors such as grade and rail and questioned if there could be something that would necessitate change and whether it is realistic to say we will reconfigure the current rail corridors.  Mr. Bowers stated there could be some options but he is not aware of any efforts to put the rail corridors in different locations.  Mr. Crowder pointed out since we do have some restraints such as grade, etc. he would question if the locations would move with Mr. Bowers pointing out he does not know.  Mr. Lamb pointed out there could be situations where stations could shift a couple of hundred feet, etc., but pointed out we are early in the process.  
Mr. Crowder talked about the West Raleigh grade separation study explaining we need to be looking at all of the studies together.  He stated we do not need to do the various studies in a vacuum we need to do everything together, talked about the various radiuses of the corridors and the impacts.  He stated we need to be very careful and he feels now is the time to do that and talked about the planning efforts and the importance that everything is studied together and incorporated and works with the comprehensive plan and the position or the person in this position should be a part and leader of that.  He talked about the studies, economic impact, various guides, etc., that we need to study hand and glove and the importance of all of this being part of the deliverables.  
Mr. Bowers talked about work with CAMPO, looking at the economic development scope, etc.  Mr. Crowder stated he wants to make sure that coordination be included in the various studies including Wake County, CAMPO, Transit, etc. with this position being central.  Mr. Bowers stated there is no problem with this position being a part of all of he studies and talked about how the parallel studies work in concert with each other.  Mr. Crowder pointed out transportation, street network, economic development, transit, land use, all work together and the need to make sure that this person and the Planning Department work together and are a part of all of the studies and development of all of the plans whether they are called transit overlays or what.  He stated he feels we could be moving forward with creating those overlays and he just wants to make sure that all of the plans and studies work together and this person be a part of that and with that comment he would move approval of the position as recommended with the understanding that the person would be a part of overseeing of these various studies.  His motion was seconded by Mayor McFarlane and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  
Item #11-04 ART Contract Polices.  Transit Administrator David Eatman introduced James Benton, Chair of the Mayor’s Committee for Persons with Disabilities.  Mr. Eatman stated they have worked very closely with this Committee during this process has changes have occurred, staff has tried to keep them up to date and there have been big changes.
James Benton expressed appreciation and stated there have been big changes.  He stated they have worked closely with staff and MV staff members and it has been great exchange.  He talked about the work to save funds for the citizens and provided transit for our citizens.  He talked about the work of MV and talked about the need to keep the ideas and principles in the forefront.  He stated change is hard but he feels if we are work together towards the same goal we will be in good shape.  

Transit Administrator Eatman pointed out Mr. Benton and the Committee have reviewed the following memo.

City of Raleigh Transit staff and management representatives from MV Transportation met with the Raleigh Mayor’s Committee for Persons with Disabilities on September 12, 2012.  Mr. James Benton, Chairman of the Committee, facilitated the meeting and encouraged open dialogue between City of Raleigh transit staff, MV staff members, and members of the Mayor’s Committee for Persons with Disabilities.  During the meeting several key areas of concern were discussed and corresponding action items were developed.  The action items developed were as follows: 

Sensitivity training: MV Transportation currently provides 40 hours of disability awareness and ADA training for all new employees; quarterly training for existing employees is also provided.  The Mayor’s Committee has requested that MV transportation enlist the assistance of a local disability awareness professional to supplement their existing training program. 

City of Raleigh transit staff as well as MV Management encourages the additional disability awareness training.  The use of a local trainer will provide additional training opportunities as well as promote continued communication between MV Transportation and the ADA clients it serves. 

Centralized phone number: Several concerns were raised regarding the inability to reach City of Raleigh transit staff before or after normal business hours.  It was also stated that clients could not reach an MV employee when inquiring about the status of a pending trip. It was requested that a centralized phone number be provided during all normal operational hours.  This contact number / dispatch office will act as the liaison between the 40 vendors and the assigned ADA clients. 

Staff is in favor of this change; however, it will take additional financial resources.  It is anticipated that the savings currently seen within the ART program due to the use of shared ride services could be used to support this initiative.  The implementation of a centralized dispatch will be an additional change to the program that may not be welcomed by all clients.  Many clients have developed relationships with their vendors and have become accustomed to calling them directly for trip changes and inquiries.  Staff supports the change due to the increased ability to detect unauthorized trips, cancellations, and no-shows. 

Provide more specific pickup times for clients: The current shared ride system uses a thirty minute window to schedule all client pickups.  During the meeting it was requested that CAT provide specific pickup times as provided by other providers in the region.  Staff has concluded that this option cannot be implemented immediately due to the use of over 40 vendors and the mix of shared ride and taxi trips; however, this can be accomplished once the centralized number / dispatch center previously discussed is created.  The centralized dispatch in coordination with the ART program’s existing call center could accomplish this if formal contracts and supporting technologies were installed in all vehicles used by the ART program.  This change would result in the direct management and oversight of all taxi and shared ride related trips.  Transit staff is excited about the potential savings and increased oversight these changes could bring to the ART program. 

ADA Program education and outreach: It was agreed by all parties that continued dialogue will be critical to the success of existing and future ADA transportation initiatives.  Transit staff will be attending a series of meetings with stakeholders to provide information on program requirements and to receive direct Input from clients regarding program issues and concerns.  The first meeting is scheduled for October 10, 2012 at the Raleigh Lions Clinic for the Blind.  Transit staff will also be conducting question and answer interviews in forums accessible to persons with disabilities.  Examples of such interviews include the Raleigh Television Network, Triangle Radio Reading Service, and other local public service broadcast. 

Mr. Eatman pointed out as we move forward with some of these recommendations it will not be easy, it will require additional changes in the program and change is difficult.  He talked about the sensitivity training with Mr. Crowder questioning how the MV team is embracing and being informed in the sensitivity training.  Mr. Eastman talked about the three weeks of training prior to becoming a driver and pointing out they require one of those weeks to be on sensitivity training.  He talked about the training and trust building by all and he thinks MV is committed to go through this process.  Mr. Weeks questioned if the employees are accepting the training.  Mr. Eatman pointed out the training has not commenced as the program has not been selected.  He stated however they will monitor it and the sensitivity training will be evaluated on many factors.  He indicated he would expect that the employees will accept it, they will be required to go through the training and he feels it is much broader context.  He talked about the community building relationships dealing with the taxis, shared ride systems, etc.  He pointed out under the new system we do not provide some of the things we did under the old system and some of the burden is put on the clients such as we used to provide “through the door” service but her we are talking about “to the door service.”  

Mr. Eatman talked about the centralized phone number and explained under our current system the City books 300 to 400 trips per day.  We operate between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. daily.  An individual has to call between 8:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m. and all of this meets ADA requirements.  He pointed out there have been some problems with MV and they have talked to them to make sure that people will be able to get through on the phone.  He stated he thought many of the clients were looking for a 24 hour contact and while that is helpful it will take away the one on one relationship.  He stated we would like the ability to receive calls from everyone but talked about the challenges that would present.  He stated it would be helpful to staff as it would provide an opportunity to track no shows, late arrivals, etc.  He stated at this point we do not have that level of knowledge and a centralized phone service would provide valuable information.  He stated that is not something that we could go out and do tomorrow it will take a lot of preliminary work and in depth thought process and additional budget.  He stated he feels we could provide some funding from the cost savings of the new program.  It will be a financial change and it is felt it would be positive change.  
Mr. Crowder questioned if we do not move forward with this central phone system how are we going to address the complaints, how they would be resolved if we do not have a central number.  Mr. Eatman stated we can control MV and monitor that situation; however, we would not be able to monitor the 40 vendors without some type centralized phone system which would provide the needed information.  The change in MV and the new phone system that is underway was talked about.  Mayor McFarlane stated getting the central phone number is something that we should do that would help provide for the specific pick up times for clients.  Mr. Eatman talked about changes in how the program works and the need for a 24-hour monitoring and how specific pick up times would work.  He stated it will be difficult.  How to deal with the change, how other systems address this issue which is different from the way the City addresses specific pick up times was talked about.  The City of Raleigh uses a different model and pointed out here pick ups are assigned to a company not a particular vehicle.  The way our system is set up we are not able to provide specific pick up time, we provide a window of time for pick up.  He stated the calls are required to come in one day in advance of need but we can modify that in emergency situations.  He talked about how the system works, how the City brokers trips on a daily basis relying on the company to provide a vehicle and how this differs from other locations.  He explained when a specific time is given it is usually accomplished by utilization of shared vehicles.  
Mayor McFarlane questioned how the centralized phone system would work, how other systems work, the type of information that would be provided, the cost involved etc.  Mayor McFarlane indicated the cost may be a wash with the savings we are getting now but in the long term the information would be very helpful and would help us operate more efficiently.  Mr. Eatman stated it is really more than just the financial part what we are talking about is fundamentally changing how the program works.  He stated the new system could provide information on all of the vendors and services as we have available on the fixed route system now.  
Mr. Eatman pointed out with the current management/software system we have does not have that ability.  He talked about people wanting different levels of service and how it is and can be managed.
Mr. Crowder pointed out Item #1 – Sensitivity Training and Item #4 – ADA Program Education and Outreach are basically educational type issues that we can move forward on at this point.  He stated the cost savings in the new system could help absorb the cost for a centralized phone system and provide more flexible pick up time for clients so he would suggest that staff come back with a proposal as to how to implement those to issues.  

Mr. Stagner asked about the normal operations now as it relates to answering the phone.  Mr. Eatman talked about the prices for all of the educational programs current system and pointed out presently we operate the same hours as the fixed route.  Mr. Crowder pointed out the ADA has certain thresholds.  

Mr. Eatman pointed out the centralized phone system and specific pick up times are different levels of service and implementation.  He talked about seeing how our system works, gain some more knowledge and talked about true management oversight and what is being somewhat beyond that.  The next steps were talked about.   
Mr. Crowder suggested that this be a two step process Mayor McFarlane talked about the amount of change our system is going through at this time and she would like some information on how our clients are perceiving this.  She suggested that we move forward with Items #1 and #4 (Sensitivity Training and ADA Program Education and Outreach) and ask staff to come back with a proposal on how to implement Items #2 and #3 (Centralized phone number and specific pick up time) and engage the Mayor’s Committee and the clients in the process. 

Discussion took place as to whether to report the entire item out or move forward with the recommendation but keep items #2 and #3 in Committee and request that administration provide a report within 6 months so it can be considered in budget deliberations.  With that understanding her motion was seconded by Mr. Crowder and put to a vote which passed unanimously.

FIRE STATION SITE #29 ASSEMBLAGE

Committee members received the following report in their agenda packet.
What Is Requested?  Authorization for condemnation of a portion of one (1) parcel at 12109 Leesville Road for the assemblage of overall property areas needed for construction of Fire Station 29 to be located at 12113 Leesville Road. 

Background: The Raleigh Fire Department has been working with Williard Ferm Architects, PA for the development of the Fire Station 29 site located at 12113 Leesville Road.  As part of the design process it became apparent that the assemblage of additional acreage would greatly reduce the construction cost of the facility.  One of the properties identified for assemblage contained 1.02 acres and is located at 12109 Leesville Road.  A 6,610 square foot portion of this property is needed for the assemblage. 

Real Estate staff contacted and met on site with Ms. Whitney McMahan, guardian for Mr. Albert Hucks, Jr., holder of a life estate interest in the property, to discuss the City’s needs for the project.  Ms. McMahan stated that she had no problem with the City’s needs as long as Mr. Hucks received his portion of the proceeds.  Staff informed Ms. McMahan that they would first check with Wake County to ensure the loss of acreage would not adversely impact the septic field for the property and get back to her.  Ms. McMahan gave staff the contact information she had for Mr. Huck’s brother William Hucks, who holds fee simple interest in the property. 

Staff has made multiple attempts to contact Mr. Hucks at the telephone number provided by Ms. McMahan, and has exhausted all other available resources to find Mr. William Hucks to discuss the acquisition.  Staff contacted Ms. McMahan to inform her that Wake County advised that the sale of a portion of the property would not adversely affect the property.  Staff also explained that they had been unable to contact William Hucks and that, upon a recommendation from the City Attorney’s office, staff will move forward with having Ms. McMahan sign a deed for the property needed for the project and grant compensation to Mr. Albert Hucks, Jr. in the amount of $3,500 representing 50% of the appraised value for the property.  Negotiations with William Hucks have been unsuccessful due to staff’s inability to reach Mr. Hucks by telephone or mail, 

Staff’s final offer for tile property based on recent sales of similarly zoned properties in the vicinity was $7,000, which is also supported by a recent appraisal. 

The property is 12109 Leesville Road - Property owned by: 

William L. Hucks holds fee simple interest along with Albert Hucks, Jr., who has a life estate interest in the property as shown in Deed Book 011365 Page 02150, of the Wake County Register of Deeds. 

Subject property is located adjacent to two lots totaling 1.87 acres, acquired by the City in May and June of 2009.  The property contains a double wide mobile home that has been modified to a one bedroom one bath dwelling by Ms. McMahan for Mr. Albert Hucks, Jr.   A 30’ x 220’ strip or 6,610 square feet is needed from the lot for completion of the assemblage of the overall Fire Station 29 site.  The Raleigh Fire Department supports the condemnation process as a means for acquiring this property. 

Previous Council Action: None 

Recommendation: That Council authorizes condemnation proceedings for this property 
interest in order that the site may be utilized for the development of Fire Station 29. 

Site Data Summary: 

Tax ID Number: 
0091456 

Parcel Location: 
12109 Leesville Road 

Properly Size: 

1.02 acres 

Zoning: 

TD 

Land Tax Value:
$66,000 

Bldg. Tax Value:
$     400 

Property Tax Value:
$66,400 

Appraised Value:
$  7,000 

City Manager Allen explained.  Mr. Crowder moved approval.  His motion was seconded by Mayor McFarlane and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  The Mayor ruled the motion adopted.  

CLOSED SESSION

Mayor McFarlane stated a motion is in order to enter closed session pursuant to NCGS143-318.11(a)(3)(5) for the purpose of instructing City staff concerning negotiations for properties in the following areas:  New Hope Road; South Person Street and Fire Station sites.  Mayor McFarlane moved approval of the motion as read. Her motion was seconded by Mr. Stagner and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  The Committee went into closed session at 11:50 a.m.  Minutes of that portion will be covered by a separate set.

Gail G. Smith

City Clerk
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