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COUNCIL MINUTES

The City Council of the City of Raleigh met in a Council Workshop at 1:00 p.m. on Friday, October 29, 2010, at Walnut Creek Wetland Center, 950 Peterson Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present.




Mayor Charles C. Meeker, Presiding




Councilor Mary-Ann Baldwin




Councilor Thomas G. Crowder




Councilor Bonner Gaylord




Councilor Nancy McFarlane




Councilor John Odom




Councilor Russ Stephenson



Councilor Eugene Weeks
Also present were City Manager Allen, City Attorney McCormick and various staff members.

Mayor Meeker called the meeting to order and made a comparison of the new NASCAR Hall of Fame in Charlotte and the Raleigh Convention Center.  He talked about the planning for the Raleigh Convention Center, touched on the key decision points by the City and County, marketing techniques, etc. and pointed out the Convention Center opened during one of the worst recessions our Country has seen but it has run fairly well, way above projections.  He talked about the key decisions, planning, etc., which went into that effort.  He compared that to the NASCAR Hall of Fame in Charlotte pointing out it opened only a few months ago.  He talked about the attendance and the deficient that facility is running.  He stated he is not saying this to say anything bad about the Hall of Fame or the decision making process but to point out the deliberate decision process that Raleigh went through in building the convention center.  He stated we had the right people making the right decisions and we should be very proud.

Mayor Meeker talked about the agenda for today’s meeting and how the meeting would proceed.  He pointed out the Council has not been having regular workshops but it may be something that the Council would want to consider as there are items that take more time than can be afforded at the Council table.  
ASSESSMENT POLICIES – REFERRED TO BUDGET AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE; STREET AND SIDEWALK REQUIREMENTS – TO BE PLACED ON NOVEMBER 16 AGENDA AS A SPECIAL ITEM

City Manager Allen pointed out the City of Raleigh has about 60 years of history with assessments.  He indicated staff has prepared a presentation divided into five areas including a brief oversight, legal foundation, history, process, calculations and options that may be considered.  He indicated Council members had received all of the information in their agenda packets.  
City Attorney McCormick pointed out the following frequently asked legal questions about special benefit assessments was included in the agenda packet.

FREQUENTLY ASKED LEGAL QUESTIONS ABOUT 
SPECIAL BENEFIT ASSESSMENTS

Q:
What is the source of the City’s authority to assess for certain projects? 

A:
The City is authorized to assess by Chapter 160A of the North Carolina 
Genera! Statues and by various special City Charter provisions unique to 
Raleigh. 

Q:
Is a petition from property owners required before the City may assess? 

A:
No.  The City is authorized by its charter to assess without a petition in most cases. 

Q:
Is the City required to assess for public projects? 

A:
No.  The assessment process is just one possible funding source for providing public improvements.  The City is never required to assess. 

Q:
What is the basis upon which assessments can be made and calculated? 

A:
Assessments may be calculated by the following methods:

1.
 per front foot for the footage abutting the project 

2. 
the area of land served 

3.
The value added to the land 

4. 
per lot 

5. 
any combination of the above methods 

Q: 
Must every lot involved in a project be assessed? 

A: 
No.  The city council has almost unlimited discretion to determine which lots actually receive a benefit from the assessment.  The assessment process is predicated on the notion that the charge is appropriate because the lots are receiving a special benefit. 

Q: 
May assessments be levied against property owned by the United States? 

A: 
No, these properties are always exempt. 

Q: 
May assessments be levied against property owned by the State of North Carolina? 

A: 
Yes, but only on the condition that the State is notified in advance and consents to the assessment. 

Q: 
May a property owner being assessed challenge that assessment in a, legal. proceeding? 

A:
Yes.  The general statutes establish a procedure that allows a legal challenge to the validity of an assessment. 

Q: 
How are assessments paid? 

A: 
Assessments may be paid in cash as a one time payment or they may be financed over a ten year period at an interest rate established by the city council but not to exceed eight percent.  In addition, a law is currently in place, expiration July 1, 2013, which would allow some assessments to be financed over a thirty year period. 

Q: 
What happens if a property owner fails to pay an assessment? 

A: 
Upon confirmation, an assessment becomes a lien against the property.  That lien is second in priority only to existing state, federal and local tax liens.  The city can and has foreclosed on property and sold the property at judicial sale pursuant to the foreclosure statutes.  Assessments are in rem in nature, which means that the land is the only asset that the city can look to for recovery.  There is no personal liability to the owner for any deficiency resulting from a foreclosure. 

Q: 
May assessments be held in abeyance? 

A: 
Yes.  Water and sewer assessments may be held in abeyance for up to ten years or until the owner of the assessed property actually hooks up the service.  Other types of assessment are not subject to being held in abeyance. 

Q:
May property outside the city be assessed?

A: 
Yes.  The city has special charter authority to make certain assessments outside the city limits.  However, no lien attaches to the property until such tithe as the owner hooks on to the service or the property is annexed.  Therefore, there is no encumbrance on the property until that later time. 

City Attorney McCormick highlighted the information.

Ms. McFarlane questioned how which method of calculation is decided.  It was pointed out the City uses per front footage, area of land served or per lot mainly.  How to use value added was discussed with Assessment Specialist David Fix talking about how it is calculated in Fayetteville.  

Mr. Crowder pointed out the property owner does receive value for water and sewer connection and that is to their benefit.  He stated one of the things he feels we need to reevaluate is assessments for sidewalk and curb and gutter.  He pointed out he had been told that the curb and gutter is needed in order to protect the road edge. He stated that may need to be rethought as there are some advantages to not having the curb and gutter.  He stated sidewalks in his opinion are part of our transportation system.  Now the up front cost and maintenance has to be paid for by the abutting property owners and questioned if those improvements should come out of general fund.  Discussion followed on street, curb and gutter and sidewalks who pays, who is responsible for maintenance, the fact that some cities pay for up front and maintenance of sidewalks, etc., City Manager Allen talked about the real challenges of balancing cost among rate payers, where we require sidewalks to be built in subdivisions, etc., the homeowners are paying in the cost of their property and then they would be asked to pay again to put sidewalks and maintain sidewalks in other areas of town.  Mr. Crowder talked about the reimbursement program for roads and questioned if we couldn’t do the same thing for sidewalks.  He talked about citizen’s desire to have pedestrian friendly neighborhoods and connection of sidewalks but individual property owners not wanting to pay.  
Dialogue followed on time of setting interest rates and methods of calculations, possibility of refinancing if interest rates are changed.  City Attorney McCormick pointed out the interest rate and method of assessment can be changed on each project.  The resolution of intent that is advertised sets out the interest rate and method of calculation; however it would be very difficult to have variable rates.  
Mr. Gaylord asked if the ERP system would make it easier to keep up with.  How to go back and look at refinancing or changing confirmed rates was talked about with it being pointed out by the City Attorney and the City Manager that would be difficult and you would run into the question of how far we should go.

Assessment Supervisor Jimmy Upchurch presented the following PowerPoint:

Key Areas

· What We Assess

· Historical Overview
· Project Initiation

· Estimated Assessments & Advanced Payments

· Finalization of Assessment Costs

· Billing and Collection

************************************************
What We Assess

· Street Improvements (residential streets)

 - recover:  12%;

· Sidewalk Improvements
-recover:  20%

· Sidewalk Repairs

-recovery:  100%

· Water Main Extensions

- recovery:  30%

· Sewer Main Extensions

Recovery:  39%

**********************************************
Historical Overview
1950-2010 (60 years)

Paving/Street Improvements


925

Sidewalk Improvements/Repairs

401

Utility Main Extensions


1,340

Assessment Rolls Confirmed

2,666

Total Assessment Dollars Confirmed
$41 million

Average assessment rolls per year

44

************************************************
Recent Statistics
Assessment Projects Calculated/Completed

11

Total Dollars Assessed



$2,488,656

Less Assessments Holding in PWC


$795,021

Net Dollars Assessed/confirmed


$1,693,636

Utility assessments




$1,474,224

Paving sidewalk assessments



$195,185

*****************************************************

Project Initiation
· Preliminary Resolution of Intent

- to schedule public hearing

· Public Notification

- mail/web sit – statutory requirement

· Public Hearing/Directing Resolution

- authorizes construction & assessments

· Assessment Records/Availability

· letter to owners/web site/Revenue Services

· record status “pending” vs “active”

Estimated Assessments & Advanced Payments
· Estimates Are Based On Preliminary Information

· provided upon request

· preliminary construction plans/easement plats

· estimated/projected easement costs

· current lot configurations

· subject to change

· Advanced Payments

· Accepted by revenue

· Overpayments/balances responsibility of current owner

************************************************************

Finalization of Assessment Costs
· Receipt of Final Contract Documents

· As-built plans

· Final contract payment

· Easement costs (utilities)

· Acceptance letter

· Property Research

· Verify owner per tax records

· Deed frontage/acreage

· Assessment Calculations

· Calculate “adjusted” assessment rate (utilities)
· Determine the assessable footage

· Apply applicable exemptions

· Establish assessment methodology (utilities)

· Per foot, per lot and/or area served (acreage)

· Preliminary Assessment Roll
· Notification to owners of public hearing

· Public Hearing/Confirming Resolution

*****************************************************

Payment Options
· Inside City Limits

· Interest free period

· 10 year pay plan/annual installments at 6% interest

· Outside City Limits

· Due in full upon connection (utilities) and/or subdivision

· Upon annexation

· Interest free period

· 10 year pay plan/annual installments at 6% interest

*Interest is calculated from the date of confirmation of the assessment or annexation date as applicable

Points of discussion related to the wide range of recovery with it being pointed out that is basically historical data as we do not set rates to get a certain rate of recovery.  What is included in the assessment was talked about.  Mr. Upchurch pointed out the rates for water and sewer are based on rates to install a 6 to 8 inch line but things such as tearing up and resurfacing the street or on street improvements, miscellaneous items such as driveway cuts, etc., are not figured in.  They look at the contract cost and take out items that are not routinely assessable.  The rates for water and sewer main extensions are set each year.  Sidewalks repairs are assessed at 100 percent.  Sidewalk improvements are set at $6 foot and street improvements are based on contract cost, taking out items that are not assessable based on zoning.  The other assessable items include the resurfacing of city streets without curb and gutter.  We do not resurface streets without curb and gutter unless there is a request by the property owners and that is assessed.  Mr. Crowder questioned why we need curb and gutter.  Mr. Gaylord questioned if we look at the true cost of recovery over a period of time.  Annexation procedures, how to recover cost of utility line extensions in annexation areas other than assessments was talked about.
Other discussion related to location and availability of assessment records.  Mr. Gaylord questioned if the pending assessments are a part of the public record with it being pointed out they are on file with the City Revenue Collector.  When a lien is actually placed on the property was discussed with the City Attorney pointing out the lien attaches at confirmation.  The resolution of intent is also on file and is a potential.  Whether the resolution of intent and/or resolution directing the project or resolution confirming the cost should be recorded at the Register of Deeds was talked about.  The City Attorney was asked to provide a memorandum on that issue.  
Mr. Gaylord had questions as to whether the zoning or the use impacts the assessment rate with it pointing out it does not on water and sewer but it does on road projects.
Planner Karen Duke presented the following Powerpoint on practices of North Carolina Cities – City Initiated annexation/utility extensions.

OVERVIEW
· Surveyed ten large cities in NC to determine their practices in recovering costs of annexation related utility extensions

· Also researched their general annexation practices

· Also looked at Raleigh’s past utility extension recovery amounts

· Cities surveyed included:

· Asheville
· Cary

· Charlotte

· Greensboro

· Chapel Hill

· Durham

· Fayetteville

· High Point

· Wilmington

· Winston Salem

· Survey questions included:

· Frequency of annexation

· Successful action

· Program’s Utility extension policies

· Regional or municipal utility service

· How extensions financed

· If statutory special assessments used

· Connection costs and policies

· Subsidies or grants available

· Follow up phone queries for:
· Input from non responders

· Clarification to survey response

· General program practices

FINDINGS
· 4 of 10 municipalities surveyed do not have program to annex on regular basis

· 6 of 10 municipalities surveyed do consider annexations on somewhat regular basis (2-4 year timeframes)

· Of 10 cities surveyed, 4 would use special assessments to recover part of utility extension costs

· Of the 10 cities surveyed, 5 do not use special assessments to recover part of utility extension costs; Instead Utility Funds, City Funds, or a combination of Utility/City Funds finance the line extensions

· Charlotte, Cary, Asheville, Greensboro appeared to have successful programs when considering:

· Routine nature of their programs

· Their most recent annexations not challenged

· Of these four cities, only Greensboro uses special assessments for line extensions
· The three other cities fund line extensions from Utility Fund or other City funds with no direct cost to individual benefitted property owners for line extensions

Raleigh’s line extension assessment recovery amounts from past annexation projects:

· Sewer projects:  39% of actual construction contract and easement costs recovered from assessments

· Water projects:  30% of actual construction contract and easement cost recovered from assessments

· Once all properties connect and tap fees are paid, the cost recovery is 69% for sewer and 61% for water

Surveyed municipalities – Combined property owner assessment & connection costs for typical lot (120 ft frontage)




Assessment

 Connection

Municipality

    Cost 
                 Cost

Total
- Asheville

$      0


  $2,342

$2,342
- Cary


$      0


  $7,186

$7,186

- Charlotte

$      0


  $6,167

$6,167

- Chapel Hill

  N/A


  $9,798

    N/A

- Durham

$9,240


  $2,426

$11,666

- Fayetteville

$10,000

  $1,188

$11,188

- Greensboro

$ 3,360

  $4,520

$ 7,880

- High Point

$  N/A


    N/A


    N/A

- Wilmington

$      0


$2,374


$2,374

-Winston Salem
$7,920


$2,175


$10,095

- Raleigh

$10,064

$7,929


$17,993

RALEIGH UTILITY CONNECTION COSTS
Water Acreage Fee


$   326

Water Nutrient Reduction Fee
$1,260

Water Tap (3/4 inch)


$2,314

Water Meter Install Fee

$   197

Sewer Acreage Fee


$   326

Sewer Nutrient Reduction Fee
$   612

Sewer Tap (4 inch)


$2,894
Total




$7,929

Planner Duke highlighted the information.  
Topics of discussion included clarifications on what is included in connection cost, the fact that Raleigh is about 50% above the highest cost and whether Raleigh is willing to reduce the utility extension cost and cover the cost in another manner or how to address providing or annexing property in a matter in which citizens will accept.  Mr. Stephens asked for the utility rates in those cities listed in the chart which do not assess.  Difference in the annexation programs between the various cities were also talked about.  Public Utilities Director Carman talked about the City’s service area which is outside the city limits referring to the merged agreement areas and how the annexation cost is handled by the those merged cities and the impact on the agreements.  

Various Council members indicated when we have City initiated annexation hearings, we hear the citizens say it cost too much or they do not have that amounts of money in their budgets.  Ms. Baldwin pointed out we are annexing in some areas that have houses that are valued in the $150,000 range and those people are having to pay in the neighborhood of $20,000 if they are annexed and that concerns her.  
Mr. Crowder pointed out we are hearing from the older communities that is the wrong time to annex.  He stated may be we do not need to revamp the entire assessment procedure, maybe we need to look at the financing rate and length of payback so people could work it into their budget better.  
Mr. Stephenson questioned lowering the cost for annexation and whether that is what we all want to incentivize.  Mr. Crowder stated may be it is time to slow down our annexation program in general.  Mr. Odom expressed concern about the cost to the citizens.  Comments the Council hear about people being on fixed income, they lost their jobs, just do not have the money to pay and how to address those concerns were talked about.  
Mayor Meeker stated he hears the Council saying they are in favor of looking at lower interest rates and having longer periods of time for the citizens to pay the charges.  Mr. Crowder asked about the need to promote better infill policies with Ms. McFarlane asking for information on the impact to the rest of the system if the council decides to reduce the rates or the assessments.  Mr. Odom stated he could be in favor of reducing the interest rate, extending the time and exploring reducing the cost to the citizens.  Mr. Gaylord asked about some sort of relief for low income, that is basing the rates on a certain amount property value with the Manager talking about concerns of the demographics of our area pointing out if we are talking about reduced rates for homes valued in the $120 to $140,000 range which is very similar to the whole city.  He expressed concern about making exceptions or picking and choosing explaining it would be difficult and costly to administer, and pointed out most of the areas we are annexing now are already surrounded totally by urban areas and they are enjoying the benefits without paying.  The need to get a better understanding on the impact of reducing the rates was put forth by the Council.  Mr. Crowder pointed out the cost for utility extension, assessments, etc. is just one thing citizens of newly annexed areas have to face.  They also have to start paying higher taxes, garbage, reevaluations, etc.  May be we should look at some type hardship when the cost exceeds a certain percentage of the value of the home. 
Other discussions took place relative to the number of people who pay their assessments in full and do not take advantage of the installment plan and the fact that we have some $650,000 assessment principal and interest in the revenue base of our utility rate model and the impact of taking that out of our income stream.  The fact that our merger partners have to be considered was touched on.

Mr. Stephenson pointed out the question he has is whether these are equitable rates, cost, etc., in these economic conditions.  City Manager Allen pointed out the Council may want to suspend its annexation program for a few years and that possibility was vetted.  Mayor Meeker suggested talking this item into Budget & Economic Development Committee to bring back some recommendations relative to possible extension of payment time and interest or may be putting a cap on the rates.  Annexation Planner Karen Duke pointed out we have some 30,000 people in our ETJ and over 400,000 within our city limits.  The people in our ETJ or the donut areas benefit from all the amenities provided and paid for by the people within the City limits.  She talked about the needs and reasons for annexation.  Mr. Stephenson questioned the land area in our ETJ with Ms. Duke pointing out she would have to research that but the density in the ETJ is approximately 2.6 persons per acre.  

Mr. Gaylord questioned if we ever annex property without extending water and sewer.  The annexation laws and the fact that we have to extend water and sewer within a certain time period if requested was discussed.  Mr. Gaylord stated may be this is something we would want to go to the General Assembly to discuss with various Council members indicating we do not want to bring the annexation question before the State at this point.

Chief Financial Officer James talked about the interest rate we charged and pointed out the interest rate the City pays for its money and the feeling that the 6% rate does make sense.  He stated if you go to a longer period of time then the amount of interest adds up.  The statute of limitation, the interest rates and the reasoning behind the rates were talked about.  

It was agreed to refer the assessment policies to Budget & Economic Development Committee and to place on the November 16 agenda as a special item the City’s policy on installation of sidewalks, curbs and cutters and assessments thereof.  

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF CITY COUNCIL, CITY MANAGER AND CITY ATTORNEY – VARIOUS ACTIONS TAKEN
Mayor Meeker passed out a five question quiz asking City Council members to take the quiz answers will be tabulated by the Clerk and then the Council could discuss whether they were unanimous in the direction they would take or whether directions vary.  The Council talked about the fact that Council members are like a board of directors, which sets the overall goals and objectives.  Ms. Baldwin talked about the need to have some type annual or more often retreat where the Council could talk about setting priorities, visions, what needs work, provide feedback, etc.  Ms. McFarlane talked about her vision of the role of City Council being similar to a Board of Directors that sits policies.  She talked about creating vision or leadership styles and stated may be we should have some type feedback on the policy directive and not wait until year end.  Mr. Gaylord talked about open, honest communication.  Mr. Crowder talked about the need for communication, talked about citizens indicating they do not feel that they are heard, the need to have some way to set priorities, possibly meeting on a quarterly basis in structured or group discussions.  Mr. Odom talked about communication requiring trust and respect.  

Whether we need to have quarterly type meeting to set priorities, get feed back on the direction or redirection needed was talked about.  Ms. McFarlane talked about the structure of government we have now that was set up a long time ago when the City was a much smaller place and at a different time.  She talked about business models she is used to and the need to have feedback.  Mr. Crowder talked about the process used for building the Convention Center in which there were regular meetings of the Council and County Commissioners on a regular basis, they knew what was going on, had indepth briefings and how that seem to be successful.  Mr. Gaylord talked about leadership and/or communication, made an analogy of charting a ship’s route, knowing when to involve the City Council, need to set structure and set course and know when to change course.
The quiz presented by Mayor Meeker was as follows:
QUIZ

1.
A citizen with a disability has had his leaves raked to the curb, but the leaf truck went by last week and won’t be back for a month.  The citizen is worried his leaves will blow around.  You should:

a.
Bag the leaves yourself so they can be picked up next week. 

b.
Tell the citizen to wait for a month. 

c.
Call the Manager to ask for special help. 

2.
An e-mail is sent to all eight Councilors, the Manager and Attorney requesting response to a problem.  You should: 

a.
Start taking care of the problem. 

b.
Ask the staff to select one person to respond. 

c.
Do nothing – someone else will take care of it.

3.
You are confronted with a citizen request of a kind you have not seen before and are not sure how to handle it.  You should: 

a.
Do your best to solve the problem.

b.
Forward it to the Manager so he can try to figure out what to do. 

c.
Ask another Councilor what to do.

4.
You receive an e-mail with an unusual observation from a constituent.  You should:

a.
Ask the City staff to start investigating the issue. 

b.
Thank the constituent for the observation but move on. 

c. 
Delete the e-mail. 

5.
You have an idea about taking a different direction on an important City policy.  You should: 

a.
Request the Manager to start making changes. 

b.
Ask a City Committee to analyze the issue to see whether the change is warranted.

c.
Criticize implementation of the current policy. 

Mayor Meeker went over the tabulation of the answers and Council members explained their feelings on the various answers.  Methods suggested by Council included utilizing Clickfix, providing the same information to all Council members, the feeling that if a Council member has a new idea or would like to amend a policy, get it in committee and discuss it, items that can be handled by simply contacting the manager or the department was talked about.  Council members talked about different management styles including hands off approach, management practices, having more structured ways to explore best practices, how Council members can bring items up at the table, need to have staff do research.  The feeling of Council that they do not have that luxury of time for research, the feeling that many times the citizens do the research, the possible need to have more research assistance, and structure to get the information to Council members was talked about.  The need to have some type quarterly or regularly scheduled meetings for feedback between the manager or staff and the council and how to have that structure interaction was talked about.  Mayor Meeker questioned what the City Council can do to improve or initiate this feedback and what the Council can do to provide the input to the City Manager. 
City Manager Allen talked about the need to try to build a consensus among Council on what is important, the Council being clear in communicating to him what they expect, opportunities for communication whether that be through setting priorities, giving clear direction to the Manager and/or staff.  How to provide directives to the Manager, how to revisit best practices, how to look at core services to make sure they are being done in the best, most cost efficient, method followed.  
Mr. Crowder talked about the understanding we are going to face a hard budget year and rather than wait until April, May or June, we should start having some discussions earlier in the process.  He talked about the impact of the State budget short falls on cities and the need to provide direction to the Manager in the budget process.  City Manager Allen talked about the budget workshop that was scheduled in February or so of last year and talked about utilizing that process so the Council could give guidance.  Mayor Meeker suggested that we see were we are in December or January and decide how to move forth from there.  The City Manager pointed out some times decisions by State or Federal government that impact our budget do not occur on until later in the year and talked about the City not doing anything to entice negative impacts because we were ready for them.  
City Attorney McCormick talked about the analogy of the Board of Directors and the City Council which he feels is good.  He talked about the way the City Council reviews the budget and pointed out in the past 10 or 12 years the review has not been in a lot of detail.  Most of the budget sessions were taken up looking at human services and/or arts grants and talked about the need for a detailed look at the budget.  Whether that should be changed was talked about briefly with the City Manager assuring the City Council that staff has tried to scrutinize every line item in the budget and he feels that Council should talk about level of service and have an understanding of the level of service; that is, look at the policy decisions.

Council shared their views of how to go about the priority setting, have follow-up, when it should occur, what format, etc.  Mayor Meeker stated he would try to get a memo out setting up some suggested time frames, etc.  Maybe on Tuesdays that we do not have public hearings at night, we could have regular sessions to get feedback etc.  He asked everyone to get their initial ideas and may be the Council could come up with 3 or 4 priorities.  The possibility of having meetings in different locations and the format of the meetings was talked about.  Mayor Meeker stated he would provide Council members with some suggestions.
Mayor Meeker stated the next issue relates to performance evaluations.  He stated the City Attorney and the City Clerk have not been evaluated in over two years.  The City Manager is evaluation every year.  How evaluations are done, when they are done, Council members being engaged in the evaluation was talked about.  Mayor Meeker talked about the needs for City Council Members to be involved in various activities of the City such as ribbon cutting, ground breakings, etc.  It means a lot to City employees to see Council members at that type of event.  Mr. Crowder pointed out Council members do attend a lot of events and are involved in other activities such as Triangle J, etc.  He stated many times the events are scheduled and are in conflict with other events in which the Council has to participate.  How the events are scheduled and how people are notified was talked about with various Council members putting forth ideas of showing appreciation and the importance of attending events.  How Council members can show their appreciation was also talked about.  Various Council members pointed out they do not have the luxury of having an administrative person who works with them, keeps their schedule and prioritizes attendance at events, etc., for them.  The need to have better communication between Council members and when and how Council members can discuss things in open and closed session was talked about.  The stigma of discussing personnel issues or other issues in closed sessions was also touched on.  The need for Council members to be proactive in priority settings and how that could be done was touched on.
Mayor Meeker stated he would get a memo out relative to the first priority setting meeting and schedule evaluations of the City Attorney and City Clerk.

Adjournment.  There being no further business Mayor Meeker announced the meeting adjourned at 4:00 p.m.

Gail G. Smith

City Clerk
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