

                       Law and Public Safety Committee



                                                   February 14, 2006


LAW AND PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE

The Law and Public Safety Committee of the City of Raleigh met on Tuesday, February 14, 2006, at 4:00 p.m., in the Council Chambers, Raleigh, Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 W. Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present:
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Staff

Mr. Isley





City Attorney Thomas A. McCormick

Mr. West
Assistant City Manager Julian B. Prosser 

Ms. Taliaferro
Assistant City Manager Lawrence Wray


Budget Manager Lou Buonpane


Senior Budget Analyst Joyce Munro 


Planning Director Mitchell Silver


Major Sholar







Sergeant Medlin







Taxi Inspector Millian
Chairman Isley called the meeting to order and the following items were discussed with action taken as shown.  

Item #03-32 Taxi Rate Increase - Assistant City Manager Prosser stated there is a staff report relating to this issue included in the agenda packet for the Committee members and Senior Budget Analyst Munro will give an overview of the rationale as to how information was structured.  
Mr. Isley questioned the number of taxi companies in the City with Sergeant Medlin of the Raleigh Police Department reporting there are approximately 42 companies and 350 taxis.  He questioned provisions by state law and whether or not these companies have to be incorporated based on liability insurance and if the liability insurance is mandated.  Taxi Inspector Lorenzo Millian stated they don’t have to be incorporated but there are City ordinances they have to follow and liability insurance is mandated.   

Senior Budget Analyst Munro addressed questions on the estimated impact of the $1 fuel surcharge on the Accessible Raleigh Transit costs to date, and whether there might be some type of index appropriate for the City Council to consider and establish a taxi rate increase by explaining the following information:         
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Mr. Isley questioned whether we are still operating with the $1 surcharge.  Assistant City Manager Prosser answered in the affirmative.  Mr. Isley also questioned whether the current rate structure is inclusive or exclusive and the group briefly talked about the Various Rate Scenarios for Cost for Raleigh Taxi Trips on page two of the previous memo and the group discussed and compared the Raleigh rate structure to other North Carolina Communities on page four of the previous memo.    
Budget Manager Buonpane - stated any adjustment to the rate would immediately impact the Accessible Raleigh Transit Program explaining at the recommended rate of $2.50 it would be an $800,000.00 impact.  Mr. Isley questioned the impact at a $2.10 rate with staff reporting it would be one-fifth of the $800,000.00 or $160,000.00 impact for the Accessible Raleigh Transit Program.  
Ms. Taliaferro - commented on other cities’ rate structures and questioned staff on whether or not they were able to ascertain, if these cities have the same issues.  Budget Manager Buonpane stated they are facing the same issues, pointing out Durham, NC is not doing any adjusting and Wilmington, NC is adjusting their rates.  Ms. Taliaferro pointed out that the City of Wilmington just increased their rates to less than what the City of Raleigh’s is now.  The group discussed the five year rate adjustment period.  

Mr. Isley - stated he does not have a problem with the five year rate adjustment period but feels a $3.00 rate proposal is out of the park.  

Mr. West expressed concern and asked staff to explain cost shown on page two with the various rate scenario.  Budget Buonpane explained rates pertaining to miles on page two what a trip would cost for five miles versus fifteen miles.  
Ms. Ruth Fish, Legislative Assistant to Representative Drew Saunders – Ms. Fish stated she is an advocate for her son or people with disabilities as well as all taxi riders.  She stated she mailed a letter to each member with information in January and has not had a response.  She stated she has questions and has done some research and is opposed to any taxi rate increase.  She stated to her knowledge only two companies have requested a taxi rate increase and questioned whether or not any other companies have requested taxi rate increases.  She explained she has had contact with two other companies that wish to remain anonymous and they do not feel a taxi rate increase is justifiable.  She questioned where are all the other companies and why haven’t they come forward.  Ms. Fish pointed out the two requestors need to look at their business from an economic standpoint to see how their business can be run more efficiently.  She referred to the City Ordinance Section 12-2060 SUSPENSION AND REVOCATION; CAUSES, HEARING.

(a) An owner’s permit may be suspended or revoked by the Council at any time in case the Council finds and determines: 

She asked the members and the City Attorney to look at this section.  

(4) That the holder of a permit has failed to register properly with the State, in the correct and true owner’s name, any taxicab covered by the owner’s permit; or  

She stated she is not sure of what Mr. Dover’s company name is and stated in a December meeting Mr. Dover gave a name and at the last meeting gave a different name and says both names are corporations.  She pointed out according to the Secretary of State he is listed under four different names and has had his  license suspended each time due to failure to file annual reports or to pay revenue taxes to the Department of Revenue.  Ms. Fish expressed concerned about the City of Raleigh doing business with such companies and quoted state law pertaining to incorporations and questioned whether this matters at all.  Mr. Isley questioned whether there is a requirement for an entity to be incorporated in the current City ordinance with City Attorney Tom McCormick responding no.  Ms. Fish stated she is not questioning that but if there is a suspension by the state, they should not be in business.  The City Attorney discussed briefly entities and laws for incorporations.             
Mr. Isley pointed out Ms. Fish makes a good point and stated he did not know there were 42 taxi companies in the City of Raleigh and he understands her financial concerns.  He questioned the fuel surcharge per trip and the budget impact.  Mr. Buonpane reported to keep the 1$ surcharge for the rest of the fiscal year would require $55,000.00.  The group briefly discussed this information with Mr. West stating the information is pertinent and has validity.  He pointed out whether they are looking at forty two companies or three companies the Committee needs to make sure these companies make a profit and also look at whether or not we need to consider seeing if other companies have the same issues and where they stand before making a final decision.  

Mr. Isley - pointed out there are several options, stating they could suspend the surcharge and see what that brings and pointed out anything the Committee does he would recommend the item go to Budget Economic Development Committee to be looked at further.  He stated he feels the   $3.00 rate increase is too much, and a $47 ride to the airport is too much and maybe the $2.50 is a little high.  Mr. West questioned if the rate has negative impact on the ART Program with Assistant City Manager Prosser answering in the affirmative.  Ms. Taliaferro agreed the proposed $3.00 is too high.  She stated our current rate structure is already higher than several sister cities or fairly much in line pointing out we’re higher than Charlotte, a little lower than Greensboro and lower than Durham and higher than Wilmington and Winston Salem.  She stated she would agree the recommendation of going to a $2.50 rate is too high.  There was a brief discussion by the group on whether to research the issue more and to continue to discuss the issue at the upcoming Budget meetings which would give the City Council an opportunity to come to the table on this issue.  Ms. Taliaferro moved that the $1 surcharge be maintained through June 30, 2006 and the rate not be increased at this time and the issue be discussed during Budget Work Session which was seconded by Mr. Isley  
Mr. Harold Dover, 4700 West Grove Street, Suite 1121, Raleigh, NC  27606-1483 - expressed concern on comments made publicly in relation to his business reputation.  Mr. West stated whatever was shared here today concerning his reputation is not relevant to the issue.   

Item #03-35 Towing Rotation Contract – Assistant City Manager Prosser stated there is a report in the agenda packet and pointed out he would be glad to move forward with an RFP and potential contract review.  

Mr. Isley asked whether the City Attorney has any concerns with the City Attorney answering no.  He pointed out he feels it will be a great thing for all of the rotation contractors and recommends that the item go to RFP and try and get a vendor or vendors to remove vehicles on a contractual basis.

Assistant City Manager Prosser stated Major Sholar of the Raleigh Police Department has some comments he would like to make and pointed out there may be a few refinements that need to be addressed.  

Major Sholar expressed concerns from the Raleigh Police Department giving a scenario on when a car is tagged on day 7 the police officer notifies the wrecker company to come and get the vehicle, on day 8 the owner fixes his car so it’s not in violation and on day 9 the car is towed and its not in violation.  Major Sholar pointed out the Department does not want to be in the position of ordering something towed to get fixed.  
The Committee unanimously recommends authorization for staff to issue an RFP seeking a vendor to remove vehicles on a contractual basis. 

Item #05-01 CAC Boundary Change – Assistant City Manager Prosser introduced the item stating at the appropriate time Planning Director Mitch Silver would give a presentation.  

Mr. William Breazeale 5712 Winthrop Drive, Raleigh, NC  27612-2750 - stated the CACs were not in existence when he came in 1972.  He pointed out during that time they initiated programs to the Planning Department.  He stated the program was formed under Mayor Bradshaw and he worked with Assistant City Manager Wray at this time.  He pointed out Clarence Lightner was the Mayor Pro Tem and he assisted in getting the program off and running.  Mr. Breazeale stated the intent dealt with several objectives, (1.) to deal with specific federal funding that became available at that time with special revenue sharing to combine individual specific programs into one program.  He pointed out they had to have a citizen participation program to meet the Federal requirements and the CACs would provide that type of vehicle (2.) to implement a structure city-wide and jurisdiction wide enough to allow a systematic way for citizens to provide input into the many issues that were going on in the City of Raleigh.  He pointed out at that time the City was beginning to have a spurt in growth.  He stated there were approximately 130, 000 people in the jurisdiction.  He stated they contacted the neighborhood organizations, churches and all types of private groups that would be involved in the program which included 5000 to 8000 people per CAC.  He pointed out there was a concentration in and around the central city area where the Community Development funding would be targeted.  He stated he worked for the program for about three years and then other planning staff handled it before it was turned over to the Human Resources Department

Mr. Isley questioned whether or not CACs participated in the funding process.  

Assistant City Manager Wray – explained the Federal government was trying to give money to cities through Block Grant programs and Federal Revenue Sharing was a significant part.  He explained the funds were designed to help the city with ongoing improvement programs.  He explained the Community Development Block Grant of 1974 and how the monies were spent.  Mr. Wray explained the Community Development Program requirements and the implementation of the CAC which was a much needed communication avenue between the City of Raleigh and citizens. 
Mr. West - commented on the history and cultural concept of the CAC and how block grants targeted specific needs and the genesis of this program to target some inner city needs engaging to get better participation.  
Assistant City Manager Wray – stated Mr. Breazeale was very instrumental in helping to set up the CAC.  He stated one of the strong points in receiving block grant dollars was citizen participation.  Mr. Wray explained to the group the history of the Citizen Participation program pointing out the Council felt the citizens needed an avenue to express themselves to their government.  He pointed out the City of Raleigh was more advanced than any other city in the United States with a citizen participation program.  Mr. West questioned what year the RCAC started and what the primary intent was.  Mr. Wray pointed out the rationality was they had the eighteen CACs and needed to combine all groups so they could look at what was happening in all CACs at a level where they could see all of the surrounding problems, how to work together to settle problems, and how to have an impact on the City Council as it related to their CAC.  Lengthy discussion took place on the functions of CACs.  Mr. West gave comments on the role of the CAC, categorizing communities, the Houston Model, strengthening the structure, and finding a mechanism for communities with special needs to have a better tailored program.  Mr. Wray and Mr. Breazeale made additional comments to address concerns of Mr. West.  
Ms. Edna Davis - stated she began to work with the CACs in 1978.  She stated at that time nine CACs were housed in the Human Resources Department and the other nine were housed in the Planning Department.  She pointed out she had most of the CACs in the South except for the NWCAC.  She explained that the CCAC, NCCAC, and SCCAC were designated as community development areas which concentrated on revitalization and this is where Community Development funds were spent.  She talked about the work and the time that was spent in the community.  She pointed out a lot of the citizens in these areas were given grants to improve their homes.  She talked about the transition from Human Resources to Community Services giving a brief synopsis of what her job entailed in the City of Raleigh concerning CACs.  She pointed out there is need to hire more staff and have dedicated people working with the CACs.  She talked about high participation versus low participation.  She stated a lot of people say they don’t know where the CACs are located but pointed out when they have a problem they can find the CAC.  She explained people seem to be motivated by problems that concern them directly.  She pointed out all the CACs have different needs to protect their neighborhood.  She pointed out Southeast, Glenwood; Falls of Neuse have basic needs that other CACs may not have, such as housing and rezoning for growing areas, crime, finding jobs, etc.  
Planning Director Mitchell Silver - stated he was asked to give an overview and presented the following PowerPoint Presentation outlining New York City’s Community Districts.   
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Planning Director Silver - stated he is not saying this is the best practice but probably the oldest, and pointed out after working with a lot of jurisdictions it is probably the most formalized, most effective, and it functions very well.  He said it was the first stop the developers had to go to and because they had a structure and a specific resolution they operate quite well.  Mr. West asked Mr. Silver to elaborate on the 59 community districts and their structure.  Ms. Taliaferro asked Mr. Silver to talk a little more on training and uniformity of the different boards and their different issues and how it works.  Planning Director Silver stated diversity was encouraged varying from district to district.  He stated in terms of needs, that varied and every year each community board was required to provide a community needs statement.  He pointed out from that statement the decision makers had a good snapshot and profile of what needs to address and pointed out some have intense language issues, others may have public safety issues so each year a public needs statement was required to give the service delivery agency pretty good heads-up on what needs to be done in a particular area.  He stated in terms of training it is directly related to their charter mandated responsibility and all of the training whether it was on budget process, land use matters, etc., all staff had to be trained on what was in the rules or outside of the rules and the legal requirements in terms of public notification, etc.  He pointed out they had to be trained specifically on all those functions so they could conduct business consistently with the City Charter.     
Phillip Poe, 620 Devereux Street, Raleigh, NC – current chair of the RCAC stated his personal goal is to strengthen the relationship between the citizens and the City of Raleigh.  He stated we are currently going through a process trying to develop a plan.  He stated at the last RCAC they decided their top priority was citizen participation.  He pointed out they are having another meeting to come up with a second priority that he will be pushing for which is training and education.  He stated Mitch Silver gave a good presentation at the South CAC meeting to inform people of the site plan review process and suggested the presentation be put in a library for future meetings, pointing out it would be an excellent tool for educating CAC leaders and citizens.  He stated Ms. Taliaferro had concerns about variation in what goes on in the various CACs.  He explained the business of the last RCAC meeting and stated they are putting a plan together but to do some things they will need some money to carry out the plan.  He stated if we really want to improve participation they will have to do things to inform people about the CAC and what they are supposed to be doing.  He talked about marketing initiative, RCAC newsletter, attendance, challenges, diversity issues, bylaws, boundaries, programming, gangs, attendance lists, defining requirements etc. 

Ms. Taliaferro stated she agrees with a lot of what Mr. Poe has said and she is committed to making sure we have effective participation.  She stated one of the most interesting things in the packet is the newsletter issue and how few are sent out.  She talked about when she was a CAC Chair and actually worked with a geographically smaller CACs and the attendance issue. She pointed out a lot of people will not sign the attendee list and you have a lot of attendees that do not live in the area.  She stated she does a lot of community meetings and there are a lot of people who don’t feel the CAC is giving them what they need and this is part of her concern.  She commented on someone saying that this is an effort on behalf of Mr. West and herself to destroy the CACs structure and it is not that at all.  She explained this is about making citizen participation effective and making sure we are reaching all citizens and not the same ones that have been traditionally involved.  Phillip Poe stated he feels this is a great idea and his personal goal is to double the number of participants and stated the City of Raleigh needs a major contact list so every body could receive all types of mail outs.  
Mr. West commented on functions and what type of process is needed.  He stated the big issue is resources and it is very easy to determine priorities if you look at the budget process and the number of dollars that are devoted to citizen participation, human development, community development etc.  He commented on the statement on him trying to destroy the CAC and how he has spent all his life working with communities.  He stated the big concern is equal opportunity to provide access for all citizens.  
Tom Slater, 7909 Audubon Drive, 27615, NCAC – stated for the record he was the Vice Chair and Chairman from 1997 to 2006.  He stated the RCAC is a diverse group because the diversity issues within each CAC are dramatically different.  He pointed out the RCAC was not involved in the initial set up of the 24 CACs.  He stated they were put together by City staff and they had no input at the time and came to them through the Community Services Department.  He stated they took them up at a regular CAC meeting and appointed a group of three to review them and come back with a recommendation on how to handle them.  At their 2003 Retreat the RCAC adopted information Mr. Watkins shared at the last meeting.  He stated in the packet were some specific suggestions that went along with the recommendation about establishing or changing boundaries for the CAC.  He stated most notable was the issue of representation by members of the CACs, City Council representation, and those who were citizens of the City of Raleigh, and those who were not.  He talked about population of the 18 CACs pointing out the ones on the periphery of the City are larger than the inner city CACs and the reason is growth in general.  He stated as a result we have a lot of members that come to the CAC meetings who are not city residents and are not represented on City Council.  He stated one important thing they recognize and make recommendation to is that on the six CACs that were proposed; four of them did not have a significant portion of city residents.  He stated those who come to the meetings and don’t get their way or don’t get their vote or don’t think that they have the input feel disenfranchised because they don’t have City Council representation.  He stated their recommendation was that those CACs not be established until the majority of the residents are City residents.  He stated the other critical recommendation is to make sure we have a solid implementation plan.  That goes along with whatever changes are made.  He stated a personal recommendation from the NCAC is to establish some type of task force that revisits the issues in 2006 and that more importantly look at what is on the horizon.  Mr. Slater stated they want to put something together that will have longevity into 2008 through 2010.  He stated he is recommending that the Committee establish a task force that involves people from the RCAC, surrounding communities, and City staff and to revisit these boundaries collectively rather than to do it just out of the Community Service Department making a recommendation.  
Bill Padgett, Chair WCAC – stated we may need to look at more than the number of CACs, and we should look at the number of people in the CACs.  He stated if we are going to be non-partisan and keep politics out of the CACs to pull together what the citizens see as critical issues he agrees with Mr. Slater’s suggestion of organizing a task force and taking a look at how the CACs can become more effective and how they serve the City better, how City staff can serve the CACs better and how they can improve input to the Council.  He pointed out if the CACs don’t have staff and resources or a way to look at the initiatives, empower the various communities, we can talk but nothing will ever happen.  He expressed concerns of how to get more people involved and how to bring forth good ideas collectively with Community Services and to Council.  He pointed out they are going to need people to sit down together to figure out how to provide input, how to look at budget, how to determine how the budget will be spent, and how to get the dialogue started.  He said it is a big challenge for the Committee and the CACs. 

Mr. Isley – stated the comments he hears more than anything from citizens is there is a concentration or power play within the CACs structure but doesn’t know if that is accurate.  He stated he feels we all want to be non-partisan and elaborated on citizen input.  He stated we need to have citizen participation and encouraged the group to continue to provide the Committee with additional information.  Mr. West commented on the need for organizational development and a renewal process and dialogue.  Ms. Taliaferro stated she feels there are two issues, forum and function which need to be addressed.  The group had lengthy discussions on all related issues.  
No action was taken and it was agreed further discussion would be held later on. 

Adjournment - There being no further business, Mr. Isley announced the meeting adjourned at 5:50 p.m.

Daisy Harris-Overby

Assistant Deputy Clerk
dho/LPS-05/14/06
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History








Created in 1975, but dates back to 1951


Originally called Community Planning Councils 


59 Community Districts


Boundaries have remained the same for 40 years


135,000 (avg.) residents per district


Advisory role




















Community Board Structure 





50 members per Community Board 


Members appointed by City Council and Borough President (50/50)


Serves a staggered two-year term


One half appointed each year


Board members appointed based on geography and issues 


Must live or have a business in the district











Community Board Structure 





Uniformity among Boards and operate under strict rules


Has charter-mandated role, no bylaws 


Officers elected by members


Committees: Executive, Functional, Agency and Area 


Meeting run by Roberts Rules of Order


All official actions adopted by resolution


Public Meetings and hearings must be advertised


City agencies must communicate with Community Boards on a regular basis

















Training





Members are sworn in 


Mandatory orientation for all members (2 sessions) conducted by Community Assistance Unit


Overview of City Government


Land Use and the Capital Budget


Service Delivery


Rules
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