

Law and Public Safety Committee



June 25, 2013


LAW AND PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE 
The Law and Public Safety Committee of the City of Raleigh met on Tuesday, June 25, 2013 p.m. in the Room 303, Raleigh Municipal Building, 222 West Hargett Street, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present: 
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Chairperson Baldwin called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m. and the following item(s) were discussed with action taken as shown. Ms. Baldwin would make a change and hear #IV. Item 11-31 Bike Rack Donations/SeeClickFix first.
Item# 11-31-Bike Rack Donations/SeeClickFix - Chairperson Baldwin stated she would like to hear from Staff with a report on this issue.  

Assistant City Manager Howe explained some issues that Staff raised and some recommendations on moving ahead with a crowdsourcing opportunity for citizens.  He gave an overview of the following information:
Crowdsourcing, or crowdfunding, is a concept where technology enables small investors to contribute relatively small sums toward a broader fundraising goal. It has most often been used to find start-up companies or ideas through sites like Kickstarter or similar web-based fundraising platforms. Recently, this trend has been extended into the public realm. In the face of recession-induced contraction in government budgets, some cities are experimenting with this for unfunded public projects, including Philadelphia (relatively small projects) and Kansas City (some quite large, including a $400k bikesharing system). 
This issue was discussed recently here in Raleigh in the Technology and Communications Committee of the City Council, and did not advance after issues of equity were raised about how to ensure that the beneficiaries of the program would not all be wealthier neighborhoods in the City with more disposable income. The issue was also discussed in a slightly different context as part of the creation of the traffic calming program, where the City Council very specifically disallowed the opportunity for neighborhoods to self-fund traffic tables and speed bumps, etc. 
To a certain extent we already allow private financing of a few small items in parks...benches, trees, picnic tables often as a commemoration or memorial. And we do have adopt-a-stream, adopt-a-bus shelter and adopt-a-highway programs existing in our community. We do have some examples of oilier public-private funding partnerships already — some transportation projects, BMP’s for stormwater management, etc. When we permit BMP’s for example, we require a 25% additional payment that goes into a maintenance fund in case the BMP’s fail to perform as designed in the future.

In order to consider expanding this program to take advantage of new technology platforms that make these opportunities available to the public at large, and after reviewing the issue in the light of a suggested pilot project to fund bicycle racks in the City, the staff identified these issues that would need to be addressed:

1. Conflict with planned infrastructure — Example: People want to put a playground into a park whose master plan does not include one.

2. Inequity— Infrastructure needs in poorer neighborhoods go unmet because of limited local government resources while people in wealthy neighborhoods overcome limited resources by crowdsourcing what they want.

3. Maintenance—crowdsourcing creates a one-time capital resource, but often infrastructure demands ongoing annual maintenance that further draws down limited operating funds of local government.

4. Who decides? - If a crowdsourcing initiative is started by a small group and is successful, but there is opposition by others to the implementation, how does the local government determine whether the project goes forward? 
5. What scale? - Would we encourage crowdsourcing additional paper towel dispensers? What about road widening or streetscape projects? What about regional transit? What kind of project is too small or too large? 
6. Permitting/project management - If City staff manages the projects, can the cost of project management be included in crowdsourcing goal? What if a project goes over budget? Scope changes? Who makes up the difference?
7. Finance - How is the money accounted for and expended?
8. Standards — If people wish to crowdsource a non-standard piece of equipment or an artwork, how will liability and maintenance be addressed? 
Should the Council wish to move ahead with a crowdsourcing program, in order to address some of the issues out there staff recommends the following:

1. The program ought to identify specific unfunded projects each year as part of the budget process that would be available on a crowdsourcing opportunity list — these should be projects that have broad public
1.25% to start) in order to create a fund that could cover some of the costs of project management and long-term maintenance of crowdsourced projects as well as scope changes or cost increases due to unforeseen circumstances at the installation site. This is a normal practice in our CIP projects.
3. Crowdsourced projects must be constructed to City standards using approved materials and construction, and be overseen by City project management staff — thus will ensure proper installation and help reduce long-term maintenance costs. There will be some case-by-case special circumstances (public art, etc.) that may not fit this requirement exactly.
4. Crowdsourced projects should be big enough to justify the effort to separately fund and construct them, but not so big (regional transit, a new City park, etc.) that the project would be unlikely to succeed, and even if successful would divert so many resources from other high priority public efforts that it would degrade the organization’s ability to successfully implement traditionally-funded public projects.
Before any pilot project is undertaken, further investigation would need to take place about the costs of the existing public crowdsourcing platforms (including, for example Neighborly, Citizenvestor and See Click Fix). Engaging one or more of these platforms may require a competitive procurement process under NC state law. We would also have to establish proper accounts to accept the funds and track expenditures by project.  
PROPOSED RALEIGH CITY COUNCIL CROWDFUNDING LEGISLATION

WHEREAS, The Raleigh City Council has received interest from its residents to “CROWDFUND” solutions for small projects (including but not limited to bike racks, bus shelters and murals)

WHEREAS, The City of Raleigh recognizes that community members know their neighborhoods better than anyone else

WHEREAS, The City Council or Raleigh recognizes that city government can be assisted by citizens taking on small projects themselves

THEREFORE, The Raleigh City Council will accept a pilot program for CROWDFUNDING from groups of residents (with numbers more than ten (10)) for the funding of small projects

THEREFORE, City of Raleigh residents must have complete buy in by abutters, enough participants and have fully collected the payment for the project as described below

THEREFORE, Raleigh City Council will acceptable this pilot program as a trial to be run as the City of Raleigh Planning Department determines best and most equitable for ALL City of Raleigh citizens

THEREFORE, All CROWDFUNDED projects must cover the cost of the procurement of equipment as well as planning, engineering and installation

THEREFORE, All CROWDFUNDED projects must include a ten percent (10%) EQUITY cost based on the full amount of items mentioned above

THEREFORE, The City of Raleigh’s Planning Department shall be responsible for determining the method to administer this pilot and the accepting of payments for projects based on their expertise and experience throughout the pilot

THEREFORE, the pilot will run for not more than one (1) year from the first submitted payment

THEREFORE, The Raleigh City Council and the City of Raleigh’s Planning Department understand that equity of this program is of utmost concern for our citizens

THEREFORE, The City of Raleigh’s Planning Department will make recommendations to the Raleigh City Council on efficacy of this pilot program and how it shall be administered into a full program after the one (1) year pilot has completed

THEREFORE, The City of Raleigh’s Planning Department may make the recommendation for the Raleigh City Council to continue the program in full, in part or revisit the concept at a later date after the pilot has completed

THEREFORE, The City of Raleigh’s Planning Department will determine whether the ten percent (10%) EQUITY will go into a dedicated fund to procure equitable similar items or whether to the Capital Improvement Fund to be used at the digression of the Planning Department for equitable projects

THEREFORE, The Raleigh City Council accepts this pilot program to run as the City of Raleigh’s Planning Department determines best for all City of Raleigh citizens

Ms Baldwin stated she was involved in the discussion when this issue came before the Technology and Communications Committee and the City Council’s vote was 4 to 4 in part because the equity issue was not addressed or the issue relating to the accounting piece.  She pointed out she invited Kevin Rice from the City of Oaks Foundation.  The foundation was set up to accept donations from citizens.  She stated her thought was to run this through the foundation so that it could be a simpler way to process the funding because it is to benefit the City.   The people are looking for bike racks, bus shelters, and murals as the three opportunities.  She questioned whether these are good ideas.  She questioned whether citizens can crowdsource funds for a bus shelter.  One recommendation that came forward from the group at City Camp was that more money be raised and part of that money could be used toward other projects in low income neighborhoods.  What would need to be raised beyond the 10%?  
Mr. Howe stated the tax deductibility was discussed.  Staff did not feel they could determine this one way or another.  He stated maybe the City Attorney may have some input on those that contribute to the Foundation versus the City of Raleigh or whether this is possible.  
City Attorney McCormick stated as it relates to tax deductibility he does not feel it makes any difference.  He stated he has not been involved with the Foundation in a while and would have to look at the bylaws and articles.  He pointed out the Foundation was set up to deal with parks and capital money for parks.  
Kelvin Rice stated the deductibility issue is the same.  From the Foundation’s point of view he feels the City Attorney has explained the Board is the final decider of these type issues.  The Trustees meet on a monthly basis and this is something that could be shared with them and evaluated.  They can certainly make room on the agenda.  He stated this is something the Board could look at and consider.  
Mr. Odom questioned if you take 10% does this mean 90% is not funded.  The equity piece bothers him the most.  
Chairperson Baldwin asked how much a bike racks cost.  Transportation Manager Lamb stated in the crowdsourcing perspective it is approximately $300.00 for a standard type bike rack.  

Mr. Howe stated if you are going to crowdsource a bike rack then crowdsource 10 or 15 and put them in a variety of areas in different neighborhoods throughout the City.  If they do a mural place 3 murals in diverse neighborhoods and one crowdsourcing to raise money for more than one thing. 
Mr. Stagner questioned if Staff has researched the administrative costs to the City of Raleigh.

Mr. Howe stated there is very little on the part of the City that would be involved with the actual fundraising.  He pointed out once the funds are raised as it relates to public management costs there might be some design involved and then there would be the oversight of the construction process.  This may cost money and this is where Staff suggested these should be projects that have broad public   1.25% to start) in order to create a fund that could cover some of the costs of project management and long-term maintenance of crowdsourced projects.  Staff does anticipate the occasional costs overrun. 
Mr. Stagner questioned if there was a project that permits 10 benches, who would decide the location for these benches.  He pointed out he does not want it to go to Committee or Council.  

Assistant City Manager Howe stated they would like to take these and package them up into six or seven sets of projects and let people go out and crowdsource the money .  People are involved in this and they have waited.  Let the people who really have zeal about those particular things go out and crowdsource the money.  
Mr. Stagner pointed out he believes Councilman Gaylord was looking at the citizen having a specific destination.  

Mr. Howe stated there could be a process or website for people to make suggestions that may not be in the City’s plans that could be evaluated annually.  They could get enough support in the usual public process and add projects to the list.  It is a matter of who has enough public support to raise enough money and this will depend on organization in various communities.  
Mr. Stagner stated he likes the idea of having a menu that citizens can choose from as opposed to ordering off the cart.   Ms. Baldwin agreed.  

Mr. Howe feels people will come up with ideas that may not have been discussed and fit them into this.  He stated he thought the best way to start is with the list and the equity issue could be handled a little bit better and make sure it is already wrapped into the City’s usual planning process.  Most of this involves things in the right-of-way and parks that Staff has a planning process for already.  
Mr. Odom questioned what the next step would be.  
Ms. Baldwin asked if this meant it would eliminate Staff from starting in this budget year. She pointed out she knows it is not budget money but how would it go forth with a created list based on ideas that are submitted.  There are people who want to get moving on this.  Mr. Howe stated Staff could put some suggestions and see if any support is received.  

Ms. Baldwin pointed out no Staff is present that attended the Technology and Communications meeting but there is a lot of pushback for funding to go through.  
Mr. Howe stated Robin Rose of the Finance Division feels this can work.  

Mr. Odom questioned who would do the fundraising.  Ms. Baldwin stated this is a citizen driven process. She pointed out depending on what the project relates to such as transit or parks then a committee of that certain division could decide locations. 

Mr. Howe suggested Staff to move ahead with the program that’s basically within the outline they have laid out and bring back a more developed program and some research on some of the funding mechanisms that are available and a draft list of unfunded projects that could be placed on such a list.  

Ms Baldwin stated the item would be held in Committee to wait on Staff to report back with a list that relates to Mr. Howe’s suggestions.  She stated she would also like for Staff to have discussion about the Foundation as a potential way to deal with this.  
11-26 – Traffic Calming Major Projects Process – Chairperson Baldwin stated this item is a continued discussion regarding the traffic calming project development and improved public participation process.  She pointed out this was discussed extensively before.
Transportation Planning Manager Lamb stated Staff has had discussion on process and structure and basically the feedback Staff received at the previous meeting.  He gave a brief summary of the discussion that was held at the March 26, 2013 Law and Public Safety Committee meeting.  He stated they talked about how to educate the public on what the opportunities are or are not making sure as they enter into an official process how they could make sure people understand what they are petitioning for.  Mr. Lamb gave an overview of the following information and presented the attached flowchart for the neighborhood traffic management program.  
At your March 26, 2013 meeting, the Committee requested that Staff look at revisions to the project development process for the Neighborhood Traffic Management Program. Staffs from Planning & Development and from Public Works met to review the current process and are offering the following suggested changes to the program:

1) Adding a step early in the process for both minor and major projects consisting of sending a brochure and an invitation to an informational meeting prior to the petition process. At the informational meeting, staff will describe the type of treatments available and what to expect going forward. This step should eliminate confusion later in the process when the petition is circulated.

2) At the conclusion of the informational meeting, major projects would be assigned to a project manager in Transportation Planning, while minor projects would remain the responsibility of NTMP program manager Tom Fiorello in Public Works-Transportation Operations. Each project manager would become the main point of contact for their projects. This would ensure continuity for residents from the start of the petition process all the way to the public hearing.  If you have additional questions about this item, please advise. 

[image: image1.png]|
Flow Chart for Nelghborhood Traffic Management Program.
ster
. Receiva Traflc Calning
Requestfrom Citzen
I
. St Petorms Traffc
Calming Evaluation
T DS G
Qualify, May
3| epyforge-
auatuation Ater
Monthy
A Streat Added to Traifc
Colming Project st
T
R Councll Approves NTW?|
Project list
[
- [-basit roehures & niite
3 “Top Streeislo
Informational Mesting
1
. HoldInformationsl
: “eeting
Send Petitionof Supporl Send Petton of Supporl]
5 100p 10 Mihor Project t0Top3 Hajor Profect <
Strcets Steeets
Petidon Petition
5 | unsuccessto), ) Unsuccessfu,
Street Stays on Street Stays on
Lt ust
© Maltng for First Publc thailng for First Publc
Workshop Worlshop
I I .
u 15t Workshop Creating L5t Workshop Reviewing]. 1
Preliminary Deslgn #relminary Concept A
I} 1
Preliminary Design Peelminary Concept | o0
» Complete Complete Mlsos
1 [
Freliminary Design
u et onywrte el oncpt
2 Marked On sireet ced on ity Website
T |
" Wialing 12 Cilens for
) Em i
e Dein it
freliminary Concept
1 I
Second Workehop
" o cken tor wioomnats o
® Sinalzed Concept
L [ .
11-26 Traffic Calming - Process for Page 3 of 42 Law and Public Safety Commiliee (06/25/13)
Major Projects (02/19/13) :





[image: image2.png]. IndWorkshop for Final Fins Conceptont Desiga,
Destgn Complete
| I
- Final Design Plans * {Final Destgn Markedt Oul
Complete onstrest
| I
Waling Notifying
Agends tem Subited| Gitaens of arkeuts an
1 for Design Revtew Giving i to Vrebsite
Request for ina! Design
Comments
I [
NatityResidents of Agenda ftem submilted,
19 Design Review Gring for esga Reviw
Unkto Website Request
T T
) Nty Aesidents of
» g R ana et e une
" tnk to Website
I I
. Design Review and
“n fid rocess CounclApproval
T I
Desin/Construction
2 comncton ot oriton ssumes P
Contial
- T 1
» - SMontheARer | AtterStudiesand 0/c Diviton Comptetes
itstalation- * Jinterpretation of Resuts Design
) |
u Bid Process
I
Comstructon of
=New Steps Trentments
N I
i
- J— Atar Studies and
5

11-26 Traffic Caiming - Process for

Malor Projects (02/19/13)

Page 4 of 42

nterpretation of Results

Law and Public Safety Commiliee (06/25/13)

Spine/summer

Spring/Summer/F.
ol

FellfWinter

Wiater/ Spring/
Summer

Six Months Alter
Installation





Ms Baldwin stated in essence they are moving that public conversation to the beginning instead of the middle.  She pointed out people know what they are planning when they sign the petition.
Mr. Stagner stated he greatly appreciated the flow chart.  This is a great help and it allows people to go through the step by step procedure.  He feels moving the conversation or public hearing to the beginning will help future projects.  Mr. Stagner stated Staff has done a good job.  
Mr. Odom asked if the grayed areas of the flow chart distinguished new steps.  Mr. Lamb answered in the affirmative.
Ms. Baldwin reminded that this item was discussed in great detail last time but she would welcome anyone that would like to speak.  
Cheryl Ann Dooley, 720 Briarforest Place questioned why some people received a letter on this item but not all neighbors received one.   She thought this was one of the recommendations.  
Ms. Baldwin pointed out usually the petitioner will receive notification.  

Mr. Stagner explained the attendees of the last meeting names appeared in the minutes for March 26, 2013 and were in the record for notification at the next scheduled discussion of the item.  
Ms. Baldwin stated the Dooley’s comments last time were very helpful and thanked them for attending.  
John Dew, 6713 Rainwater Road 27615 expressed concern for the process not having a kill switch.  He pointed out people will not get interested until they feel that something ugly may be happening in front of their house.  He expressed concern for Staff not being responsive to concerns about the design.  He does not think the education piece up front will do any good.  He strongly feels there should be a kill switch when a neighborhood does not want it.  He feels this is a problem.  He feels this is not a good process.  
The group briefly discussed the concern.  

Mr. Lamb stated rainwater has been an outlier to all the projects they have done.  It was unusual and they have been paying attention because they do not want that to happen again.  Staff did discuss a specific idea for a kill switch, and decided not to add anything more than they already have.  The ultimate option for moving forward lies with the Council.  Staff discussed including a killswitch but did not include this as part of the process.  He stated if Council elects to do it this can be changed.  

Ms. Baldwin stated everyone had their say at the public hearing and Council very patiently sat through and listened very carefully to their concerns.  She stated they need to focus on the process.  The question for the committee to consider is whether there is something that says the project stops. She feels the reason is because sometimes there are neighborhoods that are divided as pro and con and they have to decide how they will work or compromise.  This is her guess as to why there is no killswitch in place.  

Mr. Lamb pointed out that City Council approves the policy and directs Staff to enforce them.  He elaborated on the Anderson Drive Project.  He explained how much Staff time is spent developing a project.  

Mr. Odom understands Mr. Dew’s frustration and feels there is a killswitch anytime five (5) Councilors want to make that type of decision. They have that authority.  He feels they want to hear out a lot of things before a decision is made.  Sometimes the Council does not know the true story of how everyone feels.  They do want to hear everything before they take that step.  

Ms Baldwin stated they did talk about this being citizen driven.  The group briefly discussed the issue.  Staff decided last time to experiment while still making this a citizen-driven process.

Mr. Lamb stated they are experimenting with sidewalk petitions and as that develops they can always apply what they learn to the traffic calming petition.

Mr. Stagner feels the killswitch is the public hearing. 
The Committee recommends upholding Staff’s suggestions for a revised process as follows:

1) 
Adding a step early in the process for both minor and major projects consisting of sending a brochure and an invitation to an informational meeting prior to the petition process. At the informational meeting, staff will describe the type of treatments available and what to expect going forward. This step should eliminate confusion later in the process when the petition is circulated.

2) 
At the conclusion of the informational meeting, major projects would be assigned to a project manager in Transportation Planning, while minor projects would remain the responsibility of NTMP program manager Tom Fiorello in Public Works-Transportation Operations. Each project manager would become the main point of contact for their projects. This would ensure continuity for residents from the start of the petition process all the way to the public hearing.

Mr. Stagner moved approval to uphold Staffs recommendations; it was seconded by Mr. Odom and put to a vote that passed unanimously.  

11-32 - Traffic - Parking Concerns - Lake Trout Lane –Chairperson Baldwin questioned whether Mr. and Mrs. Keith Pater were present.  She asked Staff to give an overview of this issue.  
Mr. Howe gave a brief history.  He stated this is a dispute brought to City Council by Mr. and Mrs. Keith Pater.  He stated the property owners felt they had the right to permit who could or couldn’t park in a no-parking zone in front of their home which is really across from the property.  Dan Howe summarized the issue as primarily a neighbor dispute.  

Ms. Baldwin questioned how the sign was placed and for what reason.  She asked Staff to explain the problem.
Mr. Gordon Dash, Transportation Division, stated complaints were received about constrictions on parking in this cul-de-sac and City Staff responded by suggesting a no-parking zone at the constriction point, which the abutting resident did not oppose.  Staff explained that the majority of the neighbors in the cul-de-sac needed to support any adjustment to the no-parking zone.  Not enough people supported this.  An ariel was passed to show the destination. 
The group discussed extensively options to resolve the issue.  They discussed emergency vehicles, garbage trucks entering the cul-de-sac, past hearings held to remove the signs, neighborhood input, disputes among neighbors, making changes to this particular zone, etc.  
Sherry Beville stated signs have been up since 2005 but this dispute seems to be recent and personal.  

Captain Jones (RPD) stated they have explained that no parking applies to everyone.   He stated Mr. Pater feels he can give consent to who he wants to park in the no parking zone.  Captain Jones stated RPD responded in May, 2013 and the situation is personal.  He pointed out Mr. Pater has limitations as it relates to the zone and the limitations force family members to have to park further away from the house.  He does not feel his children should have to walk from up the street to enter the home. 
Mr. Stagner pointed out he lives in a cul-de-sac and has to accept the limitations. 

Mr. Odom moved to report the item out with no action; it was seconded by Ms. Baldwin and put to a vote that passed unanimously.  The Committee recommends reporting this item out of Committee with no action.  

11-33 Turn the Towns Teal Campaign – Chairperson Baldwin stated Ellen Holmes was at the City Council meeting to present a proposal for Turn the Towns Teal Campaign for the month of September. She pointed out Ms. Holmes explained this is to call attention to the fight with ovarian cancer. Ms. Baldwin also explained Ms. Holmes loss her mother to an 8 year battle with ovarian cancer and she thought it was very appropriate to ask Raleigh to participate in the 2013 campaign.  Ms. Baldwin stated the question is where this can be done.  She expressed concern for the number of annual events in the City during the month of September.  She referred to other events such as Paint the Town Pink (Breast Cancer Awareness Month) describing how this was held.  There are a lot of events such as road races, cultural events, and fundraisers for the month of September.   The group needs to figure out a way to help Ms. Holmes with something that would be significant.  

Mr. Howe pointed out this is really a policy issue.  The question becomes what you do on the right-of-way.  He stated there are many places to tie these ribbons on trees, put signs, on the right of way, in the yard, etc.  The City only oversees the right-of-way.  The real question is what the City allows them to do in the public right-of-way.  
Mr. McCormick stated if he is correct Ms. Holmes requested to do this on Glenwood Avenue.  This is a concern because of the various events for the month of September.  
Mr. Stagner stated he would like to see a standard location and a standard time frame.  He would like a recommendation from Staff.  
Mr. Odom pointed out the road races are great.  He stated this is a hard issue.  He would prefer the applicant come in and ask for a specific destination.  

The group briefly discussed all options as it relates to this issue with various scenarios.  They discussed the business community to making decisions as it relates to Ms. Holmes request.  
Mr. Howe stated the City does have the banner program that is already approved Downtown and on Hillsborough Street and it is managed by Hillsborough Street Community Services Corporation and Downtown Raleigh Alliance.  They could ask Ms. Holmes to contact one of these groups and try and work out something with the two agencies.  The Committee would like for Staff to assist the petitioner in seeking an agency to carry out a plan for this campaign.  
The Committee recommends reporting this item out of Committee asking Staff to contact and assist the petitioner in developing a plan for the Turn the Towns Teal Campaign.  
Ms. Baldwin moved approval it was seconded by Mr. Odom and put to a vote that passed unanimously.  
Adjournment:  There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 4:10 p.m.
Daisy Harris Overby 

Assistant Deputy Clerk
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