
  

 

                                          
AGENDA 

Committee of the Whole 
Monday, March 21, 2016 – 5:30 p.m. 

City Council Chambers, City Hall 10
th

 Floor 
 
 
Councilmember Judi Brown Clarke, Chair 
Councilmember Jessica Yorko, Vice Chair 
 

1. Call to Order 
 

2. Roll Call 
 

3. Approval of Minutes: 

 February 29, 2016 

 March 14, 2016 
 

4. Public Comment on Agenda Items 
 

5. Discussion/Action: 
 

A.) Set Public Hearing - ACT-16-2015 ; Michigan Natural Resources Trust Fund 
Grant Application for the acquisition of Boat Club Property  
 

B.) PILOT Programs 
(FHT/David Hollister; MSHDA, Robert Johnson, Cinnaire) 

 
C.) City Attorney Status and Future of City Attorney 

 
6. Other 

 
7. Adjourn 

 

 
The City of Lansing’s Mission is to ensure quality of life by: 

I. Promoting a vibrant, safe, healthy and inclusive community that provides opportunity for personal and economic 

growth for residents, businesses and visitors 

II. Securing short and long term financial stability through prudent management of city resources. 

III. Providing reliable, efficient and quality services that are responsive to the needs of residents and businesses. 
IV. Adopting sustainable practices that protect and enhance our cultural, natural and historical resources.  
V. Facilitating regional collaboration and connecting communities 
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MINUTES 

Committee of the Whole 
Monday, March 21, 2016 @ 5:30 p.m. 

City Council Chamber 
 

CALL TO ORDER   
The meeting was called to order at 5:30 p.m.  

 
PRESENT 
Councilmember Brown Clarke 
Councilmember Jessica Yorko 
Councilmember Patricia Spitzley 

Councilmember Adam Hussain  
Councilmember Kathie Dunbar- arrived at 5:31 p.m.  

Councilmember Carol Wood  
Councilmember Jody Washington  
Councilmember Tina Houghton  
 
OTHERS PRESENT 
Sherrie Boak, Council Staff 
Joseph Abood, Deputy City Attorney 
Randy Hannan, Mayor Executive Assistant 
Mary Riley, Human Resource Director 
Chris Swope, City Clerk 
Jim DeLine, Council Internal Auditor 
Kevin Elsenheimer, MSHDA Executive Director 
David Hollister, Financial Health Team 
Eric Scorsone, Financial Health Team 
Tom Edmiston, Cinnaire 
Robert Johnson, Planning & Neighborhood Development Director 
Brett Kaschinske, Parks and Recreation Director 
Kathie Raffone 
Julie Powers, GLHC 
Carolyn Condell 
 
Approval of Minutes 
Action moved to the next meeting on the minutes from February 29, 2016 and March 14, 
2016. 
 
Public Comment 
No Public Comment 
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DISCUSSION/ACTION 
Set Public Hearing - ACT-16-2015 ; Michigan Natural Resources Trust Fund Grant Application 
for the acquisition of Boat Club Property  
Council President Brown Clarke outlined the timeline and with the process, however it was 
referred but now requires action to set the public hearing. 
Mr. Kaschinske outlined the property on the river front owned by the Boat Club and attached 
to Fine Park with 35 acres and Hunters Ridge is 28 acres.  With the addition of this there 
would be over 100 acres along the river from Fine Park to Hunters Ridge.  The grants have 
been favorable to acquisition property, 25% paid by for by the City, the balance by the Grant.  
The Boat Club is interested in selling the property to the City as park land.  Some 
requirements of the grant are a public hearing, with the grant deadline of April 1st.  The Park 
Board has approved and it does meet the Park and Recreation Master Plan. 
 
Council Member Wood asked if the Administration had thoughts of selling part of the area for 
development in the past. 
 
Council Member Washington stepped away from the meeting at 5:36 p.m. 

 
Mr. Kaschinske confirmed it had not been discussed for this area.  Hunter Ridge was 
purchased with a trust fund grant and once it is purchased there are limitations, making Hunter 
Ridge a dedicate park.  Council Member Wood asked if the resolution should include a 
statement of the dedicated park.  Mr. Kaschinske could not confirm but would have to look at 
the resolution in 1981 to see how it was addressed on how it was dedicated.  Council Member 
Wood stated her confirmation she had no issue with setting the hearing, but want to make 
sure if it needs to be added it is updated with the Council by the March 28th hearing and 
adoption. 
 
Council Member Washington returned to the meeting at 5:39 p.m. 

 
Council Member Houghton asked there will be any maintenance and clearing for paths.  Mr. 
Kaschinske clearing will occur for biking paths where they need to go over wetlands.  There 
will be no bridge but something similar to a non- motorized river trail.  Council Member Brown 
Clarke asked if the trails would be rough or based for handicap access.  Mr. Kaschinske 
confirmed it would not be a mulch path and will include a picnic area at the river at Fulton 
Park.  All boat traffic will enter west of Waverly. 
 
Council Member Dunbar asked about the water trail systems.   Mr. Kaschinske agreed that 
they are having discussion with groups all over the state on making it a water trail. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER YORKO TO APPROVE THE RESOLUTION TO SET THE 
PUBLIC HEARING FOR MARCH 28, 2016.  MOTION CARRIED 8-0. 
 
Ms. Raffone spoke in opposition to the agreement signed with the City Attorney.  Ms. Raffone 
also submitted photos on nuisances in the City. 
 
PILOT Programs 
Council President Brown Clarke introduced the guest speakers from the FHT and MSHDA, 
and clarified that the topic was clarification on the last resolution that was approved on the 
current PILOT policy.  The plan is to get guidance on how a PILOT works with the blue print of 
the City and any connections.  Mr. Elsenheimer with MSHDA will outline the PILOT changes 
and what their criteria is, and FHT will discuss the impact. 
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Mr. Scorsone stated that in the terms of legacy cost, in the short term the City has budget 
stability, but the City should prepare for economic downturn.  Mr. Scorsone stated his opinion 
that PILOT’s are broad but good to have.  The question is how to implement properly.  Mr. 
Scorsone offered no further information stating he had not had time to do any investigation.  
Mr. Hollister added that the agenda for the FHT is to put together logic for the budget and 
make sure the Master Plan is consistent with the capital outlay which is then consistent with 
the multiyear budgeting.  Mr. Hollister opinion was that Council should look at PILOT’s to 
make sure they are consistent with Capital Outlay, and use as a legitimate tool. 
 
Council Member Washington distributed a list of housing establishments in the City, stating 
her belief that there is already so much property that the City has no revenue from.  The 
PILOT’s need to be spread out not just in the City, with low income housing there is no income 
tax either.  Council Member Washington asked Council in moving forward to consider asking 
themselves to consider not against poverty, but against the City going broke.  If Council looks 
forward to more reduction, where are they getting the revenue.  Council Member Washington 
added her opinion that the City needs market rate and high end single family homes, there 
needs to be a regional discussion.  If the City approves the PILOTS, they only get 4% of what 
is actually collected with a PILOT.  The City does not have the ability to continue, and it is not 
just the PILOT’s but every other tax breaks they don’t get income from.   
 
Council Member Hussain stated to the rest of Council that they need to look at where the 
PILOT’s are, because they are driving down to poverty and where predatory establishments 
go.  With the developments Council needs to separate the problems. 
 
Mr. Johnson spoke briefly about the PILOT policy, the preference for the CDBG areas, and 
under the policy there was housing preference for conversions and rehabs.  There needs to be 
more thought to the PILOT and value of the PILOT.  The City does not have a zoning district 
that is PILOT or low income, and they cannot question under the zoning ordinance based on 
expense or affordability.  Economic development starts with affordable housing, and he 
agreed there has been a concentration of affordable housing on the south side which was not 
well thought out.   The City needs to have a policy for diversity.  Council President Brown 
Clarke reminded the Committee and guests that the meeting was to bring all the information 
all at the same time to balance the information but no decisions. 
 
Council Member Yorko asked Mr. Johnson for the PILOT map he presented to the Committee 
on Development and Planning and Council staff printed the map and distributed. 
 
Mr. Edmiston, on behalf of Cinnarie, stated his view of the PILOT as making credits available 
to bring equity into the projects, so the developer does not have to charge high rents.  Mr. 
Edmiston belief is that this is the front end of making the development affordable and private 
investment.  Mr. Edmiston distributed example outlining housing tax credits that were awarded 
in the tri-county area in 2010-2015 and two development in the City of Lansing.  In this time 
frame the tri-county area received 11, and there were 42 in the State.  Of the 11 in the tri-
county area, two were in Lansing, one did receive a PILOT before 2010 and one did not 
request a PILOT. 
 
Council Member Yorko referenced the map submitted by Mr. Johnson and the number of 
PILOTS.  Mr. Johnson had to clarify that the map reflected PILOTS, but not all were residential 
PILOTS.  Council Member Yorko asked about the status of those that had reached their 
sunset date.  Mr. Johnson confirmed that 15 were active out of the 30 that were listed, so the 
upper 20 are active.  Council Member Wood referenced the column on the spreadsheet that 
noted the sunset date, where some sunset in 2029, 2035 and 2032, which are not 10 year 
PILOTS but 35+ years.  There is a question of when look at the budget, knowing Council is 
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getting a limited amount of revenue particularly the majority for 4%.  Council Member Wood 
then asked Mr. Edmiston if he was once involved with Great Lakes Capital Fund and if they 
were still involved with Ferris Development PILOTS.  Mr. Edmiston confirmed both questions.  
Council Member Wood pointed out Ferris Developments that still owe the City payments.  Mr. 
Edmiston stated he would check on the properties. 
 
Council Member Washington stated her view that when Council goes forward they have to 
report a market study because currently all the talk is about apartments.  Her view is that the 
City is lacking in good single family homes.  As the City gets developments the City then gets 
world class education and so they also need to reserve property for good single family homes. 
 
Council Member Hussain added to the conversation that Council also needs to look at the 
single family market to bring in young families supporting the neighborhoods out of the 
downtown area.  Mr. Hussain has begun discussions with LEAP and FHT on how to start to 
attract good businesses and neighborhoods outside of downtown. 
 
Mr. Elsenheimer gave a brief overview of his experience as a municipal attorney, work in the 
State and recently as Executive Director of MSHDA.  It was noted that this is a discussion 
common held all over the State, and the question is exactly how much low income is 
appropriate, what kind, what is helpful.  MSHDA is not an entity that will come to the City and 
tell them they must engage in a PILOT to result in MSHDA funding for that project.  MSHDA 
will not tell the City they have to have a PILOT policy and what it should be.  Mr. Elsenheimer 
has seen generally a 30 year range for the sunset, but it is the City authority to put those terms 
in place.  When MSHDA looks at applications, twice a year, and generally over the last couple 
years applications that have been successful have had their PILOT arrangements in place.  
For applicants to complete against other applications, they need to have some kind of PILOT 
resolved by the municipality.  Not having one does not mean MSHDA wouldn’t review or 
approve.  Mr. Elsenheimer confirmed he had not seen an application himself in a year, 
however has veteran staff in his office if they had seen an application approved without a 
PILOT, and no one had.  The process is competitive and oversubscribed.  These tax credits 
are powerful, and provide equity and remove the risk from the developer from the projects. 
They wind up able to regenerate projects where the investments revitalize.  Mr. Elsenheimr 
stated again MSHDA would not tell the City they have to engage in PILOTS or tell them at 
what level the City should.  Every 2 years MSHDA does a review of the guide book that is 
used to compare applications around the State.  The changes this year are minor, and will not 
impact the approach taken over time.  MSHDA looks at walkability and transportation, and 
MSHDA expects those to continue with the new plan this summer.  The currently discussed 
negotiations and decisions are in Councils control.  Council President Brown Clarke asked if 
there is an advantage to anyone to have the City support when going to MSHDA. 
 
Mr. Elsenheimer admitted MSHDA does not look at application if there is no support or 
approval from their municipality. 
 
Council Member Spitzley asked Mr. Elsenheimer if during the application period is it true that a 
developer gets addition points in the application process if they have a PILOT form the City, 
which makes their application more competitive.  Mr. Elsenheimer confirmed. 
 
Council Member Wood noted that the City policy in 2003 should be reviewed so Council can  
determine what length of time a PILOT will be, so if they want a 50 year PILOT it is not 
initiated by MSHDA.  Mr. Elsenheimer agreed that was accurate, because MSHDA has an 
allowance and statue to provide up to 50 years for a PILOT to be in place, but not all come in 
50 years.  The average Mr. Elsenheimer admitted he had seen was 30 years and he does see 
some with less time.  MSHDA would want to see some generate with the period and the loan, 
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such as if 30 years with MSHDA it is important to see there is some kind of PILOT received for 
that same time.  Council Member Wood asked if during the PILOT they have the opportunity to 
rescind.  Mr. Elsenheimer deferred to the City Attorney, but stated that if it impacts MSHDA, 
the odds are good that once they enter into  a relationship the relationship will continue, and 
MSDHA hopes the PILOT would continue. 
 
Council Member Wood asked if there was anything to prohibit council from amounts of the 
PILOT 10% to 4%, and if the developer decided to have a portion market rate, would that 
prohibit council to add that in.  Mr. Elsenheimer states that low income and single project is 
MSHDA policy.   
 
Council Member Wood referenced a current PILOT proposal called Walnut Park, where the 
developer proposed it would not all be low income, but only 20% would be, so there is the 
assumption the balance would be market rate and full taxes.  Mr. Wisenheimer stated he 
would work with the MSHDA attorney to work with Mr. Abood on clarification to discuss. 
 
Council Member Washington reminded the group that Council is suppose to vote Monday, 
March 28th, and does not want Council to get harmed by just one entity but there is currently 
one project that is has a PILOT that says low income senior, except 10% market rate.  She 
asked if the developer can’t fill with seniors, do they have the opportunity under tax credits to 
fill with different a demographic such as low income or disability housing or does it have to 
remain senior housing.  Mr. Elsenheimer stated it would depend on the application provided to 
MSHDA, and the applciaiton would specify a certain type of housing, and the credits and 
access to programs would be allowed based on that.  Many project have multiple opportunities 
for use, and generally not unusual to see different types. 
 
Mr. Edmiston joined into the discussion informing the Committee that when there is a tax 
credit, MSHDA enters into an agreement, and when it is not filled they can’t rent to families.  
When  that occurs they try to drop rents and offer incentives.  MSHDA performs a study before 
tax credit application is submitted, and then a market study is done before the application is 
submitted to see if the income and age class will fill units. 
 
Council Member Yorko also noted that MSHDA has age restrictions so there is no wiggle 
room, so developers have to go back to MSHDA for a change.  Mr. Edmiston agreed, and 
noted there was a provision, but not seen often.    Mr. Elsenheimer added that on occasion 
MSHDA does entertain modifications to the agreements, but it is rare and there is a high 
threshold.  The Board generally does not want to change those agreements.  MSHDA does 
want them to be successful.  Council President Brown Clarke asked if there was 
documentation of any local review on the regulatory on the development.  Mr. Elsenheimer 
could not speak to that.  Council Member Yorko agreed with the earlier statement by Council 
Member Washington which was if a senior was not filled, then go to family.  If is affordable 
senior housing then it needs to stay that way.  When a developer talks about affordable and 
market rate, currently in the pending resolutions there are a number of units that are market 
rate.  An opinion is needed for more single family housing and did the Design Lansing Plan  
call for a difference in the City, and that was asked of Mr. Johnson. 
 
Council Member Dunbar asked Mr. Elsenheimer about the rating system for applications for a 
PILOT noting it is their understanding there is favor given if there is local support and that 
support could be the granting of a PILOT, therefore are there other forms of local support that 
would garner favor with MSHDA.  Council could follow the master plan, a revitalization plan, or 
they could craft a resolution that says they support a PILOT.  If Council did that does the 
PILOT still provide more points than a resolution of support.  Mr. Elsenheimer noted that a 
resolution of support is different, it would not be points but a yes or no if they look at.  There 
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are other opportunities for points.  They may involve municipal support, but the clearest is the 
PILOT issue.  Mr. Elsenheimer recommended that if Council is reviewing an ordinance for  a 
general PILOT plan, they should review the application. 
 
Council Member Dunbar asked what the PILOT means to MSHDA, and if the applicant has 
better relationship over the time they have the relationship with MSHDA.  Mr. Elsenheimer 
stated it shows evidence of financial viability of the application which is important, less in taxes 
and which means they have more to do things that MSHDA wants done such as 
improvements, etc.   This provides the evidence of support of the relationship between 
MSHDA, the developer and the community.  Council Member Dunbar asked when MSHDA 
declares a senior housing development, is that for the length of the relationship between 
MDHDA.  Mr. Elsenheimer confirmed it is the length of the relationship with the developer but 
when it ends it is often re-up.  So a 15 year relationship could extent to 30 years, and at that 
point of extension there could be new capital.  Every deal is different, every capital is different 
and some capital requires 15 years some 30 years.  Council Member Dunbar asked Mr. 
Elsenheimer if he has ever seen PILOTS granted by a City that last longer than MSDHA.  Mr. 
Elsenheimer could not speak to it, but would research it.  Council member Dunbar then asked 
if Council can look at a PILOT time line with MSHDA before Council grants a PILOT.  Mr. 
Elsenheimer informed the Council that the developer should be able to tell the Council based 
on what program they are asking for.  Mr. .Johnson stated that under ACT 346, it has to 
qualify or there is no tax abatement. 
 
Council Member Washington noted her opinion that she wants something similar to East 
Village. 
 
Council Member Yorko stepped away from the meeting at 7:14 p.m. 
Council Member Washington stepped away from the meeting at 7:15 p.m. 

 
Mr. Abood reviewed the legal opinion of March 21, 2016. 
 
Council Member Yorko and Washington returned to the meeting at 7:16 p.m. 

 
Mr. Abood outlined the questions that were asked on February 29, 2016. 
 
Council Member Houghton stepped away from the meeting at 7:17 p.m. 

 
Mr. Abood cited from the March 21, 2016 opinion addressing the questions “May restrictions 
as to age or May Council place restriction on PILOT’s based on age of eligible persons or 
based on percentages? May Council take action to limit PILOT’s if Council determines it 
wishes to do so?”  Answers for the first question: “No.  Codification is a legal term that refers in 
the City of Lansing to legislation by ordinance and there is no current ordinance that restricts 
PILOT’s by policy.   
 
Council Member Dunbar stepped away from the meeting at 7:18 p.m. 

 
#2. Yes and No.  Council may limit PILOT’s under the Michigan State Housing Development 
Authority Act (the “Act”) provided that it does this by ordinance and provided that the 
ordinance states by “class” the housing projects that will not be included in the PILOT 
program.  However, the Act does not define the classes to which the State refers. 
 
Council Member Dunbar returned to the meeting at 7:20 p.m. 

 
#3 Yes. As stated in the short answer to question 2, the Council may limit PILOT’s 
prospectively in the City, provided it does so by ordinance and by identified class.” 
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Mr. Abood went on to reflect on Resolution 0556 of 2002 which resulted in the City 
establishing a moratorium on PILOT’s so Council could analyze.  Resolution 328 of 2003 
adopted the PILOT policy of June 2003 by reference, which was developed by the 
analyzation.  The 2003 policy stated that new developments would be 10% PILOT’s, and 
under 10% would be reviewed case by case utilizing the criteria.  Over the years we the City 
have been lumping similar projects to HUD, senior and disability.  Since HUD has defined a 
class the City has been consistent in using that class definition.  In limiting by class Council 
deviated, and because of deviation they are no longer active.  Mr. Abood concluded by stating 
that nothing precludes Council from creating a new policy consistent with the original and with 
the State law.  A moratorium however should be less than 12 months, and 6 months could be 
considerate amount of time. 
 
Council Member Houghton returned to the meeting at 7:25 p.m. 

 
Mr. Abood acknowledged that he would discuss with MSDHA and will work expeditiously and 
have answer by March 28th.   Council can consider PILOT’s by preference to time frames.  In 
2003 0-9% were for only 10 years, and then they can re-evaluate.    Any recommendation on 
that was deferred to Mr. Johnson.  When looking at the policy Mr. Abood looked at three 
areas, the commencement which is what is to take place in a short time it is recommended a 
year from approval.  Second topic is to make sure of the specific completion date, and that 
should be expeditiously.  Council can tailor the ordinance that the completion date is the date 
of the certificate of occupancy.  Final area is the want for specific time periods to run with the 
financial periods.  When asking Council for 35-40 year PILOT that is specific in the ordinance, 
and if it commences in 2 years then add that to the years of the PILOT.  The remainder of the 
10% PILOT’s do not seek approval unless the City creates an ordinance that eliminates that 
class.  During the proposed moratorium the 10% PILOT’s can be reviewed pursuant to criteria.  
Lastly it was concluded from the legal opinion that there should be checks and balances, and 
each PILOT should be done on a case by case basis with the appropriate time to review. 
 
Council President Brown Clarke noted to Mr. Abood the information is time sensitive for next 
meeting on March 28th for discussion and help with the short term decision for projects that are 
proposed for hearings and action at the March 28th Council meeting.  There is a second 
request to Law to review what is good for the long term policy.   
 
Council Member Dunbar noted for the group that Council has never reviewed the policy since 
2003, so every PILOT passed on the spreadsheet handout have all been 4% and 30 years, so 
no one paid attention to policy at the time.  In the legal opinion the Act says 10% of PILOT is 
granted even without approval of the City.  Council Member Dunbar asked the question to 
MSDHA representatives that if a developer pursues the PILOT at 10% would they lose points.  
Council President Brown Clarke suggested they would probably not score as high.   Council 
Member Spitzley contributed to the discussion asking for a comprehensive review of the 
policy, and a return on the investment seeking out where are we within the City.  She stated 
her concern that there are currently a number of PILOT’s in front of Council now that need 
consideration and decisions.  Council Member Spitzley has hopes there will be no moratorium 
on those that have currently had active public hearings, and Council will take the opportunity 
of the time between he April 1 MSHDA deadline and the October 1 MSHDA deadline to study, 
possibly have an independent study of experts in the field, and look at how PILOT’s fair in the 
City.  Council President Brown Clarke assured the Committee that the PILOT’s that are in the 
que will be looked at Monday, March 28th, then the Council will start on the policy to have in 
place by October when they will start to revisit PILOT applications. 
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Council Member Wood asked the question “what does Council need to do and know to make 
the decisions”.  Questions that are still outstanding include “what PILOT’s at 4% are up for a 
vote and what ones have the City granted over the years, what ones are with market rate, 
lastly she asked for a copy of the MSHDA application of what the developers are applying for 
so that Council does not extend a PILOT for longer than the MSHDA application PILOT is for. 
 
Council Member Spitzley stepped away from the meeting at 7:40 p.m. 
 
Council Member Wood reminded the Committee that over the years Council has asked if the 
PILOT applications are in line with the 2003 policy. 
 
Council Member Spitzley returned to the meeting at 7:42 p.m. 
 

Council Member Yorko asked the question of the PILOT’s being a viable deal without the 
incentive, and with a brownfield of $38,000 new taxes over 17 year then the full tax capture.  
With the School for the Blind, with a 100% affordable scenario, $40,000 for longer time period, 
so there will be a longer time when the property goes to full rate. With every project, Council 
encourages encourage community involvement.  The policy in the future should be to look at 
comprehensive with all.  Council Member Washington assured the Committee that her 
proposal for a moratorium cannot stop projects that are currently in the process.  She will ask 
for moratorium in the Committee on Development and Planning because the City needs a 
vision on where the City is headed, Council needs the true financial outlet on what it will be.   
 
City Attorney Status and Future of City Attorney 
Council President Brown Clarke outlined the time line of the departure of Ms. McIntyre and her 
presence at the February 29th meeting representing she was back to work. 
 
Council Member Yorko stepped away from the meeting at 7:51 p.m. 

 
Council President Brown Clarke asked the Administrations for clarity on the expectations and 
clarity of the understanding of what and how the severance was determined.   City Council is 
having difficulty obtaining Ms. McIntyre last contract, and contract extensions.  Mr. Swope was 
then asked about his office’s process with contracts.   Mr. Swope noted that contracts come to 
his office in two different ways. 
 
Mr. Abood stepped away from the meeting at 7:54 p.m. 
 

Mr. Swope outlined the process for employment contracts for department heads are submitted 
to the Clerk’s office after they are executed at which pointed they are logged in and placed in 
the vault.  Council President Brown Clarke asked if they are signed and submitted to the Clerk 
in a timely manner.  Mr. Swope confirmed it is an ongoing basis, department head contracts 
are usually on a calendar year, and therefore the Clerk’s office would get at the beginning of 
the calendar year.  Council President Brown Clarke asked if they Clerk reviews his log to 
make sure nothing is missing.  Mr. Swope stated his office files every contract that is brought 
to his office and not their practice to ask for missing documents.  Council Member Wood noted 
to Mr. Swope that Council was not able to obtain or locate one of the renewal contracts. 
 
Mr. Abood returned to the meeting at 7:56 p.m. 

 
Council Member Wood asked Mr. Swope if the renewal was never given to the Clerk, or it was 
given to the Clerk and logged and not in the files now.  Council has the March 2013 contract, 
the signed 2014 extension, but no extension for 2015. 
 
Council Member Yorko returned to the meeting at 7:57 p.m. 
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Council Member Wood asked for the contract that was signed in 2015 that took effect 
1/1/2016.  Mr. Swope confirmed again that his office did not have that on file.  Council Member 
Wood then asked Mr. Hannan if there was an extension for Ms. McIntyre for that year, and Mr. 
Hannan confirmed but his office was not able to locate the original but does have a final draft.  
Administration has also asked law to search their contract files.   Mr. Hannan stated his 
understanding of the process that contracts should be filed with the Clerk by the City Attorney 
or Human Resources office.  Mr. Hannan acknowledged that the Administration has a final 
draft and continues to search for the signed contract.  Recently a new process for contracts is 
being implemented in ONBASE regarding contracts and the Administration, the Clerk and the 
HR department is working to make all contracts electronic and electronically archived.  Council 
Member Wood asked if the draft that Mr. Hannan located is different than the signed original.  
Mr. Hannan stated no and he could provide a copy of the draft.  Council Member Wood asked 
Mr. Swope if all other department heads contracts for the period of 2015 have been placed on 
file and Mr. Swope confirmed he had looked in one other file, and there was no 2015 contract 
in there either.  Council President Brown Clarke asked Mr. Abood to locate all final drafts of 
the Department Executive Director contracts since they are not filed in the Clerk’s office. 
Mr. Hannan informed the Committee that contracts are not on file in the City Attorney office, 
only the drafts.  Council President Brown Clarke then asked where the other contract 
extensions for the executive staff for 2015 are.  Mr. Hannan answered that they would be with 
the Clerk office, and Council President Brown Clarke asked again where else since the Clerk 
had stated they had none.  Mr. Hannan stated it would then depend on the courier that 
delivered them, if they would be from the personnel in the City Attorney office or the HR 
Department. 
 
Council President Brown Clarke addressed Ms. Riley and her familiarity with the {Personnel 
Rules, reading the rules for Executive Management Plan Employees which stated under 
Section E. “If an employee resigns, such resignation may be withdrawn only at the discretion 
of the Mayor or appointing authority.  Employees are requested to give 30-days notice prior to 
the last day of work.”,and therefore asked Ms. Riley if Ms. McIntyre gave notice, since Council 
was under the understanding she did not.  Ms. Riley did not respond, but Mr. Hannan 
responded by stating that that the separation agreement in question was not entered into 
within the confines of the Executive Management Plan.  It is not a severance it the terms it is a 
separation agreement and some do not adhere to all those perimeters and follow all those 
protocol.  Mr. Hannan concluded stated the City was not given a 30 day notice.  Council 
President Brown Clarke asked Ms. Riley and Mr. Hannan why the administration negotiated 
beyond the scope, what was the decision making to negotiate beyond the scope of the 
management plan since it was not under those guidelines.  Mr. Hannan noted that he cannot 
disclose all particulars because it is in a confidential manner, 2nd they cannot disclose anything 
under attorney/client privileges.  Council President Brown Clarke asked if Council was 
considered the client, and Mr. Hannan stated yes, but that privilege extends to a public 
meeting.  He continued stated that the Administration is not interest in violating the privacy, 
and therefore cannot disclose.  Under basic protocol, he can answer questions, but will be 
refined.  Mr. Hannan spoke on behalf of the Mayor stating the Mayor believes the settlement 
agreement was in the best interest of the City, and it is similar in private and public sector 
where they release claims by both sides, so this case is not that unusual. 
 
Council Member Washington repeated Mr. Hanna’s confirmation that Council is the client, and 
also cannot discuss in a public meeting so why can’t they go into closed session.  Council 
Member Wood added that if the City attorney is the client, who is the attorney for the City.  Mr. 
Hannan commented first on the closed session noting under the open meetings act, the only 
time Council can do that in a personnel matter is by request of the employee and since Ms. 
McIntyre is no longer an employee Council cannot.  Mr. Hannan advised the Council that Ms. 
McIntyre was sitting at the DIAS on February 29, 2016 and Council could have asked then.  
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Council President Brown Clarke reminded Mr. Hannan that at the February 29, 2016 meeting 
there was no indication to Council that Ms. McIntyre would not continue in her duties as City 
Attorney and it was insulting to the Council that they were not made aware of the agreement 
prior to the February 29, 2016 meeting.  Mr. Hannan stated that the Administration used 
Dykema Law firm, Kip Ford and Harry Portman and Associates.  Council Member Wood asked 
what they were paid, and Mr. Hannan read from the invoice $9,553.00.  Council Member 
Wood asked Mr. Hannan if when Ms. McIntyre was present at the Committee and Council 
meeting on February 29, 2016 if the administration was aware there was already in 
agreement.  Mr. Hannan acknowledged he was not but some in Administration were.  Council 
Member Wood noted that it was evident the Mayor knew and yet he did not give the 
information to Council.  Council was under the impression Ms. McIntyre was an employee, and 
she herself had scheduled a meeting with Ms. McIntyre.  The Mayor has an obligation to let 
Council know even if the City Attorney had told Council herself.  Council Member Wood 
continued by reminding Mr. Hannan that the Mayor himself made it well known in the public 
there was an issue with the Peter Lark and his severance agreement and even criticized the 
BWL Board on entering into that agreement, so how does the Administration justify the Mayor 
entering into this severance package.  Mr. Hannan noted to Council that the BWL contract with 
Mr. Lark was a 5 year contract and that was the basis of concern for the Mayor.  In this case it 
was a one year, under the new charter amendment.  Funds in this settlement would have 
been similar to other employees, this was not a settlement designed within corners of the 
executive management plan or employment rules, but a settlement.  Council President Brown 
Clarke asked if Brig Smith had a separation agreement and severance packet when he left, 
Mr. Hannan had no answer and will look at it.  Ms. Riley also had no knowledge.  Council 
President Brown Clarke reminded Ms. Riley that the Council Internal Auditor had sent an email 
request with this question prior to the meeting, with no response.  Mr. Hannan stated they will 
look in the HR files, however Mr. Smith left under different circumstances, it was a standard 
employee leaving situation and this recent one was not a standard.  Council Member Wood 
asked if the Mayor had anticipating entering into a separation agreement when he signed Ms 
McIntyre contract in December 2015 to extend her employment for another year. Mr. Hannan 
stated no.  Council Member Wood then asked when outside counsel was hired, and Mr. 
Hannan could not provide a precise date but guess mid-January. Council Member Wood then 
asked for the precise date.  This lead Council President to ask Mr. Abood about the date since 
his office secured the outside counsel.  Mr. Abood could not verify the dates, but stated it was 
appropriate to secure outside counsel because his office was conflicted.  Council President 
Brown Clarke asked again for the date.  Mr. Abood confirmed he was not involved in the 
process and the law firm used was on the approved outside counsel list. They have done 
arbitrations and have an ongoing agreement so they were appropriate.  As far as the 
procedure Law was aware but not involved in specifics.  Council President Brown Clarke first 
acknowledged the Lansing State Journal for providing information to the Council that they 
were not able to obtain, then asked Ms. Riley her opinion on the FMLA requirements for leave 
and the amount of hours that Ms. McIntyre was reimbursed, if her opinion was that Ms. 
McIntyre never used vacation time while she was at the City and if she used any time during 
the FMLA leave.  Ms. Riley noted it was a confidential personal matter, and she had no 
knowledge if she took time before she herself starting working for the City.  Council President 
Brown Clarke then asked Ms. Riley to define what FMLA is,  and if it is unpaid time.  Ms. Riley 
confirmed it could be, and you can use vacation, personal, sick.  Mr. Hannan interjected that 
under the executive management plan, department directors can get 120 hours of leave time 
as of January 1st, then 120 days the subsequent year, then each year of service up to 8 years 
of service.  So by year two there could be 128 hours of leave time, year 3 136 leave. Mr. 
Hannan clarified that because Ms. McIntyre held a department dual role, she received 
additional allocations of leave time pursuant of leave time, 80 hours of leave over three years 
to 240 hours.  Hypothetical Ms. McIntyre could accumulate 744 leave days over the time.  
Council President Brown Clarke asked if any other department directors have dual roles 
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accumulating time.  Mr. Hannan confirmed Mr. Gamble did, but not at that level.  Council 
Member Wood pointed out to Mr. Hannan that Mr. Gamble was asked who was in charge of 
the IT Department and he stated he was, so has he been collecting dual vacation time over 
the time the IT Director position has been vacant. Mr. Hannan stated no, and Ms. McIntyre did 
not receive dual pay for two departments.  Council Member Wood asked for the contract 
verifying that for Mr. Gamble and Mr. Hannan confirmed he could not produce the one for Ms. 
McIntyre because it was missing.  Council Member Wood concluded by reminding Mr. Hannan 
that in 2005-2006 the administration came to the Committee on Ways and Means and voiced 
concerns with excess vacation time that outgoing directors were getting paid, and now they 
are contradicting their concerns. 
 
Council Member Washington reminded Mr. Hannan of the dates that she has conflicts with 
which include Ms. McIntyre last date of Mach 4th, but her arriving to work on February 29th, but 
signing the agreement on February 25th.   The Council is aware of her vacation she took over 
her time with the City, so there is a conflict with the separation agreement.  Council Member 
Washington then acknowledge the Lansing State Journal also for their report of information 
that Council was not provided.  Council President Brown Clarke stated for the group that she 
hoped there will be clarification with the draft 2015 contract, which would show combined 
vacation, combined sick, combined personal time. 
 
Council President Brown Clarke continued on with her notes, referencing page 2 which spoke 
to legal Clause #14 in the agreement which stated “other City leaders” 
and asked who that was.  Mr. Hannan quickly stated management but then referred to Law 
stating it does not bind Council then read Article #13 and Article #14.  Council President 
Brown Clarke asked why that language was added and Mr. Hanna’s answer was that it was a 
standard boilerplate language in any employee separation.  IT is designed to create 
separation.  Council President Brown Clarke spoke about the reciprocal language and if Ms. 
McIntyre mirrored that language, Mr. Hannan stated she was an employee.  Council President 
asked how long the parties were bound by the agreement, and Mr. Hannan confirmed 
indefinitely and by all parties named.  Mr. Abood was then asked, and Mr. Abood stated the 
parties have signed an agreement that binds them, and does not believe it is time frame 
bound.  As long as there is an agreement  in place it is binding.  We can envision scenarios 
where agreements would not last, because one side or another breach the agreement.  If an 
agreement does not have a time frame it is meant to continue.  Council President Brown 
Clarke referred back to the acknowledgement that Council is the client, and Mr. Hannan stated 
they cannot go into closed session, can Council read the opinion on the agreement from 
Dykema Gossett, the outside counsel.  Mr., Hannan stated there was no opinion, but verbal 
advice, and a memo with the frame work and types of agreements were constructed, but that 
too is attorney client privileged that Nr. Abood can share with Council, but the document 
cannot be shared.  Council President Brown Clarke asked again if Council was the client, and 
Mr. Hannan suggested they get their advice from Law.  Mr. Abood confirmed that in this 
situation Council is the client   Council President Brown Clarke then asked to see the legal 
recommendation, notes, and any exchange from Dykema Gossett referencing or guiding this 
separation agreement.  Mr. Abood answered the request by stating that with regards to the 
memorandum, Council could review that memorandum as long as they maintain the 
confidentiality the memorandum is entitled to have.  Council President Brown Clarke asked 
how soon Council could have access to it, and if they need to go into closed session at the 
March 7th.  Mr. Hannan cautioned Council from going into closed session, and stated the 
documents were transmitted to the City Attorney so viewing would be up to them to handle.  
The Administration will not participate.  Council President Brown Clarke suggested seeking 
outside counsel for guidance on council legal authority, since closed session is only for 
employees and now that window is not open.  Mr. Abood stated with the Open Meetings Act- 
the Law Office would advise Council not to do something that would break the law, and 
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therefore they are recommended not to go into closed session.  Council President Brown 
Clarke asked Law how Council knows if it is something for closed session if they can’t see it.  
Mr. Abood offered to provide memorandum, but cannot go into closed session.  There are 
confidential concerns and also advised not to be made public. 
 
Council Member Yorko recapped the discussion and asked for additional information on the 
separation agreement. 
 
Council Member Washington commented to the public that Ms. McIntyre was not just any 
employee, she worked for Council, and Council was never told anything until it was in the 
media.  To say it was Council’s responsibility to find out because she was their employee was 
insulting, because everything was kept a secret, then administration advises Council to 
discuss ongoing actions with active employees but Council is not aware of issues when they 
are active. 
 
Council Member Dunbar asked Mr. Abood what path Council should take since the documents 
cannot be reviewed in closed session, they can’t be left in their mailbox because confidential, 
and can’t be discussed at an open meeting.  Mr. Abood confirmed his office can hand the 
documents out individually to Council Members in his office.  Council member Spitzley 
repeated that City Council is the client there is a concern they are bound by contract, so 
Council needs to make sure they are not in violation of contract.  Mr. Abood stated that 
Council is party to certain parts of the agreement and released from future claims.  Other parts 
of the agreement are the signator of the agreement, those that sign.  Council Member Spitzley 
referenced the earlier statement of “leaders”, and Mr. Abood noted it specifically states that 
class. 
Mr. Hannan read the Charter stating this is an administrative function, and the charter states 
the responsibility of Council is the administrative activities limited to its own staff.  Council 
Member Washington reminded Mr. Hannan this situation was not departmental, this position 
was a Council employee, and her position was council staff. 
 
Council President Brown Clarke suggested that maybe the Council needs their own legal 
representation because the City Attorney cannot assist Council and the administration is 
bound by confidentiality, Ms. Riley cannot provide any input, and Council has no capacity and  
no one to help us walk thru.  Council needs to look at outside counsel under confidential 
clause.   
 
Council Member Washington reminded Mr. Hannan that it can’t go both ways, stating one 
minute that Ms. McIntyre is a Council employee, then telling them she was not an employee, 
but always presented as an employee.   
 
Council Member Houghton stated it appears that this situation is convoluted and secrecy.  She 
has a concern with getting Council’s own outside counsel because they would be spending 
additional tax payer dollars with still no answers. Having binding contracts and Council can’t 
see them, how can another attorney. 
 
Council Member Hussain opinion was with the hours Ms. McIntyre was reimbursed and the 
explanation that was given.  Lastly he voiced his frustration with obtaining any information, and 
there may be a need for outside council to make sure this doesn’t happen again. 
 
Council Member Yorko agreed to meet one on one with the City Attorney office to review the 
documents they haven’t seen. 
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Council Member Wood voiced her frustration on the overall leave time of Ms. McIntyre and 
then when she came back, it appears everything was already in motion for her separation 
agreement to be signed and yet Council was not part of it, even though the Mayor stated 
publicly that Ms. McIntyre was Council’s employee.  
 
Council Member Washington stepped away from the meeting at 9 p.m. 

 
Council Member Wood asked Mr. Abood to provide the Council with the draft contract before 
the Council meeting, and Mr. Abood stated he would make every effort.  Council Member 
Wood concluded that Council needs to let the public know where their tax payer dollars are 
going. 
 
Council Member Washington returned to the meeting at 9:03 p.m. 

 
Council Member Spitzley agreed with other Council Members on the statement of employee 
and employer relationship, and would like to error on the side of caution with the agreement 
and terms.  She continued by noting that the agreement was done, signed she was not in 
favor of spending more money for outside counsel.  Council Member Spitzley concluded by 
stating she does not like the issue, but not sure Council will get answered without outside 
counsel. 
 
Council Member Dunbar was given the opportunity to address the topic and had nothing more 
to add. 
 
Council Member Washington agreed to abide by what is directed however does not feel there 
is a legal obligation bound to it, Council needs to ask because it appears Administration is 
hiding something and Council cannot allow this to continue and this is  the third time.  
 
Council Member Wood stated to the Committee that when the Council developed the 
executive management plan it was after employee buy outs in 2005 with department heads, 
and at that time Council did hire outside legal counsel and based on that Council changed the 
ordinance and developed the Executive Management Plan.  Mr. Abood was asked, based on 
comments by Mr. Hannan earlier, based on the recent Charter revision, the City was entering 
into a year contract, does that mean if an employee is bound by the Executive Management 
Plan, can they receive a year’s pay. The severance package is less in the Executive 
Management Plan than what was received by Ms. McIntyre, therefore was is the clarification 
on this.  Mr. Abood could not provide an answer and stated he would research. 
 
Council Member Yorko and Council Member Dunbar stepped away from the meeting 9:08 p.m. 

 
Council Member Wood noted that Mr. Abood should also research the limit in the Executive 
Management Plan of 120 days and limited vacation time. 
 
Council President Brown Clarke presented two options for Council to consider which were that 
whatever review process that Mr. Abood will guide Council thru, they will then look at that point 
of time if they want to pursue outside counsel, or does Council we want to ask for outside 
counsel so they can look at it with us.  The plan would be on Monday, March 28th there could 
be either a resolution for outside counsel to look at the documents, or Council we will move 
forward with setting up time with the City Attorney office.  All Council Members should contact 
Council staff with their choice by Thursday, March 24.  Council Member Washington asked if 
there were funds in the budget for outside Counsel, and Mr. DeLine referenced the 
miscellaneous account that is broad enough to absorb it.   
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Mr. Abood noted that while the City Attorney has separation with this negotiation, Law can still 
advise Council as long as not relative to.  To the extent to which questions can answer, unless 
issue we are conflicted with.  Any legal issue will be given best advice, if there is a conflict Law 
will notify Council.   
 
Council Member Dunbar returned to the meeting at 9:13 p.m. 

 
The Committee discussed the options of reviewing the Dykema Gossett documents before a 
decision is made on outside legal counsel, what is non-conflicting, and Council President 
Brown Clarke asked Mr. Abood to coordinate with each Council Member individually to set up 
an appointment to review documents in his office. 
 
Council Member Yorko returned to the meeting at 9:20 p.m. 

 
Council Member Spitzley’s opinion was not to make a decision on outside counsel until 
reviewing whatever document Law had, however was not in favor of hiring outside counsel. 
 
Council President asked Mr. Abood what options were available after Council saw the 
documents and if they could decide on outside, or does City Attorney take and secure outside 
counsel to address the individual questions.  Mr. Abood stated that any conflicted questions 
the City Attorney could not answer they would vet or seek outside counsel for.  Council 
President Brown Clarke voiced her concern that Council as a whole will not see individual 
Council Members questions from the review of the documents, so will those be answered 
individually or a list of the questions and answers be submitted to the Council.  Mr. Abood 
confirmed it would depend on the issue being answered. 
 
ADJOURN   
The meeting was adjourned at  9:26 p.m. 
Respectfully Submitted by,   
Sherrie Boak, Recording Secretary 
Lansing City Council 
Approved by the Committee on April 11, 2016 
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MINUTES 

Committee of the Whole 
Monday, February 29, 2016 @ 5:00 p.m. 

City Council Chamber 
 

CALL TO ORDER   
The meeting was called to order at 5:01 p.m.  

 
PRESENT 
Councilmember Brown Clarke 
Councilmember Jessica Yorko 
Councilmember Patricia Spitzley- arrived at 5:09 p.m.  
Councilmember Adam Hussain  
Councilmember Kathie Dunbar- arrived at 5:05 p.m. 

Councilmember Carol Wood  
Councilmember Jody Washington -excused 
Councilmember Tina Houghton - excused 
 
OTHERS PRESENT 
Sherrie Boak, Council Staff 
Chad Gamble, Executive Assistant 
Janene McIntyre, City Attorney 

Dennis Parker, UAW President 
Mary Ann Prince 
Larry Krause, Auto Value 
Tom Edmiston, Cinnaire 
Pat Lindemann, Ingham County Drain Commissioner 
Dennis Louney, Spicer 
Brian Cenci, Ingham County Drain Office 
Gary Dannemiller, Triterra 
Jon Miles 
Treesa Lovely 
 
Public Comment 
Mr. Krause highlighted document the Committee had that reflected the NAPA contract and 
spoke in opposition to the bid process, contract, cost savings, timing of NAPA on site, and 
control over the pricing. 
 
Retired UAW Vice Chairperson spoke in opposition to the stated cost savings and asked the 
Committee to require that the Administration follow the rules. 
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Ms. Prince spoke in opposition to contracting out labor and in support of the Union. 
 
Mr. Edmiston offered his assistance to the Committee on the agenda item on the PILOT 
policy. 
  
DISCUSSION/ACTION 

DISCUSSION- Address the potential violations of UAW 2256 Collective Bargaining 
Agreement 
Mr. Gamble starting by assuring Council his belief that there are no violations of the UAW 
2256 contract.  The Administration is trying to save the City money and make tactical 
decisions about the business of the City.  Mr. Gamble began an overview on the specifics 
which he stated started with a presentation 3 years ago, then they again met with NAPA and 
Mr. Gamble stated that the Union was evident and aware of the City’s decision.  There was an 
intended expansion of the garage, and they hope to maintain the experienced talented UAW 
work force at the garage, therefore this has been a tactical decision.  NAPA’s assistance 
during emergencies is part of their contract and is beneficial.  Mr. Gamble admitted that this 
contract with NAPA does affect two full time employees and the administration is working to 
transfer them to open positions.  Mr. Gamble stated that his office did notify the union in a 
memo 1 week and 3 days before NAPA took control, however he admitted that NAPA did 
come in 1 week early, and prior to their start date of February 22, 2016 to set up.  There was 
reference to material in the packet that was provided by Mr. Gamble which referenced a flyer 
on NAPA quality, and Mr. Gamble clarified that their decision was not made only on that flyer 
but a well-studied process.  The parts issue is beneficial to the City however a challenge with 
the fleet currently working on older vehicles.  The contract in front of Council was a National 
Joint Alliance of the contract, a process the City does frequently.  There are reciprocal 
contracts the City can use and that are why they utilized NAPA in this regard.  Mr. Gamble 
concluded that it is in the City’s management rights in the UAW contract.   
 
Mr. Parker spoke on alleged contract violations and read the language on sub contracts and 
layoffs.  Mr. Parker did not consider a meeting 3 years ago as notice to the Union.  At that time 
his understanding was they were looking at a business model and had assumed they had 
convinced the Administration to not do it.  There were no savings in the view of the Union and 
at that point the Union believed it was done, and they had not heard about it again until the 
memo of February 12, 2016.  Mr. Parker cited Article 7 in the UAW contract.  Mr. Parker went 
on to update the Council on dates of events including the notice start date of NAPA as 
February 22, 2016; however they were in there February 13, 2016.  This was the first Saturday 
in months the City employees had not worked overtime, so they were not present, and when 
they came in Monday, NAPA was in the parts department.  Mr. Parker clarified to the Council 
that with other employees in other jobs this did not happen, did not happen beforehand, and 
that is why they have discussions beforehand so that it is addressed and both parties can 
discuss the options.  There have been no conversations until February 22 when the effected 
employee were in the HR department, and as the date of this meeting there is still nothing in 
writing or options presented to the person.   The other effected employee is training the NAPA 
employee.  Mr. Parker gave an example of the recent snow storm where the City union 
employee worked 40 hours and NAPA rotated 12 hour shifts.  Mr. Parker questioned the 
stated $120,000 savings when they are adding staff.  In the contract under the layoff 
language, they are to provide 30 days’ notice, however the Administration is not calling this a 
lay off but not finding these employees new positions either.  Mr. Parker stated his belief that 
there was no information of the study as it went along, and the cost analysis that was asked 
for at the last meeting has still not been provided.   
 
Council Member Dunbar noted there was no comprehensive analysis, and it did reflect a 
return on investment for NAPA, when the cost to the City for outsourcing was a 10% markup 
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on the cost of goods.  The documents reflect a guaranteed profit to NAPA and not about the 
cost to the City.  The amendment appears to reflect $85,000 per month, 8.42%, $7,157 but the 
mark up is higher.  NAPOA guarantees a profit so they look at the cost of parts to get 10% 
back, so in turn they will charge more.  This will make their increase 9% not 8.42%.  It appears 
the cost is actually a management fee not a markup.  Council Member Dunbar noted from the 
documents received from Administration that the net profit NAPA needs to make in order to 
agree is $7,800 per month.  Based on the payroll, their pension, workers comp, etc., freight, 
postage, they are losing $6,500 a month.  Council Member Dunbar then noted that under the 
contract the City won’t just pay 10% markup of the product and then the City will have to 
guarantee of the profit and in turn eating the difference.  Because they lose money in other 
areas it ends up being 16.8%.  It appears their total expenses will be $14,000 and losing 
$6,500 so the City will be making up the difference of $5,000.  Council Member Dunbar asked 
Mr. Gamble what part of the 10% or percentage profit pays for NAPA employees.  Council 
Member Dunbar then referenced other jurisdiction contracts with NAPA, citing a concern with 
the City of Lansing contract being standardized.  In example given was Palm Beach, CA 
where it stated they (Customer) desired to provide space for service to NAPA and offered a 
term and termination.  They also noted performance of the customer should be by the 
availability of the funds, in the event funds not approved the contract is terminated upon the 
funding.  This represents where the legislative funding tied to contract.  Council Member 
Dunbar continued to go thru the contract stopping at “Duties” which states NAPA will operate 
the onsite store, inventory with NAPA personnel.  Palm Beach contract notes that within 48 
hours the customer and NAPA will category account for the inventory.  Audit categories were 
referenced in the Palm Beach contract and noted they needed to be added to the City 
contract.  Council Member Dunbar reflected on the Palm Beach contract section on payment 
to NAPA and requested the same be added to the City which stated following confirmation of 
all costs there is a review.  The Palm Beach contract also noted that no overtime was charged 
against them by NAPA until it was over 40 hours week, this too should be added.  Palm Beach 
contract reflects that if there is a dispute it will be resolved within 60 days.  In regards to the 
inventory, the contract should reflect a statement that clarifies that upon customer request, 
they buy back inventory and therefore NAPA should list the NAPA inventory in storage and on 
the floor.  Council Member Dunbar did not agree with a cost savings measure based on what 
the information reflects so far and requested more information.  How can anyone guarantee to 
a group when we pay non-union to do the job. 
 
Council Member Wood asked Mr. Gamble how the City knew about NJPA and what his 
knowledge of the group was, including how it is funded.  It appeared to her research that If 
NAPA gets a contract thru NJPA they pay NJPA and admin fee.  Along with request for 
proposals there is nothing talking about deficiencies with the company.  Council Member 
Wood listed cities such as Glendale, Louisville, and Polk County Florida that dealt with NAPA 
and had issues where NAPA did not fulfill their promises.  Council Member Wood asked for 
the research that was done on NJPA and NAPA.  Lastly Council Member Wood reflected on 
an earlier comment from Mr. Gamble on NAPA helping during the recent storm; however she 
received a photo of the NAPA employee sleeping. 
 
Council President Brown Clarke asked Mr. Gamble to review the cost analysis, information 
and matrix. 
  
Council Member Yorko stepped away from the meeting at 5:55 p.m. 
 
Included in the questions from the Committee included an inquiry into how they determined to 
be a member with NJPA and what was the criteria to choose NAPA.  Council Member Wood 
added that the City does have their own procurement policy ordinance and asked why the City 
did not use that. 
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Mr. Gamble confirmed for Council Member Wood the procurement process was followed and 
added that the City is a member of NJPA.  Because of that membership the City can join 
because of the joint contracting allowed.  Mr. Gamble noted that this process is how the City 
purchases equipment. 
 
City Attorney McIntyre stepped away from the meeting at 5:57 p.m. 

 
Mr. Gamble continued noted that the City could save and procure equipment faster.  Council 
President Brown Clarke asked Mr. Gamble if this was the first time the City has NJPA.  Mr. 
Gamble could not answer that question but would ask purchasing. He did note that a study 
was done by the City using average monthly sales in parts, and the City uses $1.4 million in 
parts per year.  With the cost for NAPA employees that was a calculation that yielded a 
savings.  They can have more than two employees.  Council President Brown Clarke asked 
for that study, and Mr. Gamble stated it was the one page spreadsheet in the documents.    
Council Member Dunbar referenced the spreadsheet noting the amount of people they bring 
in, no matter how efficient, that is part of the NAPA calculation on their profit. 
 
City Attorney McIntyre returned to the meeting at 5:59 p.m. 

 
Council Member Dunbar asked how if anything changes in the % of their guaranteed profit 
margin, how the City addresses that.  Mr. Gamble clarified to the Committee that the contract 
is standard language; they purchase parts on a volume scale and therefore pass along the 
savings.  Council Member Dunbar asked Mr. Gamble where the long term savings projections 
were, a 5 years of escalated cost, because it reflects no long term savings.  Also it was asked 
of Mr. Gamble if the union was given the opportunity to see the projected savings so they too 
could find savings.   Mr. Gamble noted the numbers are current numbers, and the City did not 
do a 3-5 year projection because they do not know what parts they will need.  With NAPA able 
to purchase nationwide it will be cheaper.  Mr. Gamble concluded that the contract does not 
require the City to only purchase NAPA products.  Council Member Dunbar pointed out to Mr. 
Gamble that with the cost of parts, mark up on parts, cost of their payroll there is nothing in the 
form that compares or projects what the City costs would be over time.  This is based on 
estimate of salary also.  If it is a projection on parts, Council Member Dunbar would like to see 
City staff time, and what is procurement cost over NAPA value.  There needs to be more 
discussions on where these costs savings are.   
 
Council President Brown Clarke asked Mr. Gamble why if the conversations started 3 years 
ago they then stopped, and then were revisited in 2015.  Mr. Gamble stated at the time they 
were working thru the construction for the new garage, were discussing parts, and interviewed 
NAPA with the option of doing this during the project.  Council President Brown Clarke asked if 
NAPA was one of many.  Mr. Gamble clarified he did not personally talk to NAPA, but did 
believe there were more vendors.  Council President Brown Clarke asked then if those other 
vendors were revisited 3 years later.  Mr. Gamble referenced the national bid process with 
NJPA which the city felt that any firms could go thru the bid on this process. 
 
Council Member Yorko returned to the meeting at 6:09 p.m. 
  
Council President Brown Clarke asked if the bidder can determine or request where the bid is 
posted, and if NJPA asked the City if they had recommendations where to post, or does NJPA 
only RFP only in their process.  Mr. Gamble stated he knew only of USA Today publication.  
Council Member Wood informed the Committee that her research determined it was published 
in Oregon, Utah, Salt Lake City News, and nothing locally.  She also informed Mr. Gamble that 
even though he stated the City belonged to the NJPA, her research provided not membership.  
The City does belong to MITTEN, which is the State of Michigan procurement where the City 
pays to belong but the vendors do not, in comparison to NJPA. 
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This was an organization we belong to, but in research City of Lansing not a member.  The 
City does participate in MITTEN, which is procurement plan with the State of Michigan which 
the City pays to belong to, but the vendors do not pay a fee.  Council President Brown Clarke 
asked what was the City’s relationship was with NJPA.  Mr. Gamble was not sure of the NJPA 
relationship, but the MITTEN is a bidding process and NJPA is a joint procurement process 
which is a contract that is issued. 
 
Council Member Spitzley asked what the effective date of the agreement was since it was not 
dated, and Mr. Gamble clarified February 19, 2016.  Council Member Spitzley asked for 
confirmation that NAPA was in the City building on February 13, 2106 before the effective date 
of the contract, and Mr. Gamble confirmed.  Council Member Spitzley then referenced Article 7 
of the UAW contract which was requiring advanced notice.  Mr. Gamble again confirmed their 
memo was distributed to Mr. Parker and Union Steward on February 12, 2106.  Council 
Member Spitzley then asked if during the notice they provided a reason for subcontracting per 
the union contract.  Mr. Gamble referenced the paragraph prior to Article 7 which says “may” 
include, not shall, and so many.  Council Member Spitzley read Article 7 to Mr. Gamble., and 
Mr. Gamble answered the inquiry by stating the NJPA contract was bid in June 2015. 
 
Council President Brown Clarke asked if the contract was dated February 19 and they started 
February 13, what their understanding was.  Mr. Gamble stated NAPA was in early setting up 
while the contract was getting revisions.  The contract was signed before they showed up.  
Council President Brown Clarke then asked if NAPA was paid in those 6 days, and Mr. 
Gamble said no. 
 
Council Member Brown Clarke inquired about the inventory and if the City owns it or we sold it 
to NAPA.  Mr. Gamble stated the City is slowing distributing it to itself, and then once they 
exhaust supply it will be replaced on the shelf with potential cost savings.  They are looking at 
inventory to see what barely used, and working to get credit back for those parts. 
 
Council Member Dunbar asked whose insurance covered the NAPA employees during the 
February 13 date.  Mr. Gamble stated NAPA. 
 
Council President Brown Clarke asked how the City buys back if there is a clause in the 
contract on that.  Mr. Gamble stated his belief that if the City elects to terminate with NAPA 
there is ability for the City to buy that inventory.  The next question was whose inventory will 
be on the shelf, and Mr. Gamble confirmed it would NAPA, but the City does not pay for it until 
they utilize the part.   
 
Council President Brown Clarke inquired ask to how Council can do performance based 
budgeting resources on this process, how they can continue to be cost effective in their 
replacement of and be fiscally diligent to get best cost per part.  How does Council know 
NAPA is being diligent.  Mr. Gamble answered the question by confirming that the City has a 
short list of parts, what they are provided from inventory, what their cost is and what the City 
cost is.  These are efficiencies in savings.  Council Member Spitzley asked for the details on 
the inventory.  Mr. Gamble stated that in the information sent to Council there was a letter that 
states the partnership with NAPA and the ownership on how things will be done on the 
independent audit of parts.  The City does have the approximate value of inventory they 
currently have.  Council Member Spitzley asked if the City will use the half million inventory 
before we purchase from NAPA.   Mr. Gamble confirmed that staff will utilize the inventory on 
shelf, and then inventory will be back filled by NAPA.  Council Member Spitzley then asked 
how long it takes to go thru the inventory.  Mr. Gamble confirmed it could take approximately 
one year, which is $1.4 million in one year.  Council Member Spitzley then asked Mr. Gamble 
how the City is making money that first year if we have to use ½ million.  The question was 
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then asked how the City would be paying for parts they are not using, with the NAPA 8.4% 
profit and not purchasing parts, but the City is also paying for services that they are not getting 
for a period of time.  Mr. Gamble detailed that 8.4% of 0 is 0, and when the City sells parts off 
to themselves they charge 0 since we already have.  The first year will be a good year for the 
City since the City already owns the parts. 
 
Council Member Dunbar detailed what appeared to be the breakdown, with the City doing $1.2 
million a year, half million now, and in 6 months NAPA pays their employees and no payments 
by the City to NAPA.  Mr. Gamble corrected the details stating that the City bill will mostly be 
for personnel at reduced cost, and no long term.  
 
Council Member Dunbar reference the line item sheet which noted that in addition the 8.4% 
the City is paying for their employees.  Mr. .Gamble confirmed that detail.  Council Member 
Dunbar asked why the City would be paying the whole bill on top of employees, when the City 
owns the inventory and then buying back the inventory from itself.  Mr. Gamble informed the 
Committee that the current inventory will be issued back at $0 since they have already paid 
for, and NAPA is not making a profit on parts the City has already purchased.  The majority of 
the cost the City will be at the front of the contract and will be their personnel. They will then 
transition over to paying for parts.   
 
Council Member Dunbar asked that NAPA have insurance with limits and holds the City as 
additionally insured and on file before commencement.  Mr. Gamble agreed they will, but 
Council Member Dunbar asked how was the NAPA employee covered when they were 
working before the contract start date.  Mr. Gamble informed them that NAPA and they were 
there at their own risks.  Council Member Dunbar then asked for a list of parts with costs used 
for cost analysis the Council can compare.  Mr. Gamble stated he could provide that.  Council 
Member Dunbar added that she would like for information on long term salary projections for 
City.  Mr. Gamble assured they will perform an audit with their audit, however his experience 
will be with just the contract, so any more detailed analysis would need to be asked of the 
auditor. Council Member Dunbar clarified her question was what the administration used, 
assuming they used city costs, and asked for the analysis that was used.  Mr. Gamble 
referenced the spreadsheet in the documents which was a one year analysis, which included 
a personnel savings.  Council Member Dunbar and Brown Clarke asked for something that 
represents the City payroll for cross savings.  Mr. Gamble referenced the comparison sheet 
again which outlined the NAPA projected savings.  The first year will be lower cause not 
buying the inventory.  The costs listed are labor of two city employees, fringe, and longevity.  
Council Member Dunbar asked for more details on a 2-5 year comparison, and then asked Mr. 
Parker what a union employee gets in an annual increase, and Mr. Parker it will be 2% this 
year. 
 
Council Member Dunbar reminded the Committee and Mr. Gamble that 3 years ago the City 
was going to get rid of inventory because they were going to expand and the City only had real 
time parts.  Now it sounds like they are still in the same space but Council is being told they 
need more space for mechanics.  Mr. Gamble noted that they are looking at future mechanics, 
and train the current, while working within space provided.   
 
Council President Brown Clarke pointed out that with the one year savings, labor savings and 
fringe savings appears impressive, but what is the total number.   
 
Council President Brown Clarke if the numbers represented appeared accurate.  City Attorney 
McIntyre stated she could not support or deny it since there was no comparison, however also 
stated it did not appear high. 
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Council Member Hussain voiced his concerns with contract language, issues with NAPA and 
the conflict with not adhering to the language in the collective bargaining agreement approved 
by the UAW.  Based on the terms of requirements of Article 7 and 9 the collective bargaining 
agreement has been violated.  Lastly it was asked if there was a meeting  3 years ago, did 
they violate the agreement. 
 
Council Member Brown Clarke asked City Attorney McIntyre if there was violation of the UAW 
contract.  Ms. McIntyre replied by stating she cannot speak to a true violation. There is a 
process in the collective bargaining agreement and outcome, which would be something under 
the HR department. 
 
Council Member Yorko stated her concern with the treatment of the City workers, and also a 
concern with that Council was not made aware of the whole NAPA action. 
 
Council Member Wood distributed a proposed resolution for action by the Committee on 
ceasing action on the NAPA contract until it can be reviewed. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER WOOD TO APPROVE THE RESOLUTION THAT WOULD 
REQUIRE FURTHER REVIEW OF THE CONTRACT WITH NAPA.  MOTION CARRIED 7-0. 
 
RESOLUTION – Appointment of Interim City Attorney 
Council President Brown Clarke acknowledged the presence of City Attorney McIntyre, and 
noted that because of her attendance this request is no longer needed and disposed of. 
  
Council Member Spitzley stepped away from the meeting at 6:55 p.m. 
Council Member Dunbar stepped away from the meeting at 6:56 p.m. 

 
Ingham County Drain Commissioner Conservation Easement 
Ingham County Drain Commissioner Ranney Park Drain Easement for Montgomery Drain 
Ingham County Drain Commissioner Red Cedar Park Drain Easement for Montgomery Drain 
Mr. Lindemann distributed handouts on the drainage district and plan. 
 
Council Member Spitzley returned to the meeting at 6:57 p.m. 
Council Member Yorko stepped away from the meeting at 6:58 p.m. 

 
Before Mr. Lindeman went thru the presentation he mentioned that within 3-4 months the 
design will be 60% done and then will have a public hearing.  The first step is to obtain the 
land and the rights to build on it.  If there are no easements from the City the County will have 
to seek private property.  
  
Council Member Yorko returned to the meeting at 7:00 p.m. 
Council Member Dunbar returned to the meeting at 7:00 p.m. 

 
The presentation began with the initial problem and the project goal.  The design concept for 
the Montgomery Drain can manage and clean 95.7% of all the storm events.  Included in the 
hand out was a map of the intensive land use of the plan and the 80% of impervious.  This 
project and other drain projects address issues and the federal law prohibits them from 
discharging pollutants.  Mr. Lindemann moved onto a slide on SAW grants and looking at 
$500,000 from the DNR to use for river rebuild from Kalamazoo, allowing cleanup of the 
banks.  Council Member Wood asked if the SAW grant was part of the planning or the work 
later.  Mr. Lindemann confirmed it would be planning money and they hope to have in 2017. 
 
Council Member Spitzley stepped away from the meeting at 7:11 p.m. 
Council Member Yorko stepped away from the meeting at 7:11 p.m. 
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Council Member Spitzley returned to the meeting at 7:12 p.m. 

 
In outline of the design it was noted they are trying to use low impact design and are 
negotiation with Frandor and other merchants.  There are no plans drawn up yet except the 
conceptual plans and DEQ plans, but currently they are negotiating easements, and they 
cannot proceed with the design without the easements.  Council President Brown Clarke 
asked for the timeline.  Mr. Lindemann stated it will take 60 days to secure the easements, 
and they want all the easements at the same time.  The process started January 11, 2016 
which is when the 60 days started.  They have already applied for a 30 day extension. 
 
Council Member Wood asked if the easement have gone thru the Planning Board for approval.  
Mr. Gamble stated they were introduced but he was not sure if they are scheduled for a 
meeting. Mr. Gamble was asked to provide that schedule.  Council Member Wood then asked 
if the Parks Board had reviewed it, and if the City has signed off with Mr. Ferguson on 
possession of the land, and  Mr. Gamble confirmed.  Council Member Wood then asked if the 
skate park in Ranney Park would be affected, and Mr. Lindemann noted they would not be 
touching it. 
 
Council Member Yorko returned to the meeting at 7:20 p.m. 

 
Council Member Wood asked if there were payments for the easements they are looking to 
obtain, and Mr. Lindemann noted they are not paying for any easements.  Council Member 
Wood then asked Ms. McIntyre where her office was on the review of the documents.  Ms. 
McIntyre noted they received the information and the course of action is the preferred 
approach.  While the process goes thru the Planning Board and Parks Board, Law will do their 
due diligence.  Council Member Dunbar asked for the procedures in the process, and it was 
reiterated that Council cannot take action on the easements until the Parks Board and 
Planning Board, along with legal have signed off. 
 
Council Member Brown Clarke asked what would happen if they miss the extension.  Mr. 
Lindemann stated with confidence that the DEQ was pleased with what they have done so far.  
The detailed planning process can’t start until the easements are provided. The County hopes 
that the DEQ sees good faith effort, and they are aware the County is pursuing. 
 
DISCUSSION – Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) Policy 
Council President Brown Clarke noted that at the last Committee of the Whole meeting and 
Council there was an evident request for clarification on the PILOT policy and current PILOT’s.  
Council President Brown Clarke informed the Committee that the City Attorney has offered to 
look at prior meeting minutes and resolutions to provide Council with the guidance and what 
the prior Resolution charged Council with and sees if it now needs to be amended. 
 
Council Member Wood added that she has found additional information and will provide that to 
Law.  Council Member Yorko also added that Mr. Edmiston with Cinnarie was present earlier 
in the meeting and offered to reach out individually to each Council member.  Council Member 
Yorko directly asked for the legal opinion also on the current PILOT Policy, any determination 
on the age of the residents, dollars, etc.  Council President Brown Clarke acknowledged the 
request and confirmed a legal written opinion was requested.  Currently there are 6 project 
pending and Council needs clarity on how was the past resolution framed for Council and how 
does it work today.  The FHT was also asked to give an opinion on how PILOT projects will 
affect their projections.  Once any information is provided Council President Brown Clarke 
stated she would set another meeting within the next two weeks.  Council Member Spitzley 
asked if there was a current policy on PILOT’s.  Council Member Wood confirmed there is 
one, and Council President Brown Clarke added she has formally asked for clarification from 
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the City Attorney and for them to provide an opinion on where Council currently is, and then 
Council will discuss where they want to be.  Council Member Yorko asked for Law to also 
clarify if the PILOT policy is codified. 
  
Minutes 
To be moved to the next agenda. 
 
ADJOURN   
The meeting was adjourned at 7:30 p.m. 
Respectfully Submitted by,  Sherrie Boak, Recording Secretary 
Lansing City Council 
Approved by the Committee on  
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MINUTES 

Committee of the Whole 
Monday, March 14, 2016 @ 5:30 p.m. 

City Council Chamber 
 

CALL TO ORDER   
The meeting was called to order at 5:33 p.m.  

 
PRESENT 
Councilmember Brown Clarke- excused 
Councilmember Jessica Yorko 
Councilmember Patricia Spitzley- excused  
Councilmember Adam Hussain  
Councilmember Kathie Dunbar- arrived at 5:46 p.m. 

Councilmember Carol Wood  
Councilmember Jody Washington  
Councilmember Tina Houghton  
 
OTHERS PRESENT 
Sherrie Boak, Council Staff 
Joseph Abood, Deputy City Attorney 
Scott Keith, LEPFA 
Robert Johnson, Planning & Neighborhood Development 
Dennis Louney, Spicer Group 
 
Approval of Minutes 
MOTION BYCOUNCIL MEMBER HUSSAIN TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM 
FEBRUARY 22, 2016 PRESENTED.  MOTION CARRIED 5-0. 
 
Public Comment 
No public comment. 
 
DISCUSSION/ACTION 
RESOLUTION – Set the Public Hearing for the FY2016/20174 Budget Public Hearing 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER WOOD TO APPROVE THE RESOLUTION TO SET THE 
PUBLIC HEARING FOR THE FY2016/2017 BUDGET FOR APRIL 25, 2016.  MOTION 
CARRIED 5-0. 
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RESOLUTION – Set the Public Hearing for Ingham County Drain Commissioner Easements 
Conservation Easement between the City of Lansing and MDEQ 
Ingham County Drain Commissioner Ranney Park Drain Easement for Montgomery Drain 
Ingham County Drain Commissioner Red Cedar Park Drain Easement for Montgomery Drain 
Council Member Yorko informed the Committee that the Planning Board will review the 
easements at their March 15, 2016 meeting, and provide a recommendation.  This request is 
for setting the public hearing for March 28, 2016. 
 
Council Member Wood asked who would be doing the public notification and it was confirmed 
it would the City Clerk, and Mr. Louney stated they could. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER HUSSAIN TO APPROVE THE RESOLUTION THAT SETS 
THE PUBLIC HEARING FOR MARCH 28, 2016 FOR THE THREE EASEMENTS.  MOTION 
CARRIED 5-0. 
 
PRESENTATIONS 
Lansing Entertainment and Public Facilities Authority – Bi Annual Update 
Mr. Keith provided an update on where the department sits in this fiscal year and in the future.  
The audit that was presented to the LEPFA Finance Board in 2015 showed net positions in a 
positive balance with net and assets, and they are exceeding liability for second time.  The 
discussion then lead to updates on the three facilities; Lansing Center, City Market and The 
Stadium.  The Lansing Center has revenues exceeding on year to date by $57,000 with a year 
to date loss of $50,000.  To explain the loss currently reflects that 2/3 of their 
business/conventions are in the last half of the year.  They will meet the rental budget for the 
year, but the biggest challenges continue to be health care costs, utilities and food costs.  The 
facility upgrades being performed at this time are the IT upgrades and work on signage 
improvements.  The discussion moved into the Stadium where it was stated the only revenue 
LEPFA gets is from the onsite ATM fees.  Any funds from the Stadium it are a pass thru funds 
however are ahead of budget and up close to 20% from last year.  Lastly, the operating 
expenses are also head of budget so far.  Lastly, Mr. Keith spoke about the City Market.  
There was increase occupancy in December and January, and by the end of March they hope 
to be at 70% rented and 90% occupancy.  New vendors will include a souvenir shop, bakery, 
café and coffee shop.  The schedule of special events has continued to generate funds.  They 
have recently also partnered with Michigan Fitness Association to look at grant possibilities.    
Mr. Keith added a note on Groesbeck Park and they are currently changing their liquor 
license. 
 
Council Member Wood asked Mr. Keith to explain how they track and verify the vendors have 
active insurance.  Mr. Keith answered by stating it is a requirement of the annual lease when 
they register and it has to be met.   
 
Council Member Wood brought up the topic of discussion of ongoing event signs from the 
Lansing Center in the City right-of-way, and asked if Mr. Keith had placed any consideration 
on Council suggestion from the past on a policy for the customers who rent at the Lansing 
Center.  Mr. Keith noted they had not created a policy, and when Code Compliance informs 
them of a violation they go and remove the signs.  Council Member Wood stated she will be 
working with the City Attorney office on an ordinance.  Council Member Dunbar asked Mr. 
Keith if removal of signs can be placed in their contract and they would have to initial it that 
they recognize they cannot promote with signs in the right-of-way.  Mr. Keith answered by 
stating that the contract currently does state they have to abide by City ordinances, and to 
require anything further would but the Lansing Center at a competitive disadvantage.  
Currently that stipulation is not in any other contract by other convention centers, and the fear 
is if they are required to at the Lansing Center they will go down the road to the next 
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convention center instead.  Council Member Houghton noted that the LEPFA and the Lansing 
Center is part of the city and they should set the standard to do it the right of way.  Mr. Keith 
asked all Council Members to contact his office whenever they see signs in the right-of-way.  
Council Member Washington focused on the issue of signs in the right-of-way thru out the 
City, not just from the events or vendors and needs to be addressed City wide. 
 
Council Member Washington asked how much is subsidized to LEPFA, and Mr. Keith clarified 
the lump sum is over $1 million for three properties.  Council Member Washington then asked 
if they were ever supposed to be self-sufficient, and Mr. Keith noted the Lansing Center will be 
impossible to be self-sufficient; and the stadium dollars go thru the system but not revenue.  
There is operating expenses of utilities and general maintenance. Council Member 
Washington informed him she will be looking at other options, and has a concern with the 
market because it appears to be moving away from the “market”, and even had recent 
discussions with vendors who told her their rents are cost prohibitive.  Then it was asked what 
is the contributing effect to why the Lansing Center revenue is higher.  Mr. Keith noted that 
conventions occur on a three year cycle with three common locations; Detroit, Lansing and 
Grand Rapids; however one day conferences are now moving into 2-3 days.  They continue to 
work with CBD to attract new businesses. 
 
Council Member Dunbar referenced back to the subsidized comment and comment on 
increases in utilities.  The question was asked if Mr. Keith had considered a farmer produced 
market.  Mr. Keith acknowledged the suggestions and comments, however stated the markets 
are moving towards artisan foods and activities as a destination.  Council Member Yorko 
suggested looking into the market in Kalamazoo which is run by a co-op and difference 
farmers daily.  Council Member Washington concluded the market discussion noting for the 
record she had no issue with the market involving into something different, however if they are 
changing the vision, they need to do it quickly to make it self-sufficient. 
 
Council Member Houghton asked for a list of repeat customers at the Lansing Center.  Mr. 
Keith confirmed they rebook most of the vendors, and no one has ever said they weren’t 
coming back. 
 
Council Member Wood reminded Mr. Keith that the outside of the market was supposed to 
have an opportunity for famers to come in over the weekends.  Mr. Keith confirmed it does 
occur on Saturdays, and sometime the farmers take spots inside.  The market is looking to 
expand these farmers’ days to another day other than Saturday. 
 
Council Member Wood asked for the results of the satisfactory survey from last year, and Mr. 
Keith did not have results but would provide to Council. 
 
Council Member Yorko asked if the City obtains any revenue from the concerts and events 
that are held at the Stadium that are not part of the ball field.  Mr. Keith stated the ATM is 
revenue and LEPFA does receive the fee that users pay, however they did just have to spend 
money on the machine to accommodate the chip reader on cards, which cost $5,000-$6,000.  
As for the concerts, with the new agreement with the Logouts, it did give them the ability to do 
events beyond LEPFA with a portion coming back to the City.  On a side note The View in the 
Outfield has been doing activities and exceeded their expectations by 300%.   
 
Council Member Yorko asked Mr. Keith to provide answers to any open questions to Council 
before the budget hearings. 
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Planning & Neighborhood Development Bi-Annual Update 
Mr. Johnson highlighted the four (4) divisions of the department which includes 
parking/service/municipal parking, building/safety office, development office which addresses 
block grants, federal grants, FEMA grants, Fast Track Authority, Neighborhood Resource 
Coordinator, and lastly the Planning office.  Current projects include the update on the Master 
Plan, which include Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the Form Based Code. 
 
The discussion then lead into the budget which is $1 million general fund, however after 
administrative charges, so the net based on budget is $460,000 administration side, and then 
the planning office $399,000 all general fund.  There is then $190,000 of transfer of 
operational and administrative charges.  The department is an enterprise fund so the pay back 
into the general fund.   
 
Discussions on parking in the Lansing, with the North Grand ramp at 100% occupancy and   
60% at South Capital ramp occupancy.  The department is aware of potential changes when 
the State moves making a shift in the parking. Mr. Johnson included in his discussion the new 
parking pay stations. 
 
The topics moved onto CDBG grant und $1.8 million, with HOME funds $547,000 and the 
Emergency Solutions Grant $167,000 which is passed thru to the HRCS Department.  The 
Department also offers a Home Owner Rehab Program which the applicants have to be 
income eligible.  This is including an outreach on the programs.  The Block grants work with 
Housing Coalition, Ingham County Land Bank, and fund kids camps. 
 
The Building Safety division has $2.3 million in revenue with $190,000 operational transfer  
from the General Fund, and $260,000 being paid by the office back to general fund.  This 
finalizes it to Department overall expenses at $13,758,000. 
 
Mr. Johnson led his presentation into a reference on historical preservation and the sign topic 
that was discussed earlier with LEPFA.  The Department does address signs in the right-of-
way whenever they are aware of it.  The Hardest Hit Funds addressed 250 houses, and they 
are looking at other opportunities for more eligible houses. 
 
Council Member Wood asked about the department vacancies and temp employees in 
parking.  Mr. Johnson acknowledge that they are still working with temporary help but there 
have been some positions filled with the help of the new HR Director. They are committed that 
by years end they will fill all the department positions. 
 
Council Member Wood asked about a reference in past State of the City addresses that 
mentioned an electric car for parking services, however she has never see it.  Mr. Johnson 
confirmed it is being used but not for parking services.  It is parked at the North Grand Ramp 
and utilized by Departments for special events, by transportation engineers, and used for 
traffic control measures. 
 
Council Member Wood asked where the funds from the sale of the Michigan Avenue Parking 
lot went.  Mr. Johnson confirmed for the Committee the funds were received, and they want to 
reinvest into parking since the sale of the lot did take a parking lot of line.  If the funds have to 
go into the parking enterprise they hope to invest into Lansing, and is advocating strongly they 
go back into a parking lot.  Council Member Wood and Washington stated their support that 
the funds be spent on existing Parking Lot #8. 
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Council Member Wood asked if the meters that were set to 8 hour time limits near the current 
MSP building will be set to lower time limits when the move.  Mr. Johnson confirmed 
discussions on parking and hourly rates on meters began March 9th. 
 
Council Member Houghton asked for copies of the brochures that Mr. Johnson referenced and 
placement on the website.  Mr. Johnson stated his office can provide Council with them and 
verify which ones are on the website. 
 
Council Member Hussain asked about specific on the Neighborhood Coordinator scope and if 
full time.  Mr. Johnson clarified the employee is a contract employee at 25 hours a week, 
however he is looking at grants and working with other groups such as LEAP to find funding to 
make the positions full time.  This will be brought up at the future budget hearing presentation. 
 
Council Member Wood asked about the number of homes in the Fast Track program, and if 
there were additional homes past 250 that were done since the project came in less.  Mr. 
Johnson acknowledge they were able to do closer to 260 homes.  Council Member Wood 
asked if the City saved funds to purchase more homes to demolish.  Mr. Johnson did not have 
the information and would provide. 
 
Council Member Wood asked if building safety department was still short staffed and if they 
were working to fill the positions.  Mr. Johnson stated that currently they do not have any 
contract employees in building safety.  Council Member Washington asked if the City already 
had a full time neighborhood specialist and why the City needed two.  Mr. Johnson stated the 
position he is speaking of filling is the Neighborhood Resource Coordinator which addresses 
grants, etc.  Council Member Washington asked if it could be combined with Mr. MacDonald’s 
position in the Mayor’s office, and Mr. Johnson could not answer that. 
 
Council Member Washington informed Mr. Johnson of a concern she has with the lack of 
execution of planning and outreach to the neighborhoods with projects, and therefore asked 
how many staff are urban planners.  Mr. Johnson noted Ms. Stachowiak, Mr. Rieske and Mr. 
Sanford who deals with rehabilitation. 
 
PLACE ON FILE 
Board, Authority and Commission Term Expiration List 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER WOOD TO PLACE THE DOCUMENT ON FILE.   MOTION 
CARRIED 6-0. 
 
ADJOURN   
The meeting was adjourned at 7:02 p.m. 
Respectfully Submitted by,   
Sherrie Boak, Recording Secretary 
Lansing City Council 
Approved by the Committee on  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



CITY OF LANSING 
INTEROFFICE COMMUNICATION 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DATE:  March 3, 2016 

 

TO:  Judi Brown Clarke, Council President 

 

FROM: Brett Kaschinske, Director, Parks and Recreation Department 

 

SUBJECT: Lansing Park Board’s November 2015 Meeting – MNRTF Grant 

 

 

On Wednesday, November 18, 2015, the Lansing Park Board held its regular November 2015 

meeting.  The Park Board acted and voted for the Parks Department to apply for the Michigan 

Natural Resources Trust Fund grant, with a 25% match, to acquire interior land parcel 040-025-

400-180-00, from the Lansing Boat Club.  This property adjoins Fine, Fulton and Hunters Ridge 

Parks currently owned by the City.  This action passed by a vote of 6 yeas; 0 nays  

 

The Park Board recommends your approval of the MNRTF language resolution and the 

forwarding of the referral to City Council for their review on March 14, 2016 and a public 

hearing and vote on March 28, 2016.     

 

Your consideration on this issue is appreciated.  Please do not hesitate to contact me with any 

questions you may have or for any additional information that may be necessary. 

 





































RESOLUTION # _________ 

BY THE COMMITTEE ON DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

Act-16-2015, Acquisition of Boat Club property (040-025-400-180-00) 

 

WHEREAS, Lansing Parks and Recreation proposes that the City acquire a parcel, 

currently owned by the Lansing Boat Club, for parks purposes; and 

 

WHEREAS, on March 23, 2015 the City Council adopted Resolution #077 the City of 
Lansing Parks and Recreation Five Year Master Plan for 2015 - 2020  which states as a 
goal to acquire land adjacent to and along the river; and 
 
WHEREAS, Michigan Natural Resources Trust Fund (MNRTF) grants are currently 
available for projects contained in the Parks and Recreation Five Year Master Plan and 
for the acquisition of lands suitable for park use;  and 
 
WHEREAS, the property has frontage on the Grand River, and connects Fulton, Fine 

and Hunter’s Ridge parks, and  is thus a key location for developing a non-motorized 

trail; and  

WHEREAS, the Park Board has recommended on November 18, 2015 submitting a 
MNRTF grant to the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR); and 
 
WHEREAS, at its meeting on January 5, 2016, the Planning Board reviewed this 

proposed acquisition in accordance with its Act 33 Review procedures and found that: 

 the area would retain the same rural character, with some future park-like 
improvements anticipated in the future, 

 the grant-funded acquisition of this property would require its dedication as 
parkland, and would preclude its use for private development, 

 the acquisition proposal is in conformance with the Design Lansing 
Comprehensive Plan; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Planning Board voted unanimously (6-0) to recommend approval of 

Act-16-2015, the acquisition of the subject property for public parks purposes; and 

 

WHEREAS,  the MNRTF requires a resolution from the governing body of the applicant 

supporting the application and committing the amount and source of the required match 

specified in the application; 

 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that a Public Hearing beheld on ___________ 

In the City Council Chambers, 10th Floor, City Hall, Lansing, Michigan in consideration 

of a grant application to Michigan Natural Resources Trust Fund for the acquisition of 

lands suitable for park development. 



                            
 

City of Lansing 
Notice of Public Hearing 

 
The Lansing City Council will hold a public hearing on March 28, 2016 at 7:00 p.m. in 
the City Council Chambers, 10th Floor, Lansing City Hall, Lansing, MI, for the purpose 
stated below: 
 
To afford an opportunity for all residents, taxpayers of the City of Lansing, other 
interested persons and ad valorem taxing units to appear and be heard on the making 
of a Michigan Natural Resources Trust Fund grant application for the land acquisition of 
the Lansing Boat Club parcel: 040-025-400-180-00. The vacant land parcel is a forested 
riverfront site located in southwest Lansing, Delta Township, but more particularly 
described as: 
 
COM. 2250.8 FEET W FROM SE CORNER OF SEC. 25, N 190 FEE, N 11DEG 30MIN 
W TO GRAND RIVER, SWLY UP GRAND RIVER TO S LINE OF SEC. 25, E TO 
BEG.SEC. 25, T4N R3W.DELTA TWP. 
 
Total project amount is estimated at $90,000 of which 75% will be from the state grant.   
 
Approval of this purchase will expand existing park land along the river already owned 
by the City of Lansing. Further information regarding this issue, may be obtained from 
Brett Kaschinske – Director of Parks and Recreation, City of Lansing, 200 N. Foster 
Avenue, Lansing, Michigan, (517) 483-4042. 
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MINUTES 
Committee on Development and Planning 

Monday, August 12, 2013 @ 6:50 p.m. 
10th Floor Conference Room, City Hall 

 
CALL TO ORDER   
The meeting was called to order at 6:50 p.m. 

 
ROLL CALL 
Councilmember Brian Jeffries, Chair  
Councilmember Derrick Quinney, Vice Chair  
Councilmember Jody Washington, Member  

 
OTHERS PRESENT 
Janene McIntyre, Law Office 
Dorothy Boone, Planning 
Sherrie Boak, Council Staff 
Tom Lapka, Liberty Village (Attorney) 
Mikki Droste, Liberty Village 
Jim Rooker, Liberty Village 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON AGENDA ITEMS   
No Comments 
 
DISCUSSION/ACTION 
 
Ordinance for Approval of Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) Liberty Village,  
1401 Georgetown Blvd 

 
Councilmember Jeffries highlighted the concern for amending the proposed Ordinance to 
include applicant recommended language due to the Committee and City opinion the 
language would expand the scope of the PILOT Policy. 
 
Ms. Boone stated there are Federal and State policies and if there is a change to the PILOT 
Policy it should be performed with the City Council, not at a Committee level. 
 
Mr. Lapka restated the language the applicants requested to be added to the Ordinance, and 
stated that they would agree to the original proposed language, and work with MSHDA in the 
future with the City definition in their policy. 
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Councilmember Jeffries asked for clarification from the applicants that they agreed to the 
presented Ordinance without their proposed language amendment.  Mr. Lapka agreed.  Mr. 
Lapka concluded by stating that if MSHDA reviews the language as broad interpretation, the 
applicant may contact the City in the future for support 
 
MOTION BY QUINNEY TO APPROVE THE ORDINANCE AS PRESENTED. MOTION 
CARRIED 3-0. 
 
ADJOURN   
ADJOURN AT 6:56 p.m. 
 
Submitted by, 
Sherrie Boak, Recording Secretary 
Lansing City Council 
Approved by the Committee on August 21, 2013   
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MINUTES 
Committee on Development and Planning 
Wednesday, August 7, 2013 @ 1:00 p.m. 
10th Floor Conference Room, City Hall 

 
CALL TO ORDER   
The meeting was called to order at 1:00 p.m. 

 
ROLL CALL 
Councilmember Brian Jeffries, Chair  
Councilmember Derrick Quinney, Vice Chair  
Councilmember Jody Washington, Member  

 
OTHERS PRESENT 
Councilmember Carol Wood 
Don Kulhanek, Law Office 
Bob Johnson, Planning and Neighborhood Development-  
Dorothy Boone, Planning 
Sherrie Boak, Council Staff 
Tom Lapka, Liberty Village (Attorney) 
Mikki Droste, Liberty Village 
Jim Rooker, Liberty Village 
Sherrie Guess, Attorney 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
COUNCILMEMBER QUINNEY MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF JULY 
17, 2013. MOTION CARRIED 3-0. 
 
COUNCILMEMBER QUINNEY MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF JULY 
31, 2013.  MOTION CARRIED 3-0. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON AGENDA ITEMS   
No Comments 
 
DISCUSSION/ACTION 
 
Ordinance for Approval of Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) Liberty Village,  
1401 Georgetown Blvd 

Councilmember Jeffries confirmed with the Committee and applicants that the public hearing 
would take place on Monday, August 12, 2013. 
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Mr. Lapka acknowledged the work on the Ordinance with City Staff and the City Attorney’s, 
then apologized for any delay.  Mr. Lapka requested an addition to (B) Definitions (5) “Elderly 
Persons”(ii) A person with disabilities and persons who qualify for vouchers thru the Michigan 
Housing Authority MSHDA.  Mr. Lapko explained the need for the addition to the Ordinance in 
an attempt to comply with the Voucher Program. 
 
Ms. Boone stated her understanding that the CFR 5.403 intention was not to disqualify, not 
seeing everything that MSHDA identifies, but they define a portion that does qualify, setting 
procedures for the vouchers.  Ms. Boone concluded by stating she had not spoken to MSHSA 
legal. 
 
Mr. Lapka stated his belief that CFR 5.403 does not encompass enough areas, and if the City 
does not have a problem with adding the language it would eliminate any issues with the 
PILOT if there were any questions. 
 
Mr. Kulhanek confirmed the Attorney’s Office was comfortable with the language as it was 
originally written in the current presented ordinance.  If the Committee wanted to pursue 
adding the phrase to the Ordinance, the Attorney’s Office would need time to review. If the 
Committee chose to add the phrase it would begin to set a policy for future similar 
submissions. 
 
Councilmember Washington stated her concern with the large mix of residents including the 
elderly housing with residents who require supported services. 
 
Mr. Lapko and Ms. Droste outlined the background process on all resident applications, the 
agreement with Community Mental Health staffing 2 days a week, supportive agencies on site 
daily, and property management staff on site 2 days a week.  Ms. Droste concluded by stating 
that the residents sign lease contracts with conditions of residency, and there are continued 
oversight of the residents. 
 
Mr. Kulhanek confirmed that an ordinance will not contain a provision requiring reporting to the 
City of any violations. 
 
Councilmember Washington asked if there was tax revenue on the PILOT projects.  Ms. 
Droste confirmed there was not, but there was a percentage of the income.   Ms. Boone 
confirmed it was approximately $7,000 per year. 
 
Councilmember Jeffries requested clarification on conditional approval.  Mr. Kulhanek 
requested time to research the addition to the ordinance, and understood the time frame for 
the hearing on August 12, 2013.  Mr. Lapka offered to provide the voucher requirements. 
 
MOTION BY QUINNEY TO APPROVE THE ORDINANCE WITH THE ADDTION OF ”…and 
persons who qualify for vouchers thru the Michigan Housing Authority MSHDA” AT (B) 
DEFINITIONS (5) “ELDERLY PERSONS”(ii), CONDITIONAL ON CITY ATTORNEY 
APPROVAL OF LANGUAGE ADDITION. MOTION CARRIED 3-0. 
 
ADJOURN   
ADJOURN AT 1:20 p.m. 
 
Submitted by, 
Sherrie Boak, Recording Secretary 
Lansing City Council 
Approved by the Committee on August 21, 2013 
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MINUTES 
Committee on Development and Planning 

Special Meeting 
Wednesday, July 31, 2013 @ 8:30 a.m. 
10th Floor Conference Room, City Hall 

 
 
CALL TO ORDER   
 
The meeting was called to order at 8:30 a.m. 

 
ROLL CALL 
 
Councilmember Brian Jeffries, Chair  
Councilmember Derrick Quinney, Vice Chair  
Councilmember Jody Washington, Member  

 
 
OTHERS PRESENT 
 
Councilmember Carol Wood 
Don Kulhanek, Law Office 
Bob Johnson, Planning and Neighborhood Development- arrived at 9:00 a.m. 
Dorothy Boone, Planning- arrived at 9:15 a.m. 
Sherrie Boak, Council Staff 
Aaron White, WLNS- TV 
Steve Willobee, LEAP 
David Zyble, Jackson National Life  
John C. Brown, Jackson National Life 
David Pierson, Jackson National Life (Attorney) 
Tom Lapka, Liberty Village (Attorney) 
Karl Dorshimer, LEAP 
Mikki Droste, Liberty Village 
Jim Rooker, Liberty Village 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON AGENDA ITEMS   
 
No Comments 
 
DISCUSSION/ACTION 
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A. Proposed 2013 PA 425 Agreement with Alaiedon Township 
 
Mr. Willobee informed the Committee that the week of July 22, 2013 Michigan Economic 
Development approved the grant for the infrastructure of the site, and also the week of July 
22, 2013 Alaiedon Township approved the PA 425 Agreement with a 4-1 vote.  He also gave a 
time table of the CDA Agreement beginning in 1998, modifications in 2008 and again currently 
in 2013. Modifications included minor clarifications, legal descriptions, with both party’s 
attorney consensus and understanding of the changes. 
 
Mr. Pierson spoke about the removal of Parcel E, a 3 acre strip of land running from Jackson 
National Life to Sand Hill Road, since JNL had no plans for that portion.  This removal was 
noted in the ACT 425 documents, and development agreement. 
 
Mr. Kulhanek presented the resolutions to Committee. 
 
Councilmember Jeffries asked for verification from Mr. Pierson and Mr. Kulhanek there were 
no other changes to the documents besides removal of Parcel E.  It was confirmed by both 
parties. 
 
 
B. Proposed Agreement for Conditional Transfer of Property Pursuant to 1984 PA 

425 between the City of Lansing and Alaiedon Township 
 
Committee and applicants discussed the development agreement. Mr. Pierson affirmed that in 
1998 there were infrastructure items in the agreement; in 2008 those provisions became 
smaller because the infrastructure was in place, and in current proposed agreement the 
provisions are more specific in relationship to responsibility and the CDBG Grant that will 
offset public costs of the infrastructures.  JNL will be making a applicant for Personal Property 
Exemption PA 328, hoping to establish in 2014.  With this exemption JNL pays 19.1 mills on 
infrastructure fee which is the same as PPE, and 2.0 mills on real property covering the City 
tax sharing arrangement with the Township.  The City is made whole and they will also be 
collecting Income Tax. 
 
Councilmember Jeffries requested clarification on page 24 of the agreement, acknowledging 
that the City of Lansing had previously independently approved PP Exemption, but new 
agreement states City is agreeing the request.  Mr. Pierson acknowledged the termination line 
was removed from the agreement, in essence the agreement assumes that where there is an 
ACT425 Agreement, parties will also agree to the PA 328 Exemption.  If there was no PA 328, 
JNL would terminate the agreement, which made no sense since JNL is using the public 
utilities.  JNL understands they cannot contract away legislative powers, and not hold the City 
of Lansing to approve the PA 328. 
 
Councilmember Jeffries referenced page 17, and responsibility of hydrant installation.  Mr. 
Pierson responded by confirming JNL will do the design work for water and the remainder will 
be offset by the CDBG Grand funding.  Mr. Willobee confirmed the grant funding and the City 
letter of intent process inclusion. 
 
Councilmember Wood asked for confirmation that JNL will be paying the BWL hydrant 
charges which rate payers in Lansing will have to pay.  Mr. Pierson confirmed, and clarified 
that the cost for the lights mentioned on page 20 will also be covered by developer, and 
discussions will continue on dark sky lights. 
 



  Page 3 of 5  

Mr. Pierson stated that that Jackson National Life has committed to offering 1,000 jobs over 10 
years, and the grant project range is different, but speculate 240-280 jobs in 3 years. 
 
Mr. Kulhanek acknowledged clerical errors in the documents, and confirmed the City 
Attorney’s office would work with the applicant to correct by the end of the day. 
 
Councilmember Jeffries presented for the record an email from an Alaiedon Township resident 
with the concern of emergency services, and errors in the document. 
 
Mr. Pierson explained to the Committee that Alaiedon Township is a General Law Township, 
and can only levy 0.85 mills towards services.  Currently the Township does not provide 
emergency services, they are provided by Meridian Township and Ingham County. 
 
Mr. Pierson offered an explanation for the delay in the overall process, that being differences 
during discovery based on years of prior provisions that began with the original agreement in 
1998. 
 
Councilmember Jeffries acknowledged comments from Township property owners in regards 
to their access to service utilities.  Mr. Pierson stated that those owners would not have 
access based on the 1998 agreement with the City that stated water and sewer services could 
not leave the Act 425 Area, unless that property owner enters into an Act 425 agreement. This 
protects the Township, and a court would not order a Township to enter into a 425 Agreement. 
 
Councilmember Jeffries referenced page 5 & 6 in regards to the Restrictive Use Covenants.  
Mr. Pierson stated the item was negotiated in prior years allowing the Township to regulate 
specific developments in the area, if the area is not used by JNL for its business, it will revert 
to conditional zoning. 
 
Mr. Brown stated there are more than 2100+ associates in JNL facilities in the greater Lansing 
area, 1-in-4 being City of Lansing residents. 
 
Mr. Willobee informed the Committee he could provide an updated schedule of the PA 328. 
 
Councilmember Jeffries stated these items would be up for a vote on August 12th. 
 
Mr. Willobee stated he had hope Council could approve this on Monday August 5th, this is a 
time issue for CDBG funding and the start of construction. 
 
Councilmember Wood acknowledged the late submission of the documents from the City 
Attorney office, and stated her concern with the transparency to the public of all the 
information being made available.  She confirmed to the applicant the City’s understanding of 
the importance of Jackson National Life progression schedule, in addition to their efforts to 
maintain and create jobs. 
  
Councilmember Jeffries and Councilmember Wood agreed to call a Special Council meeting 
which could take place during the upcoming Committee of the Whole on August 5, 2013 to 
meet the deadlines needed for Jackson National Life 
 
 
COUNCILMEMBER QUINNEY MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE THE RESOLUTION FOR 
THE PROPOSED 2013 PA 425 AGREEMENT WITH ALAIDEON TOWNSHIP.  MOTION 
CARRIED 3-0.           
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COUNCILMEMBER WASHINGTON MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE THE RESOLUTION 
FOR THE PROPOSED AGREEMENT FOR CONDITIONAL TRANSFER OF PROPERTY 
PURSUANT TO 1984 PA 425 BETWEEN THE CITY OF LANSING AND ALAIDEON 
TOWNSHIP.  MOTION CARRIED 3-0.            
 
 
C. Resolution-Setting a Public Hearing- Introduction for Payment in Lieu of Taxes 

(PILOT) Liberty Village, 1402 Georgetown Blvd. 
 
Mr. Johnson apologized to the Committee and the applicant for the delay in their submission, 
acknowledging his department. 
 
Ms. Droste stated that the proposal was for 24 supported housing units for special needs as defined by 
MSHDA, and confirmed the location near I-96 and Edgewood.  A colored map was circulated to the 
Committee. He confirmed the proposed development area was not in a location that  had problems in 
the Georgetown area, and currently noted it is a wooded area, with other building on the site. 
 
Councilmember Wood requested legal information regarding the moratorium on PILOTS expect for 
seniors.   
 
Ms. Droste stated that the housing will not be for seniors. 
 
Mr. Lapka confirmed it is not limiting to senior, but will not be turned into a family project either based on 
MSHDA limits. 
 
Councilmember Washington clarified to the applicants and legal counsel that the documents submitted 
all reference elderly.  Ms. Washington requested acknowledgement of neighborhood notification based 
on issues with vouchers. 
 
Mr. Rooker clarified that since 1982 there has been an interest reduced loan from MSHDA, with the 
same types of housing. 
 
Mr. Kulhanek acknowledged errors in the ordinance, and offered to correct.   
 
Councilmember Wood stated her concern that the documents were wrong when presented to Council 
on July 29, 2013.  
 
Mr. Rooker asked for passage after the  public hearing on August 12

th
, 2013, due to a Housing Authority 

deadline of August 15, 2013. 
 
Councilmember Washington asked for a deadline on the corrections and affirmed she would not act on 
anything until corrected documents could be reviewed.   Mr. Kulhanek stated the ordinance would be 
corrected by end of day, July 31, 2013. 
 
Ms. Boone confirmed to the Committee that the elderly definition was a MSHDA defined term.  Ms. 
Boone then presented the Committee with an updated Staff report reflecting the correct zoning of Multi 
Family not Community Planned Use as was earlier submitted to Council.  The zoning was reviewed with 
the zoning department, and it was confirmed the project would not go through planning. 
 
Mr. Johnson offered to submit aerial photos to the Committee for project location clarification. 
 
Councilmember Jeffries stated that since the documents need to be amended before approval of an 
ordinance is sent to Council, there will be another Committee meeting set in time to put on the August 
12, 2013 Council agenda. 
 
NO ACTION TAKEN.  
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Councilmember Quinney requested a discussion with Mr. Johnson on the Ingham County 
Treasurer and the land bank process.  Mr. Quinney asked about the process to remove a 
property off the role before it is sold at the land bank auction. 
 
Mr. Johnson outlined the process, with two (2) steps where property can be claimed.  The City 
can claim in July by paying off the outstanding taxes; however the property must be used for 
public purposes.   
 
Mr. Kulhanek stated that option two (2) is in December with a Resolution.  The list on the 
Resolution will be defined by whatever remaining properties are left from the July land bank 
sale.  Mr. Johnson stated that property cannot be taken off, unless the City buys it for unpaid 
taxes and uses it for public action, this being a law requirement of Land Bank 258. 
 
The Committee reviewed the history of property that was brought to their attention at the 
pervious D & P meeting.  The issue involved a land contract and recording as such at Register 
of Deeds, and spoke briefly about a similar case with a larger entity in 2012 where the 
property was not sent to the land bank, but the Treasurer worked with the owner.    
 
Mr. Johnson clarified he was not aware of the circumstances to the 2012 situation mentioned, 
and could not speak to the differences.  Mr. Johnson stated the Ingham County Treasurer has 
the ability to structure the auctions.  Any issue can be brought to Circuit Court.  Mr. Johnson 
made the Committee aware of the process of back taxes, and payment should be made on the 
oldest unpaid taxes, not always the current. 
 
Mr. Kulhanek verified the understanding to the Committee that there is currently nothing the 
City can do; it is the Ingham County process.  Mr. Johnson stated that from this point, Mr. 
Schertzing, Ingham County Treasurer would need to clarify the item for the Committee.   
 
Ms. Boak stated that Mr. Schertzing was not present because he was informed this item was 
not on the agenda, but will be at a later date.  Mr. Schertzing had informed staff he would 
make every attempt to attend a future meeting. 
 
 
ADJOURN   
ADJOURN AT 9:41  a.m. 
 
Submitted by, 
Sherrie Boak, Recording Secretary 
Lansing City Council 
Approved by the Committee on August 7, 2013. 







































































































































































































Cinnaire Lending

Cinnaire Lending is a certified Community  
Development Financial Institution (CDFI) that  
provides innovative lending options to support 
housing and community development work.  
Cinnaire’s approach is founded on developing  
and nurturing partnerships with investors and 
mission-focused organizations to achieve a  
collective impact. We provide creative loans,  
investments, and best-in-class services to our  
various partners. Cinnaire Lending has provided 
280 community development loans totaling  
over $330 million for a variety of uses including  
multifamily affordable housing, community  
facilities and neighborhood revitalization loans  
for partners whose work complements Cinnaire’s.

Our comprehensive lending options support your 
community development project throughout the 
development’s life cycle. Our products include:

•	 Pre-Development	Loans
•	 Acquisition	Financing
•	 Permanent	Financing	(Conventional	and	FHA)
•	 Refinancing	and	Mini	perm	Loans
•	 Bridge	Financing

Cinnaire investing

Investors have the opportunity to benefit from 
LIHTC	investments.	Investments	are	made	through	
limited partnerships or limited liability companies. 
Investors can earn a solid economic return on their 
capital.	This	is	where	the	Cinnaire	team	can	step	in	
and make a difference.

LIHTC	funds	managed	by	Cinnaire	help	investors	
minimize the risk of investing. Cinnaire provides 
multiple services including underwriting, investment 
management, asset management and compliance.

The	benefit	to	investors	is	that	they	claim	a	federal	
tax credit that is earned over a 15-year period, but  
is claimed over an accelerated 10-year time frame, 
beginning when the property is placed in service 
and	occupied.	Property	owners	also	benefit	from	
tax losses generated by the properties, which  
provide for additional tax benefits, further reducing 
an investor’s federal tax liability. 

Nationally, of all real estate classes, this program 
has minimal loss related to foreclosure. Investments 
made through a syndicator fund allow for asset and 
geographic diversification, compliance monitoring, 
and	investment	screening.	By	working	with	the	 
Cinnaire team to maximize the benefits of the 
LIHTCs,	Investors	will	realize	good	economic	return	
through tax credits and tax deductions and good 
social return on investment in affordable housing.

continued on back

reliable quality service for over 20 years

Cinnaire is a full-service community development financial partner that  
supports community stabilization and economic development by developing 
and nurturing partnerships with investors and mission-focused organizations. 
We provide creative loans, investments, and best-in-class services to partners.  
Our commitment to building exceptional communities drives our team to  
provide advanced investment opportunities to investors balanced with a  
conservative approach to the bottom-line.

about us



cinnaire.com	|	844-4CINNAIRE

reliable quality service for over 20 years

Cinnaire investing continued 

Cinnaire cares about the communities our  
investments back, and the value we deliver  
to investors. Our team’s expertise and attention  
to detail allows us to build a community of  
loyal and steady investors. We offer proprietary  
and multi-investor fund-based investment  
opportunities backed with this same  
level of expertise.

To	maximize	fund	investment	opportunities,	 
Cinnaire focuses on a full-service approach to  
our	clients	from	start	to	close	of	a	deal.	The	 
Cinnaire team works with each investor to  
match the investor’s goals while providing the  
desired community benefits. We are creative  
in our approach, but conservative.	This	is	why	 
we have been able to foster relationships with  
steady, loyal investors across the country.

Cinnaire deveLopment

Cinnaire Development is a full-service financial 
partner that supports community and economic  
development initiatives through creative commercial  
real estate Funds and serving as master developer. 
These	Funds	offer	loans,	investments	and	 
best-in-class services for commercial real estate 
activities, including traditional commercial real 
estate asset classes, mixed-used development and 
market rate housing. Fund products include senior, 
bridge,	and	mezzanine	loans	and	equity	investments.  
We match exceptional community investment 
opportunities with community-focused investors, 
providing market rates of return and positive  
social impacts, including potential Community  
Reinvestment	Act	consideration. 

titLe serviCes

Cinnaire	Title	Services	is	a	full-service	Title	 
Insurance	Agency,	that	provide	best	in	class	 
services to our clients. We are dedicated to  
fulfilling the title and escrow needs of our tax  
credit,	residential	and	commercial	clients.	The	
agency is built on two fundamental principles:  
Personalized Service and Trusted Expertise.

We understand that personalized service in the  
title	industry	sets	a	company	apart.	Therefore,	 
we offer the following to our clients:

•	 Title	insurance	services	throughout	our	footprint
•	 Proactive	assistance	in	resolving	title	issues
•	 Personal	attendance	at	closings
•	 Full	escrow	services

Timely Delivery of:

•	 Commitments
•	 Policies
•	 Construction	draws
•	 Endorsements
•	 Hand	delivery	of	recordings
•	 1031	exchange	coordinating
•	 Multi-state	project	coordinating

With the expertise and proven experience of our 
team,	Cinnaire	Title	offers	competitive	pricing,	 
exceptional service and easily accessible points  
of	contact.	Cinnaire	Title	is	underwritten	by	Old	
Republic	National	Title	Insurance	Company,	a	 
well-respected	financial	institution.	This	valuable	
relationship offers an extensive network of  
information and products, and assures that  
you and your policy are backed by strong  
financial stability.
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