
  

 

                                          
AGENDA 

Committee of the Whole 
Monday, April 11, 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: 

 March 21, 2016 

 March 28, 2016 
 

4. Public Comment on Agenda Items 
 

5. Discussion/Action: 
 

A.) Debt Book Presentation- Council Internal Auditor 
 

B.) BUDGET 

 Budget General Overview 

 Fringe Benefits 

 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 

 Council & Internal Auditor Budget 
 

C.) Red Cedar Project Update – (Tree Cutting)  
 

6. Place on File 

 Letter from Causeway Bay Lansing Hotel RE: Fahrenheit Lounge Violence 
 

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 



DRAFT 

  Page 12 of 14  

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  
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MINUTES 

Committee of the Whole 
Monday, March 28, 2016 @ 5:30 p.m. 

City Council Chamber 
 

CALL TO ORDER   
The meeting was called to order at 5:31 p.m.  

 
PRESENT 
Councilmember Brown Clarke 
Councilmember Jessica Yorko 
Councilmember Patricia Spitzley  
Councilmember Adam Hussain  
Councilmember Kathie Dunbar - arrived at 5:34 p.m. 

Councilmember Carol Wood  
Councilmember Jody Washington  
Councilmember Tina Houghton - arrived at 5:34 p.m. 
 
OTHERS PRESENT 
Courtney Vincent, Council Administrative Assistant 
Randy Hannan, Mayor Executive Assistant 
Joseph Abood, Deputy City Attorney 
Mark Dotson, Deputy City Attorney 
Brett Kaschinske, Parks and Recreation 
Doris Witherspoon, Planning & Neighborhood Development 
Robert Johnson, Planning & Neighborhood Development 
Donald Kulhanek, Planning & Neighborhood Development 
 
Approval of Minutes 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER YORKO TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM FEBRUARY 
29, 2016 AS PRESENTED.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER YORKO TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM MARCH 14, 
2016 AS PRESENTED.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0. 
 
Public Comment 
Mr. Stan Shuck, a resident of South Lansing, addressed the Committee to express his 
concerns regarding the City acquisition of the Boat Club property and NAPA contract issues. 
 
Councilmembers Dunbar and Houghton arrived at 5:34 p.m. 
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Mr. Matt Bahr, a mechanic with the City of Lansing Fleet Services Division, addressed the 
Committee to express his concerns regarding the NAPA contract issues. 
 
DISCUSSION/ACTION 
Councilmember Brown Clarke stated that agenda item 5.B. regarding the Montgomery Drain 
Drainage District Easements would be pulled from the agenda until a later date due to the item 
being incorrectly noticed.  She specified that they would allow public comment on that agenda 
item during the City Council meeting to follow, but it would also be re-noticed for a later date.  
She restructured the Discussion/Action portion of the agenda to be heard in the following 
order: 5.A., 5.E., 5.C., 5.D., 5.F. 
 
ACT-16-2015; Michigan Natural Resources Trust Fund Grant Application for the Acquisition of 
Boat Club Property 
Mr. Brett Kaschinske, Director of the City of Lansing’s Parks and Recreation Department, 
provided an overview of the City’s interest in purchasing the Boat Club property and 
expressed his confidence that the funding request would be approved. 
 
Councilmember Wood asked which park the Boat Club property would be attached to.  Mr. 
Kaschinske replied that it would most likely be attached to Fulton Park. 
 
Councilmember Hussain asked if purchase of this property was part of the 5-Year Master 
Plan, or if it was only the purchase of riverfront property in general that was part of the Plan.  
Mr. Kaschinske replied that it was riverfront property in general. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCILMEMBER YORKO TO APPROVE RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF 
THE MICHIGAN NATURAL RESOURCES TRUST FUND GRANT APPLICATION FOR THE 
ACQUISITION OF BOAT CLUB PROPERTY.  MOTION CARRIED 8-0. 
 
RESOLUTION – Set the Public Hearing; 5-year Consolidated Plan, Community Development 
Fund Resources, Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), HOME and Emergency 
Solutions Grant (ESG) 
Mr. Donald Kulhanek, Development Manager for Planning and Neighborhood Development, 
reviewed the purpose of the 5-Year Consolidated Plan and the Annual Action Plan.  He then 
stated that they were proceeding with the Participation Plan, which required a Public Hearing.  
He requested the City Council set a Public Hearing date for both the 5-Year Consolidated Plan 
for 2016-2021 and the Annual Action Plan for 2016. 
 
Councilmember Wood remarked that this was being scheduled for a Public Hearing now 
because the CDBG budget needed to be passed before the annual budget for the City 
Council. 
 
Councilmember Spitzley stated she would like more information on the economic development 
portion of the 5-Year Consolidated Plan. 
 
Councilmember Washington requested more information on how the public was notified of the 
different programs available to them for assistance.  Ms. Doris Witherspoon, Senior Planner 
for the Development Office, stated that the programs were advertised, and that information 
was available on the City’s website, sent to neighborhood organizations, posted in some 
community facilities and libraries, and advertised in local newspapers.  Councilmember 
Washington asked how residents could find out about specific programs such as the housing 
rehabilitation program.  Mr. Kulhanek replied that they currently advertised programs on 
Facebook and Twitter as well as through the City’s website, they had recently advertised the 
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building rehabilitation program on local radio stations, and they were also looking at expanding 
their advertising. 
 
Councilmember Brown Clarke stated that the Council would send Mr. Kulhanek any further 
questions they might have on the issue.  She also asked that Mr. Kulhanek discuss at the next 
meeting how the City Council could assist with pushing information on the various programs. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCILMEMBER DUNBAR TO APPROVE RESOLUTION SETTING THE 
PUBLIC HEARING FOR THE 5-YEAR CONSOLIDATION PLAN AND THE ANNUAL ACTION 
PLAN FOR APRIL 11, 2016.  MOTION CARRIED 8-0. 
 
City Attorney Update on Cabaret License Revocation – A Peace of Mind Elite LLC dba 
Fahrenheit, 6810 S. Cedar S. Lansing, MI 
Mr. Mark Dotson, Deputy City Attorney, handed out a copy of the Findings of Fact and 
Recommendation for the hearing that occurred on March 21, 2016 regarding the revocation of 
the Cabaret License for A Peace of Mind Elite LLC dba Fahrenheit Ultra Lounge, and 
summarized the proceedings.  He mentioned that the Cabaret License was currently set to 
expire in May of 2016.  He next discussed his findings from the hearing, stating that he was 
convinced Fahrenheit Ultra Lounge had been selected by Chief Yankowski because there 
were legitimate concerns for the operation of that facility, citing a list of the number of service 
calls to the property since 2009.  He reported that Chief Yankowski had indicated 60 service 
calls per year as the average number for similar establishments, and that the average number 
for Fahrenheit annually was much higher.  He discussed the details surrounding the shooting 
that occurred on the premises on March 13, 2016.  He then discussed the effects the 
problems at Fahrenheit had on the surrounding neighborhood.  He recommended the City 
Council consider revoking the Cabaret License. 
 
Councilmember Spitzley asked if Mr. Germaine Redding, owner of the Fahrenheit Ultra 
Lounge, had been in attendance for the hearing.  Mr. Dotson replied that he had been, and 
that he had not contested the recommendation.  He added that Mr. Redding was intending to 
shut down Fahrenheit Ultra Lounge. 
 
Councilmember Hussain asked if the average of 60 service calls per year took hours of 
operation into consideration, commenting that 60 seemed high considering Fahrenheit was not 
open every day of the week.  Mr. Dotson replied that the figure was relative to the maximum 
crowd allowed and the size of the facility.  He agreed with Councilmember Hussain that it did 
seem high when taken in the context of the hours of operation for Fahrenheit. 
 
Councilmember Wood asked Mr. Dotson to explain for the benefit of the public what 
revocation of a Cabaret License entailed.  Mr. Dotson explained that a cabaret includes any 
room in a hotel, restaurant, hall or other public place where music or dancing privileges or any 
other entertainment, except mechanical music alone, is afforded to patrons in connection with 
the servicing or selling of food, refreshments or merchandising. 
 
Councilmember Wood stated that there was a hearing scheduled for April 18th, 2016, 
regarding the revocation of the Liquor License, which was separate from the Cabaret License.  
She asked Mr. Dotson to clarify whether no music would be allowed at the facility if the 
Cabaret License was.  Mr. Dotson replied that only mechanical music, such as from a juke 
box, would be allowed, and that no dancing would be allowed. 
 
Councilmember Wood agreed with Councilmember Hussain’s comment that the number of 
incidents was high considering the hours of operation for the facility.  She commented on the 
Memorandum of Understanding that had been enacted between the owner and the City a few 
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years prior in an attempt to address the problems regarding the facility.  She then mentioned 
that the shooting had occurred despite there being between 24 and 30 security personnel 
working the event on March 13th, with around 800 people in attendance. 
 
Councilmember Washington asked if the Cabaret License was associated with the 
establishment, not the owner.  Mr. Dotson replied that that was correct. 
 
Councilmember Yorko commented that the number of service calls appeared to decline 
between 2010 and 2012, after the Memorandum of Understanding was put in place, but then 
gradually increased after that period.  She remarked that the number of service calls to the 
establishment could place significant demands on the police.  Mr. Dotson concurred.  He also 
commented that the number of security personnel present at the March 13th event should have 
been a sufficient amount relative to the number of attendees. 
 
Councilmember Dunbar asked if Mr. Redding intended to close the facility and what the 
estimated date for that would be.  Mr. Dotson replied that Mr. Redding had indicated 
Fahrenheit Ultra Lounge would be going out of business, though he did not have details on 
what that entailed or when that might occur. 
 
Councilmember Brown Clarke asked if the license revocation would apply to both the 
establishment and Mr. Redding.  Mr. Dotson replied that the Cabaret License had been issued 
to A Peace of Mind Elite, LLC, dba Fahrenheit, and that Mr. Redding would have to obtain 
another license if he wanted to open another facility elsewhere. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCILMEMBER WOOD TO ACCEPT THE HEARING OFFICER’S 
RECOMMENDATION TO REVOKE THE CABARET LICENSE FOR GERMAINE REDDING, A 
PEACE OF MIND, LLC DBA FAHRENHEIT ULTRA LOUNGE, LOCATED AT 6810 S CEDAR.  
MOTION CARRIED 8-0 
 
Councilmember Brown Clarke said a resolution approving the revocation of the Cabaret 
License would be discussed on the City Council meeting agenda as a late item. 
 
Councilmember Dunbar mentioned the City Council would be addressing the Liquor License 
separately and asked if they revoked that license if Mr. Redding would still own the license or 
would it prevent it from being able to be resold or placed in escrow.  Councilmember Wood 
explained that the Liquor License was part of the lease with Lansing Mark LLC, so the license 
would revert to them if the business closed.  Mr. Abood agreed with Councilmember Wood’s 
explanation. 
 
RESOLUTION – Interim City Attorney 
Councilmember Brown Clarke stated that the language for the proposed resolution had been 
taken from the 2013 resolution appointing Mr. Donald Kulhanek as the Interim City Attorney.  
Councilmember Yorko asked if the two month timeframe for the appointment had been a part 
of the resolution for Mr. Kulhanek.  Councilmember Brown Clarke replied that it had. 
 
Councilmember Brown Clarke asked how the review committee for the selection of the City 
Attorney was organized.  Mr. Randy Hannan, Mayor Executive Assistant, replied that the 
Mayor selected the group, but that he did not know the formal process for that selection.  
Councilmember Brown Clarke suggested that the City Council have representation on the 
review committee.  Councilmember Yorko suggested including a provision in the resolution 
that the City Council have a representative on the review committee.  Councilmember Hussain 
agreed.  Councilmember Wood suggested that the City Council representative be selected by 
the Council President. 
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Councilmember Yorko suggested adding the following language to the proposed resolution:  
“Whereas, the Lansing City Council requests representation in the selection committee for 
new City Attorney, to be appointed by the President.” 
 
Councilmember Dunbar asked if there was precedence for having a Council representative on 
the review committee.  Councilmember Brown Clarke explained that it would allow for more 
transparency in the process.  Mr. Hannan stated that he believed the Mayor would allow 
representation but that appointment of the City Attorney was at the sole discretion of the 
Mayor.  He added that there was no formal meeting schedule and no specific constraints on 
when the selection process would begin or how it would be structured.  He added that they 
would consider any request that came from Council. 
 
Councilmember Washington stated she was comfortable with the suggested additional 
language.  She then asked Mr. Abood about his daughter working under him in the City 
Attorney’s Office.  Mr. Abood replied that Ms. Nicole Malson, his daughter, had been hired by 
the former City Attorney, Ms. Janene McIntyre, and that he was talking with Ms. Mary Riley in 
Human Resources regarding the situation.  He agreed that it was not appropriate for him to be 
Ms. Malson’s direct supervisor, and stated that he had suggested Ms. Malson stay on in order 
to help transition whoever her replacement would be in order to maintain momentum. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCILMEMBER WASHINGTON TO APPROVE RESOLUTION 
APPOINTING JOSEPH ABOOD AS INTERIM CITY ATTORNEY WITH THE FOLLOWING 
ADDITIONAL LANGUAGE: “WHEREAS, THE LANSING CITY COUNCIL REQUESTS 
REPRESENTATION IN SELECTION COMMITTEE FOR THE NEW CITY ATTORNEY, TO BE 
DESIGNATED BY THE COUNCIL PRESIDENT.”  MOTION CARRIED 8-0 
 
DISCUSSION – City Garage Fleet Service Follow Up (NAPA) 
Councilmember Brown Clarke asked if Mr. Chad Gamble, Executive Assistant to the Mayor, 
was present.  Mr. Hannan replied that Mr. Gamble was not in attendance, and that he was not 
able to answer questions on the matter because he was not familiar with the details relative to 
this issue.  He said that he could relay any questions the Council may have to Mr. Gamble. 
 
Councilmember Wood stated that it was important Mr. Gamble be present for this discussion 
and suggested the Committee of the Whole meet on a day without a City Council meeting in 
order to continue discussion of this issue.  Discussion ensued regarding an appropriate date to 
continue the discussion.  Members of the Committee also expressed their frustration over Mr. 
Gamble’s absence and the lack of an alternate familiar in the details of the matter at hand. 
 
Councilmember Yorko stated for the record that prior to this meeting she had heard from some 
of the individuals involved in the new partnership that there were two City employees involved 
who she thinks were told they were going to be assigned to new positions but are still waiting 
to find out what would be the appropriate relocation for them. 
 
Councilmember Wood suggested continuing the discussion during the Committee of the 
Whole meeting currently scheduled for April 18th, 2016.  Councilmember Brown Clarke stated 
that she would get confirmation of Mr. Gamble’s attendance for that meeting.  Councilmember 
Dunbar suggested having representation from the garage, specifically someone who oversees 
decisions regarding parts, attend as well. 
 
Councilmember Yorko asked if this issue had been addressed by the Committee on Ways and 
Means.  Councilmember Brown Clarke replied that discussion had been maintained through 
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Committee of the Whole, though the Committee on Public Service had addressed having 
some clarification questions answered. 
 
Councilmember Houghton requested that Council staff call Mr. Gamble the day of April 18th to 
confirm his attendance.  Councilmember Brown Clarke commented that if Mr. Gamble could 
not attend the meeting that alternates be in attendance who would be able to answer the 
Committee’s questions. 
 
PLACE ON FILE 
 
ADJOURN   
The meeting was adjourned at 6:49 p.m. 
Respectfully Submitted by,   
Courtney Vincent, Council Administrative Assistant 
Lansing City Council 
Approved by the Committee on _________________ 
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