
 
AGENDA 

Committee on Ways and Means 
Wednesday, September 21, 2016 @ 8:15 a.m. 

10th Floor Conference Room, City Hall 
 
 
Councilmember Judi Brown Clarke, Chair 
Councilmember Carol Wood, Vice Chair 
Councilmember Tina Houghton, Member 
 

1. Call to Order 
2. Roll Call 
3. Minutes 

 September 7, 2016  
   

4. Public Comment on Agenda Items 
5. Discussion/Action: 
 

A.) RESOLUTION – Workers Compensation WC2062876-00673 
 
B.) RESOLUTION – Financial Empowerment Grant for Technical Assistance, 5/3

rd
 Bank 

 
C.) Authorization of Participation in the Capital Area Recycling Initiative  
 
D.) Discussion - Lansing Housing Commission  

a. Financial Statements  
b. Recovery Agreement with HUD and the City of Lansing 

 
E.) Vacancy Report 
 
F.) Budget Priorities 

 
6. Other 
 
7. Adjourn 
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MINUTES 

Committee on Ways and Means 
Wednesday, September 7, 2016 @ 8:15 a.m.  

10th Floor Conference Room, City Hall 
 
CALL TO ORDER   
The meeting was called to order at 8:15 a.m. 
 
ROLL CALL 
Councilmember Judi Brown Clarke, Chair 
Councilmember Carol Wood, Vice Chair 
Councilmember Tina Houghton, Member 
 
OTHERS PRESENT 
Sherrie Boak, Council Staff 
Jim DeLine, Internal Auditor 
Mary Sabaj, Office of Community Corrections 
Jim Smiertka, City Attorney- arrived at 8:20 a.m. 

Lynne Meade, UAW 
Denise Estee, Retiree 
Lynn Doerr, Retiree 
Mary Lou Andrews, Retiree 
 

Minutes 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER HOUGTHON TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM 
AUGUST 3, 2016 AS PRESENTED.  MOTION CARRIED 3-0. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER HOUGHTON TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM 
AUGUST 17, 2016 AS PRESENTED. MOTION CARRIED 3-0. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER WOOD TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM AUGUST 29, 
2016 AS PRESENTED.  MOTION CARRIED 3-0. 
 
Public Comment on Agenda Items 
No Public Comment at this time. 
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Discussion/Action: 
RESOLUTION – Approval of the Office of Community Corrections Funding Application 
Ms. Sabaj outlined the plan which requires an annual approval of the State application for 
funding.  The City and CCAB have been in partnership for 25 years, and this is the first year the 
programs are fully utilized.  The programs include cognitive change groups through Wellness, 
Inc., a probation program with strict eligibility, a relapse recovery program, and pre-trial 
services.  Agencies that participate include Wellness, Inc., Community Mental Health, Northwest 
Initiative, 30th District Court and the Gatekeeper program. 
 
Council Member Brown Clarke asked if carrying forward if there were no funds were they going 
to start targeting grants.  Ms. Sabaj confirmed that the state has provided continuation funding 
at this level, and they even got $8,000 more for date reporting program.  They also continue to 
have strong support from the judges for the rehabilitation services. 
 
Council Member Wood asked what the re-citizen rate was, and Ms. Sabaj acknowledged the 
only register revocation going back to prison only.  The rate is at 18% - 2014; 21% in 2015 for 
new offenses.  Again, they only are measuring prison commitment rate.   Council Member 
Brown Clarke asked if other programs are used as deterrents. 
 
Council Member Wood asked how much funding was from the City.  Ms. Sabaj acknowledged 
$12,500, which is not reflected in the grant, but helps with the administration.  They will be using 
a small amount this year for two workshops; 1 for the male population and one for the female 
population to deal with healthy relationships.  Council Member Wood then asked if there were 
any overcrowding issues, and Ms. Sabaj confirmed it was the 8th month of no overcrowding. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER WOOD TO APPROVE THE RESOLUTION FOR APPROVAL 
OF THE OFFICE OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS FUNDING APPLICATION FOR THE 
PLAN YEAR FY2016-2017.  MOTION CARRIED 3-0. 
 
Update on Tie-Bar Memo 
Mr. Smiertka confirmed for the Committee that his office did a review, and it appears the issue is 
language.  The contracts have language where it states retirees follow the active, so the 
questions now becomes is “active” now or at time of retirement.   Under the interpretation of the 
contract, his opinion was that the language is clear that it does follow active employees, so the 
retiree health care changes from time to time.  Mr. Smiertka noted that other interpretations out 
there assume that the retirees follow what the actives were at the time of retirement.  The City 
Attorney office looked at 12 plans where the language was found, and in 9 of those plans, the 
City made the decision that retirees follow the active, whatever the actives have now.  Mr. 
Smiertka did note that in the other 3 plans, the FOP and Fire, the interpretation is different. The 
City decision for the 204 group is that the retirees follow the current actives, and they have 
continued to make that decision of all groups.  The next steps Mr. Smiertka stated he would be 
taking would be for him to meet with finance, the Mayor and labor relations.  He did reiterate 
that currently on the books that is their decision; he could not speak to if it is wrong, but that it 
was reasonable to interpret the language and the decision in 2010.  Unless the Administration 
changes its position on this, that will be the determination.    
 
Council Member Brown Clarke asked why the 3 plans were different, and Mr. Smiertka 
acknowledged that to his knowledge those groups determined that the retirees would get what 
they have when they leave. 
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Council  Member Wood informed the group that the Retiree Board asked HR what they told 
retirees when they leave, and they were told that they tell them what the is going to get and their 
benefits.  The Board was never information that HR provided retirees with information on what  
 
Mr. Smiertka noted again he will be meeting with the administration to confirm his determination. 
 
Council Member Brown Clarke asked if there will be a clarifying memo to make sure people 
know what was determined.  Mr. Smiertka confirmed he would need to ask Finance and Mr. 
Gamble in Administration because they are in charge of labor relations. 
 
Ms. Estee spoke in opposition for retirees to follow active.  Ms. Estee went on to reference the 
2010 contract, and questioned why 50 of the 150 were pulled out to follow actives.  The UAW 
was given an out in 2014, but her contract was not.  Another reference she made was to the 
Actuary Report for the ERS system, where it stated that prior to 2/1/2010 City pays 100% 
benefits.   
Ms. Estee asked Mr. Smiertka if the Mayor will be under any obligation to provide the decision in 
memo out of his office, in addition she noted for the record she still has no responses on her 
FOIA requests, and submitted another claim to Mr. Smiertka. 
 
Mr. Smiertka made a correction to his earlier statement on retirees “follow” actives, the actual 
language is that “eligible retirees shall”, not “follow”. 
 
Council Member Wood asked Mr. Smiertka how 50 people in a 150 group can be taken out and 
told they have to pay, and it not is discriminatory.  Mr. Smiertka stated he was not part of those 
discussions so he was not sure what the logic was.  In collective bargaining there is give and 
take process.  Council Member Wood asked if there could be information provided that would 
tell how many retired under the plan, and how many paying and how many are not paying and 
why.  Council Member Brown Clarke added that the information is needed to find out the 
determining factors that pulled those 50 people out to be the ones that paid.  Mr. Smiertka 
suggested it could have been the retirement date; it was after 2/20/2004. 
 
Ms. Meade added to the discussion that the Mark Kobe memo that is always referred to was 
never given to the Union, and asked Mr. Smiertka how a unilateral decision be made that effects 
anyone prior to that date be made.  Mr. Smiertka stated he would continue to analysis, because 
his job is to look at what is there and come up with an opinion. 
 
Ms. Meade asked Mr. Smiertka for the opportunity to be at the table when he holds his 
discussions with the Mayor’s office and Finance. Ms. Andrews asked if a Council Member could 
sit in on the meetings, and Mr. Smiertka acknowledge that would never happen. 
 
Ms. Estee again went on to speak in opposition to the process, how the retirees were affected. 
 
Mr. Smiertka informed the Committee that he is not sure on the timeline when he will meet with 
the administration, but hopes to be able to report back at the October 5, 2016 meeting. 
 
Council Member Houghton asked Mr. Smiertka to ask for clarification on the protocol on the 50 
retirees, clarification on retirees, how many retired under the plan, why th2/20/2004 date was 
selected, and how can they go retroactive.  Ms. Andrews informed Mr. Smiertka that she is too 
is not paying the same amount either, and has had to switch coverages. 
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Ms. Estee asked Mr. Smiertka if he could address the State mandated caps, because the 2011 
retirees are not subject to the State mandated caps, but the administration never brought 
anything to Council. 
 
Ms. Meade asked to be part of the meeting with Finance and the Administration. 
 
ADJOURN 
Adjourn at 9:17 a.m. 
Submitted by, 
Sherrie Boak, Recording Secretary Lansing City Council 
Approved by the Committee on________________ 





 

LANSING CITY COUNCIL 

GRANT INFORMATION FORM 

(Required for all grant applications and acceptances) 

REFERRAL DATE:  _9/21/2016___ 

GRANT NAME:  _Fifth Third Bank – Technical Assistance_____________________________________________ 

DEPARTMENT:   _Mayor’s Office – Office of Financial Empowerment __________________________________ 

CONTACT PERSON (INCLUDE EMAIL AND PHONE):__Amber Paxton amber.paxton@lansingmi.gov  517.483.4530_____ 

APPLICATION DATE: __4/17/2016__________ AWARD DATE: __7/2016  

GRANT CYCLE:  _1/2016 – 12/2016_____  Check One: _     Annual  _x_One-Time 

FUND AMOUNT:  $_3,500  _____ (Breakdown below should total this amount)  

GOODS & SERVICES  $_____________________ 

PERSONNEL   $_____________________ 

CONSTRUCTION  $_  _________ 

LAND    $_  _________ 

OTHER (Travel)  $_ 3,500    _________  

CITY MATCH (IF APPLICABLE): $_N/A  _________ 

GRANT PAYS FOR:  Travel to two CFE Coalition Meetings in 2016 

FUND ALLOCATIONS (Please describe the purpose of the grant and allowable uses): 

This grant is for “technical assistance” to allow Amber Paxton, co-chair of the Nation Cities for Financial Empowerment 
Coalition, to offset travel costs to two meetings in 2016 – one in Miami, FL in April 2016, and one in Washington DC in 
September 2016.  

 

mailto:amber.paxton@lansingmi.gov
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BY THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS RESOLVED BY THE CITY 
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LANSING 

 
 

WHEREAS, The City of Lansing wi l l  receive a grant from the CRA Department of 5/3 
Bank for Technical Assistance; and 
 
WHEREAS, the 5/3 grant was the result of a competitive proposal process, and a 
proposal was submitted by the Office of Financial Empowerment on April 17, 2016, 
approved in June 2016, and is expected to be received in July 2016; and 
 
WHEREAS, the 5/3 grant supports travel for Amber Paxton, who now represents the 
City of Lansing and Mayor Bernero as the co-chair of the Cities for Financial 
Empowerment (CFE) Coalition, so that she may attend two CFE Coalition meetings in 
2016, and both highlight Lansing’s success to the Coalition as well as bring best 
practices back to the city; 
 
WHEREAS, 5/3 Bank awarded $3,500.00 to the City of Lansing’s Office of Financial 
Empowerment; and 
 
WHEREAS, the award for $3,500.00 does not require a local match;  

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, The Lansing City Council approves 
acceptance of the 5/3 Bank Grant in the total amount of $3,500.00 for the grant 
period beginning January 2016 and ending December 2016 for the City of Lansing. 
 
BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, The Administration is authorized to create appropriate 
accounts and to make the necessary operating transfers for the expenditure and 
control of the balance of the grant funds. 
 
 

Approved for Placement on City Council Agenda 
________________________________ 

Jim Smiertka, City Attorney 
Date:  _________________ 

 
 



City of Lansing

Inter-Departmental 
Memorandum

Memorandum For: Regional Recycling Resolution

From:  Chad Gamble, Director of Public Service 

To:  Virg Bernero, Mayor 

Date:  June 8, 2016 

Please find attached the resolution to be considered at the next City Council meeting to support the 
Capital Area Recycling Initiative.

The City of Lansing has been an active participant in discussions regarding a regional recycling 
initiative.  Other communities, such as East Lansing, Eaton County and Bellevue have already passed 
this resolution.   

The attached supporting documents summarize the initiative, which is seeking support from tri-county 
communities to lower the cost and increase the availability of recycling services in the region. Through 
regional collaboration, cooperative contracting, and by encouraging all recyclable materials to flow 
through a designated facility; an increasing volume of materials are available to attract a private partner 
to invest in a tri-county recycling facility.  This effort will:

• Increase recycling services for more tri-county residents, businesses, and institutions.

• Reduce the economic and environmental impact of transporting materials out of the

region.

• Bring jobs and potentially new business to the region.

Please let me know if there are questions.

“Equal Opportunity Employer” 



Resolution # 

BY THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 

RESOLVED BY ___________________________ 

WHEREAS, the recycling rate in Michigan is 15%, one of the lowest in the nation; 

WHEREAS, it is estimated that approximately $435 million worth of recyclable materials are placed in 
Michigan landfills each year; 

WHEREAS, Governor Snyder launched an initiative to double the rate of recycling in Michigan; 

WHEREAS, in the tri-county area there are a number of urban and rural residents, businesses, and 
institutions whom lack access to any recycling services; 

WHEREAS, there are existing recycling programs residents are not utilizing fully or correctly; 

WHEREAS, there is little regional cooperation between tri-county communities on contracting for 
recycling services; 

WHEREAS, recyclable materials collected in the tri-county area are currently transported to recycling 
centers in other parts of the state because there are no local facilities in the region;  

WHEREAS, materials diverted from disposal contribute to the health and welfare of local communities 
and businesses; and 

WHEREAS, __________________________ acknowledges that it is committed to: 

Working toward consistent ordinances that encourage haulers to use the designated regional
transfer or processing facility;

Working toward hauling of recyclable materials to a cooperative processing facility or transfer
station;

Seeking a private sector partner to build, own, and/or operate a transfer station or material
recovery facility and/or develop a phased into approach working toward regional infrastructure;

Accepting a common set of materials so everyone in the region, regardless of hauler/service
provider, can recycle the same items;

Providing consistent recycling education and outreach to citizens;

Establishing an adequate number of drop off sites in the region; and

Working cooperatively with other communities in the region by 2018.

BE IT NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT ___________________________ hereby authorizes 
participation in the Regional Recycling Initiative. 

Date_____________________ 

[28409:2:20160608:141545] 
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Capital Region Recycling Initiative 

This document will be used to get support from tri-county communities to lower the cost and increase 
the availability of recycling services in the region. Through regional collaboration, cooperative 
contracting, and by requiring all recyclable materials to flow through a designated facility; an increasing 
volume of materials are available to attract a private partner to invest in a tri-county recycling facility.  
This effort will: 

Increase recycling services for more tri-county residents, businesses, and institutions.
Reduce the economic and environmental impact of transporting materials out of the region.
Bring jobs and potentially new business to the region.

Vision Statement draft: 

Tri-County communities will collaborate and together develop a sustainable, 
consistent, and efficient regional recycling system. 

Communities are committed to the following actions and goals: 

Providing consistent recycling education and outreach to citizens

o A regional approach will reduce confusion, increase consistency, and ultimately increase
both the quality of materials and overall recycling volumes

Accepting a common, standard set of materials so everyone in the region, regardless of
hauler/service provider, can recycle the same items

o This would include, but not be limited to: common household paper and packaging,
such as office paper, junk mail, cardboard, boxboard, magazines, etc.; plastic bottles and
jugs, bulk rigid plastics; steel, aluminum, household scrap metal; glass bottles and
containers.

Establishing an adequate number of drop off sites

o Serving communities where curbside services are not available
o Serving multi-family and commercial needs
o Providing options to recycle “hard to recycle at the curb items”, such as electronics

Explore more efficient hauling of recyclables that could result in monetary savings for the region

Work toward consistency with ordinances, encouraging haulers to transport recyclables to the
designed regional recycling processing facility

Seek a private partner to build/own/operate a transfer station or material recovery facility
and/or develop a phased into approach working toward regional infrastructure

1 



Honor existing contracts through 2018, and then work toward cooperative contracts

Require service providers to provide data to local communities on an annual basis.

Commit to working together to accomplish the above goals by _______________ (date)

The following participating communities commit to the above goals: 

Clinton County 
Bath Charter Township 
Bengal Township 
Bingham Township 
City of DeWitt 
City of St. Johns 
Dallas Township 
DeWitt Charter Township 
Duplain Township 
Eagle Township 
Essex Township 
Greenbush Township 
Lebanon Township 
Olive Township 
Ovid Township 
Riley Township 
Victor Township 
Village of Eagle 
Village of Elsie 
Village of Fowler 
Village of Hubbardston 
Village of Maple Rapids 
Village of Ovid 
Village of Westphalia 
Watertown Charter Township 
Westphalia Township 

Eaton County 
Bellevue Township 
Benton Township 
Brookfield Township 
Carmel Township 
Chester Township 
City of Charlotte 
City of Eaton Rapids 
City of Grand Ledge 
City of Olivet 
City of Potterville 
Delta Charter Township 
Eaton Rapids Township 
Eaton Township 
Hamlin Township 
Kalamo Township 
Oneida Charter Township 
Roxand Township 
Sunfield Township 
Vermontville Township 
Village of Bellevue 
Village of Dimondale 
Village of Mulliken 
Village of Sunfield 
Village of Vermontville 
Walton Township 
Windsor Charter Township 

Ingham County 
Alaiedon Township 
Aurelius Township 
Bunker Hill Township 
City of East Lansing 
City of Lansing  
City of Leslie 
City of Mason 
City of Williamston 
Delhi Charter Township 
Ingham Township 
Lansing Charter Township 
Leroy Township 
Leslie Township 
Locke Township 
Meridian Charter Township 
Onondaga Township 
Stockbridge Township 
Vevay Township 
Village of Dansville 
Village of Stockbridge 
Village of Webberville 
Wheatfield Township 
White Oak Township 
Williamstown Township 
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CAPITAL REGION RECYCLING INITIATIVE  –  DOUBLING OUR RECYCLING RATE 

Recycling has become a valued public service that 
provides many economic, environmental and public 
health benefits to communities and their residents.  
Many tri-county communities provide this valued 
service and more would like to provide similar 
services. If more governmental entities in the tri-
county region made a commitment to provide 
recycling opportunities to residents, materials 
volumes captured will grow and private investment 
in a local recycling center is likely. This would keep 
recyclable materials in the region, rather than 
paying to transport them to other parts of the state. 

What do we hope to accomplish? 
Join the region’s local governments who are 
working toward a coordinated recycling effort that 
will increase the volume of material collected and 
contain the costs associated with recycling. Join 
communities whom are already talking about the 
potential of adding recycling infrastructure in the 
region by mutually agreeing to step up to recycling 
best practices and use the region’s recycled 
material volume to drive the developments needed 
to make recycling a regional and community asset. 
Goals of the initiative include: 

Attract investing partner(s) to work with
regional stakeholders to build/own/operate a
transfer station or, Material Recovery Facility

work toward cooperative contracts by 2018

potentially develop a phased into approach
growing regional infrastructure

Commit volume of recyclable material collected
within all tri-county communities to the
designated  facility

Provide an optimal number of drop-off sites to
provide opportunities for rural, sub-rural, multi-
family, and commercial populations

Recycle a common set of materials so every
household in the region, regardless of service
provider, can recycle the same items

Provide consistent recycling education to
properly inform citizens

How will my community benefit? 
Communities with established recycling services will 
benefit from keeping materials in the region and 
avoiding the cost of hauling recyclables to other 
parts of the state. Communities without established 
recycling services will benefit from the development 
of a comprehensive recycling system that provides 
services at a low cost with the potential for revenue 
sharing. Building infrastructure and creating jobs in 
the tri-county region will benefit everyone.   
Additionally, improving the system that is already in 
place through more supportive and collaborative 
programs, services, and education will have benefits 
for all area residents.  

Who would be involved? 
All governmental units in Ingham, Eaton, and 
Clinton counties are encouraged to engage in the 
process, agree to the conditions, and ultimately sign 
on to the Capital Region Recycling Initiative. The 
initiative intends to serve all those who work, live, 
and play in this region.  

Where will these services be provided? 

The Initiative 
will encourage 
curbside 
recycling in 
core cities, 
villages, and 
townships as 
identified in 
map provided 

and will encourage the provision of drop-off 
recycling opportunities in rural cities, villages, and 
townships as identified. 

When can we expect progress? 
Work has already begun to align Initiative goals 
within the region and will have to continue through 
completion.  As contract terms end by 2018, 
communities will step up to their commitment. 
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Tri‐County Regional Project

Nick Lange, RRS/Consultant

Jim Frey, RRS/CEO

Kelly Domino, RRS/Consultant (Phone)

Regional Recycling Coordinating Committee

R2C2 Meeting

April 28, 2015
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Presentation Outline

1. Project Overview
2. Expanding Curbside Access
3. Processing – MRF vs. TS
4. Collaboration Options
5. Discussion
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Providing solutions to 

meet sustainability, 

resource management 

and waste recovery 

goals of clients and 

their supply chains
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• What are the potential cost savings gained by 
working together to increase recycling?

• Does a regional MRF make sense for the 
Lansing area?

• What changes in current recycling programs 
are needed to reach a critical mass of 
tonnage?

• Can CGAP funding help cover capital 
investment for a new facility?

Project Overview
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Recycling System Overview
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Presentation Outline

1. Project Overview
2. Expanding Curbside Access
3. Processing – MRF vs. TS
4. Collaboration Options
5. Discussion
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The current state of municipal/contracted 
curbside access is insufficient.
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Haulers have offered bundled recycling with 
subscription waste collection
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A few more might have bundled access soon.
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We think we can do better.
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The current system is not cheap either
Baseline

Recycling Tons 16,215 

County ‐ Recycling $            224,618 

Municipal ‐ Recycling $         3,177,115 

Residential ‐ Recycling $         1,329,342 

Municipal ‐ Trash $            700,189 

Residential ‐ Trash $       29,868,274 

Total ‐ Recycling $         4,731,075 

Total ‐ Trash $       30,568,463 

Total $       35,299,538 
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RRS looked at the household counts…
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… and at the urban boundaries.
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Core cities should have curbside access.
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As well as the surrounding core townships.
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The area isn’t overly expansive, so rural cities 
and villages should be eligible as well.
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The rural townships keep drop‐off access.
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So what would all this cost?
Combining the purchasing power of all of the residents in an area can 
significantly reduce costs for the Community as a whole

Program Types Cost Example Community

Trash, Recycling Carts and 
Yard Waste Collection, 
paid by resident directly 
to single hauler (including 
RecycleBank)

$16.70/HH/Month Rochester Hills

Trash, Recycling Carts and 
Yard Waste Collection, 
paid by municipality 
directly to haulers

$11.80/HH/Month
$9.20/HH/Month

RRRASOC
Dearborn

Comparison to current 
Granger Program in 
Meridian Twp

$17.33/HH/Month for bin
$18.33/HH/Month for 
cart

Resident must signup for 
service (currently 64% 
have recycling bins or 
carts)
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Applying these costs to the Tri‐County area

Scenario Cost Notes

#1 ‐ Trash, Recycling Carts 
and Yard Waste 
Collection, paid by 
resident directly to single 
hauler

Core City & Twps: 
$16.70/HH/Month
Rural Cities & Villages:
$17.70/HH/Month

Keep all current cart
recycling and organized 
trash collection in place

#2 ‐ Trash, Recycling Carts 
and Yard Waste 
Collection, paid by 
municipality directly to 
haulers

Core City & Twps: 
$11.00/HH/Month
Rural Cities & Villages:
$12.00/HH/Month

Keep all current cart
recycling and organized 
trash collection in place
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Applying these costs to the Tri‐County area
Baseline Baseline Scenario #1 Scenario #2

Recycling Tons 16,215  29,733  29,733 

County ‐ Recycling $            224,618  $            224,618  $            224,618 

Municipal ‐ Recycling $         3,177,115  $                       ‐ $         4,496,652 

Residential ‐ Recycling $         1,329,342  $         7,095,958  $            356,536 

Municipal ‐ Trash $            700,189  $                       ‐ $       13,489,957 

Residential ‐ Trash $       29,868,274  $       25,986,232  $         5,767,966 

Total ‐ Recycling $         4,731,075  $         7,320,577  $         5,077,807 

Total ‐ Trash $       30,568,463  $       25,986,232  $       19,257,924 

Total $       35,299,538  $       33,306,809  $       24,335,731 

Scenario #1 – 6% savings
Scenario #2 – 31% savings
Both add 1,618 HH for trash service and 57,564 HH for recycling service
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What if collection was expanded to 
multifamily and commercial too?

Total Clinton Eaton Ingham

Potential Residential Tonnage 28,228  2,838  6,329  17,080 

Potential Curbside MF 
Tonnage 6,315  173  735  4,931 

SF + MF Total 34,543  3,011  7,064  22,012 

Potential Commercial Tonnage  11,291  1,135  2,532  6,832 

SF + MF + Comm Total 45,834  4,146  9,595  28,844 
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Presentation Outline

1. Project Overview
2. Expanding Curbside Access
3. Processing – MRF vs. TS
4. Collaboration Options
5. Discussion
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Regional Processing Collaboration

Regional Material Recovery Facility (MRF)

• Ability to revenue share to 
municipalities and haulers

• Creates more local jobs
• Keeps revenue local
• Incentivizes local recycling
• Very small single stream facility 

Regional Transfer Station (TS)

• Lower capital cost
• Revenue sharing in high 

market conditions
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Regional Processing Collaboration ‐MRF
Baseline Scenario #1 & 

2 Multifamily Commercial

Tons 16,000  29,218  35,126  46,220 

Capacity 38,600  38,600  38,600  57,900 

Capital $ 6,520,000  $ 6,520,000  $ 6,520,000  $ 7,220,000 

Annual Operating $ 1,460,460  $ 1,914,529  $ 2,260,120  $ 2,719,170 

Annual Revenue 
(Current ACR) $ 1,200,000  $ 2,191,350  $ 2,634,450  $ 3,466,500 

Annual Net Profit $ (260,460) $ 276,821  $ 374,330  $ 747,330 

• Facility is a 10 ton per hour (tph) facility in 
Scenarios 1‐3 and 15 tph for Scenario 4

• Ann Arbor is a 25 tph facility 
• Processes just under 20,000 tpy on one shift
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Regional Processing Collaboration ‐ TS
Baseline Scenario #1 & 

2 Multifamily Commercial

Tons 16,000  29,218  35,126  46,220 

Capital $ 790,000  $ 1,040,000  $ 1,040,000  $ 1,290,000 

Annual Operating $ 221,124  $ 307,040  $ 344,794  $ 425,401 

Annual Haul $ 280,140  $ 511,560  $ 614,880  $ 808,920 

Annual Revenue 
(Current ACR)

$ 48,000  $ 87,654  $ 105,378  $ 138,660 

Net Profit $ (453,264) $ (730,946) $ (854,296) $ (1,095,661)

• Material is loaded into 120‐cy transfer 
trailers and hauled to Southeast MI

• No economies of scale
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Regional Processing Collaboration
Baseline Baseline Scenario #1 Scenario #2

Recycling Tons 16,215  29,733  29,733 

Total ‐ Recycling $         4,731,075  $         7,320,577  $         5,077,807 

Total ‐ Trash $       30,568,463  $       25,986,232  $       19,257,924 

Total $       35,299,538  $       33,306,809  $       24,335,731 

Processing with MRF $            263,980  $            281,571 $    281,571

Total Cost $       35,563,518  $       33,025,238  $       24,054,160 

Processing with TS $            459,371  $          743,919  $          743,919 

Total Cost $       35,758,909  $       34,050,728  $       25,079,650 
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Other Impacts

Job Creation:
• Estimated 65‐80 construction jobs for building 

MRF.  18 full‐time operations jobs.
• Estimated 50+ jobs created in plastics 

reprocessors, paper mills, and other recycling‐
based manufacturers.

Pollution Impact:
• 27,480 Metric Tons CO2eq displaced.
• Equivalent to ~5,000 cars taken off the road.
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Presentation Outline

1. Project Overview
2. Expanding Curbside Access
3. Processing – MRF vs. TS
4. Collaboration Options
5. Discussion
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• Organize/coordinate public sector initiative
• Secure tonnage to achieve economies of scale
• Leverage other public sector assets
• Work with private sector
• Use power of contracting
• Focus on public/private partnership approach

How could this be accomplished?
‐ Key Components
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• Come to the procurement with site and tonnage
• Include financing arrangements from state
• Offer long term commitments
• Require vendor to bring financing, design, 

construction and operation
• Require vendor to bring their tons (merchant tons)
• Share risk on recycling markets
• Ask for transition of ownership to public over time
• Leverage procurement for other best practice 

requirements as well (carts, incentives, etc.)

How could this be accomplished?
‐ P3 Procurement Approach
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• To justify regional MRF, all single stream recyclables 
tonnage in the area must be directed there

• To reach sufficient tonnage, all communities need 
best practice collection programs w/universal access
• Mandatory recycling rolling cart
• Education and incentives
• Standardized list of recyclables

• Costs for collection of recycling can be offset by savings 
from avoided landfill tip fees, fewer tons of waste needing 
collection and consolidated waste collection contracting

• Long term upside – carbon credits via climate action plans

How could this be accomplished?
‐ Building Tonnage is Key to Scale
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• Governance for Coordinated Effort ‐ Options
• Common Third Party “Convenor”, or
• Intergovernmental Agreement, or
• Recycling Authority

• Commitments of Tonnage by Local Unit
• Commit to project, or to county, or to authority

• Tools for controlling tons and leveraging cost savings
• Non‐exclusive hauler licensing structure
• Preferred contracted hauler (who bills residents)
• Single hauler contract (who bills residents)
• Municipal crews

How could this be accomplished?
‐ Organizing Public Sector Role
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How could this be accomplished?
‐ Finding a Third Party Convenor: Pros and Cons

A pro‐active and agile third party convenor (for‐profit or non‐profit) can provide a 
common set of recycling services that each public entity contracts with  – achieving 
the required economies of scale to provide best practice single stream recycling

Advantages Disadvantages

• Can take action independently to 
bring best practice single stream 
recycling services to the region

• Can bring financing, facility design 
and operation, customer service and 
communication, market connection

• Can make everyone “look good” 
with state of the art solutions

• Informally organizes the public 
sector recycling efforts in the region 

• Very little public sector control of
direction – can’t assume that their 
solution is best practice solution

• Very little public sector “back stop” 
during tough financial times – needs 
other financial buffer (e.g. 
integrated hauler, integrated end‐
market, etc.)

• Requires “public good” third party 
mind‐set that doesn’t come easy in 
most cases – trust is fragile
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How could this be accomplished?
‐ Intergovernmental Agreements: Pros and Cons

Intergovernmental agreements that share common terms can organize local units 
together either directly or through each county and between counties to achieve 
the required economies of scale to provide best practice single stream recycling

Advantages Disadvantages

• The simplest way to formally 
organize the public sector recycling 
efforts in the region 

• Each local unit takes one action –
voting to approve the agreement –
necessary to move forward

• The intergovernmental agreement 
specifies the common elements of 
the best practice recycling system 
that will be implemented along with 
funding and governance 
mechanisms

• Requires a designated 
implementation agent – typically a 
county public works agency

• Getting all local units to agree to the 
same intergovernmental agreement 
structure is difficult/challenging

• Changing the agreement later on is 
also difficult and challenging

• Less flexible, less able to adapt to 
program needs as they develop

• Doesn’t tap into tools that authority 
structure provides (financing etc.)
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How could this be accomplished?
‐ Creating an Authority: Pros and Cons

An Authority can be an effective governance approach to establishing and funding 
projects that feature inter‐local cooperation, economies of scale, and a 
combination of environmental responsibility and fiscal soundness. 

Advantages Disadvantages

• Allocates power and responsibility to 
various participants;

• Bylaws detail administrative 
procedures; 

• Long term stability;
• Possibility of blending with any other 

organizational tool structures;
• Mechanism for legal structure is 

flexible and streamlined.

• Authorities tend to become more 
independent from local units;

• Representation on authority board 
can be a significant issue in control 
and accountability;

• The boards of many authorities are 
structured with staff or elected 
officials who may lack experience 
and expertise in recycling and waste 
management.
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How could this be accomplished?
‐ Choosing Right Public/Private Approach

Informal
• Use common 
Third Party 
Service Provider 
(Convenor)

Intergovernmental 
Agreements
• Hauler licensing
• Designated processing
• Common suite

Incorporation
• Creation of a 
Recycling Authority

STRONGER PUBLIC SECTOR ROLE

STRONGER PRIVATE SECTOR ROLE
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• Internal Vetting 
• Clarifying Questions
• Convene Subgroup – Public Sector Leaders
• Consider Next Steps in State Funding Process
• Inventory Assets (e.g. sites, governance, etc.)

• External Vetting
• Meet/Interview Private Service Providers
• Inventory Private Sector Service Options

How could this be accomplished?
‐ Possible Next Steps
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Presentation Outline

1. Project Overview
2. Expanding Curbside Access
3. Processing – MRF vs. TS
4. Collaboration Options
5. Discussion
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Discussion
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Contact Information

Nick Lange
RRS/Consultant
nlange@recycle.com      
773.255.7909
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Appendix
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Regional Processing Collaboration ‐MRF
Baseline Scenario #1 & 2 Multifamily Commercial

Tons 16,000  29,218  35,126  46,220 

Capacity 38,600  38,600  38,600  57,900 

Capital $ 6,520,000  $ 6,520,000  $ 6,520,000  $ 7,220,000 

Annual Operating $ 1,460,460  $ 1,914,529  $ 2,260,120  $ 2,719,170 

Annual Revenue (Current ACR) $ 1,200,000  $ 2,191,350  $ 2,634,450  $ 3,466,500 

Annual Net Profit $ (260,460) $ 276,821  $ 374,330  $ 747,330 

Per Ton Operating $ 91  $ 66  $ 64  $ 59 

Per Ton Revenue $ 75  $ 75  $ 75  $ 75 

Per Ton Net Profit $ (16) $ 9  $ 11  $ 16 

Simple Payback (Yrs) ‐ 24  17  9 

More risk at current tonnage
East Lansing currently pays $44/ton for Granger
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Regional Processing Collaboration ‐MRF
Baseline Scenario #1 & 2 Multifamily Commercial

Tons 16,000  29,218  35,126  46,220 

Capacity 38,600  38,600  38,600  57,900 

Capital $ 6,520,000  $ 6,520,000  $ 6,520,000  $ 7,220,000 

Annual Operating $ 1,460,460  $ 1,914,529  $ 2,260,120  $ 2,719,170 

Annual Revenue (Current ACR) $ 1,200,000  $ 2,191,350  $ 2,634,450  $ 3,466,500 

Annual Net Profit $ (260,460) $ 276,821  $ 374,330  $ 747,330 

Per Ton Operating $ 91  $ 66  $ 64  $ 59 

Per Ton Revenue $ 75  $ 75  $ 75  $ 75 

Per Ton Net Profit $ (16) $ 9  $ 11  $ 16 

Simple Payback (Yrs) ‐ 24  17  9 

Annual Revenue (5‐yr avg) $ 1,648,000  $ 3,009,454  $ 3,617,978  $ 4,760,660 

Annual Net Profit $ 187,540  $ 1,094,925  $ 1,357,858  $ 2,041,490 

Per Ton Revenue (5‐yr avg) $ 103  $ 103  $ 103  $ 103 

Per Ton Net Profit $ 12  $ 37  $ 39  $ 44 

Simple Payback (Yrs) 35  6  5  4 
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Regional Processing Collaboration ‐ TS
Baseline Scenario #1 & 2 Multifamily Commercial

Tons 16,000  29,218  35,126  46,220 

Capital $ 790,000  $ 1,040,000  $ 1,040,000  $ 1,290,000 

Annual Operating $ 221,124  $ 307,040  $ 344,794  $ 425,401 

Annual Haul $ 280,140  $ 511,560  $ 614,880  $ 808,920 

Annual Revenue (Current ACR) $ 48,000  $ 87,654  $ 105,378  $ 138,660 

Net Profit $ (453,264) $ (730,946) $ (854,296) $ (1,095,661)

Per Ton Operating $ 13.82  $ 10.51  $ 9.82  $ 9.20 

Per Ton Haul $ 17.51  $ 17.51  $ 17.50  $ 17.50 

Per Ton Revenue (Current ACR) $ 3.00 $ 3.00 $ 3.00 $ 3.00

Per Ton Profit $ (28.33) $ (25.02) $ (24.32) $ (23.71)

• Revenue is shared with processing facility and 
processing fee is paid first

• ($70 ‐ $65) * 60% = $3/ton
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Regional Processing Collaboration ‐ TS
Baseline Scenario #1 & 2 Multifamily Commercial

Tons 16,000  29,218  35,126  46,220 

Capital $ 790,000  $ 1,040,000  $ 1,040,000  $ 1,290,000 

Annual Operating $ 221,124  $ 307,040  $ 344,794  $ 425,401 

Annual Haul $ 280,140  $ 511,560  $ 614,880  $ 808,920 

Annual Revenue (Current ACR) $ 48,000  $ 87,654  $ 105,378  $ 138,660 

Net Profit $ (453,264) $ (730,946) $ (854,296) $ (1,095,661)

Per Ton Operating $ 13.82  $ 10.51  $ 9.82  $ 9.20 

Per Ton Haul $ 17.51  $ 17.51  $ 17.50  $ 17.50 

Per Ton Revenue (Current ACR) $ 0.06  $ 0.08  $ 0.10  $ 0.11 

Per Ton Profit $ (28.33) $ (25.02) $ (24.32) $ (23.71)

Annual Revenue (5‐yr avg) $ 364,800  $ 666,170  $ 800,873  $ 1,053,816 

Annual Net Profit $ (136,464) $ (152,430) $ (158,802) $ (180,505)

Per Ton Revenue (5‐yr avg) $ 22.80  $ 22.80  $ 22.80  $ 22.80 

Per Ton Net Profit $ (8.53) $ (5.22) $ (4.52) $ (3.91)



























































 

Document can be viewed at: 

http://www.lansingmi.gov/Documents_Placed_on_File 





As Adopted in 2015, under Resolution 2015-264 10/1/2015 
1st Draft Working Copy for the FY2017/2018 Budget 

Must be adopted by 10/1/2016 (Council Meeting 9/26/2016) 
 

BY THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LANSING 

 
 

WHEREAS, the Charter of the City of Lansing requires the Council to adopt an annual 
statement of Budget Policies and Priorities serving to guide the Administration in 
developing and presenting the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 budget; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council, with joint efforts from the Administration and the Financial 
Health Team, established the following Mission/Vision and goals; and 
 
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 

a. The City’s diverse economy generates and retains (sustains) high quality 

stable jobs that strengthen the sales and property tax base and contribute 

to an exceptional quality of life. 

b. The City is governed in a transparent, efficient, accountable and 

responsive manner on behalf of all citizens. 

c. The City’s neighborhoods have various resources that allow them to be on 

a long term viable and appealing basis. 

d. Support economic development initiatives that promote and retain new 

industries and markets.  

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

city resources. 

a. Wise stewardship of financial resources results in the City’s ability to meet 

and exceed service demands and obligations without compromising the 

ability of future generations to do the same. 

b. Pursue and facilitate shared services regionally that allow for cost savings 

and revenue enhancement. 

c. Support initiatives that build the City’s property and income tax base. 

 

III. Providing reliable, efficient and quality services that are responsive to the needs 
of residents and businesses. 

a. The City’s core services and infrastructure are efficiently, effectively and 
strategically delivered to enable economic development and to maintain  
citizen’s health, safety and general welfare. 
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IV. Adopting sustainable practices that protect and enhance our cultural, natural and 

historical resources.  

a. Seek partnership opportunities with educational and corporate institutions 

and to maintain and expand our talent base. 

b. Create vibrant places, support events and activities that showcase our 

waterfront and green spaces. 

c. Raise the level of support for projects and initiatives that showcase local 

and state history. 

 

V. Facilitating regional collaboration and connecting communities. 

a. The City has a safe efficient and well connected multimodal transportation 

system that contributes to a high quality of life and is sensitive to 

surrounding uses. 

b. Seek a balanced distribution of affordable housing in the tri-county region. 

 

WHEREAS, the City Council would like to continue its commitment, if funding is 
available, to: 
 

 Maintain and improve the City’s infrastructure; 

 Preserve and ensure clean, safe, well-maintained housing and neighborhoods; 

 Provide comprehensive and affordable recreational programs and youth and 
family services; 

 Explore alternatives for improved efficiency in service and delivery; and 
 
WHEREAS, in considering these Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Budget priorities, the 
Administration is encouraged to ascertain the feasibility of funding any new programs 
through either the reduction of spending in existing program areas or the exploration of 
new funding sources that would assure the sustainability of the program; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Administration is encouraged to supplement, not supplant any existing 
resources for police, fire and local roads with the General Fund revenues collected 
under this millage; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Administration was requested to include in its Fiscal Year 2016-2017 
Budget, the necessary funding to accomplish all requested plans, studies, evaluations, 
reviews, report submissions, program assessments, and analyses noted within this 
resolution below, or alternatively documentation as to why such activities are 
prohibitively costly; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Lansing City Charter states that the budget proposal due on the fourth 
Monday in March of each year shall contain “the necessary information for 
understanding the budget” and how the proposal addresses the priorities proposed by 
the City Council. 
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NOW BE IT RESOLVED, that the Lansing City Council, hereby, acknowledges that the 
City will likely need to adopt, at best, a budget which recognizes the structural changes 
that are the result of lost revenues and future liabilities, encourages the Administration 
to prudently develop next year’s budget with the following conditions: 
 

 Protection of public and emergency services. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED,  that the Administration review the attached statement of 
policies and priorities and implement those items that would boost efficiencies to 
increase productivity or reduce costs, that could replace existing programming, or if 
funding becomes available, that could be considered as new programming; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Administration is requested to the extent 
practicable to include non-appropriations clauses and other similar out provisions in 
existing and future leases, and vendor contracts upon review of City Council; and 
 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Administration provide all 
requested plans, studies, evaluations, reviews, report submissions, program 
assessments, and analyses noted within this resolution below, or alternatively 
documentation as to why such activities were prohibitively costly, by the fourth Monday 
in March 2017. 
 

I. Promoting a vibrant, safe, healthy and inclusive community that provides 

opportunity for personal and economic growth for residents, businesses and 

visitors. 

a)   The City’s diverse economy generates and retains (sustains) high quality 

stable jobs that strengthen the sales and property tax base and contribute 

to an exceptional quality of life 

 

(1) Economic Development The Administration should require a 
beautification standard/expectation and a storm water mitigation 
plan for all proposed development projects that receive incentives 
from the City. Such standards should serve as a planning and 
economic development tool that will enhance property values, 
create jobs, and revitalize neighborhoods and business areas. 
These standards and plan should be presented to the City Council. 

 

b) The City is governed in a transparent efficient accountable and 

responsive manner on behalf of all citizens. 

 

(1) Administration is to present to City Council a delineation of 

recommendations of the Financial Health Team, noting which 

recommendations have been implemented, which are in the FY 

2017/2018 proposed Budget, which are planned to be implemented 
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at a future time, and which have been determined not to be 

implemented at any time.  A timetable for future implementation is 

requested. 

 

(2) Administration is to present to Council a Supplemental Accounting 

Level Detail.  Administration is to develop a plan and timeline for 

the implementation of performance based budgeting. 

 

(3) Develop and analyze a cost recovery schedule for City services. 

 

(4) Develop a return on investment analysis for all proposed changes 

in City services. 

 
(5) Identify and provide a complete and ongoing analysis of the City’s 

structural deficits and the Administration’s plan to eliminate the 

same. 

 
(6) Incorporate into the proposed Budget a 5-Year projection of 

revenues and expenditures. 

 

c) The City’s neighborhoods have various resources that allow them to be 

long term viable and appealing. 

(1) Administration research and issue a report on surrounding 
community models for neighborhood organization technical support 
structure within the City.  

 

(2) Expedite Improving Abandoned Residential and Commercial 
Buildings: The City Attorney and the Planning and Neighborhood 
Development Department should continue expediting the forced 
improvements or closure of abandoned, neglected, and burned out 
houses and commercial buildings, and use the International 
Property Maintenance Code (IPMC). 

 
(3) Grocery Stores: The Administration and the City of Lansing 

Economic Development Corporation should pursue grocery stores 
in the urban core using all State and Federal incentives, such as 
Public Act 231 of 2008 (Tax Incentive for the establishment of retail 
groceries promoting healthy foods), the Federal Community and 
Economic Development Healthy Food Financing Initiative and the 
issuance of a national request for proposals, to be shared with the 
Lansing City Council, to encourage the location of urban grocery 
stores.  
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(4) Code Compliance:  The Administration shall ensure the Code 
Compliance Department is conducting the appropriate inspections 
and issuing appropriate fines to ensure the buildings in our City are 
safe and that we have quality neighborhoods.  The Administration 
is to conduct a study of the Code Compliance needs for the City 
and report back to the City Council on the findings of the study. 
 

d) Support economic development initiatives that promote and retain new 

industries and markets.  

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

City resources. 

a) Wise stewardship of financial resources results in the City’s ability to 

meet and exceed service demands and obligations without 

compromising the ability of future generations to do the same. 

(1)  Administration is requested to submit the following list of deliverables 

when they are due per City Charter and State Statue and adhere to them 

based on these priorities. 

 

(a) Comprehensive Annual Financial Audit (CAFR)- annually, no later than 

December 31st of each year, in accordance with the State Statue. 

 

(b) During the months of October, January and April of each fiscal year, 

the Director of Finance shall provide a written report showing the 

control of expenditures. (Charter- Article 7-110) 

 
(c) By September 1st of each fiscal year, the Administration shall provide a 

written budget update report so that Council can review their standings 

on current budget items in preparation for the Council required creation 

of Budget Policies and Priorities that need to be adopted by October 1, 

2016. (Charter- Article 7-102) 

 

(d) No later than the last regular City Council meeting in January of each 

year, the Mayor shall present a state of the City report to the City 

Council and to the public. (Charter- Article 4 -102.4) 

 

(e) The Mayor shall submit the Proposed Budget with annual estimate of 

all revenues and annual appropriation of expenditures no later than the 

4th Monday in March of each year. (Charter – Article 7-101) 
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(f) Administration shall present to Council each department budget in 

preparation for Council to adopt the Budget Resolution no later than 

the 3rd Monday in May each year.  

b) Pursue and facilitate shared services regionally that allow for cost 

savings and revenue enhancement. 

(1) Administration pursue partnerships with stakeholders, (intra 
municipal and intergovernmental), to align services in relation to 
public services. 

 

(2) Facilities Plan: The Administration is requested to submit to the City 
Council a five and ten year Master Facilities Plan including school 
and county facilities that are used for current and future City uses. 
City Council is also requesting that the Administration continue to 
work on any delayed maintenance issues with regard to all City 
Facilities.  

 

c) Support initiatives that build City’s property and income tax base 

 

III. Providing reliable, efficient and quality services that are responsive to the needs 

of residents and businesses. 

a)   The City’s core services and infrastructure are efficiently, effectively and 

strategically delivered to enable economic development and to maintain 

citizen’s health, safety and general welfare. 

(1)  Establish and report to the Lansing City Council uniform procedures 

for staff and contractors pertaining to code compliance remediation 

and reporting. 

(2) City-wide Emergency Preparedness:  The Administration should 

allocate sufficient funding for the Emergency Management Division 

to prepare City Employees with appropriate emergency training, 

continue efforts to prepare the public and neighborhood groups to 

assist in emergencies, and provide basic search and rescue 

operations and necessary emergency equipment at key City 

facilities, and communicate the plan to the Lansing City Council and 

the public.  Updated and continual training should be provided.  The 

Administration shall assist residents in times of unforeseen 

disasters. 

 

(3) Fire Facilities Maintenance:  The Administration is to conduct a 

study of the maintenance needs of all fire stations and report to City 
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Council an update of the status of the study by the 4th Monday of 

March. 

 
(4) Regionalism:  The Administration should continue with the current 

regional efforts, and look into the possibility of expanding the efforts. 

 
(5) Police-Community Relations: The Police Department should 

continue to ensure and work on improving police-community 

relations.  Reaffirm the City’s commitment to equality and freedom 

for all people regardless of actual or perceived race, sex, religion, 

ancestry, national origin, color, age, height, weight, student status, 

marital status, familiar status, housing status, military discharge 

status, sexual orientation, gender identification or express, mental or 

physical limitation, and legal source of income. 

 
(6) Crime Prevention:  The Administration is requested and encouraged 

to invest in programs for long-term crime prevention strategies. 

 
(7) Allocate Overtime for Zero Tolerance Areas:  The Administration 

should earmark sufficient overtime funds for patrol officers to 

address problem solving to help curtain crime in zero tolerance 

areas. 

 
(8) Community Policing:  Continue to develop programming and search 

for grant funds to increase COPs in neighborhoods with a goal not 

only to reduce crime but to stabilize the neighborhood over an 

extended period of time that will help to ensure its ability to rebound. 

 
(9) Leadership vacancies: Develop and implement a plan and timeline 

to fill all funded vacancies and provide a report to City Council. 

IV. Adopting sustainable practices that protect and enhance our cultural, natural and 

historical resources.  

a)    Seek partnership opportunities with educational and corporate institutions 

and to maintain and expand our talent base. 

b) Create vibrant places, support events and activities that showcase our 

waterfront and green spaces. 

(1) Trail/Greenways The Administration should encourage the Parks 
and Recreation Department to work collaboratively with the Tri-
County Planning Commission to develop/expand our 
citywide/regional trail system and seek opportunities to reduce 
expenses in this effort. Additionally, look at the feasibility of 
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connecting the River Trail (through bike lanes/Greenways to Trails) 
where there is currently no access to the trail. 

 

c) Raise the level of support for projects and initiatives that showcase local 

and state history. 

 

V. Facilitating regional collaboration and connecting communities 

a) The City has a safe efficient and well connected multimodal transportation 

system that contributes to a high quality of life and is sensitive to 

surrounding uses. 

 
(1) Corridor: City Council encourages the Administration continue to 

develop a plan and report its status to the Lansing City Council that 
seeks to revitalize and enhance all major corridors that lead into the 
City. 

 

b) Seek a balanced distribution of affordable housing in the tri-county region. 

 

c) Administration shall encourage the Lansing School District Board to re-

enact a functional Intergovernmental Relations Committee that is 

comparative to our Intergovernmental Relations Committee. 
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