
 

                              
AGENDA 

Committee of the Whole 
Monday, October 28, 2019 @ 5:30 p.m.  

Tony Benavides Lansing City Council Chambers, City Hall 10th Floor 
 

Council Member Wood, Chairperson                   
Council Member Spadafore, Vice Chairperson 
 
1. Call to Order 

 
2. Roll Call 

 
3. Minutes  

 October 14, 2019 
 

4. Public Comment on Agenda Items (Up to 3 Minutes) 
 

5. Presentations: 

 Ingham County Fair Director McKeever 

 Friends of Lansing Cemetery – Loretta Stanaway 

 “Not Without Us” Findings – Annie Urasky 
 

6. Discussion/Action: 
A.) DISCUSSION – Communication from Michigan Department of Treasury 

RE: Audit of Minimum Assessing Requirements Review (AMAR) Update 
 
{Closed Session} 

 Ratification of Union Contract- Capital City Labor Program (CCLP) Non-Supervisory Unit 
 

 Ratification of Union Contract – Capital City Labor Program (CCLP) Supervisory Unit 
(PENDING UNION RATIFICATION) 

 
{Reconvene} 

B.) RESOLUTION – Ratification of Union Contract – CCLP Non-Supervisory 
 
C.) RESOLUTION – Ratification of Union Contract –CCLP Supervisory 

 
7. Other 
8. 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, October 14, 2019 @ 5:30 p.m. 

Tony Benavides Lansing City Council Chambers 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER   
Council Member Wood called the meeting called to order at 5:30 p.m.  
 
PRESENT 
Councilmember Kathie Dunbar- arrived at 5:35 p.m. 

Councilmember Jeremy A. Garza 

Councilmember Adam Hussain 
Council Member Brian T. Jackson 

Councilmember Peter Spadafore 

Councilmember Patricia Spitzley- excused 

Councilmember Jody Washington 
Councilmember Carol Wood  
 
OTHERS PRESENT 
Sherrie Boak, Council Staff 
Eric Brewer, Council Internal Auditor 
Jim Smiertka, City Attorney 
Nick Tate, Litigation Attorney 
Lisa Hagen, Assistant City Attorney/Council Research Assistant 
Loretta Stanaway 
Bob Trezise, LEAP 
Kris Klein, LEAP 
Hannah Bryant, LEAP 
 
MINUTES 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER SPADAFORE TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM 
SEPTEMBER 30, 2019 AS PRESENTED. MOTION CARRIED 6-0. 
 
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER SPADAFORE TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM THE 
OCTOBER 7, 2019 MEETING AS PRESENTED.  MOTION CARRIED 6-0. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Ms. Stanaway spoke on items on the Council agenda including brownfields and in opposition 
to offer funding towards developers. 
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Presentations 
Economic Development & Planning Updates including LEAP 
Mr. Trezise distributed handouts to the Committee, and then began his presentation on 
Brownfields, capturing taxes, reimbursement of taxes and incentives.  Council Member 
Spadafore mentioned that there have been examples in the past where a developer has had 
issues even to the extent of a complaint to the State, and in those cases is there an inspection 
when LEAP is providing incentives to do a due diligence on the project.  Mr. Trezise did 
confirm there are inspections.  Council President Wood noted that LEAP has acknowledged 
the developer pay back for addressing the environmental issues but those funds are not going 
back into the general fund for normal business of running the City and encouraged the City 
Council Auditor to research this practice.  She then admitted that under Mayor Hollister the 
City did not do the amount of OPRA’s or Brownfields and the City did suffer because of that.  
Council Member Spadafore asked how long the City has been doing Brownfields and which of 
those are back to paying taxes to the City, not to the project.  Mr. Trezise stated they have 
approved 78 Brownfields in the last 25 years with the first one in 1999.  Currently there are 26-
28 that are active Brownfields that are still be captured.  Reimbursement is done only when 
they tear down and rebuild.  Council Member Spadafore asked how many of the 78 were 30 
year Brownfields and Mr. Trezise was not able to provide that information, but his opinion was 
that most were a 15-year range.  Council Member Spadafore asked LEAP to follow up to let 
Council know of the 78, which are not active and which were successful.  Council Member 
Hussain asked who was responsible for inspecting and checking up on the Brownfields, 
confirming they provided the jobs they stated they would, transparency in bidding, etc.  He too 
asked LEAP to follow up with Council on historical data, so when Council can use it to vet 
applications.  Mr. Trezise acknowledged they do audit all incentives projects and have 
information on their website.  He was then asked if they “self-audit” and Mr. Trezise state they 
review what Council puts in the agreements and the developer has 2 years to do the project 
per the agreement, so LEAP performs an audit every 2 years on the project.  He then admitted 
they do not have the resources to have “boots on the ground” of the project, but they do a 
deep audit and monitoring.  Council Member Washington asked if there has been a discussion 
with the Treasury on the audit of the income taxes for the projects.  Mr. Trezise admitted in 
2006 the process was taken from the HRCS Department and shifted to LEAP, but would 
welcome another Department to take that task on, at which he was encouraged to speak to 
the Mayor.  Mr. Smiertka confirmed that the universal development agreement does have 
provisions that address collection of income taxes, place in the contract, and post on the job 
sites the requirement for income tax and reporting.    Council President Wood stated that she 
understood that some of the Unions have offered to do the monitoring also.  Council Member 
Jackson encouraged negotiating 15 year Brownfields instead of 30, the so funds would 
increase sooner, or consider a way to have incremental increases.  Council Member Hussain 
asked if other municipalities have ever taken possession of properties, done the abatement 
themselves and gotten the Brownfield incentives.  Mr. Trezise stated that sometimes there are 
a lack of incentives, and some states still utilize eminent domain and obtain property that way.  
Council President Wood asked if there is anything currently happening in the Michigan 
Legislature that would allow a community to collect a public safety fee in the Brownfield. 
 
The presentation moved into the strategy that LEAP does to attract businesses and economic 
development.  Council President Wood asked about the work LEAP does regionally and if they 
receive funds from other municipalities.  Mr. Trezise confirmed they have a 8 year contract for 
the City of Lansing, and they have three counties where they collect $3,000 - $15,000.  LEAP 
does regional practices that the City and those other municipalities all benefit from.  He then 
stated when approached by potential businesses, they already have a certain criteria of where 
they want to be or can be.  Council Member Hussain asked if there have been any attempts to 
coordinate with LEDC, Public Service and MDOT on their projects and providing outreach, 
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information and resources to the businesses that will be effected by their forthcoming projects.  
Mr. Trezise admitted they focus more regionally on businesses with 500 or more customers 
and it is hard to go door to door with small businesses.  He added that they could consider 
programs. 
 
DISCUSSION/ACTION: 
Executive Order 2019-07- Adoption of Universal Development Agreement 
Council President Wood provided an explanation that this was an Executive Order that does 
not require Council approval in any form, and therefore the purpose of this discussion is to 
make sure Council can have a discussion and get any questions answered.  Mr. Smiertka 
outlined the document, noting that this was for use for developing projects that use economic 
incentives.  This would not apply to real estate transfers because those are covered under the 
development agreements.  The Executive Order itself is done by the Mayor to implement 
projects with performance measures, timelines, reporting, and objectives.  There are no direct 
City funds involved with this order or agreement, and it has been vetted through labor, the 
Chamber of Commerce and OCA.  The Committee proceeded with a review of the document.  
On page 4, Council Member Garza asked who is responsible for making sure the incomes 
taxes are required and paid, and Mr. Smiertka stated it would appear later in the document.  
The Committee continued review and Mr. Smiertka referenced page 6, Section 3 the 
application and Section 5 with the term and conditions of completion.  Also included in the 
document was the commitment to hire local labor on page 10 and the commitment to pay 
taxes on page 11.  Council Member Jackson asked, if this was an Executive Order with  no 
Council action, why were not all Council Members approached, because if approached he 
would have asked that the document incorporated mitigation on the climate crisis, and an 
incentive for building with high energy standards.  Council President Wood informed Council 
Member Jackson that since 2008 the Council has been working on a Universal Development 
Agreement on the books and this was based on the Administration addressing past 
recommendations, communications with the Chamber and other universal agreements.  
Council Member Dunbar stated that having an Executive Order in place does not preclude 
Council from amending what Council has adopted in the past to add climate action.  Mr. 
Trezise was then asked if the agreement offers any incentives for those standards, and he 
stated no.  Council President Wood noted that with the previous Executive Order with the past 
Administration, the Council adopted a universal agreement, however that is no null and void 
since the Executive Order. In addition, since the Executive Order is now in place, Council 
cannot create another document unless they write an Ordinance. 
 
Adjourn 
The meeting adjourned at 7:05 p.m. 
Respectfully Submitted by,   
Sherrie Boak, Recording Secretary 
Lansing City Council 
Approved by the Committee on  









Not Without Us Census and 
Needs Assessment

Michigan Department of Civil Rights 
Division on Deaf, DeafBlind and Hard 

of Hearing

Director Annie Urasky

October 28, 2019



NOT WITHOUT US

 Multifaceted research project to estimate the size of the Deaf, 
DeafBlind, and Hard of Hearing communities and to understand 
experiences, preferences, and needs to inform policy and program 
development

 Statewide survey to determine incidence and type of hearing loss 
(n=3,600)

 Comprehensive needs assessment covering multiple domains including 
communication preferences, education and employment experiences, 
health and health care access, access to public services, and policy and 
program priorities (n=872)

 Research team included Public Sector Consultants and Madonna 
University Sign Language Studies Department



INITIATIVE GOALS

 The initiative’s primary goals are to:
 Gather current and accurate information about the 
population of Deaf, DeafBlind, and Hard of Hearing people in 
Michigan

 Understand the needs of the people within these 
communities to guide development of future policies and 
programs

 Share and discuss this data with a broad audience



STEERING COMMITTEE

 The project team convened 
an 8‐member steering team 
to provide strategic counsel 
and to approve project 
materials. 

 Teddy Dorsette

 Liz Kobylak

 Nan Asher

 Dr. Michael McKee

 Tanya Wyatt

 Matthew Stephens

 Debbie Mitre‐Smith

 Sean Forbes



NOT WITHOUT US

www.NotWithoutUsMich.org



CENSUS



CENSUS: WHAT DID WE LEARN?

 The new census reveals the last 
population estimate vastly 
undercounted the DDBHH 
communities in Michigan.

 Previously, the census estimated 
the population at 4%, but the 
Not Without Us census estimated 
found the population was 7.41% 
– nearly double the previous 
estimate.

 The percentage of population 
and type of hearing loss vary 
across the state.

Hard of Hearing
632,825

Deaf
45,853

DeafBlind
10,165



NEEDS 
ASSESSMENT



 The needs assessment covers all areas of an individual’s 
life where they might face barriers due to having a 
different level of hearing including:
 Demographics
 Communication preferences
 Education and employment
 Housing and transportation 
 Healthcare and access to services 
 Priorities for the State in providing services

 Questions, especially those regarding access to health 
care, education and employment were tailored based on 
the age of onset and the current age of respondents.

OVERVIEW



SURVEY DEMOGRAPHICS
 Good representation of the population by age, gender, 

type of hearing loss, and geography.

 Almost 30% of Hard of Hearing respondents were 65 and over while over 
one‐third of DeafBlind respondents were 14 or younger.

 Black/African‐American, American Indian/Alaska Natives, and Hispanic
populations appear to be underrepresented.

Deaf/deaf
6%

DeafBlind
2%

Hard of 
Hearing

86%

Other
6%

Hard of 
Hearing

49%Deaf/deaf
44%

DeafBlind
5%

Other
1%

Skip
1%



COMMUNICATION 
NEEDS AND 

PREFERENCES



 Most Deaf/deaf and DeafBlind 
individuals are bilingual. 

 Nearly 20% of Hard of Hearing 
individuals use sign language, 
including American Sign 
Language (ASL).

 Individuals use a variety of 
communication methods and 
tools.

 Barriers exist for accessing nearly 
all communication services and 
tools.

KEY FINDING: LANGUAGE USE

Bilingual (ASL/
English Respondents)

Deaf: 57%

DeafBlind: 55%

Hard of Hearing: 19%



INTERPRETER PREFERENCE AND 
AVAILABILITY

Use of in‐person interpreters or 
video remote interpreters (VRI)

• 73% prefer in‐person
• 20% depends on situation

• 4 % prefer VRI 
• 3% no preference



EXPERIENCE WITH INTERPRETERS

30%

14%

19%

21%

5%

8%

35%

20%

28%

28%

15%

17%

12%

10%

10%

10%

16%

19%

4%

4%

5%

6%

16%

13%

2%

3%

7%

3%

20%

16%

16%

49%

32%

32%

29%

27%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Medical appointments

Legal appointments

Work

School

Less than 24 hours

Two-week notice

Excellent Good Fair Poor Very poor Don't know or not applicable

Scheduling

Interpreting Setting



CAPTIONING

Access to Live Captioning Services

28% say live captioning is important for 
meetings and public events

70 percent have issues with availability of 
captioning 



ACCESS TO 
SERVICES



KEY FINDING: ACCESS TO SERVICES
 Many respondents qualify for a variety of services provided by 

government agencies, non‐profits and other organizations for 
assistance with employment opportunities, communication tools, 
income‐based services, and other social services. 

 The key to be able to participate in these programs and services 
depend on how accessible these services are.



KEY FINDINGS: 
ACCESS TO SERVICES

Government programs

% of Respondents 
who identified the 

service as being 
applicable

Might apply to 
you, but you 

have not applied

Applied but 
not 

receiving 
service

Currently 
receiving 

service

Received 
service in 

the past, but 
no longer do

Michigan Rehabilitation 
Services (MRS)

50% 30% 4% 22% 55%

Medicare 45% 11% 3% 78% 9%
Social Security Disability 
Insurance (SSDI)

36% 23% 9% 50% 18%

Medicaid, (e.g.: Healthy 
Michigan Plan, MIChild or MI 
Health Link

32% 8% 9% 59% 24%

Food Assistance (SNAP, Bridge 
Card, WIC)

26% 16% 11% 38% 35%

Children’s Special Health Care 
Services

22% 19% 2% 47% 32%

Mental Health Services (e.g.: 
CMH)

20% 47% 4% 22% 26%

Disability Network/Center for 
Independent Living 

18% 75% 2% 7% 16%

Michigan Bureau of Services 
for Blind Persons, or BSBP

8& 53% 5% 13% 28%



KEY FINDING: ACCESS TO SERVICES

 Many programs ask individuals to prove eligibility, which can be tough to navigate 
for those who have different communication preferences. 

 No access to communication assistance: 68%

 Agency limitations: 76%

 Application difficulties: 37%

 Uncertainty about qualifications: 34%

 Other: 17%



PRIORITIES



KEY FINDING: TOP PRIORITIES FOR THE 
DIVISION
Deaf and DeafBlind
 Promote legislation which 

protects rights of people who are 
deaf, deafblind and hard of 
hearing to ensure funding for 
programs/services

 Improve quality of services and 
accommodations for deaf, 
deafblind and hard of hearing

 Educate state agencies and public 
to ensure communication access. 

Hard of Hearing
 Advocate for hearing aid coverage 

through health insurance, 

 Promote legislation which 
protects rights of people who are 
deaf, deafblind and hard of 
hearing, and to ensure funding 
for programs/services

 Educate state agencies and public 
to ensure communication access



NEXT STEPS

 Community Conversations 
 Can be accessed at our website at:
 https://www.michigan.gov/documents/mdcr/MDCR
_NWU_Viewbook_FINAL_666094_7.pdf

Weekly video posts on key takeaways from survey 
results
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