
AGENDA 

Committee of the Whole 
AGENDA FOR MAY 8, 2023 AT 5:00 PM 

 

 
Lansing City Hall, Tony Benavides Lansing City Council Chambers 

124 W. Michigan Avenue, 10th Floor 
To provide input or ask questions on any item that is listed on the agenda, 

members of the public may contact the City Council at city.council@lansingmi.gov or (517) 483-4177 prior to the meeting. 
 

 

 
Council Member Wood, Chairperson                   
Council Member Garza, Vice Chairperson 

1. Call to Order  
2. Roll Call  
3. Minutes  
 A. May 1, 2023 
4. Public Comment on Agenda Items (Up to 3 Minutes)  
5. Presentations:  

 

B. Department Budget Presentations (If materials were provided by the department they are available in 
the online packet) 

• Mayor and Community Media 
• City Clerk 
• Union Representatives 

6. Discussion/Action:  

 

C. RESOLUTION - Reappointments; Arts and Culture Commission: Diane Gardin(At Large), Kevin Bonds (2nd 
Ward), Mary Toshach( At Large)- Terms to Expire 6/30/2027; Board of Fire Commissioners: Kathleen Tobe 
(3rd Ward), Mallory Willis (At Large)- Terms to Expire 6/30/2027; Board of Police Commissioners: Damon 
Milton(At Large), Guillermo Lopez (3rd Ward)- Terms to Expire 6/30/2027; Board of Public Service: Jason 
Wilkes(At Large), Thomas Hickson Jr (3rd Ward)- Terms to Expire 6/30/2027; Board of Zoning Appeals: 
Jordan Leaming (At Large), Kurt Berryman (At Large)- Terms to Expire 6/30/2026; Capital Area 
Transportation Authority Board: Darlene Fancher (City)- Term to Expire 6/30/2026; Downtown Lansing, Inc. 
Board: Karl Dorshimer( City) - Term to Expire 6/30/2027; Historic District Commission: James Bell (At Large) 
-Term to Expire 6/30/2026; Lansing Entertainment and Public Facilities Authority Board of Commissioners; 
Danielle Lenz(At Large), Larry Leatherwood (At Large), Maureen Saxton ((At Large)- Terms to Expire 
6/30/2026; Lansing Gateway Corridor Improvement Authority Board of Directors (North Grand River): 
Dianne Hartwell (Resident)- Term to Expire 6/30/2027; Michigan Avenue Corridor Improvement Authority 
Board of Directors: Elaine Barr (Member), Joan Nelson (Member)- Terms to Expire 6/30/2027; Park Board: 
Isaac Francisco(3rd Ward) -Term to Expire 6/30/2027; Planning Commission: Monte Jackson (At Large) - 
Term to Expire 6/30/2027 

 D. RESOLUTION - CDBG Annual Action Plan 
7. Other  
8. Adjourn  
 
Persons with disabilities who need an accommodation to fully participate in these meetings should contact the City 
Council Office at 517-483-4177  (TTY 711) 24 hour notice may be needed for certain accommodations.  An attempt 
will be made to grant all reasonable accommodation requests. 
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MINUTES

Committee of the Whole 
Monday, May 1, 2023 @ 5:30 p.m. 

Tony Benavides Lansing City Council Chambers

CALL TO ORDER  
Council President Wood called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m.

PRESENT
Council Member Carol Wood
Council Member Jeremy Garza
Councilmember Adam Hussain - excused
Councilmember Peter Spadafore
Councilmember Patricia Spitzley
Councilmember Brian T. Jackson
Councilmember Jeffrey Brown
Councilmember Ryan Kost

OTHERS PRESENT
Sherrie Boak, Council Office Manager
Jim Smiertka, OCA
Lisa Hagen-Lawrence, OCA
Emily Linden, Internal Auditor
Jane DiSessa, Deputy Mayor
Chief Sosebee, LPD
Cheryl Rupprecht, LPD Budget Director
Cathleen Edgerly, DLI
Sharon Frischman, Assessing
Scott Keith, LEPFA
Tristan Wright, LEPFA
Karl Dorshimer, LEDC
Kris Klein, LEDC
Kim Coleman, HRCS
Joseph MacDonald, HRCS
Toni Young, HRCS
Kim Dunbar, HRCS
Willard Walker, HRCS
Jackson Mills, Budget
Desiree Kirkland, Finance Director
Michael Lynn
Nicholas Zande
Erika Lynn
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Minutes
MOTION BY COUNCIL MEMBER SPADAFORE TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM THE 
APRIL 24, 2023 AS PRESENTED.  MOTION CARRIED 7-0.

Public Comment
Mr. Lynn asked Council to ask the following questions to the City Attorney:
How are outside attorneys funded, if the answer is “pulled from other departments” where is 
the data on that, where does the funds come from for settlements and what is the total thus 
far, and if that is “pulled from other departments” where is that data, how are judgements paid, 
if paid by insurance and the deductible is large does it make it harder for the City to be 
insured, and where are those funds coming from and the data for that.  Lastly, he asked why 
there was no mention of his verdict in the attorney budget information.

Mr. Zande asked about LPD spending and spoke in opposition to the amount spent in the LPD 
budget.

Ms. Lynn asked the Council ask what funds the City are using when cases go to court, and is 
there any thought process to risk first reward.  She also asked where the funds are being 
pulled from.  Then she asked about the implications of the budget and provided questions for 
departments such as what their rationale is, how does it align with strategic goals and 
objectives, ask them for any major risks associated with the proposed budgets, how will the 
department measure and impacts, and how will the department ensure transparency in the 
budget and the actuals.

Presentations
Department Budget Presentations
Council President Wood referenced the seven (7) question document in the folder and asked 
each department to address those and any separate reports should be submitted to Council 
but not for discussion tonight.

Lansing Police Department
What is the difference with your budget from current fiscal year to the proposed budget?
Chief Sosebee explained that the FY 23 budget was $54 million which is a 5.4% increase.

Are there any changes in services that your department is responsible for and if so why?
Chief Sosebee confirmed there are no new changes in services.

Are there any rate or fee increases and if so why?
Chief Sosebee confirmed there are no changes at this time.

Are there any major equipment purchases proposed in your budget?
Chief Sosebee confirmed there are not proposed changes at this time.

Are there any eliminating, combining or contracting of positions in your budget, and if so 
provide specifics.
Chief Sosebee confirmed they do not have changes.

Did your department receive any ARPA funding in the current fiscal year, and if so how was it 
spent.
Chief Sosebee confirmed they received funds and it was spend for record digitization process, 
technology for training laptops, public safety barriers, and a new record management system.
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Does your proposed budget include a carry forward of ARPA funds and if not how will your 
department programs change because of not having those ARPA funds.
Chief Sosebee confirmed, yes they will carry forward for the digitization which will need funds 
due to a timeline to complete the project rolling into the next fiscal year.

Ms. Linden asked if the LPD has any plans for where the OPIOD settlement funds will be 
used.  Chief stated they hope to use for the social workers.

Ms. Linden noted a decrease in the Tri- County Metro fund.  Ms. Rupprecht confirmed she 
spoke to the finance department and confirmed that as well and she also wants to know the 
financial obligations.  Ms. Linden stated she could follow up with LPD and Finance.  Council 
President Wood asked Ms. Kirkland if she could provide information on that question, and Ms. 
Kirkland stated she could not speak to that at this time.

Council Member Jackson asked about the drug forfeiture revenues and how they are collected 
and enforced, noting that in the Tri County Metro and in Federal Drug Enf. Rev. fund, the 
actuals in previous years were lower and they are proposing higher.  Chief Sosebee stated it 
is a projected number, and regarding more enforcement to reach the number, that is not true.  
Council Member Jackson referred to page 72, which had the difference in FY22 actual, FY 23 
adopted and FY 24 proposed.  Mr. Rupprecht stated the proposal reflects expenditures not the 
income.  She added, that this is another case where she had questions with Finance that they 
were no able to verify.  Regarding Tri County Metro specifically, they agreed to cover the 
amount and that is why they asked for that amount.  In previous years, those revenues only 
generated $8,000.    Council Member Jackson voiced his concern there will be more 
enforcement required to meet the projected amount and asked the Chief how he is addressing 
that. 

Council Member Brown stepped away from the meeting at 5:47 p.m.

Chief Sosebee assured the Council that his stance is that there is an appeal process for every 
forfeiture per prosecutor’s office.  If the seizure is not appropriate the funds will be returned.   
Council Member Jackson noted that he believed the appeal process is very burdensome and 
encouraged LPD to provide more education on the appeal process.

Council Member Brown returned to the meeting at 5:48 p.m.

Chief Sosebee reiterated that the appeal process is handled by the County and not the City 
procedure, but they also do provide information at the time of seizure on who, what, where,  
and how.

Council Member Garza asked for confirmation that the OPIOD funds will be used for the social 
workers, and the Chief confirmed.

Council Member Spitzley asked for an update on hiring of the CPO and an update on the 
Code Case Unit.  Chief Sosebee confirmed that hiring in CPO is a priority, and comes down to 
being able to staff.  He is currently holding up some assignments and promotions with a 
priority to fill the CPO. They want to make sure there are road officers before special 
assignments for CPO.  For the Cold Case Unit he thoroughly understands the restraints, have 
not asked for more funds, but are attempting to get funds via grants.  Council Member Spitzley 
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encouraged them to have CPO filled with summer coming up so they can have interaction with 
the public.

Council Member Kost asked how many CPO officers there are and Chief Sosebee confirmed 
8 of the 12 positions are filled.  Council Member Kost then asked if there was a shortage of 
road officers because he had a concern with speeding in the corridors.  Chief Sosebee stated 
they have 187 sworn officers, 25 less than funded.  Patrol is priority and that is why holding off 
on special assignments and promotions, they do not want to take away patrol function.  
Council Member Kost asked if they have federal funds for traffic and speed checking.  Ms. 
Rupprecht confirmed they do not but they did receive extended efforts through OSP grant, and 
they have 6 overtime effort that grants support.

Council Member Jackson how the vacancies effect the budget, and what action would prevent 
they from converting positions.  Chief Sosebee stated they take seriously what they believe 
they need to staff a city this size.  They are funded for 212, and have 187, and agreed he does 
not believe we are where we need to be to adequately police the city.  Opinion on allocation of 
resources for social worker, and have funded from 1 to 2, and there is a 3rd coming in.  Ms. 
Rupprecht stated they submitted 32 vacancies in budget, with recent recruit efforts they are 
hoping to put 30 candidates into the academy.  It was noted that they believe there is no 
reallocation from one position to another because it does not solve staffing issues, does not 
speak to the cost of overtime, because until filling all positions does not eliminate overtime.  
Chief Sosebee added that overtime covers sickness and mental health.  They have been filling 
positions as they can, and if they had enough qualified and an enough interest, there are only 
so many things to move out of law enforcement and still keep the trust.

Council President Wood asked how many officers are slated for retirement or potential.  Chief 
Sosebee confirmed 10.  Council President Wood then asked if the LPD has considered the 
$5,000 signing bonus option the LFD is doing.  Chief Sosebee stated by working with HR they 
are not doing the signing bonus but have developed a system to increase the starting pay at a 
higher rate to draw from other departments, and can offer them a step increase above what a 
normal recruit would get.  Council President Wood asked if they were front loading and the 
Chief confirmed they are still utilizing and a goal of theirs.  Council President Wood asked if 
they notice any trends where officers coming in, going through basics, then being enticed to 
other municipalities. Chief Sosebee confirmed they do not face that, but when put people in 
academy they do not see a trend with people going somewhere else.  If they do leave, it is not 
that there is something wrong, but it could be a family move, distance from the home, etc.  
Council President Wood asked if there are any comments made during retirement exit 
interviews that he finds interesting in retention and the Chief confirmed they are usually not 
negative, but provide the department with what they can do better.  Council President Wood 
asked for the time factor when an officer is a recruit, through the academy before they are on 
their own, vs. coming in already trained from another municipality.  Chief Sosebee explained 
there is 4 months in the academy, and then a field training program, which can take a year 
before they are solo.  If someone comes in from Ingham county area it is faster, 3-4 months, 
but if other areas it could take longer.

Downtown Lansing, LLC
What is the difference with your budget from current fiscal year to the proposed budget?
Ms. Edgerly said over the last years it has been 600-700, 000, but over last year there were 
one tiem subsidy.  The proposed is over 4.4 million, but anticipate over next two years, back to 
more traditional.
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Are there any changes in services that your department is responsible for and if so why?
Ms. Edgerly explained between the current year and the proposed, there are no changes, 
however they did have changes in the current year due to State funding.

Are there any rate or fee increases and if so why?
Ms. Edgerly confirmed no changes.

Are there any major equipment purchases proposed in your budget?
Ms. Edgerly confirmed no changes.

Are there any eliminating, combining or contracting of positions in your budget, and if so 
provide specifics.
Ms. Edgerly confirmed no changes.

Did your department receive any ARPA funding in the current fiscal year, and if so how was it 
spent.
Ms. Edgerly acknowledged they did get an ARPA allocation, and it was allocated to Old Town 
and the balance was used for small business report grants.

Does your proposed budget include a carry forward of ARPA funds and if not how will your 
department programs change because of not having those ARPA funds
Ms. Edgerly stated there may be some carry forward, but looking at sustainability meeting with 
administration and assessor, so at this time they have not made any changes.  They also 
intend to pursue state funding as possibility to ensure the liability.

Ms. Linden asked for an over view on the $4.2 million in grant money went to; specific one 
time vs. sustainable.  Ms. Edgerly explained that the state funding was specific line items on 
economic develop under COVID.  This included small business grants, space improvements, 
supplies, marketing, and increase capacity to cover the programs.

Council Member Spitzley asked for an updated on the housing study that was done for the 
needs of downtown.  Ms. Edgerly confirmed they are in the final stages of that market 
analysis, which should be completed by the end of this FY.  Regarding the vacancy rate, the 
first floor went up to 40% occupancy, and over the last year, as of April it is 20% over the last 
year.  The 2nd floor and above continues to be volatile.  They are around 30% but are aware of 
leases coming up that will not be renewed.

Council Member Jackson referenced page 81 of the budget and asked if they have any efforts 
planned to address the lower income households.  Ms. Edgerly stated they are known as an 
event agency, and they are looking to turn it into a 24/7 support area. In the grants there are 
points in scoring to reach to the medium income.

Council Member Kost if they have put in place a plan for downtown with the State properties 
probably never coming back into the office.  Ms. Edgerly said they look at those who want to 
be here and build a downtown around those.  They look to bring in different businesses with 
different hours of operation and have a market analysis currently working on that will provide 
data to support that.  Council Member Kost asked about the grant for $4.2 million from MEDC, 
asked why this year they have $85,000 from the general fund when they have funds.  Ms. 
Edgerly explained it is a standard operating transfer with the City and the Principal Shopping 
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District.  The State funding has to go to certain groups, the operating fund goes towards snow 
removal, salting, plantings and daily operating.  Council Member Kost asked why the 
promotions account went up $24,000.  Ms. Edgerly explained they have promoting programs 
for small business grants, information on real estate options, activities, website, marketing 
events and the increase of costs for their outdoor spaces.  Council Member Kost asked if any 
business has extended their hours.  Ms. Edgerly admitted the perception is that everything 
closes at 5 pm, so they are seeing businesses choosing new hours and other days. Change is 
slow but seeing definite positive.

Council President Wood noted the earlier statement of no staffing changed, but page 78 of the 
budget it says salaries went from $195,000 to $411,000.  Ms. Edgerly was not sure but 
explained that $394,000 was administration but they are not eliminating or contracting, but will 
add a part time office manager and part of that is covered by a grant.
Ms. Linden was asked to follow up on the discrepancies.

Assessing
What is the difference with your budget from current fiscal year to the proposed budget?
Ms. Frischman confirmed the budget is up less than 1%.

Are there any changes in services that your department is responsible for and if so, why?
Ms. Frischman stated there are no changes.

Are there any rate or fee increases and if so why?
Ms. Frischman stated there are no changes.

Are there any major equipment purchases proposed in your budget?
Ms. Frischman stated there are no changes.

Are there any eliminating, combining or contracting of positions in your budget, and if so 
provide specifics.
Ms. Frischman stated there are no changes.

Did your department receive any ARPA funding in the current fiscal year, and if so how was it 
spent.
Ms. Frischman confirmed they did not receive any ARPA funds.

Does your proposed budget include a carry forward of ARPA funds and if not how will your 
department programs change because of not having those ARPA funds.
Ms. Frischman reiterated since they did not get ARPA funds there are no funds to carry 
forward.

Ms. Linden had no questions at this time.

Council Member Spitzley referenced page 88 of 169 of the budget which reflected a 70% 
change from adopted budget.    Ms. Linden explained that finance provided updated budget 
pages and those reflect the comparison based on the “projected”.  

Council Member Spadafore asked if it reflects vacancies, and Ms. Frischman confirmed she 
has vacancies and the proposed does assume the vacancies and filled positions.
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Council President Wood asked about property assessments with homestead and non-
homestead verification.  Ms. Frischman confirmed they do have an evaluation process working 
with other communities scrutinizing to make sure they are not claiming anywhere else.  They 
do quite a few denials, and the State also audits those exemptions as well.  The State will be 
doing quite a few audits this year.  Council Member Wood asked for Ms. Frischman opinion on 
the BS&A program.  Ms. Frischman spoke in support of the program that allows her office to 
download building permits from that program to their program, along with a seamless 
connection with the tax program.  Council President Wood asked if there was more than one 
person in her department that was familiar with BS&A.  Ms. Frischman confirmed everyone is 
to some degree.  Council President Wood asked about the non-profit examinations.  Ms. 
Frischman acknowledged that some fell off during COVID, but it is assessing’s responsibility to 
audit existing exemptions to make sure they are occupying for the purpose they are approved 
for.

Council President Wood asked where things stand with the tax tribunal, and Ms. Frischman 
informed Council that there are few appeals, no large ones and a total of 5 unresolved.

LEPFA
What is the difference with your budget from current fiscal year to the proposed budget?
Mr. Keith provided a brief overview of the three areas in LEPFA; Jackson Field Stadium, 
Groesbeck Golf Course and the Lansing Center.  Groesbeck leveled off from their high year of 
2021, with the operating flat from the previous year, but they are expecting increases in 
expenses due to fuel, labor and material, but they intend to offset with areas of golf-use 
events.  The stadium has returned to pre pandemic use, and they continue to work on non-
baseball options. The stadium is operating flat and they continue to work with the City and the 
new MLB standards by FY 2025.  The Lansing Center had a jump in events in 2023, and they 
are meeting and exceeding expectations and maintaining the facility.  There continues to be a 
struggle across all areas with recruiting staffing levels, they need upgrades to be more 
attractive.  Overall the Lansing Center budget is down 5%, and LEFPA overall decreased 
3.3%.

Are there any changes in services that your department is responsible for and if so, why?
Mr. Keith stated there are no service changes.

Are there any rate or fee increases and if so why?
Mr. Keith clarified they do operate differently from the City, and did make changes to fees 
based on the market demand and industry standards, and food prices change regularly.

Are there any major equipment purchases proposed in your budget?
Mr. Keith stated they are changes with the sky bridge and river trail improvements.  They did 
get a grant to make improvements for the balcony to the Lansing Center and they have done 
some HVAC repairs at Jackson Field. 

Are there any eliminating, combining or contracting of positions in your budget, and if so 
provide specifics.
Mr. Keith admitted they continue to review staff needs based on structure.  They are currently 
contracting the finance positions and the finance director needs to hire.
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Did your department receive any ARPA funding in the current fiscal year, and if so how was it 
spent.
Mr. Keith confirmed they did receive ARPA funds that were used for lost reserves and account 
for the improvements they are working on. This included the domestic water line replacement 
that was 33 years old, HVAC repairs, and the change out of the steam line with LBWL.

Does your proposed budget include a carry forward of ARPA funds and if not how will your 
department programs change because of not having those ARPA funds.
Mr. Keith confirmed they will carry forward funds for further improvements.

Ms. Wright and the new Finance Director were introduced.

Ms. Linden noted that the subsidy went down, but that does not include the golf subsidy, and 
asked for clarification.  Mr. Keith acknowledged that the golf stayed same, the went stadium 
up $5,000 and the Lansing Center went down.  Ms. Linden noted that it was an $100,000 
overall change but that did not include subsidy number.  She then asked if LEPFA was doing 
anything to reduce the City subsidy dependency.  Mr. Keith explained that the MLB/Lugnuts 
has a lease with the City and based on that lease, so they would have to negotiate the lease 
different to make the city operation cost.  The utilities is a 50/50 split.  Ms. Linden asked if they 
have considered increasing revenues to lower the City subsidy.  Mr. Keith responded that they 
always look at options to drive revenue.  Ms. Linden asked about the large jump from page 
101 under “Other” where it went from $6,000 to $60,000.  Mr. Keith could not provide an 
explanation at this time, but could provide details on what that amount entails.  Ms. Linden 
then pointed Mr. Keith to the marketing increase by 215%.  Mr. Keith stated there are two (2) 
projects in there; one was branding that was started pre-COVID and the other is to update the 
14 year old Lansing Center website.  Ms. Linden asked for clarification on why Jackson Field 
is considered a “special” instead of a debt service.

Council Member Kost asked about the carry forward funds for Groesbeck.  Mr. Keith stated 
they were at $96,000 last year and still at $96,000, and the funds are used for carts and 
maintenance, and as part of the master plan they are working with the parks director to look at 
course improvements.  They know they cannot close the gap, but changes they could consider 
would be for food and beverage, and improve the revenue.  Council Member Kost asked if 
they have plans to reduce the subsidy for LEPFA. Mr. Keith explained that there is a hotel tax 
that the City does not get for the Lansing Center and have been asking for it for 6-7 years, 
which does go to other facilities similar to this.

Council President Wood asked about the Intergovernmental $300,000 from 2022 and asked 
what that was.  Mr. Keith stated it was a grant from MEDC and spread out over only 2 years.  
Council President Wood asked about the building rental increase, and Mr. Keith confirmed the 
usage is up 20-30%, and rental figures up effective July 1.  Council President Wood asked 
how much the Groesbeck master plan was going to cost, and if they have spoken to the 
County Drain Commissioner since that is part of Groesbeck also.  Mr. Keith stated their first 
meeting on the master plan was on the cart barn, irrigation, and addressing the hydraulics that 
were dated 1977.  They are not far enough into the process to find cost and priorities.  He did 
confirm they have regular conversations with Julie Pingston with Ingham County and the 
county commissioners.  Council President Wood asked them to work with the County the 
same way the City did for the Potter Park Zoo.
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LEDC
What is the difference with your budget from current fiscal year to the proposed budget?
Mr. Dorshimer confirmed there was very little, if any, functional changes and their annual 
contract with the City is $300,000 annual funding for façade and $175,000 which is pass 
through funds.  

Are there any changes in services that your department is responsible for and if so why?
Mr. Dorshimer stated their services have changed because they currently provide base level 
economic service, and because of ARPA funds they can ramp up services. They have broken 
them down into four: LEED Program at $2 million, façade improvements at $175,000 for 
targeted façade; corridor improvements (4) each at $100,000 and $100,000 for the EDC 
transition costs.

Are there any rate or fee increases and if so why?
Mr. Dorshimer stated they will have no fee increases.

Are there any major equipment purchases proposed in your budget?
Mr. Dorshimer explained their equipment purchases are due to moving into a long term 
location and the budget anticipates a one time use of $60,000-70,000 for furniture and office 
equipment.

Are there any eliminating, combining or contracting of positions in your budget, and if so 
provide specifics.
Mr. Dorshimer briefly stated they anticipated 6-7 employees and currently have 5, and will add 
one more, and then a temp who will be a fellow.

Did your department receive any ARPA funding in the current fiscal year, and if so how was it 
spent.
Mr. Dorshimer confirmed they had $2.675 million in ARPA that was allocated in the current FY 
2023 and will continue through a multi-year program through 12/31/2025.

Does your proposed budget include a carry forward of ARPA funds and if not how will your 
department programs change because of not having those ARPA funds.
Mr. Dorshimer  reiterated it will carry forward over the 2 year period and will be used mostly for 
programming and grants and not hiring staff, so anticipate funds will be used then the budget 
will go back.

Ms. Linden asked how long they plan on collecting tax from the plans. Mr. Klein stated they 
are 15 year plans, both 2019 plans.  Currently programming those out in development and 
finance plans.  Through the process it could take a couple years to build up revenue.  Ms. 
Linden noted the large increase in operational, and asked if it is one time, which Mr. 
Dorshimer confirmed it was, and due to the transition.  Ms. Linden asked how they finalize the 
Brownfield/TIFA captures.   Mr. Klein responded that it is currently a projected amount and 
they will not know until taxes are paid and the final values come in.  

Council Member Spitzley asked what grants fall under the $2.6 million in ARPA.

Council Member Jackson stepped away from the meeting at 7:01 p.m.

Mr. Klein stated it is the One and All Program that they partner with LEAP based on 
businesses.  Council Member Spitzley asked if the grants were for business attraction.  Mr. 

Page 11 of 164



DRAFT

Page 10 of 16

Dorshimer stated the LEED program, which the MRJEA has a process for large participation, 
and within that is a sub group of economic development and employment, and in that there 
were objectives and issues.  They put forth an initiative and provide technical assistance to 
those who want to start their own businesses. 

Council Member Jackson returned to the meeting at 7:03 p.m.

The One and All Program is a region wide program and helps the under represented 
population start their own business.  After they graduate from the program they get $2,500 and 
then can apply for an additional grant of $2,500.  Council Member Spitzley asked for metrics 
on how these programs are being done, and how to get the message out to the community 
and target population they are seeking.

Council Member Kost asked why the Michigan Avenue Corridor Authority was meeting in REO 
Town, and Mr. Klein stated they are not, they are meeting in the Marshall Street Armory.  
Council Member Kost reflected on the $365,752 end fund balance  for the Michigan Avenue 
Corridor Authority and asked why those funds cannot be used for the deterioration in that 
corridor area.  Mr. Klein state they have initiatives, developing a financial plan and 
programming out based on that plan.  The 2000 block of Michigan Avenue does have a façade 
plan.  Council Member Kost voiced his frustration on the plan, stating he did not think the 2000 
block needed façade funds, and he wanted to see expenditures to stop deterioration of 
Michigan Avenue.  He urged the corridor authority to invest in beautification.  Mr. Dorshimer 
stated they can do $100,000 from ARPA and regarding the new development along the 
Michigan Avenue corridor is bringing in revenue they just need to determine how to use it.

Council Member Garza asked if there were any incentives pertaining to south Lansing.  Mr. 
Dorshimer assured Council Member Garza there are devoting efforts to south Lansing and 
have three (3) large projects underway; Pleasant Grove/Holmes, a brownfield development 
fund of a $1 million loan; Logan Square conversations with a consultant to develop a plan 
along with LEDC and another project on Waverly Road.  All programs in LEDC are available in 
Lansing.  Council Member Garza asked about the Opportunity Zone, and Mr. Dorshimer 
explained that the opportunity zone is just one tool in their tool box, but it works best in areas 
where already rising property values

Council President Wood asked if there is information on Brownfields and the reimbursement 
for the work already done.

Council Member Garza stepped away from the meeting at 7:16 p.m.

She also asked for details on the number of jobs that were created.  Mr. Dorshimer admitted 
they have struggled over the years on a reporting system to reflect the progression of the jobs, 
but they are clear in agreement on what to do and when, and the responsibility is on the 
developer to meet the reporting requirements or the brownfield can be revoked.

Council Member Garza returned to the meeting at 7:18 p.m.

They are looking at doing retention calls, but agreed again they can do better job to follow up 
on reporting and agreed there is room for improvement.  Council President Wood asked for 
details on the City income taxes being paid. Mr. Dorshimer stated it is not their responsibility 
but they are working with the Treasurer.   The treasurer could look to see how many taxes are 
coming from that employer.

Council Member Spadafore stepped away from the meeting at 7:23 p.m.
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City Attorney
What is the difference with your budget from current fiscal year to the proposed budget?
Mr. Smiertka first stated there are two assistant attorney vacancies and subject to CBA. He 
wants to add another deputy attorney for economic development.

Council Member Spadafore returned to the meeting at 7:24 p.m.

He continued explaining that it is desirable to create a new position, and since the union will 
not let them reclassify, they are adding a new position.

Are there any changes in services that your department is responsible for and if so, why?
Mr. Smiertka explained they plan to not changing services, but delegating one attorney for the 
litigation front.

Are there any rate or fee increases and if so why?
Mr. Smiertka confirmed there are no changes.

Are there any major equipment purchases proposed in your budget?
Mr. Smiertka confirmed there are not planned purchases.

Are there any eliminating, combining or contracting of positions in your budget, and if so 
provide specifics.
Mr. Smiertka stated when they fill the police legal advisor, that person will get full FOIA 
responsibility.

Did your department receive any ARPA funding in the current fiscal year, and if so how was it 
spent.
Mr. Smiertka confirmed they did not receive any ARPA funds.

Does your proposed budget include a carry forward of ARPA funds and if not how will your 
department programs change because of not having those ARPA funds.
Mr. Smiertka confirmed that since they did not get funds their budget is no impacted by this.

Mr. Smiertka went onto respond to earlier questions by the public.  The City is a member of 
the MMRMA (Michigan Municipal Risk Management) and their insurance is $2 million with a 
$1 million deductible.  Every case into the City is worked on with the City and the MMRMA. 
When the City is sued, under conflict rules have to provide defense to officers, due to their 
CBA and outside counsel represents.  Again he stated everything is done with MMRMA and 
they offer consultant services for investigations.  This is all by statute.

Ms. Linden had no questions at this time.

Council Member Spitzley asked where the $1 million deductible is funded from, and Mr. 
Smiertka responded that in 2003 Council adopted a resolution that allows the City to settle 
cases within the deductible amount and then report to the Committee on Ways and Means.  
The funds are spread out in judgements, legal fees among all departments.

Council Member Kost asked how much the City is spending on outside counsel, and Mr. 
Smiertka could not provide that at this time, but stated he would get that information to 
Council.  Council President Wood recapped that in the past the OCA spent large amounts on 
outside counsel and used a third party to administer those invoices.  She asked for the OCA to 
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provide a comparison on what previously was spent and the current.   Mr. Smiertka assured 
the Council that they are reducing litigation and he has assigned Ms. O’Boyle as the lead 
litigator.  

Council President Wood noted that with the previous attorney, the third party would pay all 
invoices without being reviewed by the OCA.  She asked if they are still following that practice 
and Mr. Smiertka assured Council that he reviews every bill and signs off every bill working 
with the attorney that did the litigation.  Council President Wood asked for clarification on the 
funds referenced earlier that was spread out over the departments, and Mr. Smiertka 
confirmed it is the MMRMA and it is listed in all departments under Insurance and Bonds.  The 
MMRMA does have a return on equity from that authority.  

Council Member Jackson asked the practices they follow to determine if they should settle or 
pursue.  Mr. Smiertka explained the appeal process, risk, mediation or motions to dismiss that 
all come into play to determine if they should settle.  The MMRMA does not tell the City what 
to do, they are simply consultants, and there are not settlements without the OCA approval.  
Council Member Jackson asked for options to be provided to Council and Mr. Smiertka stated 
he would meet with Council Member Jackson anytime to entertain any discussion he wants to 
have on those options.

Council President Wood asked if there was the potential to raise the cost for what the City 
pays based on the number of lawsuits.  Mr. Smiertka stated it should be a part of the 
assessment by the MMRMA on claims with return on equity.  If councilwants themt o go tou to 
bid, but have not discussed that yet.

Meeting recessed at 7:37 p.m.  and called back to order 7:44 p.m.

Human Relations and Community Services (HRCS)
What is the difference with your budget from current fiscal year to the proposed budget?
Ms. Coleman Toni Young, Kim Dunbar, Joseph MacDonald introductions.
No difference, personnel increase of wages and fixed benefits.

Are there any changes in services that your department is responsible for and if so, why?
Ms. Coleman stated there are no changes.

Are there any rate or fee increases and if so why?
Ms. Coleman stated there are no changes.

Are there any major equipment purchases proposed in your budget?
Ms. Coleman stated there are no changes.

Are there any eliminating, combining or contracting of positions in your budget, and if so 
provide specifics.
Ms. Coleman stated they have no new positions.

Did your department receive any ARPA funding in the current fiscal year, and if so how was it 
spent.
Ms. Coleman confirmed they did get $400,000 for the Lansing School District graduation 
program which is a 2 year program under way.
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Does your proposed budget include a carry forward of ARPA funds and if not how will your 
department programs change because of not having those ARPA funds.
Ms. Coleman confirmed that any unspent funds from the earlier stated ARPA funds will carry 
forward and have no impact on a budget after that.

Ms. Linden asked for details on the basic human services line item and racial justice and 
equity line item, needing information on what generates those.

Ms. DiSessa returned to the meeting at 7:48 p.m.

Ms. Coleman explained the item differences in community services.

Council Member Garza pointed to the 13.5% increase in personnel.  Ms. Coleman stated 
those are wages and benefits as a result of the CBA and other costs calculated and provided 
to them by the Finance department.  Council Member Garza asked for confirmation there are 
not staffing increases just pay raises, and Ms. Coleman confirmed.

Council Member Spitzley referred to page 152, and the operating 56.4% increase.   It was 
confirmed this is similar to other departments where the difference was between actual, 
adopted and proposed budget.  Council Member Spitzley asked for an explanation why the 
Police Commissioner Investigator is housed in HRCS and who does he report to.  Ms. 
Coleman stated he reports to the Commission on complaints but is housed in her office for 
administrative purposes.  Ms. Coleman was not able to provide the number of complaints.  
Council Member Spitzley asked if they audit all the programs regularly.  Ms. Young explained 
they do a spot audit, but the agencies are also required to report quarterly to the contract 
managers, and they review reports and look at the program.   Council Member Spitzley asked 
if they communicate via email or phone call. Ms. Coleman stated if they share and 
unsatisfactory quarterly report there is a corrective action.  Ms. Young added that annually, 
before they issue contracts, they review all government documents such as financial 
statements and their financial audits.  Council Member Spitzley asked when the City was on 
getting people from 2220 Holmes out of hotels into housing.  Ms. Coleman explained they do 
do not do the housing placement, but with red tags, and housing under distress, they can 
provide assistance, but no role in placing into homes.    When they are in the hotels they work 
with Advent House on housing.  Regarding the Holmes property, the owners (SIMTOB) 
agreed to take on hoteling, and they will transition.  They will not transition them into a pink or 
red tagged property.  Regarding Holmes specifically, Mr. Smiertka added that they have 
obtained a temporary restraining order, and extended by stipulation and in place. SIMTOB has 
to pay for hoteling of all the people once code compliance approval on the units, they can 
move back in.  Council Member Spitzley asked if they will reimburse the City and Mr. Smiertka 
stated they have not had that discussion, but are working on settlement documents on all their 
properties.

Council Member Jackson asked where in the budget is the shelter costs, and if there is a 
guarantee for spots in the shelters.  Ms. Coleman stated that prior to now the funds were to 
supplement a shelter agencies because they are at capacity. To make sure everyone has a 
safer place, have put them in a hotel until can get into shelter, so it is case by case.  Council 
Member Jackson asked what they are doing with the dollars going toward capacity and how to 
build the capacity instead of overflow.  Ms. Coleman stated they have a budget line item of 
$103,000 called “warming center” which will help.  Council Member Jackson asked for updates 
on creating funding because he would like to propose a budget amendment to assist.

Council Member Kost referred to the HRCS General Grant spreadsheet in the packet, noting 
groups such as CADL receiving the grants funds, when residents already pay for CADL in 
their property taxes.  He asked how the groups are selected.  Ms. Young stated it happens in 
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an application process which is publicized for all to apply.  Ms. Young went on to explain the 
process of forums, programs, applications, reporting, review by the HRCS Advisory Board with 
their recommendations going to the HRCS Director who then vets them to the Mayor, and then 
the HRCS Advisory Board sees the final awardees.  The HRCS Advisory Board does review 
them per the ordinance.  This year there were 87 applications and 76 were selected.  Council 
Member Kost asked if the applications and accounting are public.  Ms. Young confirmed it is 
provided by the applicant but not posted on the City website.  The application and their budget 
is posted.  Council Member Kost spoke on his frustration with what work he believes the 
HRCS department does.  Ms. Coleman assured the Council they do more than phone calls, 
they follow up on all applications, do “hand holding” through all processes, coordinate housing, 
assist with paying utilities, provided needed furnishings, and connect the groups to the people 
who need assistance.  Council Member Kost reiterated his thoughts that $1.3 million active 
personnel that can be farmed out.  Ms. Coleman invited Council Member Kost to the HRCS 
office to witness all the task they take on.

Council Member Garza asked why there was a 13.5% increased for staffing.  Ms. Coleman 
stated they are hiring, but not new positions just filling the vacancies.  The line item speaks to 
FTE and contracted employees.  Ms. Dunbar added that the increases reflect the employees 
CBA increases and those numbers were provided by Finance so they cannot speak to it.  
Council Member Garza noted on the spreadsheet there were two grants issued to Holy Cross.  
Ms. Young stated one is their hoteling program, and most of their funds come from MSHDA, 
and then the City provides small amounts to supplement the program. The other one is the 
Holy Cross Shelter/emergency shelter and they get funds from an number of sources.

Council Member Garza asked when HRCS would be getting more involvement from Ingham 
Country.  Ms. Coleman admitted they have not approached the county.  Over the last few 
years, HRCS was selected by MSHDA to be fiduciary for Ingham county for COVID assistance 
programs.  With project given out $63 million over Ingham county to help keep people in their 
homes.  They do a lot of programming to work with the State collaboratively.

Council Member Brown asked if they are working with the county because the residents are 
Ingham County residents as well.  Ms. Dunbar stated that funds have migrated now into 
housing stability services; fund case management and administering, since the actual funding 
which included the rental portion, has run out.  They are currently waiting on the State to 
outline new initiatives.  Council Member Brown asked if they received funds to supplement the 
operation of HRCS.  Ms. Dunbar explained again that they receive funds from the State to 
fund Ingham, but there is no funding from Ingham county itself.  Council Member Brown noted 
that Healing Hands is under investigation and lost their license, however HRCS has once 
again awarded them $25,000.  Ms. Young stated they review all documents before awarding 
money to ensure no issues but will look into this because it is the first they are hearing of it.  
Council Member Brown asked about good customer services with the agencies and if they 
provide a report on their goals.  Ms. Young stated they have quarterly reporting and that can 
be provided to Council.  Council Member Brown asked about auditing their services, and Ms. 
Coleman stated their approach is similar to HUD and the federal program.  Regarding their 
customer services practices and audits, they do complete a survey at the end of the grant 
cycle, and HRCS has not gotten any complaints.  Council Member Brown stated he has heard 
complaints and Ms. Coleman asked them to be referred directly to  her.  Council Member 
Brown asked for a matrix on the grant scoring tool, direct services and reporting.  He then 
asked how many staff were in HRCS.  Ms. Coleman explained there are 10 with 2 contractors, 
along with Willard Walker that reports to the Police Commission.  Council Member Brown 
asked about the racial equity portion, and Ms. Coleman stated that is funded as a portion of 
the GF for HRCS to gather insight from the community, which is a separate project.  Council 
Member Brown asked about grant options and was told the funds were approved for $1.35 
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with $135,000 for racial equity to fund local projects.  There is one agency that does the 
gathering, focus groups currently Ward 1 and 4 and upon completion they will come with 
recommendations that will need funds to carry out.  They will then move to Ward 2 and 3, look 
at recommendations for a RFP.

The department was asked to get a breakdown of employees based on what finance provided 
to them, and Ms. Linden was asked to work with OCA on if grant contracts, once initiated are 
FOIAable.

Mr. MacDonald provided statistics on his role in HRCS and examples of what he has done 
recently.  This included 63% of his job working with the poor or poverty and 53% working with  
burdened residents. Every call is a call in crisis and every day people contact them because 
they are in distress.  Council Member Brown asked what percentage of the 63% poverty are 
also Ingham County residents.  Mr. MacDonald stated they are all Lansing residents, but 
Council Member Brown asked again for Ingham county and the need for their assistance in 
these programs as well.  Council Member Brown asked how many people he has served, and 
Mr. MacDonald stated he is averaging 1,100 contacts.  Council Member Brown asked Ms. 
Linden to look into what services the agencies are getting paid for and a data base tracking.

Council Member Jackson stepped away from the meeting at 8:47 p.m.

Ms. Coleman stated people are not taking the grants because they were not getting paid in the 
past, and if there are applicants who have informed Council they are not applying because 
they have not gotten paid to make her aware.  Council Members Spitzley and Brown both 
voiced concerns they have heard from small organizations where it takes 6-9 months to get 
paid, and they operate on a small margin.    Ms. Coleman stated that contracts are completed 
September 30, then reports are due and paid in November.  Then they have another report 
due in January and paid in February.  If they do not complete the process they cannot get 
paid.

Council Member Jackson returned to the meeting at 8:50 p.m.

As of the time of this meeting, Ms. Coleman stated everyone has turned in everything.  

Council Member Wood explained to Council that they could be referring to last year when the 
former Internal Auditor found agencies that were not getting paid.  HRCS was asked to create 
policies to address this and there is now a new plan to address this. 

Council Member Spitzley asked Ms. Linden to get the number of complaints that the police 
investigator is receiving, the turnaround times, and adjudicated.

City Council and Internal Auditor
What is the difference with your budget from current fiscal year to the proposed budget?
Council President Wood explained the only changes in the Council budget is increases in 
salary which included due to the hiring of the new Internal Auditor and increases for Council 
staff since there have not received raises in those positions.  Council Member Wood then 
informed the Committee that leadership next week will be asking for them to listen to proposed 
reductions in the Council budget by 10% in operating taking the budget down $25,000.

Council Member Jackson asked the committee to consider looking at funds and spending for a 
two-way access for all meetings out of the Council budget.  Council President Wood informed 
him that the next meeting is the Mayor and Media budget and he can speak to the Mayor at 
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the time about that suggestion.  She added that Council did receive a memo last week about 
options and that will be updated when the office gets updates from IT and City TV.

Other
Council President Wood reminded Council, department directors and the Administration that 
the annual budget meeting in the community is May 11, 2023 at 5:30 p.m. at Foster 
Community Center. Finance will do a brief presentation to the public and there will be public 
comment.

Council Member Spadafore reminded Council of his excused absence on May 8, 2023.

Council Member Spitzley stated she would be out of town for work on May 11, 2023 and 
asked to be excused.

Council Member Brown stated he would be out that week as well but could not provided the 
dates at this time.

Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 9:00 p.m.
Respectfully Submitted by, 
Sherrie Boak, Recording Secretary, 
Lansing City Council
Approved by the Committee
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Budget Questions from Committee of the Whole 5.1.23

The questions below are some of the questions covered by the Internal Auditor and Individual Council 
Members during the Budget hearing during the Committee of the Whole that need additional 
clarification in the form of written responses for documentation purposes.  

Note – Some of the questions had a thorough response by staff during the presentation, but a written 
response is being requested to make sure the most complete response can be provided to Council 
Members.   

Consequently, to allow more time to review the responses by Council Members it is requested that you 
provide written responses by email for the following questions by Wednesday, May 10th 2023.

These responses will be provided to the Council Members for their review. 

Police 

• Does the Police Department have a plan for you’re the Opioid settlement funds will be used?
• Can you explain the City’s financial relationship and obligations to the Tri-County Metro task 

force?
o Why did the expenditures for FY24 go down so significantly?

• How are drug forfeiture revenues collected and enforced?
o Do you have to increase enforcement to reach the proposed budget number?
o Why is there such a difference between FY22 actuals, FY23 adopted, and FY24 proposed 

in these funds?
• Can you provide an update on the hiring of the CPOs?
• Can you provide an update for on the Cold Case Unit?

o Does this unit need additional funding?
• How many of the CPO positions are currently filled?
• How short is LPD on staff for road patrol?
• Did we receive any federal money for speed/traffic control?
• How do the vacancies affect the overall police budget?

o Specifically with overtime hours 
o Are we able to reallocate money from the funded positions that are vacant?

• How many Police Officers are potentially going to retire this year?
• Are there any signing bonuses with the Police Department?
• Is frontloading still something the Police Department continues to work on?
• Are you noticing any trends where Officers come to LPD to get through their basic training and 

then are co-opted by other Police Departments?
• What are some of the comments you hear from Officers that are retiring?
• How long does it take a recruit to become a full Officer on their own?
• How long does it take an Officer from a different department to be on their own?
• Can you explain what the Police Commission Investigator does?

o Do you have any metrics?
▪ How many complaints have been received, how long is the turnaround time, 

and how many have been resolved? 
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Downtown Lansing Inc. (DLI)

• Can you give a high-level overview of what the 4.2M grant money from the MEDC went 
towards?

o Specifically one-time expenditures vs. sustainable programs 
• Can you share the results of the study for housing needs in the Downtown?
• What is the vacancy percentage for Downtown?
• Are there special efforts to focus on lower income Downtown residents?
• Is there a plan for Downtown Lansing with the reality that State employees are not returning?
• Why is DLI getting money from the City’s General Fund in FY24?
• What does the promotion line-item cover?
• Have any businesses extended their hours past 5pm?
• Can you explain the large jump in salaries from FY23 to FY24?

o $195,000 in FY23 to $411,519 in FY24.

Assessing 

• How is the Assessing Office checking on Homestead vs. Non-Homestead properties?
• What are your thoughts on BS&A?

o Do you have more than one person in the office who is familiar with BS&A?
• Can you provide an update on the nonprofit examinations you’ve been doing?

o How do you make sure they qualify?
• Can you provide an update on the tax tribunal? 

Lansing Entertainment & Public Facilities Authority (LEPFA)

• Is LEPFA doing anything to reduce their dependency on the City’s subsidy?
o Are you doing anything to increase revenues?

• Can you describe what is in the “other” category in the Lansing Center’s budget?
• Can you explain the rationale behind the marketing budget for the Lansing Center?
• When are improvements happening to the Golf Course?
• How long have you been asking for support for a tax or County support to reduce the 

dependency on the City subsidy? 
• In FY22 actuals there is an intergovernmental line item for $300,000 – what was that for?
• There is an increase in projected revenue for building rental – is that due to an anticipated 

increase or due to an increase in the cost you’re charging? 
• How much will the Groesbeck master plan cost?

o Have there been any discussions with the Drain Commissioner about it?
• Is there any discussion about creating an authority that would fall under the office of the hotel 

tax?
o Where are you in conversations with Ingham County?

Lansing Economic Development Corporation (LEDC)

• When will the SSCIA and MACIA begin spending operating expenditures?
• Can you explain the large increase in operational equipment and services?
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• What type of grants are you using the ARPA money for?
• What is the LEDC doing to improve the Michigan Avenue corridor? 
• What projects or plans do you have for South Lansing?

o Is the LEDC doing anything by Edgewood in South Lansing?
• What is the LEDC doing to follow up with those receiving Brownfields to make sure job creation 

is happening?
o How is the LEDC monitoring these metrics?
o How are we following up to make sure income taxes are being paid?

Office of the City Attorney 

• Where does the money come from for fines under $1 million?
• How much are we spending on outside council per year?

o Can you compare this number to what was previously being spent on outside council?
• Do we still have a third-party group responsible for automatically paying for attorney fees?
• How are legal fees spread throughout departments?
• How do you decide what is in the best interest of the City when it comes to settling versus 

pursuing cases?
• Is there potential for our insurance to be raised based on the number of lawsuits?
• Are contracts and reports for HRCS grants FOIAable?

Human Relations and Community Services 

• Can you provide the calculations or rationale used to generate the addressing racial justice and 
equity and basic human services allocations/amounts?

• Can you explain the increase in personnel costs for the department?
o Please provide a cost breakdown by employee 

• Please provide an organizational chart for HRCS.
• Can you explain what the Police Commission Investigator does?

o Do you have any metrics?
▪ How many complaints have been received, how long is the turnaround time, 

and how many have been resolved? 
o Can you explain who she reports to?
o Why is she in your office? 

• How do you audit the programs that receive funding through HRCS?
o How do you determine if organizations that receive funding are meeting requirements?
o Is there a process to deal with organizations that are underperforming?

• Where are we in getting people from 2222 Holmes Road out of hotels and into housing? 
• Where in the budget is money for sheltering people?

o What can we do to build sheltering capacity?
• How does HRCS select the groups that receive funding?
• Are the applications and reporting organizations submit for grants public?
• Can you please provide a full breakdown of personnel including vacancies? 

o Which position was added for FY24?
• What is the difference between the two Holy Cross line items receiving funding?
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• What is HRCS doing to get Ingham County more involved in your efforts?
o Are you working collaboratively with the County to provide services?
o Does Ingham County provide any funding to HRCS?

• Are the CERA funds over?
• What is the status of the Healing Hands Care Center?
• How are you determining if there is good customer service with this organizations?

o Is there information on what outcomes organizations achieved? 
• Is there anything in the scoring system for agencies to ensure that applicants are doing a good 

job in the field?
• Is there a HRCS annual report that includes metrics?
• How many staff does HRCS currently has?
• How many contractors are in HRCS and what are they for?
• What is the allocation for addressing racial justice and equity going towards?
• Are you seeking out grants for additional funding?
• What percentage of those reaching out to the Housing Ombudsman for assistance live in Ingham 

County?
• How much rental assistance has the Housing Ombudsman/HRCS provided?
• How many people has the Housing Ombudsman served?

o What services have been provided?
• Are there any agencies that are receiving late payments?
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Response to Council Questions

Assessing 

• How is the Assessing Office checking on Homestead vs. Non-Homestead properties?
o We scrutinize questionable affidavits that are submitted. (For example, they indicate 

that they have claimed another one somewhere else, etc.) We follow up when we have 
returned mail from a residence that has an exemption on it. We send inquiry letters and 
may deny the exemption. We probably deny about 50? Every year. 

It is important to know that we do NOT have a formal audit program of Principal 
Residence Exemptions because the State has an audit program. It is state millage 
(money), we only collect it for them. 

• What are your thoughts on BS&A?
o We like the program, their support is wonderful. It integrates with Building and Tax 

programs. We upload permits from Building, they download our owner information. All 
of the owner information as well as taxable values are uploaded by Tax to create bills. 

o Do you have more than one person in the office who is familiar with BS&A?
o I’m not sure how to answer this question. We are all familiar with it, just at different 

levels, depending on our job duties. I had someone from BSA come in for group training 
last fall, the program is always evolving and is always capable of newer, more efficient 
tasks. 

• Can you provide an update on the nonprofit examinations you’ve been doing?
o How do you make sure they qualify?
o I can provide our policy as well as the application for review, if desired. Property Tax 

exemptions are allowed by MCL 211.7 and there are several sections that allow for 
exemption. The basic requirement is that the exempt entity, once approved, must own 
and occupy the property for the exempt purpose that they were approved for. 

• Can you provide an update on the tax tribunal? 
o There are 7 open cases with about 2 million in contention in the Full Tribunal. This is less 

than 1/10 of a percent of total taxable value. (Total taxable value is about 2.8 billion. )

Sharon Frischman

City Assessor
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CITY OF LANSING
INTERNAL AUDITOR

124 W MICHIGAN AVE FL 10

LANSING MI 48933-1605

(517) 483-4159

Date: April 27th, 2023  

To: Lansing City Council 

From: Emily Linden, Internal Auditor 

Re: Committee of the Whole – May 1st, 2023  

Subject: Mayor’s Proposed Budget FY24: Police, Downtown Lansing, Inc., Assessing, LEPFA, LEDC, 
Office of the City Attorney, Human Relations & Community Services, and City Council & 
Internal Auditor

Note: The updated materials from the Finance Department show percentage increases from FY23 
PROJECTED to FY24 proposed.  The numbers below reflect percentage changes from FY23 ADOPTED to 
FY24 proposed.

Police Department 

Department Summary

The total proposed Police Department budget is $54,893,595 which is 4.6% increase from FY23.  Broken 
down this is:

• $54,466,595 in the General Fund budget 
• $427,000 in Drug Forfeiture Funds’ budgets

The Police Department added 4 positions, increasing from 254 full-time employees to 258.

Other notes:

• $3,827,250 of the Lansing Police Department is funded by a voter-approved 1.5 mill property tax 
millage.

Police Department – General Fund 

The total proposed General Fund budget for the Police Department is $54,466,595, which is a 5.6% 
increase from FY23.  This includes a 5.6% increase to expenditures and a 5.6% increase to personnel.

Other notes:

• New line items were added for vest premiums. 

Drug Enforcement Special Revenue Funds 
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Drug forfeiture revenues vary widely from year to year due to the timing of case settlements and 
awards.  Projected expenditure budgets broken out below:

• Federal Drug Enforcement Special Revenue Fund: $186,000
• State/Local Drug Enforcement Special Revenue Fund: $0
• Tri-County Metro Drug Enforcement Special Revenue Fund: $241,000

Downtown Lansing, Inc. (DLI) 

The proposed DLI expenditure budget for FY24 is $4,405,087 which is a $514.4% increase in 
expenditures from FY23.

• The large increase comes from DLI receiving and spending $4.2 million in grant money.

Assessing

The total proposed Assessing budget for FY24 is $1,987,550 which is a 0.9% increase from FY23.  This 
includes a 1% increase in personnel costs and a -0.3% decrease in operating expenditures.  There were 
no significant changes to Assessing’s operational budget.

LEPFA

The City of Lansing’s total LEPFA subsidy is budgeted for $1,909,936 for FY24.

Note: If you add the budgeted subsidies for the individual properties together below the total is 
$2,006,319.

Lansing Center – LEPFA 

The Lansing Center’s projecting $5,773,692 in operating revenue which is a 22.8% increase from FY23.  
They are also projecting $7,854,167 in expenditures which is a 21.2% increase from FY23.  

• The Lansing Center is projecting $2,080,475 is non-operating revenue.
o This includes $1,297,555 from the City of Lansing’s subsidy.

Jackson Field – LEPFA 

Jackson Field is projecting $612,381 in expenditures which is a 1.1% increase from FY23.

• Jackson Field is projecting $612,381 in non-operating revenue from the City of Lansing’s subsidy.

Groesbeck Golf Course – LEPFA 

Groesbeck Golf Course is projecting $793,453 in revenue with is a 3% increase from FY23.  They are also 
projecting $889,836 in expenditures which is a 2.7% increase from FY23.

• Groesbeck Golf Course is projecting $96,383 in non-operating revenue from the City of Lansing’s 
subsidy.

Lansing Economic Development Corporation (LEDC)

Department Summary:
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The total proposed LEDC budget projects $1,215,260 in expenditures and $1,215,260 in revenue.  This is 
a 2.5% decrease from FY23 in both expenditures and revenues.  This includes an 11.7% increase in 
personnel and 358.7% increase in operational equipment and services.

Other notes:

• The LEDC came in-house for the City in FY23.  It was previously part of the Lansing Economic 
Area Partnership (LEAP).

• The City of Lansing is paying a $300,000 annual contract to the LEDC.
• The affiliated agency budgets under the LEDC are:

o Lansing Brownfield Redevelopment Authority 
o Tax Increment Financing Authority 
o Michigan Avenue Corridor Improvement Authority 
o Saginaw Street Corridor Improvement Authority 
o South MLK Corridor Improvement Authority 

Lansing Brownfield Redevelopment Authority – LEDC 

The Lansing Brownfield Redevelopment Authority is projecting $8,731,726 in both expenditures and 
revenues.  This is a 14.9% increase from FY23.

Tax Increment Financing Authority – LEDC 

The Tax Increment Financing Authority is projecting $4,930,797 in revenues $2,760,825 in expenditures.  
This is a 25.3% increase in revenues and a 4% increase in expenditures.

Other notes:

• The Tax Increment Financing Authority is projecting to add $2,169,972 to its fund balance, 
making the FY24 projected unrestricted fund balance $10,103,695.  This is a 26.2% increase 
from FY23.

Michigan Avenue Corridor Improvement Authority – LEDC 

The Michigan Avenue Corridor Improvement Authority is projecting $151,173 in revenues and nothing in 
expenditures.  This is a 21.3% increase in revenues from FY23.  

Other notes:

• The Michigan Avenue Corridor Improvement Authority is projecting to add $151,173 to its fund 
balance, making the FY24 projected fund balance $365,751.  This is a 70.5% increase from FY23.

Saginaw Street Corridor Improvement Authority – LEDC 

The Saginaw Street Corridor Improvement Authority is projecting $53,470 in revenues and nothing in 
expenditures.  

• The Saginaw Street Corridor Improvement Authority is projecting to add $53,470 to its fund 
balance.  This is a 191.6% increase from FY23.

South MLK Corridor Improvement Authority – LEDC 
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The South MLK Corridor Improvement Authority is projecting $12,692 in revenue and nothing in 
expenditures.  

Other notes:

• This is a new Corridor Improvement Authority for FY24.

Office of the City Attorney

The overall projected budget for the Office of the City Attorney for FY24 is $2,640,175.  This is a 4.8% 
increase.  This includes a 6.9% increase to the personnel budget and a -10.7% decrease to the operating 
budget. 

Other notes:

• The decrease in the operating budget is due to a lower IT allocation.

Human Relations and Community Services (HRCS)

The HRCS budget is $2,070,276, which is 36.4% increase from FY23 mostly due to a 37.5% increase in 
personnel costs and a 56.4% increase in department operations costs.  The Basic Human Services budget 
decreased -13.9% from $2,249,949 in FY23 to $1,930,493 in FY24.  HRCS added a position, increasing to 
11 full-time employees from 10 in FY23. 

City Council and Internal Auditor 

City Council 

The overall projected City Council budget for FY24 is $726,651 which is a 9.1% increase from FY23.  This 
includes a 14.2% increase to a personnel budget and a -0.4% decrease to the operating budget.

Other notes:

• Includes new Councilmember Kost.
• Increases in salary for two staff members. 

Internal Auditor

The projected overall Internal Audit budget for FY24 is $231,514 which is an 11.4% increase from FY23.  
This includes a 12% increase to personnel and an 11.4% increase to the operating budget.

Other notes:

• The increase in personnel is due to fully funding the position for a permanent hire.  It has been a 
contract position in the past.
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CITY OF LANSING
INTERNAL AUDITOR

124 W MICHIGAN AVE FL 10

LANSING MI 48933-1605

(517) 483-4159

Date: April 20th, 2023  

To: Lansing City Council 

From: Emily Linden, Internal Auditor 

Re: Committee of the Whole – April 24th, 2023  

Subject: Mayor’s Proposed Budget FY24: District Court, Neighborhoods, Arts, & Citizens 
Engagement, Human Resources, Public Service, Parks & Recreation

District Court

The total proposed District Court budget is $6,286,997 which is a 5.1% increase from the FY23 budget.  
District Court/Probation staff removed two positions, moving from 45 full-time employees to 43.  There 
was a 5.4% increase to the personnel budget and a 3.7% increase to the operating budget.  No 
significant operational changes were budgeted directly in the 54-A District Court budget for FY 2024.  

Other notes:

• IT charge increased 6.6%, from $410,207 to $437,115. 

Neighborhoods, Arts, & Citizens Engagement (NACE)

The total proposed NACE budget includes NACE’s General Fund budget as well the City 311 Internal 
Service Fund budget for a total of $2,395,982.  Broken out separately below:

• NACE General Fund budget: $1,556,407
• City 311 Internal Service Fund: $839,575

NACE General Fund Budget:

There is a 28.9% increase to the personnel budget and a 17.3% increase to the operating budget.  
Almost all the increase in the operating budget comes from an increase in the IT allocation.  There was 
no change to the number of full-time employees.

City 311 Internal Service Fund:

There is a -20.1% decrease to the personnel budget and a -0.9% decrease to the operating budget.  
There was no change to the number of full-time employees.
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Other notes:

• Startup costs for the City 311 service were funded through the sale of the Townsend Ramp.  
• Beginning in FY 2023, departmental operations will be fully supported through charges to public 

facing departments that currently or are planning to benefit from the service.

Human Resources (HR)

The total proposed HR budget is $3,099,565 which is 13.8% increase from the FY23 budget.  HR added 
one short-term position (see below), moving from 14 full-time employees to 15 for FY24.  There was a 
22.3% increase to the personnel budget and a 1.5% increase to the operating budget.

Other notes:

• HR will be adding a front-loaded Retirement employee which will be eliminated once the 
current FTE retires.

Public Service

Department Summary:

The total proposed Public Service department budget is $114,092,979 which is a 7.5% increase from 
FY23.  Public Service removed one position, moving from 227 full-time employees to 226.

Public Service CIPs:

• Sidewalks and Roads
o $425,000 – General Fund/CIP Fund 
o $4,150,000 – Major Streets Fund
o $6,475,000 – Local Streets Fund

• Sewer Systems
o $3,460,945 – General Fund/CIP Fund 
o $12,631,000 – Sewer Fund

• Fleet Services
o $570,000 – Sewer Fund
o $4,639,000 – Fleet Fund
o $1,950,000 – Refuse/Recycling Fund

Public Service – General Fund:

Public Service proposed General Fund budget is $13,387,989 which is a 6.5% increase from FY23.  This 
includes a 21.3% to personnel charges and a 1.8% increase to operating expenditures.   There are no 
significant operational changes besides increases to fleet, IT, and City 311 allocations. 

Major Streets Special Revenue Fund:

The Major Streets Special Revenue Fund proposed budget is $15,798,118 which is a 4.2% increase from 
FY23.  This includes a -5% decrease to personnel charges and a -2% decrease to operating expenditures.  
The bulk of the increase comes from a 30.4% increase in the transfer to local streets fund.
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Other notes:

• Public Service is reducing budgeted expenses for equipment, repairs, material costs, and 
engineering costs.

Local Streets Special Revenue Fund:

The Local Streets Special Revenue Fund proposed budget is $13,334,693 which is a 23.7% increase from 
FY23.  This is due to a 69.5% increase in Capital expenses to $6,475,000 from $3,820,000.  This budget 
also includes a -8.1% decrease to personnel charges and a 5.3% increase to operating expenditures. 

Other notes:

• Public Service is reducing budgeted expenses for engineering costs.
• Fleet/Equipment charge increased 10%

Sanitary Sewer (Wastewater) Enterprise Fund:

The Wastewater Enterprise Fund proposed budget is $45,327,792 which is a 1.8% increase from FY23. 
This includes an 8.4% increase to personnel charges, an 18.8% increase to operating expenditures, and a 
-12.4% decrease in Capital expenditures.  

Other notes:

• There s a 27.6% increase to department operations including the following increases:
o Utilities 
o Equipment rentals 
o Material costs 
o UAW seasonal employees

Trash Enterprise Fund:

The Trash Enterprise Fund proposed budget is $4,688,674 which is a 71.3% increase from FY23.  This 
budget includes a 28.9% increase to personnel costs, a 26.9% increase to operating costs, and a 325% 
increase in Capital expenses.  

Other notes:

• Includes higher expenses for salaried, hourly employees, engineering, and fleet

Recycling Enterprise Fund:

The Recycling Enterprise Fund proposed budget is $4,691,777 which is a -7.1% decrease from FY23.  This 
is due to a -26.4% decrease in personnel and a -23% decrease in public service engineering 
expenditures.  This budget also includes an 8.7% increase to operating expenditures. 

Other notes:

• 8.9% increase to fleet charges 
• 7.7% increase to department operations 
•
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Engineering Internal Service Fund 

The Engineering Internal Service Fund proposed budget is $4,638,907 which is a -9.9% decrease from 
FY23.  This is due largely to a -62.7% decrease in the Information Technology charge and an -82.8% 
decrease to the 311 allocation.  This budget also includes a 5.2% increase to personnel and a -47.8% 
decrease to the total operating budget.

Other notes:

• Department Operations increased by 36.2%
• $75,000 added for contractual services

Fleet Internal Service Fund

The Fleet Internal Service Fund proposed budget is $12,225,029 which is a 20.4% increase from FY23. 
That includes a 5.3% increase to personnel, a 12.5% increase to the operating budget, and a 54.1% 
increase to Capital expenditures. 

• Includes increases to:
o Equipment repairs 
o Maintenance 
o Vehicles 

Parks and Recreation

Department Summary:

The total Parks and Recreation department proposed budget is $12,313,635 which is a 0.6% increase 
from FY23.  Parks and Recreation added two positions, increasing to 15 full-time employees from 13.

Parks and Recreation – General Fund

The Parks and Recreation General Fund proposed budget is $9,335,125 which is a 0.5% decrease from 
FY23.  This includes a -8% decrease in personnel costs and an 11.5% increase to operating expenditures.

Other notes:

• Increases to contractual services in forestry from $10,000 in FY23 to $40,000 in FY24. 
• Increases in Grounds and Landscape Maintenance:

o Contractual Services: $365,000 in FY23 to $460,000 in FY24.
o Equipment rental: $820,000 in FY23 to $902,000 in FY24.

Municipal Cemeteries Enterprise Fund

The Municipal Cemeteries Enterprise Fund proposed budget is $991,827 which is a 7.5% increase from 
FY23.  This includes a 13.4% increase to the personnel budget and a 7.2% increase to the operating 
budget.

• Utilities increased to $19,000 for FY24 from $11,500 in FY23.

Page 31 of 164



Municipal Golf Courses Enterprise Fund

The Municipal Golf Course Enterprise Fund proposed budget is $100,383 which is a 0.4% increase from 
FY23.  Most of the changes for the FY23 budget are supporting LEPFA’s operation of the City’s golf 
facility. 

Glossary

Internal Service Fund: Internal Service funds account for activities that provide supplies and 
services to other departments and funds internal to the City – internal service fund expenditures 
are appropriated through their charges to other funds.

Enterprise Fund: Enterprise funds report activities that provide supplies and services to the general 
public.
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Budget Questions from Committee of the Whole 4.24.23

Follow Up Questions/Answers

Neighborhoods, Arts, and Citizen Engagement

• How many staff members does neighborhoods have?
• How many staff members does the Office of Financial Empowerment have?

o DNACE total FTE: 13 including OFE and 311
o Neighborhoods FTE: 3 (1 current Vacancy)
o OFE FTE: 3 (1 current Vacancy), 2 Contract Employees
o 311 FTE: 7 (0 Vacancy)

• Can you explain where the gun violence task force money is in the FY24 budget?
o Is the goal to fund one organization for two years?

▪ The GVTF dollars are located within the ARPA Allocations by Mayor Schor FY 23. 
• Do you know how many calls 311 has taken?

▪ As of April 24, 2023, the total number of calls received/answered by 311: 30,753 
o Do you know how many have resulted in resolution?

▪ 25,880 Cases were resolved in office by 311 agents and 2723 cases were 
escalated to departments for further assistance. The remaining indicate that a 
voicemail was left/returned, hang ups, human error calls and interdepartmental 
transfers.

o Can you track if there has been a decrease in calls to departments as a result of 311?
▪ The table below shows the number of calls that would have gone directly to the 

department via the department main line number (for example- 483-4121, 
Treasury and Income Tax Main Line, in the last 60 days would have received a 
total of 6,124 calls) that were instead answered by 311 Call Center Agents.

• Can you explain what comes from your miscellaneous operating line item?
o Our Misc. Op line item is the budget line item that we use to pay for our various 

programs (ex: Citizens Academy, Small Resident Clean Ups) and Supplies needed for the 
department. 

• What is the $100,000 of ARPA money for marketing going towards?
o During the first three years of the FEC, we had Bloomberg Grant funding for marketing 

and Outreach, so we were able to do everything (Billboards, Radio, TV Ads, Posters, 
Table Tent…etc.) That funding ended in 2015 and we haven’t had a large marketing push 
since.  We are looking to achieve even a fraction of the successful marketing success we 
had during those years.

• Are other departments who work with the community referring people to the Office of 
Financial Empowerment?

▪ Yes
o Do you have a number for referrals from other departments?

▪ In the last 12 months (May 1, 2022 – April 28 2023), 297 new clients have been 
referred to FEC (this does not include returning clients, of which there are 
many)
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INTERNAL REFERRALS (City & Cristo Rey)
34          54-A District Court 
21         Cristo Rey 
11         HRCS Rent Smart
1            OFE

                           67          Total

                          EXTERNAL REFERRALS
40          Capital Area Housing Partnership
35          LEAP
32          Parole 
19          Friends & Family / Other FEC Clients
22          Internet / Social Media
9            Tri County Office on Aging
7            Child & Family Charities
7            Capital Area Michigan Works!
5            Doctor
5            Therapist
4            Unknown
4            BWL
2            Advent House
2            Holy Cross
2            Employer
1            211
1            54B District Court
1            Alcoholics Anonymous
1            Building Child & Family Initiatives
1            Community Mental Health
1            Endeavor House
1            Eve’s House
1            Flyer
1            Gud Marketing
1            Hannah’s House
1            MSUFCU
1            Newspaper / TV / Radio
1            St Vincent
1            VFW
209        Total

21         Unknown Referral Source
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• Are you able to distinguish between calls that come directly to 311 vs calls that are rerouted 
to 311?

o Our system will allow us to show how many calls came into a specific office line for the 
last 60 days, however since the 311 designation originates at the major phone carriers 
our system isn’t able to query the 311 keystrokes for incoming calls. 

4020 4051 4100 4115 4121 4131 4340 4455 6070 7624 4728 4763
55 145 349 138 6124 810 152 474 112 1144 2996 3

o The above table shows the internal direct office line highlighted in green and the 
number of calls highlighted in yellow. This data is from 2/25-4/25/2023

• Please provide a list of what contractual services your department is using.
o Are you checking for current insurance and licenses?

▪ Contractual Services: We have issued an RFP for our bulk trash clean up 
program with EDP utilizing CDBG funds. We require current insurance and 
licenses from respondents. 
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• Please explain your eviction diversion program. 
o How many people have you served through the program?
o Are you connecting with other City departments?
o Have you worked with the Housing Ombudsman through the eviction diversion 

program?
o What other groups do you work with?
o Are you checking the properties that people are going to once they are evicted?

A. In the past 9 months the Eviction Diversion Facilitator has provided resources to 503 
families. 

B. The Eviction Diversion Facilitator has connected with HRCS. He has received and sent 
referrals to HRCS in efforts to help Section 8 recipients apply for rental assistance. Many 
of these tenants (Section 8) have also received assistance from the Facilitator in 
reaching Lansing Housing Commission and BECKA Management to resolve their 
discrepancies in a more efficient matter due have issues reaching their case workers. As 
mentioned in my follow-up email to the 4/24/23 presentation, Joe McDonald possesses 
a 4-week curriculum called “Rent Smart” created by the University of Wisconsin. At the 
end of this course each tenant is awarded a mayor-signed certificate. If Joe can get these 
classes back in full swing and offer the class to the high school students/college students, (while 
continuing to offer it to renters with poor rental history) we can better equip the future renters 
on how to rent smart directly eliminating future evictions. Soon enough Facilitators in the other 
states involved in the grant will implementing Rent Smart in their programs. The National 
Center for State Courts was so impressed by the free curriculum that they had both Joe 
and the University of Wisconsin present the program on March 16th, 2023, via Zoom to 
all the other states involved in the Eviction Diversion Initiative. 

C. The Housing Ombudsman has reached out to me for assistance with DHHS 
determination letters, tenant trial dates, data regarding writs issued, and general rental 
assistance questions. Joe also attended my recent presentation to the Rental Property 
Owners Association of Mid-Michigan on 4/18/23. Prior to that event as mentioned 
above, Joe presented the Rent Smart Program along side the University of Wisconsin to 
all the Eviction Diversion Facilitators and the National Center for State Courts. 

D. On a weekly basis I work with the Office of Financial Empowerment, DHHS, St. Vincent 
DePaul, Lansing Housing Commission, Advent House, Capital Area Housing Partnership, 
Legal Aid of South-Central Michigan, landlord/plaintiff attorneys, etc. The Eviction 
Diversion Program is centered by relationships. Relationships with tenants, the agencies 
just mentioned and the landlords. The Facilitator’s presentation to the RPOAMM 
(mentioned above) last week represented a “hinge moment” in the program as he met 
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with more landlords in that one night than in the previous nine months combined. The 
reception was very positive. The landlords understood that our program is not anti-
landlord but rather driven to strengthen the families that they will rent to. One landlord 
stated they would waive all fees if her tenants would meet with the Facilitator. The 
President (of RPOAMM) invited the Facilitator to all future meetings in response to the 
presentation. All 500 families have received available rental eviction resources from the 
Facilitator by phone or by email in this 9-month span. The Facilitator has referred 158 
families to the Office of Financial Empowerment in his 9 months at the position. They 
(OFE) are instrumental to the program’s direction as they provide families with the tools 
to strengthen their finances and credit. Advent House has now joined the Facilitator 
during all pretrials to provide housing stability resources to families facing eviction. 

E. The Facilitator does not inspect homes before, during or after evictions. The position is 
designed for the Facilitator to build relationships with landlords, tenants, legal aid, and 
community resource providers to help strengthen those facing homelessness or the 
threat of homelessness.  

F. Can you explain your zoom capabilities in the Court for hybrid Court sessions?
Some customers appear by zoom or in-person depending on the nature of the hearing.  This 
worked well during Covid so the process remains the same as a courtesy to customers and 
lawyers.

a. What are the costs associated with your zoom capabilities?  None.  The supreme court 
provided and supports the current licenses used by the judges and magistrates.   

G. Can you clarify who received the $50,000 for dispute resolution from ARPA funds?
a. Is this program working?
b. Is this program in your budget for FY24?

STILL UNDER RESEARCH

H. Please provide a list of what contractual services your department is using.
1. Interpreters
2. Alcohol and Drug Assessments
3. Back-up Sobriety Court Probation Officer – grant funded
4. Domestic Violence Court Probation Officer – grant funded
5. Systems Administrator (PT)
6. AOS Printing
7. DK Security
8. Resolution Services Center

a. Are you checking for current insurance and licenses?  
Not currently.  

Page 37 of 164



Budget Questions from Committee of the Whole 4.24.23

The questions below are some of the questions covered by the Internal Auditor and Individual Council 
Members during the Budget hearing during the Committee of the Whole that need additional 
clarification in the form of written responses for documentation purposes.  

Note – Some of the questions had a thorough response by staff during the presentation, but a written 
response is being requested to make sure the most complete response can be provided to Council 
Members.   

Consequently, to allow more time to review the responses by Council Members it is requested that you 
provide written responses by email for the following questions by Wednesday, May 3rd 2023.

These responses will be provided to the Council Members for their review. 

Parks and Recreation

• Can you explain what the two FTEs you added are?  We previously had 4 part time programming 
positions and these were combined into two full time programming positions

• Are we returning to pre pandemic levels of participation in our youth programs?  In youth sports 
we have higher participation levels than pre pandemic.  In our other areas such as after school, 
aquatics, summer camps we do not have the seasonal staffing to reach pre pandemic 
participation levels in these areas

• Was Parks and Recreation part of the seasonal job fair?  Yes and we will be conducting one for 
summer camp positions as well

• Can you highlight some of the tree planting efforts the City is doing? 525 trees are being planted 
this spring in the parks and city right-of-ways

o Do you have the resources to take care of the trees once they are planted? Yes and We 
can always use more staff

• Do we have enough personnel to do tree trimming?  We are behind schedule on tree trimming 
and we can always use more staff

• Is there state and federal funding for stump removal/grinding?  Not that we are aware of
• Is there a plan for stump removal/grinding?  We are currently discussing  a plan for this
• How many playground replacements are planned for FY24?  Depends on how much is spent on 

each play structure 
o Are we doing anything different for community outreach about playgrounds?  Council 

has asked for Park Board feedback on this and they are currently working on the plan.  
• Have increases in revenues for the Cemetery fund been taken into account?  Yes
• Please provide a list of what contractual services your department is using.

o Are you checking for current insurance and licenses?  Yes
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1.) What involvement did the Finance Director have in preparing the budget?

The Finance Director helped review numbers, projections, and was involved in the entire 
process.

2.) Please explain the formulas, reasoning, and assumptions behind the increases to:
a. Property tax revenue 
b. Income tax revenue 
c. State revenues 
d. BWL Return on Equity 

The City Assessor estimated a 5% increase in taxable value for the proposed budget. This is due 
to the housing market, general increase in values, and uncapping of taxes. Basic calculations can 
be found in the attached 2a. Income taxes were estimated from the Income Tax Administrator. 
Looking at April 18th YTD numbers, there is roughly a 14% increase in income tax revenue. As 
shown in Question 27, state tapes are also up. State revenues were calculated using numbers 
from the State of Michigan and estimates using previous year’s actuals. For example, the Liquor 
License fee brought in almost $80k in FY22 but was only budgeted for $70k in FY23. So far in 
FY23, the actual amount is over $80k, hence the increase in the proposed budget. This is the 
same reasoning for recreational marijuana. As for BWL ROE, after discussions with the mayor 
and the CEO, BWL was comfortable with our $26.5 million estimate.

3.) Does the $8.2M in ARPA money used to balance the FY24 budget constitute all the 
money set aside for revenue loss?

a. Finance has publicly stated that 11M was being used for revenue loss in 
FY24.  Where was the additional $2.8M appropriated? 

The money used for GF loss revenue was approved for $18 million. The $9,712,500 in FY23 and 
$8,287,500 in FY24 would be all the $18 million, so yes that would mean all the money set aside 
for revenue loss for the GF would be used. As you know, the LSJ interview was back in April 
2022, and we were projecting what our allocation to the general fund would be. We are now 
working with the approved numbers.

4.) Please provide a five-year budget projection with all assumptions used included.

We have the budget for this year and will provide a balanced budget for next year.  While we 
expect to have less dollars in the 2025 budget due to not having ARPA to backfill, we will look 
at all the revenues and expenses as we create the budget for the 2024-25 fiscal year.  Because we 
know that we could have a deficit to start, we will be working on solutions as soon as this budget 
is done and are committed to providing a balanced budget each year as per law. When we have 
recommendations in the summer or early fall, we are happy to work with Council (before 
introducing the budget) so we can all be a part of any necessary actions that need to be taken. 

5.) Where is ARPA interest incorporated into the budget?
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ARPA interest is incorporated in the “Interest & Rents” part of the GF revenues.

6.) Please explain the reasoning and formula that went into the vacancy factor increase 
from $700K to $1,500,000M.

Reasoning behind increasing the vacancy factor from $700k to $1.5 million is because of our 
vacancy reports. In the first 2 quarters of FY23, the vacancy factor was calculated as $1,547,530, 
over double what was budgeted for. We increased it to $1.5 million to be more in line with actual 
numbers and be more conservative due to the volatile nature of vacancies in a city. 

7.) Without ARPA funds it appears the general fund would be decreasing $12M and 
even with the $8M it is reducing fund balance by 3.6M.  We’ve been hearing about 
the City’s structural deficit since 2019, why hasn’t anything been done to address 
this issue in the presented FY24 budget and what is being done to address it moving 
forward?

We have eliminated long term costs in collective bargaining and have short term increases as a 
result (as approved by Council in all CBAs), and Council has approved 3% increases for 
employees.  We disagree that nothing has been done to address this issue.  We are creating 
efficiencies wherever we can. However, costs continue to rise.  We will be evaluating all 
departments to see what vacancies can be eliminated, we will meet with unions on any possible 
budget reductions, and we will look at outside revenues. We welcome Council’s 
recommendations on cuts and on potential revenues.

8.) Local Streets Fund – Why the 70% increase to major maintenance?  Does finance 
have a plan for the rapidly depleting Act 51 fund balances?

o Can you please provide the plan?

The reason for why Major Maintenance is increasing is that the line item will service multiple 
new projects for the Public Service department. They can explain more during their budget 
presentation. As for fund balances, below are the fund balances the last three fiscal years for 
Major and Local streets, but this is something that our internal team is looking at:

FY21 FY22 FY23 (Adopted)
Major Streets $13,024,279 $13,938,901 $11,138,901
Local Streets $3,632,894 $4,744,674 $3,544,674

9.) Why the significant decrease in expenditures for Tri-County Metro?  What is the 
City’s financial relationship and obligations related to the Tri-County task force?

This question will be answered on May 1st during the Police budget hearing. The Tri-County 
Metro Narcotics Squad (METRO) is a multi-jurisdictional drug task force operating in Clinton, 
Eaton, and Ingham Counties. The team focuses on major drug traffickers and utilizes intelligence 
information, informants, surveillance, undercover operations, and all available investigative 
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techniques. The city receives revenues from drug forfeitures and expenses come from personnel, 
evidence, and miscellaneous operating expenses. The police can answer more in depth during 
their budget hearing if you have more questions concerning the program. 

10.) Why the projected decrease in revenues for the building safety fund? 
o What is the strategy behind having a significant fund balance in this fund?

The projected decrease in revenues for the building safety fund comes from decreases in 
projected revenues from plan reviews and building permits. The administration’s strategy is to 
have a healthy fund balance in all our funds. 

11.) Why does the City parking fund continue to run at a structural deficit?  Does 
the City have a plan to address this? When do you estimate the parking fund will be 
out of money and into a deficit?

This is being taken up by the internal team. As for when the parking fund will be out of money 
and into a deficit, if we take this year’s proposed use of fund balance ($777k) and we have a 
working capital of $2.7 million, it will take around 3 years for the fund to be out of money.

12.) Can you please provide a general explanation of how the public safety fund 
works?

The public safety fund is a restricted fund. Up to 3.9 mills will be used to fund it, with 
expenditures initially going towards debt service. 

13.) Why is the City initiating $2.2M in capital project improvements while the 
fund balance is falling?

There are multiple capital improvement projects that are state ordered. For example, CSO/sewer 
separation construction project to eliminate raw sewage discharges are mandated by State 
Administrative Consent Order #05153. Also, stormwater catch basin cleaning has been required 
by EGLE.

14.) How does changing from pay go to ADC impact OPEB liability? 

There are several advantages, as provided by our actuary:

1. The expected cost of benefits over the long-term is lower due to potential investment 
earnings in the System portfolios and VEBA.

2. The funding ratios will improve over time, lessening and eventually eliminating the need 
for additional State reporting (e.g., corrective action plans).

3. The liability reported on the City’s financials will be much lower with prefunding.
4. The liability in the OPEB valuation reports will be consistent with the financial report, 

avoiding confusion.
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15.) Does the increase to retirement/fixed benefits in the internal services fund 
take OPEB increases into account?  If so please break down the numbers to show 
how.

The Net OPEB Liability for the City as of June 30, 2022, is $248,282,053. The total ratio of the 
Plan’s Fiduciary Net Position to the Total OPEB Liability is 31.0%, a decrease of 5.8% versus 
the prior year. The City’s OPEB expense for fiscal year 2022 is ($28,118,840) and the net 
number of deferred (inflows)/outflows of resources is ($105,490,480).

Fixed Fringes are budgeted for $59.5 million. As stated, Retirement/Fixed benefits make up over 
29% of GF expenditures. This represents an increase of 8.5% of the dollar amount from the 
current year. The numbers used to calculate the fixed fringes came from Gregg Stump from 
Boomershine Consulting Group and HR department. Fixed fringes are workers comp, 
miscellaneous benefits (employee assistance program, final leave payments, unemployment), 
Pension contribution, and retiree HC/Dental. 

Pension contributions total $34.5 million including amortization (the proportion of the annual 
city contribution toward unfunded actuarial accrued liability) and normal cost (the portion of the 
annual city contribution which represents one year’s accrual of benefits). These amounts are 
estimated by our actuary on an annual basis and based on demographic data as of January 1, 
2022, and a -14% investment return. Attached is the breakdown on pensions in “Fixed Fringes” 
that includes both FY24 and FY23.

Retiree Healthcare and Dental total $21.5 million, as determined by our actuary.

Workers Compensation and Miscellaneous benefits, which include unemployment and paying 
out remaining vacation, sick, and personal leave when an employee leaves the city, increased to 
almost $3.5 million. These numbers came from the HR department.

16.) What total dollar amount was increased from last year to fund pension and 
OPEB? What was that based on?

Fixed Fringes are budgeted for $59.5 million. As stated, Retirement/Fixed benefits make up over 
29% of GF expenditures. This represents an increase of 8.5% of the dollar amount from the 
current year. The numbers used to calculate the fixed fringes came from Gregg Stump from 
Boomershine Consulting Group and HR department. Fixed fringes are workers comp, 
miscellaneous benefits (employee assistance program, final leave payments, unemployment), 
Pension contribution, and retiree HC/Dental. 

Pension contributions total $34.5 million including amortization (the proportion of the annual 
city contribution toward unfunded actuarial accrued liability) and normal cost (the portion of the 
annual city contribution which represents one year’s accrual of benefits). These amounts are 
estimated by our actuary on an annual basis and based on demographic data as of January 1, 
2022, and a -14% investment return. Attached is the breakdown on pensions in “Fixed Fringes” 
that includes both FY24 and FY23.
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Retiree Healthcare and Dental total $21.5 million, as determined by our actuary.

Workers Compensation and Miscellaneous benefits, which include unemployment and paying 
out remaining vacation, sick, and personal leave when an employee leaves the city, increased to 
almost $3.5 million. These numbers came from the HR department.

17.) Were CREC (Consensus Revenue Estimating Conference) and the 
Governor’s recommendations for revenue sharing taken into account? If so, what 
data was used?

State revenues were calculated using numbers from the State of Michigan and from 
conversations with the Mayor. Attached as 17a are the state’s estimates for FY24. We are taking 
a more conservative approach due to the state’s guidance that “Actual payments will differ from 
these estimates if the economy experiences a further slowdown”.

18.) Have we updated our chart of accounts to comply with the new Department 
of Treasury Standard?  Is there a timeline for when this will be completed?

We are working with our auditors to update our chart of accounts and it will be completed by the 
end of the fiscal year.

19.) Was any department asked to reduce spending for the FY24 budget?

All departments were asked to do this.  The budget you received reflects all department 
recommendations.  Only one general fund position was added due to the budget constraints. As 
mentioned, we will look at long-time vacancies for next year and other efficiencies that can be 
found in the budget as we will not have ARPA to backfill.

20.) Income taxes – you talked a little bit about the 5% increase.  FY21 to FY22 
has about a 1.1% increase.  Where’s the confidence that we’re getting such a big 
increase in revenue?  Has something changed?  Can you please break down where 
that money is coming from.

Looking at April 18th YTD numbers, there is roughly a 14% increase in income tax revenue. As 
shown in Question 27, state tapes are also up.

21.) Will the budget amendment being prepared reflect a significant increase in 
revenue than what was passed for the FY23 budget?  

As of now, we expect there will be an increase but can’t relay how much until we have closed 
out the 23 budgets with actuals.

22.) Can you please provide updated budget projections for FY23?
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Please see the attachment “Projections”.

23.) Article 7 section 103 of the charter states that there should be a budget 
message and there shall be an explanation about what Council priorities were 
incorporated and what weren’t and an explanation of why not for items not 
included.  This was not provided – please provide to Council.

Council priorities were considered, but most of the Council priorities were for increased funding 
and, as has been pointed out in many of these questions, the budget cannot sustain increases in 
general fund spending for more positions.  We included some one-time funding as per Council 
requests.  And we are looking at positions that are fee-generated (LEDC, Code, etc).  But many 
of the positions requested are new costs to the budget that can’t be afforded.  Council did not 
include any position cuts, and we hope to see those recommendations in the future budget 
priorities.

24.) What is this budget doing to address the structural deficit?  You’ve 
mentioned a team but can you provide any concrete answers.

Desiree Kirkland, Jackson Mills, Shelbi Frayer, and Jane DiSessa have discussed potential 
options. We welcome Council recommendations as well and will reach out to city unions and 
others.

25.) What is the timeline for coming up with a plan to address the City’s 
structural deficit? 

We have the budget for this year and will provide a balanced budget for next year.  While we 
expect to have less dollars in the 2025 budget due to not having ARPA to backfill, we will look 
at all the revenues and expenses as we create the budget for the 2024-25 fiscal year.  Because we 
know that we could have a deficit to start, we will be working on solutions as soon as this budget 
is done and are committed to providing a balanced budget each year as per law. When we have 
recommendations in the summer or early fall, we are happy to work with Council (before 
introducing the budget) so we can all be a part of any necessary actions that need to be taken. 

26.) Who is on the financial health team the City is forming?

See Question 24

27.) Please provide the income tax numbers the City collected for the last three 
years from the State tapes.

2021: $714,072.03
2022:$448,796.15
2023: $525,687.87

There is roughly a 17% increase from 22 to 23.
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28.) Why does the budget book have 0 increases in the projected year end for 
FY23 but everyone seems to be aware that their costs are going up?

Please see the attachment “Projections”.

29.) Can the large fleet increases throughout departments be explained? Why did 
we go with a different model for vehicle budget allocation in FY23 than we are 
doing in FY24?

This question can be answered during the Public Service budget hearing. Fleet allocations are 
done by the Fleet department and is based on vehicle usage and other considerations.

30.) What inflation rate was built into the budget?

Cost increases were considered in the proposed budget by departments. Each department 
considered cost increases in their budgets.

31.) Is the City collecting interest on each of its funds, including enterprise funds?
a. Where is that money?  How is it reflected in the budget?

Yes, the city is collecting money on funds, including enterprise funds. The money is put in their 
respective revenue accounts. For example, the general fund’s interest revenue is in the “Interest 
Income” revenue line item.
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Finance 
1.) When will a transition to the new BS&A software happen?  Please provide a timeline.  

We are hoping to start the transition this summer.  BS&A has told us it is a 18 months to 2 year process.

2.) When was the contract with BS&A signed? Oct. 18, 2022
o When was the payment made?  November 21, 2022, $252,475

3.) Has anyone talked to BS&A about a reduction in their contract because they are delaying 
implementation? No 
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Budget Questions from Committee of the Whole 4.10.23

The questions below are some of the questions covered by the Internal Auditor and Individual Council 
Members during the Budget hearing during the Committee of the Whole that need additional 
clarification in the form of written responses for documentation purposes.  

Note – Some of the questions had a thorough response by staff during the presentation, but a written 
response is being requested to make sure the most complete response can be provided to Council 
Members.   

Consequently, to allow more time to review the responses by Council Members it is requested that you 
provide written responses by email for the following questions before the next scheduled budget 
hearing. 

Please, coordinate with the other departments to gather the written responses for documentation and 
clarification purposes. 

These responses will be provided to the Council Members for their review. 

General Overview 

• What involvement did the Finance Director have in preparing this budget?
• Please explain the formulas, reasoning, and assumptions behind the increases to:

o Property tax revenue 
o Income tax revenue 
o State revenues 
o BWL Return on Equity 

• Does the $8.2M in ARPA money used to balance the FY24 budget constitute all the money set 
aside for revenue loss?

o Finance has publicly stated that 11M was being used for revenue loss in FY24.  Where 
was the additional $2.8M appropriated? 

• Please provide a five-year budget projection with all assumptions used included.
• Where is ARPA interest incorporated into the budget?
• Please explain the reasoning and formula that went into the vacancy factor increase from $700K 

to $1,500,000M.
• Without ARPA funds it appears the general fund would be decreasing $12M and even with the 

$8M it is reducing fund balance by 3.6M.  We’ve been hearing about the City’s structural deficit 
since 2019, why hasn’t anything been done to address this issue in the presented FY24 budget 
and what is being done to address it moving forward?

• Local Streets Fund – Why the 70% increase to major maintenance?  Does finance have a plan for 
the rapidly depleting Act 51 fund balances?

o Can you please provide the plan?
• Why the significant decrease in expenditures for Tri-County Metro?  What is the City’s financial 

relationship and obligations related to the Tri-County task force?
• Why the projected decrease in revenues for the building safety fund? 

o What is the strategy behind having a significant fund balance in this fund?
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• Why does the City parking fund continue to run at a structural deficit?  Does the City have a plan 
to address this? When do you estimate the parking fund will be out of money and into a deficit?

• Can you please provide a general explanation of how the public safety fund works?
• Why is the City initiating $2.2M in capital project improvements while the fund balance is 

falling?
• How does changing from pay go to ADC impact OPEB liability? 
• Does the increase to retirement/fixed benefits in the internal services fund take OPEB increases 

into account?  If so please break down the numbers to show how.
• What total dollar amount was increased from last year to fund pension and OPEB? What was 

that based on?
• Were CREC (Consensus Revenue Estimating Conference) and the Governor’s recommendations 

for revenue sharing taken into account? If so, what data was used?
• Have we updated our chart of accounts to comply with the new Department of Treasury 

Standard?  Is there a timeline for when this will be completed?
• Was any department asked to reduce spending for the FY24 budget?
• Income taxes – you talked a little bit about the 5% increase.  FY21 to FY22 has about a 1.1% 

increase.  Where’s the confidence that we’re getting such a big increase in revenue?  Has 
something changed?  Can you please break down where that money is coming from.

• Will the budget amendment being prepared reflect a significant increase in revenue than what 
was passed for the FY23 budget?  

• Can you please provide updated budget projections for FY23?
• Article 7 section 103 of the charter states that there should be a budget message and there shall 

be an explanation about what Council priorities were incorporated and what weren’t and an 
explanation of why not for items not included.  This was not provided – please provide to 
Council.

• What is this budget doing to address the structural deficit?  You’ve mentioned a team but can 
you provide any concrete answers.

• What is the timeline for coming up with a plan to address the City’s structural deficit? 
• Who is on the financial health team the City is forming?
• Please provide the income tax numbers the City collected for the last three years from the State 

tapes.
• Why does the budget book have 0 increases in the projected year end for FY23 but everyone 

seems to be aware that their costs are going up?
• Can the large fleet increases throughout departments be explained? Why did we go with a 

different model for vehicle budget allocation in FY23 than we are doing in FY24?
• What inflation rate was built into the budget?
• Is the City collecting interest on each of its funds, including enterprise funds?

o Where is that money?  How is it reflected in the budget?

Economic Development and Planning 

• What is being done internally in the parking department to address the structural deficit?
• Have we looked at the feasibility at selling off surface lots?  Is part of the parking study looking 

at the feasibility of selling off surface lots?
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• Did the parking fund run a deficit in FY21 and FY22?
• There are major increases to projected revenues for multiple parking line items.  Who put these 

numbers together and how did they come up with them?
o Specifically please address increases to the following line items:

▪ Lot 37 
▪ Ramp 2 – S. Capitol 
▪ Ramp 3 – N. Grand 

• Can you please provide an update on debt service payments on TIFA loans in the parking fund?  
Have we been able to make debt service payments each year?

Fire

• Why is there a 1.5% decrease in public safety expenditures in the Fire Department? 
There should be no decrease reflected within the fire department budget. In fact, total 
expenditure has increased by at least 2.4% for FY24.

• Why has the suppression line item for Fire – Overtime FLSA been cut from $100,000 to $10,000?
There should not have been a $90,000.00 decrease in this line item. Previous years spending 
has reflected at least $95,000.00 of Suppression FLSA overtime. 

• Was a potential increase for wages baked into this budget?  If not please explain why not.
Yes, at least 3% or IAFF contract negotiated increase.

Finance 

• When will a transition to the new BS&A software happen?  Please provide a timeline.
• When was the contract with BS&A signed?  When was the payment made?
• Has anyone talked to BS&A about a reduction in their contract because they are delaying 

implementation? 
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Human Resources
• Can you explain the short-term FTE HR added? We have added a FTE for succession planning for 

our Retirement Division. This currently a division of one person. I would love for this not to be a 
short-term position, but I understand the financial concerns. 

• Can you explain the residency incentive program? See the attached LHope information. 
o How do you market this program? Its currently on our Intranet. We will look at further 

ways to market the program. 
• What is the employee recognition program? This is a yearly event for City employees. It has 

previously been held at the Lugnuts Stadium, inclusive of a meal, baseball game tickets and 
access to the kids play area for families. 

• Can you explain the 4 FTEs added in the last two years? As previously noted, HR has been in 
need for additional staff members. These positions were approved by Council in prior 
years.  The current staff is very dedicated and committed to their positions and unfortunately 
there are not enough hours in the day to accomplish all that we want to accomplish. This results 
in us having to prioritize tasks. 
- Hiring Specialist
- Deputy Director
- Health and Wellness position

• Retirement Tech How many hiring specialists does HR currently have? Three specialists (and one 
vacancy) along with a Lead Hiring Manager 

• Is there anything in this budget or that were doing anything internally to increase efficiencies in 
the hiring process? My official start date in this role was February 6, 2023. We have and will 
continue to work on efficiencies for the hiring process in navigating this competitive landscape. 

• Is a HR department of 15 employees sufficient? No
• Please provide a list of what contractual services your department is using.

-EMPCO 
-Johnson Roberts and Associates
-M3
-Professional Psychological and Rehab Services PC
-Fifer Investigations
-Zelle
-Segal
-Resolution Services
-Meridian Professional Psychological Consultants PC
-Michigan Assessors Association 
-Critera Corp
-Wayne Bisard Investigations

o Are you checking for current insurance and licenses? We can research further. The 
contracts that I had involvement with prior to taking this role went through the 
appropriate City contract routing process. 

• Can you explain what your training line item is used for? Upon further research its my 
understanding that this line items has been used for mandated trainings and other 
developmental trainings. We are currently researching this. 

o Please provide a list of trainings We are researching this.  
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• Why don’t we have paper applications available? In 2020 we made the change to NeoGOV, 
which is a paperless application process. We are willing to assist candidates with accessing the 
application and are committed to removing barriers to the application process. 

• What training is the City doing on diversity and inclusion? The City has had multiple sessions 
with different departments to provide the video and policy training that it currently provides to 
council each year. HR is also involved with the MRJEA training program which is inclusive of 
Cabinet Training, Onboarding (and beyond) videos that will launch soon, and the planning of the 
Equity Core Team/Train the Trainer program. Training is a priority and we have plans for 
multiple trainings in the future. 

Elizabeth J. O’Leary
Human Resources Director/Chief Labor Negotiator 
City of Lansing
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LANSING HOME OWNERSHIP PROGRAM FOR EMPLOYEES L-HOPE 

Residency Incentive Program 
 
 
The Residency Incentive Program is designed to encourage City of Lansing employees, 
who have completed 60 days of employment at the City of Lansing, have not had any 
disciplinary suspensions within the past year, and currently live outside the corporate limits of 
Lansing or rent within the city, to purchase a primary residence on an owner occupied basis 
within the city limits. The program would provide advanced compensation (forgivable 
loans) of $3,000 for down payments, pre-paid reserves and closing expenses.  An incentive 
of $4,000 is available for any qualified employee under the program who purchases a 
registered rental home for conversion to an owner occupied home. This program would 
be offered to all exempt, full time, and part time year round employees, whose bargaining 
units have agreed to participate in the program, and would include Executive Plan, 
Mayoral, District Court and City Council employees. The program would be administered 
by the Department of Human Resources and the Finance Department. 

 

 
PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 

 

1. Provide encouragement and incentives to Lansing City Employees currently living 
outside the city, to choose Lansing as their home and move within the city limits. 

 
2. To help make city employees feel more a part of the community, forge stronger ties 

between the city and its workers and encourage retention and stability of the city 
work force. 

 

3. To strengthen the relationship between city workers and the city by enhancing their 
participation in neighborhood activities and associations. 

 
 

PUBLIC BENEFITS 
 

1. By living in the city, employees would be closer to their place of employment and 
be more readily available to report to work in case of emergencies or other job 
related responsibilities. 

 

2. As residents and taxpayers of the city where they work and live, city employees 
would be recipients of city services and would have a better understanding of the 
service needs of the city. 

 

3. By living where they work, employees would have more of a stake in the city's 
business, leading to more committed and stable work force. 
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PROGRAM SPECIFICATIONS 
 

 

1. The Program would be offered to all full time, part time year round, exempt and 
bargaining unit employees who have completed 60 days of employment at the City 
of Lansing. This would include all exempt, part time year round, and full time 
employees, whose bargaining units have agreed to participate in the program, and 
would include Executive Plan, Mayoral, District Court, and City Council employees. 
The program will be administered by the Department of Human Resources and 
Finance Department. 

 

2. Loan funds will be used exclusively toward the down payment, pre-paid reserves, 
and/or closing costs for the employee's primary residence, and will only be awarded 
when full financing has been secured. 

 

3. Loans will be provided to employees on a first come, first serve basis based on the 
date a complete loan application is received by the Department of Human 
Resources. No application shall be deemed complete until the employee has been 
pre-qualified by the Director of the Department of Human Resources and a 
mortgage lender, located a house and entered into a formal purchase agreement 
accepted by both seller and purchaser. 

 

4. The Directors of the Department of Human Resources and the Finance Department 
will provide written notification to the closing agent and the lender of city's intent to 
provide these funds to assist the employee in purchasing a primary owner occupied 
residence only (refinancing of an existing residence does not qualify). For the 
purposes of the program, the term "closing agent" shall be defined as the person 
or entity supervising the closing to purchase the property, which person or entity is 
typically a title insurance company, the first mortgage lender, or an escrow agent. 

 

5. The use of the property shall be limited to the uses permitted for a single family 

residence as permitted by the Zoning Code. 
 

6. The employees shall file with the Register of Deeds a Deed Restriction: 
 

a. Requiring that the property be the principal residence for the owner and/or 
his/her immediate) family, and 

 
b. For purposes of this restriction, "immediate family" shall mean an 

employee’s spouse, former spouse, dependent children, step-children and 
legally adopted children. 

 
7. The loan will not exceed $3,000; unless, the employee is purchasing a registered 

rental home for conversion to an owner occupied home in which case the loan will 
not exceed $4,000. No interest shall accrue on any amount of the outstanding loan 
principal except as hereinafter provided. 
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8. Twenty percent (20%) of the loan principal will be forgiven on each anniversary of 
the loan, provided that on the anniversary date: 

 
 

a. The employee is in good standing. An employee's "good standing" shall not 
be affected by being on family and medical leave, extended sick leave, or 
military leave. 

 

b. For purposes of this program, good standing shall mean no disciplinary 
suspensions within a 12 month period. 

 

c. The house purchased by the employee is occupied by the employee or in the 
event of the employee's death or divorce, is occupied by his or her 
immediate family as the principal residence. 

 

9. The amount of the cash advance that is forgiven will be taxable income to the 
employee. Beginning within thirty (3) days of the date of closing, the appropriate 
taxability amount will be spread over all future paychecks until the total cash 
advance has been taxed.  If an employee leaves City employment, any remaining 
amount will be spread over the remaining paychecks with the remaining balance 
of unearned advance compensation becoming due and payable in accordance 
with the program and lien agreement, and payroll deduction authorization. 

 

10. If the employee and his or her immediate family vacates, rents or sells the house 
within the loan period or terminates his/her employment with the City, the remaining 
principal balance of the Loan shall become, without notice, due immediately, and 
shall bear interest from the date of the loan at the midterm rate compounded 
monthly until paid in full. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
           

Revised 5/23/2005 

Revised  6/11/08 

             Revised 2/17/2017 

             Revised 09/07/2018   

     

Page 54 of 164



LANSING HOME OWNERSHIP PROGRAM FOR EMPLOYEES L-HOPE 

APPLICATION FORM 
 

Name:    
 

Address:    
 

Home Phone:   Work Phone:    
 

Department:    
 

Hire Date:  Full-Time:    
 

Position at City:    
 

Do you currently (own\rent) your home?  Own  Rent 

Purchase Price of home you wish to purchase: $     

Address of L-HOPE home:  _   
 

Advance Compensation requested: $    
$3,000 per approved application or $4,000 per approved application for registered rental homes that are 
converted to an owner occupied home) 

 
I have a completed Buy-Sell Agreement, a copy of which is attached. 
I certify to the following: 

 

1. I will live in the house.  The house will be my principal residence. 

 
2. I do not currently live in the house nor have I completed a closing on this property. 

 
3. I understand that I must repay the remaining balance on the L-HOPE advance with interest 

calculated at prime rate plus 2% if I sell the house, if the house ceases to be my principal residence, 
or if I leave city employment within 5 years from the closing date, according to the terms of the L-
HOPE. 

 

4. I understand that approval of this application is subject to the review and approval from the Directors 
of the Department of Human Resources and the Finance Department, and that decisions of appeals 
to the Mayor are final. 

 
5. I understand that the advance is subject to obtaining financing from an authorized financial 

institution within six (6) months of the approval date and the entire advance must be applied to the 
home purchase. 

 
6. I understand that the application approval is subject to the availability of funds and will be on a first 

come, first serve basis. 

 
7. I have received a copy of the Lansing Home Ownership Program for Employees and I understand 

and agree with all the terms and conditions of the L-HOPE. 
 

8. I understand I will be required to sign a contract with the City, detailing the program' a provisions, 
in connection with my receipt of proceeds from L-Hope and that the contract will be recorded with 
the title to my house. 

 

 
Name 

Date    
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CITY OF LANSING
INTERNAL AUDITOR

124 W MICHIGAN AVE FL 10

LANSING MI 48933-1605

(517) 483-4159

Date: April 5th, 2023  

To: Lansing City Council 

From: Emily Linden, Internal Auditor 

Re: Committee of the Whole – April 10th, 2023  

Subject: Mayor’s Proposed Budget FY24 

Budget – General Overview (Fees, Revenue, Fringe)

The proposed budget book was presented to City Council on March 27th, 2023.  The FY24 City of Lansing 
budget is roughly $275 million for all funds, with $163.9M for the General Fund.  This is a 13% overall 
increase from the FY23 adopted budget and a 5.4% increase to the General Fund.

Revenue Increases:

The FY24 proposed budget reflects a 4.9% increase in general fund revenue including:

• 5% increase in property tax revenue 
• 5% increase in income tax revenue 
• 4% increase in state revenues 
• Board of Water and Light Return on Equity increases from $25 million to $26.5 million

General Notes:

• The vacancy factor increased from $700,000 to $1,500,000.
• Without ARPA funds the general fund would be decreasing $12M and with ARPA funds the 

general fund is reducing fund balance by $3.6M.
• The City is initiating $2.2M in capital project improvements. 
• The City continues to experience challenges addressing pension and retiree healthcare costs 

(legacy costs) and its objective is to fully pre-fund other post-employment benefits (OPEB).
o The City is changing the funding model from the current pay-as-you-go method to the 

actuarially determined employee contribution (ADEC) method.

Information Technology (IT) 

The total proposed IT budget is $8,128,702 which is a 4.6% increase from the FY23 budget.  IT added 
two additional positions, increasing from 14 to 16 positions department wide for a 7.6% increase to the 
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personnel budget.  There is a 3.5% increase to the operating budget due to a higher fleet charge and 
increases to the software budget. 

Other notes:

• IT charges out a cost to each department for IT services, equipment, and software.

Economic Development and Planning (EDP)

Overall EDP has a 31.6% increase in expenditures from FY23.  The majority of this is from the CDBG Fund 
and Downtown Lansing, Inc.

Other notes:

• EDP’s Admin and Planning Department budget includes a 3.3% decrease to the LEPFA subsidy 
from $1,975,000 to $1,909,936.

• The municipal parking system enterprise fund is currently showing a structural deficit.  Revenues 
are projected to be $4,583,800 and expenditures are projected to be $5,361,322.

• This budget includes $250,000 in CIP funding for construction, maintenance, and engineering 
costs for parking services.

• The Building Safety Special Revenue Fund is projecting a 7.8% decrease in revenue for licenses 
and permits.  FY23 budgeted $3,051,100 in revenue for licenses and permits and FY24 budgets 
$2,814,500 in projected revenue.

Fire

The total proposed budget for the Fire Department is $41,238,217, a 2.4% increase from last year’s 
budget.  This includes a 2.3% decrease in the active personnel budget.

Other Notes:

• Money from the opioid settlement will be specifically allocated towards the Police and Fire 
departments and will be restricted for their use.

• Page 9 of the budget book under the General Fund Summary shows a 1.5% decrease in public 
safety expenditures in the Fire Department.

• The Suppression line item for overtime – FLSA was cut from $100,000 to $10,000.
o YTD in FY23 this line item has spent $59,688.15.

City Attorney

Total expenditures increased 4.8% to $2,640,175 from $2,520,110.  There are no significant changes to 
the department’s budget.

Finance

Total expenditures increased 10.7% to $2,324,926 from $2,100,195.  There are no significant changes to 
the department’s budget.

Other Notes:

• Temporary help is budgeted the same as FY23 at $38,000.
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o To date this fiscal year they have already spent $76,964.55 from this account.
• Contractual services is budgeted the same as FY23 at $75,000.

o To date this fiscal year they have already spent $173,107.50 from this account.

Page 59 of 164



City of Lansing  

Memo 
To: The Honorable City Council President Wood and Members of the City Council  

 
From: Jane Bais DiSessa, Deputy Mayor/Chief of Staff 

 
cc: Andy Schor, Mayor and Mark Lawrence, Deputy Chief of Staff 

 
Date: April 14, 2023 

 
Re: Response to March 27, 2023, Committee of the Whole (COW) Meeting – RE: Resolution to 

Support Eight (8) Funding Proposals for Congresswoman Slotkin to Advocate. 

 
As referenced above, below are my responses to the main questions asked by City Council: 
 
1.) Why did we not support community type projects that “we submitted” to E. Slotkin?    

Respectfully, it is our belief that the projects we supported are beneficial to our community and public 
discussions regarding these projects had been previously held. It was our understanding that 
Congresswoman Slotkin could only submit 15 projects, so we had to limit the number of projects submitted. 
In consultation with her Staff, we chose the projects that we felt would be most successful. Social service 
programs were not eligible for House consideration. 
 
2.) The cost for the Universal Playground seems to change, first it was $1.8M, then it escalated to 

$2.2M—what is the current cost estimate?  
 
Initially, it was my understanding that the funds requested were to help meet and close the $800K funding 
gap for the Capital Region Foundation.  This is incorrect.  The Foundation has met their $2.2 million funding 
goal, however, due to inflation, the $800K is needed to address additional increases in construction costs. 
 
3.) What method was used to determine which park project(s) would be submitted?  Why was the 

Moores Park not selected for funding consideration?     
 
When deciding which projects to submit, we looked at projects we felt had the best chances to succeed.  
Based on the account options we were given by the House officials; we did not see the Moores Park Project 
as a good fit. We are awaiting the final report from WTA Architects. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jane Bais DiSessa 
Deputy Mayor/Chief of Staff 
 
JBD 
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FY2023/2024 Budget Department Presentations

For the budget presentations Council is providing up to 15 minutes, 
including Q & A to each department.  During that time please respond 
to the following questions:

1. What is the difference with your budget from current fiscal year to the 
proposed budget?

2. Are there any changes in services that your department is responsible for 
and if so why?

3. Are there any rate or fee increases and if so why?
4. Are there any major equipment purchases proposed in your budget?
5. Are there any eliminating, combining or contracting of positions in your 

budget, and if so provide specifics.
6. Did your department receive any ARPA funding in the current fiscal year, and 

if so how was it spent.
7. Does your proposed budget include a carry forward of ARPA funds and if not 

how will your department programs change because of not having those 
ARPA funds.

No annual reports will be presented during this time.  However, if you have an 
annual report you wish for Council to have, please provide it to the Council offices 
by noon the Friday before your Monday presentation and it will be provided to 
Council at that time.  These annual reports will NOT be discussed during your 15 
minutes.
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FY2023/2024 Budget Department Presentations 

For the budget presentations Council is providing up to 15 minutes, 

including Q & A to each department.  During that time please respond 

to the following questions: 

1. What is the difference with your budget from current fiscal year to the 

proposed budget? 

2. Are there any changes in services that your department is responsible for 

and if so why? 

3. Are there any rate or fee increases and if so why? 

4. Are there any major equipment purchases proposed in your budget? 

5. Are there any eliminating, combining or contracting of positions in your 

budget, and if so provide specifics. 

6. Did your department receive any ARPA funding in the current fiscal year, and 

if so how was it spent. 

7. Does your proposed budget include a carry forward of ARPA funds and if not 

how will your department programs change because of not having those 

ARPA funds. 

 
No annual reports will be presented during this time.  However, if you have an 
annual report you wish for Council to have, please provide it to the Council offices 
by noon the Friday before your Monday presentation and it will be provided to 
Council at that time.  These annual reports will NOT be discussed during your 15 
minutes. 
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Budget Questions from Committee of the Whole 4.10.23

The questions below are some of the questions covered by the Internal Auditor and Individual 
Council Members during the Budget hearing during the Committee of the Whole that need 
additional clarification in the form of written responses for documentation purposes. 

Note – Some of the questions had a thorough response by staff during the 
presentation, but a written response is being requested to make sure the most 
complete response can be provided to Council Members. 

Consequently, to allow more time to review the responses by Council Members it is requested 
that you provide written responses by email for the following questions before the next scheduled 
budget hearing. 

Please, coordinate with the other departments to gather the written responses for documentation 
and clarification purposes. 

These responses will be provided to the Council Members for their review. 

Economic Development and Planning 

• Why does the City parking fund continue to run at a structural deficit? Does the City have 
a plan to address this? When do you estimate the parking fund will be out of money and 
into a deficit?

o Parking Response: Unfortunately, partly because of the pandemic and the resulting 
economic crisis that affected us, we have not seen a return of the workforce that 
supported businesses and parking operations. 

o Finance Response: This question was answered more in-depth at the meeting and 
can be reviewed at the video recorded COW session.

• What is being done internally in the parking department to address the structural deficit?
o Parking Services has tried to reduce expenditures wherever possible over the past 

3 budget cycles (see attached spreadsheet). Since the Extreme Makeover project 
was completed, we have continuously tried to reduce costs in contractual services, 
equipment and major maintenance. Much of the repeat numbers shown in the 
Equipment and Major Maintenance budgets are placeholders in case equipment 
being damaged by outside sources.

• Have we looked at the feasibility at selling off surface lots? Is part of the parking study 
looking at the feasibility of selling off surface lots?

o Parking Services Response: Yes, the RFP for the parking study has this request in 
the Scope of Services:

“Provide possibility of lease or sale of under-utilized properties via commercial real estate 
brokerage services. (As of April, 2022, Downtown Lansing Inc. has been awarded funding 
from the Michigan Economic Development Corporation to lead a Comprehensive Market 
Analysis and Priority Planning process for the downtown central business district. This 
analysis will look at where we are and provide critical insight into the types of both 
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residential and commercial development that can thrive in the downtown district and help 
outline development plans to transform at least two high priority sites here in downtown.) 
Provide possibility of conversion of under-utilized properties to green space or other uses.” 

• Did the parking fund run a deficit in FY21 and FY22?
o Finance Response: Attached are the FY21 and FY22 audits showing a decrease in 

net position for the parking fund.

• There are major increases to projected revenues for multiple parking line items. Who put 
these numbers together and how did they come up with them?

o The budget numbers were put together by Parking Services staff. The numbers 
were arrived at using data from previous years and current special event data.

• Specifically please address increases to the following line items:
▪ Lot 37 
▪ Ramp 2 – S. Capitol 
▪ Ramp 3 – N. Grand 

• Lot 37 – Projected budget for FY23: $300K; Projected increase for FY24: +$150K
• This line item is actually for Special Events at the Lansing Center, covering lots 19, 20, 21 

and 37. Currently thru Jan 31st we are at $264K with 12 events since January estimated 
over 1,000 attendees, 8 of those 12 over 2,000 attendees. FY23 projection $452K.

• N. Grand Ramp – Projected budget for FY23: $700K; Projected increase for FY24: +$200K
• N. Grand Ramp serves as overflow parking for Special Events at the Lansing Center. N. 

Grand Ramp revenue currently thru Jan 31st is $528K. FY23 projection $905K. 
• Parking Fines – Projected budget for FY23: $300K; Projected increase for FY2: +$200K
• Parking fine revenue currently thru Jan 31st is $375K. FY23 projection $642K. 
• Ramp 2 – S. Capitol: S Capitol ramp projected revenue is the same as last year, $675,000.  
• No increase noted in the FY24 budget submittal.

• Can you please provide an update on debt service payments on Transportation 
Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) loans in the parking fund? Have we 
been able to make debt service payments each year? 

o Finance Response: Attached is the debt payment schedule for the Parking fund. 
We have been making payments.
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1.) What involvement did the Finance Director have in preparing the budget?

This question was answered more in-depth at the meeting and can be reviewed at the video 
recorded COW session.

2.) Please explain the formulas, reasoning, and assumptions behind the increases to:
a. Property tax revenue 
b. Income tax revenue 
c. State revenues 
d. BWL Return on Equity 

This question was answered more in-depth at the meeting and can be reviewed at the video 
recorded COW session.

3.) Does the $8.2M in ARPA money used to balance the FY24 budget constitute all the 
money set aside for revenue loss?

a. Finance has publicly stated that 11M was being used for revenue loss in 
FY24.  Where was the additional $2.8M appropriated? 

This question was answered more in-depth at the meeting and can be reviewed at the video 
recorded COW session.

4.) Please provide a five-year budget projection with all assumptions used included.

We have the budget for this year and will provide a balanced budget for next year.  While we 
expect to have less dollars in the 2025 budget due to not having ARPA to backfill, we will look 
at all the revenues and expenses as we create the budget for the 2024-25 fiscal year.  Because we 
know that we could have a deficit to start, we will be working on solutions as soon as this budget 
is done and are committed to providing a balanced budget each year as per law. When we have 
recommendations in the summer or early fall, we are happy to work with Council (before 
introducing the budget) so we can all be a part of any necessary actions that need to be taken. 

5.) Where is ARPA interest incorporated into the budget?

This question was answered more in-depth at the meeting and can be reviewed at the video 
recorded COW session.

6.) Please explain the reasoning and formula that went into the vacancy factor increase 
from $700K to $1,500,000M.

This question was answered more in-depth at the meeting and can be reviewed at the video 
recorded COW session.

7.) Without ARPA funds it appears the general fund would be decreasing $12M and 
even with the $8M it is reducing fund balance by 3.6M.  We’ve been hearing about 
the City’s structural deficit since 2019, why hasn’t anything been done to address 
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this issue in the presented FY24 budget and what is being done to address it moving 
forward?

We have eliminated long term costs in collective bargaining and have short term increases as a 
result (as approved by Council in all CBAs), and Council has approved 3% increases for 
employees.  We disagree that nothing has been done to address this issue.  We are creating 
efficiencies wherever we can. However, costs continue to rise.  We will be evaluating all 
departments to see what vacancies can be eliminated, we will meet with unions on any possible 
budget reductions, and we will look at outside revenues. We welcome Council’s 
recommendations on cuts and on potential revenues.

8.) Local Streets Fund – Why the 70% increase to major maintenance?  Does finance 
have a plan for the rapidly depleting Act 51 fund balances?

o Can you please provide the plan?

This question was answered more in-depth at the meeting and can be reviewed at the video 
recorded COW session. This question can also be answered during the Public Service budget 
hearing.

9.) Why the significant decrease in expenditures for Tri-County Metro?  What is the 
City’s financial relationship and obligations related to the Tri-County task force?

This question will be answered on May 1st during the Police budget hearing.

10.) Why the projected decrease in revenues for the building safety fund? 
o What is the strategy behind having a significant fund balance in this fund?

The projected decrease in revenues for the building safety fund comes from decreases in 
projected revenues from plan reviews and building permits. The administration’s strategy is to 
have a healthy fund balance in all our funds. 

11.) Why does the City parking fund continue to run at a structural deficit?  Does 
the City have a plan to address this? When do you estimate the parking fund will be 
out of money and into a deficit?

This question was answered more in-depth at the meeting and can be reviewed at the video 
recorded COW session.

12.) Can you please provide a general explanation of how the public safety fund 
works?

This question was answered more in-depth at the meeting and can be reviewed at the video 
recorded COW session.
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13.) Why is the City initiating $2.2M in capital project improvements while the 
fund balance is falling?

This question was answered more in-depth at the meeting and can be reviewed at the video 
recorded COW session.

14.) How does changing from pay go to ADC impact OPEB liability? 

This question was answered more in-depth at the meeting and can be reviewed at the video 
recorded COW session.

15.) Does the increase to retirement/fixed benefits in the internal services fund 
take OPEB increases into account?  If so please break down the numbers to show 
how.

This question was answered more in-depth at the meeting and can be reviewed at the video 
recorded COW session.

16.) What total dollar amount was increased from last year to fund pension and 
OPEB? What was that based on?

This question was answered more in-depth at the meeting and can be reviewed at the video 
recorded COW session.

17.) Were CREC (Consensus Revenue Estimating Conference) and the 
Governor’s recommendations for revenue sharing taken into account? If so, what 
data was used?

This question was answered more in-depth at the meeting and can be reviewed at the video 
recorded COW session.

18.) Have we updated our chart of accounts to comply with the new Department 
of Treasury Standard?  Is there a timeline for when this will be completed?

This question was answered more in-depth at the meeting and can be reviewed at the video 
recorded COW session.

19.) Was any department asked to reduce spending for the FY24 budget?

All departments were asked to do this.  The budget you received reflects all department 
recommendations.  Only one general fund position was added due to the budget constraints. As 
mentioned, we will look at long-time vacancies for next year and other efficiencies that can be 
found in the budget as we will not have ARPA to backfill.
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20.) Income taxes – you talked a little bit about the 5% increase.  FY21 to FY22 
has about a 1.1% increase.  Where’s the confidence that we’re getting such a big 
increase in revenue?  Has something changed?  Can you please break down where 
that money is coming from.

Looking at April 18th YTD numbers, there is roughly a 14% increase in income tax revenue.

21.) Will the budget amendment being prepared reflect a significant increase in 
revenue than what was passed for the FY23 budget?  

As of now, we expect there will be an increase but can’t relay how much until we have closed 
out the 23 budgets with actuals.

22.) Can you please provide updated budget projections for FY23?

At the end of the month, we will provide the Third Quarter Report that will include fiscal YTD 
amounts for departments. Unless a department specifically expresses that they will go over or 
under budget, then the projected will be the same as the adopted. If a budget amendment is 
necessary, it will be introduced to Council.

23.) Article 7 section 103 of the charter states that there should be a budget 
message and there shall be an explanation about what Council priorities were 
incorporated and what weren’t and an explanation of why not for items not 
included.  This was not provided – please provide to Council.

Council priorities were considered, but most of the Council priorities were for increased funding 
and, as has been pointed out in many of these questions, the budget cannot sustain increases in 
general fund spending for more positions.  We included some one-time funding as per Council 
requests.  And we are looking at positions that are fee-generated (LEDC, Code, etc).  But many 
of the positions requested are new costs to the budget that can’t be afforded.  Council did not 
include any position cuts, and we hope to see those recommendations in the future budget 
priorities.

24.) What is this budget doing to address the structural deficit?  You’ve 
mentioned a team but can you provide any concrete answers.

Desiree Kirkland, Jackson Mills, Shelbi Frayer, and Jane DiSessa have discussed potential 
options. We welcome Council recommendations as well and will reach out to city unions and 
others.

25.) What is the timeline for coming up with a plan to address the City’s 
structural deficit? 
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We have the budget for this year and will provide a balanced budget for next year.  While we 
expect to have less dollars in the 2025 budget due to not having ARPA to backfill, we will look 
at all the revenues and expenses as we create the budget for the 2024-25 fiscal year.  Because we 
know that we could have a deficit to start, we will be working on solutions as soon as this budget 
is done and are committed to providing a balanced budget each year as per law. When we have 
recommendations in the summer or early fall, we are happy to work with Council (before 
introducing the budget) so we can all be a part of any necessary actions that need to be taken. 

26.) Who is on the financial health team the City is forming?

This question was answered more in-depth at the meeting and can be reviewed at the video 
recorded COW session.

27.) Please provide the income tax numbers the City collected for the last three 
years from the State tapes.

2021: $714,072.03
2022:$448,796.15
2023: $525,687.87

There is roughly a 17% increase from 22 to 23.

28.) Why does the budget book have 0 increases in the projected year end for 
FY23 but everyone seems to be aware that their costs are going up?

At the end of the month, we will provide the Third Quarter Report that will include fiscal YTD 
amounts for departments. Unless a department specifically expresses that they will go over or 
under budget, then the projected will be the same as the adopted. If a budget amendment is 
necessary, it will be introduced to Council.

29.) Can the large fleet increases throughout departments be explained? Why did 
we go with a different model for vehicle budget allocation in FY23 than we are 
doing in FY24?

This question can be answered during the Public Service budget hearing.

30.) What inflation rate was built into the budget?

Cost increases were considered in the proposed budget by departments. Each department 
considered cost increases in their budgets.

31.) Is the City collecting interest on each of its funds, including enterprise funds?
a. Where is that money?  How is it reflected in the budget?
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Yes, the city is collecting money on funds, including enterprise funds. The money is put in their 
respective revenue accounts. For example, the general fund’s interest revenue is in the “Interest 
Income” revenue line item.
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City of Lansing, Michigan
Annual Debt Service By Fund as of July 1, 2021

Date Principal Interest
Total Debt 

Service
6/30/2022 1,585,000        353,400           1,938,400        
6/30/2023 415,000           297,850           712,850           
6/30/2024 440,000           277,100           717,100           
6/30/2025 460,000           255,100           715,100           
6/30/2026 485,000           232,100           717,100           
6/30/2027 510,000           207,850           717,850           
6/30/2028 535,000           182,350           717,350           
6/30/2029 560,000           155,600           715,600           
6/30/2030 590,000           127,600           717,600           
6/30/2031 615,000           98,100             713,100           
6/30/2032 635,000           79,650             714,650           
6/30/2033 655,000           60,600             715,600           
6/30/2034 675,000           40,950             715,950           
6/30/2035 690,000           20,700             710,700           
6/30/2036 -                    -                    -                    
6/30/2037 -                    -                    -                    
6/30/2038 -                    -                    -                    
6/30/2039 -                    -                    -                    
6/30/2040 -                    -                    -                    
6/30/2041 -                    -                    -                    
6/30/2042 -                    -                    -                    
6/30/2043 -                    -                    -                    
6/30/2044 -                    -                    
6/30/2045 -                    -                    -                    
6/30/2046 -                    -                    -                    
6/30/2047 -                    -                    
6/30/2048 -                    -                    -                    
6/30/2049 -                    -                    -                    
6/30/2050 -                    -                    
6/30/2051 -                    -                    -                    
6/30/2052 -                    -                    -                    

$8,850,000 2,388,950        11,238,950     

City of Lansing 
PARKING FUND

Annual Net Debt Service

Last Update: 4/17/2023 Page 1 of 1
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From: DiSessa, Jane B. <Jane.DiSessa@lansingmi.gov>
Sent: Thursday, May 4, 2023 3:56 PM
To: Linden, Emily K. <Emily.Linden2@lansingmi.gov>
Cc: Kirkland, Desiree A. <Desiree.Kirkland@lansingmi.gov>
Subject: RE: Follow up Questions from COW 4.24.23
 
Hi Emily, 
 
Below is my response to the question for the Executive Assistant.  
 
Question:  
 Please provide a list of what contractual services have been audited and what the findings are.
 
Response:  
Initially, the review consisted of examining contracts of more than $500,000 and it focused on vendors 
that were paid from the General Fund (101 Fund). The primary purpose of this review was to find 
potential financial savings by reviewing active vendors that either didn’t have an active contract, or long-
term vendors that hadn’t been bid-out in the last 5 years. Findings indicated that the majority of the 
City’s large vendors supported public services (sewers and streets) and not the General Fund.  We also 
learned that the bid for fleet fuel will be sent out for rebid soon.  For your information, a list of the 
vendors reviewed is attached.  Note that these expenses were taken from FY ’22.  We are planning to 
run this report again after FY ‘23 closes and conduct further comparisons.  Lastly, please know that this 
review did not delve into the contract’s insurance status, licenses, etc.  
 
Please note that I am also sending this response to Desiree so that she may include in the final 
document.
 
Lastly, with regards to your question about a few missing answers from various Departments---I checked 
my email and did find any questions.  Please let me know which departments still need to respond to 
questions.  
 
Thank you,
 
--Jane
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Vendor Name Payment Primary Fund
INSITUFORM TECHNOLOGIES USA LLC $5,779,025.58 592
HOFFMAN BROTHERS INC $5,715,085.83 590
RAM CONSTRUCTION SERVICES OF MICHIGAN INC $5,429,887.39 585
CAPITAL AREA HOUSING PARTNERSHIP $3,713,500.61 273/263/252
HOLY CROSS SERVICES INC $3,266,171.66 273/264
LANSING BOARD OF WATER & LIGHT $3,150,312.94 101
DUNIGAN BROTHERS INC $2,585,883.88 590
FISHBECK $2,323,570.85 590
ANLAAN CORPORATION $1,512,771.28 273
DELTA DENTAL PLAN OF MICHIGAN $1,447,678.59 650
JOHNSON CONTROLS INC $1,370,972.97 410/585/101
LANSING PROPERTIES I LLC $1,321,100.48 281
ADVENT HOUSE MINISTRIES INC $1,312,481.39 273
STATE OF MICHIGAN - MDOT $1,264,356.67 202/590
R & R FIRE TRUCK REPAIR INC $1,212,542.44 410
OTIS ELEVATOR CO $1,173,612.48 585
LANSING ENTERTAINMENT & PUBLIC FACILITIES AUTHORIT $1,136,636.15 101
DEWPOINT INC $1,048,400.35 630
AMWINS GROUP BENEFITS INC $993,685.48 650
MICHIGAN MUNICIPAL RISK MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY $961,497.00 101
LANSING HOUSING COMMISSION $887,267.34 273
WEX BANK $845,834.01 643
LEAVITT & STARCK EXCAVATING $819,492.88 412/585
ANGLIN CIVIL LLC $782,615.19 273
ERIC'S REFUSE LLC $661,708.00 101
LANSING ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION $647,107.75 281
GOVCONNECTION INC $624,252.94 630
ENG INC $620,720.81 202
GRANGER $598,514.34 596/590/101
MAXORPLUS LTD $592,547.24 650
UNITED LAWNSCAPE INC $588,263.22 101/516/203
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Description Status/Notes
Sewers/Interceptor Last Updated 1/2022, several open projects 
Sanitary Sewers Last Updated 1/2022, several open projects 
Parking Contract entered 6/2020
Sub Grant Annual Contract/Subgrant Award
Sub Grant Annual Contract/Subgrant Award
Utilities Utilities
Sanitary Sewers Contracted in 2020
Engineering/Sewers Contract thru 11/2023
Bridge Repair Contract thru 5/2023
Health Coverage Rebid FY19/20
Construction/Repair Contract started 11/2021
Brownfield Brownfield 
Sub Grant Annual Contract/Subgrant Award
Streets State Agency/Match/Debt Service
Install Purch Agree. Installment Purchase- Debt service
Parking/Repairs Contract thru 7/2025
LEPFA Fund Annual LEPFA payment 
IT services Contract up 11/2023
Health Coverage Rebid FY19/20
P/C Insurance Last Bid in 2020
Sub Grant Annual Contract/Subgrant Award
Fleet/Fuel Due to Rebid 
Paving/Parking Bid Jan 2023
Construction/Cap Outlay Contract entered 8/2021
Contracted Service Bid 10/2022
Brownfield/Admin Brownfield/Admin
IT software Subscription Services
Streets Contract thru 3/2024
Landfill fees/Operating Contract thru 1/2024
Health Coverage Rebid FY19/20
Contracted Service Contract thru 3/2024

Page 93 of 164



Resolution #2023-###
By the Committee of the Whole

Resolved by the City Council of the City of Lansing

WHEREAS, the Mayor made the reappointments to various Boards as stated below:

Arts and Culture Commission:
Diane Gardin as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;
Kevin Bonds as the 2nd Ward member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;
Mary Toshach as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;

Board of Fire Commissioners:
Kathleen Tobe as the 3rd Ward member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;
Mallory Wallis as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;

Board of Police Commissioners:
Damon Milton as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;
Guillermo Lopez as the 3rd Ward member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;

Board of Public Service:
Jason Wilkes as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 2027;
Thomas Hickson Jr. as the 3rd Ward member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;

Board of Zoning Appeals:
Jordan Leaming as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2026;
Kurt Berryman as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2026;

Capital Area Transportation Authority Board:
Darlene Fancher as a City of Lansing member for a term to expire June 30, 2026;

Downtown Lansing, Inc. Board:
Karl Dorshimer as a City Representative member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;

Historic District Commission:
James Bell as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2026;

Lansing Entertainment and Public Facilities Authority Board of Commissioners;
Danielle Lenz as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2026;
Larry Leatherwood as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2026;
Maureen Saxton as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2026;

Lansing Gateway Corridor Improvement Authority Board of Directors (North Grand River):
Dianne Hartwell as a Resident member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;

Michigan Avenue Corridor Improvement Authority Board of Directors:
Elaine Barr as a member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;
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Joan Nelson as a member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;

Park Board:
Isaac Francisco as the 3rd Ward member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;

Planning Commission:
Monte Jackson as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;

WHEREAS, the Mayor’s office has verified that the nominees have been vetted and meet 
the qualifications as required by the City Charter; and

WHEREAS, the Committee of the Whole took affirmative action;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Lansing City Council, hereby, confirms 
the reappointments to various Boards as stated below:

Arts and Culture Commission:
Diane Gardin as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;
Kevin Bonds as the 2nd Ward member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;
Mary Toshach as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;

Board of Fire Commissioners:
Kathleen Tobe as the 3rd Ward member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;
Mallory Wallis as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;

Board of Police Commissioners:
Damon Milton as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;
Guillermo Lopez as the 3rd Ward member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;

Board of Public Service:
Jason Wilkes as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 2027;
Thomas Hickson Jr. as the 3rd Ward member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;

Board of Zoning Appeals:
Jordan Leaming as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2026;
Kurt Berryman as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2026;

Capital Area Transportation Authority Board:
Darlene Fancher as a City of Lansing member for a term to expire June 30, 2026;

Downtown Lansing, Inc. Board:
Karl Dorshimer as a City Representative member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;

Historic District Commission:
James Bell as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2026;
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Lansing Entertainment and Public Facilities Authority Board of Commissioners;
Danielle Lenz as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2026;
Larry Leatherwood as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2026;
Maureen Saxton as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2026;

Lansing Gateway Corridor Improvement Authority Board of Directors (North Grand River):
Dianne Hartwell as a Resident member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;

Michigan Avenue Corridor Improvement Authority Board of Directors:
Elaine Barr as a member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;
Joan Nelson as a member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;

Park Board:
Isaac Francisco as the 3rd Ward member for a term to expire June 30, 2027;

Planning Commission:
Monte Jackson as an At-Large member for a term to expire June 30, 2027.
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BY THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LANSING

WHEREAS, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) requires 
that the City of Lansing submits the Annual Action Plan in order to receive Community 
Development fund resources, including Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), 
HOME Investment Partnership (HOME) and Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) 
program funds, for the upcoming fiscal year 2023-2024; and

WHEREAS, the CDBG ($2,070,597), HOME ($833,394) and ESG ($181,593) 
entitlement amount allocated to Lansing for the upcoming fiscal year is $3,085,584; and

WHEREAS, the City of Lansing estimated amounts of program income (PI) and 
previous year’s (PY) annual funding available for CDBG are $75,000 ($75,000 PI) and 
HOME $70,000 ($55,000 PI, $15,000 PY); and

WHEREAS, the total amount of federal funding allocations, program income and 
previous year’s funding equal $3,230,584; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to program requirements, the city has conducted a citizen 
participation and open review process which has included meetings and public 
hearings; and

WHEREAS, the City has further promoted participation, input and review in the process 
by conducting two (2) separate advertised public hearings before the Lansing Planning 
Board, one on December 6, 2022 regarding housing and community development 
needs and one on February 7, 2023 regarding proposed Annual Action Plan program 
objectives and projected use of Federal entitlement and formula program funds; and

WHEREAS, the City did also initiate and carry out the required thirty (30) day public 
comment period on the proposed 2023-24 Annual Action Plan by publishing a notice of 
the availability of the plan in the Lansing City Pulse on March 22, 2023; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held before the Lansing City Council on April 24, 2023 
to again receive citizen comments and recommendations and to give final review to the 
Annual Action Plan; and

WHEREAS, Federal regulations require the City to make certain certifications and 
assurances to HUD as a part of the City's application and Annual Action Plan.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Lansing 
adopts the Annual Action Plan for the City of Lansing that includes housing and 
community development goals, objectives, strategies, and budget for the use of 
community development fund resources for fiscal year 2023-2024 as proposed by the 
Committee of the Whole; and
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Mayor, as the City's Chief Executive Officer, or 
his designee is hereby authorized to sign the Annual Action Plan and application for FY 
2023-2024, including all understandings, assurances and certifications contained 
therein, and to submit the grant application to the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development; and

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED that the Mayor or his designee is authorized, as the official 
representative of the City of Lansing, to set-up budget line items, provide any and all 
information, to act in connection with the Annual Action Plan application and to execute 
all agreements, contracts and legal documents, including the agreement between the 
City and the Department of Housing and Urban Development, to secure CDBG, HOME 
and ESG funding and implement the Annual Action Plan programs.
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