
COUNCIL BUDGET WORKSHOP

A Council Budget Workshop was held on March 31, 2014 at 6:00 p.m. with Council President Bonar
presiding.  Council members present were Mr. Anderson, Mr. Dixon, Mr. Lynn (arrived at 6:06 p.m.),
Mr. Perza (arrived at 6:10 p.m.), Mr. Slavin, Mrs. Williams, Mr. Hare, and Mr. Hutchison.

Council staff members present were Police Chief Bernat, Mrs. Mitchell, Mr. Koenig,
Mrs. Townshend, Mrs. Russell, and Mrs. McDowell.  Mayor Carey was also present.

AGENDA ADDITIONS/DELETIONS
Council President Bonar requested the removal of Item #2-d-4 - Inspection Fees and Permits, noting
that the material was included for consideration under Item #2-d-1 - Licenses and Permits.

Mr. Hutchison moved for approval of the agenda, as amended, seconded by Mr. Dixon and
unanimously carried.

INTRODUCTION
Mr. Scott Koenig, City Manager, welcomed all to the Budget Workshop for Fiscal Year 2015, which
begins July 1, 2014.  He explained that the purpose of the Workshop was to identify where the City
currently was financially and that the meeting was the cumulation of the last few months of work
by staff, including the submission of budget requests by department heads and meetings held with
them to review these requests.  As a result, he noted that several items had been “scrubbed” and that
it was anticipated that several additional items would be removed from the final budget.  Mr. Koenig
explained that the budget which would be presented this evening was a working document created
to identify all the different issues staff had been dealing with and to follow up on some ideas
discussed during the budget meeting with members of City Council in May 2013, including requests
of members of Council to increase spending on infrastructure, maintain administrative expenses, etc. 
He stated that the draft budget included requests for new positions and capital plans.  In addition,
he noted that it included a gap in the General Fund, which he felt could not be closed before the
budget hearings in May since it was significant.  Mr. Koenig indicated that consideration must be
given to tax and/or rate increases in order to provide additional revenue to the General Fund to
continue to provide the level of service residents are accustomed to.  He requested that there be
dialogue as the information was being presented to provide direction to staff on how the numbers
and programs could be refined in order for staff to deliver a budget that would be acceptable.

Mrs. Donna Mitchell, Controller/Treasurer, thanked members for giving staff the opportunity to
present a preliminary working budget document for consideration at this time, explaining that it was
hoped that this exercise would prevent the need to make major adjustments when the draft budget
is presented to members in May.  She provided members with the preliminary FY2015 working
budget pages (Exhibit #1).  Mrs. Mitchell noted that the enlarged copies of these pages had also
been posted on the walls in the meeting room and invited members to utilize them for making notes,
highlighting items, and making other markings (deletions, additions, etc.).

GENERAL FUND
Mrs. Mitchell reviewed the preliminary FY2015 General Fund Budget.

Responding to Mr. Hare regarding the decrease in property tax revenue received, which was 
reflected in the General Fund Revenue Summary, Mrs. Mitchell explained that, in prior years, senior
citizen exempt properties were reported in this calculation.  Elaborating, Mr. Koenig explained that
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the City Assessor provides a calculation of the real property value and what the tax rate would yield
in revenue.  In years past, this was the amount used to determine property tax revenue.  He noted
that the City Assessor also provides a sub-calculation which reflects the total amount expected for
the senior citizen discount, which equates to approximately $70,000 - $75,000.  Staff now accounts
for that deduction in the total property tax revenue, which has resulted in a net reduction in revenue.

Referring to the revenue estimate for sanitation fees, Mr. Koenig stated that the monthly average
was tracking slightly lower ($5,000 per month) due to the loss of out-of-City customers and a
reduction in the bulk trash fees as a result of the economy, since people are moving less frequently
and residents are putting out less trash that may qualify for bulk.  He explained that when the
economy was good and residents had a $100 tree load for pickup, they would pay for the bulk
pickup; however, now they are putting it out piecemeal in smaller-sized loads that the City picks up
free of charge.

Mr. Koenig advised members that the rental revenue for the Garrison Farm had decreased due to the
construction on the site reducing the amount of land available for farming.  Once the infrastructure
is in place, depending on development activity, the farmer who utilizes the land may wish to farm
some additional lots; however, for FY2015, this amount would decrease.  He noted that the actual
revenue for the Calpine lease was on the increase.

Mrs. Mitchell indicated that the amount listed for revenue for transfer tax had been decreased, based
on recent experience.  Responding to Mrs. Williams, Mr. Koenig stated that there was no sure
knowledge of any new construction that would provide transfer tax revenue.  He explained that, 
although there may be new construction that would result in revenues for permit fees, unless a
property transfers ownership, there would not be revenue from transfer tax.  As an example, he
advised members that the former Playtex site was working its way through the Planning
Commission and if the site transfers next year, it would result in a significant transfer tax, which
would be accounted for in the $1.1M projected for next year.  Mr. Koenig stated that although the
activity level on commercial properties had increased, it had not exceeded the current budget year
and there was nothing to indicate that staff should budget more revenue next year.

Mr. Koenig explained that there was a $136,500 increase reflected in the FY2014 budget for
Municipal Street Aid revenue; however, the total funding did not increase.  He indicated that the
amount included in FY2013 was a combination of operating expenses and a certain amount that was
earmarked for capital.  In FY2014, this description was changed, and this change in the revised
budget would affect both the operating and capital funds.

In response to Mr. Slavin, Mrs. Mitchell stated that the revenues listed for the Court of Chancery
Fees are incorporation taxes the City receives from the State, since the Court of Chancery is located
in the City of Dover.  She noted that the Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) that the City receives
from the State is included in property tax revenues.  Mrs. Mitchell advised members that legislation
was being considered by the Delaware General Assembly regarding compensatory payments for
certain exempt properties owned by the State.  She advised members that the proposed legislation
would increase the total amount paid by the State and this amount would then be divided among (4)
qualifying jurisdictions.  If this bill passes, she stated that it was anticipated that the City would
receive an additional $48,000.  Mrs. Mitchell noted that the State was proposing to eliminate the
property tax exemptions for the University of Delaware and Delaware State University, which would
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result in the State making a PILOT based on those values.  Council President Bonar advised
members of his understanding, after meeting with the co-chairman of the State’s Joint Finance
Committee, that it was unlikely that the legislation would be approved.  

Mr. Koenig noted the revenue for civil traffic penalties included the Red Light Enforcement
Program and reminded members that these revenues were as high as almost $1M when first initiated. 
He explained that the cameras had accomplished what was desired, which was to cause individuals
to obey the traffic signals.  As a result, revenues had decreased; however, Mr. Koenig noted that the
Delaware Department of Transportation (DelDOT) was evaluating the possibility of moving some
of the cameras to other locations, which may result in a brief increase in these revenues.  In addition,
he stated that the State was obtaining a new vendor for the Red Light Enforcement Program and,
although there may be “bumps” in revenue, staff did not feel confident in depending on this as a
solid revenue stream. 

Mrs. Mitchell advised members that the revenues for Other Reserves reflected a Verizon grant
provided to the City as a reserve for technology.  When this money is needed to pay for expenses,
it is pulled out of the reserve and goes to the City Manager’s budget for payments.  This money is
reflected as a transfer into the Other Reserves to serve as a “pass-through” to cover those expenses.

Referring to the Expense Summary for the General Fund, Mrs. Mitchell reminded members that, 
during the Legislative, Finance, and Administration Committee meeting held on March 10, 2014,
she had explained that there was a need to make an accounting change in the pension calculation and
the allocation for internal service funds.  As a result, in the revised FY2014 budget, the pension
unfunded liability costs had been moved to the division expenses; therefore, these costs would be
allocated to the utilities for internal service fund charges.  Mrs. Mitchell explained that this had
resulted in large percentage increases in the division expenses, since the pension fund liability was
included.  To make this revenue neutral for the current fiscal year, a contribution to the pension fund
in the amount of $121,000 was made, which actually benefitted the General Fund and was the
amount that the City would have actually contributed anyway.

Although the Debt Service reflected a reduction, Mrs. Mitchell advised members that an additional
$50,000 was included for interest on the proposed financing for Garrison Oak Park projects, which
totaled the $2.9M needed for the streets and stormwater.  She stated that the budgeted amount for
debt service reflected interest for only six (6) months and that the full debt service would be
included beginning in FY2016.

With reference to the Other Employment Expenses, Mrs. Mitchell stated that there were reductions
in vacation sell back, education assistance, and retirements.  Although staff had reduced these
amounts by approximately $100,000, she noted that the total expenses had increased by $252,400. 
Mrs. Mitchell advised members that further explanation regarding these expenses would be provided
later in the meeting.

Mrs. Mitchell reminded members that during staff’s pension allocation and accounting change
presentation to the Legislative, Finance, and Administrative Committee during their meeting of
March 10, 2014, there was discussion regarding the underfunding of the Police Pension Plan for the
annual required contribution.  As a result, she explained that this amount had been increased to get
the funding level up to the amount it should be in accordance with an actuarial study.
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Mrs. Mitchell noted that there had been a significant increase in the Uncollectibles - Trash and
Others and that staff would be providing further explanation later in the meeting.  In addition, she
noted that the Transfer to the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) Fund for Capital Projects had
increased over $1.2M.

Mrs. Mitchell indicated that the revisions to the General Fund resulted in the City’s expenses
exceeding its revenues.  She reminded members that in FY2014 there was a $555,500 budget deficit;
however, $609,000 was taken from the prior year reserve balance in order to balance the budget. 
Mrs. Mitchell stated that the revised FY2014 budget deficit amount was $595,100.  Including the
$609,000 and the excess from the monies put in the Pension Funds, she stated that the amount taken
from the prior year reserve balance ($1,373,600) resulted in a surplus of $778,500 for FY2014;
however, she stressed that the surplus was only due to the carry forward.

Referring to the Notable Changes in FY2015 versus FY2014, Mr. Koenig stated that a Request for
Proposals (RFP) had been requested for a City-Wide Revaluation.  He anticipated that the RFP
should be back before the May budget hearings, at which time staff would be able to include the
actual expense for this line item.  Mrs. Mitchell reiterated that the amounts listed on this page
reflected only the difference between FY2015 and FY2014 and not the total expenses.

In response to Mrs. Williams regarding the method of projecting revenues, Mr. Koenig stated that
the revenue projections were very conservative and that, although a conservative approach was made
in estimating the expenses, they reflected the amounts requested and any change would be made
based on Council’s direction.  As an example, he stated that for the Economic Development Office,
last year’s request from Kent County Tourism was $15,000, which was budgeted for FY2014 and
paid to Kent County Tourism for handling Old Dover Days and other events such as the Amish Bike
Tour.  In FY2015, Kent County Tourism had requested $18,500 for handling those same events for
the City.  He explained that the reason for the increase was that there had been no increase in the
$15,000 requested for several years and an additional $500 expense was now included for an
insurance policy, separate from the City’s umbrella coverage for the Amish Bike Tour.  He assured
members that it was staff’s desire to have discussion with members of City Council to obtain
feedback as to whether or not the increase should be approved.

Responding to Mr. Hare regarding the requirement for a City-wide revaluation, Mr. Koenig stated
that the City Charter requires a City-Wide revaluation to be conducted no less than every five (5)
years.  He noted that the Charter was recently changed to extend the requirement to the five (5)
years.  Ms. Cheryl Russell, City Assessor, advised members that the last revaluation conducted by
Kent County was in 1987.  Should members of Council wish to have this requirement changed, he
stated that a request could be submitted to the State legislators requesting a Charter amendment.  He
reiterated that the purpose of a reassessment is to properly evaluate real property throughout the
City, and if the property values increase, it would be necessary to reduce the tax rate so that its result
is revenue neutral.  Mr. Hare expressed concern that such an expense is required yet additional tax
revenue would not be generated to cover the expense.

Mrs. Mitchell noted that there had been significant increases in expenses for the Police Department,
totaling $302,700.  She explained that the Radio Replacement Program, which was totally new to
the City’s budget, had been included in the CIP.
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Responding to Mrs. Williams, Chief Paul Bernat stated that in addition to inspections for the
Commission on Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies, Inc. (CALEA) monies were
necessary for travel and training.  He confirmed that the City of Dover must pay for CALEA’s travel
and lodging expenses for reviewing the City of Dover Police Department for accreditation.

With reference to the Silver Lake Dam Inspection, Mrs. Mitchell explained that the inspection is a
requirement of the insurance company.

Mrs. Mitchell noted that Public Works - Engineering was a new division, explaining that it was
previously included in the General Fund and then was moved as a division into the Water/Sewer
Fund.  She stated that the budget includes a street inspector and an engineer for the streets and
stormwater programs in the General Fund, noting that a reduction was reflected in the
Water/Wastewater Engineering for moving the street and stormwater program to the General Fund. 
Mrs. Mitchell indicated that once a Stormwater Utility Planning Feasibility Study is completed,
there may be another change in this regard.

Responding to Mr. Anderson regarding why this was included in the General Fund, Mrs. Mitchell
assured members that stormwater, catch basins, etc., were General Fund items and explained that
the feasibility study would determine if the City should start a new utility for stormwater.  She
advised members that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), along with other organizations,
was instituting requirements involving stormwater, such as a Municipal Separate Storm Sewer
System (MS4) Permit.  Mrs. Mitchell stated that the engineering had always been a part of the
General Fund (Public Works Administration) and that last year was the first year it was moved to
the Water/Wastewater Fund; however, she did not notice this change until the budget was
completed.  She assured members that this engineering should be a General Fund expense. 
Elaborating, Mr. Koenig explained that any water that goes into the stormwater system runs into a
water body.  Any rainwater that goes into the sanitary system is treated under the Inflow and
Infiltration (I&I) Program, which is a part of the Water/Wastewater utility.  Depending on the results
of the feasibility study, he stated that it may be necessary to create a stormwater utility, which would
be related as a General Fund expense.  In addition, Mrs. Mitchell stated that this engineer also serves
as the engineer for the street program.

In response to Council President Bonar regarding the possibility of creating a stormwater utility,
Mr. Koenig stated that staff was prepared to make application to the Department of Natural
Resources and Environmental Control (DNREC) for a $90,000 study to conduct a City-wide
feasibility study utilizing an outside engineering consultant with experience with such a feasibility
study.  He stated that the State was interested in this project since the State, through its MS4
permitting, was encouraging the creation of such utilities.  As such, the State was willing to fund
half of the costs for the feasibility study.

Mr. Koenig advised members that the City of Newark had a feasibility study conducted and held
public hearings to create the utility; however, an issue arose when it became necessary to levy the
tax assessment on the community.  As a result, to his knowledge, although the utility structure had
been established, they had not implemented the actual revenue structure to date.  Mr. Koenig
anticipated that the feasibility study for the City of Dover would occur in FY2015 and, if it were
determined that the City should move forward with the creation of the utility, there would be a year
of discussion in the community.  He estimated possible implementation in FY2017-FY2018.
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Mrs. Williams stated her understanding that the dilemma for the City of Newark involved issues
with the University of Delaware.  Responding, Mr. Koenig did not think that the dilemma involved
the University since the City of Newark would not have the ability to levy the stormwater tax against
the University.  He noted that it would be the same for the City of Dover, explaining that it would
be difficult for the City to levy such a tax against the State of Delaware for their tax exempt
properties.  Mr. Koenig felt that the issue would be whether there would be a tax or a fee involved,
explaining that the City may be able to levy a fee against the State.

Elaborating, Mrs. Mitchell stated that the Governor had included some type of tax expense in his
budget for this type of issue and questioned how it would affect the City if it were to be collected
through County property taxes.  If the City were to include such a tax, she questioned if it would
result in double taxation.

Responding to Mr. Anderson regarding how a stormwater utility would operate, Mr. Koenig used
the example of a $10M tar ditch project.  He indicated that if this “rain tax” were levied, the City
could request a loan from the State through the State Revolving Fund (SRF) for $5M and the State
could in turn request that the City bring $5M to the table and issue bonds for stormwater, which
would be underwritten by stormwater tax that the City would levy on the project.  He indicated that
although in theory this approach sounded good, implementation would be difficult.

Mr. Anderson expressed skepticism with the idea of the State collecting the monies without
providing grants for infrastructure.  He felt that if monies were to be collected from City taxpayers,
grants should be provided rather than loaning the City money for taxpayers to pay interest back into
the fund.  Responding, Mr. Koenig stated that some of the monies from the State could be in the
form of grants; however, he was under the impression it was a loan program and that the State did
not want to provide monies through a grant.

Referring to the total increase of $937,000 projected in the General Fund for FY2015, Mr. Slavin
noted that these were programmatic enhancements and not baseline funding, which would create a
$3.1M gap.  Since there was only $937,000 in enhancements, he questioned if the assumption was
that the balance of the gap was the result of drivers in the budget.  He inquired what the amount of
the gap would be if members of Council adopted this year’s budget without any programmatic
enhancements, no replacement of equipment, etc., and funded only every level of service provided
today, taking into consideration insurance costs, payroll, etc.  Responding, Mrs. Mitchell stated that
the police pension actuarial required contribution increase would be $347,600; the reassessment was
$100,000 last year and had increased to $130,000, requiring an additional $30,000; the other
employment expenses totaled $252,000; and the CIP transfers totaled a $1.2M increase, which was
the bulk of the expenses, and then there were also enhancements.  With these amounts, she stated
that there would be a $2.6M gap, which did not include the $319,000 increase for labor costs. 
Clarifying, Mr. Koenig stated that if this year’s baseline service budget were carried forward for
approval (with only required increases such as labor, insurance, etc.), there would be an approximate
$1.5M gap.  Mrs. Mitchell noted that last year’s budget projected a $1.4M gap for FY2015.

Mrs. Mitchell also reviewed the comparisons for the Water/Wastewater Fund Divisions as well as
the Electric Fund Divisions, noting that these budgets were scheduled for review later in the
meeting.
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Mrs. Mitchell reviewed the Personnel Budget for FY2015 without Pension Accounting Change
(Page 5 of Exhibit #1).  She stated that the personnel budget was based on the current year’s staffing
level, as well as wages, and did not include any requested additional staffing or salary increases.

Referring to the Other Employment Expenses (Page 6 of Exhibit #1), Mrs. Mitchell reminded
members that these expenses included items such as education assistance, vacation sell back, and
retirements.  She noted that the amount of $652,400 had been included in the General Fund budget
(Line 36 - Page 2 of Exhibit #1).  She explained that this amount is the actual result versus what was
budgeted, noting that the request was for $504,000 and when it was moved to Other Expenses,
approximately $40,000 was eliminated since the results for the first year were unknown.

Several members relayed concern with the City’s Education Assistance Policy, feeling that it may
be too liberal.  Responding, Mr. Koenig indicated that the Education Assistance Program was a
benefit provided to City employees and was included in the City’s Employee Handbook.  In
addition, Mrs. Mitchell noted that many of the City’s benefits were also included in employee
contracts.

Mrs. Mitchell reviewed the Change in Accounting for Pension Contributions (Page 7 of Exhibit #1)
and the Personnel Budget without Pension Accounting Change (Page 9 of Exhibit #1).

At the request of Mrs. Williams, Mrs. Mitchell stated that she would provide members with the
employee benefit rate used for budgeting.

Mr. Koenig noted that the City’s increase in personnel costs from FY2014 to FY2015 totaled
$153,000  for over 347 employees.  According to information provided by the State of Delaware,
Mrs. Mitchell stated that there would be an increase in the amount of .37% for healthcare rates, and
that the projection included in last year’s budget was 6%.  Mr. Koenig explained that the increase
in personnel costs included the implementation of the Fraternal Order of Police (FOP) and Dover
Organization of Employees (DOE) contracts, changes in healthcare costs, consideration of
retirements and new hires for their replacements, etc.  The increase did not account for any wage
increase proposals for the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (IBEW), American
Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees (AFSCME), and Non-Bargaining employees. 
Putting this in perspective, he noted that last year there were $30M in personnel costs and that for
next year’s budget, a $153,000 increase was proposed for these same personnel costs, which was
less than 0.5%.

In reviewing the 10-year apparatus replacement schedule for the Fire Department (Page 10 of
Exhibit #1), Mrs. Mitchell noted that the Department had submitted a request for new
Self-Contained Breathing Apparatus (SCBA) in the amount of $309,735.  She advised members that
the Fire Department had not requested an increase since FY2010.  She stated that
Chief Matthew Carey had provided discussion points and other documentation for Council’s review
(Pages 11-13 of Exhibit  #1).

In regard to Contributions and Outstanding Items (Page 14 of Exhibit #1), Mrs. Mitchell indicated
that staff had requested that all organizations provide a written request for contributions (until such
time as the City’s Grant In Aid Policy is approved) and reviewed those items that had been included
in the preliminary budget and those that had not yet been included.
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Responding to concerns of Mrs. Williams regarding lack of a requirement for these organizations
to submit an audit, Mrs. Mitchell stated that in order for the City to obtain a review/audit, the City
would need to ask organizations requesting contributions to submit a copy of their audited financial
statements.  She confirmed that all of the organizations are 501(c)(3).
 
Concurring with Mrs. Williams, Council President Bonar suggested that the City require any
non-profit organization that is applying for funding from the City of Dover to submit an audit of
their financial statements.  Responding, Mrs. Mitchell stated that although such a requirement could
be included in the Grant In Aid Policy, currently the requirement, which mirrors the State’s policy,
is that such organizations provide a compilation (receipts for expenses).  She advised members that
the Grant In Aid Policy had been completed and would be presented to the Legislative, Finance, and
Administration Committee for their review and recommendation to City Council.  It was her
understanding that members of Council did not want to implement such a requirement for these
organizations for this year, since there was a November deadline for submission of requests for 
contributions.

Mr. Hare requested that he be provided a copy of the receipts submitted for review prior to
approving and issuing the requested contribution.  Responding, Mr. Koenig advised members that
the City had simply provided a contribution without any documentation to some organizations, such
as Kent County Tourism.  Mrs. Mitchell stated that in many instances, the City pays the vendors
directly (bills) for events such as the Fourth of July Celebration and the African American Festival.

Mrs. Ann Marie Townshend, Director of Planning and Community Development, stated that the
City pays vendors directly for the entertainment provided for the African American Festival.  In
addition, she stated that the City receives an invoice from the Inner-City Cultural League for staff
time, based on a certain number of hours and rate.  Several members relayed concern with an
organization charging for their “staff” time since this is an unaccountable expense and most
members of such organizations donate their time.  

Mr. Slavin relayed concern that there was currently a $3.1M shortfall in the General Fund and that
the additional items requested by the Fire Department, and other organizations for which there were
no estimated amounts to date, would only cause this shortfall to increase.

By unanimous consent, members took a brief recess.

Meeting recessed at 7:21 p.m. and reconvened at 7:35 p.m.

Mrs. Mitchell reviewed the Personnel Requests (Page 15 of Exhibit #1), explaining that the annual
costs were based on the FY2015 benefit rates and had not been included in the preliminary budget. 
She noted that impact of the requests on the General Fund totaled $517,459.54 and the impact on
the Water/Wastewater Fund was $29,194.87.  She reminded members that the expense for the Water
Treatment Plant Operator for the Calpine Project would need to be added to the Water/Wastewater
Fund, which would be a four (4) year cost.  Mrs. Mitchell confirmed that the $29,194.87 listed only
represented the costs for the position for half of a year (comment section indicated this amount as
the full year cost).

Mr. Koenig provided members with specifics regarding each of the requested positions.
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Responding to Mr. Slavin, Mrs. Mitchell explained that, in accordance with the City’s Budget
Procedure, monies budgeted for personnel costs are not transferrable unless the monies are used for
contractual services, such as hiring temporary employees that would be necessary to fill any position
vacated which resulted in a savings.  He stated his intention to discuss with the Ad-Hoc Financial
and Operational Advisory Committee a procedure that may assist with budgeting for personnel
costs.  It was his opinion that the City should budget for positions for a full year, and any personnel
savings realized during the year would be directed toward an operations reserve with a cap, and then
members of City Council could determine how those excess funds should be utilized to assist with
Other Post-Employment Benefit (OPEB) or other liability.  This would provide a personnel reserve
for those times when additional costs are necessary, such as paying for overtime for snow removal
or storm damage.  Mr. Slavin expressed his concerns with allowing any amount of money that may
be a savings in personnel accounts to be used for any other expense, including contractual services. 
He felt that if the monies were appropriated for positions, there should be restrictions for other uses.

In reviewing the Governmental Capital Projects Fund Summary (Page 16 of Exhibit #1),
Mrs. Mitchell noted that the only funding source (for the preliminary budget) was a transfer from
the General Fund.  She stated that the expenses for the Street Program included $1.1M for streets
and curbs and $182,000 for vehicles and equipment for next fiscal year.  Referring to the large
increase for streets, she reminded members that this year’s street program was funded through
leftover loan proceeds.

Mrs. Mitchell reminded members that the $4.5M expense for the Streets was recently approved by
City Council and, although a budget ordinance had not been presented for adoption, these monies
were approved for providing stormwater and infrastructure at the Garrison Oak Technical Park.  She
advised members that these amounts had not been updated in the forecast model for the
Water/Wastewater and Electric Funds, and in the General Fund for those projects that had recently
been approved by City Council.  Therefore, she stated that it would be necessary for staff to go
through the forecast models and revise the budgets for those related committee action forms recently
approved by City Council.

Mrs. Mitchell referred to staff’s request for an increase in licenses and permits (Page 17-19 of
Exhibit #1) and noted that specific details and history had been provided by
Mrs. Ann Marie Townshend, Director of Planning and Community Development.  If staff’s
requested increases were approved, she stated that there would be an estimated increase in revenues
in the amount of $154,425 (See page 20 of Exhibit #1).

In response to Mr. Slavin, Mr. Koenig stated that staff would present any proposed fee increases to
City Council for approval prior to finalizing the City’s budget.  

Mrs. Mitchell reviewed the Property Assessment Projection and Projected Property Tax Receipts
(Page 21 of Exhibit #1), which included those organizations that provide a PILOT, and listed the
Business Improvement District (BID) tax.

In reviewing the details of the Demolition Program (Pages 22 and 23 of Exhibit #1), Mrs. Mitchell
noted that the City’s Receivable Balance for FY2007 was $6,754.01 and that for FY2014, it was
$446,321.86.  She expressed concern that the City’s Uncollectible Reserve totaled $22,954.92 in
FY2007 and that a couple of years ago, the City’s auditors found that there were revenues not being
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collected.  As a result, she added $100,000 to the reserve to offset the estimated amount that would
not be collected in revenues.  Mrs. Mitchell relayed concerns with the auditor’s reaction to the
amount of $446,321.86.  She had been discussing alternative methods for handling demolition
properties with the Director of Planning and Community Development.  It was her hope that the City
could develop some other option that would prevent the City from paying for the demolition and
taking action to collect the debt through monitions or some other means.  Mrs. Mitchell reminded
members that the auditors deduct money that is over 90 days outstanding from the fund balance,
since that amount is not a spendable resource.  As a result, she stated that, technically, if the
$446,321.86 is not collected within 90 days, the auditor will deduct it from the fund balance.  Since
staff includes the amount in the fund balance as a spendable resource, she feared that there may be
issues in this regard.  Mrs. Mitchell urged members to provide suggestions regarding this matter.

Responding to Mr. Hutchison, Mrs. Townshend stated that there was a recent article in American
City/County as to how the City of Gary, Indiana, handles demolitions.  She had spoken with the
Deputy City Solicitor and stated that this year, the City would be including the demolition costs on
tax bills.  Once these debts are included on the tax bills, she stated that a monition sale can be
forced.  As a result, it was the Deputy City Solicitor’s opinion that the City could take a more
aggressive approach to collecting the debt.  In some cases, a lien could be placed that would affect
any properties in Kent County owned by the owner of said property, which would allow for
collection of the debt with the sale of any of the owner’s properties.  Otherwise, the collection of
the debt would be paid with the sale of the particular property.

In response to Mrs. Mitchell’s concerns, Mrs. Townshend questioned if the two (2) year delay for
collection through monitions was a Code requirement or in accordance with the City’s Policy. 
Clarifying, Ms. Russell explained that a property owner must be delinquent in paying two (2) years’
taxes before the City can begin a sheriff’s sale process.  As an example, she stated that if an
individual were delinquent paying July 2013 taxes and then did not pay their July 2014 taxes, the
City would begin the sheriff’s sale process in November of 2014.

Mrs. Townshend advised members that she had discussions with the Deputy City Solicitor regarding
the possibility of obtaining copies of those invoices his office submits to the City Manager for
demolition expenses in order for those costs to be included in the demolition liens for collection.

Elaborating on the demolition program, Mr. Koenig noted that $140,000 was originally budgeted
for demolitions for the current fiscal year and staff had proposed a budget of $150,000 for next year. 
He stated that the City had been aggressive in moving demolitions through the process.  Mr. Koenig
noted that the expenses had increased annually for the last few years.  He explained that the
expectation was that the queue for demolitions was being reduced; therefore, staff recommended
that the City continue to pressure property owners to either maintain their properties or the City
would cause their demolition.  Mr. Koenig felt that if the City did not take this action, the City
would be subjected to the costs associated with vacant structures as well as the police, fire, fire
marshal, and code enforcement issues involved.  He explained that although the demolition expenses
are an increase in the City’s liability for the fund balance, operationally the City is causing the
removal of structures that are problematic for City personnel as well as the community.  Therefore,
he felt it was important for the City to continue to aggressively pursue these property owners, and
hopefully owners will realize that the City will take action if properties are not maintained.
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For clarification, Mrs. Mitchell indicated that, in addition to demolitions, the amount reflected as
an Uncollectible Reserve (Page 23 of Exhibit #1) included all General Fund items such as sanitation,
police extra duty, fines, etc.

Mrs. Mitchell reviewed the Police Extra Duty Program details (Pages 24 through 27 of Exhibit #1). 
She reminded members that there had been discussion regarding the possibility of charging for the
overhead costs and noted that the details included an overhead rate calculation.  She stated that a
proposal regarding this matter will be presented to the Legislative, Finance, and Administration
Committee for their review and recommendation to City Council.  Mrs. Mitchell explained that the
concept would be to bill the customer the average costs per officer rather than by class of officer,
which would save on labor intensive billing which would be required to figure out individual rates. 
She noted that a Special Event Rate had also been calculated and would be included in the proposal. 
Mrs. Mitchell indicated that the proposal would provide for an estimated Police Extra Duty income
of $787,000 and, with an expense of $701,000, there would be a net result of $86,000, rather than
the loss of money that had been realized in the past.  

With reference to the Sanitation Fees and Expenses (Page 27 of Exhibit #1), Mrs. Mitchell noted
that the revenues covered expenses, including depreciation; however, they did not include any
overhead costs.  She indicated that the number of vehicles purchased may vary in a given year;
therefore the depreciation amount represented the purchase of only one (1) vehicle.

Mrs. Mitchell reviewed the Legal Expense Trend (Page 28 of Exhibit #1) and noted that in FY2010,
there was an approximate $18,000 expense for the OPEB Trust Agreement and the remainder was
for FOP negotiations.  She explained that the increase in legal expenses was attributed to hourly
billing charge versus retainer fee, union negotiations, code enforcement, and customer service
issues.  Mrs. Mitchell stated that these legal fees represented only the General Fund expenses and
did not include issues related to power supply/generation or issues related to Ward Transformer.  

Responding to Mr. Slavin, Mr. Koenig stated that almost all of the Baird Mandalas Brocksted, LLC
expenses listed were related to labor negotiations or arbitration/mediation.

Mr. Koenig reminded members that in a previous meeting, Mr. Lynn questioned the concept of the
City providing in-house legal counsel.  He noted that the regular expenses for Schmittinger and
Rodriguez are approximately $75,000 per year, although in previous years, these costs had been up
to approximately $100,000.  Should the City hire an attorney, he stated that there would be a 
minimum cost of $125,000 - $130,000, which would include salary and benefits.  If the City were
to hire a full-fledged legal office, the expenses would exceed $200,000.  In addition, Mr. Koenig
stated that there would also be other costs, such as expenses related to travel; therefore, at this time,
staff did not feel that the City should consider an in-house legal office.

Noting that the legal expenses had continued to increase during the past few years as the result of
labor contract negotiations, Mr. Slavin questioned if the City had realized a return on this
investment.  Responding, Mr. Koenig felt confident that the long-term investment for the legal
services had been realized and would be reflected in the City’s OPEB liabilities.  He reminded
members that the 15% cost sharing for health coverage was extremely beneficial to the City and,
although it may have been possible to achieve that agreement without legal representation, he felt
that by having legal representation the end result was achieved.  Mr. Koenig indicated that there had
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been an increase in legal expenses for FY2013 due to the new labor union formed.  It was his hope
that the City could minimize these costs because, as the City moves forward, those areas of the
contract to be reviewed will be fewer than in the past.  He explained that during the negotiation
process, legal counsel is present to assist the City to respond within the law.  

WATER/WASTEWATER UTILITY
Mrs. Mitchell reviewed the Water/Wastewater Utility Fund Budget (Pages 29 through 31 of
Exhibit #1).  She expressed concern with the Fund, explaining that the revenues were projected to
decrease significantly.  As a result, she stated that the expenses for staffing in Engineering and
Inspection had been moved to the General Fund, which resulted in a decrease in expenses in the
amount of $164,000.

Responding to Mr. Hare, Mr. Koenig stated that the revenues included approximately three (3)
weeks of Calpine operations; however, the Calpine revenues would not become fully effective until
FY2016. 

At the request of Mr. Lynn, Mr. Koenig confirmed that Calpine would not receive a special water
rate and would be charged the City’s water rate, which would likely be higher than the current rate.

In response to Mr. Slavin, Mr. Koenig stated that it was estimated that the City would receive an
additional $1.6M related to water, estimated at the current water rate, and concurred that there would
be a cost to the City for that revenue.  Mrs. Mitchell advised members that staff had included the
revenue and expenses through the forecast model and would review these details later in the
meeting.

Mrs. Mitchell reviewed the details regarding the Wastewater Inflow/Infiltration (Page 30 of
Exhibit #1) and explained that the information is reviewed to assure that the amounts collected are
covering the fees paid for wastewater infiltration.  With a projected deficit in the amount of
$823,900, she noted that a rate of $1.71 would be necessary to cover the deficit (current rate at
$1.05).  She explained that if the increase were applied to an individual’s bill (including wastewater
and water), it would result in a 6.8% increase in consumption fees.

Referring to the current rate of $1.05, Mr. Koenig questioned its intent for covering expenses. 
Responding, Mrs. Mitchell stated that, in the past, the rate had covered the excess of the treatment
expenses and approximately half of the Inflow/Infiltration.  However, she reminded members that
the City had a deficit fund balance due to treatment charges for Kent County and the rate was
established to pay the fund balance down.  Since this fund balance had been paid, Mr. Koenig
questioned if members wanted this fee to cover the Inflow/Infiltration capital improvements in the
future or the City’s capital improvements related to the actual wastewater rate.

In response to Mrs. Williams, Mr. Koenig stated that this was a flat rate and is the same charge to
residential, commercial, and industrial customers.  He noted that the current water rate was $3.00
per 1,000 gallons.  Referring to the Groundwater Surcharge from the State, Mrs. Williams
questioned what effect this would have on City residents.  Responding, Mr. Koenig stated that there
would be a $47 tax per household on the Kent County tax bill.  If the City increased the
Inflow/Infiltration rate from $1.05 to $1.71 (66¢ increase), he stated that, with an average household
using 7,000 gallons per month, this would equate to a $4.62 increase (approximately $55 per year).
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Mrs. Mitchell explained that the challenge involved with the Water/Wastewater Fund is that the
infrastructure is very expensive and the revenues are very low.  As a result, she stated that $2.5M
is needed for water and $2.5M in capital each year.

In reviewing the Water/Wastewater Improvement and Extension Fund Budget (Page 31 of
Exhibit #1), Mrs. Mitchell noted that the transfers from the Operating Fund for both Water (Line 6)
and Wastewater (Line 7) did not include sufficient funds to cover the capital projects.  She further
explained that, with a total of $3.6M necessary to cover these project expenses, the transfer from
Water should be $1.6M rather than $1.2M and the transfer from Wastewater should be $3.2M rather
than the $1.8M, which had been included on the Water/Wastewater Fund Summary.  As a result, she
indicated that the $1.8M deficit would be eliminated.  In addition, she stated that these amounts had
not been updated to reflect the changes to the Garrison Oak Technical Park Projects recently
approved by City Council.  

ELECTRIC FUND
Mrs. Mitchell reviewed the Electric Fund Budget (Pages 32 through 33 of Exhibit #1).  She noted
that an increase in revenues was reflected, and since the City had lowered its rate, there was a
decrease in  Utility Tax.  Mrs. Mitchell reminded members that a $7M transfer from the Rate
Stabilization Fund was necessary for FY2014 to cover cash flow issues; however, she stated that no
transfer would be necessary for the next fiscal year.  She indicated that although there was a high
differential for the direct expenditures as the result of the pension changes, the transfer to Pension
Unfunded Liability, in the amount of $1.3M, had been eliminated.

Referring to the Electric Improvement and Extension Fund (Page 33 of Exhibit #1), Mrs. Mitchell
stated that although there was a deficit in the amount of $784,400, there was a budget balance of
approximately $2M used for projects, which fluctuates up and down each year.  As a result, she
stated that although there was money in the Fund to cover the deficit, it would cause a reduction in
the fund balance.  

RATE AND FEE TRENDS - GENERAL FUND, WATER/WASTEWATER FUND, AND
ELECTRIC FUND
Mrs. Mitchell reviewed a table depicting the Rate and Fee Trends for the General Fund,
Water/Wastewater Fund, and Electric Fund (Page 34 of Exhibit #1).  She noted that staff had
proposed increases for the Water Flat Rate Charge (increase of $1.25), which would provide an
additional $229,470 in Water/Wastewater Fund Revenue, and an Electric Customer Charge (increase
of $1.00), which would provide an additional $279,612 in Electric Fund Revenue.  This additional
revenue would help pay for debit/credit card fees.

Responding to Mr. Slavin, Mrs. Mitchell indicated that the $8M transfer from the Electric Utility
and equated to 10% of Electric Revenues.

Responding to Mr. Hare, Mr. Koenig stated that the City stopped charging customers for debit/credit
card transactions.  Mrs. Mitchell reminded members that when the City first began accepting
debit/credit cards for payment, bank fees were charged to the customer.  Then the City Manager
eliminated the bank fee and instituted a convenience fee for accepting such payments.  She stated
that, recently, Mr. Koenig returned to accepting debit/credit cards for payment without any fees to 
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the customer, feeling that this was a customer service issue.  Mrs. Mitchell confirmed that when a
customer is able to pay by credit card, the City actually receives more payments that they would not
otherwise receive.  As a result, she stated that the City is receiving more revenue.

Elaborating, Mrs. Townshend stated that her office began accepting debit/credit cards in
June/July 2013.  She stated that, previously, there were many occasions when a customer would
want to pick up a building permit and pay with a corporate credit card, since it would take them
several days to obtain a corporate check.  Since the City did not accept such card payments, these
customers, who were willing and ready to pay, were sent away to “chase down money,” causing the
City to lose money and customer inconvenience.  In addition, Mrs. Townshend stated that those who
need to renew their rental permits or business licenses wish to make payment over the phone by
debit/credit card.  Accepting such payments eliminates staff code enforcement time previously spent
“chasing” individuals to obtain such payments and allows these employees more time to work on
actual code enforcement issues.

Following up, Mr. Koenig reminded members that the City instituted a rate reduction last year and
that the debit/credit card fees were considered in the rate reduction calculation.  As a result, he felt
that the debit/credit card fees were embedded in the new electric rates; therefore, he stated that the
City was already accounting for these fees.

Council President Bonar requested that staff provide a breakdown of the types of payments made
to the City, including those that pay in person, use the drop box, and pay by debit and credit card. 

Responding to Mr. Perza, Mr. Koenig confirmed that the City receives more revenue as a result of
collecting payments by debit/credit card.  When consumers have to directly pay a fee for the use of
such a card, they will choose not to pay by debit/credit card.  He stated that this often leads to the
City having to collect the fees, which costs staff time and effort.  

In conclusion, Mr. Koenig stated that staff was hoping for direction from members of Council,
explaining that there was a large deficit in the General Fund.  He assured members that staff would
“comb” through the budget in hopes of decreasing the deficit amount.  While reviewing the
personnel issues, he questioned if members of Council had an interest in considering the additional
personnel requested by the Police Department, since those costs would result in a large amount of
the deficit (see Page 15 of Exhibit #1).

After discussing the matter at length, Council President Bonar suggested that members contact the
City Manager directly with their suggestions and any additional information desired in order for
staff to submit detailed information for the Legislative, Finance, and Administration Committee
meeting scheduled for April 14, 2014 for their review and recommendation to City Council.

By unanimous consent, the meeting adjourned at 8:52 p.m.

TRACI A. MCDOWELL
CITY CLERK
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All orders, ordinances, and resolutions adopted by City Council during their Budget Workshop of
March 31, 2014 are hereby approved.

DAVID L. BONAR
COUNCIL PRESIDENT/
VICE-MAYOR ACTING
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