BUDGET REVIEW COMMITTEE
AUGUST 25, 2008

A meeting of the Budget Review Committee was held Monday, August 25, 2008 at 9:30 p.m. in the
Aldermanic Chamber.

Alderman-at-Large Brian S. McCarthy, Chair, presided.

Members of Committee present: Alderman-at-Large David W. Deane
Alderman-at-Large Lori Wilshire
Alderman-at-Large Ben Clemons
Alderman Michael A. Tamposi

Members not in Attendance: Alderman Mark S. Cookson
Alderman Michael J. Tabacsko, Vice Chair

Also in Attendance: Alderman-at-Large Fred S. Teeboom
Alderman Richard P. Flynn

Chairman McCarthy

As was reported to us earlier, Alderman Tabacsko is on vacation and Alderman Cookson had a
family emergency to deal with. 1 think the only item really on our agenda this evening is the one
we just held the public hearing on, R-08-111. | don’t know what the pleasure of the committee
is. 1 would be prone to hold this so we can reflect on the input from the public hearing and until
the other members are back with us.

NEW BUSINESS — RESOLUTIONS

R-08-111
Endorsers:  Alderman-at-Large Fred S. Teeboom
Alderman Marc W. Plamondon
AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR AND CITY TREASURER TO ISSUE BONDS NOT TO
EXCEED THE AMOUNT OF THIRTY-SEVEN MILLION SIX HUNDRED THOUSAND
DOLLARS ($37,600,000) FOR THE DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF THE BROAD
STREET PARKWAY PROJECT

MOTION BY ALDERMAN DEANE TO TABLE

ON THE QUESTION

Alderman Deane

Currently in the Infrastructure Committee, | have R-08-84, which asks for an economic feasibility
analysis of the Broad Street Parkway project. | think, although we had out session with the
Mayor and Mr. Zizzi, and Mr. Zizzi was asked the question would you go out and have a
comprehensive economic feasibility analysis done on the parkway and his response was no, |
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think the question probably should have been posed more as do you feel as though we should
have an economic feasibility analysis on the Broad Street Parkway project. | think if it was
phrased a little differently maybe we would have got a different answer.

| think this evening’s testimony from a number of people out there, it was extremely clear that this
project just shows absolutely, in my mind anyway, and in a lot of the comments that folks made
this evening, no direction on the benefit at all — none. | think if we are going to go out and spend
$37 million, which is proposed right now, we should at least have a plan in place and understand
what the city will gain out of it.

There are people that say you are spending more money on a study and you don't want to vote
on it, well quite frankly | could not support something of this magnitude not understanding what
the end result was going to be or at least having a plan in place. | think the other remarks made
about those who were going to gain from it in the areas down in the millyard, where are they as
former Alderman Richardson spoke?

When you look at the project as a whole, we really need a better plan. We have no plan in place
right now. As was stated earlier as well, the project has been peered down a lot, an awful lot. |
think the problems that existed back when the referendum question was first placed on the ballot;
the highway is torn up and you ask someone hey if | can get you from point A to point B quicker
would you support the project of course they are going to say yes. If you spent any amount of
time as | used to every day on Main Street when it would take 45 minutes — you would watch
people walk from one end of Main Street to the other, by the time you got to Library Hill they were
already half way up Concord Street and you are driving a vehicle.

This economic feasibility analysis | know there are people that do not support it, but | think it is
something that needs to be done. Thank you.

Alderman Clemons

I have a number of questions that are un-reconciled in my mind as to — that really | think have
been unanswered, and | was kind of hoping to get some answers tonight or in the next couple of
days or weeks or however long it takes, but some of these questions | will just state them now; if
we don’t build this we have to pay back the $14 million+ to the federal government — how long do
we have to pay that back? Is it 5 years, it is a year? How long do we have to pay back the $14
million? If we don’t build the parkway and we have to pay back the $14 million in a set amount of
time, which again we don’t know what that time amount is, what is the plan to pay for it? Are we
going to cut services? Are we going to bond the $14 million?

Chairman McCarthy

That one | can answer. We will not get a positive recommendation from bond council in order to
allow you to bond something that is not going to be built.

Alderman Clemons

Then essentially we would have to cut services over however long a period that would be?



Budget Review — 8/25/08 Page 3

Chairman McCarthy

Yes.

Alderman Clemons

Again, where would we get that money? My next set of questions comes to if we do build it.
Does the bonding in front of us include enough money in it to build the peers wide enough that if
we needed to expand this bridge 25 years from now we could do so without having to go back
down into the river? The other one is does the bond include money to improve the
neighborhoods of Pine and Palm Street? What is contained in this bond resolution for that?
What are we going to do for those neighborhoods over there? What are we going to do to
address parking? If we are going — from what | understand we are going to put park benches
and things like that and make the streets one way either way. | have been down those streets
they are narrow streets as it is so we allow this parking on Palm Street, | don't believe there is
parking on Pine Street, but my question is people park on those streets during the day now —
where are they going to go? If we take away the places where they park where is it going to go?
What considerations are being made in that respect?

To me, there are too many unanswered questions, and | certainly will support the motion to hold
because | would like to get some answers to these questions, and | think some of my colleagues
here might have the answers tonight for some of the questions.

Another issue that comes to mind is | grew up on Kinsley Street. | know the neighborhood —
although | grew up on the other half of Kinsley Street, | know the tree streets very well. One of
my concerns is that if we build the parkway the traffic that would be coming through those
streets, if the development of the millyard comes to fruition, will include tractor trailers and other
commercial vehicles like that coming through the streets, and that concerns me. That concerns
me a great deal because that is a safety issue that these neighborhoods have never had to deal
with before other than West Hollis Street. They really don’t have that kind of dynamic because
they are pretty much off by themselves.

Now you are putting down these trucks into the street and now they are already coming down
Kinsley Street or up West Hollis Street, and you are adding that to the mix. Could we ban those
trucks and make them come in from Broad Street? That is a question | don't think, | assume we
would have the power to do that, but | don’t know what kind of requirements there are in that
federal money. Maybe if we build it we would have to allow commercial vehicles all the way down
because the money says we have to. | don't know.

| have many unanswered questions. | hear tonight a lot of people say that we have all of the
answers, we have been studying this for 30 years, well | am 26 years old so the project is older
than me. | don’t have all of the answers in front of me. | am a new Alderman. | would like to get
some of these answers. | have asked other questions before, and some of them | have gotten
partial answers to. | just think we have a lot to discuss before we can go ahead and make a

decision.
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Alderman Teeboom

| can at least answer some of the questions. The option for the bond is Option 1, $37.6 million.
The expectation is, first of all that Option 2 will get the go ahead — the reason we have two
options is because you have to because you have to give the environmental people, the federal
government or state — you can’t give them this is it and nothing else. You give them two, but
because there is much less land taken, Option 2 will probably fly. There is a $7.7 million buffer
between Option 2.

Option 1 is bonded for $7.7 million more than Option 2. If we go with Option 2, that gives us
money, we can either pay back the bond early or it is a buffer against unexpected things or you
can provide additional improvements. One of the things | talked to Kathy Hersh about was put a
bike path back in, which you can do, but it costs you extra money because you need to widen the
road by the amount.

The buffer | think is there. It is also based upon these new inflation numbers that include 12% for
material — pretty hefty inflation factor built into this figure.

Now, the second point is there is built into these figures $5 million for HAZMAT remediation and
$2.24 million for environmental remediation for $7.35 million. You need all of that. That gives
you an additional buffer against problems.

There is a question about the parking. There are detailed plans. The problem with this public
hearing process is there isn’t really a format to make a presentation of what this is all about, and |
aim to fix that with a resolution that has been introduced where a presentation would be made
ahead of the public meeting because plans are there.

What the plans show you is that the 2007 concept is maintained for the first part as for the Broad
Street Parkway up to the bridge, but then in the other part you make a couplet out of two streets;
one is Central and the other one is Pine if | remember right, and they are one way streets each.
They are two ways now so that gives you additional capacity. | don’t know if there was a lot of
discussion about parking. Certainly the fact that you now have twice the space in the streets is
certainly a factor, and there will be some rounding as you get into the streets so it will be easier
to get into the streets. If you look at the plan that is included in the construction.

Whether or not you can make — you have a one way each way and then you ban it to traffic, | am
not sure the federal government gets into that. | am not sure that is the smart thing to do. The
whole idea is to get traffic in and out of — well if you wanted to do it | suppose you could do it
because you still have access into and out of the millyard and the Mohawk Tannery, which is
targeted for development. Whether or not you could do it | don't think that was a charge in the
study. Whether or not that is part of the federal highway limits or not | don’t know.

Initially VHB did the study under sub-contract with the NRPC, and did meet with the highway
people to get provisional clearance on either option. In particular had to get clearance to take the
boiler house down, which is a key part about option 2, and the answer was yes you can. Are
they going to be, as they review the environmental impact frankly are they going to now say you
can never do one way or can never stop truck traffic that has to be a condition on this highway |
don’t know. | don’t know enough about that part of the process. There is a whole year of study.
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That is why it takes so long, there is a whole year of additional study — while folks in the city are
going to be preparing the contractual material to get out and bid the job, there is a year of
additional parallel study by the federal highway and the state to look at the environmental impact
and provide whatever guidance we may not already have.

Alderman Clemons

| appreciate all of the work that has been done, and | know that Alderman Teeboom you have put
a lot of time and effort into this. You have a lot of information. You are the go to guy as far as
getting a lot of these answers, and | appreciate that, but | want to go back briefly to what | have
always said consistently about this project, and that is that | would be in favor of it if it were
affordable and if it would not effect the neighborhoods it was running through to such a degree
that it would degrade the quality of life of the people that live there. Those have been my two
main concerns.

Those remain my two main concerns, and | think what | would essentially like to see is a plan put
forth by the Mayor or by one of the other Aldermen who are championing this as to what we are
going to do if it doesn’t get built. We need to know. We need to know the answer to that
question. The flip side of that is what is going to happen, if we do build it, to the neighborhoods it
is running through and what is it going to do to the tax rate — how much more money are people
going to spend on their taxes. That is all | have to say.

Chairman McCarthy

That question | think we had answered in the review that we did for the other resolution. The
eradication of debt from the retirement of existing payments — | think some of the confusion there
is over the fact that we do not do constant payments on bonds we do constant principal
payments, which means declining interest payments, and that reduces the amount that we spend
on debt service substantially every year. The figures that we saw for the comprehensive bond
with all four projects in it, and with this one budgeted at $44 million, showed that there was one
year where the contribution from the tax rate to bonded debt service went up by one penny, and
every other year it was the same or less than it is today.

Alderman Clemons

That was a 30 year bond though.

Chairman McCarthy

That is what we would anticipate using for the parkway.

Alderman Clemons

It says 20 year bond.
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Alderman Teeboom

Let me answer that question. It is 20 years. | looked at the financial plan that was put together
by Alderman McCarthy, and actually he had a variable payment plan to try to keep that thing
always low. | have a projection — what | did was | called Michael Gilbar and | said what is the
number now that we typically would be using, which is what percentage of the tax rate produces
what amount of revenuef/income, and it used to be 1% produces $1.5 million. The new number
and | have not seen the spreadsheets like Mrs. Lemieux used to put together and | asked for a
copy of that from the Mayor. The new number that Mr. Gilbar gave me is .9% of the tax rate
produces about $.5 million, which means the tax base has gone up.

Based on that and the bond payment schedule | have prepared actually a schedule. | can give
everybody on the Budget Committee because you are the Budget Committee, you are not so
much arguing pro and con it seems to me as you are the budget. If you want me to - if someone
could make a copy of it — it is up to the Chairman...

Chairman McCarthy

Could you just send it out electronically?

Alderman Teeboom

| will send it out electronically. What this shows is based on the figures that | have and this is for
20 years, the total average residential cost over the 20 years is $1,545. Divided by 20 you wind
up with about $75 a year. The average cost to the residential taxpayer, average, $75. Now it
goes from a high number to a low number because you keep the principal payments the same
but you don’t keep the payments the same. The low payments like in a mortgage you pay them
all the same, but the bonding keeps coming down. As they come down there is a tendency to try
to bond new stuff. As the payments come down you bring in new bonds. This doesn't look at it.
It just simply says | start with a payment, 5% bond, the first payment says $3.76 million, and it
goes down to $1.97 million.

Then you look at what this represents to the tax rate, and | computed that out. Then what does
that mean to the residential tax payer of a residential property with an average now being $4,500.
| worked that out, and that is what it shows.

Chairman McCarthy

Is there a reason you chose 20 years instead of 307

Alderman Teeboom

This is 20.

Chairman McCarthy

What was the rationale behind 20 instead of 307







































