
 

 

  

  Ann Arbor City Budget Amendments 

Approving the annual city budget is one of the most important actions the Ann Arbor City 
Council takes each year. Budgets are a reflection of priorities and, importantly, establish where 
your tax dollars are spent. 
  
This document captures some of the differences in priorities held by various Council members 
as they debated a number of amendments to the 2015-16 budget. If you have comments, 
questions or would like additional information, just let me know.   
  
Jane Lumm, Ward 2 Council Member 
jlumm@a2gov.org 
June 2015 

 

 
On May 18th, City Council adopted the City budget for the 2015-16 fiscal year.  After several 
hours of discussion on the Council-proposed amendments to the City Administrator’s 
recommended budget, City Council unanimously adopted the budget, as amended by council.   
 

The FY15-16 budget does not reflect any major changes in ongoing services or programs. Two 
additional FTE’s were recommended by the Administrator to support the increased level of 
building activity in the city. A third FTE (a Sustainability Associate to support the City’s Climate 
Action Plan) was added to the Administrator’s recommendation by City Council. 
 

There are, however, several noteworthy one-time expenditures that are included in the 
General Fund FY15-16 budget: 
 

One-Time Expenditures Recommended by City Administrator 

 $365K for Geddes sidewalks 

 $230K for fire station generators and $109K for police equipment  

 $200K to develop the Allen Creek Greenway Master Plan 

 $180K in support for AA Housing Commission 

 $140K to fund Council Chamber renovation (phase 2) at City Hall 

 $133K for 413 West Washington sit stabilization 

 $120K Barton and Superior Dam work 

 $75K for consulting related to Accessory Dwelling Units, $60K to support the Pedestrian 

Safety and Access Task Force, and $40K for deer management 
 

One-Time Expenditures Added by City Council  (Council members sponsoring) 
 

In addition to the one-time expenditures in the Administrator’s budget recommendation, 

Council added several others:  
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 $450K to replace pedestrian bridge in Lansdowne Area (Eaton) 

 $165K for Climate Action Plan initiatives including one FTE (Taylor, Briere) 

 $100K to establish a fund for new streetlights (Lumm, Kailasapathy, Eaton) 

 $100K to create a Comprehensive Organics Management Plan (Grand, Krapohl, Westphal) 

 $89K to conduct an outdoor skating pilot at three city parks (Kunselman) 

 $50K to increase the deer management budget to $90K (Lumm, Kailasapathy, Eaton) 

 $15K for additional drug testing services at the Mental Health Court (Grand, Krapohl)  

 $2K increase to human services funding to offset impact of city’s Living Wage ordinance 

(Briere, Taylor, Warpehoski) 

 
Council-proposed Amendments Not Adopted 
 

Two other budget amendments I had initiated did not pass – to add two police officers to the 
budget and to restore fall leaf and holiday tree pickup services.  Both were co-sponsored by CM 
Kailasapathy and Eaton. An amendment initiated by CM Kailasapathy that CM’s Eaton, Anglin 
and I co-sponsored to reduce operating expenditures in the LDFA/SPARK budget and to 
earmark the funds for future investment in fiber infrastructure also did not pass. 
 

Three other amendments initially proposed by Council members prior to the meeting were 
withdrawn: 

 Extend composting to allow food waste collection year-round at a cost of $300K (Taylor, 
Briere) 

 Eliminate the city’s $75K General Fund allocation to SPARK and utilize the funds for human 
services and the city’s shelters (Eaton, Kailasapathy) 

 Direct the City Administrator to develop a plan that would facilitate a transition from the 
city’s current defined benefit pension plan for employees to a defined contribution 
employee retirement plan for the city’s new hires (Lumm, Kailasapathy).   
 

As I believe the city needs to act to address our legacy cost challenges and the current 
unfunded pension liability of about $90M, I plan to place this pension restructuring action on 
the agenda at an upcoming Council meeting. It is not clear if/when the other two withdrawn 
amendments might come back to Council.  
 
Council Discussion on the Amendments  
 

Several of the amendments were passed unanimously without a great deal of debate. They 
include the small items related to drug testing at the courts and the Living Wage Ordinance-
related human services funding as well as the $89K outdoor skating pilot at the 3 city parks and 
the $100K to create a Comprehensive Organics Management Plan. Developing the Organics 
Management Plan was intended by the sponsors as a substitute for a second food waste-
related amendment that would have implemented year-round composting right away at a cost 
of $300K annually. Council agreed developing a comprehensive plan was more appropriate, and 
the year-round composting amendment was withdrawn by the sponsors.    
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The $50K deer management amendment that CM Kailasapathy and I initiated was discussed 
extensively at the meeting, changed slightly, and then passed unanimously.  
 
Importantly, the deer amendment does not pre-suppose any specific outcome or actions by the 
city. That will be a Council decision made after there is a Council work session on the topic 
where there will be participation from groups advocating both lethal and non-lethal 
approaches. The budget amendment was simply to include in the budget an adequate provision 
to implement the recommendations contained in the city’s May 7 report “Recommendations 
for Deer Management in Ann Arbor”.   
 
The deer management amendment also directed the City Administrator to contact the UM for 
possible funding support and to present to Council for consideration a deer feeding ban 
ordinance (one of the recommendations in the city’s May 7 report).  
 

As a matter of principle, I will not introduce amendments to the budget that add recurring 
expenditures without identifying the funding sources/offsets. Originally, our deer management 
amendment recommended eliminating the public art transition budget to pay for the costs of 
this increase, but that particular funding source was not supported by other Council members.  
 

The $165K amendment to support the city’s Climate Action Plan initiatives sponsored by 
Mayor Taylor and CM Briere was passed with CM Eaton and I opposed. The $165K in spending 
consisted of $80K for the Sustainability Associate FTE mentioned previously plus $85K in related 
funding support for the Ecology Center and Clean Energy Coalition.  This was the second 
consecutive year of a “one-time” funding action and I believe recurring costs like FTE’s and 
program support should not be funded by one-time sources. Proponents argued that this 
spending was consistent with Ann Arbor’s values and that the one-time funding was temporary 
as alternative funding would be obtained. When questioned, however, staff indicated that 
grant funding has “dried up” so next year we’ll likely see the third straight year of “one-time” 
funding requested next year.  
 

In terms of the $100K amendment on new streetlights, the city has had a moratorium on new 
streetlights since 2006 and none have been added since except for those that are part of new 
development projects. Council lifted the moratorium in February, but no funding for new 
streetlights was included in the budget. I initiated this amendment and like the deer one, it was 
discussed fairly extensively at the meeting, changed slightly, and then passed unanimously.  
 

Specifically, the amendment establishes a fund for new streetlights, allocates $100K in seed 
money to the fund, and directs the City Administrator to return to Council with an objective 
process for evaluating and funding resident requests for new streetlights. My motivation in 
introducing this new streetlight amendment is to improve actual safety and the perception of 
safety in our neighborhoods and co-sponsors Kailasapathy and Eaton were similarly motivated. 
Again, in the spirit of identifying offsets for added expenditures, this amendment had 
recommended paying for the allocation to the new streetlight fund by eliminating those 
elements of the Council Chamber renovations project not directly related to ADA compliance 
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and asbestos abatement – with savings of $125K - but that particular funding source was not 
supported by other Council members.  
 

As mentioned, the LDFA/SPARK amendment related to setting aside funds for fiber and other 
infrastructure did not pass. It was debated extensively. The Administrator’s proposed budget 
for FY15-16 included a 44% ($875K) year-to-year increase in operating expenses, but no 
investment or savings for fiber or other capital infrastructure. The budget amendment CM 
Kailasapathy initiated and several of us co-sponsored, would have lowered the operating cost 
budget increase to 19% (still an awfully healthy year-to-year increase) and set aside $500K in 
the LDFA reserves for future investment in fiber infrastructure.  
 

 
Those of us who supported this set aside for fiber believe the network would be a strong 
economic development tool and competitive advantage for Ann Arbor and a significant 
improvement and help to existing businesses in the city as well. Those who did not support the 
amendment agreed that expanding fiber was important, but indicated that there is not a fiber 
plan yet to invest in. While that’s true, it seems fiscally sound to me to set aside the funding 
now rather than simply spend it on higher operating expenses – as CM Kailasapathy mentioned 
at the meeting, when you buy a house, you may not know exactly when you’ll buy it, but you 
begin saving for it well in advance.  A good analogy in my view. 
 

For three consecutive years, I’ve introduced budget amendments to increase police staffing 
and in each instance, identified funding offsets so as to not add to net expenditures. This year, 
the amendment I initiated to add two officers to the Administrator’s recommendation (which 
held police staffing at last year’s levels) was co-sponsored by CM Eaton and Kailasapathy and 
was defeated on a close (5-6) vote.   
 

I continue to believe, as many residents do, that public safety is local governments #1 priority. I 
also believe the cuts made to police staffing over the last ten year have been too severe and 
that a portion of the cuts should be restored incrementally over time. In FY04-05, the city had 
159 sworn police officers, in FY14-15, 122 sworn officers – a reduction of 37 officers or 23% 
over the ten year period.  Police Chief Seto has indicated on several occasions that AAPD is a 
“reactive” department today and that the best way forward in enhancing public safety and the 
perception of safety is to become a “pro-active” police force and more community oriented.  
 

That’s particularly true as it relates to safety and security in our neighborhoods and traffic 
enforcement, concerns I hear frequently. And these concerns – safety and security in our 
neighborhoods including traffic enforcement - are precisely what this amendment was 
intended to address. Those not supporting adding the officers argued that crime is trending 
down and there are other city priorities competing for funds. While it’s true overall crime is 
down in Ann Arbor as it is nationally and throughout Michigan, that misses the point of what 
this amendment (and the streetlight amendment) was addressing – neighborhood safety 
including traffic enforcement. As for priorities, I don’t know of any other that trumps public 
safety. 
 



 Jane Lumm on the City Budget 5 

The police staffing amendment requested funding from the DDA to support the policing efforts 
downtown. The city can’t direct the DDA how to send DDA funds, only request, but given that 
the DDA’s tax revenues have grown significantly - by $1.6M (42%) in just three years from FY12-
13 to FY15-16 – the request to the DDA for funding help isn’t an unreasonable one. As 
mentioned though, the amendment also identified internal recurring funding sources and 
expenditure offsets in the event the DDA did not choose to provide the funding.   
 

For a couple of years now – unfortunately without success – I’ve initiated budget amendments 
to restore Fall leaf and Holiday tree pickup services.  Similar to the police staffing amendment, 
funding offsets were identified on this amendment so as to not add to net expenditures.  
 

 
The city discontinued Fall leaf pickup in 2011 and instructed residents to place leaves in bags or 
compost carts. That’s simply not practical for many residents in the 2nd ward given the volume 
of leaves they need to dispose of. Residents pay to have the leaves hauled away so they 
effectively pay twice for the service – to the private hauler and to the city for a Solid Waste 
millage that generates about $12M annually in property tax revenue and should cover the 
service.   
 

In my opinion, fall leaf pickup is a basic service that should not have been eliminated; although 
holiday tree pickup is not a basic service, it is a convenience for residents that can be provided 
at a minimal cost to the city ($27K annually). Council members opposed to the amendment 
argued that city residents were now comfortable with (and preferred) the new    
 
Council Final Vote on Budget 
 

Once all of the Council-proposed amendments had been acted upon (or withdrawn), at about 1 
AM ,  City Council unanimously passed the budget as amended.  
 

Although I would have preferred that a couple of the amendments had passed that didn’t as I 
continue to believe a heavier priority should be placed on public safety, other basic services, 
and infrastructure, I supported the overall budget because, on balance, it was fiscally 
responsible and reasonable.  
 

With a unanimous vote, it seems other Council members shared that view. 
 


