
 

Dinner available at 5:00 p.m. 

 
1. Call to Order 

2. Roll Call of Attendance 

3. Public Comment (15 minutes) 

4. Committee of the Whole Minutes from March 16, 2015. (Recommend that the 
reading of the minutes of Committee of the Whole Proceedings of March 16, 2015 be 
dispensed with and the minutes approved as printed.)  (5 minutes) 

5. Annual State Legislators Legislative Work Session. (Council and staff discussions / 
presentations with area legislators on legislative and related topics) 

6.   Adjourn 
 

CITY OF BLOOMINGTON 
CITY COUNCIL COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

MEETING AGENDA 
OSBORNE ROOM, 305 EAST ST., 2nd FLOOR 

MONDAY, APRIL 20, 2015, 5:30 P.M. 



COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
City Hall Council Chambers 

March 16, 2015 
 
 
Council present: Aldermen Judy Stearns, Mboka Mwilambwe, Joni Painter, Jim Fruin, Diana 
Hauman, Kevin Lower, Scott Black, Karen Schmidt and David Sage, and Mayor Tari Renner. 
 
Staff present: David Hales, City Manager and Renee Gooderham, Interim City Clerk. 
 
Alderman Mwilambwe participated remotely via telephone. 
 
Mayor Renner called the Committee of the Whole meeting to order at 5:38 p.m.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Mayor Renner opened the Public Comment section of the meeting.  He added that there would 
not be a response from the Committee under the Public Comment portion of the meeting. 
 
Julian Sigler, 904 W. Grove St., addressed the Council.  He believed the Solid Waste (SW) 
Program had a fee associated with same.  He stated the SW fee approval would result in citizens 
stock piling items.  This would require more code enforcement.  SW should be moved from an 
Enterprise Fund to General Fund (GF).   
 
Josh Schmidgall, 2212 Beacon Ct., addressed the Council.  He believed that a Downtown 
strategy would be approved.  He believed citizens were being forced to live in similar ways as 
Chicago, IL and St. Louis, MO. 
 
Gary Lambert, 3018 E. Oakland Ave., addressed the Council.  He believed purchasing software 
to report potholes was not required.  He stated that road maintenance was not included in the 
budget. 
 
MINUTES 
 
Motion by Alderman Painter, seconded by Alderman Schmidt that the reading of the minutes of 
the Committee of the Whole of November 17, 2014 be dispensed with and the minutes approved 
as printed. 
 
Motion carried, (viva voce).   
 
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM – FEES AND SERVICES 
 
Mayor Renner introduced the topic. 
 
David Hales, City Manager, addressed the Council.  He requested Council direction on SW 
changes and fee structure.  He recommended the following: 1.) no charge for brush service 
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removal; 2.) bulk waste fee reduced to $25 per bucket and 3.) transfer $1.5 million from the GF 
to SW.  Staff recommendations would avoid same.  Mr. Hales explained that SW would have a 
$1/2 million projected FY16 deficit.  Staff would review efficiencies over the summer to address 
same.  Possible efficiencies: frequency of brush and bulk waste pick up service or modifications 
to the three (3) crew model.  Citizens would change habits with the $25 fee.  Mr. Hales noted 
labor costs and equipment maintenance associated with SW. 
 
Alderman Fruin concurred with the not charging for brush pick up.  He recommended the first 
(1st) SW bucket not have a fee associated with same.  The second (2nd) bucket would be charged 
$50.  He believed staff should enforce refuse cart lid closure.  The refuse fee should be $25 
monthly regardless of size. 
 
Alderman Schmidt believed not charging for brush pick up was best.  She questioned SW as an 
Enterprise Fund (EF).  Citizens wanted SW simplified.  She appreciated that SW crews would 
assist with efficiencies. 
 
Alderman Painter believed $50 for bulk waste would cause dumping in other areas.  She stated 
that previous fee charges were up to crew discretion.  Any fees associated with SW should be for 
everyone and fair.  She appreciated removal of the brush pick up fee.  She noted that SW assisted 
with snow removal and alley clean up. 
 
Alderman Stearns appreciated comments from the SW crews and citizens.  She believed SW was 
a core service.  It was the heart of what a city does.  She questioned EF as a proper place for SW.  
She questioned what made up a bucket load.  She echoed Alderman Fruin’s comments on BW.  
Enforcing dumping rules was impossible.  Entertainment venues should be reprioritized. 
 
Alderman Sage concurred with Mr. Hales’ $25 fee recommendation.  Increased efficiencies was 
the priority.  He suggested citizen’s call for BW and brush pick up bi weekly.   
 
Alderman Lower stated support for the SW crews.  He believed current rules be enforced.  He 
was not in favor of any changes.  He believed that SW be subsidized through the GF and 
property tax.  Reduction in pick up frequency could affect property values.  He believed there 
were city services that were not core that could be reduced.  The following departments were 
core to the city: Police, Fire, Public Works, and Water.  Private tree removal could have a cost 
associated with same. 
 
Alderman Black noted that a Ward meeting with Aldermen Sage and Schmidt was held on 
March 10, 2015.  Citizens wanted to pay for services utilized.  Apartment turnover and bulk from 
same should be addressed.  He questioned what constituted a bucket load.  He requested specific 
BW pick up scenarios.  He echoed Alderman Stearns reference dumping enforcement.  He 
suggested increased fines.  SW should not be an EF.  Raising property taxes should be reviewed.  
He requested feedback from BW crews. 
 
Mayor Renner suggested the $25 fee and providing free stickers for certain times of the year. 
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Alderman Hauman stated that the city’s purpose was to provide citizens with services they were 
unable to obtain on their own.  She believed that refuse pick up assisted with maintaining a clean 
city.  Dumping was a concern.  She suggested a refuse fee increase.  To move away from 
charging for SW bucket loads.  The program should be simpler.  The goal should be to close the 
deficit.   
 
Alderman Mwilambwe stated his appreciation for the compromise to remove brush pick up 
charges.  He noted that citizens go out of their way to not pay for additional refuse bags.  Staff 
efficiency was the solution before fee increases.  
 
Mayor Renner requested Council specifics and/or ideas emailed to Mr. Hales by Friday, March 
20, 2015. 
 
PUBLIC PROTECTION CLASSIFICATION 
 
David Hales, City Manager, addressed the Council.  He cited the milestone achieved.  He noted 
the Fire and Water Department collaboration to increase the Insurance Services Office (ISO) 
rating. 
 
Brian Mohr, Fire Chief, addressed the Council.  He provided a brief history of ISO.  ISO was 
widely used by insurance companies to reduce premiums.  There was the potential of an eight 
percent (8%) reduction in same.  ISO collected data analyzing same using the Fire Suppression 
Rating Schedule. 
 
The highest rating was one (1); the City received a two (2) rating.  The rating was achieved by 
working the Water Department and establishment of the fire hydrant testing program.  Other 
factors involved were: building the all hazards training facility, development of the command 
training center, development of the probationary firefighter task manual and the fire priority 
dispatch system.   
 
According to the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 1710, to maintain ISO rating #2 
the following was required: 1.) continue to improve six (6) minute response times; 2.) supporting 
current Fire Department deployment model; 3.) maintaining minimum staffing requirements; 4.) 
maintaining current training hours and 5.) continued fire hydrant inspection program. 
 
Alderman Sage acknowledged collaboration across departments. 
 
Alderman Black noted the response time challenges for Fiscal Year 2016.  He requested 
strategies and costs associated to increase ISO rating. 
 
TRANSPORATON NETWORK COMPANIES 
 
George Boyle, Corporation Counsel, addressed the Council.  He provided Council copies of 
Public Act 098-1173, Transportation Network Providers Act.  He explained that the State had 
passed same requiring Municipalities to allow Transportation Network Companies (TNC) to 
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operate beginning June 1, 2015.  He was currently working with the City Clerk’s office and 
Police Department to draft an ordinance. 
 
The City and Town of Normal (TON) had an Intergovernmental Agreement allowing Taxi Cabs 
and Vehicle for Hire (VFH) companies to operate in both jurisdictions.  The goal was to provide 
safe, reliable, affordable and accessible transportation.  Responsibility/accountability of 
companies and drivers insures same.  He explained the company and driver licensing process.  
He noted that there were fifty – six (56) vehicles which were inspected twice a year by a state 
approved mechanic and the Police Department.  Insurance was required for same.  Taxicab 
companies were required to operate seven (7) days a week, twenty – four (24) hours a day.  Rates 
for same were fixed.  Enforcement was through sanctions for noncompliance.   
 
Alderman Sage left the dais at 6:41 p.m. 
 
The TNC ordinance would be incorporated into Chapter 40 Taxicabs.  TNC was defined as entity 
which operates using a digital network or software application to connect passengers to services.  
The Act states that a TNC does not own, control, operate, or manage the vehicles used by its 
drivers.  Nor is same considered a taxicab company or VFH owner.  A TNC driver was defined 
as an individual who operates a vehicle that is: 1) owned, leased, or otherwise authorized for use 
by the individual; 2.) not a taxicab or VFH and 3.) used to provide TNC services.  Mr. Boyle 
explained that the Act requires TNC to maintain insurance should the driver not, drivers to 
submit an application relating driving history and criminal background, and drivers provide 
insurance to same.  The Act does not monitor same was completed/maintained. 
 
Alderman Sage returned at 6:42 p.m. 
 
Mr. Boyle cited concerns that the City would be monitoring various business entities with 
various backgrounds.  The goal was to ensure public safety.  He explained that staff would use 
home rule authority to provide monitoring.  Mr. Boyle acknowledged that Wayne Karplus, 
Deputy Corporation Counsel for the TON was attending tonight’s meeting.  He cited the 
following concerns:  no consequences for companies and/or drivers who fail to follow the act, 
possible insurance gaps and current staffing resources. 
 
Alderman Lower left the dais at 6:48 p.m.  
 
Staff was working to ensure public safety, affordability reliability and fairness to operating 
taxicab and VFH companies.  Staff would continue to work with the TON, reach out to taxicab 
and VFH companies.  He requested Council direction and type of regulation.  The plan was to 
present an ordinance on the April 13, 2015 Council meeting.  He noted that this was uncharted 
territory.   
 
Mayor Renner believed TNC was the future.  Current transportation providers would converge 
with TNC.   
 
Alderman Black questioned not having a TNC ordinance.  Mr. Boyle believed in the absence of 
ordinance state law was the defacto.   
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Alderman Black questioned TNC drivers operating.  Mayor Renner stated that the Act takes 
effect June 1, 2015.  Drivers operating as a TNC were doing so illegally. 
 
Mayor Renner requested Council specifics/ideas emailed to Mr. Boyle by Friday, March 20, 
2015. 
 
FORMATION OF DOWNTOWN SIGNAGE 
 
Alderman Fruin left the dais at 6:57 p.m. 
 
David Hales, City Manager, addressed the Council.  He requested conceptual consent from 
Council for the formation of the Downtown Signage Committee (DTC).  A Resolution would be 
brought before Council at future meeting.  Same would provide DTC direction and length. 
 
Jim Karch, Public Works Director, addressed the Council.  He read the city’s Vision Statement.  
The DTC would focus on assisting visitors find their way to various places in the downtown.  
DTC would determine location of signs, design/style and costs/funding. 
 
Alderman Hauman suggested not limiting signs to the Downtown area.  Mr. Karch noted that 
same could be researched.  Mr. Hales explained that signage on the Interstate would require 
working with the Illinois Department of Transportation and the Bloomington Normal Visitors 
and Convention Center. 
 
Alderman Sage questioned costs.  Mr. Karch noted that in November 2103 the Downtown 
Strategy listed signage as a recommendation.  City staff could make the signs to reduce costs. 
 
Alderman Schmidt recognized the Downtown Business Association’s assistance with same.  Mr. 
Karch stated same was a key stakeholder. 
 
Alderman Stearns questioned DTC member selection.  Mr. Hales stated that the Mayor would 
appointment same, which would be incorporated into the Resolution. 
 
MY BLOOMINGTON REQUEST MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 
 
Scott Sprouls, Information Services Director, addressed the Council.  He explained that My 
Bloomington was a mobile application.  Same was integrated with Munis.  A pilot program was 
underway in the Public Works Department.   
 
Mayor Renner and Alderman Stearns left the dais at 7:07 p.m. 
 
Craig McBeath, Webmaster, addressed the Council.  He explained that the application would 
create a knowledge base allowing citizens to upload pictures.  After submittal the work flow 
process would begin.  Citizens were able to look up the status of their request.  The software 
system tracks duplicate requests, notifies citizens on status and delegates workflow and staff 
tasks.  The program was currently in the Beta testing period.   
Mayor Renner returned at 7:11 p.m. 
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Alderman Stearns returned at 7:12 p.m. 
 
Mr. McBeath noted that the program allowed citizens to be a part of the conversation and kept 
same informed on polices.  Reporting issues currently being accepted were:  potholes, garbage 
issues, street light outage and clogged inlets.  The program offers instant translation utilizing 
Google Translate.  There was a data analytics feature providing custom reporting tools, resident 
engagement levels or staff response time.  Aldermen would have the ability to access items 
within the Wards.  ESRI (Environmental Systems Research Institute) integration allows GIS 
mapping system.  Service requests would be viewed in real time.  Same allowed work order 
requests for bulk waste pick up.  
 
Swiping up on the application will provide widgets.  These link to the city’s website, calendar, 
news, nearby requests and contact information.  Widgets can be customized.  Service requests 
were categorized.   
 
Alderman Painter questioned using the software for snow plowing.  Mr. McBeath explained My 
Bloomington was a service request application. 
 
Alderman Sage questioned cost benefits on personnel time versus traditional report requests.  
Mr. McBeath stated that reports were customized.  Calculated costs could be used. 
 
Alderman Schmidt believed the application empowered citizens.  She noted the ability to address 
resource needs and balance of same. 
 
Alderman Mwilambwe cited concerns with requests being received faster than the ability to 
handle same.  Mr. McBeath noted that current requests were received via telephone or email.  
The application provided customers a tracking mechanism.   
 
Motion by Alderman Schmidt, seconded by Alderman Painter to adjourn.  Time:  7:28 p.m. 
 
Motion carried, (viva voce). 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Renee Gooderham 
Interim City Clerk 
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INC TX-LGDF

Anthony DeLuca

http://www.ilga.gov/legislation/BillStatus.asp?DocNum=365&GAID=13&DocTypeID=HB&LegID=84698&SessionID=88&GA=99
http://www.ilga.gov/house/rep.asp?memberid=2175
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6 April 2011, Illinois Municipal League, “The High Cost of PSEBA Expansion”, p.7 
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LABOR-ARBITRATION-EXCLUDE TAX

Dwight Kay

                                                           
8 Illinois Municipal League 98th Annual Conference, “2011 Resolutions Approved During the IML 98th Annual Conference”, 
http://legislative.iml.org/files/pages/7481/ResolutionsApproved-2011.pdf  

http://www.ilga.gov/legislation/BillStatus.asp?DocNum=2764&GAID=13&DocTypeID=HB&LegID=88654&SessionID=88&GA=99
http://www.ilga.gov/house/rep.asp?memberid=2196
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LABOR-ARBITRATION-EXCLUDE TAX

Dwight Kay

PUBLIC LABOR-ARBITRATION

Michael G Connelly

  

http://www.ilga.gov/legislation/BillStatus.asp?DocNum=2453&GAID=13&DocTypeID=HB&LegID=87675&SessionID=88&GA=99
http://www.ilga.gov/house/rep.asp?memberid=2196
http://www.ilga.gov/legislation/BillStatus.asp?DocNum=1326&GAID=13&DocTypeID=SB&LegID=87806&SessionID=88&GA=99
http://www.ilga.gov/senate/senator.asp?memberid=2212
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1 2 Alaska 3.01 160% January 2012 
2 6 Connecticut 2.99 159% January 2012 
3 5 California 2.92 155% January 2012 
4 3 Illinois 2.83 151% January 2012 
5 13 New York 2.82 150% October 2011 
6 4 Oklahoma 2.77 147% 11/1/2011 State Fund, 1/1/2012 Private 
7 7 New Jersey 2.74 146% January 2012 
8 1 Montana 2.5 133% July 2011 
9 10 New Hampshire 2.4 128% January 2012 

10 8 Maine 2.24 119% January 2012 
12 14 Pennsylvania 2.15 114% April 2011 
12 19 Wisconsin 2.15 114% October 2011 
13 26 Washington 2.11 112% January 2012 
14 18 Vermont 2.07 110% April 2011 
15 25 Louisiana 2.06 110% October 2011 
16 12 South Carolina 2.04 109% July 2011 
17 16 Minnesota 2.03 108% January 2012 
19 20 Tennessee 2.02 107% November 2011 
19 29 Idaho 2.02 107% January 2012 
20 28 Rhode Island 1.99 106% June 2011 
21 10 Alabama 1.97 105% March 2011 
22 15 Kentucky 1.96 104% October 2011 
23 28 South Dakota 1.91 102% July 2011 
25 36 Iowa 1.9 101% January 2012 
25 23 North Carolina 1.9 101% April 2011 
27 24 Georgia 1.88 100% March 2011 
27 32 New Mexico 1.88 100% January 2012 
28 17 Ohio 1.84 98% July 2011 
29 40 Florida 1.82 97% January 2012 
30 34 Delaware 1.77 94% December 2011 
31 37 Wyoming 1.74 92% January 2012 
32 23 Michigan 1.73 92% January 2012 
33 30 Nebraska 1.71 91% February 2011 
34 42 Maryland 1.68 89% January 2012 
35 40 Hawaii 1.66 88% January 2012 
36 33 Missouri 1.62 86% January 2012 
37 38 Arizona 1.61 86% January 2012 
38 12 Texas 1.6 85% June 2011 
39 41 Oregon 1.58 84% January 2012 
40 35 West Virginia 1.55 82% November 2011 
41 43 Kansas 1.54 82% January 2012 
42 31 Mississippi 1.49 79% March 2012 
43 47 Colorado 1.42 76% January 2012 
44 44 Massachusetts 1.37 73% September 2011 
45 45 Utah 1.35 72% December 2011 
46 21 Nevada 1.33 71% March 2011 
47 48 District of Columbia 1.28 68% November 2011 
48 47 Virginia 1.2 64% April 2011 
49 49 Arkansas 1.19 63% July 2011 
50 50 Indiana 1.16 62% January 2012 
51 51 North Dakota 1.01 53% July 2011 

Workers’ Compensation Premium Rate Ranking 
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WORKERS COMP-ARM-SHOULDER-COMP

Napoleon Harris III

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014*
Paid $1,088,606 $1,932,737 $1,765,922 $789,394 $1,988,141 $2,262,981 $2,408,209 $1,412,452 $1,545,275
Total Incurred $1,402,301 $2,093,089 $2,205,175 $1,260,992 $1,024,352 $2,534,219 $2,419,262 $1,217,900 $1,315,818

$0

$500,000

$1,000,000

$1,500,000

$2,000,000

$2,500,000

$3,000,000

City of Bloomington's Workers' Compensation 

*Numbers taken from financial audits 

http://www.ilga.gov/legislation/BillStatus.asp?DocNum=1283&GAID=13&DocTypeID=SB&LegID=87757&SessionID=88&GA=99
http://www.ilga.gov/senate/senator.asp?memberid=2215
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WORKERS COMP-MISCONDUCT

Napoleon Harris III

WORKERS COMP-ARM-SHOULDER-COMP

Dwight Kay

http://www.ilga.gov/legislation/BillStatus.asp?DocNum=1284&GAID=13&DocTypeID=SB&LegID=87758&SessionID=88&GA=99
http://www.ilga.gov/senate/senator.asp?memberid=2215
http://www.ilga.gov/legislation/BillStatus.asp?DocNum=2422&GAID=13&DocTypeID=HB&LegID=87594&SessionID=88&GA=99
http://www.ilga.gov/house/rep.asp?memberid=2196
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PREVAIL WAGE-WAIVER-$20,000

Brian W Stewart

http://www.ilga.gov/legislation/BillStatus.asp?DocNum=1525&GAID=13&DocTypeID=HB&LegID=86316&SessionID=88&GA=99
http://www.ilga.gov/house/rep.asp?memberid=2252
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Sorted by $/Million Miles of Daily 
Travel 

Vehicle Miles 
Daily Travel 

   Vehicle 
Miles 

Daily Travel 

  

Region District Population Miles of 
Roadway 

(Million Miles) Number of 
Bridges 

5 Year Plan 
Budget 

$/Mile $/Million 
Miles 

$/Bridge $/per 
capita 

3 5 524,124 1,308 9.4 672 $176,000,000  $134,557  $18,723,404  $261,905  $335.80  

4 6 539,472 2,083 10.3 844 $397,000,000  $190,590  $38,543,689  $470,379  $735.90  

5 9 349,945 1,469 8.7 756 $337,000,000  $229,408  $38,735,632  $445,767  $963.01  

4 7 397,439 1,636 9 777 $379,000,000  $231,663  $42,111,111  $487,773  $953.61  

5 8 757,414 1,802 15.9 975 $695,000,000  $385,683  $43,710,692  $712,821  $917.60  

2 3 615,059 1,696 11 776 $501,000,000  $295,401  $45,545,455  $645,619  $814.56  

3 4 549,264 1,631 9.3 683 $426,000,000  $261,189  $45,806,452  $623,719  $775.58  

2 2 781,265 1,614 10.3 818 $513,000,000  $317,844  $49,805,825  $627,139  $656.63  

Sorted by $/Mile Vehicle Miles 
Daily Travel 

   Vehicle 
Miles 

Daily Travel 

  

Region District Population Miles of 
Roadway 

(Million Miles) Number of 
Bridges 

5 Year Plan 
Budget 

$/Mile $/Million 
Miles 

$/Bridge $/per 
capita 

3 5 524,124 1,308 9.4 672 $176,000,000  $134,557  $18,723,404  $261,905  $335.80  

4 6 539,472 2,083 10.3 844 $397,000,000  $190,590  $38,543,689  $470,379  $735.90  

5 9 349,945 1,469 8.7 756 $337,000,000  $229,408  $38,735,632  $445,767  $963.01  

4 7 397,439 1,636 9 777 $379,000,000  $231,663  $42,111,111  $487,773  $953.61  

5 8 757,414 1,802 15.9 975 $695,000,000  $385,683  $43,710,692  $712,821  $917.60  

2 3 615,059 1,696 11 776 $501,000,000  $295,401  $45,545,455  $645,619  $814.56  

3 4 549,264 1,631 9.3 683 $426,000,000  $261,189  $45,806,452  $623,719  $775.58  

2 2 781,265 1,614 10.3 818 $513,000,000  $317,844  $49,805,825  $627,139  $656.63  
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Sorted by $/Per Capita  Vehicle 
Miles 

Daily Travel 

   Vehicle 
Miles 

Daily Travel 

  

Region District Population Miles of 
Roadway 

(Million 
Miles) 

Number of 
Bridges 

5 Year Plan 
Budget 

$/Mile $/Million 
Miles 

$/Bridge $/Per Capita 

3 5 524,124 1,308 9.4 672 $176,000,000  $134,557  $18,723,404  $261,905  $335.80  

2 2 781,265 1,614 10.3 818 $513,000,000  $317,844  $49,805,825  $627,139  $656.63  

4 6 539,472 2,083 10.3 844 $397,000,000  $190,590  $38,543,689  $470,379  $735.90  

3 4 549,264 1,631 9.3 683 $426,000,000  $261,189  $45,806,452  $623,719  $775.58  

2 3 615,059 1,696 11 776 $501,000,000  $295,401  $45,545,455  $645,619  $814.56  

5 8 757,414 1,802 15.9 975 $695,000,000  $385,683  $43,710,692  $712,821  $917.60  

4 7 397,439 1,636 9 777 $379,000,000  $231,663  $42,111,111  $487,773  $953.61  

5 9 349,945 1,469 8.7 756 $337,000,000  $229,408  $38,735,632  $445,767  $963.01  

Sorted by $/Bridge  Vehicle Miles 
Daily Travel 

   Vehicle 
Miles 

Daily Travel 

  

Region District Population Miles of 
Roadway 

(Million 
Miles) 

Number of 
Bridges 

5 Year Plan 
Budget 

$/Mile $/Million 
Miles 

$/Bridge $/per capita 

3 5 524,124 1,308 9.4 672 $176,000,000 $134,557 $18,723,404 $261,905 $335.80 

5 9 349,945 1,469 8.7 756 $337,000,000 $229,408 $38,735,632 $445,767 $963.01 

4 6 539,472 2,083 10.3 844 $397,000,000 $190,590 $38,543,689 $470,379 $735.90 

4 7 397,439 1,636 9 777 $379,000,000 $231,663 $42,111,111 $487,773 $953.61 

3 4 549,264 1,631 9.3 683 $426,000,000 $261,189 $45,806,452 $623,719 $775.58 

2 2 781,265 1,614 10.3 818 $513,000,000 $317,844 $49,805,825 $627,139 $656.63 

2 3 615,059 1,696 11 776 $501,000,000 $295,401 $45,545,455 $645,619 $814.56 

5 8 757,414 1,802 15.9 975 $695,000,000 $385,683 $43,710,692 $712,821 $917.60 
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1. Financially Sound City Providing Quality Basic Services 
a. Budget with adequate resources to support defined services and level of services 
b. Reserves consistent with city policies 
c. Engaged residents that are well informed and involved in an open governance process 
d. City services delivered in the most cost-effective, efficient manner 
e. Partnering with others for the most cost-effective service delivery 

2. Upgrade City Infrastructure and Facilities 
a. Better quality roads and sidewalks 
b. Quality water for the long term 
c. Functional, well maintained sewer collection system 
d. Well-designed, well maintained City facilities emphasizing productivity and customer 

service 
e. Investing in the City’s future through a realistic, funded capital improvement program 

3. Strong Neighborhoods 
a. Residents feeling safe in their homes and neighborhoods 
b. Upgraded quality of older housing stock 
c. Preservation of property/home valuations 
d. Improved neighborhood infrastructure 
e. Strong partnership with residents and neighborhood associations 
f. Residents increasingly sharing/taking responsibility for their homes and neighborhoods 

4. Grow the Local Economy 
a. Retention and growth of current local businesses 
b. Attraction of new targeted businesses that are the “right” fit for Bloomington 
c. Revitalization of older commercial homes 
d. Expanded retail businesses  
e. Strong working relationship among the City, businesses, economic development organizations  

5. Great Place – Livable, Sustainable City 
a. Well-planned City with necessary services and infrastructure 
b. City decisions consistent with plans and policies 
c. Incorporation of “Green Sustainable” concepts into City’s development and plans 
d. Appropriate leisure and recreational opportunities responding to the needs of residents 
e. More attractive city: commercial areas and neighborhoods 

6. Prosperous Downtown Bloomington 
a. More beautiful, clean Downtown area 
b. Downtown Vision and Plan used to guide development, redevelopment and investments  
c. Downtown becoming a community and regional destination 
d. Healthy adjacent neighborhoods linked to Downtown 
e. Preservation of historic buildings 
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