
































































































































































































































































































Wolford, Louise 

From: Briere, Sabra 

Sent: Monday, April 20, 2009 9:22 PM 

To: Greden, Leigh 

Subject: RE: Human Services funding in the 2011 Budget 

Yes, that's what I imagined and why I asked Roger. 

I figure ('II let him do that kind of heavy lifting. 

Sabra Briere 
First Ward Council member 
995-3518 (home) 
734-714-2237 (work) 

From: Greden, Leigh 
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2009 9: 12 PM 
To: Briere, Sabra 
Subject: RE: Human Services funding in the 2011 Budget 

That's a tougher analysis because the 15%+ cut applies only to our General Fund dollars. There is no 
projected decrease to the CDBG federal human service dollars. Accordingly, the TOTAL cut to City funding 
for human services (federal and City GF combined) would be less than 15%, but staff would have to do that 
analysis to get an exact figure. Even then, it would only be an estimate until we know the definitive change 
to federal CDBG funding. 

From: Briere, Sabra 
Sent: Monday, April 20, 20099:08 PM 
To: Greden, Leigh 
Subject: RE: Human Services funding in the 2011 Budget 

Dear Leigh, 

Can you extrapolate a 15% decrease in general fund supplement for human services? I cannot find a way to determine the 
impact on non-profits for next year. 

Sabra Briere 
First Ward Council member 
995-3518 (home) 
734-714-2237 (work) 

From: Greden, Leigh 
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2009 8:55 PM 
To: Briere, Sabra 
Subject: RE: Human Services funding in the 2011 Budget 

Hi Sabra- I can provide a brief summary, and Roger/Jayne/MaryJo can provide more detail. You are 
correct that federal CDBG dollars come to the Urban County that formerly came directly to the City. Some 
of those dollars are used for human services. We supplement those dollars with our own General Fund 
dollars. It's a separate pot of money, although the same committee makes the decisions in order to ensure 
coordination of resource allocation. The $240k is a cut ONLY to the City's General Fund supplement.· The 
federal CDBG allowance is dictated solely by Washington, D.C. I believe it's a 15%+ cut in our General 
Fund supplement to human services. 
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From: Briere, Sabra 
Sent: Monday, April 20, 20098:51 PM 
To: Fraser, Roger 
Cc: Crawford, Tom; *City Council Members (All) 
Subject: Human Services funding in the 2011 Budget 

Dear Roger, 

Please help me (and potentially, others) understand a few things about the budget for 2011. 

Last year the City agreed to join the Urban County. This allowed a greater amount of funding to come into play, but altered the 
way money flows. F<;>r instance, as I recall, the money is administered jOintly and no longer does a large amount of Federal 
money flow into the City's coffers for human services - that money now flows into the Urban County's coffers. It's still available for 
use (and slightly more money, we were told) but not money that is solely at play in Ann Arbor. 

I imagine this situation will continue in 2011. 

The budget for 2011 calls for cutting $240K from Human Services. Please explain the source of these dollars, and the potential 
effect of this cut. 

Thank you, 

Sabra Briere 
First Ward Council member 
995-3518 (home) 
734-714-2237 (work) 
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Wolford, Louise 

From: Greden, Leigh 

Sent: Monday, April 20, 2009 9:22 PM 

To: Teall, Margie; Higgins, Marcia 

Subject: FW: Re: At grade construction of Bridges over Stadium/State 

Holy moly. 

From: Arnold Goetzke 
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2009 9:20 PM 
To: Greden, Leigh 
Subject: RE: Re: At grade construction of Bridges over Stadium/State 

Leigh, 

In my brief reading, that proposal presents a very biased view of keeping the bridges. I'll be back for the first monday to comment 
on it since it appears to be a public document. 

• What is the true, brick and mortar cost to 1. Eliminate the bridge and put in a road vs. 2 Maintain the bridge? I don't see 
that anywhere in the study, with references to alternative quotes from 3 different contractors. 

• Why does the study assume that traffic must turn from stadium to state, and vice versa? A straight shot, with no turns 
allowed, would eliminate any need to widen the roads as pointed out in the study. 

• The study failed to take into account reduced accidents at other intersections - assuming traffic was allowed to turn at the 
"New" intersection. As in, less accidents at Stadium and Industrial, or at State next to the produce station I don't agree 
with them being in the study at all, but if they are going to list them as concerns, then they should also list the positives. 

• I appreciate the reference to societal costs of intersections and at grade crossings, but our society has already deemed 
these to be part of living in our SOCiety and not true costs that should justify building bridges. Where is our bridge at 
Stadium and Jackson? Where is our bridge at Washtenaw and Huron? Where are the bridges at every rail crossing we 
have in Michigan or throughout the nation? These are values meant to inflate a "keep the bridge" proposal. 

Again, what 3 contractors have provided an apples to apples quote - tear down the bridge vs. tear down the bridge and build a 
new bridge? And, has this been done in the recent economic climate? And I don't understand the comment below about hauling 
away material. It seems true in ANY proposal, as is the comment about removing the old bridge! Isn't that what is being 
replaced? Isn't that the whole reason for the excercise - because they need to be replaced and hauled away? 

The American Road Builders Association states that 1 mile of road, 4 lanes, costs between $3 and $8 million dollars. Well, we 
have 1/2 a mile. I don't know how the city gathers quotes, but somone should lead a requote, with responses due by the end of 
May. This would leave June and July to get it done. Then, let the council determine if the societal costs should come into play 
instead of being told they should. 

Frankly, that study seems very slanted in reaching a conclusion that someone would like to reach. It is not aggressive, makes 
broad assumptions, and does not reflect the society we live in today - one that does not have excess money sitting around to build 
bridges thus avoiding hypothetical societal costs. This is not what the spirit of traffic calming is about, and as I already stated, we 
don't have bridges at intersections with much more traffic flow. This bridge is not a true need - it is apparently somebody's want. 

Thanks, 

Arnold 

-----Original Message-----
From: Greden, Leigh [mailto:LGreden@a2gov,org] 
Sent: Monday, April 20, 20098:16 PM 
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of Bridges over Stadium/State 

Arnold-
Thank you for taking the time to comment tonight regarding this important topic. Below is an e-mail 
from one of the City's Senior Project Manager's to his boss, the City's Manager of Project 
Management. Also attached is a detailed letter analyzing the issue. 
-Leigh Greden, Member of City Council 

From: Nearing, Michael 
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2009 10:03 PM 
To: Pirooz, Homayoon 
Subject: RE: Re: At grade construction of Bridges over Stadium/State 

Homayoon, 

I'm not sure if you'd like to share this information with Council, butLes and I have performed a preliminary analysis that 
indicates that an at-grade crossing of E. Stadium Boulevard with the Ann Arbor Railroad tracks and E. Stadium Boulevard 
with S. State Street is not economically justified or even appears to be a feasible option. The No-bridge Option has very 
significant capital costs associated with removing the old bridges, hauling away all the existing embankment, building new 
storm sewers, constructing signalized intersections, signalized railroad crossings, and right-of-way impacts along E. 
Stadium Boulevard and S. State Street. I'm sure that there are other capital costs associated with the No-bridge Option 
that we have not mentioned here. 

The at-grade intersection of S. State Street and E. Stadium Boulevard and an at-grade crossing of the Ann Arbor 
Railroad tracks will also create significant societal costs. The societal costs include an estimated nineteen crashes at the 
E. Stadium Boulevard/S. State Street intersection each year. The most optimistic railroad crash prediction model indicates 
that we could expect eight car/train incidents each year. Several of these crashes can be expected to be severe. While we 
are not stating that we believe there will be eight accidents at an at-grade crossing of E. Stadium and the Ann Arbor 
Railroad tracks each year, we do clearly believe that crashes will occur. The crash predictions are based on the current 
railroad traffic of two trains per day. We expect that any future vision of this area will include additional rail traffic through 
this area. This increase in rail traffic will only increase the probability of more car/train crashes. These types of crashes are 
virtually always severe and expensive in terms of both property damage and physical injury. 

There are other societal costs also associated with at-grade intersections. These include include lost time associated 
with intersection delays, pollution, and extra fuel consumption. When these costs are capitalized over the expected life 
span of the bridges,they become of very Significant as well. Finally, with the specific configuration of the railroad tracks 
with both E. Stadium Boulevard and S. State Street, a train as it passes through this particular section of town will almost 
assuredly block both E. Stadium Boulevard and S. State Street simultaneously. This will have significant impacts to traffic 
on both E. Stadium Boulevard and S. State Street. These delays will cause gridlock in this section of town for a significant 
amount of time after the train passes. This will cause user delays and additional costs that haven't been included in our 
analysis, but will clearly make an already unattractive option, much worse. 

In order to perform the needed study we would need to examine the issues you've elaborated and more. You can rest 
assured that this type of study would certainly cost more than $25,000 if it were competently performed. 

I am also attaching a copy of the letter that I wrote and sent to the University of Michigan in 2007 that outlined some of 
these issues. 

If you would like additional information regarding this matter, please let me know. 

Michael G. Nearing, P.E. 
Senior Project Manager 
Project Management Division 

Please note our new phone number 
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Phone No. (734) 794-6410 ext. 43635 
Fax No. (734) 994-1744 
E-mail: nearing@a2gov.org 
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Wolford, Louise 

From: Higgins, Marcia 

Sent: Monday, April 20, 2009 9:22 PM 

To: Greden, Leigh; Teall, Margie 

Subject: RE: Re: At grade construction of Bridges over Stadium/State 

That's why he is all yours. 

From: Greden, Leigh 
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2009 9:22 PM 
To: Teall, Margie; Higgins, Marcia 
Subject: FW: Re: At grade construction of Bridges over Stadium/State 

Holy moly. 

From: Arnold Goetzke [mailto:4I ••••••••• 1l 
Sent: Monday, April 20, 20099:20 PM 
To: Greden, Leigh 
Subject: RE: Re: At grade construction of Bridges over Stadium/State 

Leigh, 

In my brief reading, that proposal presents a very biased view of keeping the bridges. I'll be back for the first monday to comment 
on it since it appears to be a public document. 

• What is the true, brick and mortar cost to 1. Eliminate the bridge and put in a road vs. 2 Maintain the bridge? I don't see 
that anywhere in the study, with references to alternative quotes from 3 different contractors. 

• Why does the study assume that traffic must turn from stadium to state, and vice versa? A straight shot, with no turns 
allowed, would eliminate any need to widen the roads as pointed out in the study. 

• The study failed to take into account reduced accidents at other intersections - assuming traffic was allowed to turn at the 
"New" intersection. As in, less accidents at Stadium and Industrial, or at State next to the produce station I don't agree 
with them being in the study at all, but if they are going to list them as concerns, then they should also list the positives. 

• I appreciate the reference to societal costs of intersections and at grade crossings, but our society has already deemed 
these to be part of living in our society and not true costs that should justify building bridges. Where is our bridge at 
Stadium and Jackson? Where is our bridge at Washtenaw and Huron? Where are the bridges at every rail crossing we 
have in Michigan or throughout the nation? These are values meant to inflate a "keep the bridge" proposal. 

Again, what 3 contractors have provided an apples to apples quote - tear down the bridge vs. tear down the bridge and build a 
new bridge? And, has this been done in the recent economic climate? And I don't understand the comment below about hauling 
away material. It seems true in ANY proposal, as is the comment about removing the old bridge! Isn't that what is being 
replaced? Isn't that the whole reason for the excercise - because they need to be replaced and hauled away? 

The American Road Builders Association states that 1 mile of road, 4 lanes, costs between $3 and $8 million dollars. Well, we 
have 1/2 a mile. I don't know how the city gathers quotes, but somone should lead a requote, with responses due by the end of 
May. This would leave June and July to get it done. Then, let the council determine if the societal costs should come into play 
instead of being told they should. 

Frankly, that study seems very slanted in reaching a conclusion that someone would like to reach. It is not aggressive, makes 
broad assumptions, and does not reflect the SOCiety we live in today - one that does not have excess money sitting around to build 
bridges thus avoiding hypothetical societal costs. This is not what the spirit of traffic calming is about, and as I already stated, we 
don't have bridges at intersections with much more traffic flow. This bridge is not a true need - it is apparently somebody's want. 
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Thanks, 

Arnold 

-----Original Message-----
From: Greden, Leigh [mailto:LGreden@a2gov.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2009 8: 16 PM 
To: 1 .. 
Subject: FW: Re: At grade construction of Bridges over Stadium/State 

Arnold-
Thank you for taking the time to comment tonight regarding this important topic. Below is an e-mail 
from one of the City's Senior Project Manager's to his boss, the City's Manager of Project 
Management. Also attached is a detailed letter analyzing the issue. 
-Leigh Greden, Member of City Council 

From: Nearing, Michael 
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2009 10:03 PM 
To: Pirooz, Homayoon 
Subject: RE: Re: At grade construction of Bridges over Stadium/State 

Homayoon, 

I'm not sure if you'd like to share this information with Council, but Les and I have performed a preliminary analysis that 
indicates that an at-grade crOSSing of E. Stadium Boulevard with the Ann Arbor Railroad tracks and E. Stadium Boulevard 
with S. State Street is not eConomically justified or even appears to be a feasible option. The No-bridge Option has very 
significant capital costs associated with removing the old bridges, hauling away all the existing embankment, building new 
storm sewers, constructing signalized intersections, signalized railroad crossings, and right-of-way impacts along E. 
Stadium Boulevard and S. State Street. I'm sure that there are other capital costs associated with the No-bridge Option 
that we have not mentioned here. 

The at-grade intersection of S. State Street and E. Stadium Boulevard and an at-grade crOSSing of the Ann Arbor 
Railroad tracks will also create significant societal costs. The societal costs include an estimated nineteen crashes at the 
E. Stadium Boulevard/S. State Street intersection each year. The most optimistic railroad crash prediction model indicates 
that we could expect eight car/train incidents each year. Several of these crashes can be expected to be severe. While we 
are not stating that we believe there will be eight accidents at an at-grade crossing of E. Stadium and the Ann Arbor 
Railroad tracks each year, we do clearly believe that crashes will occur. The crash predictions are based on the current 
railroad traffic of two trains per day. We expect that any future vision of this area will include additional rail traffic through 
this area. This increase in rail traffic will only increase the probability of more car/train crashes. These types of crashes are 
virtually always severe and expensive in terms of both property damage and physical injury. 

There are other societal costs also associated with at-grade intersections. These include include lost time associated 
with intersection delays, pollution, and extra fuel consumption. When these costs are capitalized over the expected life 
span of the bridges, they become of very Significant as well. Finally, with the specific configuration of the railroad tracks 
with both E. Stadium Boulevard and S. State Street, a train as it passes through this particular section of town will almost 
assuredly block both E. Stadium Boulevard and S. State Street simultaneously. This will have significant impacts to traffic 
on both E. Stadium Boulevard and S. State Street. These delays will cause gridlock in this section of town for a Significant 
amount of time after the train passes. This will cause user delays and additional costs that haven't been included in our 
analysis, but will clearly make an already unattractive option, much worse. 

In order to perform the needed study we would need to examine the issues you've elaborated and more. You can rest 
assured that this type of study would certainly cost more than $25,000 if it were competently performed. 

I am also attaching a copy of the letter that I wrote and sent to the University of Michigan in 2007 that outlined some of 
these issues. 

If you would like additional information regarding this matter, please let me know. 

6/22/2009 



Michael G. Nearing, 'P.E. 

Senior Project Manager 
Project Management Division 

Please note our new phone number 

Phone No. (734) 794-6410 ext. 43635 
Fax No. (734) 994-1744 
E-mail: nearing@a2gov.org 

6/22/2009 



. Wolford, Louise 

FrQm: Greden, Leigh 

Sent: Monday, April 20, 2009 9:23 PM 

To: Pirooz, Homayoon; Nearing, Michael 

Cc: Taylor, Christopher (Council); McCormick, Sue; Fraser, Roger 

Subject: FW: Re: At grade construction of Bridges over Stadium/State 

Homayoon and Mike- No need to respond to this, but FYI, this is an e-mail exchange with the man who 
addressed Council tonight re: eliminating the bridge. 

From: Arnold Goetzke [mailto: •••••••••• 
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2009 9:20 PM 
To: Greden, Leigh 
Subject: RE: Re: At grade construction of Bridges over Stadium/State 

Leigh, 

In my brief reading, that proposal presents a very biased view of keeping the bridges. I'll be back for the first monday to comment 
on it since it appears to be a public document. 

• What is the true, brick and mortar cost to 1. Eliminate the bridge and put in a road vs. 2 Maintain the bridge? I don't see 
that anywhere in the study, with references to alternative quotes from 3 different contractors. 

• Why does the study assume that traffic must turn from stadium to state, and vice versa? A straight shot, with no turns 
allowed, would eliminate any need to widen the roads as pOinted out in the study. 

• The study failed to take into account reduced accidents at other intersections - assuming traffic was allowed to turn at the 
"New" intersection. As in, less accidents at Stadium and Industrial, or at State next to the produce station I don't agree 
with them being in the study at all, but if they are going to list them as concerns, then they should also list the positives. 

• I appreciate the reference to societal costs of intersections and at grade crossings, but our society has already deemed 
these to be part of living in our society and not true costs that should justify building bridges. Where is our bridge at 
Stadium and Jackson? Where is our bridge at Washtenaw and Huron? Where are the bridges at every rail crossing we 
have in Michigan or throughout the nation? These are values meant to inflate a "keep the bridge" proposal. 

Again, what 3 contractors have provided an apples to apples quote - tear down the bridge vs. tear down the bridge and build a 
new bridge? And, has this been done in the recent economic climate? And I don't understand the comment below about hauling 
away material. It seems true in ANY proposal, as is the comment about removing the old bridge! Isn't that what is being 
replaced? Isn't that the whole reason for the excercise ., because they need to be replaced and hauled away? 

The American Road Builders Association states that 1 mile of road, 4 lanes, costs between $3 and $8 million dollars. Well, we 
have 1/2 a mile. I don't know how the city gathers quotes, but somone should lead a requote, with responses due by the end of 
May. This would leave June and July to get it done. Then, let the council determine if the societal costs should come into play 
instead of being told they should. 

Frankly, that study seems very slanted in reaching a conclusion that someone would like to reach. It is not aggressive, makes 
broad assumptions, and does not reflect the society we live in today - one that does not have excess money sitting around to build 
bridges thus avoiding hypothetical societal costs. This is not what the spirit of traffic calming is about, and as I already stated, we 
don't have bridges at intersections with much more traffic flow. This bridge is not a true need - it is apparently somebody's want. 

Thanks, 

Arnold 
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-----Original Message-----
From: Greden, Leigh [mailto:LGreden@a2gov.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2009 8:16 PM 

of Bridges over Stadium/State 

Arnold-
Thank you for taking the time to comment tonight regarding this important topic. Below is an e-mail 
from one of the City's Senior Project Manager's to his boss, the City's Manager of Project 
Management. Also attached is a detailed letter analyzing the issue. 
-Leigh Greden, Member of City Council 

From: Nearing, Michael 
Sent: Monday, March 16,200910:03 PM 
To: Pirooz, Homayoon 
Subject: RE: Re: At grade construction of Bridges over Stadium/State 

Homayoon, 

I'm not sure if you'd like to share this information with Council, but Les and I have performed a preliminary analysis that 
indicates that an at-grade crossing of E. Stadium Boulevard with the Ann Arbor Railroad tracks and E. Stadium Boulevard 
with S. State Street is not economically justified or even appears to be a feasible option. The No-bridge Option has very 
significant capital costs associated with removing the old bridges, hauling away all the existing embankment, building new 
storm sewers, constructing signalized intersections, signalized railroad crossings, and right-of-way impacts along E. 
Stadium Boulevard and S. State Street. I'm sure that there are other capital costs associated with the No-bridge Option 
that we have not mentioned here. 

The at-grade intersection of S. State Street and E. Stadium Boulevard and an at-grade crossing of the Ann Arbor 
Railroad tracks will also create significant societal costs. The societal costs include an estimated nineteen crashes at the 
E. Stadium Boulevard/S. State Street intersection each year. The most optimistiC railroad crash prediction model indicates 
that we could expect eight car/train incidents each year. Several of these crashes can be expected to be severe. While we 
are not stating that we believe there will be eight accidents at an at-grade crossing of E. Stadium and the Ann Arbor 
Railroad tracks each year, we do clearly believe that crashes will occur. The crash predictions are based on the current 
railroad traffic of two trains per day. We expect that any future vision of this area will include additional rail traffic through 
this area. This increase in rail traffic will only increase the probability of more car/train crashes. These types of crashes are 
virtually always severe and expensive in terms of both property damage and physical injury. 

There are other societal costs also associated with at-grade intersections. These include include lost time associated 
with intersection delays, pollution, and extra fuel consumption. When these costs are capitalized over the expected life 
span of the bridges, they become of very significant as well. Finally, with the specific configuration of the railroad tracks 
with both E. Stadium Boulevard and S. State Street, a train as it passes through this particular section of town will almost 
assuredly block both E. Stadium Boulevard and S. State Street simultaneously. This will have significant impacts to traffic 
on both E. Stadium Boulevard and S. State Street. These delays will cause gridlock in this section of town for a significant 
amount of time after the train passes. This will cause user delays and additional costs that haven't been included in our 
analysis, but will clearly make an already unattractive option, much worse. 

In order to perform the needed study we would need to examine the issues you've elaborated and more. You can rest 
assured that this type of study would certainly cost more than $25,000 if it were competently performed. 

I am also attaching a copy of the letter that I wrote and sent to the University of Michigan in 2007 that outlined some of 
these issues. 

If you would like additional information regarding this matter, please let me know. 

Michael G. Nearing, P.E. 
Senior Project Manager 
Project Management Division 

6/2212009 



Please note our new phone number 

Phone No. (734) 794-6410 ext. 43635 
Fax No. (734) 994-1744 
E-mail: nearing@a2gov.org 
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From: Nearing, Michael 
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2009 10:03 PM 
To: Pirooz, Homayoon 
Subject: RE: Re: At grade construction of Bridges over Stadium/State 

Homayoon, 

I'm not sure if you'd like to share this information with Council, but Les and I have performed a preliminary analysis that 
indicates that an at-grade crossing of E. Stadium Boulevard with the Ann Arbor Railroad tracks and E. Stadium Boulevard with S. 
State Street is not economically justified or even appears to be a feasible option. The No-bridge Option has very significant 
capital costs associated with removing the old bridges, hauling away all the existing embankment, building new storm sewers, 
constructing signalized intersections, signalized railroad crossings, and right-of-way impacts along E. Stadium Boulevard and S. 
State Street. I'm sure that there are other capital costs associated with the No-bridge Option that we have not mentioned here. 

The at-grade intersection of S. State Street and E. Stadium Boulevard and an at-grade crossing of the Ann Arbor Railroad 
tracks will also create significant societal costs. The societal costs include an estimated nineteen crashes at the E. Stadium 
Boulevard/S. State Street intersection each year. The most optimistic railroad crash prediction model indicates that we could 
expect eight car/train incidents each year. Several of these crashes can be expected to be severe. While we are not stating that 
we believe there will be eight accidents at an at-grade crossing of E. Stadium and the Ann Arbor Railroad tracks each year, we do 
clearly believe that crashes will occur. The crash predictions are based on the current railroad traffic of two trains per day. We 
expect that any future vision of this area will include additional rail traffic through this area. This increase in rail traffic will only 
increase the probability of more car/train crashes. These types of crashes are virtually always severe and expensive in terms of 
both property damage and physical injury. 

There are other societal costs also associated with at-grade intersections. These include include lost time associated with 
intersection delays, pollution, and extra fuel consumption. When these costs are capitalized over the expected life span of the 
bridges, they become of very significant as well. Finally, with the specific configuration of the railroad tracks with both E. Stadium 
Boulevard and S. State Street, a train as it passes through this particular section of town will almost assuredly block both E. 
Stadium Boulevard and S. State Street simultaneously. This will have significant impacts to traffic on both E. Stadium Boulevard 
and S. State Street. These delays will cause gridlock in this section of town for a significant amount of time after the train 
passes. This will cause user delays and additional costs that haven't been included in our analysis, but will clearly make an 
already unattractive option, much worse. 

In order to perform the needed study we would need to examine the issues you've elaborated and more. You can rest assured 
that this type of study would certainly cost more than $25,000 if it were competently performed. 

I am also attaching a copy of the letter that I wrote and sent to the University of Michigan in 2007 that outlined some of these 
issues. 

If you would like additional information regarding this matter, please let me know. 

Michael G. Nearing, P.E. 
Senior Project Manager 
Project Management Division 

Please note our new phone number 

Phone No. (734) 794-6410 ext. 43635 
Fax No. (734) 994-1744 
E-mail: nearing@a2gov.org 

6/2212009 



Wolford, Louise 

From: Greden, Leigh 
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2009 10:11 PM 
To: Miller, Jayne ' 
Cc: Crawford, Tom 
Subject: 2010 allocation for historic consultant 

Can you send me the exact dollar amount in the FY10 budget for the historic consultant? Thanks, 
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Wolford, Louise 

From: Greden, Leigh 
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2009 11 :08 PM 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Higgins, Marcia; 'johnso11@aaps.k12.mLus' 
Teall, Margie; Taylor, Christopher (Council) 
RE: Tomorrow 

Dee- I plan to attend tomorrow at llam. I need to be at my next event at 11 :45am. Will that work? 
Thanks! 
-Leigh Greden, City Council 

- - - - -Original Message- - - -­
From: Higgins, Marcia 
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2009 7:38 PM 
To: 'johnso11@aaps.kI2.mLus' 
Cc: Greden, Leigh; Teall, Margie; Taylor, Christopher (Council); Higgins, Marcia 
Subject: RE: Tomorrow 

Hi Dee, 
Thanks for the invite, unfortunately I just started a new job today and won't be able to attend. I 
forwarded to Leigh Greden who is the 3rd Ward councilmember and I believe he is going to try and make, if 
not Margie Teall or Christopher Taylor could be attending. You will heaer from one of them on who will make 
it. 
I hope you are doing well and take care. 
Marcia 

- - - - -Original Message- - - --
From: johnso11@aaps.kI2.mLus [mailto:johnso11@aaps.kI2.mLus] 
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2009 4: 13 PM 
To: Higgins, Marcia 
Subject: Tomorrow 

SOS MARSHA SOS 
PLEASE, WE NEED YOU AT BRYANT ELEMENTARY SCHOOL AT 11:00 A.M. TUESDAY, 
21ST,2oo9 
WE ARE PLANTING A TREE FOR EARTH DAY 
YOU MUST BE OUR" HONORED GUEST" FOR THE EVENT AND PHOTO OP. 
THANK YOU, 
DEE JOHNSON 
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