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The Public Works Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, August 15, 2001, at 10:00 a.m. in Room 305, Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 West Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina with the following present:
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Mr. Kirkman called the meeting to order and the following items were discussed with action taken as shown.

Item #99-58 – PU-2001-7 – North Beaver Lane Sewer.  This item was referred to Committee at the July 3rd City Council public hearing on Project PU-2001-7 sewer extension.  This project is part of a joint venture agreement between the City and Wake Chapel Church to extent City water and sewer service to their site.  Council has approved the water extension but the sewer project was referred to the Public Works Committee based on a request from a property owner whose property the City proposes to serve and cross with the sewer extension.  The property owner, Ms. Bunn, requested additional time to study the plans and expressed concern about the amount of the assessment and the possibility of annexation.

Dale Crisp, Utilities Director, indicated there are maps posted on the wall that outline the characteristics and boundaries of this site.  The site is located on the east side of the Neuse River and inside the City’s ETJ but outside the corporate limits.  The water project that followed Tarheel Club Road has been approved by Council.  There are two property owners in this area that have questioned the staff and at the public hearing regarding the sewer extension project.  Mr. Crisp, referring to the map, explained the proposed sewer alignment.  Existing sewer in the area is located on the west side of the Neuse River so the sewer line is proposed across the Neuse River and extends through the Bunn and Holden property to the site at Wake Chapel Church.  Mr. Crisp explained the consultant for Wake Chapel Church is present to respond to questions.  Mr. Crisp explained there was one question regarding the amount of the assessment for the Bunn property and indicated staff has prepared an estimated cost.  Mr. Crisp explained Ms. Bunn does not wish to connect to City sewer a this time and any assessment would not apply until the property is connected to City sewer or is annexed into the City.

Mr. Kirkman questioned whether the assessment was going to be based on acreage or linear foot with Mr. Crisp explaining the assessment method is by acreage.

Mr. Congleton questioned whether this is going to be a major trunk line with Mr. Crisp explaining the line that was proposed is an 8 inch line and is a minor drainage line; however there is the possibility of an interceptor at a later date that maybe required at some point.  Mr. Crisp indicated representatives of both property owners are present.

Mr. Kirkman questioned the letter that has been received from Mr. Holden with Mr. Crisp indicating he has responded to Mr. Holden’s questions and concerns and Mr. Holden is present at this meeting.  Mr. Crisp explained Mr. Holden had outlined two concerns that included 1) damage to the spring that is used as a primary water supply.  Mr. Crisp explained that as a result of this concern, the alignment of the sewer has been adjusted approximately 100 feet away from the spring.  Mr. Crisp indicated Mr. Holden’s second concern involved runoff from the church onto his property and indicated this issue has been referred to Mr. Tim Liles in the Inspections Department for enforcement.  Mr. Crisp explained there has been ongoing dialogue with Mr. Holden to address his questions and concerns.

Ms. Carter indicated she would simply like to point out this is an unusual situation and the Committee is dealing with issues relating to assessments prior to the project being approved by Council.  Mr. Kirkman indicated because of the impact to the property owners in this situation he does not have a problem with this being an unusual situation.  Mr. Crisp indicated he has provided the property owner a written assessment at $30,573.00 which will be confirmed and finalized after the completion of the project.

Everett R. Holden, 4009 Forestville Road, indicated he had earlier asked the City of Raleigh to move the sewer line in order to miss the existing spring close to his house.  The line was surveyed and moved 100+ feet away from the spring.  He indicated circumstance have changed and due to concern of runoff from the church and by moving the location of the line, it could cost up to three quarters of an acre of land that could never be developed.  He would at this time like to ask the Committee to allow the location of this sewer line to be moved back to its original location.  Mr. Crisp indicated if this does occur the spring will have to be abandoned because of State regulations that will require that.

Mr. Congleton suggested a possibility would be for Mr. Holden to file a subdivision of his land and separate the house out of the tract of land and questioned what would his cost be at that time to tap into the utility.  Mr. Holden indicated he has already received permits from the Health Department to spot the well.  Mr. Crisp added the approved water project will provide service to the property.  Ms. Congleton pointed out that tapping to utilities may have a benefit to Mr. Holden if this property develops.  Mr. Holden indicated he felt after all the fees were calculated it would be more beneficial to him financially to drill a new well.  Mr. Crisp concurred.

Mr. Kirkman pointed out all parties involved seemed to be acceptable with moving the location of the sewer line back to its original site with Mr. Crisp adding Mr. Holden is planning to replace his water supply from the spring with a well.

A motion was made by Mr. Kirkman to approve the alignment of the sewer extension through the Holden property as originally proposed.  His motion was seconded by Mr. West and a vote resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.

Ms. Emmitt Haywood, representing Ms. Bunn who resides at 3713 Tarheel Club Road, indicated the site in question is addressed at 3719 Tarheel Club Road.  Ms. Haywood pointed out there are two primary concerns on behalf of Ms. Bunn the property owner.  Her first concern relates to the assessment that will be applied to this project.  The estimated assessment is $30,573.00.  If the assessment is anymore it will require Ms. Bunn to sell her property.  They are of the understanding that if the property is developed or annexed the assessment would have to be paid at that time, including the cost of the easement.  She indicated they were originally lead to believe the assessment could be as much as $150,000.00.  Ms. Haywood pointed out their second point of concern is the design of the sewer line.  It is the property owner’s understanding the line will be an 8-inch line and their concern is that the sewer line stay in the location as shown on the map.  She indicated earlier map showed the sewer line to be located more towards the middle of the property and some of this property is at or below grade and will require a number of standpipes.  She understands there will be 13 manholes and 13 standpipes and this could not only be an unsightly situation but could have an odor related to it as well.  She indicated she understands that not every manhole will require a standpipe.  Ms. Haywood went on to indicate the amount of the assessment and asked for some confirmation the assessment will not be more than has been estimated.

Mr. Kirkman indicated he understands the assessment figure will not change.  Mr. Crisp added that the cost of the assessment once the project has been completed determines the final assessment value.  Based on the estimate that has been provided no easement cost is included.

Mr. Botvinick questioned how many square feet of easement will be required with Mr. Holden indicated he understands its going to be approximately 1¼ acre.  Mr. Holden pointed out another question is the interceptor line and questioned whether that means another pipe on the property.  Mr. Crisp indicated the interceptor would not be located on this site.  Mr. Kirkman added at this time staff knew the development capacity was going to be more, a larger pipe would be planned at this time.  Mr. Crisp pointed out according to records there would be 74,333 feet of easement required for the entire project.  It will be possible to calculate the figure for the Holden property by the time of the next Council meeting.  Mr. Kirkman indicated a rough guess would be close to 1½ acre and questioned whether the assessment basis would change.  Louann Pittman of the Engineering Department indicated the assessment basis will not change.

Mr. Holden questioned whether the formula would change with Mr. Congleton indicating it would not.  Mr. Kirkman indicated that assessment values will be based on the current rate with Ms. Pittman adding assessed at the current rate when the property is directed.

Mr. Holden pointed out he has no plans to develop his property, but if he did would an 8 inch pipe be sufficient to accommodate 48 acres.  Mr. Crisp indicated the pipe would be sufficient to provide service to 48 acres.  He explained there is a 12 inch pipe planned to come across the Neuse River and would tie into the 8 inch pipe at the second manhole.  There will be three manholes located in the floodplain, sealed with a vent stack.  He indicated there was no reason to believe there would be any odor problem.

Mr. Kirkman pointed out in his 4 years he recalls only one complaint about odor and it turned out to be a dead animal.  Ms. Bunn indicated she is aware of the situation on the Alvis tract where all manholes were vented and an odor was detectible.

Mr. Congleton questioned whether the line would follow the Neuse River buffer with Mr. Crisp indicating this was taken into consideration.  Mr. Congleton pointed out in regard to the Neuse River buffer regulations this property cannot be developed anyway.  It will be not benefit to the City to annex a tract that size without development.

Mr. Kirkman pointed out that on all these projects at the time the assessment comes in there is a payment plan that can be taken advantage of that spreads payments out over 10 years at 6 percent interest.

Ms. Bunn indicated she would like to point out there is runoff from the church property that would be dumping into the stream that is connected to the Neuse River Basin.  She questioned will there be monitoring of this area and the church runoff so that no contamination to the basin will take place.

Russell Briggs, B & F Consulting, explained during construction of the church they will be combining a temporary sediment basin and a permanent detention basin.  What’s required by the City for temporary purposes will be terminated and filled in once the permanent dry basin is complete.  Mr. Kirkman added this work is subject to periodic inspections as they do not want these basins to fail.

A motion was made by Mr. Congleton to approve the sewer extension for North Beaver Lane.  His motion was seconded by Mr. West.

Mr. Holden indicated he would like to raise one more question regarding the 12 inch pipe at the second manhole.  At some point in the future there maybe another line required going up Stony Creek.  If that is the case will he be exempt from an additional assessment on that line.  Donna Jackson of the Public Utilities Department, indicated if the City extends sewer main from Middle Creek they will have another assessable project; however, if the City extends the line and he has already been served he will be exempt from that assessment.  Mr. Holden questioned whether the property is red flaged with Mr. Crisp pointing out that often if property is sold any required assessments are typically part of the land sale, with Mr. Kirkman adding the assessment goes with the title of the property.

A vote was taken on the motion to approve the sewer extension project for North Beaver Lane that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.

Item #99-59 – Walnut Creek Watershed Stormwater Study.  This study was presented at the July 17 City Council meeting and referred to Public Works Committee for review and discussion.  This is a planning level study which has not yet been discussed with the stakeholders.  Ms. Carter indicated that Mr. Danny Bowden is present to do an introduction to this study and the consultants, Dewberry and Davis will present a brief presentation of the study to date.

Mr. Kirkman indicated this presentation is for information only for the Committee to get up to speed as it is not an action item.

Mr. Bowden suggested that at this time for everyone to look at the big picture.  The Neuse River rules were adopted in Ma, and as part of the ordinance adopted by Council there is an option for regional plans.  In 1999-2000 the City Council looked at stormwater quality from a regional perspective and authorized two studies that include Walnut Creek and Crabtree Creek.  The Crabtree study should be ready for presentation in the fall.  Mr. Bowden pointed out the studies look for water quality sites, storage and permitting and the practices have to work.  He explained this is a planning level study and are in the early stages of developing this plan.  Mr. Bowden suggested since Walnut Creek is a planning level study and has not yet been discussed with stakeholders, he recommends that a series of meetings be held to receive public input on the facilities.  Impacted property owners and adjacent neighborhoods would be invited to voice concerns early in the process.  Also, that the City formerly request a review of the document by the State Division of Water Quality and the Corps of Engineers to determine major permitting issues.  In addition there would be a need to gather allowable nitrogen reduction credits as well as any available State or Federal funding for the facilities.  Once the information is received and compiled there will be additional information available so more informed decisions can be made concerning the proposed facilities.

Ken Carper, representative of Dewberry and Davis gave a brief demonstration and explanation of the Walnut Creek Watershed Regional Stormwater Facility Study.  Mr. Carper touched on key points that include the City’s goal for protection of the Neuse River Basin as well as study goals, study findings and recommendations.  There was brief discussion on the proposed stormwater facilities, design and how existing pond retrofits could be determined as well as site criteria for proposed new sites.  A number of the proposed sites were discussed as well as existing sites and how the sites received a ranking.  The ranking would be based on preliminary cost, nitrogen removal as well as location.  There was brief discussion regarding public relations aspect of this plan and the process that would include community meetings, staff meetings and adoption of regulations.

Mr. Kirkman pointed out from the study a quote indicating that ponds or wetlands upstream from existing facilities be given a low priority.  He pointed out a number of the impaired areas should be given a priority ranking and attention.  He indicated some of these areas include Lake Johnson, which is silting up, as well as other areas that should have priority attention.  Mr. Carper indicated there are two philosophies that are applied that include the pretreatment of water before it enters a facility and to see what area characteristics are.  Mr. Bowden agreed impaired areas should be attacked first.  He pointed out there is a considerable amount of flexibility in the plan at this point.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out since Lake Johnson is at the upper end of the basin it appears it would be obvious to attack this area first.  He recalls one of his professors, pointing out when there is a problem it is necessary to start at the head waters first or the problem would never be solved.

Mr. West questioned what implications this study may have on the Walnut Creek wetland park concept with Mr. Kirkman pointing out this study should enhance and improve existing wetlands throughout the basins.  He noted there is already some degradation of water quality at the Walnut Creek wetland site.  It will be necessary to have to work with staff to prioritize the areas and fit them together.  Mr. Bowden pointed out Carolina Pines Dam is the same as Carolina Pines Avenue that the City of Raleigh maintains.  The dam received some damage after Hurricane Fran and studies were done that determined the dam was sufficient since making a substantial investment in the upgrade of the dam.  This appears to be a good opportunity to make some water quality improvements as well.  He indicated the City of Raleigh owns about 50 percent of the lake area.  Mr. Kirkman noted there is lot of concern in the neighborhood about the quality of Walnut Creek and hopes the landowners will be good cooperators.  He questioned where are we now in the process and questioned has there been an okay on the update for the Simmons Branch Study.  Mr. Bowden indicated that study should be available within the next six months.  Mr. Bowden indicated he felt it was a good idea to move ahead with the public area meetings, especially in the Carolina Pines area with Mr. Kirkman indicating the Committee may want to recommend to Council to move forward with these public meetings as soon as possible.  He feels it could be more cost effective to do this in one package.  Mr. Congleton added it may be appropriate to address the Walnut Creek Community meetings as well.  There was brief discussion on the time to hold these meetings and whether they should be a public meetings in the community or have them held as a designated Public Works meetings with Mr. Congleton recommending that they be Committee meetings.  Ms. Carter urged the Committee to be sure that everything is at a point where useful information can be provided to the community and meaningful to the folks in the community, and she doesn’t believe they are quite at that point yet.  Mr. Bowden noted they have got the specific sites only roughly laid out and there is a need to be able to relate to more specific site information and what those impacts will be.  Mr. Kirkman questioned how long would staff need to assemble this information as it is one of the key components of the system.  He believes they can build support for this project.  He feels it will be necessary to have a staff presentation to let property owners know of the opportunities that exist and the Committee will need to hear from the stockholders.  Mr. Bowden indicated he feels they can get the information together within 30 days in sufficient form to do a mailing.  Mr. Kirkman suggested this be left open-ended at this time and schedule a meeting later.  Ms. Carter indicated staff will continue to work to identify sites and property owners that need to be notified.  She questioned whether the Committee would like an opportunity to see the sites before they have a community meeting.  Mr. Kirkman indicated he has personally seen some of the sites already but feels it is good opportunity for the Committee to tour the sites.  He feels there is a need to report to the Council at their first meeting in September and to ask staff to move forward on these issues.  A motion was made by Mr. Kirkman to move forward with the community meetings and that priority be given to reviewing the Carolina Pines Lake and Walnut Creek Wetland areas.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Congleton and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.

Mark Senior, Stormwater Engineer, pointed out there are no specific recommendations on the Walnut 2000 plan in this particular study.  Discussion took place regarding the language that was in the study as it refers to protection and enhancement of existing wetlands and what efforts maybe undertaken to get people interested in development of a wetland park.  It was pointed out that long-term benefits of the plan do fit the broader goals to improve water quality in the Walnut Creek Watershed; however, protection of existing wetlands and lakes maybe something they want to add to the study.  Mr. West pointed out there was much concern about the area regarding neglect, environmental impact and economic development.  At this time he does not know what fits but feels it would be wise to help move the project along in terms of data and study development.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out he has been waiting for the Walnut Creek Study because of its relationship to Walnut 2000.  This will certainly help kick off those efforts.  There is a considerable amount of property in that area that is to be donated and there are lots of opportunities that exist.

Mr. Congleton indicated he understands the study does not make specific recommendations but is there room in the process to go back and say they want to look at this in terms of what are the avenues to look at water quality in the area of Walnut 2000.  Mr. Bowden indicated he believes that Dewberry and Davis will be receptive to that proposal.

Mr. Congleton indicated he would have thought that would have been included in the study goals.  Mr. Bowden indicated there are very significant wetlands throughout the area and this will simply take this a little bit further.  Mr. Carper pointed out the study does make a general statement about preservation and protection and would like to see where they can expand these areas.  He indicated it goes without saying there is a need to protect the wetlands.

Mr. Congleton indicated he would like to try to go beyond the general statement of trying to protect these areas and say where are the avenues of putting in place opportunities to use the wetlands to 1) not destroy but enhance in a park-like setting that will be beneficial to the community, and 2) to look at things they can do to help the filtration process.

Ms. Carter pointed out she felt it would be a good idea if the Committee would give staff an opportunity to get back with Dewberry and Davis and to come back to the Committee with a proposal.  There is more than may have been represented about the Walnut Creek wetland area.  Mr. Kirkman indicated they can certainly defer any action to the next meeting and copies of what’s been done has been distributed.  There is a master plan that has been developed for the area and there is lots of work done for Walnut 2000.  Mr. Congleton indicated he agrees with Ms. Carter, but staff needs to look at what can be done in terms of the contract.

Mr. West suggested that Dr. Norman Camp could be available to be used as a resource with Mr. Bowden indicating he had plans to contact Dr. Camp.

Mr. Congleton was excused at 11:20 a.m.

Adjournment.  Following brief discussion of the next possible meeting date for the Committee, the meeting was adjourned at 11:30 a.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Donna Hester

Deputy City Clerk
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