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Mr. Kirkman recognized newly elected Councilman Phillip Isley, representing District E and welcomed him to the Committee meeting.  Mr. Kirkman called the meeting to order and the following items were discussed with action taken as shown.

Item #99-62 – Bilyeu Street - Paving.  Ms. Carter explained this item was referred to Public Works Committee from the City Council meeting on October 17, 2001 based upon a request from a property owner who would like to have an unpaved section of Bilyeu Street paved by the City without curb and gutter.  Ms. Carter explained the gravel road extends about 800 feet from just west of Barbour Street to the end of Bilyeu Street in front of State House Apartments.  The property is surrounded by properties owned by the Roman Catholic Diocese and Dorothea Dix Hospital.  Ms. Carter added if this project is recommended it would be subject to the next Semi-Annual Street Paving process next February.  She distributed photos of the unpaved section of Bilyeu Street.

Engineering Director Sykes explained this site is located in the Western Boulevard area of the City and a portion of Bilyeu Street is currently paved without curb and gutter.  This unpaved section of Bilyeu Street is approximately 810 feet long that ends at the property line of Raleigh Investors.  The map shows recorded right-of-way 50 feet up to the end of the paved section but there is no recorded right-of-way for the unpaved section of Bilyeu Street.  The request from Ms. Pace included paving without curb and gutter in lieu of City standards.  This request may provide an opportunity for the Committee to consider whether the request should be considered at all.  Variances to the City standards do exist in the Code for residential unclassified streets.  If the Committee should decide to recommend approval of this request, there are number of options to be considered included in the agenda packet.  Mr. Sykes added that a petition submitted by the property owner would seem more appropriate in this case because of the public benefit.

Mr. Kirkman pointed out when the Kirby-Bilyeu Conservation Overlay took place there was discussion about paving this section of Bilyeu Street.  The neighborhood was not in favor of this as they saw the unpaved section of Bilyeu Street as a traffic calming device.  The State House Apartments are on the unpaved section and questioned could they petition for their section only.  He questioned where is the Catholic Diocese on this as they may not be ready to do anything such as this quite yet in their development plans.

Mr. Sykes pointed out the Code does not allow improvements to be made less than block by block.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out it is not a pleasant drive as it can be very dusty.

John Skvarle, representing the property owners of State House Apartments indicated he did not have much to add.  Bilyeu Street is a dead end.  State House Apartments and Raleigh Investors have been taxpayers on this property for 20 years and currently have 96 residential units.  He feels they have been very patient about waiting for any improvements to be made.  He noted it was a mess and he feels it is now appropriate to consider improvements to this section of Bilyeu Street.  He added that Raleigh Investors and the City will not have any cooperation from the State or the Catholic Diocese in the submittal of a petition for these improvements but would appreciate the support of the Committee in considering their request.  Mr. Kirkman questioned what the long term plan is for this area as Mr. Skvarle knows it, with Mr. Skvarle indicating he did not have long range information, but Bilyeu Street use to extend through.  A number of trees were knocked down by the hurricane and never removed and the street was made a deadend.

Transportation Engineer Johnson pointed out the Comprehensive Plan calls for a couple of collector streets to come through this general area; one will align with Pullen Road and one will be in the vicinity of Hunt Drive.  He noted there was a major rezoning case about a year ago in this area that, if developed, would result in an alternative street configuration in the area.  Mr. Johnson indicated he has been contacted by an Engineering group doing a traffic study on another case that maybe coming to the Council within the next few months.

Mr. Kirkman pointed out it is his personal feeling that if the road is paved it should be paved with curb and gutter improvements.  If the City has the additional expense of right-of-way acquisition he feels improvements should go all the way.  The big question is what the Catholic Diocese is going to do.  Mr. Sykes pointed out there is no formal right-of-way for this section of Bilyeu at all.  Mr. Johnson added right-of-way would have to be acquired from the Catholic Diocese as Bilyeu Street is on an easement rather than recorded right-of-way.  Mr. Sykes pointed out that it is an unrecorded easement with Mr. Skvarle pointing out the City maintains this section of Bilyeu Street.  Mr. Kirkman noted he is not aware of anything formally submitted by the Diocese.

Mr. Congleton noted the Catholic Diocese has proposals for development of their property and this may have an impact on where the roads are going to go.  He questioned whether there was any precedent in other areas of the City.  Mr. Johnson explained they run into this type of situation from time to time and a recent example is Caminos Drive.  The City does not require all weather hard surface pavement to where the lot may end.  He indicated the apartments were probably put in prior to the current street paving requirements.  Mr. Kirkman questioned whether he felt they may be prior to fee in lieu of requirements as well with Mr. Sykes indicating he felt that was correct.  Mr. Congleton questioned how would any cost sharing be paid with Mr. Sykes explaining the property is zoned non residential and currently the rate is $64.00 per foot per side.  There are very few residential streets paved without curb and gutter and if this variance were to be approved it would deduct $14.00 from the assessment rate of $64.00 for a cost of $50.00 per foot per side.  Ms. Carter questioned if this were to be determined to be a residential street would the nonresidential users pay a nonresidential rate or not.  Mr. Sykes explained this is part of the dilemma.  The assessment policies adhere strictly to the zoning of the property and the $64.00 rate would apply in this case; however, the classification of the street is in limbo.  Dorothea Dix has a right of choice if there is a public benefit to their property.  If they determine there is public benefit they will pay; if they determine there is no public benefit they will not pay.

Mr. Kirkman suggested it may be appropriate to write a letter to the State and to the Catholic Diocese explaining the City has received a request to pave this portion of Bilyeu Street.  The apartments in this case are a minority but a majority as far as residents go.  It may drive the Diocese to come forward with a plan.  He suggested sending these letters and to see if we get a response; however, he is not sure the Catholic Diocese and the State will be a willing partner in this effort.  

Mr. Skvarle pointed out the latest tax evaluation on this property is comparable to properties on paved streets.

Mr. Congleton noted he would like to do something in this case, but feels they should contact the State and the Catholic Diocese and bring this response back to the Committee.  He added he would like to have some additional time to hear their input and to see if there are any other examples of similar situations.

Mr. Kirkman pointed out the location of the apartments will have an effect on the alignment of the streets in this area.  Funding of this project would included assessments or may be paved through the Catholic Diocese development plans.

Mr. Botvinick pointed out churches are not exempt from assessments.

Mr. Sykes clarified the assessment rate referred to earlier in the meeting, in that if a thoroughfare is classified as a residential street, regardless of the zoning, then the lower rate would apply.

Mr. Congleton suggested scheduling this item to be heard again at the first or second meeting in November to receive input from the Catholic Diocese and the State of North Carolina.  Ms. Carter suggested it may be appropriate to put a time line in the letter but felt the second meeting in November may be more appropriate.

Mr. Kirkman pointed out he personally has problems with residents having to drive down this dirt road.  He knows the Kirby-Bilyeu residents have complained about the dust.

Item 99-56 4824 Yadkin Drive – Public Nuisance Appeal.  Assistant City Manager Carter indicated this item was referred to Committee from the June 5, 2001 Council meeting as a result of a public nuisance appeal by North Hills Club.  It has been held in Committee since that time pending resolution of the public nuisance.  The North Hills Club and the adjacent property owners David and Susan Dubach have attempted to reach an agreement to solve the problem and have come up with a proposal that would include City funding.  Staff has included a number of options for consideration in the agenda package to alleviate the public nuisance.

Stormwater Engineer Bizzell indicated this is a standing water public nuisance issue.  The pipe located on the property is a standard 24 inch pipe and there is no evidence that the pipe is not functioning properly.  Mr. Bizzell, referring to information included in the agenda packet, briefly outlined four alternatives that are available for abatement of the public nuisance.  Mr. Bizzell explained the four alternatives include upholding the public nuisance abatement which would involve work to remove the standing water problem and extend the pipe 8 feet.  This work would be done by the City of Raleigh Street Maintenance Division who is currently reviewing the situation to determine the amount of work needed to remove the standing water problem.  Mr. Bizzell indicated this work could be done at an estimated cost of $5,400.  He added this option would require permits from the Division of Water Quality because of Neuse buffer rules.  The second alternative include filling the scour hole around the pipe outlet, extending the pipe 8 feet and placing rip-rap downstream of the pipe.  Mr. Bizzell pointed out the North Hills Club has suggested the City contribute to the cost of this solution with the property owners.  This option would also require a permit from the Division of Water Quality to work in this area because of Neuse buffer rules.  Option three would be a sream restoration project by the Wetlands Restoration Group.  Mr. Bizzell pointed out the restoration group has indicated they would not take this project.  The final option would be to apply for assistance through the City storm drainage assistance policy.  Mr. Bizzell explained this type of project is not eligible for City assistance under the current policy.  In order for a problem with an existing ditch or channel to qualify flooding of an existing building or severe erosion must be present and neither of these conditions exist at the standing water area.

Mr. Kirkman questioned whether any bio-restoration alternatives had been explored with Mr. Bizzell indicating this alternative has been looked at and discussed; however the stream restoration group indicated they would decline this project because of cost and they typically do not take a project less than 1,000 feet.  Mr. Kirkman questioned the use of rip-rap in the area with Mr. Bizzell pointing out the engineer for North Hills Club has done some surveying of the area and submitted a sketch plan that shows the use of some rip-rap as well as extension of the pipe.  He indicated they did get a favorable response from staff and could apply for permits for this type of repair work.

Steven Brown, Attorney for the North Hills Club as well as Board Member for North Hills Club indicated he would like to update the Committee.  He indicated the property owners have had extensive discussions and have gone to considerable expense to hire a private engineer to look at this situation to determine the best solution.  The option 2 plan was the result of the work of their engineer in a combined effort with the City of Raleigh Engineers.  The Division of Water Quality people have looked at this plan as well.  Mr. Brown indicated they appealed this nuisance action because they did not believe the North Hills Club is actually the problem as the pipe that drains into this location drains the entire area up to Six Forks Road.  Water is dumped on the North Hills Club property and subsequently drains to the Dubach’s property.  The pipe should have been extended all the way to the North Hills property when originally installed.  Mr. Brown briefly discussed topographical features of the area, pointing out had the pipe originally been extended to the property line this problem would not exist.  The pipe now drains to an easement which is a natural area that has not been disturbed for a number of years.  It will be necessary to request permission to go on to this property to do the work.  This is not an issue of stake and debris blocking this stream; its been scoured out by natural process.  When North Hills Club had the engineer look at this situation it was necessary to go out about 75 feet to grade.  The pooling water is in a scour hole.  Mr. Brown indicated North Hills Club has solicited bids and cost proposals and at this time the lowest bid is in the range of $8,000 which is more than the club or the Dubach’s wanted to commit to this project.  Mr. Brown indicated he is formally asking the City to participate in a cost sharing effort to resolve this problem; however, he has been told the project does not qualify for assistance under the City’s storm drainage policy.  Mr. Brown pointed out the size of the pipe is not in question; however, the pipe should have been extended to the North Hills property.  Mr. Brown pointed out the problem begins on the Dubach’s property; however, they have not been cited, giving North Hills Club the responsibility for the nuisance.  He believes this is improper on behalf of the City.  However, North Hills Club and the Dubach’s are united in feeling the problem is the result of poor design.  Mr. Brown referred to option 2 feeling the cost would run in the range of $8,000 and if North Hills Club were to apply to the State for permits, and with additional engineering costs, one could add $2,000 to that figure.  However, if option 1 is selected allowing the City of Raleigh Street Maintenance to resolve the issue he feels the Dubach’s should be cited as well and the Dubach’s should share in the cost of the fix.  Mr. Brown indicated as well this is a buffer area that will need to be maintained.

Phillip Isley indicated he is representing the Dubach’s in this matter and indicated he does not disagree much with Mr. Brown.  They’ve had a number of discussions on cost sharing approaches to resolve this problem.  The idea of cost-sharing was mentioned to him by Mr. Shanahan and feels this should fall under the storm drainage assistance policy because it has everything to do with stormwater.  The Dubach’s have indicated that erosion has been greater since they have lived in this location.  The Dubach’s believe they have some responsibility to help fix this situation and do not believe that North Hills Club should bear the entire cost of the fix.  He pointed out they would like to have the cost proportionately assigned to the property owners.  They believe it does fall under the City’s Storm Drainage Assistance Policy as the solution will benefit all the citizens of the community.  Water comes from many homes in the area that impact these two properties, and proposes the City find money to do a cost-share in resolving this problem.

Mr. Kirkman indicated he feels the City should at least have the responsibility of requesting permits from the State.  They already have the contacts and will probably be easier for the City to do this than either one of the property owners.  He agrees that the City is part of the problem but the Committee is constrained by existing ordinances.  The City Storm Drainage Policy would have to be amended in order to accept this particular situation.  Mr. Bizzell indicated that was correct.  Mr. Kirkman felt that any amendment of the resolution should be looked at on a broader basis.  He indicated the easiest access and least destructive would be to access this site by the Dubach’s property.  This would be quicker and simpler as they are prohibited from entering the property from the North Hills side and any necessary restoration of the Dubach’s yard as a result of this work should be included in any cost estimate.  Mr. Isley pointed out the Dubach’s have no problem with the City accessing the site through their property.

Mr. West questioned whether there was any feel for the financial impact of amending the policy to allow situations such as this.  Ms. Carter pointed out in order to answer that question it would probably be helpful to know what sort of amendment the Committee had in mind.  Mr. Kirkman indicated they would need a clear distinction or a legal cut-offs for situations.  Mr. Sykes pointed out the reason here is there is an existing public nuisance.  Abatement of a public nuisance could be added to the stormwater assistance policy; however, this type of action could have serious budget implications if they go that route as there is a considerable amount of standing water in this City.

Mr. Skvarle indicated they are well aware of the problems of amending the policy but by focusing on a general policy change and not debilitating the budget, he feels an amendment can be done.  He feels it is a mischaracterization to say standing water is an erosion problem.  It is a problem because of the length of the pipe and the City needs to bear some responsibility for causing the problem.  Circumstances not controlled by the homeowners and the cost of abating the public nuisance would create a hardship for the property owners; this could be the exception to the rule the Committee is looking for.  The introduction of water to this spot was the decision of the City.  The impact on the North Hills Club is out of proportion.  This could easily be two homeowners in the same situation and the financial impact could be much greater.

Mr. Congleton pointed out this is not necessarily a unique case as there are similar situations all over the City.  He pointed out the issue of stormwater been a major issue for years.  There maybe an opportunity to reach some type of balance because it does serve a greater neighborhood; and perhaps some opportunity for the City to participate in this solution.  It may be appropriate to have staff or the Committee to do some cost-sharing proposals.  He is not sure of the exact numbers and suggested $5,000 for North Hills Club, $2,000 for the Dubach’s and $2,000 for the City. 

Mr. Kirkman pointed out perhaps there is a need to throw out the Drainage Assistance Policy for consideration in this case.  The City should be involved and there are limited resources in the shared program and the Council has to be good stewards of this program; however, he does not know what the cut off should be.  The City can minimize their cost by taking care of the permit issues.  He pointed out the option 2 seems to be the best final resolution as the North Hills Club and the Dubach’s have accepted part of the cost.  Mr. Kirkman questioned what would the cost be for the City.

Mr. Brown indicated at a cost of $8,000 for construction and $2,000 for permits the total cost could run in the vicinity of $10,000.  If the City could contribute $3,,000 it would help North Hills Club and the Dubach’s.  He indicated he feels it is necessary to have government assistance in this because of the water quality issue.  If they can get the cost down to $5,000 between North Hills Club and the Dubach’s he feels they can handle it from there.

Mr. Bizzell pointed out the Street Maintenance estimate is very similar to option 2 with the extension of the pipe, the use of rip-rap and grading to extend the channel.  Ms. Carter indicated either solution is aimed at getting a positive flow.

Mr. Botvinick questioned whether this is a drainage easement with Mr. Brown indicating he believes it is.  Mr. Bizzell added there is a sanitary sewer easement that parallels the storm drainage line and it looks like it maybe within the sanitary sewer easement as nothing else is recorded.  Mr. Botvinick pointed out if the Committee proceeds under public nuisance then the City Council would order the work and pursue a nuisance lien on the North Hills Club property.  If the City spent 50 percent of what the repair will be this is the storm drainage assistance policy and questioned what grounds the Committee is basing their decision on.

Mr. Congleton pointed out based on the information he has heard that the problem has been determined to be a public nuisance and it would cost approximately $5,400 to abate that nuisance.  It would be a temporary solution and could be done through a shared cost between North Hills Club and the Dubach’s.  He feels option 2 is more appropriate so the possibility is there for this Committee to not see this problem again.  He would like to say it is a benefit to the property owners.

A motion was made by Mr. Congleton to recommend to Council that the project go forward once they have a commitment from the property owners.  He suggested $4,500 for the North Hills Club property and $1,500 for the Dubach’s property and the City pay any balance there may be from Council contingency.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Kirkman.

Mr. West pointed out he likes the direction the Committee is going in but is inconsistent with what the Attorney has pointed out.  Mr. Congleton indicated he feels they do have to go outside the realm of the public nuisance issue to a stormwater issue and when dealing with these types of issues and when there are things that can be done that are in the public interest, then the Committee should proceed with the public nuisance abatement and resulting public benefit.

Mr. West questioned what are the implications this action on the Stormwater Drainage Assistance Policy.  Mr. Congleton pointed out the Committee is not suggesting the policy be changed with this action but are dealing with it as an exception.  Mr. West questioned whether it was documented that these two property owners are not the sole contributors to the problem.  Mr. Kirkman indicated it is documented as this drains the entire area.  This action simply takes it back to a time before the Stormwater Drainage Assistance Policy was in effect.  Mr. West indicated he would go along with this as long as it was interpreted as an exception.  Mr. Kirkman noted the North Hills Club is a group that serves many functions that parallel the Parks and Recreation Program.

Mr. Congleton questioned whether the property owners are comfortable with the figures that have been set.  Mr. Brown indicated during the discussions the Dubachs offered to contribute $2,000 towards the solution.  The North Hills Club would pick-up $4,000.  Mr. Isley confirmed the Dubachs are okay with the $2,000 coupled with the $4,000 commitment from the North Hills Club.

Mr. Congleton amended his motion to indicate the financial commitment to the North Hills Club at $4,000 and for the Dubachs at $2,000.  Mr. Kirkman concurred.

Ms. Cater pointed out the public nuisance issue is still on the table and could be held in abeyance until this work is done.  Also, there is an issue of whose responsibility for contracting the work.  If the Committee’s action falls under the Stormwater Drainage Assistant Policy it could be done one way or the other, but under the public nuisance policy, Street Maintenance could take care of the problem or the City supervise an independent contractor.  Mr. Bizzell added the City has an open ended contractor and they supervise this work.  Mr. Botvinick added a temporary construction easement would be necessary.

Mr. Congleton indicated he would like for his motion to include that the City is responsible for contracting and oversight of the project, and there is a need for a process to be in place for an agreement to go on the property, and the money or a bond be in hand before proceeding with the work.

Mr. Botvinick indicated permits from the State will also be necessary.  Mr. Kirkman noted as well the public nuisance action must be held in abeyance prior to proceeding with this work and indicated he had no objection to the amendments to the motion.

Mr. Isley suggested the two property owners enter into an agreement pledging what they are going to do.  Ms. Carter indicated a letter of agreement would suffice signed by both parties.

A vote was taken on the motion as amended that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.

Item #99-53 Speed Humps – Pilot Project Review.  Ms. Carter explained this item was referred to the Public Works Committee from the May 15, 2001 City Council meeting and has been discussed on a number of occasions.  A public hearing was conducted on August 7, 2001 to receive citizen input on the issue of traffic calming options.  She indicated a staff report is included in the agenda packet and the presentation is planned at this meeting today.  Ms. Carter pointed out there is additional information from the Fire Department outlining their concerns about the speed control devices that have been installed in the Brentwood Community.  Ms. Carter indicated she would like for the Committee to consider taking a look at other cities who went into this program and subsequently had to go back and remove them.  She would like for the Committee to consider getting a consultant study to get a comprehensive plan of action, workable options, costs and implementation.  She indicated following Mr. Johnson’s presentation Fire Chief Fowler has a few comments.

Transportation Engineer Johnson gave a brief slide presentation indicating most of this information was from Portland, Oregon who has the most extensive city-wide traffic calming program in the country.  He indicated Catherine Beard of the Transportation Department has collected a great deal of information.  They do not want to find themselves in a situation where they have to go back in two or three years and remove speed calming devices.  Mr. Johnson began his presentation showing illustrations of a variety of speed reduction humps, bumps and tables indicating many of these are a maximum of 3 inches in height and up to 12 to 30 feet long measured in the direction of the vehicle path.  He explained that asphalt is the most common type but concrete pavers and rubber materials are also used.  He noted speed humps are effective at reducing vehicle speed; bump size and spacing effect vehicle speed the most.  The shorter and closer bumps are together have the greatest speed reduction.  Larger vehicles such as fire equipment and buses had to slow more or come to a complete stop to cross over these devices.  Mr. Johnson indicated a number of guidelines have been developed for vertical deflection devices such as speed humps or bumps.  These guidelines include: 1) the street must be classified as residential and carry less than 4,000 vehicles per day; 2) must have an existing 25 mph speed limit; 3) must have minimum street length of 1,000 feet; 4) a petition of support from at least 75 percent of the adjacent property owners; 5) a letter of support from the neighborhood association or other citizen group; 6) must not be designated a collector street or a primary emergency route; 7) the 85th percentile operating speed exceed 35 mph; and, 8) agreement with adjacent property owners to share 50 percent of the cost.  Mr. Johnson went on to illustrate a number of other devices for reducing traffic that included traffic circles that may be placed at the center of an intersection of two streets, placed at a “T” intersection or mid block and needs to be placed on streets with low volume of traffic such as local service streets.  He explained materials are typically concrete or rubber curb, and fill or landscaping inside the center island.  Mr. Johnson displayed illustrations of a larger version of traffic circles with additional channelization.  He pointed out other speed calming devices include serpentine or chicane roadways which have the purpose of slowing a vehicle by the introduction of uncertainty and horizontal curves into the vehicle pathway.  Many of these mid block islands or off-set curb extensions require drainage easements which can escalate the cost.  Typically the materials used are concrete curbing and can be filled with pavers, landscaping or PCC.  Mr. Johnson went on to illustrate an additional device known as chokers which serve to reduce traffic volume and speed and are described as curb extensions or roadside islands that reduce two directions of travel to a single pathway that must be alternately shared by opposing vehicles.  It was pointed out some of these designs have not been very well received in the neighborhoods.  The presentation also illustrated curb extensions which shortened a crossing distance for pedestrian and are typically made of PCC, concrete curbing, sidewalk or landscaping around a curb ramp and do increase the visibility of pedestrians to drivers and approaching vehicles to pedestrians.  Along with this device are refuge islands that provide a point of return for pedestrians and permits pedestrians to cross one direction of traffic at a time.  Many times they are an island at the centerline of the roadway at an intersection or mid block and are typically made from concrete, PCC, pavers or filled with landscaping.

Mr. Johnson referred to information contained in the agenda packet that outlined alternative strategies for reducing speeding on streets in residential areas.  Mr. Johnson described the 6 defined strategies that include police enforcement of speed limits, reducing speed limits from 35 mph to 25 mph, installing all-way stop signs at intersections, narrowing perceived street widths by lane markings, vertical deflection devices such as speed bumps, humps, tables, dips, etc., horizontal deflection devices such as roundabout chokers, chicanes, etc. (report attached).

Mr. Kirkman pointed out there was a problem with speeding on Ridge Road and bicycle lanes were installed.  He questioned whether there was any data on Ridge Road as to speeding before the installation of the bicycle lanes.  Mr. Beckom indicated a considerable amount of data was recorded but staff was not looking at speed reduction.

Mr. Johnson indicated there appears to be a backlash of hurrying to install speed calming devices that resulted in many or most of the devices having been removed.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out he saw an example of that backlash in Montgomery County where the City went through residential neighborhoods putting in speed humps; however, 90 percent of them have since then been removed.

Fire Chief Fowler explained he can sympathize with the neighbors but speed calming devices such as those found in the Brentwood area are a significant problem for fire equipment.  Timing is critical in an emergency.  Much of their equipment has an auto defibrillator and time is critical to reach a patient; seconds can make a difference.  There are approximately 75 people walking around in Raleigh now that probably would not be here if it wasn’t for the defibrillator.  Fire Chief Fowler explained that every firefighter has a different function at a call and having to wait for additional equipment can have a significant impact on a situation.  He explained every year truck companies have to undergo tests on the equipment.  Truck 11 was found to have a crack in the frame that will run in the range of $10,000 to fix.  The only difference in the previous year and this year is the installation of the speed humps.  He feels they will be seeing some response time objectives that will be putting requirements on the fire department that will require a certain number of firefighters on the scene within a certain time.  He indicated firefighters will express their concerns.  He has personally ridden on Engine 11 and they have to come to a complete stop to go over these speed bumps.

Mr. Kirkman pointed out EMS transport would probably encounter some difficulties to0.  Chief Fowler added when someone is in pain every bump in the road hurts.

Mr. Congleton indicated he likes the reports that he has heard and the information that has been received; however he feels there is a need to move very cautiously with this type of program.  He suggested it may be appropriate to go forward with the study and decide what they are going to do.

A motion was made by Mr. Congleton to retain a consultant to do a study on speed calming devices for the City of Raleigh.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Kirkman.

Mr. Kirkman questioned what is the Transportation Department expecting to get out of a consultant study and how much money was spent in the Brentwood area on speed calming devices.  Mr. Johnson pointed out $80,000 was spent in the Brentwood area.  Mr. Kirkman indicated one could add $10,000 to that figure to repair truck 11.  Before spending anymore money on these type of devices he feels there is merit in a study.

Mr. West questioned whether there were any studies done before the Brentwood project with Mr. Beckom pointed out Brentwood came to the City Council as a pilot project.  There was not a lot of study available beforehand.  It was necessary to space the humps a certain distance apartment in order to cover the needs and minimize safety concerns.  Mr. Kirkman indicated the $80,000 was merely the cost of installation and does not include staff time.

Mr. Beckom, responding to Mr. Kirkman’s question, indicated a consultant would be retained that has extensive experience with traffic calming issues and one that has worked in other jurisdictions as well.  It would be necessary to start with a considerable knowledge base as opposed to staff doing the base research.  Also, it would help if they outlined state of the art practices around the country including cost issues and the degree of public involvement.  This involvement could include CAC’s, garden clubs or homeowners association.  The study would also need a series of public meetings resulting in a suggested project to present to the City Council for consideration and information on budget impacts.

Mr. Kirkman questioned where have developers begin to use some of these devices and it appears to be much easier to do it in the development stages than having to come back and retrofit an existing situation.  Mr. Beckom explained that is the intent.  These devices do work on residential streets but should not be used on minor or major thoroughfares.  Mr. Kirkman indicated he felt this would also have an impact on landscaping, streetscaping and pedestrian oriented street lighting versus larger overhead lamps.  This kind of lighting changes drivers perception.  Mr. Johnson added staff is getting to that in the Mixed Use Development Guidelines and will have some flexibility in retrofitting the installation but added this will have a considerable budget impact.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out some years ago the business folks brought up the issue of street lighting.  Mr. Johnson pointed out Mr. Kirkman maybe interested in the Urban Design Guidelines as they are anticipating design changes for low speed streets as opposed to high speed thoroughfares.  This is getting into a complex area involving utilities, setbacks, etc.  

Mr. Beckom pointed out if one were to look at the way the City is now designing roads and building streets in new developments, they are less wide with more curves and do include some of the things that they have been spoken about today.  Three to four years ago staff would not have entertained the idea of a traffic circle but are now finding traffic circles are a benefit.  Mr. Beckom pointed out staff is actively looking at traffic calming efforts now in a new context.  The question is how do we go back and retrofit those old streets.  He indicated many of the streets that they are looking at are located in the older neighborhoods.

Mr. Kirkman pointed out Bilyeu Street is a long stretch of street and if that section is paved the traffic speed will increase.  If they have some of the criteria perhaps some traffic calming device could be installed at the time of paving.  Mr. Kirkman noted that he has had a number residents from Van Dyke Avenue call and ask to be put on the list for traffic calming efforts.  He would like to add this street as well as Wynburn Road between Hillsborough Street and Cameron Village and Clark Avenue.  Mr. Beckom indicated he would add these three streets.

Mr. Kirkman questioned whether there is a need at this time to discuss the other criteria such as 75 percent of the adjacent property owners signing as well as support of larger neighborhoods.  He questioned could the consultant get a better handle on these types of guidelines with Ms. Carter indicating most definitely.

Mr. West indicated he realizes the importance of traffic calming for the community and questioned will the study provide locations, sites, or types of devices.  Mr. Beckom indicated the study would not serve all City street systems but would categorize the appropriate device for certain streets and identify the classification of streets and where to use specific devices.  The study will help staff when they go into a the community to talk about their community streets.  Staff will continue to work with the community and will become more efficient rather than starting from scratch.  Mr. West noted it will be necessary to be more proactive than reactive.

Mr. Beckom noted some years ago the City Council adopted a policy for reducing residential speed limits from 35 mph to 25 mph.  If a petition were to have 75 percent of the neighbors and accommodated less than 2,500 vehicles per day the petition could be circulated and staff could take it for Council for approval to reduce the speed limit.  The City Council approved many of these reductions and this is one of the most effective and popular programs the City has to reduce speed.  It is not necessary to have to spend a lot of staff resources and staff easily can work within the perimeters set by City Council and is one of the things the consultants will recognize that is in place.  These are the types of things staff can develop to make this more systematic and relate to the citizens.  Mr. Kirkman questioned whether staff will look at the different types of funding options through information from other communities with Mr. Beckom indicating absolutely.

Ms. Carter indicated as to a funding source for the consultant RFP she indicated she would attempt to put together something with staff; if they are not able to, then they will have to come back to Council contingency.

A vote was taken on the motion as stated that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.

Ms. Carter pointed out the Department of Transportation Staff has done some great works in these efforts and appreciated the direction of the Committee.  Mr. Kirkman indicated he would personally like to compliment Mr. Beckom, Ms. Beard and Mr. Johnson.

Adjournment.  There being no further business, the Committee adjourned at 12:30 a.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Donna Hester

Deputy City Clerk
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