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PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

The Public Works Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, July 9, 2003 at 8:00 a.m. in Room 201 City Council Chambers, Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 W. Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present.

      Committee





Staff
Mr. Kirkman, Presiding



Deputy City Attorney Botvinick

Mr. Hunt





City Engineer Dawson
Mr. Isley





Public Utilities Director Crisp







Stormwater Engineer Bowden
The following items were discussed with action taken as shown.  Mr. Kirkman indicated the agenda would be slightly amended by including comments from a representative of the Green Industry Council, Mr. Bobby Peter.  He indicated no action would be taken at this time.

Item #01-77 – Water Conservation Ordinance and Resolution.  Mr. Bob Peter with Little & Little Architects and representative of the Green Industry Council Region Five indicated he is representing the Council as well as others in the industry that are looking at the water policy for the City of Raleigh.  They have met with Mr. Kirkman and Mr. Isley and have put together a schedule for assembling recommendations to the City of Raleigh regarding water conservation issues.  He indicated they plan to come back in August to present an update of the process and will bring in recommendations to the Council by early October.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out he was hoping for an earlier time, possibly September, at least for an interim report; they have already received the material from the Task Force.  Public Utilities Director Crisp indicated that the Task Force will be making their final report in September and will be forwarded to the Green Industrial Council following that.
A motion was made by Mr. Isley to approve the timetable as submitted.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Hunt.

Mr. Hunt indicated he noticed they are adding landscaping contractors with Mr. Peter pointing out that the group represents the gamut of the Industry and hope to be a part of the process for developing the ordinances and as a resource for the City.  Mr. Kirkman indicated he feels they can be part of the education process and people do seem to listen to folks in the industry.  He has also been contacted by a representative of the carwash industry who hopes to be a part of this process and understands there are some national policies that are currently being developed and they may want to include some input from the carwash industry in the process.  He indicated he is willing to accept this schedule as a tentative schedule and would like to forward the schedule to the City Council.

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

Item #01-78 – Sewer Backup – Claim – 101 Chatham Court – Garner.  Mr. Dawson indicated this item was referred to the Public Works Committee from the July 1, 2003 City Council meeting.  He indicated a memo has been distributed by the Public Utilities Director along with a map that reports on their inspection.

Mr. Crisp indicated just as a matter of information the Water Conservation Task Force meeting is taking place at 4:00 on the 9th in Room 305.  He indicated in regards to the issue before the Committee of the sewer backup at 101 Chatham Court, the staff was asked to inspect the sewer service line for these residents by closed circuit TV cameras if possible to determine the line’s condition and the condition of the backflow preventor that was thought to be in the line.  Staff was also asked to review records to determine if any maintenance work was being performed on the sewer main that the 101 Chatham Court service lines connects to prior to the backup occurring on March 4.  He explained that the utility staff attempted to inspect the sewer service by TV camera last week but was unable to do so due to the configuration of the service line cleanout.  The utility staff was able to rod the sewer service line and found no blockages in the line.  Staff was also unable to find a sewer backflow valve on this particular service and staff familiar with this part of the Garner sewer collection system indicated they did not believe the service had a sewer backflow valve and there was not one installed by the Town of Garner.  The utility staff then met with Ms. McCollum and asked her to point out where she thought the sewer backflow preventor had been installed.  She pointed out the sewer service line clean out that may have been installed by the Town of Garner.  The Town of Garner had installed a water sewer backflow preventor for this residence prior to the system merger with Raleigh.  According to work order records, no sewer maintenance work was performed on Chatham Court on March 4.  Maintenance staff did perform work at Buckingham Road and Timber Drive which is near Chatham Court but the work done at this location could not have affected the sewer main on Chatham Court and caused the backup.  Mr. Crisp pointed out the sewer lines in the area and which lines affected this address and those that did not.  He noted he was not at the public hearing when this issue was raised but they were asked to perform these tasks.  He added that when staff responded to a telephone call regarding a sewer backup at Buckingham and Timber, they found a grease build up blockage in the main and removed it the same day.  Mr. Hunt questioned the normal procedure for installing a backflow valve with Mr. Crisp explaining that not many residents have these particular units.  They are recommended when sewer is in the street and the house is on the downhill side of the sewer.  The recommendation is made to the property owner to contact a plumber to have the work done.  Mr. Kirkman questioned whether the grade was checked for sufficient fall in the lines.  Mr. Crisp indicated that was not a request by the Council and that work has not been done.  Grease is the number one cause of blockages in the City of Raleigh.  When a downhill situation is identified, they do make a recommendation to the property owner to have the device installed.
Bill Miller, representative of the homeowner indicated he appreciates the report that Mr. Crisp has made.  He added he was appalled at the lack of information he has been able to get.  When they went to the Garner Town Clerk, she had indicated her willingness to help them acquire information but then indicated to them that she had been stonewalled in getting any information and his experience has been the same.  GAB Robbins refused to give them a report when it was requested.  When they realize it was public information the report was forthcoming, however, it has been four months now and they have found no evidence of a blockage.  The report that has been given is questionable.  He has the crews’ work report for the utilities department that indicates they spent two hours in this area checking for raising manholes and removing debris from fallen trees.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out that raising manholes is typically used to stop overtopping and influx of flooding from a nearby creek.  Mr. Crisp pointed out that the manholes in this location are in the street and they are not raised.  Mr. Miller indicated that a lower level house will receive overflow before the manhole or when the manhole is higher than the house.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out it is very rare to have overflow in a manhole.  Mr. Miller indicated that he was appalled at the lack of information from the claim.  What he has heard today is not the complete story.  He has a work report about work being done in Chatham Court that day so the report that was made that no work was done is wrong.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out that this issue is also being looked at in the City Attorney’s Office.  Mr. Miller indicated he was also told that staff was out in the area investigating a blockage in the area and one of Ms. McCollum’s neighbors told him there was a large truck with a spool on the back and a line running into the nearby manhole.  They are very frustrated at this point because no one will tell her what happened.  They live in Garner, they help elect their Council and they pay their taxes.  Mr. Crisp indicated that he went to the superintendent to specifically ask for reports on work done in the area.  Wood Creek is in the Heather Ridge Subdivision and the sewer collection flows south from there and does not impact the sewer lines in Chatham Court.  This information has not been provided to him.  Manholes that are in streets are not raised but he will certainly be glad to follow up on the work orders that have been presented by Mr. Miller.  Mr. Miller pointed out the information that has been given is simply not accurate, complete or forthcoming.  Ms. McCollum has to live out of a suitcase and they are getting to the point where she may lose her house if the insurance does not come through.  Mr. Hunt pointed out that normally insurance companies will handle this type of event.

Elizabeth McCollum, property owner of 101 Chatham Street indicated she had contacted her insurance company and they have indicated there is a clause in the policy excluding sewer backup damage if she cannot get evidence that the City was negligent she may lose her home.  Mr. Miller pointed out that the overflow happened between 6:00 p.m. and 9:30 p.m. just after Ms. McCollum had left her home.  Mr. Kirkman indicated if there was a grease blockage it would make sense as it happened during mealtime and if somebody dumped grease into the system, it could have been the last cup that was needed to cause the blockage.  Ms. McCollum indicated that when a phone call was made regarding a blockage in the street Garner responded to the call in a short period of time.  Mr. Botvinick, responding to questions from the Committee, indicated Mr. Hunt Choi from the City Attorney’s Office is looking into this matter.  Mr. Crisp pointed out that he was asked to provide the Committee with information on two issues and he has done that.  He spoke to the process that involves the insurance office and the responsibility of the City in these matters.  Mr. Miller pointed out they have filed an appeal on the first denial some time ago. This has been an incomplete report and is unfair to the citizens of Garner.
Mr. Kirkman indicated he would like to continue to hold this item in committee pending the reports that have been asked for.  He has had complaints in the past regarding how the insurance adjusters deal with the public.  He also feels there needs to be a clear way for the Town of Garner to get in touch with the City of Raleigh when there is a problem.   Mr. Crisp indicated that all of the city’s contact numbers are on the water bills and on all information that is sent out.  They have also provided the Garner Town Office phone number, normal business office hours for the City of Raleigh as well as after hours and emergency numbers.
Mr. Hunt questioned when the evaluation of the appeal would be finished with Mr. Botvinick indicating that his office is currently working on it.
Item #01-70 Hedingham/Rogers Farm – Erosion Control.  Engineer Director Dawson explained this item was referred to the Public Works Committee from the May 6, 2003 City Council meeting.  The item was discussed at a meeting held on May 14 and held a special meeting and site visit on June 5.  Mr. Dawson explained that a letter has been received from the developer addressing the drainage and erosion issue.

Danny Bowden, Stormwater Engineer indicated he has seen the letter and the Edgewater Engineers have indicated that the discharge that will currently come from the site is less than that from a Residential-4 site.  They are in compliance with all requirements of the code.  Mr. Bowden indicated that it is likely there will be some further erosion upstream as the development continues but are not expecting abnormal amounts.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out there is already erosion taking place on the two sides and he does not see any change going to occur when the new development is up to speed and the lots have been developed.  Even a 2% increase will have a significant impact.  Mr. Bowden indicated that he does not believe it will get severe.  He pointed out there may be some spots of erosion while the creek adjusts to the new development but they do not expect it to be extreme.  Mr. Kirkman indicated that they will still have a lot of silt; its just a short hike to the Neuse River.

Mr. Hunt questioned how has the ordinance changed since this development was approved and if it were to be considered today.  Mr. Bowden pointed out the original approval was not subject to Neuse River rules.  Today they would be required to control nitrogen discharge as well as other nutrients.  He indicated they have provided a buffer that would not normally have been required.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out that Mr. Sutton has responded to a number of the concerns from the Hedingham residents.  He feels it would be better to have several discharge points as oppose to a single discharge point but understands that was by request of Hedingham.  Mr. Bowden pointed out that a two-year storm rainfall will be the equivalent of approximately 2 ½ inches of rain over a 24-hour period.

Mr. Michael Strickland, Counsel for the Rogers Farm Development, indicated this issue has been going on for a long time.  Some time back they had requested some information that they never received.  They have met with representatives of John R. McAdams Company and the Planning Department and thought the concerns had been taken care of.  Apparently, they were not because the issue has come back up again.  He pointed out that all of their development at this point is in compliance and has been in compliance since it started.  No one has been able to confirm that there will be severe erosion from the site.  In the last few weeks, there have been no problems with the erosion even though there has been a considerable amount of rainfall.  Once the development is completed, there will be some additional runoff but they will also have grass and trees in place to help control erosion.  They are building two ponds to comply with the nitrogen restrictions and feel that it is unfair for the development to loose three lots that are already sold and to say that if they had complied with the current rules things would be different, that may be true, but if Hedingham had complied as well they would have a far different situation.  Mr. Kirkman indicated that he sees a problem in the future arising from this situation and feels it is far less expensive to fix the problem now then wait until the problem occurs.  Mr. Strickland indicated that he believes they have done more than what has been required of them within reason; to modify their plan to this point is unreasonable.  Their engineers do not believe there will be a significant erosion problem.  Mr. Hunt noted that it is unfortunate that current rules were not in place back then.  They have tried to head this situation off at the path but it is unfortunate at this time they cannot do anything about it.  Mr. Kirkman indicated they may not be able to require it but they can give folks some guidance.  He asked if staff could put together an information packet to give to the Hedingham people on what they can do on their own.  Mr. Bowden indicated they would be happy to do that and if a meeting with the homeowners is necessary they will be happy to do that as well.
Mr. Brent Wood, Attorney for Hedingham, indicated he certainly appreciates the Committee continuing to look at this situation.  However, his recollection of the events are somewhat different. He would describe communications with Edgewater as stonewalling.  They do have some concerns remaining that there will be a problem in the future regarding erosion.  They would love to be able to identify an ordinance that they failed to comply with but they cannot.  But they would like to be able to continue to look to see what the City can do in the future to avoid further situations.  They have contacted property owners along the creek and they have agreed to let the area remain in a natural state.  He would request that this item be left in committee to continue to monitor the situation should another issue arise.  He would agree with the proposals that were made at the last meeting and would like to see them implemented.  Mr. Kirkman questioned whether the staff feels they have the best case scenario at this point with Mr. Bowden indicating that the maximum at this time they can do is to continue to assess for spots of severe erosion and to slow the water down, possibly with some bioengineering efforts.  Should this occur they can certainly look at State funding for the restoration if it gets too bad.  Mr. Hunt pointed out the three lots that could be used as a retention area are under contract.  The Committee was considering looking at shared cost with Edgewater for retention efforts but it simply does not seem to be in the cards now, but perhaps they can get Mr. Bowden to do a bioengineering study at this point.  Mr. Isley indicated he was okay with that request of staff but is torn over the equity situation but Edgewater is in compliance with the Code.  The City may not be the appropriate vehicle to get involved at this point.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out that March 1 next year the stormwater utility will be in progress and they will make available credits to the developers which will reduce the utility fee and help to prevent major expenditures by the public.  Mr. Hunt indicated that he was okay with leaving this item in committee and monitoring the situation.
Item #01-57 – Simmons Branch Stormwater Study.  The Simmons Branch Stormwater Study was presented to the City Council on December 18, 2002.  There were comments from representatives of the Avent West Neighborhood Association regarding funding in the 2003-2004 Budget to help the stormwater problems relating to Simmons Branch.  These items were referred to the Public Works Committee for discussion.  Mr. Dawson explained that representatives of Dewberry & Davis Consultants are present to make a presentation regarding the results of the study.
Mr. Bowden explained the study is recommending upgrades for flood control and a number of these upgrades are included in the CIP.  Also, the Avent West Neighborhood Association contributed to the study and as a result feels that this is one of the most successful studies because of the neighborhood involvement.  He pointed out the discussions were not always easy but were very productive.  He added that the City is currently getting started on White Oak Lake restoration.  He noted that Mr. Ken Carper with Dewberry & Davis is present to present the results of the study and respond to questions.

Mr. Carper presented the results and recommendations of the Simmons Branch drainage study.  He pointed out that Simmons Branch Drainage Study includes White Oak Lake and it has a history of residential flooding as well as flooding on Ravenwood, Pineview and Swift Drives.  He indicated that the development of this study included a number of public meetings as well as meetings with representatives from the Avent West Neighborhood Association.  The study included goals to access the existing flooding conditions; to derive three alternatives for flood mitigation during a 10-year, 24-hour design storm and to access the flood attenuation capabilities of White Oak Lake.  Mr. Carper outlined the existing conditions of the White Oak Lake Spillway and erosion problems along Simmons Branch and flow obstructions.  He explained that 23 houses are subject to flooding during a 10-year storm with six roadway culverts overtopping and 34 houses and 2 apartment buildings are located in the 100-year flood plain.  Mr. Carper briefly outlined the three proposed alternatives to address flood control and the resulting benefits for upgrading the lake.  Recommendations of the study included an upgrade to the White Oak Lake Dam to provide additional flood control and water quality benefits; to improve culverts and stabilize/restore the channel to the maximum extent possible, to require rezone properties in the watershed to have a  more stringent pre and post development peak discharge requirement and not to increase the capacity of the culvert under I-440.  He added there was a 2001 Walnut Creek Study and a safety inspection of the White Oak Dam was done at that time.  There is a flood control issue and there is a small amount of sepage from underneath the spillway and this is not good.  The current classification of the dam is a medium hazard, and being near the I-440 culvert helps alleviate some of the impacts should the dam breach.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out that the two top priority lakes in the area are the North Shore Lake and the White Oak Lake.  The North Shore Lake was discussed at the last Public Works Committee meeting.  Mr. Dawson indicated that in comparison with the two lakes there are more houses that would flood downstream with this lake than the North Shore Lake.  Mr. Isley questioned whether staff could get a FEMA map and any remediation with Mr. Bowden indicating FEMA typically looks at getting involved based on criteria of a repetitive loss standpoint from the program and they do not recognize any losses from the White Oak Lake.  Members of the Committee and staff briefly discussed the three alternatives and the costs involved for each alternative.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out that the Plaza West Shopping Center which is nearby this site contains a major block of impervious surface and they will get a healthy bill once the stormwater utility is implemented.  There is also an industrial area around the Burke Brothers Hardware store but understands the nearby concrete company has already made some improvements to their site.
Ms. Francine Durso, 928 Ravenwood Drive and representative of the Avent West Neighborhood Association, pointed out they have had a number of meetings and she wished to thank the City for the completion of the study and Mr. Carper for the conclusions of this study.  Under Model II there are no homes in the two-year flood, only one home in the ten-year flood and 16 in the 100-year flood.  They do appreciate the City providing the money for the design work in this year’s CIP and the money that has been designated in the future years as well.  They are also involved in the stakeholders meetings and have been discussing how to deal with built out areas and associated expenses and how they should take advantage of the existing lake.  There are also water quality benefits that result in an 85% reduction of solid nutrients and 1,800 pounds of nitrogen removed.  Much of the significant work can be done at the $6 million cost.  Also, there are a lot of other flooding and erosion problems in the watershed; the study only address homes.  She would very much like for the City to go back and look at the permitting process that resulted in a situation similar to the Hedingham issue that was heard earlier and to look at stormwater management requirements.  They have found that this is a much better study and a more definitive study that has been done in the past.
Mr. Kirkman pointed out that Ms. Durso lives on the upper end of Simmons Branch and had they been looking for ways and at what might be done in the future to improve water quality and quantity of what is coming off the shopping center.  Ms. Durso pointed out the study did look at some areas upstream as well as bioengineering efforts and other control methods.  Mr. Kirkman spoke to the dredging of the lake and the resulting solids and feels that nobody would want this material in their yards as it is pretty worthless.  Mr. Bowden added that they are now hauling off the solids from the lake.  There is a portion in the City’s policy regarding dredging but generally they have to haul it off.  Mr. Kirkman added that he would like to keep this in mind around the area upstream of Ravenwood Drive but feels they are limited by what people can do on their own and questioned whether there was anything in the budget to assist in that effort.  Mr. Bowden indicated there may be some stabilization funding further out.  Mr. Carper pointed out they are also looking at watershed level flooding conditions.

Mr. Thomas Crowder, 1409 Ashburton Drive, indicated he would like to extend a thank you to staff, Francine and the Neighborhood Task Force and his sympathy to the consultants.  The empirical data that has been provided is an average and the Committee may want to consider accumulating impervious surface data that is specific to Raleigh.  Mr. Crowder also mentioned the Triangle RC and the issue of dumping trash and cleaning concrete trucks.  He added that he has received some e-mails from Mr. Strickland about the church fill and gravel of the rear area and the resulting runoff.  The church performed grading and removed trees with no permit and he would like to see some enforcement action in regard to that and for them to come back through the proper channels.  Mr. Crowder also added that he would like to amend the last recommendation from the Dewberry Davis Study to replace the words “any new development” rather than require “rezoned properties.”  This would allow staff to review all development coming through for impervious surface areas and to accumulate those figures as the proposals come in.  Mr. Botvinick added the Planning Commission has the authority to deny any site plan if it results in negative downstream impact.  There was brief discussion on whether the Committee wanted to recommend that all subdivisions and site plans come before the Planning Commission and the City Council as the workload would increase tremendously.  Mr. Crowder indicated he is simply trying to be proactive and would like to undertake this as policy as opposed to having everything come before the Planning Commission and the City Council.  Mr. Kirkman indicated he certainly wants a positive incentive in regard to this issue and they need prime consideration to all.

Mr. Ted Shear, 928 Ravenwood, explained that the White Oak Lake was originally owned by Stevens Development Company.  In 1988 they developed an existing park area that was a designated recreation area with more homes.  The City considered buying the property at that time, but could not come to a fair price.  As a result of the development of the park area the neighbors sued and the courts found in their favor.  During all of this the owner tried to drain the lake, but was stopped and a portion of the lake property was sold to the Department of Transportation for the development of the beltline and it nips the edge of the dam.  Mr. Shear pointed out this area on the map.  The Department of Transportation built a new spillway in the northern corner of the property and it fell apart almost immediately after construction.  The neighborhood does not feel they have total responsibility for the spillway when you consider these other issues.  They have had discussions with the Department of Transportation about proposed widening of the beltline of one lane in each direction, but these discussions took place some time ago and now they feel they will probably have two lanes built on each side.  The Department of Transportation will have to take more land to accomplish this.  They feel it is an opportunity for the City to work with the Department of Transportation to recover some of the cost of the reconstruction of the spillway.  He offered to assist in arranging meetings and to get Nina Schlozberg involved in these proceedings.

Mr. Isley indicated he is very concerned about the poor construction of the dam and the downstream impacts should the dam be breached.  Mr. Shear indicated that without the location of the beltline the dam and spillway would be classified as a high hazard dam.  As a homeowner they are certainly not trying to shirk their responsibility, but people upstream have also been dumping sediment into Simmons Branch and the Department of Transportations poor construction of the dam and spillway makes the neighbors wonder why they have to shoulder all of the responsibility.  The property tax bill on the lake is only about $200 per year because it can never be built on.  Access is not a problem and future development is not a problem.  In regard to FEMA buyouts because of the flooding he certainly does not want to loose any of his neighbors, but it may be something that has to be looked into.  There have been three studies done on the area and all have confirmed the same problem.  There are also some legal problems with the lake, but does not feel those problems will impair the use of the lake for stormwater retention.  Mr. Isley pointed out that the Department of Transportation plans are some good information they did not have, but this also may create a delay in any plans for the lake and these efforts need to be coordinated.  Mr. Kirkman indicated he has some discussions with the Department of Transportation about the removal of the dam.  If it is done right it should not affect the dam and should not affect the culverts, but he’s not sure these improvements are in the State’s CIP.  Mr. Shear pointed out as homeowners they may have some leverage.  They currently have 350 easements that must be dealt with and they still have an easement for the beltline and perhaps can use this situation to get come cooperation from the State, but in any case it will be complicated.  Mr. Dawson pointed out that the City owns Beamon Lake and there will be public access and this issue will have to be dealt with on a private lake.  Mr. Shear pointed out that there is a small City park on land that is designated for something else, but is no longer used and basically has been abandoned.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out there has been some conversation about the lake preservation policy for White Oak Lake.  This is a key structure for this part of the City.  Mr. Shear indicated it may be an opportunity to have some other partners share in the cost.  Mr. Kirkman noted they also have the Athens Woods development and hope to have some remedial action there.  There is a need to find ways to attenuate that situation.  In regards to the upstream portion of Ravenwood, there is a need to come up with a fairly accurate map of impervious surface in the area.  Mr. Bowden pointed out they are currently having the City reflown and impervious surfaces will be identified at that time.  Mr. Kirkman indicated it would be appropriate to have it flown in the winter so you don’t have the leaves and foliage to obstruct the view.  Mr. Bowden indicated it will be flown during winter; they are doing preliminary work at this time.  Mr. Bowden added that in Phase II of the CIP the Simmons Branch Stream Restoration is planned.  Mr. Kirkman questioned whether there was a timetable involved with Mr. Bowden indicating they will begin billing in March.  Mr. Kirkman noted that since this is a top priority can it be put on top of the list with Mr. Bowden indicating that they could.

Elizabeth Byrd, 1326 Pineview, pointed out that many people have learned a hard lesson about flood insurance.  Her home was flooded one time in the 30 years before they purchased it.  The home flooded again with Hurricane Fran and was 4 feet underwater.  Since Hurricane Fran they have been flooded four times.  She does support looking at Mr. Crowder’s comments about any development in the area.  They have one now that is causing significant problems.  As for her home they have put in a huge amount of money and the house is probably not marketable.  She questioned who set the standards for the 2, 10 and 25 year storm rates as it seems they are getting 2 year storms quite often.

Mr. Kirkman indicated that due to the information that has been requested he feels it may be appropriate to continue to hold this item in Committee.  Mr. Bowden pointed out they will be getting a consultant for the White Oak Lake design and will be working in the next year on that process.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out in these critical watershed areas Mr. Crowder’s suggestion about putting them in a special category for any development for review is a good one.  Mr. Hunt pointed out it is an issue of awareness and emphasis.  Mr. Kirkman indicated it is an effort to prevent these situations before they happen.  Mr. Dawson pointed out at this time staff is not in a position to be more strict than what is in the ordinance.  The City Council certainly can be, but at this time staff cannot require more than what is in the Code.  Mr. Hunt requested a report from staff as to what they will be looking at and they may be able to add some teeth in the review process.  Mr. Dawson pointed out the developer has to meet or be below predevelopment stormwater rates.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out this is a built out area and how many new development plans could they really be talking about.  Mr. Crowder pointed out that staff can certainly have a policy and encourage someone to undertake stormwater measures.  When it gets to the Planning Commission staff can simply add some language about it being a sensitive level and it can be implemented it does not need to be a requirement, but more of an emphasis.  Mr. Bowden pointed out that the stakeholders group has also spoken to proactive and preventive measures as well as requiring impact studies.

Mr. Kirkman pointed out this item will continue to be held in Committee pending receipt of the information.

Adjournment:  There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at approximately 10:20 a.m.

Respectfully submitted:

Donna Hester

Deputy City Clerk
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