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PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

The Public Works Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, September 24, 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





Stormwater Engineer Bowden
Mr. Kirkman called the meeting to order.
Item #01-84 – Little Brier Creek – Stormwater Management Study.  Stormwater Engineer Bowden explained that the Little Brier Creek Stormwater Study is the 15th or 16th of the 25 basin studies within the city.  It is not a highly growing area of the City.  The recommendations as a result of the Study are contained in the executive summary and are as follows.
· Very little existing development is located within the floodplain boundaries identified in the study.  In order to prevent future flooding problems it is recommended that future development be kept out of the future conditions 100 year floodplain.
· Stream crossings that overtop during the 25 year frequency event were identified and road in structure improvement to prevent this overtopping were identified.

· As development in the watershed progresses, a comprehensive erosion and sediment control program during construction should be maintained and the areas identified as having severe erosion potential should be inspected regularly to identify problem areas and,

· Two regional pond sites were identified to address water quality in the watershed.  The regional ponds alone did not provide enough stormwater quantity and quality benefits to meet the requirements of Neuse River rules.  However these ponds in combination with on-site stormwater management facilities and the provisions for stream buffers found in the Neuse River rules should provide adequate stormwater quantity and quality control for new development to meet the Neuse requirements.

Mr. Bowden explained that typically the upgrades are located at NCDOT roads and wetponds.  The study has been ongoing for a while and a portion is included the overall Crabtree study.  Mr. Bowden distributed a handout highlighting points of the study.

Mr. Kirkman questioned whether there was any funding available besides City of Raleigh with Mr. Bowden explaining there was not.  Mr. Bowden pointed out that Mr. Ken Trexler with AMEC is present for a brief presentation of the findings.

Mr. Ken Trexler, representative of AMEC explained that the Little Brier Creek Watershed is located in the northwestern section of the City of Raleigh and Wake County.  It is an area of 8.5 square miles and drains into the lake by the airport.  The study encompassed existing and developed conditions as well as floodplain information and used that information assuming the watershed is built out.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out there seems to be very little encroachment into the floodplain.  Mr. Trexler explained that is correct.  The City of Raleigh does a very good job of keeping development out of the floodplain and if their current requirements are adhered to in the future, there should be very little problem.  Mr. Kirkman indicated that even though that may be true, West Raleigh has had two 15-year storm events in the last year so these things do happen.  Mr. Trexler indicated that a portion of the study is looking at stream stabilization.  Mr. Hunt questioned if this plan were to be adopted, would they be able to avoid erosion problems along the stream channel.  Mr. Trexler explained that as long as the City of Raleigh maintains their current erosion policy, that would be possible to a degree.  They would continue to encourage the City of Raleigh to work with the developers as the area builds out and put in natural stream stabilization.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out that the City’s current standard is a two-year storm and is a minimum requirement and there are some that would like to see the standard set at a minimum of a 10-year storm.  Mr. Trexler explained the two-year storm requirements actually have more benefits for stream channel stabilization.  One to two-year events are what drive erosion.  A 10-year standard, if applied, would be good for the maintenance of flooding but maintaining 2-year storm requirements is very important for this type of channel.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out that the Brier Creek Golf Course went beyond the minimum standards in their development.  They have gone above and beyond and set standards for golf courses everywhere, however residential in the area has not been quite as sensitive.  Mr. Trexler continued the presentation pointing out they have also looked at road crossings.  A substantial amount of improvements are recommended within the study and the City of Raleigh would need to work with NCDOT when they look at making improvements.  He indicated almost all of the roads that have been included in the recommendation are NCDOT roads with the exception of one which is a private road.  The last component of the study is water quality.  The study is showing a substantial increase in pollutant loading as development takes place.  The recommendations include two facilities on the north side of U.S. 70 that would do a good job for water quality and provide an opportunity to do cost sharing.  They will not remove all pollutants but it certainly will help to alleviate the problem.  They are located on private land and will have to go through the permit process but they are two very good locations within the basin for this type of facility.
Mr. Kirkman, referring to Table 4.2 within the study, noted that all of the vegetation that is listed is grass.  Mr. Trexler explained that this outline basically targets erosion control for a vegetative channel.  If Mr. Kirkman would refer to Table 4.1 it outlines soils and channels.  Mr. Kirkman indicated he was surprised to see that it is just grasses that are listed.  In his experience and work they have gone far beyond using simply grassy channels.  Mr. Trexler explained the information they used came from the table of the Erosion Control Manual and is simply used to access the erosion control.  Mr. Kirkman questioned what would happen if they had trees, shrubs and a ground layer with Mr. Trexler indicating they were looking at channel beds.  If there is a good standing of shrubs and trees in the area, what they look at is the change in water velocity relative to ground cover.  If the channel is stable they would look at how much the velocity may change.
Mr. Hunt asked if Mr. Trexler would explain an in channel retention basin.  Mr. Trexler explained that an in channel retention basis is basically a settling component that is built within the stream itself.  Water will pond up and store 7 to 8 feet deep extended detention provides more water quality and water will pond up and slowly release over two to three days.  Heavy rains will release more quickly but the slower events will allow sediment to settle.  Mr. Hunt questioned how they would accommodate these facilities on private property.  Mr. Trexler indicated it would be important to coordinate with the developer as development plans come in and once again would encourage the City to work with the developers.  Water quality factors can be an aesthetic part of a development rather than a facility they try to hide.  Mr. Bowden added that the facility #2 is located to the Ruby Jones tract and the City has an agreement with Johnny Edwards to retain this area so it may be developed for a retention facility.  Mr. Kirkman questioned whether it would be acquired through easement or fee simple with Mr. Bowden explaining he felt it would be fee-simple but the details have not been worked out quite yet.  Mr. Dawson added that Beamon Lake is a good example of an in stream retention facility.  He added that if a facility remains on private property it will be eligible for credits under the stormwater utility.  Mr. Kirkman indicated he has looked at this study thoroughly and there will have to be some money to do what is recommended.  His question is prioritizing the improvements and preventions.  Any comments to the City Council should include a focus on protection of the floodplains because at this time they are unfettered.
Mr. Isley indicated he has concerns about the Council rubber stamping a $5 million culvert improvement project.  Mr. Kirkman indicated that there is an implication to the cost and if the City can get any outside help, and not just from developers, existing funds will not come close to covering what is recommended.  He questioned can they realistically expect NCDOT to fund their projects or will the projects end up in one of the City’s bonds in the future.  Mr. Bowden explained the process when improvements are identified to NCDOT roadways and properties indicating that a copy of these recommendations will be sent to NCDOT and they would typically leave the improvements to DOT.  Improvements that are recommended on DOT roads in the past have typically been funded by DOT. The water quality basins will be included in the Crabtree study and will more than likely be funded as part of that study.  Mr. Kirkman indicated that he is willing to report this item out and accept the recommendations with emphasis on the 100-year floodplain protection and that staff needs to be sure that DOT is a partner as roads are upgraded and will turn to them to be the primary funder and would so move.

His motion was seconded by Mr. Hunt.

Mr. Dawson pointed out that the Committee should remember that if the City of Raleigh was to move forward with these projects, the individual improvements will come back to the Council as part of the Capital Improvements Program.  This does not set up the money situation just prioritizes the improvements.
A vote was taken on the motion as stated that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.

Item #01-9 TTA – Rail System – Station Location Resolution.
Item #01-54 Triangle Transit Authority – Review.  At the December 3, 2003, Mr. Shanahan presented a proposed resolution to modify the Council’s position regarding the location of the Triangle Transit Authority’s system stations.  The proposed resolution was held for consideration at the January 2, 2002 City Council meeting and was set as a special item on the January 15, 2002 City Council Agenda.   On the January 15, 2002 City Council meeting the item was referred to the Public Works Committee for discussion.  The Public Works Committee discussed this item on January 23, 2002 and January 30, 2002 and made a report to the City Council at the February 5, 2002 Council meeting.  The Committee continued to hold the item in Committee to allow additional time for the Triangle Transit Authority to prepare comments that address specific points within the resolution and report those comments to the Committee.  In addition, at the November 6, 2002 City Council meeting, the Council requested that the Triangle Transit Authority make a report on the TTA’s current activities.  At the November 19, 2002 City Council meeting the Triangle Transit Authority made a report and following discussion the item was referred to the Public Works Committee.

Ms. Juanita Shearer Swink and Mr. Don Cornell, both representatives of the Triangle Transit Authority were present for a brief overview.  Mr. Cornell explained that at the end of last year the Triangle Transit Authority completed the final environmental impact study and received FTA approval to enter the final design which should take place the end of February, 2004.  The Authority has amassed two groups of consultants, both engineers and architects.  Ms. Swink is managing the architectural component of the plan.  Their attempt is to hire both nationally recognized architects and local architects to oversee the design and construction and they have been very successful in this strategy.  They will be able to utilize expertise from both national and local architects to complete the design.  They are currently in the final design phase and the 60% mark submittal should occur the first of the year.  Another element of the project is funding and the question is who is going to pay for it.  Mr. Cornell indicated he has a recommended draft financial plan and although they are not at liberty to distribute the plan yet, the plan does include both State and Federal funding methods.  The State has set aside $162 million for TTA, CATS and a potential project in the Greensborough/Winston-Salem area.  They are currently working with the State on how to access those funds.  The federal funding grant will be 50% of the overall project, State funding is set at 25% and local funding is set at 25% and will come from the rental car tax.  The Federal Grant Agreement will be entered into after the next calendar year.  They are in the “new starts” process and are required to submit an array of information to the FTA.  The FTA will be grading the information and comparing it to other transit projects around the United States.  They feel very confident they will get the recommended rating and once that is received, the next step is to ensure that the project is mentioned in the President’s budget.  Once that takes place, they will start the full funding process.  Hopefully, if they can move through this process quickly, they will receive the federal full funding grant and will begin to proceed with the construction of the projects mentioned in the plan.  They feel very confident about federal funding and although the funding is not in place now, Congressman David Price has been good to them and has appropriated some funding for them and is working on securing additional funds.
Mr. Hunt questioned how the figures add up.  If the State has designated $162 million for funding the three projects, 25% of the overall $750 million price tag comes to about $187,500 million and that figure is greater than the allocation from the entire state.  He questioned how these numbers add up when 25% of the TTA project is greater than the entire State allocation.  Mr. Cornell explained that the State has appropriated $199.3 million to TTA over a 25 year period and those are inflated numbers.  There is $162 million in the bank today.  Over the 25 year period there will be sufficient funds to fund the project; $162 million is fully funded revenue.

Mr. Kirkman pointed out there are a lot of backroom rumors about Charlotte pushing ahead of us with Mr. Cornell indicating that Charlotte has a very robust revenue stream at about $55 million per year where ours comes in at about $7 million per year.  Mr. Cornell indicated he is not a financial expert but he has been told by the State that is the money that is needed to fund TTA and CATS.  They are going through the process today with the State on monthly cash flow issues.  The State has given direction to staff to not amass a huge funding pot but to keep the cash moving through.

Mr. Isley questioned whether there was any money actually in the bank from the State with Mr. Cornell explaining that the Federal Grant Funding Process will not deliver funds for another year.  There are a couple of things that need to be moved on quickly that are within the plan and they have approached the State and asked them to advance funds in the amount of $71 million early.  The FTY would overmatch and TTA will match $50 million so the projects can move forward.  The State has said they will move forward on this proposal.  Mr. Isley questioned when Ms. Swink was on the Department of Transportation Board with Ms. Swink indicating she was on the Board during the early terms of Governor Hunt.  Mr. Isley indicated that she is familiar with the Highway Trust Fund.  Ms. Swink indicated that she was and gave a brief description of the trust.  Mr. Isley indicated that is part of the problem.  They had a highway trust fund that has been raided for numerous other projects and purposes.  Appropriations is a great word but until the money is in a bank account they cannot count on it.  What they are proposing is a great concept but he is very skeptical as to the State living up to their end of the deal.  He has been very discouraged to hear that the money has been appropriated only and that it is not in the bank.  With what’s happened recently to the eastern part of the State no money is safe.  They cannot meet the FEMA match because there are no reserves and he doesn’t feel that we can realistically rely on getting the money from the State.  Mr. Cornell explained that the financial plan includes some of the risks and the experts have considered the State and Federal component.  The State’s full funding grant is an actual document they will be able to take to the bank.  Also, the exercise to advance the funds is another encouragement.  Ms. Swink added that the projects are cash flow projects and some of the process being undertaken.  It is likely they will have a high probability of being successful.
Lyndo Tippett is a Certified Public Accountant and it is very unlikely to sign a document that he can’t live up to.  They look at it as real and as a firm commitment.  Mr. Isley pointed out that his skepticism is with the Executive Branch determining where exactly the money is going to go.  He feels Mr. Tippett’s intentions may be very sincere.  Mr. Kirkman indicated he does share Mr. Isley’s concerns but if they stop everything depending on the State withholding funding the State will go backwards very quickly.  Mr. Isley pointed out that if there is another disaster and the State cannot find the 25%, they will turn to the taxpayers and the city and county.  The cities and counties will be stuck with a tab they didn’t ask for.  Ms. Swink indicated that when the City Council earlier passed the resolution of support for mitigation and the amendment, it did not commit the City of Raleigh to participate in the funding.  Any agency within the State can come to any municipality and ask for money but this is set up to be funded from State and Federal monies.  The money is not there yet and they are very cognizant of that but at this point it is not an option.  Mr. Hunt indicated he too is concerned over what would happen if the money stops.  Will they have to abandon some projects?  Mr. Cornell indicated they would not abandon any project, it would simply be delayed.  They currently have two pieces of this project, Phase I is a 28-mile piece and Phase 2 is a 7-mile piece.  If the Triangle Transit Authority learns the funds would not flow they would reprogram the project.  He believes the federal government would like it to be handled that way as well.  They would simply slow down the expenditure of funds and reprogram these projects.  They would not be abandoning any project.
Wib Gulley, when he was Mayor of Durham, indicated that he was very interested in getting this project going because once it is going, it will have a great amount of momentum and would have difficulty stopping.

Mr. Hunt indicated he would like to have a response on the advance from the State.  Mr. Cornell indicated they will have to take this to the Triangle Transit Authority Board and David King will go to the State Board in October or November with this request and they should know by January or February if the funds will be made available.  They will provide to the State a draw down schedule of the two projects and this sends a strong message to the FTA that North Carolina is unique and stands tall in their obligation.  Advancing the funds will also send a strong message to the members of Congress.

Mr. Hunt indicated he would be much more comfortable if the Committee would wait until a commitment is received from the State before they act on the resolution.  They can rely on money in the bank and would like to look at the financials and see how $162 million is going to grow and would make that in the form of a motion.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Isley.

Mr. Kirkman indicated that the resolution includes an abandonment of the North Raleigh Station and he feels that has been taken care of.  A 28-mile segment is an enormous first piece.  Ms. Swink indicated it certainly is an ambitious project but they need to be able to serve all three communities.  Mr. Kirkman indicated he feels that service to South East Raleigh is critical and there have been discussions with the railroad people about including several stops in the Amtrak loop as well as the Center of the Region Enterprise Plan and its proposals.  He indicated that many people are skeptical of doing that plan but he feels there will be additional lines that will make the whole system viable.

Mr. Charlie Bell indicated he feels the Committee is smart to be cautious about the operating deficit.

Mr. Kirkman indicated this item will continue to be held in Committee.  When the financial report from the TTA is available for review, the Committee will schedule a meeting again and would like to invite members of the General Assembly or State Government, the Governor or Lyndo Tippett.

Adjournment.  There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 9:05 a.m.

Donna Hester

Deputy City Clerk
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