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PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE
The City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, October 15, 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:
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Mr. Isley called the meeting to order.

Item #01-86 – 3729 Overlook Road – Sidewalk Fee-in-Lieu.  Mr. Dawson explained that Mr. Taylor Blakely appeared at the City Council meeting on October 8, 2003 to request a waiver of the code requirement for payment of one-half of a 5’ sidewalk section.  The fee-in-lieu is associated with a site plan submitted by Hamilton Landscapes located at 3729 Overlook Road.  Mr. Dawson indicated a report is included in the agenda packet and Paul Kallam from the Engineering Department is present to give additional information.

Mr. Kallam explained that Mr. Blakely had submitted plans on behalf of Hamilton Landscapes in April of 2003.  During the review process the Transportation Department required one-half of a 60-foot right-of-way be established along the northern boundary of the property for the road that is currently in place and that any driveway access to the street must conform to City driveway specifications.  A site plan was submitted showing dedication of one-half of a 60-foot right-of-way.  It was determined there was existing pavement and curb and gutter on this side of the road and the developer would be required to pay a fee-in-lieu for one-half of a 5’ sidewalk along this frontage because there was no sidewalk in the vicinity of the project.  The fee-in-lieu amount totaled $4,451.37 and was to be paid prior to issuance of any building permits.  Mr. Kallam added that Hamilton Landscapes has approximately 500’ of frontage.
Mr. Taylor Blakely, 700 Exposition Place, explained the road was actually part of an easement on this property and the property to the north.  They were required to dedicate 30-feet of right-of-way which they did and recorded.  Mr. Hamilton is building a 2,000-square foot building to contain his office and some small metal out-buildings for equipment.  He will have about $90,000 in the project and at this time $4,500 is a big chunk to pay for the installation of a sidewalk.  They are asking to be able to get their building permit and allow Mr. Hamilton to pay the fee-in-lieu over a period of two to three years.  Mr. Blakely indicated Mr. Hamilton dedicated 513 feet of right-of-way.
Mr. Dawson pointed out to the Committee that payment of a fee-in-lieu over a period of time is a City practice with churches and nonprofit organizations, but not with commercial ventures.  Mr. Botvinick added that a contract would have to be developed and noted that issues would have to be addressed such as if the business went bankrupt or out of business for some reason; how would the City recover their money?
Mr. Hunt questioned whether Mr. Hamilton would be permitted to submit a Letter of Credit.
Mr. Blakely indicated he feels that Mr. Hamilton would be entitled to some reimbursement of the dedication of right-of-way which could be applied to the fee-in-lieu.  Mr. Dawson indicated that reimbursement would only apply in a commercial area on a thoroughfare and this particular project is not a reimbursable project.  He added that had curb and gutter not been constructed that fee would have been required as well.

Mr. Hunt indicated he would not have a problem with a Letter of Credit being submitted with payment over three years and so moved.  Mr. Kirkman indicated he felt a Letter of Credit with a three year payment schedule would be acceptable to him as well.  Mr. Botvinick pointed out that Mr. Hamilton will have to enter into a contract with the City for a term of three years to pay the fee-in-lieu.  The Letter of Credit will be a guarantee that the City will get their money.  He pointed out that a Letter of Credit is typically good for only one year and will have to be renewed two times for a term of three years.  Mr. Kallam added that City policy typically requires a Letter of Credit to be one and one-half times the actual cost and questioned would that apply to this case as well?  Mr. Hunt indicated he would amend his motion to accept a Letter of Credit for one and one-half times the actual cost.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Kirkman and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.
Item #01-85 – Christian Faith Baptist Church – Stormwater.  Mr. Dawson explained this item was heard at the October 8, 2003 City Council meeting where Mr. William Piver requested a variance from stormwater regulations for Christian Faith Baptist Church.  The church is proposing to expand an existing paved parking area and is having difficulty meeting the City stormwater regulations.  The area of the lot is 0.535 acre which is .035 acre above the threshold of 0.5 acre that requires certain stormwater best management practices to be installed to control runoff.  A report from Mr. Piver indicates the church has looked at bio-retention and two alternatives types of pervious pavement in an effort to comply with the City’s regulation.  There is no storm drainage system in proximity to the lot that could receive piped stormwater from a bio-retention cell if constructed.  The cost of pervious pavements were found to be not feasible economically.  Mr. Dawson indicated a report is also included in the agenda packet from stormwater staff indicating a variance might be granted if the church can demonstrate there will be no adverse impact with respect to increased stormwater runoff and that water quality is not worsened as a result of development.  Mr. Dawson indicated that Ben Brown from the Stormwater Division is present for additional information.
Mr. Brown explained that in February of 2003, Christian Faith Baptist Church applied for a .25 acre expansion for an existing parking lot.  He explained the topography is difficult on the site and it literally sits on top of a hill.  They did inquire into an alternate means of compliance to the stormwater regulations and have looked at pervious paving options, but found it doubled the cost of the project and because of economics the church is asking for a waiver of the requirements.
Mr. Bill Piver, Piver Engineer, indicated they received quotes from a number of businesses on pervious surface schemes and found that these quotes ran about 2 ½ times the original cost of paving.  If this site were 1,550-square feet less they would have been exempt from the requirements all together.  They have looked at alternate means of compliance, but there is no way to drain the site to any nearby facilities.  Mr. Claude Trotter, who is representing the church, had photos of the site and handed those photos up for review.  He pointed out the house adjacent to the church will be moved and the remaining lot will be developed with the parking lot.

Mr. Kirkman questioned why there are no storm drains with Mr. Dawson explaining the site sits on the ridge and the nearest storm drain is about 300 feet away.  Mr. Hunt indicated that his information shows that if the applicants can show there is no detrimental affect from the runoff this would be permitted.  Mr. Piver added there is simply no way to do anything on the site.  He pointed out they have looked at structural sand which uses small fibers with an underground drain and sod on the top.  They felt that this was not adequate because there is no way to drain the site and the sod would swell with standing water.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out that Brookstone has turf stone pavers with Mr. Hunt indicating there may be a problem with the cost with those types of pavers.  Mr. Botvinick pointed out the applicant is simply wishing to expand on an existing parking lot.  Mr. Piver added there will be 11,500-square feet of asphalt and the house will be moved to another site.  There was discussion regarding exactly how much asphalt would be needed and it was determined it would be in the range of 10,000-square feet.  Mr. Dawson pointed out the problem lies with the size of the lot.  Mr. Isley questioned the possibility of a recombination.  Mr. Piver pointed out the lot was originally platted in the 1980’s and although they have done a new survey they cannot go back and replat the lot to make it any smaller.  Mr. Isley suggested donating part of the property with Mr. Trotter pointing out they did donate a portion of the property at the corner when the street was paved.  Mr. Dawson pointed out that if the lot were ½ acre or less it would not need to meet code requirements as it would be exempt.  Mr. Kirkman questioned whether there was a possibility of an alternative means of compliance with extra landscaping.  They could do some major amendments to the site so what is there would actually function better.
Mark Senior, Stormwater Engineer, pointed out the problem is once the water goes down into the soil they have no way to get it out.  Mr. Kirkman suggested the possibility of putting in a large swale to accommodate a 10-year storm.  Mr. Piver explained they did try a swale on the site, but the problem is it stays wet.  They can drain about four inches, but they would need a curb cut.
Mr. Botvinick pointed out the applicant always has the option of going to the Board of Adjustment for a variance to allow grass parking.  The ordinance would allow an increase of up to 10 percent.  Mr. Piver pointed out that currently it’s more than 18 percent.  Mr. Isley indicated he was sympathetic to their situation because there is no City drain nearby.  Perhaps there is a possibility of leaving one row of parking in grass.  He noted that although he is sympathetic to their situation he feels they are getting past what the code anticipates.  Mr. Kirkman indicated they will have to look at this type of thing when the stormwater utility ordinance is adopted.  Mr. Botvinick added that the petitioner would be allowed a 10 percent increase and the code would allow the use of compact parking spaces for overflow parking.  If they were to use compact spaces in this area it would give them more open land area and more pervious surface.  Mr. Piver indicated he doesn’t believe that the church would have a problem with adding extra landscaping.  The church is located in a prominent place and they want the parking lot to look very nice.  He indicated they are also looking at a possible buy down on the nitrogen runoff and would be open to suggested solutions in that respect.  Mr. Dawson questioned what percentage of the site is impervious with Mr. Piver indicating it is close to 80 percent.  There are some very large trees along the rear that they are leaving in place.  He added that this is a voluntary expansion and it is not required parking.  Mr. Kirkman indicated that the church could add additional landscaping and use compact spaces in the design of the additional parking which would help leave open land.  He questioned what happens in the drains that are nearby.  Mr. Trotter explained that the drains are quite far down from the church and there is quite a bit of water that goes to them; however, there has been no flooding in the streets and the existing drains are handling the runoff.  Mr. Piver indicated that the church has considered the buy down under the ordinance.  Mr. Piver indicated the church has considered the buy down under the ordinance.  He indicated they are currently required to reduce nitrogen runoff to 10 lbs. per acre and are allowed to pay a buy down fee to reduce the nitrogen amount to 3.6 lbs. per acre.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out that from the photo it doesn’t look like they have a high fertilizer landscaped situation.  Mr. Piver indicated they will have a nice landscaped plan and Taylor Blakely is currently working with the church to develop a design.  Mr. Hunt suggested splitting the additional parking into areas that use turf stone and to look at the inlet down the road to make sure they can handle the additional water.  Mr. Piver pointed out there is also an under-drain beneath the turf stone and the question is still what do they do with the water.
Mr. Botvinick suggested the church use compact parking spaces in the design which will leave additional open land.  They can put up a sign that says those spaces are compact parking spaces.  Mr. Piver indicated if they use compact spaces in the design it would certainly reduce the square footage of asphalt that would be needed.  Mr. Botvinick indicated they would need to verify the downstream effects, but it does meet the intent of the ordinance by building compact parking spaces.  Mr. Kirkman indicated this along with additional landscaping and by adding additional humus will expand pervious surface and make what is there perform better.

Mr. Piver indicated to recap what the Committee is suggesting would be as follows:  1) pay a buy-down fee to handle additional nitrogen; 2) reduce the amount of asphalt needed by using compact parking spaces; and, 3) adding additional landscaping.
A motion was made by Mr. Kirkman to approve this request with the three conditions as outlined.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Hunt and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.

Item #01-82 – Stormwater Utility Ordinance.  Mr. Dawson explained the City Council approved implementation of the stormwater utility ordinance as part of the budget process for this fiscal year.  In order to move this program forward states law requires that before establishing any stormwater utility program and before amending any rate for a utility program the City must conduct a public hearing and provide at least seven days prior notice of the hearing in a newspaper of general circulation.  The item appeared on the August 15, 2003 Council agenda to schedule a public hearing on the proposed ordinance.  Council referred the item to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.  Mr. Dawson indicated a copy of the proposed ordinance as well as a report prepared by Engineering is included in the agenda packet.  Mr. Dawson added that staff would like to be able to schedule the public hearing for the first meeting in November in order for the present Council to have an opportunity to act on the ordinance.  He indicated the ordinance has also been reviewed by all the stakeholders.
Danny Bowden, Stormwater Engineer, indicated the stakeholders and staff have reviewed the ordinance and have made specific revisions.  There is an issue of multifamily and commercial properties with individual meters and as a result they have come up with a form to be filled out and submitted.  The form is attached to the ordinance and it has been sent out to the stakeholders for review.  They have received two to three comments which will be incorporated prior to public hearing.  Mr. Bowden explained that Attorney Botvinick was the author of the ordinance and resolution and would give a brief presentation of the development of both.

Mr. Botvinick explained that the resolution actually sets out a schedule of rates and charges, tiers and credits for a stormwater utility.  The rate is actually set by the City Council during the budget process and has been set at $4 per month for each single-family unit or a portion of a single-family unit on the parcel.  The rates can be changed by Council amending the resolution.  He added that a single-family equivalent unit (SFEU) has been established at 2,260-square feet of impervious surface area.  The resolution also outlines single-family tiers that include impervious area at 1,000’ or less, 1,001 to 3,870-square feet and 3,871 or more square feet.  The resolution also outlines a $5 late fee that has been established.  Council established the Raleigh Stormwater Management Advisory Commission to look at the ordinance and make recommendations on priorities, and will make an annual report to the City Council.  The ordinance defines impervious surfaces and explains that all monies must be spent on stormwater.  Issues such as leaf collection are not included.  In other words, if it is part of MPDS it would be an expenditure.
Mr. Kirkman added that the group does not want to take everything out of this money so there will be money for Capital Improvements.  Also the stakeholders group unanimously wanted to hold the fee at $4 for a minimum of 5 years so there is some security.

Mr. Botvinick went on to explain that fee structure has been established and applies only to City residents.  It does not apply to those properties outside the city limits.

Mr. Kirkman expressed his concerns about moving land around so it will drain outside the city limits in an effort to avoid the utility.  Mr. Botvinick indicated that type of action would be very risky.  City limits change every time property is annexed.  The City has an ultimate boundary, but the limits are not there yet.  There is also a system of credits and more information regarding this system has been requested.  They are not ready to present the booklet yet, but any credits that are established will be retroactive.  The credit system also pertains to devices.  Currently stormwater regulations are part of the Engineering Department’s annual report and can be used to monitor the program.
Mr. Kirkman pointed out the original consultant recommended a percentage of 25 percent and currently the City is now recommending 50 percent.  Mr. Botvinick pointed out the percentages may be higher when they are finished, but it will not be 100 percent.  Mr. Bowden added that the last time this was presented they indicated they could go up to 70 percent in some cases.  He indicated the numbers are up to encourage good behavior on behalf of landowners.  Mr. Bowden indicated they have done some pilot projects (2 to 3) and the return on these projects takes about 5 to 7 years if they went above and beyond what is required.  Mr. Hunt indicated he feels if a landowner cannot get back some results in five years then they will lose their motivation to do this unless they simply want to be a good citizen.
Mr. Botvinick continued indicating that the rest of the Ordinance contains State Law material such as if a landowner does not pay the City has the ability to terminate their water and sewer and addresses such issues as partial payments, late payments and sets out an appeal process.

Mr. Botvinick indicated that staff’s recommendation at this time is for the Committee to report this item out and recommend that the ordinance be authorized for public hearing during the first meeting in October.
Brenda Measamer with Kenney Management indicated she was representing the Apartment Association.  She expressed her concerns over Section 6(b) regarding individual meters that states “…combined sewer and water service may be sent to the customer receiving such service.” And in the same paragraph “…the bill for stormwater management service charges may at the discretion of the City be sent to the property owner.”  She pointed out that this gives the apartment owner some concern as at some point in the future the City may desire not to send bills to individual occupants, but to send one bill to the property owner.
Mr. Botvinick indicated that Paragraph (d) addresses the situation noting that it will be a form to designate the occupants.  There will be a deadline for billing.  Mr. Botvinick gave an example of a single business in a shopping center going bankrupt and under those circumstances the bill may be sent to the property owner for collection and this is allowed by State Law.  Ms. Measamer indicated she understands that type of situation but the word “may” bothers her and suggested the use of “will”.  This change will help to protect apartment owners.
Mr. Kirkman suggested perhaps a cross reference under Paragraph (b) to Paragraph (d) or some additional language to that affect.  Mr. Botvinick indicated that he understands their concern, but it is a “what if” situation.  There is no protection against governmental changes as over time things are going to change.  That is currently the law and it is what every other state does.
Ms. Measamer indicated that in Paragraph 6(e) residents may petition the City to prorate the common area.  She believes this has been talked about and how it may be applied to the apartment community, and believes this would bring it to one single-family unit (SFEU).  Mr. Botvinick indicated it was the consultant’s suggestion to use a .6 figure and legally they have some questions.  Ultimately this was done assuming they did not have actual measured numbers.  That has changed at this time and now the City will have actual numbers.  Apartments will be calculated as follows: the grand total divided by the standard rate of 2,260 and that result will equal the amount of the bill.  The actual numbers are being coordinated and will be available in January.
Mr. Hunt questioned why apartment complexes were not specifically named with Mr. Botvinick explaining the items that are listed are single family developments.  They do not own their common areas.  Apartment complexes are commercial uses.

Mr. Isley suggested minor changes within the text to change 6(b) to “…combined water and sewer services “will” be sent to the customer…” and to add language “for good cause shown” in the second sentence to address Ms. Measamer’s concern.  There were no objections to these changes.  Mr. Isley also questioned the size of the Board and how it was determined.  Mr. Botvinick indicated the number ten (10) was simply just picked.  Mr. Isley suggested it may be appropriate to reduce the number from 10 to 8 where it will be the same number of members as the City Council.  Mr. Kirkman indicated he was okay with the 10 member number considering the size of the City.
Mr. Hunt pointed out in the charter for the task force it was not clear if they had the ability to suggest projects to look at.  He would like for them to be able to make recommendations to the Council.  Mr. Kirkman indicated that they certainly have the authority to make comments to the Council and they can make some pretty strong comments.  Mr. Isley indicated he was not sure if he would like for the task force to have the authority to make recommendations or not.  Mr. Bowden indicated this has been discussed within the task force and it was viewed that as Council works with the Capital Improvements Program they would work with the group who would have the ability to suggest priorities.
Mr. Isley indicated at this point he is concerned about passing the ordinance without the credit issue being solved.  Mr. Botvinick pointed out that bills will be going out in March and the ordinance can certainly be authorized to go to public hearing prior to that with the credit issue coming in January.  Mr. Bowden added they will have the draft in about 90 days.  Mr. Dawson pointed out there are critical milestones that must be in place by March.  Staff has got to be able to perform a mock billing and include software changes to the program, etc.  The credits can come in later.  Adoption of the ordinance will include language indicating the adoption of the Manual of Credits.  Mr. Botvinick added that the manual does not require a public hearing, but the ordinance does.  Mr. Isley indicated he feels if the ordinance is adopted without the credits being approved then people will be paying a fee without really knowing what they are paying and the City may have to pay them back.
Mr. Dawson indicated the intent is to have a credit system available in March.  Mr. Botvinick added that the credits must be applied for; nothing is just given.  The property owner must make an application and file the application.  Mr. Isley questioned whether the City would be paying interest to the people who have overpaid with Mr. Dawson indicating it is the intent to have the package together when the bills go out.
A motion was made by Mr. Hunt to recommend that Council authorize a public hearing for the first meeting in November.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Kirkman and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative with the exception of Mr. Isley.

Mr. Isley indicated he voted against this motion during budget deliberations and still has a great deal of uncertainty about the credit package.

Mr. Kirkman indicated he would urge Mr. Isley to bring this up as a minority report during the Public Work’s report at the Council meeting.  Mr. Kirkman indicated he does understand the process and believes that the credit system can be refined in time.

Item #01-76 – Water Conservation Ordinance and Resolution.  At the June 16, 2003, City Council meeting, a water conservation ordinance and resolution was referred by the Mayor to seek input from the Green Industry on best management practices with respect to economic impact.  At the July 15, 2003, Council meeting, the Water Conservation Task Force submitted Stage 2 and Stage 3 Water Conservation Ordinances to the City Council for discussion and review.  At this same meeting the Council received information from the Green Industry Council Region 5 which included the time table for formulating water conservation recommendations and bring a report back to the City Council in October 2003.  The item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.  Mr. Dawson indicated the report has been received from representatives of the Green Industry Council Region 5 as well as a report from representatives of the carwash industry.  Both these reports are included in the agenda packet.
Mr. Bob Peters, representing the Green Industry Council and Chairman of the Water Conservation Council, indicated he had previously distributed the water conservation recommendations to members of the Committee and staff.  He indicated the Committee strived to work within the framework created by the Task Force as recommendations to the Council.  Included in the recommendations are Guiding Principles and recommendations on the ordinances and resolution.  He presented a brief PowerPoint presentation that outlined the Guiding Principles that included a limit of detrimental effects on all users; consideration for the use of technology and best management practices; that the program be equitable to all; and, that there be measurable intent.  He briefly touched on highlights of the recommendations that include landscape water conservation which calls for all new irrigation systems to be metered separately and include a programmable controller and a rain censor device.  He indicated that the draft includes for all existing irrigation systems to comply within the first five years; however, exclude existing residential system of all the requirements except for the rain censor requirement.  The recommended revisions go onto establish design and maintenance standards for all new irrigation systems noting that the standards are most basic and set a water conservation standard that is definable and measurable.  Mr. Peters indicated that highlights include brief changes in the ordinance that describe what they are trying to achieve.  He explained that the Green Industry Council represents 200,000 employees and millions in the economy.  Mr. Peters explained that exemptions are included in voluntary Stage 1 and Stage 2 ordinances that include a 45-day exemption for newly planted landscapes.  Stage 3 includes an exemption recommendation for irrigation systems that have undergone the certified landscape irrigation audit.
There was brief discussion regarding the description of residential irrigation systems noting the original recommendation was that they come into compliance within five years.  Mr. Peters indicated that this was tweaked for single-family residences and they have exempted existing systems.  At a cost of $1,500 for the adaptation is quite a lot of money to spend for an old irrigation system.  The Task Force suggested separate metering for residential uses.  They are not against it was simply a matter of the cost in an attempt to bring it down and spread it out over time.
Mr. Hunt indicated during the drought the reservoir got extremely low and he questioned what would happen if the reservoir gets to less than 50 percent.  Mr. Peters indicated at this time they are not sure of the threshold level of the lake.  Mr. Hunt indicated the Task Force may want to look at the possibility of a Stage 4 ordinance when lake levels drop dangerously low.  Mr. Peters indicated he believes the Task Force did a good job and were trying to work within the framework.  The possibility of a Stage 4 ordinance is certainly there and can be written to address life services.

Mr. Botvinick indicated that he sees a lot of work has gone into this, but he has a lot of questions and he is not sure how some of these things can be monitored.  One example is Page 8 under Plant Selection.  It would be possible to check to see if plants are locally adaptable and possibly grouped for water usage, but plant installation may be another issue.  The City doesn’t have the manpower to check everything.  The zoning inspectors can look at the number of plants, but not if they are properly mulched, was there correct soil preparation, if there are any soil test questions, when fertilizer was added, etc.  Much of what is contained in the proposal is good stuff and should be encouraged through education, but when it crosses over to law and enforcement that is a different issue.  They can certainly look at a deduction in a resident’s water bill, but how that deduction happens should not matter to the City and they simply need to measure the bottom line.  It may be that the City will have to go to reading meters on a monthly basis during harder times.  Currently meters are read every other month, but this may be something staff would have to look at and report back on.
Marti Gibson of the Public Utilities Department added it would be very difficult to rework the billing system and go back and forth from bimonthly to monthly billing.  Mr. Botvinick indicated it would be much easier to measure consumption than how the water is consumed.

Mr. Isley indicated he has questions about the inspection of property and feels that what is put forth may be unconstitutional.  He certainly appreciates the efforts of the Task Force, but feels that the City Attorney and staff need to look at this ordinance to see if they can develop more workable solutions.  There are lots of good ideas contained within this proposal, but some are pretty frightening.
Mr. Botvinick indicated it may be appropriate to refer the ordinance back to staff who will review the ordinance and will refer it back to the City Council.  Mr. Kirkman indicated it is fortunate that the City is not in drought conditions at this time so there is plenty of time to work on the ordinances.
Ms. Gibson pointed out that there is a difference in water conservation and drought response and much of the recommendations contained in the ordinances are for drought response.

Mr. Kirkman indicated that if everybody within the City would improve their daily water use then the situation would not get critical quite as fast.  He feels they’ve had a good response from the Green Industry and the carwash industry and now they need responses from staff.  Mr. Peters indicated that in the reduction it does call for an expansion of the program for major water users to have a study and a plan in place.  Mr. Dawson pointed out there is a backup report from the carwash industry.
Greg Connole, representing Auto Bell Carwash, indicated that Charlie Bell was unable to attend today and he would like to make a few comments.  The professional carwash operators have been lumped in with major water users and the professional carwash washes makeup less than 1/10th of 1 percent of the major water users.  The problem people see is a knee jerk reaction to shut them down during a crises.  The professional carwash people are very proactive and good stewards of water conservation.  They use computer technology and other methods and are very conservative about water usage.  They do not belong lumped into the major water users category.  Mr. Peters added they did not intend to change the carwash portion of the ordinance.  It is amazing how little water they use to wash a car; only 7 to 8 gallons.
Mr. Hunt moved to continue to hold the item in Committee and to refer the Ordinance to staff for review of the proposed recommendations and to report back with their findings.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Kirkman and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.

Adjournment.  There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 9:45 a.m.

Respectfully submitted:
Donna Hester
Deputy City Clerk
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