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Mr. Kirkman called the meeting to order.
Item #01-9 – TTA Rail System – Station Location Resolution.  At the December 3, 2001 City Council meeting, Councilor Shanahan presented a proposed resolution to modify the Council’s position regarding the location of the Triangle Transit Authority rail 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 Council agenda.  At the January 15, 2002 City Council meeting the item was referred to Public Works for discussion.  The Public Works Committee discussed the item on January 23, 2002 and January 30, 2002 and made a report to the City Council at the February 5, 2002 City Council meeting and held the item in Committee to allow additional time for the Triangle Transit Authority to prepare comments that addressed specific points within the resolution and report those comments to the Committee for discussion.  The item was last discussed in Public Works Committee on September 24, 2003.  Mr. Dawson indicated that Mr. Don Carnell with Triangle Transit Authority is present to address issues related to this manner.
Mr. Kirkman indicated he would like to mention a related point in regard to the Inter-City Medium Speed Rail in the Central Prison location.  Mr. Carnell explained they are currently considering comparison sites and revising the study.  They have been in contact with the North Carolina Department of Transportation and are looking at all the issues together in order to integrate them.  He indicated the matter is still on hold but TTA is anxious to work with the Department of Transportation and the City.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out at their last meeting it was made clear that the station location is a key component in the Small Area Plan.  He is assuming Amtrak will remain where they are for awhile but understood there was a possibility of them moving their storage yard.
Mr. Kirkman indicated in reference to the item on the agenda regarding the station location he understands the issue is pretty well resolved.  Mr. Carnell indicated the schedule is holding true and the plans haven’t changed.  Target date for opening is December 7, 2007 with the second phase about three years later.

A motion was made by Mr. Kirkman to report this item out with no further action.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Hunt and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.

Item 01-54 – Triangle Transit Authority – Review.  During the November 6, 2002 Council meeting, Council requested the Triangle Transit Authority make a report to their next meeting on the Authority’s current activities.  The Triangle Transit Authority made a report at the November 19, 2002 City Council meeting.  Following that discussion the item was referred to Public Works Committee.  The item was last discussed in Public Works on September 24, 2003.  Mr. Dawson indicated included in the agenda packet is a copy of Triangle Transit Authorities October 2003 financing plan.  He pointed out tables 8 and 9 contain information about capital and operating revenues as well as their proposed uses.
Mr. Hunt pointed out the report indicates that approximately 25 percent of the operating expenses are covered by ridership fee and moves toward the 50 percent mark towards the end.  Mr. Carnell indicated that is true.  Currently the bus system is not a stellar performer with percentages in the 15 to 20 percent range but the rail will approach the 50 to 60 percent range and hopefully the two will reach 35 to 40 percent when combined.  They plan to promote the rail as the core use and use the bus portion to feed patrons into the system in order for it to be cost effective.
Mr. Kirkman, referring to page 26 of the financial report under risks and uncertainties, pointed out the report states that “a convenient measure is the range of outcomes within one standard deviations of the mean, that is, and the lower and upper values of roughly 67 percent of the outcomes are closest to the most likely value” which means that the remaining 33 percent can go on either side, either positive or negative.  He indicated you have to look at the numbers very carefully and they hope that percentage will be a surplus.  Mr. Carnell pointed out there are several tables and charts that reflect the capital cost.  In looking at the agency and the coverage if the numbers fall below “1” means they are borrowing money to pay debts.  If the ratios are between “1” and “2” this is good.  The TTA has recently brought a new consultant on board to look at the numbers and talk to the financiers.  During the financing process these institutions will tend to look at numbers pessimistically.  Mr. Hunt pointed out the bonds of uncertainty are very wide and gave as an example interest rates, construction costs and funding levels which are all things people typically know up front.  A 1 to 1 debt ratio is scary but in some areas they are projecting a 1 to 5 ratio.  Mr. Carnell indicated there are projections where it will approach a 1 to 1 but they will recover because these reflect one time expenditures.  There is some uncertainty on ridership and some of the models do project a low ridership.  Mr. Hunt pointed on page 2, paragraph 2 of the report and read “in addition to the North Raleigh extension considered in the present analysis as described above a second phase of the Regional Transit Plan would extend transit service between Chapel Hill and Durham and expand service between the Research Triangle Park and Chapel Hill.  Direct rail connection to the airport would be considered as well in the second phase.”  He indicated to him this sounds like a connection to the airport is way down the priority list.  Mr. Carnell pointed out there is an obligation to provide hi-op transit service to Chapel Hill and the airport study has memorialized this effort; it is very expensive and they want to get as much ridership as possible.  Mr. Hunt indicated no service to the airport flies in the face of reason.  Mr. Carnell indicated he would agree to that to a point.  They will get there one day but they have no firm date at this time.
Mr. Kirkman indicated they need to look at this as a separate driving force.  Its all new right-of-way acquisition and Phase 2 of the Center Of The Region Enterprise Plan they will be pushing to reserve right-of-way for the loop.  There is a need to do this now or the cost will go up dramatically.  Morrisville is now buying into the concept where originally they did not want to participate.  Mr. Carnell pointed out that the Brier Creek area near the airport has exploded and this is something worth considering and ultimately they will be more involved.  Morrisville has a new City Manager who is very aggressive and wants to do some things.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out in his conversations they have been more positive.
Mr. Isley questioned the status of the request for a lump some advance from the State.  Mr. Carnell explained this request is still on track.  They did have a representative at the committee meeting and there were some questions asked about risk but overall it seems to be something they can work through.  At this point he does not know the schedule.  Mr. Isley questioned the City of Charlotte and the status of their request.  Mr. Carnell indicated Charlotte has requested $90 million and TTA is $71 million.  The State says they have $160 million in an account for this purpose.  He stated they are both moving forward at the State level and believes the plans are still underway.
Mr. Hunt questioned the rental car fees and the registration money and how it is spent with Mr. Carnell explaining there is a 5 percent special tax and the $5 fee is put in general fund.  At this time it is not very much but they are using the money to acquire right-of-way.  They are using both federal funds and this money.  There has been $5 to $9 million in federal funds appropriated and it is given as a grant to match local money.  Mr. Hunt questioned whether any state money is being used for right-of-way acquisition with Mr. Carnell indicating some is but it is in the range of about 10 percent.
Mr. Kirkman indicated he felt Mr. Carnell and Mr. Claflin have brought some very good experience to the table and is putting wheels on this.  This gives him reassurance that this will happen.  Mr. Carnell indicated they have also made two key hires recently, one hire from the Bi-State Metro and Paul Vesperman who was manager and director of real estate and transit oriented development in Atlanta.  He indicated that he himself worked with the Marta system for 16 years and now handles the capital program for the Authority.  He worked as a consultant for a couple of years prior to that.  John Claflin started in Portland, Oregon with the Tri-Met and worked in Planning and Engineering with the Denver system.  He handled some of the financing and operations so now they have four people that have “been there and done that”.  They also have some very good experience in Washington.  Most of their staff are career employees who have been in this business for 20 to 30 years.
Mr. Hunt questioned what happens after the system is built if revenues don’t meet their projections.  Mr. Carnell indicated he certainly hopes that won’t happen but if it does most will be in reduced service.  They have to make sure they have the right mix of service and G and A analysis.  They will look internally first and reduce vacant positions and staff hopefully through attrition.  They have to look at it on the G and A side and not service if possible.  As a last resort they would look at raising fares but it is a double edge sword to take that approach.
Mr. Isley questioned whether or not most regional rail systems lose money.  It seems to be a fact of life that most lose money and do not make all their expenses.  Mr. Carnell indicated he feels that losing money is not the right term, but to look at those that require subsidy.  There are some systems that come real close to paying for their operations but rather than say they are losing money it is necessary to look at the subsidy, otherwise fares would be so high people could not afford to ride.  Mr. Isley questioned whether there is a model system that shows how these systems must operate in order to fund themselves.  Mr. Carnell indicated the Hong Kong system is probably the most ideal.  The Hong Kong area is so populated and congested that it requires an alternative to the road.  There maybe some others such as the London underground.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out the Euro-rail is a very successful system.  Mr. Carnell pointed out most systems with a high degree of ridership have operated for a number of years.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out locally the census says that Wake County by 2020 will have the highest population of seniors in any other county in the State.  He feels there are folks that are waiting for the start-up of this system.  Mr. Carnell pointed out that facilities located near the VA hospital and Duke University as well as entertainment destinations in the downtown area will provide lots of opportunities to take advantage of the rail system.  North Carolina State University is also looking at replacing their double-barrel tunnel and this could be done in coordination with the development of this system.  It will be an excellent way to get the campus.
Mr. Hunt indicated he feels that at this time the cow is out of the barn with Mr. Isley adding that although the information has been good he remains skeptical about the success of the system, but feels Mr. Carnell has answered all their questions honestly.  He feels they are going to have a tough row to hoe and appreciates them being forthcoming with honest answers.  Mr. Carnell indicated it is good to see both sides when having to make these kinds of decisions.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out there has also been some skepticism at the Board meeting as well as to how the numbers will work and how they will make this successful.
A motion was made by Mr. Kirkman to report this item out with no further action but asked that the financial report be included in the Council packet.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Hunt and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.

Item 01-50 – Southall Road – Fee-In-Lieu.  This item was referred to the Public Works Committee on October 1, 2002 and was first heard in Committee on November 13, 2002.  Included in the agenda packet is a report by the Transportation Department suggesting it would be appropriate to wait to hear the item until comments had been received from the North Carolina Division of Water Quality.  The item was last heard in Public Works on June 11, 2003 and was held pending outcome of a meeting with City staff with representatives of the Division of Water Quality and the US Army Corp of Engineers.  Mr. Dawson pointed out included in the agenda packet is an updated report from the Transportation Department indicating additional comments have been received from the Division of Water Quality and the Corp of Engineers.  The information has been forward to the developer.
Eric Lamb, Transportation Engineer indicated he has met with the Army Corp of Engineers to discuss the issue of the roadway alignment of the proposed Southall Road extension through Mr. Eastman’s property.  Mr. Eastman wants the alignment of the roadway placed in the floodplain while the City is concerned about the environmental permitability of this option.  Mr. Lamb indicated the Corp of Engineers has informed him that it would be permissible to put the roadway in the floodplain but that all floodway fill regulations would apply and part of that requirement would include a full delineation of the wetland impacts.  Mr. Lamb indicated he passed the information along to Mr. Worth shortly after the meeting and has not had a response back on the issue.  Mr. Lamb added that given the position of the Corp of Engineers the City would be amenable to a shift of the roadway alignment.  However, they feel construction is preferred over payment of a fee-in-lieu especially if additional permits would be required in placing the roadway in the floodplain.  The establishment of the alignment is becoming more critical as he is receiving inquiries for the redevelopment of the Britt Farm property which must also address Southall Road extension adjacent to Mr. Eastman’s property.
Mr. Kirkman questioned whether the flexibility and the alignment would have an effect on right-of-way acquisition on the Eastman property.  Mr. Lamb explained he believes some has been dedicated at this time but they may need some additional right-of-way.  Britt Farm is located to the south, but no development plans have been received on that property yet but there have been some interest in its development.  Mr. Kirkman indicated he has also worked with the Division of Water Quality and they have expressed an interest in pre-certification and if they can get some detail they can move this along.  He added this is one of the more difficult roadways he has had to deal with.  Mr. Lamb indicated in his discussion with the Division of Water Quality they are fairly agreeable with the alignment as proposed.  This, along with the crossing of 540, are lead-pins in the corridor.  Mr. Hunt questioned whether there was a projected date for construction with Mr. Lamb indicating it is in the 6 to 10 year Capital Improvement Program.  Mr. Dawson pointed out the project is not funded within the program.  Is you look at the Capital Improvement Program Phase 1 funds for road improvement, the pay as you go option has dropped way down.  Mr. Kirkman indicated he felt this would require a bond to accomplish.  Mr. Hunt indicated to determine the alignment they need the right spot for both ends of Southall.  The northern end appears to be fixed but there are no other constraints.  When Britt Farm development proposals come in it will be important to know these things.  Mr. Hunt questioned whether the first development plan comes in gets to pinpoint the road location with Mr. Lamb pointing out that when development plans do come in it would require construction of the roadway.  The first development in does determine the location.  He added Southall Road and Buffaloe Road is tied in.  Mr. Dawson pointed out there is no guarantee they can get that particular alignment and if the City were to construct a roadway it would be their responsibility to acquire permits.  Mr. Kirkman indicated that’s why he feels pre-certification is important.  Mr. Lamb indicated that is important but they still have to be able to get permits.
Tom Worth, P. O. Box 1799, indicated there are no guarantees about getting permits from the federal agencies and if the City can’t get the permits how to they expect Mr. Eastman to get them.  Mr. Worth indicated there is an approved development plan and they are poised to pay the fee-in-lieu and would like to go forward with the plan.  The bottom line is they would like to develop the subdivision as approved and pay the fee-in-lieu for construction of the roadway.  If they are not allowed to do so they will wait for the City to come in and construct the roadway themselves.  Their staff have been directed but so has he.
Mr. Hunt pointed out it would be cheaper for the developer to pay the fee-in-lieu than build the roadway.

Stephen Eastman pointed out the real issue is to find the alignment of Southall Road and they were told early on about the fee-in-lieu that could be paid before he even brought the property.  Southall Road is going to be a tough road to build and he simply doesn’t want to go near it.  The burden of the construction of this roadway should not be born by the development of one property and had he not been told he would be allowed to pay a fee-in-lieu he would have reconsidered purchasing the property.
Mr. Hunt questioned what if Mr. Eastman acquires the permits necessary but does not build the roadway.  Mr. Lamb explained they have had occasion where a developer got the permits and before construction took place the rules changed and the permit was revoked.  When this subdivision was approved 6 years ago the environmental issues and requirements were very different than they are now.  Mr. Eastman added at that time it wasn’t a big deal but it has certainly become one.  Mr. Lamb added that there was also no guarantee they can use the same permits.  In regards to Mr. Worth’s comment not to construct a roadway that is okay, but the risk comes in when development begins to occur.  If surrounding land remains undeveloped and the City has to go in to construct a roadway there is some flexibility to be gained.  Mr. Worth indicated they are poised to move forward as previously approved.  If they are not allowed to do so, the City will pay Mr. Eastman in one form or another to cross his property.
Mr. Worth pointed out the public must cross this property in order to have north/south vehicular movement.  The location of this property is critical to north/south interconnectivity in this part of town.  Mr. Kirkman agreed this is a key segment and a very important connection to be made.  Mr. Worth pointed out he was glad that DENR did relent on the alignment of Southall Road.  

Mr. Kirkman indicated he felt they were limited in their options unless they leave this in limbo and he is just not in favor of that option.  They will have to reserve an extra wide corridor but feels there is some security in that.  Mr. Lamb indicated at this time staff doesn’t feel that secure.  If the corridor is reserved they need some surety and if constructed by the developer the City will reimburse the developer for any hardships they encounter.  Mr. Kirkman questioned if this segment was built will it connect to anything.  Mr. Lamb pointed out it will connect Cardinal Grove Boulevard to the Britt Farm property.  Mr. Hunt indicated at this time he is inclined to allow the applicant to pay they fee-in-lieu and get his permits but he would like to see them avoid construction of an environmentally destructive road until the last minute.  Mr. Kirkman questioned whether there is a time-table involved and have the wetlands been delineated.  Mr. Eastman indicated he has a 1997 map showing the wetlands.  Mr. Dawson pointed out that the Committee, if they desire to approve payment of a fee-in-lieu, could indicate that part of the cost will be for wetland mitigation and buffer restoration and all carry substantial cost.  The alignment with the least environmental damage would have to be looked at.  If the City builds the road they would have to have it permitted.  Mr. Lamb added the Division of Water Quality and the Corp of Engineers will move the alignment toward the narrowest point in the wetlands.  Mr. Eastman pointed out that alignment goes up a 20 foot hill an environmental impact could be very much the same as constructing the roadway at another point.  Mr. Dawson pointed out in construction drawing plan approval this will have to be taken into account.  The City should expect an alignment that results in the least environmental damage and should include fees they have to pay in the end.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out it will also require enormous slope easements which will also change the environmental impact. Mr. Hunt indicated once they agree on a location then the fee will be appropriate.  Mr. Worth noted if there are extraordinary hardships he understands the City will consider reimbursement to the developer if he constructs the road.  Mr. Lamb noted if they accept a fee and establish the corridor they will need some hard decisions from the Corp of Engineers and the Division of Water Quality on permitability; permits have term limits.  Mr. Dawson added that if the City accepts the fee they will also have to accept there will be some risk.
Mr. Isley noted he feels at this point it is premature to do anything with Mr. Hunt indicating he understands the developers after 6 years do want an answer.  Mr. Lamb pointed out staff can work with either the fee or the construction of the roadway.
A motion was made by Mr. Hunt to recommend Council authorize the developer to pay the fee-in-lieu for the construction of this segment of Southall Road and to work out the details with staff.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Isley.

Mr. Kirkman indicated it is his preference to go ahead and build the road.  He’s very apprehensive about the difficulties on the other end and there are several segments of Southall Road out there.  Mr. Isley indicated they have no guarantees he will build it.  Mr. Lamb indicated if they choose not to do anything that is fine with staff; however, once development comes in then the risk increases.  Mr. Hunt noted the fee would be determined by the cost of the project.
A vote was taken on the motion as stated by Mr. Hunt that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative with the exception of Mr. Kirkman.  Mr. Kirkman stated he feels there is a need to resolve the construction issue and the quickest way is to require construction.
Mr. Worth pointed out if the fee is paid the routing will be determined.  Mr. Kirkman added the other alternative will ensure the road will be built.

Item 01-76 – Water Conservation Ordinance Resolution.  This item was referred to Committee from the June 16, 2003 Council meeting to seek input from the Green Industry on best management practices with respect to economic impact.  At the July 15, 2003 City 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 the same meeting the Council received information from the Green Industry Council Region 5 and a timetable for formulating water conservation recommendations and bring a report back to the City Council in October 2003.  This item was referred to Public Works Committee for further discussion.  Reports have been received from representatives of the Green Industry Council Region 5 as well as the car wash industry and were referred to staff for review and for staff to bring back recommendations once the review is complete.  Mr. Dawson indicated a brief report from the Public Utilities staff is included in the agenda packet, and provides a status on the process.  The report ultimately recommends that the item be reported out to City Council with no action taken other than for Council to refer it to City Administration to continue review and prepare the requested report and that the report be submitted to the new City Council at the January 20 meeting.

A motion was made by Mr. Isley for approval of the recommendation as presented.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Kirkman.

Mr. Kirkman indicated he feels it would be appropriate to report this item out at this time and feels they have made significant progress on water conservation measures.  He feels as a result of these efforts there will be an ordinance as well as a policy or education effort document that will come from this.
A vote was taken on the motion as stated that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.

Item 01-63 – Yorkgate Neighborhood - Concerns.  An item relating to stormwater concerns in the Yorkgate Neighborhood was referred to this Committee on January 21, 2003.  The Stormwater Services Division of the Engineering Department have executed a contract with CDM, the City’s consulting engineers on the Mine Creek drainage basin study to develop conceptual design for addressing flooding in this area.  Mr. Dawson indicated a report from stormwater staff updating the Committee of the status of this work is included in the agenda packet.
Mr. Jim Leumas with the Stormwater Services Division indicated a report has been prepared in response to directive of the Committee requesting information on findings in the Yorkgate neighborhood area.  Referring to maps Mr. Leumas explained currently Yorkgate Drive has not been experiencing roadway flooding for two-year storm events but flooding has occurred for larger events.  Carter Street does experience flooding for storm events smaller than two-year storms.  He explained one home in the area experiences finished floor flooding for storm events greater than the 10 year storm; two homes experience crawlspace flooding for storm events greater than a two-year storm; and three additional homes experience crawlspace flooding for storm events greater than 10 year storms.  All in all 5 homes experience crawlspace flooding for storm events greater than the 10 year storm.  He indicated the drainage area consist of 146 acres and there is a need to further address issues that occurred as a result of the Lead Mine Road widening.  As a result of the report, the engineering consultant has recommended upgrading the drainage system in the area to provide a roadway flooding service level of 25 years.  In doing so, this will protect the roadway from flooding from this type storm event and would provide a level of protection against crawlspace and structural flooding for homes (with the exception that 1 to 2 homes would experience crawlspace flooding to a depth of .1 foot during a 25 year storm event).  These homes are located in the floodplain; therefore it may not be feasible to provide a higher level of protection and flooding for these properties as part of this project.  Mr. Lumas explained there are two alternatives that are proposed to address the drainage problem.
Alternative A:  This alternative involves removing the existing subsurface drainage system which is comprised of a 42 inch diameter reinforced concrete pipe and replacing that pipe with a 4x8 foot reinforced concrete box culvert subsurface drainage system.  Additional upgrades would include replacement of the three undersize driveway culverts immediately upstream of the upstream end of the subsurface system to provide for hydraulic efficiency and to prevent roadway flooding and structural flooding of the 3 residential homes as well as the installation of a 36 inch diameter RCP between the properties at 2104 and 2100 Yorkgate Drive where significant flow from Belsay Drive enters the Yorkgate Drive drainage system.  Total cost for this alternative is estimated to be $1,635,000.  This alternative is recommended.
Alternative B:  This alternative involves keeping the existing subsurface drainage system which is comprised primarily of 42 inch diameter reinforced concrete pipe and supplementing this with a four by 6 foot reinforced concrete box culvert subsurface drainage system.  Additional upgrades include replacement of the 3 undersize driveway culvert immediately upstream of the upstream end of the subsurface system to provide for hydraulic efficiency and to prevent roadway flooding and structural flooding of the 3 residential homes as well as the installation of a 36 inch diameter RCP between the properties at 2104 and 2100 Yorkgate Drive where significant flow from Belsay Drive enters the Yorkgate Drive subsurface drainage system.  The total cost of this alternative is estimated to be $1,829,000.
Mr. Dawson pointed out on the map that the abandoned section of system would be filled to be a solid mass and not left open.  Mr. Leumas pointed out an area comprised of approximately 250 feet of severe erosion that could be addressed through the stream drainage policy and qualify for assistance under the City’s stormwater cost share program.
Mr. Hunt asked how they would decide whether the project was a Capital Improvement project or eligible for cost share.  Mr. Leumas indicated they would look at public benefit that would be involved.  In this case the problem lies at the rear of the property which is more private property and not as much a public issue.  Mr. Kirkman questioned whether it was a long standing problem or the result of the Lead Mine widening.  Mr. Leumas explained the problem existed with or without the Lead Mine Road improvements.  Lead Mine Road improvements for stormwater could qualify for a Capital Improvement project.  The driveway culverts on 3 homes would need to be replaced as part of the project.
Mr. Ed Elliot, Chair of the Six Forks CAC and member of the Yorkshire Downs Homeowners Association presented a memo to the Committee and explained the problems they are experiencing appear to be caused by the widening of Lead Mine Road.  There were no significant problems prior to the improvements being made and questioned whether the Lead Mine improvements are in the current CIP.  Mr. Dawson pointed out there is no money in this year’s CIP but he has sent staff to find out whether any funds are included in next year’s budget.  The process is often staged and they will give a recommendation on what needs to be done to address the problem.
Mr. Elliott pointed out as contained in his memo that before the widening of Lead Mine Road there was no significant flooding on Yorkgate and Carter Drive, but now flooding has become a serious problem for those families living on Yorkgate and Carter Drive.  There are four 36 inch drainage culvert pipes that direct excessive drainage water into one 41 inch discharge drain.  This has resulted in the flooding of yards, crawlspaces and streets and erosion and deterioration of creek embankments, yards and drives over the creek.  The property owners at 2216 Yorkgate have suffered the most since Lead Mine has been widened.  The owner has indicated he has lost at least 9 cubic yards of embankment behind the fence along the stormwater ditch.  The embankment continues to collapse with each new storm that passes.  Mr. Elliott pointed out City engineers have had several meetings with the residents and surveyed the damage.  City Council members Charles Meeker, Neal Hunt and Janet Cowell met with members of the Yorkshire Downs Homeowners Association on January 19, 2003.  Stormwater Engineer Danny Bowden met with the residents on February 10, 2003 to learn more about stormwater problem and propose some remedies which may help.  When CDM ended their study they recommended structural upgrades be made on Yorkgate Drive and Carter Streets and since then additional work has been done by an independent engineering firm contracted by City engineers.  Mr. Elliott questioned what the next steps were being proposed by the engineers, the Public Works Committee and the City Council.  He questioned whether these upgrades were included in the current budget for Capital Improvement projects and if so when will bidding take place.
Mr. Dawson explained the proposal for the drainage system will cross Yorkgate and is shown on the map following the flow of the land.  A 4x8 foot box culvert will be a fairly wide excavation area.  Mr. Dawson explained the CIP preparation process and the opportunity for citizen input at the public hearing in May.  Mr. Elliott indicated he appreciates the efforts of the Committee and wants to remain involved.  Mr. Kirkman indicated Option A makes sense to him and feels it is the best logic as long as they can secure the abandoned culvert.
Mr. Senior indicated that currently there is $75,000 in this year’s budget for design of this project; there is no money designated for construction in 03/04.
A motion was made by Mr. Kirkman to approve option A as the preferred alternative and that Council consider these improvements in next year’s CIP.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Isley and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.

Item 01-83 – Stormwater Studies – Related Issues.  This item was referred to Public Works Committee from the September 2, 2003 Council meeting.  The Committee was asked to look at a number of items.
1. Revision of language in the Richland Creek study concerning stream restoration.
2. A report on bottomless culverts.

3. A letter to the State regarding the greenway and culvert on Trinity Road.

4. Feasibility of bio-restoration project on Richland Creek between Trinity Road and Wade Avenue.
5. Environmentally sensitive street cross sections and how they might address flooding problems along Chiney Road.

6. A report on sanitary sewer manhole overflows on Onslow Drive.

7. A report studying an apparent gap in stormwater detention regulations that occurs during construction activities after a site is cleared and prior to completion of projects.
(The Staff report on these items is on file in the City Clerk’s office.)
The Committee indicated they had an opportunity to read the report and asked Mr. Senior simply to touch on the results of the report that studied the gap in stormwater detention regulations during constructions.  Mr. Senior indicated that the current requirements for stormwater detention is for a 2 year detention after development and not during development.  He explained there are two options for dealing with this issue.  1) During this year’s annual review of the City’s soil erosion program, the State division of land quality indicated the City needed to begin requiring the design of sediment basins based on surface area requirements.  Traditionally sediment basins have been designed for the volume of sediment generated from the disturbed area.  The surface area standard requires the storage and the sediment basin to be designed for the volume of runoff from the entire watershed which will require a much larger sediment basin and provide significant reduction in peak runoff rates.  This program is being phased in the soil erosion planned review requirement and will be required of all plan submittals beginning in January 2004.  2) Change the City Code to require detention for two-year storm during construction.  This requirement would work on large sites that utilize large sediment basins that will be turned into permanent stormwater facilities.  For small sites that utilize silt fence for temporary erosion control this will be a significant additional requirement.  Mr. Senior added since option 1 will require  significantly larger sediment basins and consequently significant reduction in peak runoff rates, staff would recommend the utilization of this option for one year until January 2005 to test its effectiveness.  If it is not shown to be effective then they would explore the possibility of a change to the City Code.
There was brief discussion on the conditions of Chaney and Onslow Roads and the use of swales on Chaney Road.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out Onslow Road is currently unpaved with Mr. Senior pointing out all the roads in the area do contribute to the problem and there is a need to approach the solution as a unit.  Mr. Dawson pointed out he has been approached on a Habitat project in the area so there will be further discussions with the Department of Transportation as to how this maybe accommodated and possible changes to the current code.  Mr. Senior pointed out Eric Lamb in the Transportation Department is currently looking at low intensity development for the area.  This is not entered into lightly and it involves other folks and there are issues that need to be worked out.
Mr. Kirkman suggested they look at the use of a swale curb rather than a right angle curb such as was done on Western Boulevard.  There are maintenance issues with concrete edging and do involve other departments.  Mr. Senior pointed out there has been a matter of siltation in the ditches as well as residents planting landscape material in the ditches which both contribute to maintenance issues.
Mr. Kirkman questioned the position of staff on the gap during the construction period for stormwater discharge control.  Mr. Senior indicated the City Attorney does not feel comfortable in going out and requiring folks to meet runoff requirements so they are looking at interim measures.  Mr. Senior described again the two options pointing out staff is recommending option 1 and if this does not address the problem to consider a Code change.
Mr. Hunt pointed out he get complaints from small and large sites and recently a complaint was made on construction of just one house.  There should be something to cover this situation.  Mr. Senior pointed out currently there are no post-runoff requirements for construction of one house.  There are significant additional costs to be incurred for a solution of a short period of time and since the smaller projects rely on silt fences for erosion control they would require additional means and cost.  Mr. Kirkman indicated that infill subdivisions are also an issue and referred to Athens Woods where efforts have met Code requirements but there are bigger issues.
Mr. Senior indicated they can certainly add these requirements and if they do a code change it would apply to every new development.  Mr. Kirkman asked that Administration take a look at the application in anticipation of the cost that maybe involved.  Mr. Dawson pointed out staff does look at the bigger picture where post construction runoffs controls take place.
A motion was made by Mr. Kirkman to accept the report with the caveat that they ask Administration to prepare a report on cost benefit analysis and develop an appropriate text change for stormwater controls during the construction period.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Hunt and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.
Chair Recognition – Gavel Presented.  City Attorney McCormick indicated on behalf of Mr. Hunt, Mr. Isley and staff they would like to honor Mr. Kirkman for his guidance to the Committee and staff by presenting him with a gavel recognizing his leadership.  Mr. Kirkman indicated he will certainly continue to work on a number of issues that are before the Committee and appreciates their efforts.
Adjournment.  There being no further business, the Committee adjourned at 9:58 a.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Donna Hester

Deputy City Clerk
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