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PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE
The Public Works Committee met in regular session on Tuesday, December 9, 2003 at 1:00 p.m. in Room 201, City Council Chambers, Raleigh, Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Complex, 222 W. Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina with the following present.
Committee





Staff
Ms. Cowell (Presiding)


Deputy City Attorney Botvinick
Mr. Regan




Engineering Director Dawson
Ms. Taliaferro




Stormwater Engineer Leumas






Transportation Engineer Lamb






Transportation Engineer Beard







Transportation Kennan

The following items were discussed with action taken as shown.

Item #01-87 – Stormwater/Flooding – Buffaloe/Southhall Roads.  This item was referred from the November 18, 2003, City Council meeting, where Mr. Michael E. Murray, 4108 Southhall Road, addressed the Council concerning stormwater runoff affecting his property as a result of the widening of Southhall Road.

Mike Murray, 4108 Southhall Road, thanked the Committee for looking at the problem he is currently experiencing.  He indicated his original presentation to Council and the Engineering Department portrayed the situation that is responsible for what is happening currently on his property.  For the record he indicated the City Manager had said something to the effect that the City believes there has always been a problem with runoff at this location.  Mr. Murray indicated he had letters from adjoining neighbors Mr. Bob Burley, Mr. Donald Weaver whose family developed Foxcroft, Mr. Kenneth Watkins and Mr. Hubert Altman whose letters have confirmed the situation with runoff at this intersection.  He indicated that prior to improvements being made to the intersection, rainwater used to run through his property during heavy rain and he didn’t worry about it.  Now after the improvements to the intersection every time it rains six inches of water comes from the intersection across his property.  He truly feels the problem should not be as hard to resolve as he has been led to believe.  Water now stops and pools in his yard and along the frontage of his property where it should continue down Southhall Road.  Water used to run from Buffaloe Road off through the horse pasture at Britt Farm and now with the improvements no longer runs through the pasture.  He feels that the piping should have been “wye’d” to split the water to each side of Buffaloe Road.  He indicated he has lived at this site for 18 years without having to dig a drainage ditch through his property.
Ms. Cowell questioned whether his property was located inside or outside the City limits with Mr. Murray indicating he was outside the City limits.

Mr. Jim Leumas, Stormwater Engineer, presented a PowerPoint presentation of the area in question.  He explained he was not involved in the original project and design of the roadway but was asked to look at the resulting problem.  He pointed out that according to the topography there is 18-feet of relief across the property.  There has been no change in the drainage pattern for the area, but there has been an increase in impervious area as a result of the widening of a 41-foot roadway to a 65-foot back-to-back paved roadway that resulted in an increase of 8.6 percent in impervious area.  Mr. Leumas pointed out the drainage area from the 7 acre parcel on the opposite corner down through the Murray property.  The drainage pattern has not changed, but additional improvements have been made to the area to increase impervious surfaces.  In a series of photos, Mr. Leumas pointed out the area of flooding as well as the 15-inch pipe that is located under the roadway, and noted Mr. Murray’s driveway has a bump and a ramp into the property.  Mr. Leumas pointed out the end of the City project in comparison to Mr. Murray’s property.  He noted that Southhall Road is a NCDOT road and does have Raleigh piping beneath the road.  There is no way for the water to be redirected down Southhall because of a rise in the road beyond the Murray property.  Buffaloe Road was raised about 6 inches in height and the previous road was superelevated so the flow of water is the same.  The 15-inch pipe appears to be undersized according to his calculations, but has probably assisted Mr. Murray in restricting the amount of water flowing through the culvert.  Mr. Leumas indicated he has researched and printed some information from Wake County soils showing the presence of “worsham” soils in the back of the Murray property.  These soils typically have a high water table and are poorly drained soils with moderately slow permeability.  These soils are typically suitable for home building and indicated the soils typically stay in a saturated condition without some manmade modification.  Buffaloe Road at its intersection with Southhall Road to New Hope Road was widened and did increase the impervious surface in this area by 8.6 percent.  Mr. Leumas pointed out the watershed in the area is approximately 7 acres and drains toward the Murray property.  He believes the 15-inch pipe is undersized, but does dampen water flow.  Mr. Leumas indicated when he met with Mr. Murray they had just come out of a period of drought and since have had quite a bit of rain.  The Buffaloe Road improvements were completed in March of 2001.  He has spoken about possible solutions for Mr. Murray such as French drains, berms and swales.  Mr. Murray had indicated it is very difficult to get his boat out of the back yard when the soils are saturated.  Mr. Leumas indicated according to the criteria for the Stormwater Assistance Policy, this property does not qualify for City assistance.  Requirements for stormwater assistance include structural flooding for crawlspace flooding; severe erosion of stream channels, the property must be located within the City limits and must be fully developed.
Mr. Murray indicated he felt that much of Mr. Leumas’ comments are true; however, he does disagree with some.  He feels it is necessary to have to plan a project.  The pictures that were shown to the City Council show water flowing off both sides of Buffaloe Road and now water is coming into his back yard and he has never had this situation before.  There is a high water table within the soil and it simply doesn’t drain anymore.  His backyard also has a septic tank drain field and believes that in the future the drain field may be affected because the property doesn’t drain anymore.  It stays soggy wet and feels at some point it will interfere with the drain field and his well.  He also disagrees about the change in the flow of water.  The intersection has been elevated about eight feet and the ditches have been elevated as well and it puts more water his way.  He indicated after numerous meetings he finally got the Engineering Department to agree that they are sending more water to his property faster than it was.
Engineering Director Dawson explained the Stormwater Assistance Policy and the criteria that must be met in order to qualify.  Typically it affects an open channel and would be handled by one third cost to the property owner and two thirds costs being picked up by the City.  He pointed out that Mr. Murray has also raised the issue of whether the City’s road project has created a problem for him and this is also an issue that will need to be determined if he is to be eligible for any assistance.  Mr. Leumas presented information that water is being conveyed to the Murray property through the same pipe, but with an increase in impervious surface by 8.6 percent.  Mr. Leumas indicated he would concur with Mr. Murray that where the road was widened there is the amount of pavement within the superelevation (.6 acre) of additional drainage area.  Mr. Dawson added there is also a need to look at the 7 acre drainage area that drains towards the Murray property.  Mr. Dawson questioned whether there were any cross drains to the north behind the curb that would bring water down towards the Murray property with Mr. Leumas indicating there was not.
Mr. Botvinick pointed out that from a legal standpoint if this City has damaged someone’s property they are responsible and if the City is responsible the question is how the problem will be handled.  This does not mean they will have to do a lot of projects, but it does mean they will have to address it.  The improvements have increased impervious surface in this area by 8.6 percent and there is more water flowing down to the Murray property.  The road area is piped in the opposite direction and is now handling water from the embankment.  He questioned what could the City do to deal with the additional water sloped in his direction.  The City could deal with the water situation within the right-of-way and all that would be left is the increase in the impervious surface.  Mr. Dawson pointed out he believes Mr. Murray’s case would be stronger if he was experiencing severe erosion.  They agreed a quantity of water is marginally larger, but has not created structural flooding or problems at the pipe.
Mr. Regan questioned whether it was okay to cause some harm.  Mr. Botvinick explained the City, in its projects, cannot divert additional water onto private property and cause harm; however, both public and private sectors are allowed to increase the amount of stormwater as the natural flow incidental to development.  The rule is downstream property will receive upstream water.  This is a natural flow, but when water is diverted then it has to be dealt with.
Mr. Dawson spoke to a situation down Buffaloe Road where they ran into a problem with NCDOT and the design had to be changed to avoid getting into that type of situation.

Ms. Cowell questioned whether there was any right-of-way solution that would mitigate the problem.  Mr. Dawson indicted he did not feel there was at this time.  If water was held on the right-of-way they could meter how fast the water is released, but are not going to make it go away.  Ms. Cowell indicated at this point she believes it has affected his property because of an 8.6 percent increase, but yet there is no severe erosion or structural flooding.  Perhaps it would be appropriate for Mr. Murray to pursue the alternatives that were presented.  Ms. Taliaferro added that she would also want to be very careful about setting a precedent on projects outside the City limits.
Responding to a question from Mr. Regan, Mr. Botvinick indicated this information regarding a reasonable amount of water as a result of improvements was a result of a Supreme Court case.  If water is diverted then it has to be addressed.  By diverting additional water the City is essentially trespassing onto private property and will have to pay for it.
Mr. Regan indicated at this point he does not believe it has been established the City has diverted water to Mr. Murray’s property.  Mr. Leumas indicated the issue of diversion is a legal question.  What was super elevated before the improvements would have been continuous after the improvements.  The question is, was damage being caused prior to and post construction.  The 15-inch pipe is a limiting factor, but added there is 8.6 percent increase in impervious surface and subsequent runoff.

Mr. Dawson pointed out that diversion is purposely directing water from one drainage basin to another.  He is not sure this has been applied to where a road was extended and increased impervious surface that resulted in a change in ridgeline.  Mr. Botvinick pointed out they can calculate the amount of water and can take steps to handle it.  They can certainly sink a device in the ground that will store water.  If the City has caused the problem then there is a need to deal with it and ultimately a need to handle the .6 acre.  Mr. Leumas added they have determined the 15-inch pipe is undersized, but have not calculated the amount.

Mr. Botvinick questioned where the water impounds with Mr. Dawson indicating at this time it is under Southhall Road at the inlet on the right-of-way.
Ms. Taliaferro indicated with all of the discussions she feels at this time the Committee should defer the case and let staff come back with a number of different alternatives to address the situation.  Mr. Murray has a septic tank in his backyard that may be affected by the situation.  She indicated she is also afraid that some of the solutions that may alleviate the problem for the City may not solve Mr. Murray’s problem, but to add to that her only interest is in water that is being newly put on the property.  If the City is diverting water to the Murray property then they need to fix it.

Mr. Murray added that some of the water has always been there and he accepts that, but not all the water that he is getting now.  The size of the pipe does reduce the water coming through at one time, but it only affects the length of time.

Mr. Regan questioned whether any search for previous action on this property has taken place in the past.  Mr. Leumas indicated he was not aware of any as he was not involved during the design process.  Mr. Dawson pointed out that after the roadway was complete Mr. Murray brought the problem to the City’s attention and asked the stormwater people to take a look at it.  There was nothing improper about the design of the roadway as far as drainage is concerned.  From a practical standpoint water will flow across the road to the low side.  The Stormwater Division was asked to look at the situation and make sure that something was not missed during the design phase and to offer any solutions there may be.
Mr. Leumas added that he has met with Mr. Murray and they have had some good discussions.  Mr. Murray pointed out at this time he has not asked for assistance in this matter.  The Engineering Department thought they may be able to get some assistance, but some of the solutions that have been offered such as the ditch and riprap, a berm or a hard pipe have been discussed.  He should not have to put a ditch in his yard to get rid of City water.  The City Manager has said there was an 8.6 percent increase and he has heard said a .6 acre increase, but in his eyes when you take 2 lanes and turn it into 4 lanes that is 100 percent.
Mr. Regan pointed out that he did not realize the City Council has to be a judge some times, but feels it is important to do justice in these situations.  He noted there may be some diversion of water onto Mr. Murray’s property, but he does not think it is a lot of extra water, but for the total water it is not in great proportion.  He would ask, for information, what is Mr. Murray hoping the Committee can do for him.  Mr. Murray pointed out at this time the City has no way of knowing what was there before the improvements were made.  The letters he has submitted back up what he has been saying and he is convinced there is 50 percent more water than what he previously had.  His property used to flood only when there was a major rain and now it floods every time it rains.  He added he had submitted a good picture of flooding from a heavy rain during the initial presentation.
Ms. Cowell pointed out there have been quite a few heavy rains this year with Mr. Murray indicating there have been other neighbors in Foxcroft that are being flooded and they assume the water is coming from him and it probably is.  He added the court case says that they can divert water up to an unreasonable amount, but that amount has yet to be determined.
Ms. Taliaferro made a motion to defer this item to the next meeting in order to allow time to receive the requested reports from staff.  Her motion was seconded by Ms. Cowell and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.
Mr. Regan pointed out he agrees that some of the water could be due to heavy rain falls or additional development that may be 5 miles away.

Item #03-1 – Traffic Calming – Project Prioritization.  On July 15, 2003, the City Council appointed a new committee to study criteria to be used to identify locations for traffic calming and to prioritize the areas in the City to be addressed under the program.  Mr. Dawson indicated included in the agenda packet is a copy of a report on traffic calming prepared for the City Council by Kimley-Horne and Associates.  The study includes recommendations on tools and strategies that might be used as well as recommendations on public involvement.  He indicated the new Council referred the item back to the Public Works Committee to look at prioritizing these locations.  Mr. Dawson indicated that Eric Lamb and Katherine Beard of the Transportation Department are prepared for a presentation.

Following the presentation by Mr. Lamb and Ms. Beard, Ms. Taliaferro questioned whether some of the neighborhoods could go ahead and do their entrances without petitioning the City.  Ms. Beard explained that the types of entrances that are planned within the program are usually located within the right-of-way or on the street.  These are typically not features that would be done by a private entity.  Mr. Lamm added that building median entries do take place within the street.  Ms. Cowell questioned whether only public streets would be affected with Mr. Lamm and Ms. Beard indicating that was correct.  Ms. Cowell questioned whether there was a cycle time for the process.  Ms. Beard explained that the bicycle and sidewalk program are reviewed every year by City Council for approval.  They then proceed with design costs and are reviewed every budget year.  Based on the list they will have to figure out how many streets they can work on within one year and take this information to Council.  Following this action the design and construction phase should take place within a year.  Typically these types of features are not major construction.
Ms. Taliaferro pointed out they are proposing a one year out evaluation and questioned whether one year was long enough.  Ms. Beard indicated the Committee can certainly discuss this and come to a different determination if necessary.  Mr. Lamm pointed out they can do an evaluation after two months and would be able to gain useful information.  Mr. Dawson pointed out that the metrics involved includes the reduction in speed and that will happen very quickly.  Mr. Lamb pointed out there is a need to find out if something is not working so they can adjust it for the next cycle.  Mr. Dawson pointed out if the metrics are accidents then one year is not enough time; by using speed one year is sufficient.  Ms. Taliaferro indicated there is a need to be clear that speed is the goal of the program.
Ms. Taliaferro questioned the Brentwood Pilot Project and whether there was a neighborhood cost share involved with Ms. Beard indicating the City covered all the expenses as this was an experimental program.

Ms. Taliaferro indicated she has some concerns about asking the neighborhoods to share in the cost of these programs as some neighborhoods can afford it and some cannot and there appears there may be some equity issues.
Mr. Regan indicated at this point he does not know much about traffic management, but he has heard quite a bit about interconnectivity and it seems that interconnectivity puts more traffic back through the neighborhoods and we may appear to be working against ourselves.  Ms. Taliaferro indicated there are public safety issues to be considered.  The people that are speeding are usually the people that live in the neighborhoods and there is a need for interconnectivity in order to keep arterials flowing.  Mr. Lamm explained traffic calming is very specific in that it is not about cut through traffic.  People just blow through neighborhoods and kids fly through them and people will get mad.  The people that are behaving don’t cause the problem.  Mr. Dawson added that the downtown area as well as Boylan Heights and Cameron Park are areas typical of areas that have a tremendous amount of interconnectivity.  This type of interconnectivity disperses traffic over several streets and people behave better.  In North Raleigh where there is a considerable amount of cul-de-sacs and collector streets to thoroughfares, the collector streets carry the larger portion of traffic because there is no other way to get to their destination and interconnectivity typically lowers traffic volume.
Ms. Taliaferro questioned when the Committee will see the priority list.  Mr. Lamm and Ms. Beard distributed the traffic calming street request list as well as the street classification and priority ranking.  He explained these lists are very early on in the process and have not been finalized, but every street is included on the list.  Any element that may be changed will affect this draft list.  They did evaluate arterials and thoroughfares, but they are only considering residential streets for the traffic calming program.
Ms. Taliaferro questioned had the streets been plotted and could they get a copy for the Committee.  Mr. Lamm indicated a plotted map of streets is posted on the board which was followed by brief discussion of the types of streets that are coming in for the traffic calming as well as looking at statistical data and certain elements of the program.

Ms. Cowell pointed out that if you take it street-by-street the program itself will take a very long time and questioned are there broader policy solutions that could have some effect City wide.  Mr. Lamb indicated there were none within the scope of the program, but it was discussed.
Ms. Taliaferro indicated she would like to see some of the recommendations about the changes of street standards.  Mr. Lamb explained that will be on the update of the Street, Sidewalk and Driveway Handbook and should be available within a year.
Ms. Cowell indicated that in regard to speed limits would it be possible to drop the City wide speed limit to 25 mph without having citizens petition for the change for residential streets.  Mr. Lamm indicated that the City of Fayetteville has done something similar, but believes this type of action would require State enabling legislation and there are significant cost factors involved.  Mr. Dawson pointed out without State enabling legislation to change the statutory 35 mph speed limit to 25 mph means they would have to post every street.  If the City speed limit and the statutory speed limit were the same they would not have to post every street.
Ms. Cowell asked if the speed limits for each classification of road could be made available and brought back to the Public Works Committee so they may evaluate the pros and cons around the different speed limits.  She would also like some information on bike lanes and questioned whether striping would appear to narrow the streets and whether that could be done throughout the City.  Mr. Lamb indicated that an increase in bike traffic is a natural calming affect and so is side street parking.  Edge line striping does not control speeding.  Mr. Lamm mentioned a 60-day study that had taken place that supports this data as well as hearing from cyclists and neighborhoods that feel it has not made a big difference.
Ms. Cowell pointed out the Ridge Road area and information from her constituents indicates this is the only bike lane in town.  Mr. Lamm indicated they have done data collection for Ridge Road and it is a bit of anomaly.  The speeds along Ridge Road are close to what is the posted speed especially when taking into account Ridge Road is very straight and flat.
Ms. Cowell asked if staff would come back with a report on striping and bicycling and its effects.

Ms. Taliaferro pointed out in North Raleigh there are plenty of people using the streets without bike lanes.  Mr. Lamm indicated the Raleigh model mirrors the Portland model.  They have had some different thoughts from a number of bicycle clubs that they don’t want the striped lanes because it creates a false sense of safety.

Ms. Cowell questioned whether economic developments plays into the metrics at all and whether this could be take into account.  Mr. Lamm indicated this program addresses strictly residential and collector streets and typically not thoroughfares or arterials where businesses are located.  The City Council can always change that scope, but there is the factor of retail and the people on foot in these areas.
Ms. Taliaferro suggested this item be deferred to the next regular scheduled Public Works meeting in order to await the requested information.

Ms. Cowell indicated it may be good idea to come up with a catchy name for the program as other cities have named their efforts “Reclaim Our Streets” and “Neighborhood Speed Watch” and likes the idea of a name.  Mr. Lamm indicated they can certainly give it some thought and added for information that all counts are taken when school is in session.
Adjournment:
There being no further business the meeting adjourned at approximately 3:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted:

Donna Hester

Deputy City Clerk
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