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PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE
The Public Works Committee met in regular session on Tuesday, July 13, 2004 at 1:00 p.m. in Room 201, City Council Chambers, Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 W. Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina with the following present.
Committee




Staff
Ms. Cowell, Chair


Planning Director Chapman

Mr. Regan



Utilities Director Crisp

Ms. Taliaferro (Excused)

Transportation Engineer Lamb

Ms. Cowell called the meeting to order indicating that Item #03-17 Solid Waste – Citizens Task Force would be taken first.
Item #03-17 – Solid Waste – Citizens Task Force.  This item was referred from the June 15, 2004, City Council meeting where Councilor Cowell asked that the item be referred to Committee to consider a request by the Solid Waste Task Force to assist in the rollout of the new solid waste collection system and development of the next recycling contract.

Planning Director Chapman indicated it is his understanding that the Committee wishes to have a discussion regarding the role of the task force.  Ms. Cowell indicated she understands that the recycling contract will be coming up shortly for a renewal and the Solid Waste Task Force has asked to have a part in the negotiations for that contract.  She indicated the question is whether to decide on curbside co-mingled or curbside sort, more frequently recycling pickup and for the citizens to have a voice.

Mr. Chapman indicated that it may be possible for the Task Force to meet with neighborhood groups for community discussions much like occurs with the Area CAC’s.  Ms. Cowell indicated the issue of food recycling has also been raised as well as the issue of composting.  She pointed out that society throws away a huge amount of food noting they have spoken with the Interfaith Shuttle where they actually helped them acquire a vehicle.  Mr. Chapman pointed out this issue has also been talked about with the Homelessness Task Force and it could be reviewed with that Task Force as well.  Ms. Cowell pointed out if there follow-ups then the Citizens Task Force would certainly help move things along.  Mr. Chapman indicated as he understands it the Committee would like to see the Task Force to continue in their existence with a number of members appointed to serve and that a report be brought back to the Committee.  Ms. Cowell indicated that she felt no more than 12 members would be an appropriate number and urged staff to work with Mr. Brian McCrodden, who is currently the chair, as he knows who is interested in serving.
Mr. Chapman indicated it is his understanding that the Committee has outlined four tasks for administration and the Task Force that include:

1. Review of the contract;
2. To monitor the rollout of front yard pickup as well as meeting with neighborhood representatives;

3. Food recycling; and,

4. Consulting with the Homeless Task Force.

Ms. Cowell indicated this item would continue to be held in Committee awaiting the report.

Item #01-76 – Water Conservation Ordinance and Resolution.  This item was last heard in Public Works Committee on April 13, 2004 where the City requested the City Attorney’s office review the draft ordinance and to make recommendations to the Committee prior to its report to the Council.
Deputy City Attorney Botvinick indicated that in the review of the ordinance a number of slight changes were made.  Mr. Botvinick distributed a handout of the ordinance to the Committee that indicated the changes that were made.  He indicated they have spoken to the right of access onto property and the requirement to suggest that the City could enter private property without a warrant.  This action would not comport with the Constitution.  He indicated the City can ask to enter property; the property owner can say “no” and then the City can go to the magistrate and get a warrant if they have probable cause to enter the property.  He indicated he wondered why we would want to do otherwise.  He gave as an example a restaurant where a City employee can go in without a request much like a customer, but he is not really sure why we would want to do otherwise and he is inclined to remove this language.  He indicated he does not believe that we have the right to interrupt water service without a due process hearing and feels it is simply easier to get a search warrant.
Mr. Crisp indicated that he and the Attorney have talked about this issue.  The problem is the ordinance places direction on the staff to implement measures and they cannot be sure about certain issues without entering the property.  He gave as an example a complaint that was received last week about a neighbor’s irrigation system that was leaking.  There is no way to verify that it is leaking unless they go on the property and cut the system off.  They need some way to check on these things so he is opposed to removing the language.
Mr. Chapman questioned whether the problem is granting the Director the ability to interrupt water service.  Mr. Crisp questioned what the mechanism is for interrupting service when the Code now requires service to be interrupted if the bill isn’t paid.  Mr. Botvinick explained that the service can be interrupted only after a public hearing and due process has been held.  It is much easier and much quicker to get a search warrant.
Ms. Cowell indicated there is a protocol that all City departments must follow.  Mr. Crisp pointed out they have this ability in other areas of the Code.
Ms. Cowell indicated it sounds like there is a need to review this requirement.  Mr. Botvinick pointed out that the law is clear and there a number of court cases to support this argument.  Mr. Regan asked that they bring back the information that has been requested as well as additional language and examples of the court cases.

Mr. Chapman indicated it is his understanding they are looking at two options:  1) to seek access to property following due process; and, 2) interruption of water service following public notice and hearing.

Mr. Botvinick pointed out another area of concern is Section 2174 Water Use Management.  Language in the ordinance indicates that the Public Utilities Department will provide staff and Mr. Botvinick noted the Public Utilities Department doesn’t provide the staff; that is an action of the City Council.  There are budgetary matters that are involved here and a question of funding.  The Public Utilities Director assigns job responsibilities but the City Council provides the staff.

Mr. Crisp pointed out this language was directed by the Task Force.  It was their intent to make recommendations to the Committee and this is the vehicle by which to do so.
Ms. Cowell pointed out this is an issue the City Council considers during budget deliberations.  Perhaps it would be appropriate to add “subject to City Council approval” to the language.  There were no objections.
Mr. Botvinick indicated he recently sent a memo to the Utilities Department requesting information on a number of items.  One of the items was in regard to the installation of rain sensors and time period by which they must be installed and whether it is a retrofit or replacement.  Mr. Crisp indicated the information he is seeking depends on the type of system that is being used.  Marti Gibson of the Utilities Department indicated the rain sensors can range from $29.95 to $200.

Mr. Botvinick pointed out in Section 2169 in regard to the time period for getting the system environmentally sensitive these needs to be compared to the actual cost.  Ms. Gibson explained the concern for the five year time period was to be able to install meters and not rain sensors.  Mr. Botvinick indicated there are costs involving three items that include the meter, a programmable control and the rain sensor.  Mr. Crisp indicated that an 8-inch meter can run up to $10,000.  There are meters through the City that cost $62 and a new tap at $2,400.
Mr. Regan indicated he did not feel he could support this particular section.  It is telling homeowners how to do their job.  He indicated he has a sprinkler system and they are smart enough to know when to turn it on and off when they need to.  The City needs to provide information on how to conserve water, but not how to do it.
Mr. Crisp indicated he understands that; however, very often you see an irrigation system running when it is raining.  There are recommendations from the Task Force that this language be included in the ordinance and include a reasonable time frame for compliance.

Mr. Regan indicated he would rather see people fined for using it at inappropriate times as opposed to telling them how to use it.  It is very much the same thing as a burglar alarm registration.  They’ve had several things come before the City Council and they have fixed several things; but he does not agree in penalizing everyone for the actions of only a few people.  He does not like punishing everyone for the sins of a few.
Mr. Crisp indicated they certainly can collect fines, but they don’t get to keep the money.
Ms. Cowell indicated she felt very strongly about this effort to protect our water supply and at this time she would not support removing the language.

Mr. Botvinick indicated there are two parts to this.  There are new systems and preexisting systems.  There are also issues such as someone in the County installing a new system and then the City annexing the property.  There is also the certification for vehicle washes under Code Section 2171.  He questioned who would be the certifying body with Mr. Crisp indicating the Utilities Department would be the certifying body.

Mr. Botvinick suggested adding “of the City of Raleigh” to that code section indicating the certifying body.
Mr. Bob Peter, representative of the Green Industry Council Region 5 indicated the ordinance that is presented sounds great and appreciates the work done by everyone.  A very important part of the discussions has not been included and that is the handbook that will be provided through the Public Utilities Department for best management practices.  This is a very important part of the complete package.  There were some elements that were pulled from the ordinance that will be included in the handbook.
Mr. Regan pointed out the educational clause in the document under 2173 that refers to the distribution of the handbook.  Mr. Crisp pointed out that it is also the recommendation of the Committee to include a chapter to update the handbook in the ordinance.

Mr. Regan indicated he has looked through the proposed ordinance and his only concern is the expense of management based on rain.  He personally doesn’t want to have to pay for it and he is also thinking of everyone else.  He would be in favor of fining people that violate this ordinance rather than mandating how they should use their system.

Ms. Cowell suggested that the Committee hold this item and get input back on the access to property issue and the other issues that have been raised.  The item will continue to be held in Committee and discussed at the next meeting.

Item #03-12 – Oberlin Road/Daniel Street Area – Various Traffic Concerns.  This item was referred from the April 20, 2004, City Council meeting, where Councilor Cowell referred this item to Committee to take a look at traffic conditions in the Oberlin Road/Daniel Street area.  Concerns included the classification of Oberlin Road as a major thoroughfare, adding Daniel Street to the list of traffic calming projects and clearing of debris and overgrowth from sidewalks in the area.
Mr. Eric Lamb, Transportation Engineer, indicated a memo was included in the agenda packet that outlined each of the items as requested by the Committee.  He indicated he would cover each item individually.

1. Reclassify Oberlin Road to a Minor Thoroughfare
Mr. Lamb explained there has been a great deal of discussion on this item between the Transportation Department, the Planning Department and the Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO).  He pointed out that Oberlin Road is currently classified as a major thoroughfare in the City’s Comprehensive Plan and on the NCDOT/CAMPO Thoroughfare Plan.  In 1995, the City Council adopted the Oberlin Village Neighborhood Plan.  When the item was reported out of Committee with a motion to approve the plan it included a condition to re-designate Oberlin Road to a minor thoroughfare and for the item to be referred to the TCC/TAC for consideration by the MPO.  Mr. Lamb explained the action was not taken and the Comprehensive Plan was not amended to include this action.
Planning Director Chapman explained the City Council has expressed a desire in the past to make Oberlin Road a minor thoroughfare and the decision to do so remains a decision of the Council.  If the Committee wishes to continue to pursue the re-designation it would be appropriate to repeat the request.  He pointed out there is no need to have a public hearing or to create a task force unless the Committee expressly wants to do so.  Mr. Lamb added that the request to re-designate would not be inconsistent with surrounding roads.  It is unlikely that Oberlin Road will ever be widened unless there is redevelopment along the corridor.  He agrees it would be appropriate to restate the 1995 action.  He added that CAMPO is currently doing a revision to the MPO Plan.
Ms. Cowell questioned why did they not act in 1995 with Mr. Lamb indicating no reason was given.  Mr. Chapman added when the request was first made the MPO was updating their Long Range Plan and this request was just one of a dozen requests.  It was tested and analyzed, but not included in the plan.  He explained that the development of the Long Range Plan is a multiyear process.  They are now going through another update and their focus is on a fiscally constrained plan and noted that this particular issue has not been funded.  Mr. Lamb added that NCDOT is also in the process of creating new street categories and feels at this time the best course of action would be to uphold the decision of the 1995 City Council.
Mr. Chapman noted it has always been administrative policy to advise the City Council in these matters and explained that as long as there is a conflict with the MPO and with NCDOT the issue is still in the process.  With no project on the table that is funded it is difficult to move forward.  A decision has to be made on what width of right-of-way will be protected and how it compares to the City’s adopted Thoroughfare Plan and the State’s plan.  As long as it is on the State’s plan the City will require protection of the larger right-of-way.  This cannot be administratively handled.
A motion was made by Ms. Cowell to uphold the 1995 City Council request to re-designate Oberlin Road as a minor thoroughfare and to put the request forward to CAMPO.  Her motion was seconded by Mr. Regan and resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.

2. Restripe Oberlin Road for Bike Lanes
Mr. Lamb explained that Oberlin Road is a local Bicycle Corridor in the City’s Comprehensive Plan and currently signed as a bike route between Everette Avenue and Park Drive.  There is a high incidence of on-street bicycle usage in areas surrounding college and university campuses.  Oberlin Road is approximately 33-feet wide and the application of bike lanes would create two 4-foot bike lanes and two 10-foot travel lanes in each direction.  Mr. Lamb explained that a challenge to restriping Oberlin Road is existing on-street parking.  The current cross section of Oberlin Road has one lane of traffic in each direction with on-street parking allowed on one side of the street generally between Bedford Avenue and Wade Avenue and between Chester Road and Fairview Road.  The centerline along these sections is asymmetrical creating a narrow lane with no parking on one side and a wide lane with on-street parking on the other.  The centerline would need to be milled and repainted symmetrically in the roadway to allow for installation of bike lanes.  Per City Code bike lanes are codified and typically restricted as no parking zones and will have an impact on the community’s current use of on-street parking.  This impact will occur at Wilson Temple Church, White Memorial Church, at Community Grocery and at the Fairview Road retail area.
Mr. Lamb explained that another challenge to the striping is integrating bicycle lanes with the existing multi-lane sections adjacent to the Cameron Village retail area and through the Wade Avenue Interchange.  He indicated due to the complexity of this effort staff is recommending that any changes in the area be deferred in the short term and incorporated into a more comprehensive capital improvement project that would entail resurfacing curb, modifications, sidewalk and lighting improvements.
Mr. Lamb explained that north of Fairview Road the roadway changes to a wider section which is striped for three lanes in the vicinity of Daniel Middle School.  Installation of bike lanes north of Fairview Road is not recommended.  Mr. Lamb indicated that estimated costs for installing the bike lane striping would run between $4,000 and $6,000 and recommends the following limits.

· Groveland Avenue to south of Clark Avenue, 1,000-linear feet;

· Bedford Avenue to south of Wade Avenue, 1,700-linear feet; and,

· Chester Road to south of Fairview Road, 2,900-linear feet.

Mr. Lamb explained there are three places in the City of Raleigh now with bike lanes that include Ridge Road, Ashe Avenue and the Edwards Mill Road Extension.  Ridge Road is limited to specific time periods that it can be used.  Mr. Lamb explained that Steven Goodrich is here to provide information regarding a study by UNC regarding bike safety.  Mr. Lamb explained that Raleigh’s policy is currently for wide outside lanes with no markings.  There are issues involving mid block versus intersections and pointed out the three possible areas on the map.
Dr. Steven Goodrich, 408 Silver Grove Drive, Cary, North Carolina, indicated he is the North Carolina Bicycle Club Advocate Officer.  Mr. Goodrich indicated they are an advocate of eliminating on-street parking and restriping for the use of bike lanes.  Any time you can increase passing area increases the safety for bicycle riders; however, they are concerned about integrated cross sections.  If there is only a 14-foot space consisting of a 10-foot travel lane and a 4-foot bike lane it creates a substandard NCDOT guideline for a travel lane.  He feels they need a minimum of 16 feet.  Mr. Goodrich also indicated using striping for the intended use of traffic calming, one would mistakenly believe this works, but from the report on edge line striping, vehicle operating speeds are as likely to increase as they are to decrease.  In regard to integrated striping and whether it creates a reduction in crashes there is no data to prove there is a decrease at this time.
Ms. Cowell questioned whether bikers would be more likely to use bicycle lanes if they were striped with Dr. Goodrich indicating it is not clear.  There are some that are less likely to operate, but there are other things that a community can do.  One is using a holistic approach on urban thoroughfares, but one has to contend with driveways and intersections.  There is a need to encourage education about bike placement rather than striping.  Dr. Goodrich indicated debris accumulation is also a problem.  It is commonly recognized that automobiles create a sweeping action.  This requires increased maintenance for bike lanes and liability for cities.  American Sweeper magazine has an article regarding cleaning bike lanes (Dr. Goodrich distributed a copy of the article).  He indicated that the results of the article indicate there is an increased requirement to keep lanes clean when bicycle lanes are used.  It is very easy for bicyclists to lose control on sand, glass, etc.  It is necessary to look at surface conditions of bike lanes compared to wide travel lanes.  In regard to segregation stripes there is no data to support that they improve safety for cyclists.  Personally speaking he feels that on high speed roads striping may improve safety.  Dr. Goodrich spoke to the amount of debris in the Edwards Mill Road bicycle lanes indicating the space there is useful, but they are opposed to segregated lanes.
Russ Stevenson indicated he appreciates the comments that have been made.  There has been a wide range of opinion on these topics and he is here to learn the best way to promote alternate means of transportation on urban streets.  It is not just about traffic calming, but it is about pedestrian safety and traffic calming in the Wade/Oberlin Plan.  It is also about slowing traffic on Oberlin Road.  Early discussions spoke to retaining O&I-1 zoning and encouraging people to find other ways to go to Cameron Village other than getting in their car.  There is speeding on both streets and it is not a safe area for bicyclists.  Mr. Stevenson spoke to an occasion where his son was hit by a car that was passing a school bus and since then he has been very open to any alternate methods of transportation and context sensitive roadway designs to promote slower speeds.  Mr. Stevenson referred to Items 4 through 8 in Mr. Lamb’s memo that include No. 4: Clear Debris and Overgrowth from Sidewalks, No. 5: Install Curb Cuts at Intersections for Wheelchair Accessibility, No. 6: Reduce Speed Limit on Sutton Drive, No. 7: Evaluate Oberlin Road for the City’s Traffic Calming Program, and No. 8: Apply Traffic Calming Measurers to Daniels Street indicating that he is in complete agreement with staff’s recommendations.  In terms of the scope, the parking at Fairview Drive and White Memorial Church will not have intense pedestrian bicycle traffic.  There is new development in the area whose impact remains to be seen.  Extending the scope to include Fairview is not necessary.  It is very dangerous and the impacts are coming.  With the edge striping treatment he still feels it is questionable in regard to volume.  He noted that Dr. Goodrich mentioned that striping increases vehicle speed.  This is difficult to imagine and it brings him to question his conclusions.
Ms. Cowell indicated speaking as a cyclist she finds it hard to make sense as well.  She would never get on Oberlin Road at this point simply because of how dangerous it is.  She would like to see some improvements with an emphasis on education and feels that any effort is worth trying.  If they don’t experiment they will go nowhere.
Dean Naujoks indicated he was recently taking a workshop where it was pointed out that wider streets increase vehicle speed and urged the Committee to be very careful.

Mr. Lamb pointed out that currently Oberlin Road has an asymmetrical centerline and has one good lane and one bad lane for cycling.  Staff’s recommendation at this time is to move the striping to the centerline of the road, but to do this on-street parking would have to be removed.

Ms. Cowell indicated she did not recall any on-street parking at the corner grocery.

Mr. Lamb indicated they need at least seven feet for on-street parking which would leave them with 14-foot lanes.  They will have to remove on-street parking to allow for the wider lane.

Mr. Stevenson indicated that upon completion of the Crosland development vehicle trips will depend on what goes in there.

Ms. Cowell indicated she is certainly willing to try these efforts considering the low amount of budget impact.

A motion was made by Ms. Cowell to install bike lane striping on Groveland Avenue and on Bedford Avenue and not to include Chester Road at this time.  She also included the public education effort.  There were no objections and the motion passed by consensus.
Mr. Stevenson also spoke to the issue of bike lanes merging with traffic and turn lanes and horizontal deflection of traffic and its benefit for slowing traffic.  Mr. Lamb pointed out that staff did look at traffic volumes but there are no warrants at this time to require turn lanes.
Mr. Regan indicated if what he is hearing is correct the Committee is agreeing to support the reclassification of Oberlin Road to a minor thoroughfare and to add Daniels Street to the Traffic Calming Program.  In regard to the bike lanes he spoke to a situation where he rides his bicycle with his five-year old son.  He lives on a dead-end road and there is only way to get to other neighborhoods and that is to get out on the main road.  He indicated he would love to be able to get to other neighborhoods and if there were a way to make a safer he would love to see it, but doing this may put some people at risk and he does not want to do that.  He also indicated he has a hard time spending money when they don’t have hard facts.  If Mr. Goodrich would bring back a scientific study he would be willing to listen to his presentation.
Mr. Stephenson indicated this is a hotly debated topic and there is no standard theory of what is better.

Dr. Goodrich indicated the Town of Cary has a bicycle plan.  When developing the plan they looked at vehicle/bicycle collisions, what they are and their causes, the travel lane width, if the crash occurred during the day or at night and the use of engineering and education.  Dr. Goodrich indicated they can always use education.  In Cary most of the accidents were on the sidewalk and consisted of three adults in the past 60 years and was not due to narrow lanes.  He pointed out it is much easier to teach education.
Ms. Cowell suggested changing the centerline and not adding the striping.  Ms. Cowell indicated she very much wants to do something to change the status quo.

Mr. Lamb indicated they have looked at both the Seattle model and the Portland model; they have had opposite results.

Ms. Cowell indicated at this time she would support restriping the middle lane and not striping individual bike lanes.

Mr. Lamb indicated that staff would like to go back to the community and talk with them about these proposed changes.  He suggested the item continue to be held in Committee noting that their discussions with the community would include removal of the on-street parking issue.

Ms. Cowell indicated that this came out of consideration from the Small Area Plan.  Mr. Chapman indicated it would be appropriate to go back to the community with this proposal.

Mr. Regan indicated at this time he is not recommending choosing bicycle traffic over parking.
Mr. Chapman reiterated the Committee’s desire at this time include the restriping of Oberlin Road to move the centerline to the center, to remove on-street parking and to institute bike safety education.

3. Widen Existing Sidewalks to a Minimum of Five Feet in Width
Ms. Cowell indicated at this time she is not interested in removing the verge which is the grassy area between the sidewalk and the back of the curb.  She feels this issue is a nonstarter, but added the location in this area around Glover Street is an area that needs to be cleaned of debris.  She suggested that no action be taken on the widening of sidewalks, but that Administration make a note of the debris area.
4. Clean Debris and Overgrowth from Sidewalks
Ms. Cowell suggested at this time no action be taken, but once again this is an area of debris and overgrowth on the east side of Oberlin to Glover Street.
5. Install Curb Cut at Intersections for Wheelchair Accessibility

Mr. Lamb indicated he needs to make a correction to the information included in the memo.  He noted the memo includes efforts to install six ADA compliant ramps and a correction needs to be made to change it to eight ADA ramps.  There are ten others that are mostly between Clark Avenue and Wade Avenue and this would need to be a separate City action.

A motion was made by Ms. Cowell to support installation of the remaining ten ADA handicapped ramps.  Her motion was seconded by Mr. Regan and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.
6. Reduced Speed Limit on Sutton Drive

Mr. Lamb indicated this would be a simple procedure.  Staff will contact a representative of the neighborhood for them to institute a petition from the residents.  Mr. Stephenson indicated that Fran Robertson would be a contact as she lives in the area.  Ms. Cowell indicated that administration should pursue this effort.

7. Evaluate Oberlin Road for the City Traffic Calming Program
Mr. Lamb explained that Oberlin Road is not eligible for consideration for the Traffic Calming Program as it is a thoroughfare.  Traffic calming elements such as textured pavement, bulb-outs and spot medians could be incorporated into a more comprehensive Capital Improvement Project around Cameron Village and at the Wade Avenue Interchange.

Mr. Chapman added there is a streetscape plan for the area, but at this time there is no funding.  It does not change a cross section of the roadway and just includes landscaping improvements.  Only portions that would be implemented are at the Wade Avenue/Oberlin Road Interchange.  He noted there is funding available for a Gateway Project near the 801 Oberlin Building.

8. Apply Traffic Calming Measures to Daniels Street
Mr. Lamb indicated Daniels Street was evaluated in April of 2004 and would rank 19th out of the current 75 streets identified in the program; however, ranking may change after the Wade/Oberlin project is completed and open.

Ms. Cowell questioned on-street parking with Mr. Lamb indicating at this time they don’t have a standard for this type of on-street parking.  They can “box out” or otherwise delineate the parking area.

Mr. Stevenson indicated it could be very similar to bicycle lanes and it will be necessary to tell people that the opportunity exists for them to use as parking area.  Daniels in particular because the space does exist.  It will be necessary to get people to think it is used for parking.  If Mr. Regan is willing to continue to listen to facts that come in it would be beneficial as municipalities had great successes.

Mr. Lamb spoke to the issue of edge line striping pointing out there is overwhelming data that there is no traffic calming benefit to this.  If they want to delineate on-street parking that’s another thing.  Mr. Stephenson pointed out the thinking is that people will drive slower in a narrower travel lane.  Mr. Chapman pointed out that striping typically doesn’t have an effect, but on-street parking does.  Daniels Street has bay parking and it does tend to reduce the tendency to park in the street.

Ms. Cowell indicated she is certainly willing to try the striping on Daniels Street.

Mr. Stevenson indicated he would very much like to have an opportunity to present and engineering review of the document.  Ms. Cowell indicated this will continue to be held in Committee for further discussion.  She asked administration to put forward to Council the recommended administrative actions that were discussed at the meeting and to continue to hold the item in Committee.

Adjournment:
There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 2:40 p.m.

Respectfully submitted:

Donna Hester

Deputy City Clerk
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