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PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE
The Public Works Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, July 13, 2005, at 10:30 a.m. in the City Council Chamber, Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 W. Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present:
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Chairwoman Taliaferro called the meeting to order at 10:42 a.m., noted the Committee members and staff who were present, and explained how the meeting would be conducted.
Item #03-66 – Sewer AR 1288 – Chapel Road (PU 1998-5)
Mr. Dawson stated that the City Council referred this item to the Public Works Committee at its July 5, 2005 meeting and Mr. Fox would address it.  Mr. Fox explained that this project would extend the sewer line from Chapel Hill Road to Western Boulevard so that the existing pump station could be removed.  Tanager Properties has questioned the fairness of the assessment process and asked for some relief from the City.  Staff calculated the assessment for 6001 Chapel Hill Road (Tanager properties) on a front footage method using the $23.35 per linear foot rate that was in place at the time the project was directed (November 4, 1998).  In addition, easement costs associated with the project were factored in, which brought the per linear foot rate to $36.06.  Staff applied a 150-foot exemption per Raleigh City Code Section 8-2035(a) for the duplicating line in Chapel Hill Road (IND-1 zoning), resulting in a final assessment of $26,281 to Tanager Properties.  Staff research found no evidence of a commercially zoned lot being totally exempt from assessment for a duplicating sewer line.
Chairman Taliaferro asked the applicant to comment.

Richard Hibbits, 4227 Galax Drive, Raleigh, NC  27612 – Mr. Hibbits asked the Public Works Committee members to look at this particular situation and provided them with a map of the property in question.  The Tanager Properties lot is built out at this time, and contains three buildings.  The yellow line on the map, he said, indicates the sewer line that Tanager installed along Chapel Hill Road.  The red line is the sewer line to be installed by the City which runs slightly southwest from Chapel Hill Road to Western Boulevard, where it will connect with the existing sewer line.  The red line will serve properties on the other side of the railroad tracks and this is what was being assessed.  Tanager Properties will not tap into this line since Tanager already installed its own sewer line, and he asked for relief from the assessment by the City.
Ms. Kekas asked what would happen if the property were subdivided, and Mr. Dawson replied that the back half of the current lot would get sewer from the City (red) sewer line.  She wondered if the assessment could be made upon such subdivision.  Mr. Craven asked if legally, the assessment could not exceed the value it is adding to the property.  Mr. Botvinick stated that the point of assessment was to offset the cost to the City of installation of the sewer line.  Mr. Craven asked how much of the assessment was related to the cost of the easement.  Mr. Fox said that easement cost is factored in uniformly, and although he did not have the exact figures with him, approximately two-thirds of the assessment to this property is associated with the sewer line and one-third with the easement cost.
Chairwoman Taliaferro reminded everyone that the City's policy is to assess for installation of a sewer line because the sewer line improves the value of the property.  This property could be subdivided in the future, and the resultant lots would use the City's sewer line.  She moved adoption of the sewer assessment.

Mr. Craven asked if Lots 2 and 3 would have sewer and would be affected by assessment.  Mr. Dawson said their situation was a little different, and they had prepaid.

Ms. Taliaferro expressed concern about altering City policy on a case-by-case basis.  Mr. Craven agreed, but said that he was also concerned that the other utility users should not have to bear part of the costs of the sewer extension.  He did not see $26,281 worth of value to the Tanager property with this extension of the sewer line.  Ms. Taliaferro said that she saw the value to the property with the extension of the sewer line because the entire site would now be served with sewer.  If Mr. Hibbits subdivided his property in the future, all the resultant parcels would have sewer.  If the sewer extension had not been installed, there was no guarantee that there would be sewer along Hillsborough Street in the future to serve the back half of the parcel after subdivision.
There had been no second to Chairwoman Taliaferro's motion, and she now moved to recommend that this item be deferred to the next Public Works Committee meeting.  Mr. Craven seconded, and approval was unanimous, 3-0.

Item #03-64 – Stormwater Problem – American Pawn Shop on South Wilmington Street
A copy of a memorandum from Stormwater Manager Danny Bowden to the Public Works Director regarding this topic had been included in the Committee packets.  The owner of American Pawn Shop, Emmett Baldridge, had contacted City staff concerning the structural flooding inside the business.  Since structural flooding was involved, the problem qualified for City assistance through the City Storm Drainage Policy.  Stormwater staff completed an assessment of the problem on June 10 and hand-delivered the report to Mr. Baldridge.  Mr. Baldridge indicated his desire to move forward with the project by returning a signed petition to the City, and the project became part of the semi-annual review of petition projects that takes place in July and February.  The project was one of nine that were reviewed by the Stormwater Management Advisory Commission on July 7 for a recommendation to City Council.
This structural flooding was caused by an undersized pipe that is totally located on private property.  A 30-inch or 36-inch pipe discharged from a catch basin on Renfrow Road into an open channel on this property.  At some point, the property owner connected a 12-inch pipe downstream of the 30-inch or 36-inch pipe and ran it approximately 150 feet to allow for additional development of the property.  The undersized pipe is creating the structural flooding problem because water is backing up out of it and flowing toward the building.  Additionally, a 12-inch pipe will clog much more easily than a larger pipe because of its size.  Basically, the memo stated, the property owner has created this problem by installing an improperly sized storm drainage pipe.
The total cost to replace the 12-inch pipe with a 42-inch pipe is estimated at $39,135.  The Storm Drainage Policy revisions approved last year by City Council makes this project more attractive for the property owner.  Under the old Storm Drainage Policy criteria, the property owner would have been responsible for half of the $39,135 estimated cost.  The policy revision changed the cost division to 85% City and 15% property owner with a cap of $5,000 for the property owner's share.  For this particular case, the cost split would be $34,135 (City) and $5,000 (property owner).

Since the property owner caused the structural flooding problem by installing a 12-inch pipe on his property, the Stormwater Management Advisory Commission did not recommend this project for City funding assistance at its July 7 meeting.

Jim Leumas of the City's Stormwater Management Division staff made a slide presentation to the Committee that showed the location of the pipes on the property and the catch basin along Renfrow Road.  A 36-inch pipe has almost nine times the drainage capacity of a 12-inch pipe, he said.  Approximately six acres of property drains to this catch basin; two and one-half acres from the right-of-way and three and one-half acres from commercial property along South Wilmington Street.  Mr. Baldridge asked the City to investigate in August 2004.  City staff did not have any indication of flooding on the property until a storm in January 2005.  Upon investigation, they found objects (tires, traffic cones, etc.) clogging the drainage system; the 12-inch pipe was buried under debris and a hubcap was blocking the 36-inch pipe.  Mr. Leumas reiterated that on July 7 the Stormwater Management Advisory Commission did not recommend this project for City funding assistance because the flooding problem had been created by the property owner.
Chairwoman Taliaferro asked Mr. Baldridge if he would like to comment on the matter.
Emmett Baldridge, 2428 South Wilmington Street, Raleigh, NC  27603 – Mr. Baldridge said that he had bought this property in 1988 and had no idea there was a problem with City water flowing onto his property.  In 2001 his maintenance man heard water in the catch basin.  He thought there must be a leak, but when the City investigated, it found that the water was coming from the City's flushing of a fire hydrant about three-quarters of a mile up the road.  This was his first indication that City water was flowing onto his property.  The water came onto the property with such force that it was carrying debris with it and even a 50-inch pipe would not have helped, he said.  Mr. Baldridge stated that he pays $200 a month for stormwater, he said; at least half or two-thirds of the water flowing onto his property is City water and he needs some relief from this.
Mr. Craven pointed out the Mr. Baldridge had installed the 12-inch pipe on his property and Mr. Baldridge responded that yes, he had, but he had also asked some friends who were City engineers to look at it.  He said he could not afford the entire cost to install a new pipe, but he could afford to pay his $5,000 share.
Mr. Dawson asked Mr. Baldridge if there was an open channel to the creek when he installed the 12-inch pipe.  Mr. Baldridge said that was done when he came before the City and received permission to change the sewer line around the back perimeter of the property; the pipe was installed as part of that project and City staff inspected the project.
Mr. Craven moved to affirm the recommendation of the Stormwater Management Advisory Commission to not fund this project.  Chairwoman Taliaferro seconded, and the motion carried by unanimous vote of 3-0.

Mr. Baldridge asked if they could relieve him of the $200 per month stormwater payment, and Ms. Taliaferro said that the Committee did not have that authority.

Item #03-65 – S-11-05 – Colinwoods Subdivision
Planner Eric Hodge presented this item to the Committee.  The site is located on the south side of Strickland Road, just west of its intersection with Brandon Station Road and north of the existing dead end of Wellsley Way, outside the City limits.  It is in the City's extraterritorial jurisdiction, the Northwest Planning District, and the Northwest CAC.  The applicant wants to subdivide a vacant 4.8 acre tract zoned Residential-4 into 14 single-family lots.  The new lots are proposed to average .27 acre (12,037 square feet) with an average road frontage of 74.6 linear feet.  The minimum lot size proposed is .25 acres (10,925 square feet).  The minimum road frontage proposed is 67.6 feet.
The development constitutes an "infill subdivision"; it is less than 5 acres and surrounded on at least 66% of its perimeter by developed single-family detached dwellings.  All lot frontages are less than 80% of the median of the surrounding lots and all lot sizes are less than 80% of the median of the surrounding lots.
The Planning Commission approved this request unanimously and forwarded it to the City Council with a positive recommendation.  One neighboring property owner has filed an appeal.

Chairman Taliaferro said this came to the Committee for review of the road configuration, and asked if this is the best one proposed for this area.  Mr. Hodge said the applicant plans to extend Wellesly Way to connect to Strickland Road in accordance with the 1996 Comprehensive Plan.

Transportation Services Manager Eric Lamb stated that for interconnectivity issues, staff is normally dealing with a 1,500-foot street spacing and an 800-foot dead-end requirement.  This case is a little different.  When the Comprehensive Plan was adopted, it called for the extension of Wellesly Way to Strickland Road and the applicant's current plan is completely compliant with the Comprehensive Plan.  An option was raised at the July 5 City Council meeting regarding cul-de-sac'ing Wellesly Way and providing an alternative extension from Club Drive to Strickland Road.  Cul-de-sac'ing Wellesly Way with an alternative extension to Strickland Road exceeds staff's authority in the Comprehensive Plan for administrative approval.  The City could allow the applicant to request an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan which, if approved, would allow Wellesly Way to be cul-de-sac'ed.  Mr. Botvinick pointed out that the problem with the Club Drive proposal is that the owner with the new responsibility for the connection could say he does not want it, and that would preclude the option.
Mr. Lamb said that a September public hearing would be necessary for a change to the Comprehensive Plan, and there was not enough time for that.  Ms. Taliaferro stated that access to Strickland Road is needed, and Mr. Craven confirmed that if no change is made to the plan, then Wellesly Way would be extended to Strickland Road.
Chairwoman Taliaferro asked to hear from the applicant.

John Phelps, 5110 Bur Oak Circle, Raleigh, NC  27612 – Surveyor John Phelps said that they had anticipated approval of this project.  Their initial proposal to the City had been for a cul-de-sac; however, the Comprehensive Plan called for extension of Wellesly Way to Strickland Road.  They changed their project plan accordingly and are ready to move forward.
Mr. Craven said he would like to see the alternative solution achieved, but unfortunately there was not enough time.  He moved to affirm the CR of the Planning Commission to extend Wellesly Way.  Chairwoman Taliaferro seconded, and the motion carried unanimously, 3-0.

Item #03-55 – Stormwater Management Advisory Commission Recommendations – Stormwater Detention During Construction 
Conservation Engineer Supervisor Ben Brown reminded the Committee members that on April 27, 2005 they had asked staff to look more closely at the Detention During Construction recommendation based on a cost benefit analysis performed by Camp, Dresser and McKee (CDM).  The Committee was primarily concerned with greater maintenance costs incurred by such measures and any supplemental detention associated with such measures as it relates to recent changes in the sizing of sediment basins on construction sites.  Stormwater staff provided CDM with a recently-approved site, which was designed with the larger sediment basins, to study for this analysis.
Based on the findings from the new case, CDM still recommends that the City consider requiring detention of stormwater on construction sites for the 2-year storm event.  There was not a substantial increase in costs for maintenance, and with the new sizing requirement, a fair amount of detention was achieved without the installation of additional measures.

Michael Sloop of CDM highlighted the report from CDM, including the positive and negative impacts identified with using permanent detention facilities as sediment basins during construction.  The entire report read as follows:

Background

On April 27, 2005, CDM presented the results of the Cost and Benefit for Requiring Stormwater Detention during Construction study to the Public Works Committee (PWC).  Based on the results of the study, CDM recommended that the City consider requiring that ongoing-construction peak runoff rates not exceed pre-development peak runoff rates for the 2-year, 24-hour design storm event.  In response to the study results, the PWC requested that an additional case study be performed on a proposed development subject to the City’s recently revised sedimentation and erosion (S&E) control regulations, specifically regarding the change in surface area requirements for sediment basins.  The PWC also requested that additional consideration be given to the cost associated with the removal of accumulated sediment from permanent wet detention facilities used as S&E basins during construction.

The City selected Phase I of the Peyton Hall Subdivision for the additional case study.  The development includes 29 residential lots on 15.3 acres.  The proposed stormwater and S&E plans were submitted to the City on January 27, 2005 and were subject to the revised S&E basin sizing criteria.  The development is also subject to the City’s post-development stormwater controls, which states that the peak stormwater runoff leaving any site for the 2-year and 20-year storms shall be no greater for post-development conditions than pre-development conditions.

The purpose of this additional case study is to identify what additional stormwater detention measures are necessary if stormwater detention were required during construction of Phase I of the Peyton Hall Subdivision, as well as the associated cost impacts.  The following sections present the results of CDM’s evaluation.

Detention Requirements   

The purpose of this section is to determine what additional measures, if any, are required in addition to existing erosion and sedimentation controls to reduce the peak runoff rate from the construction site to no greater than pre-development conditions for the 2-year, 24-hour design storm event, if any.  Potential measures include modifying existing filter basin outlet structures or volumes, constructing additional detention basins, constructing diversion berms to divert stormwater runoff to detention facilities, etc.  

CDM calculated the pre-development peak runoff rate and peak outflow discharged from filter basins and any areas not being controlled during construction.  The construction area was divided into the following four sub-basins based on flow path, as shown on the enclosed Erosion Control Plan prepared by Piedmont Land Design, LLP:

· Filter Basin #1 Area:  The area contributing runoff to Filter Basin #1, which is also the permanent Wet Pond #1.

· Filter Basin #2 Area:  The area contributing runoff to Filter Basin #2, which is also the permanent Wet Pond #2.

· Filter Basin #3 Area:  The area contributing runoff to Filter Basin #3, which is a temporary sediment trap.

· Area #4:  The remaining portion of the construction area, which is not being controlled by a detention/sediment facility.

The peak runoff rate for pre-development and ongoing-construction conditions was calculated for each area using the Rational Method.  The peak runoff rates during construction were then routed through the proposed outlet structures for Filter Basins #1, #2, and #3 using a desktop routing spreadsheet.  The stormwater runoff from Area #4 was not controlled and contributes directly into a natural channel flowing through the site.  Table 1 below shows the calculated pre-development peak runoff rates, peak discharges from Filter Basins #1, #2, and #3, and the peak runoff rate from Area #4.

Table 1

Peak Runoff Rate Comparison

	Drainage Area
	2-Year, 24-Hour Peak Runoff Rate (cfs)

	
	Pre-Development
	Ongoing-Construction

	Filter Basin #1 Area
	12.1
	3.8

	Filter Basin #2 Area
	1.7
	0.4

	Filter Basin #3 Area
	1.8
	2.4

	Area #4
	1.8
	4.6

	Total Construction Site Area
	17.4
	11.2


It can be seen from the table that the peak runoff rate from the entire construction site is less during construction than pre-development conditions.  This occurred due to the temporary detention benefits provided by Filter Basin Numbers 1 and 2.  Therefore, no additional detention measures were required for this site.

Cost Impacts

No additional measures were required to provide the necessary level of peak reduction for the 2-year, 24-hour storm during construction for the site evaluated in this additional case study.  Consequently, no costs for additional detention measures were identified for this case study.  However, the PWC did request that additional consideration be given to the cost impacts associated with removing sediment from permanent detention facilities when being used as sediment basins during construction.  Evaluating these positives and negatives can be difficult to quantify.  Therefore, CDM performed a qualitative analysis of various positives and negatives of the policy and developed a recommendation based on the key points identified.  Below are the key impacts identified with using permanent detention facilities as sediment basins during construction.

· Negative:  Removing accumulated sediment from detention facilities other than wet/dry ponds can increase construction costs.  For example, underground storage tanks/pipes can be used as permanent detention facilities.  Removing sediment from these devices can be very costly. 

· Negative:  Cost may increase if the outlet structure of the permanent detention facility must be modified to dewater the basin during construction.  However, simple and cost-effective dewatering devices made of perforated PVC pipe and gravel can be incorporated into the low-level outlets of these facilities to provide drainage during construction.

· Positive:  The cost to construct a temporary sediment basin is eliminated if the permanent detention facility functions as the temporary sediment basin during construction.

· Positive:  The cost of removing sediment accumulated during construction may be reduced with the use of larger filter basins (i.e., greater available sediment storage volume).  The permanent detention facility is sized based on the stormwater runoff volume under post-development conditions.  This volume is typically greater under post-development conditions versus during construction.  Therefore, the sediment basin is typically over-sized and the allowable sediment storage volume is increased.  If sediment is removed when the sediment storage volume is half-full, the frequency of sediment removal over the duration of a construction project will decrease if the permanent detention facility is used as the temporary sediment basin during construction.  The total volume of sediment removed will be slightly greater under this condition (due to increased sediment removal efficiencies), but the overall cost is projected to be less as the contractor will be required to dedicate personnel and equipment less frequently to remove accumulated sediment.    

· Positive:  Based on past CDM experience, permanent outlet structures can be cost-effectively modified to allow a sediment basin to dewater without negatively impacting its removal efficiency.

Based on the positive and negative impacts identified above, the cost impact associated with using permanent detention facilities as sediment basins during construction may vary based on site conditions.  There may be cost savings through the elimination of temporary sediment basins and reduced sediment cleanout frequencies.  However, there may also be increased costs due to increased sediment volumes and outlet structure modifications.  

Recommendations

The purpose of this additional case study is to evaluate the costs and benefits of requiring stormwater detention during construction of a proposed development subject to the most current City of Raleigh erosion and sedimentation control regulations, with specific consideration given to cost impacts associated with sediment removal.  Based on the results of the evaluation of Phase I of the Peyton Hall Subdivision, CDM recommends that the City of Raleigh further consider adopting a regulation which requires that the peak stormwater runoff rate for the 2-year, 24-hour design storm event be no greater during construction conditions than pre-development conditions.
Mr. Craven asked if the numbers are sufficiently clear that staff could easily perform simple outflow calculations to confirm compliance.  Mr. Sloop replied that it would take a small additional volume calculation to determine if a sediment basis in sufficient.  Mr. Brown added that staff would want to do more than a volume check; they would also want to check on the amount of water running out.
Chairwoman Taliaferro stated that downstream properties should be protected and construction sites checked.  She asked what the next step would be to move forward. Mr. Botvinick said that an ordinance amendment should be created for the stormwater ordinance contained in Part 10, Planning and Development, of the City Code.  The proposed ordinance would go to public hearing in September, then to the Planning Commission for a recommendation, then back to the City Council for completion.
By consensus agreement of the Committee members, this item will be held in Committee and staff was requested to bring a proposed text change to the Committee for review in time to schedule a public hearing for September.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business before the Public Works Committee, Chairwoman Taliaferro announced the meeting adjourned at 11:44 a.m.
Leslie H. Eldredge

Deputy City Clerk
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