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PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

The Public Works Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Tuesday, June 13, 2006 at 1:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, Room 201, Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 W. Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present.
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Public Utilities Director Crisp
Chairperson Taliaferro called the meeting to order introducing Committee members and staff.  She stated Mr. Stephenson would not be at the meeting as he is out of town on business; therefore would be excused.  The following items were discussed with action taken as shown.
Item 05-26 – Wade Avenue Connector Feasibility Study.  Parks Planner Dick Bailey indicated a representative of Wetherill Engineering which conducted the feasibility study is present to answer any questions or give a brief overview of the study.  Ms. Taliaferro asked that the comments relate to options A and B and which is recommended.  She indicated the item was referred to Committee to determine which option is most appropriate.
A representative of Wetherill Engineering indicated option A relates to crossing the existing culvert connecting under Wade Avenue with either an extended culvert or bridge  transversing down to the grade to the existing trail in the I-440 right-of-way.  Option A would extend the culvert system to provide the necessary width on top for the connection and curb along the ramp.  Item 1B would be an independent structure.  Option B is a little more expensive but has some advantages.  It would be crossing the existing culvert connecting under Wade Avenue with either an extended culvert or bridge and then filling to construct a ramp directly into the existing trail.  It would allow maintaining the use of the trail during construction.
Mr. Craven questioned the difference in cost between option A and B and the period of construction for each.  It was pointed out with the option 1A or the covered option several pores would have to be made and it would take several months longer than the bridge type options.  It would add 2 to 3 months over for Option A.  It was pointed out Option A would put the trail out of commission 2 to 3 months longer.  With Option B the trail would be closed only temporarily.  Option B cost some $32,000 more than option A.
A gentleman representing one of the neighborhoods most interested in getting this trail completed expressed appreciation for to the Council for funding the study.  He pointed out Option 1B seems to be the best stating he understands it is slightly more expensive but it would have the least impact on the area including NCDOT and the Meredith Campus.

Mr. Craven stated he would love to save the $32,000 but he feels with the complications of keeping the trail closed, liability for pedestrians in the area, he feels that option 1B would be best and so moved.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Taliaferro.  Ms. Taliaferro pointed out the item was referred to Committee to choose an option but the Committee is not charged with finding the funding or authorizing proceeding with the project.  This is a recommendation to proceed with option 1B when and if the project moves forward or funds become available.  It was agreed to make that recommendation to the Council.
Item 05-25 – SP-9-06 – Lafayette Retail Center.  Committee members received the following report in their agenda packet:
This memorandum serves as a staff report regarding the Lafayette Retail Center related to stormwater drainage impacts that this development may have on downstream areas.  A map is attached showing the location of the proposed Lafayette Retail Center site highlighted in yellow.  Information regarding this matter follows:

· The Lafayette Retail Center is a 6.65 acre site.  It is bounded by Honeycutt Road on the west; Falls of the Neuse Road on the south; Walton Commons Drive on the east; and Rue Monet Drive on the north.  The site is currently 6.15% impervious and is proposed to be developed to 60.2% impervious.
· A portion of the site that is closest to Honeycutt Road and Rue Monet Drive and comprises approximately 20 to 25 percent of the site is located in the Falls Lake Watershed.  The remainder of the site is south of the Falls Lake Watershed ridge line and drains to the south and east.
· A condition of Zoning Case Z-36-02 required the property, upon development, to detain stormwater from the 25-year storm to the predevelopment rate.  This is in addition to the City’s Stormwater Regulations, which require only the 2-year and 10-year storm events to be detained to the predevelopment runoff rates.  This condition was proposed by the developer as a good faith effort not to worsen the already existing drainage problems downstream.  John A. Edwards & Company is the engineering firm retained by the developer and is designing the site layout and stormwater runoff control measures for the site.
· The developer is proposing to achieve this condition by utilizing a series of oversized, underground pipes for storage in 2 separate locations on the site.  There is also a bio-retention area proposed on site for water quality control.  All calculations have been reviewed and preliminary approval granted by Conservation Engineering Staff under Site Plan Case SP-9-06.  Certified Recommendation CR# 10993 outlines all conditions required for the development of the Lafayette Retail Center, including the stormwater runoff control requirements.  A copy of CR# 10993 is attached.
· The City currently is performing a conceptual design study to determine alternatives to address stormwater drainage problems on Rainwood Lane which is to the east and south of the Lafayette Retail Center site.  The Lafayette Retail Center site drains to storm drainage piping on Rainwood Lane.  The existing storm drainage piping on Rainwood Lane has been found to be undersized, causing street flooding and structural flooding for some properties on Rainwood Lane.  Brown & Caldwell, Inc. is the engineering consulting firm conducting the conceptual study in this area and is developing options to address the flooding issues.  A public meeting was held on April 11, 2006 at approximately 25 percent completion of the conceptual design study.  A second public meeting is scheduled to be held on June 28, 2006.  This meeting, which is set to coincide with approximately 65 percent completion of the conceptual design study, will discuss alternative solutions to the flooding issues on Rainwood Lane.  As part of the conceptual study, downstream impacts of any improvements to the existing storm drainage system are being investigated.  A notice of the public meeting is to be mailed to citizens next week.

Stormwater Services Engineer James Leumas highlighted the information.
Mr. Craven questioned if the City’s consultant working on the Rainwater Drive stormwater problem is familiar with this development.  Mr. Leumas pointed out calculations did not include this development nor is the consultant probably aware of this development; however, they are doing their work based on a total build out in the area.  Mr. Leumas pointed out he is the project manager on that and he will bring this information or development to their attention.  Mr. Craven indicated Mr. Leumas’ report took care of his questions, he just wanted to make sure everything is being coordinated.  Mr. Craven moved that the Committee recommend upholding the Planning Commission’s recommendation for approval of SP-9-06 Lafayette Retail Center as outlined in CR-10993.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Taliaferro and it was agreed that would be the recommendation to be made.
Item #05-24 – Central Business District Solid Waste Collection Plan.  Committee members received the following memorandum in their agenda packet.

Description: 

Solid Waste Services seeks permission to change the fee structure and collection procedures for the Central Business District.  CBD customers will be required to purchase specially marked bags or rollout carts from the City.  Proposed fees are $1.00 per bag or $30.00 per month for use of a 96-gallon cart.  The container requirements and fee changes would become effective July 1, 2006 in conjunction with the implementation of a free, voluntary recycling program in the CBD. 

Justification:
In partnership with the Downtown Raleigh Alliance, the City’s Solid Waste Services Department will begin a Pay-As-You-Throw solid waste collection system in Raleigh’s Central Business District (CBD). Raleigh’s skyline has changed dramatically over the past few years, and will continue to transform into a more vibrant, urban center. The current system of collecting trash needs to be changed to present a cleaner, safer, and more efficient system that will be compatible to a more viable downtown. 

More than 200 businesses in the CBD currently receive access to garbage collection six (6) days per week, including every holiday except Christmas. Only some of these businesses pay for City pickup, and those that do pay the same price billed for residential, weekly collection, just $8.30 per month. Current City Code allows CBD businesses to put garbage by the curb between 3:00 and 5:30 PM, Monday through Saturday. There are no restrictions on the type or number of containers, thus businesses put garbage out in bags, boxes or cans. This system is contrary to the appearance of the CBD that the City of Raleigh is trying to project. We propose a system that will be neater and more uniform throughout the CBD, as well as a solid waste fee that is more equitable. Businesses will be required to purchase specially marked, 30- gallon garbage bags from the City or use City roll-out carts at a monthly fee as other businesses outside the CBD do. All restaurants and bars will be required to use carts to prevent leakage on the sidewalks. Carts will also be required for businesses on Fayetteville Street to complement the street’s image as a public gathering space. 

The City of Raleigh has received a $14, 455 grant from the State to pilot a recycling program in the CBD. We have purchased recycling carts and clear bags to start this program in conjunction with the beginning of the Pay-As-Throw system. The recycling pilot will be free of charge and will target most of the same items currently collected in our curbside and drop-off recycling program: White paper, newspaper, plastic bottles, metal food and drink containers, glass food and beverage containers, and corrugated cardboard.

The monthly costs for collection from the cart six (6) days per week will be $30.00. The cost for the bags will be $1.00 per bag. Heavy users, those generating more than two bags of waste per day, will save money by choosing the cart. The cart, which holds the equivalent of 3, 30-gallon bags, is priced at approximately $1.15 per day. We are promoting cart collection because it is safer for the CBD collection crew and will look neater than the bags. 

These changes will only affect businesses that currently receive collection from Solid Waste Services.  Buildings that have a trash compactor and use private companies for garbage collection will not be impacted by the new solid waste billing system or the recycling pilot program.

Financial Impact:
A grant expenditure account has been established for all expenditures to program.

Recommendation:
It is recommended that Council approve the Pay-As-You-Throw system for the CBD and approve by Resolution the charges for the collection services as presented and that this Resolution would become effective July 1, 2006.

Ms. Taliaferro pointed out this is a change in the current collection plan for the Downtown Business area and she wants to make sure the Council understands what is being proposed.  She questioned what type service the Central Business District gets now and what is proposed.  Solid Waste Services Director Latta pointed out presently the City picks up garbage 6 times a week, the businesses put their garbage out in just anything, any size they can find.  Most pay the same as residential customers under the proposal in partnership with the Downtown Raleigh Alliance the City’s Solid Waste Services will begin a pay as you throw solid waste collection system.  It is proposed that each business either purchase a 96 gallon cart or purchase 30 gallon garbage bags, the monthly cost for collecting from the cart 6 days per week will be $30.00 per month.  The cost for the bags will be $1.00 per bag.  Heavy users, those generating more than two bags of waste per day will save money by choosing the cart.  The cart holds the equivalent of three 30 gallon bags.  The City has received a grant from the state to do a pilot recycling program in the Central Business District and that will be free of charge.
Ms. Taliaferro stated she has no concern about getting a more effective system in place.  She is all for that.  She is all for having a unified container and has no problem with the businesses paying the same as businesses outside the CBD.  Her concern is we are setting up a pay as you throw system and would not be treating all of the businesses the same.  She questioned why we are talking about a choice between a cart and a special bag.  Mr. Latta pointed out most businesses get twice a week pickup.  The Central Business District will get 6 pickups per week.  He stated they are trying to make it more uniform and easier for his people to collect the trash and trying to keep grease spots and eyesores off of Fayetteville Street and other parts of the Downtown area.  Mr. Craven stated as he understands the bag option is to help businesses who do not have a place to put a cart with Mr. Latta pointing out that is correct.  Ms. Taliaferro stated she had no problem with that but it should be a flat fee or the same fee for everyone.  Mr. Craven questioned how we would keep track of the per bag.  Ms. Bianca Bradford and Christopher Larson, DRA, indicated they are trying to give businesses an incentive to reduce waste.  They are talking with utility billing as to how to charge for the service.  They will be working with DRA who will sell the bags and the bags will be paid for when they are picked up and when more bags are needed more bags are purchased by the business; thereby you do not have to keep up with how many bags are picked up from a particular business.  They pay for the bags prior to using as they would pay for a cart as other businesses do.
Ms. Taliaferro stated she understands the desire to increase recycling, but the philosophical idea of pay as you go has been discussed and rejected by Council.  She stated she has no problem with giving the businesses a choice between the bag and cart but pick up should be the same fee.  She feels that is the best way to go.

Mr. Craven pointed out he appreciates the fact that we are trying to modify the behavior and promote recycling.  The feeling that anyone who has a place to put the cart in front of their business will use a cart rather than the bags was talked about.  Ms. Taliaferro moved adoption of the program as outlined with the understanding the businesses will be charged a flat fee of $30.00 per month and they could have a choice of a cart or use the bags.  She pointed out she understands the business would have to buy the cart for $40.00 per month or buy bags but the collection fee would be $30.00 per month.  Her motion was seconded by Mr. Craven.
Discussion took place as to how to implement the program, the cost of the bags and how that would be handled.  It was pointed out a business would either purchase a cart or purchase the especially designed bags.  They could use either one but they would pay a $30.00 per month flat fee for pickup service.  Ms. Taliaferro stated again she would not support a program that treats one part of the City different than the other parts of the City.  It was pointed out by the Solid Waste Services people that they are trying to couple this with recycling.  The programs downtown and other parts of the City were discussed.  The Committee agreed to go with the motion as stated.
Item 05-02 – Environmental Board.  Committee members received the following memorandum in their agenda packet:
Please find below a general description of an environmental advisory board based on discussions we have had at previous committee meetings.  A draft ordinance/resolution to establish the board is attached.

Mission: The Environmental Board would serve in an advisory role to Raleigh City Council on environmental matters such as: 1) fuel efficiency, 2) environmental education and awareness, 3) environmental awards and recognition program and 4) such other matters as Council may designate.

In its consideration of environmental awards and its efforts to enhance environmental education and awareness, the Board would work closely with other Council Boards and Committees with an emphasis on environmental matters.

Size of the Board: The board would consist of 7 members appointed by Council for 2 year staggered terms.  

Cooperation with other City Boards and Commissions:
The Council has established other Boards to advise the Council on various environmental and related matters.  The Environmental Advisory Board would not supplant or pre-empt the primary functions of these boards but would serve to collaborate with them in matters of environmental education and in the recognition of outstanding public and private environmental accomplishments.

Options for board structure/membership:
The options for board membership are:

1) board comprised of private citizens in Raleigh 

2) board comprised of  both private citizens and City staff; or

3) board consisting of  City staff from various City departments with environmental missions.

Staffing:
The chief staff support for the Environmental Board would be an Assistant City Manager, who would be aided by a “green team” of staff representatives from departments with environmental missions including:  Public Works, Public Utilities, Solid Waste Services and Parks & Recreation.  

To provide sufficient staff emphasis on new initiatives especially on environmental awards and recognition program and public awareness efforts, I recommend the addition of a staff analyst, grade 36.  

Budget:
An initial budget for the effort would include:


FY06 (1 mo)
FY07

Personnel 
$4,394
$52,750

Awards
    -
$5,000

Printing
$2,500
$5,000

Miscellaneous
$1,500
$2,750

Funding may be taken from current available budget in Administrative Services for the balance of this fiscal year.  Provisions would need to be made in the proposed budget for FY 06-07 in the amount of $65,500 for personnel, awards, printing and miscellaneous expenses.  The budget could be reduced if this position was part-time.
It was pointed out the Committee also received a draft ordinance to create the Environmental Advisory Board.  Mr. Craven pointed out he is torn on this issue pointing out he is concerned about creating a new board that has such limited responsibility and questioned whether we would be better off going with staff to address the issues as outlined in the proposed ordinance and let staff bring in short term task forces as needed on specific basis.  He stated having a budget of some $65,000 for this program concerns him and he feels we could deal with this from a staff approach.
Assistant City Manager Prosser indicated having the Board made up of  staff members is one option that has been discussed by the Committee and staff is willing to go whichever way the Council directs.  He stated as far as the budget is concerned we maybe able to reduce that and handle an outside Board with a part time person or on a part time basis.  The emphasis will be on education and environmental awards and that will probably take some time that present staff does not have.  He stated we could have a Board made up of City staff and do ad hoc task force groups such as the City did with the water conservation task force and the ward transformer site, etc.  Once an issue had been addressed the task force could be disbanded.  He stated we probably could handle the environmental awards aspects with staff but it would be good to have third parties brought in to help with that part, that is a choice and it is up to the Council.  Mr. Craven stated as far as the awards are concerned he would question if our Public Affairs office could handle that aspect.  Ms. Taliaferro pointed out it maybe good to have some third parties involved that would help us come up with different categories for the environmental awards program.  She stated there is a lot out there that she did not know about explained she had learned a lot from the Water Conservation Task Force, the Green Industry Car wash industry and others during the Water Conservation Task Force.  She stated for example the car washing certification program would be a good example of an environmental award and it is something she knew nothing about.  The same is true with the Green Industry and golf course association.  Maybe we could get a broader sense of type and category of awards which could be made.  She stated she shares Mr. Craven’s concern about the number of Boards and Commissions and we do not want them to double up on the work.  We must make sure that they do not get into the work of other Boards and Commissions.  How to limit the responsibilities and the purpose as outlined in the proposed ordinance creating the Board was talked about with the Committee agreeing it was very important to specifically delineate the purpose.  The Committee also talked about the mission statement in the memorandum with it being agreed that the proposed ordinance should be amended to include the mission statement.
Discussion followed as to whether the Board should consist of private citizens or have the Board consist of City staff from various City departments with environmental mission.  If the Board is made up of private citizens would it be only citizens of Raleigh or would it be citizens in general.  If the Board is made up of staff members there could be some problems as we have staff members who are not citizens of Raleigh.  Whether we want to limit the Board membership to citizens of Raleigh was talked about.  It was also pointed out draft ordinance in the agenda packet refers to “ordinance” and “resolution” with the City Clerk questioning if the Committee wanted to establish the Board by ordinance or resolution.  If it is by ordinance it would go into the City Code.
Various scenarios and proposals were discussed.  The Committee agreed to recommend that the draft in the agenda packet be revised to make it an ordinance to go in the Code, that the mission statement be included in the purpose portion of the ordinance and recommend that for approval and let the Council as a whole make the decision as to whether the membership would be made up of citizens or staff.
Item 05-10 – Water Conservation Task Force.  Public Utilities Director Crisp pointed out Committee members received information in their agenda packet; however, since the preparation of the packet some additional information has come forth and revisions have been made.  He presented Committee members with the following revised information pointing out the information which is in bold is the additional information.  The memorandum is as follows.
Listed below are the updated comments and recommendations from City of Raleigh Public Utilities Department (CORPUD) and the Raleigh Finance Department as a result of the City Council policy direction provided at the City Council May 2nd meeting on four (4) major issues identified by the Council from the RWCTF recommendations. I have indicated the update in BOLD type for those items (#4, #6, #8 and #14) revised from the original staff report and the remaining items are unchanged and in the order of the item recommendations as they were presented by the RWCTF in the Executive Summary of their report dated April 4, 2006.

Organizational 

1. Additional full-time permanent staff resources are needed in Public Utilities in order to promote and implement a permanent water conservation program as envisioned by the WCTF in their recommendations. The primary need is for Water Conservation Education Specialist position which would be added to Public Utilities in FY 07 by reclassifying an existing vacant staff position. Any future staffing requirements for this program will be addressed by Public Utilities in future fiscal year budget requests. 

2. RWCTF should be dissolved and any future modifications to the City's Water Conservation Program be developed by City staff and presented to the City Council.

3. Public Utilities staff and Stormwater Utility staff will establish a regular meeting schedule to coordinate work between the two utilities to promote potable water conservation and maximize stormwater control and usage.

Ordinances

4. Revise ordinances as proposed by RWCTF for future use during next drought event, except limit proposed stages 1, 2 and 3 to only two stages, as desired by City Council.

5. Do not make these changes effective now so as to prevent public confusion, wait till current drought has ended.

6. Mandatory measures are desired by the City Council, therefore proceed to implement year round water conservation mandatory measure for irrigation of maximum 3 day per week irrigation schedule as proposed by the RWCTF in Exhibit A. Violators of year round mandatory irrigation schedule would receive a written warning citation for first offense, a $50 fine for second violation, a $200 citation for a third violation and water service interruption for a fourth offense.

7. Revise the Raleigh City Code Public Utilities Section Article E to include RWCTF recommendation for new water use management minimum thresholds. These thresholds will be re-visited as CORPUD works with other stakeholder in the Neuse River Basin to further develop and refine water resource modeling and management plans.  

8. Implement Irrigation Conservation Certification Program recommended by RWCTF. Golf Course Association request for alternative water conservation efforts through irrigation certification and major water user classification to be implemented as desired by City Council.
9. Implement Professional Vehicle Wash Certification Program change as recommended by RWCTF. 

10. Implement Professional Vehicle Wash Certification Program change as recommended by RWCTF.

11. Implement Professional Vehicle Wash Certification Program change as recommended by RWCTF.

Water Resource Management

12. The U. S. Army Corp of Engineers recognizes CORPUD as "permanent" Falls Lake / Neuse River stakeholder and participation in meetings will continue as appropriate.

13. The N.C. Department of Environment and Natural Resources recognizes CORPUD as "permanent" Falls Lake / Neuse River stakeholder and participation in management meetings and modeling efforts will continue as appropriate.

Water Rates

14. A water conservation rate structure for Raleigh water customers is not desired by City Council and therefore will not be implemented.

15. Same as #14 response
16. Same as #14 response
Water Reuse Recycling 

17. Include water conservation rate impact in annual revenue budget analysis and adjust to meet capital financing plan demands.

18. Bulk reuse water was made available at E.M. Johnson Water Treatment Plant to the public on 4/27/06.

19. Implement new reuse water distribution pipeline development standards / requirements once Reuse Master Plan approved by City Council and incorporate into Comprehensive Planning process.

20. Implement "satellite" water reuse system approach if feasibility is confirmed and pilot project determined successful.

21. Implement RWCTF recommendation for on-site treatment and reuse of wastewater and stormwater so long as public health conditions protected and associated federal, state and local regulations met.

22. Process water recycle from DEBWTP is planned for return to Lake Benson, but not direct reuse water discharge from other sources such as from the Neuse River Wastewater Treatment Plant, due to the significant regulatory obstacles that such a proposal represents.

23. Same as #21 response.

24. Implement RWCTF recommendation for reuse water discharge to Raleigh sanitary sewer including any discharge from stormwater reuse, such as water from cisterns.

Community Education and Outreach

25. CORPUD has committed to continue with Water Use It Wisely campaign in a combined effort with the other major public water systems across N.C.

26. Cary staff presented their water conservation education program to RWCTF 4/19/05.

27. Implement RWCTF recommendation for water conservation education program.

28. Water bill redesign underway and scheduled for completion by July 1st. This will require 2 page bills and with associated minor increased costs.

29. Same as 27.

30. Develop recognition program for water conserving customers, but not monetary rebates or subsidies.

31. Implement RWCTF recommendation for water conservation at Raleigh facilities.

Exhibit A

Summary of Water Use Restrictions

	Water Use
	Year-Round Conservation Rules
	Stage 1 Conservation Rules
	Stage 2 Conservation Rules
	Stage 3 Conservation Rules

	Automatic spray and non automatic spray irrigation systems
	3 days a week, odd and even addresses odd: Monday/Thursday/Saturday even: Tuesday/Friday/Sunday midnight to 5 AM
	2 days a week, odd and even addresses odd: Monday / Thursday even: Tuesday / Friday midnight to 5 AM
	1 day a week, odd and even addresses odd: Thursday even: Tuesday midnight to 5 AM
	prohibited

	Certified automatic spray (City inspected and approved for water conservation)
	7 days a week (system operated automatically to minimize irrigation water use)
	3 days a week (system operated automatically to minimize irrigation water use)
	2 days a week, odd and even addresses odd: Monday / Thursday even: Tuesday / Friday midnight to 5 AM
	prohibited

	Hose end sprinklers
	3 days a week, odd and even addresses odd: Monday/Thursday/Saturday even: Tuesday/Friday/Sunday 5 AM to 10 AM
	2 days a week, odd and even addresses odd: Monday / Thursday even: Tuesday / Friday 5 AM to 10 AM
	1 day a week, odd and even addresses odd: Thursday even: Tuesday 5 AM to 10 AM 

prohibited
	prohibited

	Hand held Hose
	not regulated
	7 days a week permitted during the hours of midnight to 6 AM, 9 AM to 4 PM, and 6 PM to midnight but not during peaks of 6 AM to 9 AM or 4 PM to 6 PM
	7 days a week, odd and even addresses odd: Monday / Thursday even: Tuesday / Friday midnight to 6 AM, 9 AM to 4 PM, and 6 PM to midnight but not during peaks of 6 AM to 9 AM or 4 PM to 6 PM
	prohibited

	Drip irrigation
	not regulated
	not regulated
	not regulated
	prohibited

	New Landscape Establishment Permit (large commercial plantings, new sod yard or whole yard first seeding, ok) (patches of sod or grass, reseeding whole yard not permitted) 

not regulated
	not regulated
	good for 1 inch of water per week valid up to 45 days from date of planting may irrigate 5 AM to 10 AM
	good for 1 inch of water per week valid up to 28 days from date of planting may irrigate 5 AM to 10 AM
	not issued for new plantings installed after effective date of Stage 3 rules 



	Swimming pools
	not regulated
	Homeowner or contractor may fill or top off new or existing pool to maintain sanitary operation (installations, repairs, and upgrades permitted).
	Contractor may fill new or repaired pool one time pools may be repaired and filled for regulatory compliance, safety concerns, or to maintain structural integrity (filling a pool following installation, repair, or upgrade not allowed for contracts signed after effective date of Stage 2 rules).
	filling new or repaired pools prohibited topping off pools to maintain sanitary operating conditions permitted

	Vehicle washing
	not regulated
	commercial use (commercial car washes, car dealers, commercial car detailers, and commercial fleet maintenance, ok) residents using spring loaded nozzle, Saturday only charity car washes permitted on Saturday
	limited commercial use primary business washing cars (commercial car wash facilities, ok) (car dealers, residential, charity car washes, and fleet maintenance, not ok)
	certified professional car washes only (City inspected and approved for water conservation)

	Pressure washing
	not regulated
	professional power washers, commercial painting contractors, vehicle detailers, and other business use permitted. residents, Saturday only
	professional power washers only (primary business only) no residential use
	Prohibited

	Construction use
	not regulated
	construction and testing of new water and sewer mains, service extensions, residential and commercial building plumbing, and road construction (not allowed for projects permitted and approved after effective date of Stage 1 rules) no additional fire hydrant water meters will be issued
	construction and testing of new water and sewer mains, service extensions, residential and commercial building plumbing, and road construction (not allowed for projects permitted and approved after effective date of Stage 1 rules) no additional fire hydrant water meters will be issued
	Prohibited


Public Utilities Director Crisp went over each item with the Committee making comments and agreeing with the concepts and making the following recommended changes:
a. Adjust the changes in proposed stage 1 and 2 to the hours under the current ordinance.

b. Be consistent in the times for hand held hose/sprinkler

c. For the stage 1 add Sunday for car washes, charity car washes, power washing and be consistent with hours.  Endorse the changes relative to violators of year-round to include warning, $50.00 fine for second violation, $200.00 citation for a third violation, as well as water service interruption on a fourth offense.  Mr. Crisp talked about additional staff for Code enforcement officers included in the proposed budget as well as utilizing employees, positions received through the merged systems.
d. Approve the concept of golf course association request for alternative water conservation efforts through irrigation certification and major water user classification.

Charles M. Borman, Carolina Golf Course Superintendent Association expressed appreciation to the Committee and staff for working with them to come up with a better system.
How to proceed from this point was talked about and it was agreed for Administration to develop the new ordinances/resolutions with the changes and concepts as outlined in the memorandum and bring the information back to Committee for a final look before going to City Council.
It was pointed out this action would disband the current water conservation task force and the Committee agreed to recommend that the Council recognize the task force for the years of service provided.

Adjournment.  There being no further business, Ms. Taliaferro announced the meeting adjourned at 2:30 p.m.
Gail G. Smith
City Clerk
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