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PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

The Public Works Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Tuesday, May 22, 2007, at 1:00 p.m., in the City Council Chamber, Room 201 of the Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 West Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina with the following present:

      Committee




Staff
Ms. Taliaferro, presiding


Public Works Director Carl Dawson

Mr. Craven




Deputy City Attorney Ira Botvinick

Mr. Stephenson



Assistant Manager Julian Prosser







Stormwater Program Manager Danny Bowden







Senior Traffic Engineer Bobby Croom

These are summary minutes unless otherwise indicated.

Ms. Taliaferro called the meeting to order and the following items were discussed with actions taken as shown.

Item #05-67 – Traffic – Parking on Bernard Street.  During the April 17, 2007 City Council meeting this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.  Senior Traffic Engineer Bobby Croom, referred to an aerial photograph of the Bernard Street area in question and gave the following report.

On February 13, 2007 Henry Ward of York Properties contacted the City requesting that parking be allowed on Bernard Street across from Highpark Village Shopping Center.

The existing parking restrictions on Bernard Street are as follows: parking is allowed in front of the shopping center on the east side of Bernard Street with the exception of driveway and fire hydrant clearances.  Parking on the west side is restricted from Whitaker Mill Road northward 450 feet.  This is due to the number of driveways (two for the gas station and two for the shopping center overflow parking lot).  

In mid to late February 2007 staff conducted a field visit to review the sight distance from the driveways.  Mr. Ward was told staff could not recommend parking on the west side of Bernard Street due to sight distance clearance requirements at the existing driveways.

When this item was referred to the Public Works Committee in May 2007, staff revisited the site.  While not desirable, if the northernmost driveway to the overflow parking lot were converted to an entrance only and the southernmost to an exit only, staff determined 3 parking spaces could be added.  Sight distance at the other driveways will not permit additional parking beyond this.  The shopping center would be responsible for signage and enforcement of these restrictions.

If the gas station at the corner of Whitaker Mill Road and Bernard Street is redeveloped, the driveways could be reduced in size or number and additional parking could be added at that time.

Ms. Taliaferro questioned if there were any discussions with York properties regarding restricted in and out access to the satellite parking lot.  Mr. Croom responded that designating the one-way in and one way out would be at the owner’s discretion and noted the change in parking would only amount to the addition of 4 spaces which is not a whole lot.  He pointed out the satellite parking lot includes approximately 100 parking spaces however the parking lot is unlit.  Mr. Stephenson questioned if the satellite parking lot is part of the required parking for the shopping center with Mr. Croom responding he did not have that information at that time.  Mr. Stephenson questioned if the parking lot in the shopping center itself is ever full with Mr. Croom responding in the negative.  Mr. Croom pointed out that a truck used by the catering company remains parking in the satellite parking area.

Discussion took place regarding redevelopment in the area.

Ms. Taliaferro noted that Mr. Ward of York Properties was not present at the meeting.  Brief discussion took place whether or not Mr. Ward was notified of today’s meeting.

Ms. Taliaferro stated she was interested in knowing how the property owner would respond to having the two accesses to the satellite parking lot be restricted to one egress and one ingress access with the addition of the three parking spaces.  She requested staff follow up with that discussion with the property owner.

Following brief discussion it was agreed to hold the item in committee for two weeks to give staff time to discuss the situation further with the property owner.

Item #05-42 – Parks Sites – North Raleigh.  During the November 7, 2006 City Council meeting this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.  Ms. Taliaferro noted this item is currently being discussed along with other North and in Northwest Raleigh park sites and suggested this item be reported out with no action taken.

Discussion took place regarding the status of the of the Syndor/White Property and staff’s progress toward finalizing the terms for its acquisition.

Following brief discussion and without objection it was agreed to report the item out with no action taken.

Item #05-45 – Brentwood Lake/Lot of Graywood Drive – Donation to the City.  During the November 21, 2006 City Council Meeting this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.  Stormwater Program Manager Danny Bowden referred to a map of the Brentwood Today Lake area and gave the following report.

Mr. Tom Worth has asked for the City to consider a donation of two parcels including a portion of Brentwood Today Lake and a parcel located approximately 1000 feet downstream from the lake parcel along Greywood Drive. This parcel is located almost totally within the 100 year floodplain of the New Hope Tributary to Marsh Creek. A map showing the location of the two parcels is attached.

City Council has previously directed the design of improvements to Brentwood Today Lake and the lake parcel will likely be needed at least temporarily for the construction of the improvement to the lake. The downstream parcel along Greywood Drive is not needed for construction of the Brentwood Today Lake improvements, but may be useful as a contractor staging area. Final design and the contractor will likely dictate how these parcels will be utilized.

Acceptance of the lake parcel by the City does create several items of concern:

1.
Only a portion of the dam is included in this parcel and this means multiple property owners are responsible for maintenance of the dam and spillway.

2.
The only access to this parcel from a public road is via New Hope Church and this access cannot likely be used because it is totally in a Neuse Buffer and/or wetlands.

3.
Lack of access points for construction, future maintenance needs, or public access since this will be a future public facility if accepted by the City is a concern.

4.
Future maintenance expectations of property owners versus permitting agencies. Areas surrounding the lake should include wetland plants and natural areas based on permitting requirements, while property owners expect grassed or landscaped areas. As an example, issues have arisen at Beamon Lake because the permit requirements are in conflict with property owner expectations.

5.
Concerns the City is accepting liabilities associated with a private facility.

6.
Future finding for maintenance of the lake.

7.
If the lake were donated to the City, the issue of public access should be considered according to the recently revised Lake Preservation Policy approved by City Council.

8.
A policy has not been developed or discussed for when acceptance of private lakes by the City is appropriate.

In addition, the City currently does not have a policy for accepting or a program for managing/ maintaining properties such as the property along Greywood Drive.

I would suggest the City delay consideration of this request until the following actions have been considered:

1.
Design for the Brentwood Today Lake improvements have been substantially completed so the needed property can be determined.

2.
A full list of pros and cons for acceptance of the lake for discussion is developed.

3.
A policy on the use of natural areas adjacent to streams, Neuse Buffer areas, and lakes is developed for consideration by Council.

4.
A policy for when acceptance of private lakes by the City is appropriate for consideration by Council is developed.

5.
A work plan/funding options for a program for managing/maintaining properties such as the property along Greywood Drive is developed.

It may be appropriate to refer this item to Public Works Committee for further discussion. 

Discussion took place regarding properties in the Quail Hollow Drive area, how they were acquired as part of the FEMA buyout program, how the Parks and Recreation Department maintains those properties and how it prevents future development within floodplain areas.

Mr. Bowden suggested that the item be held in committee to give staff time to further study the proposal regarding issues of access and to work on such things as developing a policy for donating private lakes to the City and address possible funding for maintaining such property.  Ms. Taliaferro questioned if the committee were to report the item out with no action and this would not indicate a refusal of the donation but it would be a delay or that they are just not ready to accept a donation at this time.  Mr. Dawson suggested referring the item to the Stormwater Management Committee to further address this issue.

Discussion took place regarding maintaining access to the proposed property including temporary or permanent easements.  Ms. Taliaferro stated a situation like this would best be explored within the confines of this particular project.  She referred to item #8 of Mr. Bowden’s report and suggested that issue be referred to the stormwater advisory commission for further discussion.  She noted that Item #3 of the report regarding the use of natural area of the adjacent streams, Neuse Buffer areas and lakes, is already a part of the City’s park policy.  Discussion took place regarding maintenance of the area, the City acquires it with Mr. Bowden noting that some of the area would be allowed to return to its natural state which would help the cost of the maintenance of the property.  He noted that the Parks, Recreation Greenway Advisory Board and Stormwater Advisory Committee had already looked at these polices.  Ms. Taliaferro asked that the Community remain inform on the progress of the negotiations.

Mr. Stephenson questioned other public benefits to this donation other than stormwater management with Mr. Bowden responding that such a donation would help vent further development in the 100 year floodplain.  Mr. Stephenson questioned what about the lake itself with Mr. Bowden responding it would help maintain a good water quality.  Mr. Bowden noted that the lake dam is a low level dam and that not much flooding would occur should the dam fail.

Deputy City Attorney Botvinick talked about whether it matters or not if the City obtains all or portions of the property and questioned how the City would indeed obtain the property.  He talked about whether the City would use easements or condemnation through public domain.

Mr. Bowden stated several property owners in the area were positive about providing some sort of easement.  He noted an easement will be utilized as far as maintenance of the lake and the surrounding area.  A discussion took place regarding long-term maintenance of the lake and whether or not the City or the surrounding property owners would end up with that responsibility once improvements have been made.

Following discussion and without objection, the item was reported out with the recommendation that no action be taken noting that this action is not a refusal of the offer to donate the land; however, staff needs time to further work out the details of the Brentwood Lake Today project and that staff work continue working on designs for the and develop a list of pros and cons for the acceptance of the property.  It was further noted that the policy regarding acceptance of private lakes by the City be referred to the Stormwater Management Advisory Committee for discussion and bring back suggestions to Council.

Item #05-7 – Environmental Award Proposal.  During the September 6, 2005 City Council Meeting this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.

Assistant City Manager Julian Prosser discussed other awards programs sponsored by the City including the Sir Walter Awards which are awarded through the Appearance Commission and the Fred Fletcher Award which are awarded through the Parks, Recreation and Greenway Advisory Board.  He noted there were several programs within the City that they consider environmental programs including those administered by the Public Works Department, the Public Utilities Department and Solid Waste services.  Based on the Sir Walter Awards he stated utilizing the Heads of key department to the Chairman of area to develop a set of criteria for judging the various projects, and having a mixed jury culled from the various city commissions such as the Parks, Greenway Advisory Board, the Planning Commission, the Appearance Commission, etc. that would judge the projects based on practical uses rather than subjective theories.  

Ms. Taliaferro stated she agrees that the project need to be considered need to be based on “functionality” such as tree conservation efforts that go above and beyond those required in the City Code.  She stated she liked the idea of a jury of professionals from various boards and commissions.  She talked about how solid waste services recycling program came from ways to handle construction recycling, noting the jury can be reconstituted on an annual basis.  Mr. Dawson suggested that experts in certain disciplines can advise the jury in judging the various projects.

Discussion took place regarding the number of categories to be considered and how public and private to be considered and also including projects administered by the North Carolina State University.

Following further discussion it was agreed to hold the item in committee to give staff time to work on further development of the program.

Adjournment.  There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 1:50 p.m.

Ralph L. Puccini

Assistant Deputy Clerk
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