









CORRECTED











       9/4/07

Public Works Committee Minutes

August 21, 2007

(Corrected 9/4/07)

Page 17

PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

The Public Works Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Tuesday, August 21, 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 Botvinick

Mr. Stephenson



Transportation Engineer Eric Lamb







Transportation Manager Mike Kennon







Transportation Engineer Paul Kallam







Parks Engineer Wayne Schindler







Stormwater Services Manager Danny Bowden

Ms. Taliaferro called the meeting to order at 1:10 p.m. and the following items were discussed with actions taken as shown.

Item #05-83 – Six Forks Extension – Fee-In-Lieu.  During the August 7, 2007 City Council Meeting, this item was first referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.  Eric Lamb, Transportation Services Engineer, presented the following report.

This memo is in response to the petition of citizens by Mr. Jason Barron representing WM Six Forks/Boylan Development Company. His request is concerning the deferral of a fee-in-lieu of construction for the proposed Six Forks Road Extension at Crabtree Creek.  This fee-in-lieu is associated with the development of the Windsor Manor project (MP-2-06 / S-64-07).

Developers are required to pay fees in lieu of construction for creek crossings associated with private development.  These fees-in-lieu are due in full either when developers obtain their building permits or prior to map recordation, depending upon the development plan.  Just as developers have responsibility for public street improvements proportional to the number of dwelling units associated with a project, developers must also bear a proportional cost for stream crossings when construction cannot be accomplished.  This frequently occurs for developments whose property line is a stream, creek or river, and partial construction of a roadway to the property line cannot occur.  

This is the case for the Windsor Manor development, whose southern property line is Crabtree Creek.  Since the development plan for the overall property is on both sides of the proposed Six Forks Road extension, a future major thoroughfare, Windsor Manor is responsible for one-half the costs of this creek crossing for a 41-foot back-to-back roadway.  The applicant has provided an estimate for this proposed crossing at $3.1 million at this roadway width, therefore the developer’s fee-in-lieu payment in this case is $1.55 million.  The total project cost for the full five lane bridge planned for this location is approximately $7 million.  This project is not currently identified for future construction in the City’s Capital Improvement Program, however new development in this area may warrant additional consideration for this project.

Mr. Barron’s client is requesting a complete deferral of this fee for four years from the date of permitting.  The only related precedent for this situation is a phased fee-in-lieu payment associated with the Hedingham subdivision/master plan.  This development incurred a $750,000 fee-in-lieu associated with the future Skycrest Drive Extension.  The City Council approved a payment plan, allowing Hedingham to pay one-third of the fee up front, one-third a year later, and one-third two years later.  This was in concert with a letter-of-credit for the full amount that was proportionally reduced with each payment.

Staff would suggest that a phased payment plan may be appropriate here, but would not advocate for complete deferral of the fee due to the precedent-setting nature of this request.  It is important to note that phased payment plans are difficult to administer and should not be considered for widespread use.  If this is to become a regular practice for the City, it may be appropriate to consider some minimum threshold at which to allow these requests in the future.

Ms. Taliaferro questioned if this case is a similar situation to one the City encountered with Hedingham with Mr. Lamb responding in the affirmative.  He indicated one problem was the scheduling of the payments.  Mr. Craven indicated this portion of Six Forks Road is not currently scheduled for construction and questioned if this fee-in-lieu is in order to secure financial security with Mr. Lamb indicating that is correct.  

Mr. Craven questioned what the earliest date is for the construction of the bridge across Crabtree Creek with Mr. Lamb responding if the project were part of the current CIP it would take approximately 4 to 5 to go through the process; however if the project were constructed as part of a public/private agreement it could be completed within 2 to 4 years.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick indicated this property was rezoned for planned development and the traffic study was conducted so a situation like this does not come as a surprise.

Jason Barron, Kennedy Covington Lobdell and Hickman, representing the applicant, Boylan Development Corporation, submitted a packet of information to the committee describing the project which includes the following letter.

On behalf of Boylan Development Company and WM Six Forks, LLC (collectively, “Boylan”), we appreciate the opportunity to appear before you.  As indicated in the request that was submitted to the City, Boylan is in the process of seeking construction plan approval for Windsor Manor, a vertical mixed use project that was approved as a Planned Development District by the City last year.  Windsor Manor will consist of up to 325 multi-family units and 15000 square feet of commercial uses, and has been designed in a fashion to permit the protection of environmentally sensitive wetlands.  Once Boylan commenced with the process of obtaining its building permits, it became apparent that substantial fees-in-lieu are required for the extension of Six Forks Road and the bridge over Crabtree Creek.  Attached hereto is a copy of the PDD site plan, with the Six Forks Road extension highlighted, as well as summaries of the three (3) fees for which Boylan is seeking a payment plan.

The three (3) fees represented in the attached materials total a $983,862.24 financial obligation for Boylan.  As indicated in the spreadsheet, these fees consist of the following: (1) approximately $750,000 for one-fourth of a 90 wide bridge over Crabtree Creek; (2) approximately $50,000 to reconstruct the greenway upon construction of the bridge; and (3) approximately $158,862.24 to widen and extend Six Forks Road to the foot of the bridge (collectively, the ‘Fees”).

As you can imagine, a $1,000,000 fee-in-lieu payment is tough for even the most sizable projects to be able to afford. Regardless, Boylan is committed to satisfying its fee-in-lieu obligations for Windsor Manor, but is not in a position to cover these significant Fees immediately.  As a compromise, Boylan respectfully requests a 4-year payment plan for the Fees.  The Fees will be paid in one-fourth installments on a yearly basis, or roughly $250,000 per year, with the remaining obligations to be secured by a letter of credit in favor of the City.  With each one-fourth payment of the Fees, the amount of the letter of credit will be reduced accordingly.

Boylan is very excited about developing Windsor Manor.  The payment plan described herein will allow Windsor Manor to be developed as the high quality mixed use project that was intended when the master plan was approved by City Council. 

Mr. Barron indicated his clients could accelerate the payments if the adjoining state property should come under private ownership and the construction of the extension of Six Forks Road should accelerate.

Discussion took place on how the payments are monitored by the city and how the letter of credit will guarantee those payments.

Tyler Morris, 410 North Boylan Avenue, in response to questions indicated the letter of credit is like cash in which the city can convert should the payments not be made in time.

Ms. Taliaferro questioned if staff has reviewed the proposal with Mr. Barron responding it is being reviewed at this time.  Ms. Taliaferro indicated she has no problem with a payment plan and questioned if the applicant has no problem with the payment plan with Mr. Morris responding that his company does not have a problem with it; however, it is a large amount of money to pay. 

Mr. Lamb indicated the only other precedent the Council has for a situation like this is the Hedingham Subdivision adding it was the City Council who initiated that plan and that staff did not have input at the time.  He indicated staff is comfortable with the payment plan if the Council is also.  He indicated the only problem with the letter of credit is that if it is done through an out of state bank there could be a problem cashing it in should the situation arise.  He suggested that that council condition that the letter of credit be executed through a bank in North Carolina.  He stated the Council may received similar requests within the next several months from other large developments noting this may become a matter of course.

Mr. Stephenson questioned the projection of cost from the project with Mr. Lamb responding the costs are based on the date of the project’s approval.  Ms. Taliaferro questioned if the Council can impose a condition that the final payment for the fee in lieu to be made by the date of the completion of the project.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick talked about various conditions for the payment regarding the letter of credit noting the “date of completion” could be defined in a number of ways.  He talked about issues regarding the construction of the bridge with the stream crossing and the greenway being included in the fee-in-lieu.  Ms. Taliaferro questioned if there was any consideration in rolling the three items into one request with Public Works Director Dawson stating there is no problem in combining all three items.  He indicated the Council still must give final approval to the payment plan.  He noted the City cashed only one letter of credit in the past few years.  He stated in the case of one project a developer had to submit a bank check.  Mr. Lamb indicated his staff sends notices on a regular basis to developers regarding the renewal of their letters of credit.

Ms. Taliaferro indicated there are three issues that need to be addressed, one being the payment plan, another being the conditions for the approval and, lastly, the question of city policy.  Mr. Craven indicated there are other issues for him; namely, there is no initial cash out lay by the city, but the financial security of this project is in place; that there is unusual infrastructure involved with this fee-in-lieu namely the greenway and the stream crossing; and that there be a fixed time frame for the payments that would be made adjustable forward to coincide with the project to be completed.  Mr. Craven questioned how far Six Forks Road would be extended with Mr. Lamb indicating Six Forks Road will be extended roughly halfway from its current terminus to the creek with the other half being covered by the fee in lieu.  Ms. Taliaferro questioned if the greenway area is tied to the bridge with Mr. Lamb responding in the affirmative.  Mr. Barron added that all of the bridge construction is related to this item.  Discussion took place regarding the cost for constructing the bridge across the creek with Mr. Lamb indicating the problem is the size of the bridge indicating the length would be approximately 500 feet due to the flood plain.

Following further discussion it was agreed to hold the item in committee with staff being directed to look at the proposal to come down and to come up with a plan for the fee-in-lieu to include all the issues discussed and also come back with a policy suggestion for a phase in plan.  Mr. Lamb suggested also a condition that if the project is completed early to make sure that the city receives all funds that are due.

Item #05-82 – Traffic – No Parking – Rowan Street and Pamlico Drive.  During the August 7, 2007 City Council meeting this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.  Transportation Manager Mike Kennon presented the following report:

Staff was originally contacted by the neighborhood concerning limited sight distance at the intersection of Rowan Street and Pamlico Drive due to parked vehicles. The intersection has stop controls on both approaches of Rowan. A recommendation was developed to remove a minimal amount of parking on Pamlico to increase the sight distance for the vehicles stopping on Rowan.

 

At approximately the same time, staff was contacted regarding vehicles parking on both sides of Rowan and Pamlico and not having sufficient width for emergency vehicles to pass. The parking staff worked with Raleigh Police and Fire staff to review the streets and develop a recommendation to ensure adequate emergency access. 

 

Staff has contacted all of the property owners that will be affected by the recommendations. An updated map is included in the agenda package. Additional backup information is included as well.

Mr. Stevens questioned the installation of a stop sign with possible flashing lights with Mr. Kennon responding there is one on Rowan.

Mr. Craven complimented staff on the report.  He indicated it is a shame parking has deteriorated in the area over the years.  He stated he wants to avoid a similar situation to that as had developed in the Pilot Mill area.  Mr. Kennon indicated the condo association was also contacted regarding this issue as well.

Jan Christianson indicated she is here to represent concerned neighbors.  She stated the developers for the condominium project did provide off-street parking; however tenants chose not to utilize the spaces.  She stated neighbors are concerned with delivery trucks and moving vans parking in the area.

Mr. Craven made a motion to approve no parking on Rowan Street and Pamlico Drive as per staff’s recommendation.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Taliaferro and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  Ms. Taliaferro ruled the motion adopted.

Item #05-81 – The Namegrams Project.  This item was previously discussed during the July 31, 2007 Public Works Committee and was held over for the discussion.  Wayne Schindler, stated staff met with the petitioner and as a result came to a more clear understanding of the project.  He stated the petitioner wants to maintain the solemnity of the event.  He stated the issue was coordinating the event with the installation of tree lights for the City’s holiday parade.  He stated the tags would be hung on the trees on November 9 in on a string in 2 rows on the lower 2-foot portion of the tree canopy along Fayetteville Street so the public can read them.  He stated the tags would be installed in time for the November 10 Veteran’s Day parade and would remain in place for two weeks.  He stated the City would begin installing the tree lights on November 12 in time for the Christmas Parade which would be held on November 17.  He submitted a diagram indicated how the tags would be hung and where the tree lights would be installed.  He stated another group will remove the tags at the end of the two week period and there is a possibility that the tags would be sent to the families of the individuals whose names appear on the tag.  Mr. Schindler indicated there is a possibility both the boy scouts and the girl scouts will be involved in the hanging of the tags.  He indicated staff is ready to move forward with the project.

Mr. Stevenson questioned if staff will be supplying any of the materials for this project with Mr. Schindler responding that the petitioner will be supplying all of the materials.

John Odom, representing the Raleigh Merchants Association and local veterans associations indicated the area veterans are totally in support of this project.  He stated the Wake Veterans Council and the North Carolina Vietnam Veterans Incorporated also support the project and will be participating.  He stated he only wishes that the tags could remain in place longer.

Mr. Craven made a motion to approve the Namegrams Project with the understanding the volunteers would be involved with the assembling of the materials, the hanging of the tags and their removal after the two week period.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Taliaferro and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  Ms. Taliaferro ruled the motion adopted.

Item #05-78 – Variance – Street Improvements – East Lake Anne Drive.  This item was previously discussed during the Public Works Committee July 18, 2007 meeting and held over for further discussion.  Paul Kallam, Traffic Engineer, reviewed the history of the request.  He indicated if the City were to do a standard fee-in-lieu or the improvements to East Lake Anne Drive it would be at a cost of $6,900 for Lot #17 only and approximately $11,000 for both Lots #17 and #18 combined.

Brian Ward, presented pictures of his property which indicate the amount of access that is currently available for fire and emergency vehicles. He presented a PowerPoint presentation to illustrate his estimated costs for the road improvements including permits, surveys, plans and specs, installation of 6-inches of stone and 2-inches of asphalt, clearing land, etc.  He stated the total of such costs if he were to construct the street improvements himself would be more than $25,000.  He indicated he proposes to install 10-inches of compacted stone from the current terminus of East Lake Anne Drive to his home at a cost of approximately $3,000 and he will recombine Lots #17 and #18 which would be a cost at approximately $2,000.  He presented a topographical map that outlines the floodplains in the area noting the majority of Lot #18 is located within that floodplain and therefore largely unbuildable.  He submitted a letter from the Lake Anne Homeowners Association expressing their opposition to the eventual extension of East Lake Anne Drive.

Mr. Stephenson questioned the reason for the recombination of Lot #17 and #18 with Ms. Taliaferro indicating that it is an effort to prevent a future request for a similar variance for Lot #18.  Mr. Stephenson questioned if a 10-inch stone would be installed for both lots with Mr. Ward reiterating that the stone would be installed from the end of East Lake Anne Drive to his front door only and that noting it would be on his easement and not City of Raleigh right-of-way.  

Mr. Craven stated he is willing to support a condition that the installation meets the fire department standards for access.  He stated he would like to see some documentation from the City of Raleigh and NCDOT that the property owner would not be absolve from future assessments should East Lake Anne Drive be extended.  He stated he would like to see a 10-inch gravel installed on a bed 20 feet wide with a 30-foot vertical clearance.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick indicated the City could drop a contract requiring these conditions.

Mr. Craven moved approval of the variance with the condition as stated.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Taliaferro and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  Mr. Lamb indicated staff will withhold the final certificate of occupancy until both Lots #17 and #18 have been recombined and recorded.

In answers to questions Mr. Ward indicated he plans on having the house completed in January of 2008.

Item #05-75 – Traffic Calming – Sutton Drive.  During the June 19, 2007 City Council Meeting, this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.  Traffic Services Engineer Eric Lamb gave the following report:

This memorandum is in response to a concern raised by Councilor Stephenson concerning safety issues in the vicinity of the intersection of Woodburn Road and Sutton Drive. Staff met with a group of concerned citizens earlier this year in the wake of an auto collision at this intersection that involved a pedestrian bystander.

Staff has researched the issues raised by the neighborhood regarding this intersection and the surrounding area. A summary of our findings is presented below.

Intersection Safety

Staff has reviewed the accident history in the vicinity of this intersection. There were five accidents that occurred in the immediate vicinity of this intersection within a four - year period from July 2003 to July 2007. None of these accidents involved excessive speeds (i.e., speeds in excess of 35 mph), and one accident was alcohol-related. The most recent accident occurred on March 26, 2007, where a vehicle proceeded westbound on Sutton Drive and was struck by a southbound vehicle. The momentum of resulting impact carried the collision outside the roadway, striking a nearby pedestrian in the process.

Traffic Engineering staff evaluated the sight distance at this intersection. Based on their field evaluation, there is 300 feet of available sight distance in each direction, limited slightly by the horizontal and vertical curvature of the roadway. The standard sight distance for this situation would be 350 feet In response to this condition, 25 mph intersection advisory signs are in place on both approaches to this intersection on Woodburn Road.

Traffic Engineering staff also conducted an evaluation of this intersection for the installation of a traffic signal. Their determination was that none of the warrants to justify any type of signal installation were met Transportation Services staff is in the process of completing an evaluation of this intersection for all-way stop control; the results of this evaluation will be provided at the Public Works Committee meeting.

Traffic calming & Speed Reduction

We have evaluated several streets in this neighborhood for inclusion in our Traffic Calming Program. Based on our most recent evaluations, here are the streets that have been requested for consideration and their rank within the current program:



Name



Rank


Daniels Street


65th


Sutton Drive


92nd


Nichols Drive


93rd


Woodburn Road

103rd


(Rankings are provided out of 222 streets evaluated for the TCP)

The streets in this area are generally covered under the citywide 35-mph speed limit policy and are not currently posted. Based on the current speed reduction policy as previously adopted by the City Council, neither Daniels Street nor Sutton Drive would be eligible for a petition reduction to 25 mph due to their classifications as collector streets. A petition was circulated in 2004 to reduce the speed limit on Sutton Drive but was never returned to staff for execution. Staff would suggest that petitions by residents for speed limit reductions on Sutton Drive and Woodburn Road would be appropriate.

On-street parking

There are not currently any parking restrictions in place around this intersection. The cross-section of Woodburn Road is striped asymmetrically with a wide northbound lane and a narrow southbound lane. The width of the southbound lane functionally prohibits on-street parking on the west side of the street, but it is not specifically restricted.

This area supports a significant amount of on-street parking associated with existing housing, as well as overflow parking from Broughton High School. Parking Management staff investigated the parking patterns around the Woodburn-Sutton intersection and found that encroachment around the intersection was occuring. With regards to treatments to be applied around this intersection, the following suggestions were provided by our Parking Management staff:

· Post No Parking Any Time (NPAT) signage within 25 feet of all approaches of the intersection (note: this measure does not require City Council action).

· Initiate NPAT restrictions via City Council along the west side of Woodburn Road from Smallwood Drive to Wade Avenue.

· Discuss options for expanding the existing residential permit parking program in this area.

Trucks on Woodburn Road

Residents raised concerns about the amount of truck traffic that uses Woodburn Road. Despite turn restrictions at the Wade Avenue intersection, this street is being used by trucks accessing the Cameron Village area. Trucks are not allowed to use residential streets to access commercial developments, and enforcement of this restriction is handled by the Raleigh Police Department. Our Traffic Engineering staff has communicated these concerns to RPD for additional enforcement.

Crosswalks

The residents of this area have requested the installation of crosswalks at this intersection. it is not within the City’s current policy to install crosswalks at locations where sidewalks do not exist. We have provided information regarding the sidewalk petition process to several of the neighbors. Staff would be supportive of encouraging sidewalk installation throughout this area due to the proximity of multiple pedestrian generators, including Cameron Village, Fletcher Park, and Broughton High School.

Ms. Taliaferro questioned if the residential parking extension required a petition with both Public Works Director Dawson and Mr. Lamb responding in the affirmative.  

Sejal Mehia, 820 Graham Street, discussed the history of development of the Cameron Village area.  He presented copies of a petition that were submitted to the City Council that reads as follows:

We, the undersigned, are residents of the Cameron Village single family residential neighborhood (120 homes, 27 young children), as well as adjacent properties (400-unit Oberlin Court apartment community, 60,000 sf Occidental office building).

We find the vehicle traffic on our streets to be unsafe not only to other cars, but also to pedestrians and bicyclists. This is caused by, but not limited to: the volume of traffic, the speed of the vehicles, the limited sight distances, and the lack of sidewalks.

A serious accident occurred at Woodburn Road and Sutton Drive on 3/26/07, involving 2 cars and a pedestrian.

We request the following to help achieve greater safety on our neighborhood streets:

1.
A reduction of speed to 25 mph:


a) 
on Woodburn Road, between Smallwood Drive and Wade Avenue 


b)
on Daniels Street, between Smallwood Drive and Wade Avenue

2.
Four (or three) way stop signs with painted striped crosswalks at three major intersections. This will help define those intersections and enhance pedestrian safety when walking to destinations such as the shopping center, Broughton high school and Fletcher park:


a)
Woodburn Road/Sutton Drive intersection


b)
Daniels Street/Sutton Drive intersection


c)
Sutton Drive/Nichols Drive intersection

3.
Four (or three) way stops at most of the neighborhood’s intersections. This will help reduce speed and enhance pedestrian safety within the neighborhood streets, and near the school bus stop (Graham/Sutton):


a)
Graham Street/Sutton Drive intersection


b)
Smedes Place/Sutton Drive intersection


c)
Graham Street/Daniels Street intersection (southern end of Graham Street)


d)
Bryan Street/James Place intersection

4.
Advance warning signs (in both directions) for the stop signs and the crosswalks

5.
No parking zone near the intersection of Woodburn Road and Sutton Drive, to improve sight distance

6.
A sign, placed on Woodburn Road at Smallwood Drive, to assist north bound traffic (similar to the sign posted at Daniels Street and Smallwood Drive). The sign should say “To Local Truck Route”, and should identify the route to Oberlin Road

7.
Improvement of the signage and/or median barrier at Wade Avenue and Woodburn Road, to prevent illegal left turn on Woodburn of west bound traffic

We are aware that there are similar requests being made by both the Cameron Village shopping center (speed limit reduction for Woodburn Road between Clark Avenue and Smallwood Drive) and by the Cameron Park neighborhood (4-way stop signs on Woodburn Road between Clark Avenue and Hillsborough Street). We acknowledge that these are related to our request, and are willing to discuss implementing them as a single project.

Mr. Mehia talked briefly about the March 2007 accident noting the pedestrian who was injured will never fully recover from this accident.  He talked about the City’s policy regarding a petition process for the installation of sidewalks noting it is a long process and expressed some concerns from property owners regarding how the installation of the sidewalk would effect the landscaping.  He acknowledged that Cameron Village is a high designation area.  He stated he is pleased that Daniel Street is listed on the City’s traffic calming program.  He presented copies of the accident report of the March incident and presented pictures of the Woodburn Road and Sutton Drive intersection and reiterated the need for a 4-way stop sign at this location and at Daniels Street and Sutton Drive.  She presented photographs of various intersections in the neighborhood showing sources of pedestrian traffic through the neighborhood including the newly constructed Oberlin Village and the renovated Occidental Life building.  He talked about recent discussions he had with members of the York family who have moved back into the neighborhood.

Mr. Stephenson questioned how many people signed the petition with Mr. Mehia indicating 76 residents signed the petition.  

Laurent de Comarmond, 828 Graham Street, indicated there are 123 single-family residents in the neighborhood.  He discussed recent meetings with the neighbors to review ideas for pedestrian safety and talked about how the petition was drafted.  He indicated they were able to get 60 residents to respond in support of the petition.  He talked about an 84 year old neighbor who was an original owner who expressed to him how much the neighborhood has changed over the years.  Ms. Taliaferro questioned if the neighbors have pursued a petition process to reduce the speed limit with Mr. Laurent de Comarmond responding the felt requests to both install 4-way stop signs and reduce the speed limit would be redundant.  Ms. Taliaferro questioned if staff would be willing to look at the petition to see if it qualifies for speed limit reduction with Mr. Lamb indicating of the 76 signatures on the petition only 10 are from Woodburn Road and that another 30 are needed to complete the petition.  Discussion took place regarding a possible speed limit reduction on Daniel Street and how it qualifies as a collector.  Further discussion took place regarding the location of sidewalks along Daniel Street with Mr. Lamb noting some portions of Daniel Street are missing a sidewalk adding property owners are not willing to petition for its installation.  Mr. Dawson noted the Council could initiate an action to install sidewalk on that final portion of Daniel Street.

Discussion took place regarding the location of sidewalks along Daniel Street in relation to parking lots for the condominiums in the area.  

Ms. Taliaferro indicated she received an e-mail dated August 16, 2007 from Will Allen and Ruth Heuer, 803 Woodburn Road, in opposition to the installation of 4-way stop signs at Woodburn and Sutton which reads as follows:

This message to you concerns the proposal to put 4-way stop signs at the intersection of Woodburn Road and Sutton Drive. This in on the agenda for the Raleigh City Council’s Public Works Committee next meeting on Tuesday, August 21st at 1pm.

My wife, Dr. Ruth Heuer, and I own and live at 803 Woodburn Road, Raleigh, which is the second house on the west side of Woodburn north from the corner of Sutton Drive and Woodburn Road.

We are opposed to making the intersection at Sutton Drive and Woodburn Road a 4-way stop.

Ruth, a sociologist at RTI International, is the leader of a major new project at RTI, and she is working late these days.  We have two young children, ages 8 and 4, who also must be taken care of Thus Ruth cannot attend, either.

Our reasons for this opposition are as follows:

As a management consultant by profession, I deal with facts, and business decisions are made on objective analysis and not emotion. Facts rule in business, and they should here as well.

In this case, the facts as gathered by Eric Lamb’s traffic analysis study indicate that we don’t have an unusual problem at the intersection of Sutton and Woodburn.  It is indeed tragic what happened to that young woman on Sutton Drive, but all the steps proposed, including this particular all-way stop, won’t prevent another such accident.

We believe that many good people in our neighborhood have over-reacted to the situation.  However, repeated attempts to reason with our neighbors who have spearheaded the proposals for all-way stops at many neighborhood intersections, including this one at Sutton and Woodburn, by suggesting that facts should, drive this decision have failed.  It seems that everybody’s too tied up in emotion.  For example, one of their emails (dated June 5, 2007, just after Eric Lamb had distributed his report) reads (this is unedited and verbatim):

“…I’m pretty ticked off.

I didn’t expect much from Mike Kennon, who showed us at the meeting he couldn’t care less about pedestrian safety (“keep your kids inside you yard!), but I didn’t think Eric’s review would be such a joke.

Why did all those people show up at the scene that sunday on short notice, if everything is all so good?

Not sure what to do next, except bring 30+ kids to a city council meeting to get some sympathy.

It would just take a lot of time, effort and politics to get our point across….”

As opposed to storming the city council chambers with torches and pitchforks and “30+ kids,” we propose that the city let the traffic analysis facts coolly dictate the correct course of action.

Even the angry author of the June 5th email above admitted in the same message about Tyler, the young accident victim, that (again, unedited and verbatim - in fact, this is the very next line after the above quote):

“…I think getting sidewalks is a first step, but Tyler would have been hit anyway, even if there was a sidewalk there, as the car ended up in the middle of the front yard….”

I might point out, too, that the majority of supporters of the 4-way stop at Sutton and Woodburn do not live at or near the intersection.  In fact I’ve been told that just one of the property owners of the four corners at Sutton and Woodburn has been heard from on this issue, and I understand that family, Susan and Perry Dean, are opposed to 4-way stop signs there as well.

Ruth and I could recite a number of reasons why we would personally prefer not to have the intersection made a 4-way stop, including some safety concerns, but that would be just our opinion and not based on traffic analysis.  So we won’t do that.  Instead, again, we implore you and the Council’s Public Works Committee to make this decision based on hard facts and not the emotion of the moment.

Whatever you decide, we will support you and the Committee’s decisions wholeheartedly.

Thank you very much for serving us.  We greatly admire the sacrifices you make to do so.

Perry Dean, 1804 Sutton Drive, indicated he did not sign the petition but does favor increased signage and speed limit reductions on Woodburn and Sutton.  He stated he has indicated he has seen his share of wrecks in the area noting most of them are minor in nature.  He stated a no parking sign in the area has been removed and, despite several calls to the City, it has yet to be replaced.  He indicated many years ago when the Cameron Village area neighborhood was built this portion of Sutton Drive was called Van Dyke.  He talked about how traffic patterns in the area have changed over the years.  He stated a 4-way stop sign will not work for this area.  He stated speeds on Woodburn Road and Daniel Street have increased dramatically over the years.  He expressed his hope that both Daniel Street and Woodburn Road will receive traffic calming measures.  He talked about how people use Daniel Street and Woodburn Road as short cuts to Wade Avenue and Hillsborough Street due to the lack of traffic lights.

Mr. Dean stated he had tried to send an email regarding this issue with Ms. Taliaferro responding she did receive it.  Mr. Stephenson questioned if Mr. Dean’s opposition to the 4-way stop sign was due to a lack of distance and inadequate response time with Mr. Dean responding in the affirmative.  Mr. Stephenson questioned if Mr. Dean favored stronger measures for the area regarding the use of flashing red lights with Mr. Dean responding he would like to see more signage in the area regarding the posted speed limits and to see greater police presence in the area to monitor speeding.  Further discussion took place regarding the issue of speeding in the area and how neighbors can play a role in keeping the overall incidents of speeding down.  William Robertson expressed his support of the petition.  He stated he wants people to enjoy the neighborhood and the shopping center.  He noted additional signs will slow down traffic.

Jody Hubbel stated she travels on Woodburn Road every day.  She stated she never experienced problems with making left turns onto Woodburn.  She stated she had not heard of the March 2007 accident; however she had witnessed another similar accident in the area.

Chris Grossman talked about how traffic conditions have improved on his portion of Woodburn Road which courses through Cameron Park.  He stated he would like to see similar efforts made on this portion of Woodburn.

Susan Ruggles, 824 Graham Street, indicated her desire to be able to navigate her neighborhood safely.  She indicated 4-way stop signs and crosswalks seem to be the best method to use at this time.

Discussion took place regarding the various issues brought up in the petition and the merits for the installation of a 4-way intersection with Mr. Lamb noting recent research regarding incidents where 4-way stop intersections were placed in areas that were deemed inappropriate and stating there have been recent court rulings ordering their removal.  Discussion took place regarding whether or not the installation of a 4-way stop intersection generates additional liability for the city and whether there is any precedent for it.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick questioned if a traffic speed analysis was done with Mr. Lamb indicating the report is included in the agenda packet.  

Following further discussion Mr. Craven made a motion that the city initiate the procedures for the installation of sidewalks on the West side of Daniels Street from the intersection of Smallwood Drive to the existing sidewalk.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Taliaferro and put to a vote which passed unanimously.

Ms. Taliaferro made a motion to adopt an ordinance to install a no parking zone long the west side of Woodburn Road from Smallwood Drive to Wade Avenue.  Her motion was seconded by Mr. Stephenson and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  Ms. Taliaferro ruled both motions adopted.

Item #03-04 – Stormwater Standards.  This item was last discussed during the Public Works Committee’s August 15, 2006 meeting and held over for further discussion.  Ms. Taliaferro indicated this item was first referred to committee when the Stormwater Management Advisory Commission was first formed.

Danny Bowden, Stormwater Services Manager, reviewed the following reports:


Report No. 1

In an effort to breakdown the recommendations that the Stormwater Management Advisory Commission sent to the City Council regarding standards for development, this memo will cover increased stormwater standards for rezoning requests.  The Commission recommended an analysis of the potential stormwater effects of rezoning requests.  The applicant would be asked to complete a Stormwater Impact Analysis (SIA) studying the flood level differences for the 25, 50 and 100 year storms between the proposed rezoning and current zoning.  This could be required for any rezoning case when any of the following conditions were met:

· the area being rezoned represents more than 10% of drainage area to the nearest Neuse River Buffered watercourse,

· the property is being rezoned is being up-zoned from its current zoning, or

· the City has records of downstream structural flooding or FEMA and/or City watershed studies predict structural flooding.  In this case the analysis would go downstream far enough so that the site area is 10% or less than the overall drainage area to the nearest buffered watercourse.  

Using this method, a text change would be needed to Part 10 Chapter 2 of the City Code.  Specifically, a new paragraph would need to be added to 10-2165(c) outlining this requirement.  The SIA could then be integrated into the City’s watershed studies if the rezoning request was approved. 

Also, the term ‘structural flooding’ would need to be defined in the code.  There is a definition in the City’s Drainage Assistance policy that could be used:

Structural flooding includes crawlspace, finish floor, garage, and basement flooding caused by surface stormwater flows and not groundwater infiltration.  Structural flooding also includes sheds and outbuildings on a permanent, enclosed foundation that cannot be easily moved.  Sheds and outbuildings not on permanent, enclosed foundations, or that can be easily moved, and where moving the structure is the least cost alternative to prevent flood damage to the structure are not defined as having structural flooding.
Other options for this definition could be to restrict it to flooding of habitable space (excluding all garages and storage).   

Since a rezoning request would be heard at public hearing, this SIA would need to be done and checked by staff prior to the scheduled public hearing.  Depending on the outcome of the SIA, the public bodies (either Planning Commission or City Council) could place additional stormwater requirements on a particular zoning case.

If the Committee desires to move forward with a text change, staff would need direction as to the definition of ‘structural flooding’ and if any other standards need to be applied to this proposed regulation.

Report No. 2

In an effort to breakdown the recommendations that the Stormwater Management Advisory Commission sent to the City Council regarding standards for development, this memo will cover increased stormwater standards for site plan/subdivision review.  The Commission recommended increased analysis of potential stormwater effects for proposed site plans.  The applicant would be asked for a Stormwater Impact Analysis (SIA) studying the flood level differences for the 25, 50 and 100 year storms between the proposed conditions (post development) and current (predevelopment) conditions.  This could be required for any site plan/subdivision review when the City has records of downstream structural flooding or FEMA and/or City watershed studies predict structural flooding.  In this case the analysis would go downstream far enough so that the site area is 10% or less than the overall drainage area to the nearest Neuse River Buffered watercourse.  

Using this method, a text change would be needed to Part 10 Chapter 9 of the City Code.  Specifically, a new paragraph would need to be added to 10-9023(c) outlining this requirement.  The SIA could then be integrated into the City’s watershed studies if the site plan was approved. 

Also, the term ‘structural flooding’ would need to be defined in the code.  There is a definition in the City’s Drainage Assistance policy that could be used:

Structural flooding includes crawlspace, finish floor, garage, and basement flooding caused by surface stormwater flows and not groundwater infiltration.  Structural flooding also includes sheds and outbuildings on a permanent, enclosed foundation that cannot be easily moved.  Sheds and outbuildings not on permanent, enclosed foundations, or that can be easily moved, and where moving the structure is the least cost alternative to prevent flood damage to the structure are not defined as having structural flooding.
Other options for this definition could be to restrict it to flooding of habitable space (excluding all garages and storage).   

Since a site plan review/subdivision can occur without approval of the City Council or Planning Commission, the applicant would have to show that their proposed development would not cause a substantial increase in structural flooding depth to obtain staff approval.  This ‘substantial’ standard could be defined as more than a percentage of the existing flooding depth (such as 5 or 10%).   

If the Committee desires to move forward with a text change, staff would need direction as to the definition of ‘structural flooding’ and of ‘substantial’ flooding standard.
Ms. Taliaferro questioned if the Planning Commission had a chance to review these reports to look at these issues with Deputy City Attorney Botvinick indicating responding in the negative noting these issues were first brought before the Council to see if they were worth pursuing.  Ms. Taliaferro stated these issues should be broken down into two main issues, one for rezonings and the other for site plans.  Mr. Craven indicated stormwater issues begin in the zoning phase and should be confirmed during the site plan phase.  He indicated he is asking one simple question, what is the downstream effect of the proposed developments?  He indicated the City is not prepared to deal with this answer.  The city could charge a fee for the stormwater study and questioned how the city could arrive at an amount to charge.  He stated the flooding issue is a great liability for the city noting the cost for such an analysis could run up to $10,000 to $20,000 easily.  He talked about the need to include crawl spaces as part of the definition when it comes to flooding.  He talked about flood-proof buildings referred to the area near Crabtree Creek where buildings are built with crawl spaces designed to handle flooding.

Ms. Taliaferro talked about how there may be differences in approaching each issue.  She stated she lives in a neighborhood with upstream development and downstream flooding problems.  She stated the issue is a site plan that requires only staff approval and no public input is required.  She talked about issues brought up during the Cunningham site plan item the Committee discussed recently.  Mr. Craven talked about the possibility of increasing the number of staff to deal with flooding issues or rezoning and site plans and a subsequent follow up.  He noted in Durham County 75% of the cases filed require stormwater analysis.  Discussion took place regarding the number of site plans that come through the city that require stormwater analysis.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick discussed various approaches to addressing the site plan approval issue and how the stormwater issues can be addressed for the design process or as part of a fee-in-lieu for possible down stream effect.  He stated 25 year storm levels are easier to predict and design for than 50 and 100 year storms.  He indicated this is really a policy question for the city.  He indicated he does not want to drive up the cost of development and to make developing prohibitive.  He indicated the need to compare the cost of protecting property owners down stream to the cost of developers.  He talked about the history of site plan approvals.  Ms. Taliaferro questioned if two to ten storm levels can receive staff approval with Mr. Bowden responding in the affirmative if property analysis is done to staff’s satisfaction.

Mr. Craven indicated the practice is to have developers clean up their proposal with Ms. Taliaferro expressing the need to add language include accessory structures and not include flood proof structures.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick indicated the Council needs to look at how much staff is required and suggested looking at how Durham handles its cases.  Mr. Bowden indicated in larger water sheds there are flood models that can be supplied to developers noting the rest remaining analysis is based on field study data.  He indicated staff wants to keep it as simply as possible, i.e. does the development drain into major floodways and have the developers do single simple flood models, etc.  Following further discussion it was agreed to hold the item into committee to give staff time to analyze the stormwater committees to further analyze the current standards.

Adjournment.  There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 3:53 p.m.

Ralph L. Puccini

Assistant Deputy Clerk
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