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These are summary minutes unless otherwise indicated.

Ms. Taliaferro called the meeting to order at 1:05 p.m. and the following items were discussed with actions taken as shown.

Item #05-77 – Traffic Concerns – North Hills Drive\Northclift Drive\Dixon Drive.  During the July 10, 2007 City Council meeting this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.  Mike Kennon, Transportation Operations Manager, presented the following staff report:

Staff was asked to review the intersections of North Hills Drive/Northclift Drive and North Hills Drive/Dixon Drive to determine if additional traffic controls are necessary to improve the safety and efficiency of the area. This review included inventory of existing conditions, traffic volumes, safety analysis, and field observations.
 

Inventory of existing controls and traffic volumes
North Hills Drive is designated as a minor thoroughfare. The road varies in width from approximately 40 to 50 feet face to face of the curb. Recent traffic counts indicate this portion of the road carries 6,500 to 7,300 vehicles per day, which is well under the capacity. It is currently marked as a two-lane roadway with a southbound left turn lane at Northclift Drive. The speed limit is 35 mph. Turning movement counts indicate a very heavy southbound left turn volume on North Hills Drive to Dixon Drive. 

 

There is an existing 25 mph school speed zone on Dixon Drive from North Hills Drive eastward to Collins Drive from 7:30 AM to 8:15 AM and 2:30 PM to 3:15 PM.

 

Both intersections more than meet the minimum stopping sight distance. 

 

Based on the recent traffic counts, neither intersection satisfied the traffic signal volume nor delay warrants.   

 
Safety Analysis
In the past 12 months, two crashes occurred at the intersection of North Hills Drive/Northclift Drive of the type that might be preventable by a traffic signal. Three crashes occurred at North Hills Drive/Dixon Drive. Neither met the traffic signal crash warrant.

 

Field Observations 
Observations during the AM school hours indicate congestion along North Hills Drive between Northclift Drive and Dixon Drive. The congestion continues on Dixon Drive to Sanderson High School and is heavy for approximately 20 minutes. In the PM, there is moderate congestion for 10 to 15 minutes. 

 

While there is a left turn lane on southbound North Hills Drive at Northclift Drive, the intersection with Dixon Drive lacks one. As noted above, there is a 20 minute period of very heavy southbound left turning traffic and a de facto lane is created due to the high volume of southbound left turns. 

 

Staff has worked with Sanderson High School on several occasions to ensure the school traffic is operating as efficiently as possible on the school campus to minimize delay on Dixon Drive. 

 

Recommendations
Neither intersection met any traffic signal warrants. Traffic volumes on North Hills Drive are well under capacity except for a short period in the morning and afternoon school hours.

 

Due to the high left turning volume on North Hills Drive, staff recommends a southbound left turn be added by revising the pavement markings. The width of North Hills is sufficient to allow the on-street parking to remain in place. The cost to remark this approach is approximately $1,500 and can be accomplished through the existing pavement marking maintenance budget.

Mike Kennon indicated he received additional emails from residents and returned to the area for some additional observations.  He presented an aerial photograph of the site to point out the locations of an un-signaled pedestrian crossing for the City greenway crossing North Hills Drive and two nearby transit stops.  He stated one transit stop is used by two of the City’s CAT routes and is a timed stop in that two buses meet and park briefly in order to transfer passengers.  He stated the other transit stop is used by the TTA and is also timed to meet with the CAT routes.  He noted these transit stops have little effect on traffic along North Hills Drive.

Ms. Taliaferro talked about the possibility of installing a stop line on the southbound side of North Hills Drive for the left-turn lane onto Dixon Drive.  She also talked about the problems drivers have turning left off of Dixon onto North Hills Drive due to the constant flow of traffic.  Ms. Taliaferro indicated the Committee received the following three emails that are to be entered into the record.

Ms. Pat Styers, Secretary Treasurer, Northclift Neighbors Neighborhood Association:

I have experienced this problem many mornings during the hours of 7:15 and 8:00.  It is extremely difficult to turn left from Northclift Drive onto North Hills Drive during that time.  There is a steady flow of traffic coming from Lynn Road to Dixon Drive as well as a steady flow of traffic coming from Dixon Drive toward Lynn Road.  There is absolutely no way to turn left without taking your life in your hands.  The CAT bus also stops near Northclift Drive on North Hills Drive so that you cannot see around the bus in order to make a left turn, and the Transit Authority bus stops on North Hills Drive right across from Northclift Drive which makes it that much more difficult.  One thought would be to have a "no right turn" sign at Lynn Rd and North Hills Drive between the hours of 7:15 and 8:00 or so.  This might slow the steady stream of traffic from that area.  It still would not solve the problem of continuous traffic from Dixon Drive back to Lynn Road though.

Please consider what options might be available to us as there have been numerous accidents recently, and I am really getting concerned.    

I am unable to attend the session on the 23rd of October when I understand this issue will be addressed.

Thank you for your time.

Bob Edmundson, 209 Killington Drive.

I understand that the issue of traffic in an around the intersections of North Hills Drive, Dixon Drive and Northclift Drive in on the agenda for the Public Works Committee on October 23, 2007.  The primary issue is the increased traffic in that area due to commuter traffic and when students arrive and leave Sanderson High School in the mornings and the afternoon.  There is also an issue when those students with cars go to lunch off campus.
 
Please keep in mind that the problem is not just Sanderson High School traffic, but other traffic as well as stated above.  It is difficult to exit from Northclift on to North Hills Drive in either direction in the mornings and late afternoon due to heavy traffic going north and south on North Hills Drive.
 
I have noted that traffic (primarily young drivers who appear to be of high school age) travel west on Dixon Drive to North Hills Drive, they do not stop for the duly erected stop sign at that intersection.  This is dangerous and when the drivers turn to go north bound on North Hills Drive it results in a constant flow of traffic that prevents drivers from turning on North Hills Drive from Northclift Drive.  
 
In addition, I have witnessed young high school drivers driving in a careless and reckless manner many times on North Hills Drive during the middle of the day.  I can not be certain, but odds are they are Sanderson students going or returning to school after going off campus for lunch.  Cars traveling side by side at speeds well above the posted speed limit with young people hanging out the windows on a two lane street are dangerous at a minimum.
 
As a citizen of Raleigh and a resident of Northclift I am asking the City of Raleigh take appropriate action to solve the traffic problems in the area mentioned above.  I will appreciate my concerns being entered into the record for the meeting of the Public Works Committee.
Joe and Judy Ross, 6001 North Hills Drive:

We live at the corner of North Hills and Dixon Dr. at 6001 North Hills Dr. We have witnessed numerous wrecks which have resulted in much property damage and physical injuries. In addition, children trying to cross North Hills Dr. to go to school at Sanderson have been struck.

We will be glad to talk to anyone about what we have seen over the years.  This intersection is one of the most dangerous intersections in the City of Raleigh.

Over the years it has gotten progressively worse. Because of the lack of a traffic light, it truly has become the location for an accident to happen. Please place a traffic light at this intersection.

Ms. Taliaferro questioned if there were any police reports with regards to traffic accidents on North Hills Drive with Mr. Kennon responding he is in discussion with the Raleigh Police Department and was promised there will be increased enforcement.

Dale Johnson, President of the North Hills Neighborhood Association, indicated he understands the traffic problems on North Hills Drive occur during limited times.  He talked about problems turning left off of Northclift Drive onto North Hills Drive due to the steady stream of traffic and when the TTA buses is at its stop.  He pointed out there were no turn lanes on Northclift Drive as well.  He talked about how the buses at the transit stops obscure the view to the left on North Hills Drive and the fact that buses cannot turn onto Northclift Drive when cars are waiting to turn onto North Hills Drive.  He stated he understands the intersections are not eligible for traffic lights; however, he does support the installation of the left turn lanes.  He discussed the possibility of installing a no-turn on red sign at the intersection of Lynn Road and North Hills Drive to be effective on school days only and how that may help alleviate the situation.  Ms. Taliaferro questioned if a left-turn lane could be striped in on Northclift Drive as well with Mr. Kennon responding staff will look into that situation and they also consider pulling the proposed left-turn lane back to enable buses to turn onto Northclift.  Ms. Taliaferro questioned the possibility of installing a no-turn on red sign at the Lynn Road intersection with Mr. Kennon responding indicating signs like that are usually installed at intersections for a reason; however, the installation of the sign may not be clear to motorists and there is a possibility it may not be as effective as intended.

Ms. Taliaferro questioned the possibility of moving the TTA transit stop with Mr. Kennon indicating staff could contact TTA to discuss the possibility of moving the stop pointing out it could create a problem.  Ms. Taliaferro questioned the possibility of moving the transit stop north of the intersection with Northclift Drive with Mr. Johnson suggesting from the audience the possibility of moving the transit stop northward 30 feet with Mr. Kennon responding staff will discuss that possibility with TTA.  Mr. Craven talked about the left-turn problem at Northclift and North Hills and suggested the possibility of changing the curb turnout to increase the radius for buses to turn into on Northclift with Mr. Kennon responding staff will definitely look into that possibility as well.

Following brief discussion, Ms. Taliaferro made a motion to recommend that staff be directed to re-stripe North Hills Drive to install a left-turn lane on the southbound direction onto Dixon Drive, and direct staff to discuss with the Triangle Transit Authority the possibility of moving their transit stop approximately 30 feet northward on North Hills Drive and also direct staff to look into the possibility of changing the curb turnout on Northclift Drive to enable buses to turn onto Northclift.  Her motion was seconded by Mr. Craven and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  Ms. Taliaferro ruled the motion adopted.

Item #03-04 – Stormwater Standards.  This item was last discussed at the August 21, 2007 Public Works Committee meeting and held over for further discussion.  Ben Brown, Stormwater Engineer, presented the following report:

At the August 21st, 2007 Public Works Committee, more information was requested about the possibility of Raleigh adopting more stringent stormwater standards when downstream structural flooding is present.  Staff reviewed the history of both rezoning and site plan/subdivision cases over the past year.

Rezoning Cases
Of the 38 rezonings submitted for approval to the City, 2 were found to be upstream of documented structural flooding complaints.  It should be noted that all rezonings are approved by the City Council during a public hearing process so the Council could chose to impose more stringent stormwater conditions on these sites and in fact there were more stormwater conditions placed on these two cases.  No analysis was performed to evaluate the effect of these conditions.

Site Plans/Subdivisions Cases
Of the 118 plans that went through the preliminary process, there were 8 reported cases of downstream structural flooding.  Included in those 118 were; 56 subdivisions, 48 site plans, 8 infill recombinations and 4 group housing projects.  6 of the 8 complaints were downstream of site plans and the other 2 were downstream of subdivisions.  It should be noted that some of these 8 complaints could have been caught at the rezoning stage.

I have attached a table showing what other local municipalities are requiring at the rezoning and site plan/subdivision stage.

Analysis Components

As indicated in the previous presentation to the Committee, 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.

The costs for these types of studies will vary greatly depending on the size of the area studied and also depending on whether the City has completed an analysis of the area.  After speaking with a few local consultants, the prices quoted for such a study varied from $5,000 to $30,000.  The low end being a relatively small site in an area the City had an existing study and the high end representing a relatively large study in an area the City had no existing study.  Currently, the City is working to analyze all of the drainage basins that drain more than 100 acres, so in the future most of these cases would be in an area the City had previously studied.

Staff review on these types of analyses would mimic that of a flood study review which has a 30 day review time.  This will not pose a problem in rezoning cases as they have to be submitted to the City 120 days prior to public hearing, but it could have an impact on the expected review times of a site plan/subdivision, unless the study is submitted during the preliminary review of the site.

In the previous Committee meeting, different exemptions were discussed.  One exemption to the potential stormwater impact analysis should be that if the site is less than 5% of the overall drainage area, then the analysis requirement should be waived.

If the Committee desires to move forward with a text change for this stormwater analysis requirement, the following items need to be resolved:

· Should this be required just for rezonings or just for site plans/subdivisions or both

· The definition of ‘structural flooding’ must be resolved

· The substantial flooding standard needs to be defined

Mr. Brown indicated downstream structural flooding problems could be caught and addressed during the rezoning process.  He indicated another issue to consider would be adding a standard for sites that are not large enough to contribute to stormwater flow into the watershed.

Ms. Taliaferro stated the definition as outlined in the City’s drainage policy is consistent but would suggest omitting outbuildings and other buildings not on permanent foundations.  She stated if a crawlspace under a house was flowed she would consider that the same as flooding the house itself.  Mr. Craven stated he is satisfied with the definitions currently in place.  He questioned how the policy affects structures that were lawfully built within the floodplain with Mr. Brown responding it depended on the height of the finished floor and whether the flood vents were installed in the crawlspaces, etc.  Ms. Taliaferro pointed out that these crawlspaces are not meant to be used as living space.  She questioned whether the flood studies should be required for rezonings and site plans and suggested perhaps the requirements should be in place for both.  Mr. Craven agreed stating if the City knows flooding problems may occur the City must ask about them in the planning or rezoning process.  He stated if no possible downstream flooding problems are found then additional study is not necessary; however, if a downstream flooding problem is found to be a possibility then the flood study must continue.

Mr. Brown suggested creating a text change in the ordinance to give staff direction what to do if possible downstream problems are found.  Discussion took place on the possible text change and what kind of direction and authority staff may be granted without such cases going to public hearing.  Further discussion took place as to whether to have that requirement for both rezoning cases and individual site plans.

Discussion took place regarding how the requirement of additional flood studies affects the turnaround time and the approval of site plans with it being noted that if no additional flood study is required the turnaround time for site plan approval is approximately 10 days; however, if it is found that additional flood studies are required then the turnaround time would be bumped up to 30 days.

Public Works Director Dawson talked about zoning cases are handled at Council, Planning Commission and staff levels.  He talked about the history of how the approval process for shopping centers has shifted back and forth between the public process to staff approval over the past several years.

Ms. Taliaferro questioned if a text change could be structured for staff to require certain conditions and at the same time give developers the option to go to the Planning Commission or the Stormwater Advisory Commission with Deputy City Attorney Botvinick talking about the option of giving the Planning Commission the authority to impose those conditions and whether or not it will help the process.  He stated the question remains in allowing some level of development to occur before a flooding issue is revealed.

Ms. Taliaferro questioned if single family residences would be exempt from this requirement with Attorney Botvinick stating usually single-family residences are below the five percent cutoff; therefore, would be exempt.

Brief discussion took place regarding the five percent standards and how it affects downstream flooding.  Mr. Craven stated anything that occurs upstream has the possibility of increasing downstream flooding.  He expressed his concern with the definition of the term “substantial flooding” being relative whereas it would depend on how the amount of downstream flooding is affected.  Mr. Dawson discussed how the policy affects existing structures which are already located in the floodplain as opposed to the proposed requirements for new construction.  Mr. Craven talked about finding a way to bring the flood study earlier into the process, perhaps through a preliminary study, with Mr. Brown responding that issue could be caught during the first review and during the pre-application process.

Further discussion took place regarding how turnaround time for site plan approval is effected whether or not a flood study is required.  Ms. Taliaferro questioned from the developer could discuss the issue with staff before submitting his plan with Stormwater Engineer Brown stating that can be done as part of the due diligence process on the part of the developer.

Mr. Craven talked about how certain pre-analyses based on data supplied by a developer can determine at the beginning whether a flood study is needed.

Deputy City Attorney Botvinick talked about how a study conducted at the subdivision level can affect an individual site plan for a house within that subdivision.  He talked about how a time difference between the subdivisions study and the actual construction could affect the site plan for an individual house.  He questioned how commercial developing would be effected by the proposed rules with Mr. Craven responding it depended on what is found in the stormwater analysis, i.e. impervious surfaces, etc.  He stated certain parameters have to be checked at the permit level to determine compliance.

Mr. Stephenson questioned if staff looked at potential downstream problems and whether mitigation is required with both Mr. Brown and Ms. Taliaferro responding it is required as part of the flood study with Ms. Taliaferro adding the City does not currently have the authority to require off-site downstream mitigation.  Mr. Stephenson questioned how a person who wishes to do new construction can mitigate potential flooding problems ahead of time.  Discussion took place regarding studies for 10 year storms and up with Mr. Stephenson pointing out other municipalities require analysis for a 25-year storms with Mr. Brown pointing out that situation was found in only two cases during the past year.  Stormwater Management Manager Danny Bowden pointed out of the 10 site plan cases filed last year some will fall under the 5 percent rule and talked about how staff can require on-site or off-site downstream mitigation with certain cases.  He stated a study could be conducted in two parts.  One part being a hydraulic study, i.e. the amount of stormwater runoff and the other, more expensive study would involve studying the cross sections of creek beds.

Following brief discussion and without objection the item was held in Committee to give staff time for further study and report back to Committee with a proposed text change for recommendation to Council.

Case #05-85 – Williams Park Phase II Improvements.  During the September 5, 2007, City Council meeting, this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.  Dick Bailey, Parks Planner, briefly reviewed the reports that were included in the agenda packet.  He stated with regard to funding the improvements for Williams Park staff is committed to doing the improvements in house.  He stated with regards to the shade structure he noted staff hopes to address this issue system wide.  He stated as of yet they have not received any formal request for such a shade structure from the public sector.  He stated staff received a grant for the construction of the shade structure which would be placed over the playground apparatus.

Ms. Taliaferro pointed out that the playground surface would consist of biodegradable mulch rather than rubber with Mr. Bailey responding in the affirmative.

Mr. Stephenson asked Mr. Bailey to describe the shade structure with Mr. Bailey responding it is a tent-like structure consisting of fabric on steel tubing.  Mr. Stephenson pointed out the park is used a lot by citizens with handicaps and talked about the possibility of installing additional way-finding devices and bright striping on the playground equipment for the visually handicapped.  Mr. Bailey pointed out any modification to the playground equipment increases liability to the City and pointed out installation of the additional way-finding devices may increase the possibility of vandalism.  Mr. Stephenson questioned the possibility of the manufacturer supplying such equipment with high visibility striping with Mr. Bailey responding staff will look into that; however, such equipment is not commonplace.

Mr. Bailey pointed out as part of the review and in compliance with the City’s tree conservation ordinance staff may need to designate some of the southern portion of the park for tree conservation and staff would be okay with that requirement.

Ms. Taliaferro stated she is glad the improvements to the park are moving forward and is also looking forward to the installation of the third tennis court at this park.  Ms. Taliaferro made to uphold staff’s recommendation for the improvements as outlined for Williams Park Phase II as outlined in the memo dated August 27, 2007 and summarized in the memo dated October 19, 2007.  Her motion was seconded by Mr. Craven and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  Ms. Taliaferro ruled the motion adopted.

Item #05-86 – Carwash Facilities – Water Reclamation Systems.  During the September 5, 2007, City Council meeting, this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion and to receive an update from staff.  Dale Crisp, Public Utilities Director, referred to the following memo written by Donna Jackson dated October 19, 2007:

The subject agenda item was referred to the Public Works Committee by the Comprehensive Planning Committee to discuss requiring new car wash facilities to install reclamation systems as part of the new construction.  Public Utilities have implemented the Car Wash Certification program that will allow car wash facilities to stay in operation even in the most restrictive stages of water conservation.  The major criterion for certification is to be able to reclaim process and wash water in the facility by means of settling and filtering systems.  The attached Inspection Form details the specific requirements for the certification.  To date, we have certified 15 car wash facilities and 13 under review.  

 

If new car wash facilities are constructed without the ability to reclaim water they will not be able to operate if the City of Raleigh were to go to Stage 2 restrictions.  It would be more inexpensive on the developer to install the reclamation system with the new construction, instead of retrofitting the facility.

Ed Buchan, Water Conservation Education Specialist, talked about the forms used by the City for the Conservation Certification Program and pointed out the certain criteria carwashes must meet for certification, i.e. low flow nozzles and low water flow restroom facilities.  He noted some carwashes recycle up to 80 percent of their water.  Ms. Taliaferro questioned the response from industry with Mr. Buchan pointing out a number of facilities are already certified with several applications awaiting approval.  Ms. Taliaferro stated the City will know which carwash facilities can continue to operate should the City move to Stage 2 water use restrictions.  Discussion took place on the number of carwash facilities currently throughout the City with Mr. Crisp pointing out there are approximately 70 different facilities.

Mr. Stephenson pointed out Mr. Buchan stated some carwash facilities recycled as much as 80 percent of their water and questioned if there was a minimum amount of recycling required to qualify for certification with Mr. Buchan responding the amount of water recycled depends upon the facility and talked about the amounts of water used in various cycles in the carwashes.  Mr. Crisp added the reason why the City is certifying carwash facilities when there are no set levels for recycling is that the carwashes applying the certification are already conserving water beyond City levels.

Discussion took place regarding the installation of 3 gpm nozzles to help restrict the amount of water flow and the amount of water used at self serve carwash facilities with Mr. Buchan pointing out that amount of water depends on the amount of use.  He stated most self service carwashes do not recycle water.  He stated the more coins that are inserted into the self service facility the longer the water flows.

Mr. Craven questioned if the certification is available to detail shops with Mr. Buchan responding the certification does not apply to detail shops with Mr. Crisp adding detail shops would not be allowed to apply for certification.  Mr. Craven observed that the most labor-intense of industry will be the most effected should the City move into stricter water use.  Mr. Buchan pointed out the detailer can still operate if his facility uses well water or non-potable water.  Mr. Crisp reiterated all auto detailers using City water would be shut down during Phase 2.  Ms. Taliaferro pointed out reuse water is available for all to use with Mr. Craven question if there are restrictions regarding reuse water coming into human contact with Mr. Crisp pointing out that reuse water can be used for landscaping purposes only and cannot be used for car washing as the water would come into human contact.  Ms. Taliaferro questioned if power washers could use the reuse water with Mr. Crisp stating staff will look into that possibility.  He stated the whole purpose is to prevent humans from ingesting the reuse water.

Ms. Taliaferro noted City staff has been working on this program for four years and is happy staff has implemented it as fast as it did.

Charles Bell, 3408 Williamsborough Court, indicated this issue is more important than people think.  He stated in 1998 and 1999 his company consulted with experts to develop a water recycling system that would both benefit the environment and a save the cost for water with the first such system installed in one of his facilities in 2000.  He stated in self-serve bays water use was 4 gpm but now is down to 3 gpm.  He stated his company has begun installing water nozzle tips that now produce a 2.4 gpm flow without affecting the pumps which will result in an immediate 20 percent reduction in water use.  He pointed out technology in carwash facilities and water conservation is moving very fast.  He stated with the new water flow tips a self-service customer will not notice the difference.  He submitted the following statement regarding the water conservation system at the facilities operated by American Pride:

WATER CONSERVATION STRATEGY

The car wash industry uses a very small percentage of water, less than 2 tenths of I percent pumped daily.  We have a responsibility like every other business activity to conserve water. American Pride has engineered and incorporated three (3) levels of water conservation, which are defined in terms of Technology, Recycling and Reclamation.  We have reduced our city water consumption by 59.8%.

TECHNOLOGY

P00 Manufacturing is a pioneer in designing carwash equipment that uses less water volume and more pressure.  The G5 S-series features a zero degree nozzle, which develops more impingement on the surface of the vehicle.  The arch tracks the contour of the vehicle by use of sonar and electronic eyes.  The investment in this technology reduces water consumption by one third.  The PDQ website is www.PDQlnc.com.

RECYCLING

The final rinse on a vehicle has to be with spot free water.  To make this water, a Reverse Osmosis (RO) system removes the minerals and solids from the city water.  Typically an RO system may reject one or up to several gallons of water to make I gallon of RO water.  The reject water is captured in a separate well tank, which is mixed with city water, re-pressured and used in any phase of the wash cycle that requires fresh water.  The recycling process is included in the Flow Diagram.

RECLAMATION

Reclamation is often confused with recycling.  The water from each bay tank after the solids have settled to the bottom of the tank flows into a series of three (3) underground 2000 gallon tanks.  The first tank has two baffles [three (3) chambers], which help to capture sediment Ozone is made on site and injected into the second chamber of the first tank to kill bacteria.  The settling process continues in the second tank and to a small degree in the third tank.  The third tank serves as a reservoir for treated water to be reused on demand in the high pressure undercarriage and wash cycles.  The reclamation process is reflected in the flow Diagram.

Mr. Bell talked about a recent news conference held at the Wake Forest Road American Pride Carwash facility by Mr. Stephenson regarding water conservation.

Mr. Bell presented the Committee with a bottle filled with recycled water for one of the facilities and talked about how clear the water is.  He discussed methods of recycling water including the use of ozone to treat and deodorize the water pointing out every carwash facility built from this point on will be using a recycling water system pointing out his system is the best recycling system in the area.  He stated six of the facilities have this particular water recycling system in use pointing out it is the right thing to do.

John White, American Pride, stated car washing at home if not done on grass results in all of the water flowing untreated into the storm sewer.  He stated his company uses recycled and reclaimed water and releases treated water into the City’s system.  He talked about the reverse osmosis system that is used by his company.  He referred to a diagram of a reverse osmosis system attached to the statement submitted by Mr. Bell.  He discussed the amount of recycled water used in the undercarriage and rinse cycle described how a new reuse water odor prevention system is now being used.  Mr. Bell added the recycling system also includes and oil water separator with the resulting sludge from this being removed and is incinerated at a separate facility.

Mr. Stephenson talked about the forms used in the City’s recertification program and questioned what level of recycling must be achieved in order to be certified and whether or not a number can be imposed for sure with Ms. Taliaferro pointing out this is a already a Council approved program and is not willing to propose any changes at this time.  Public Utilities Director Crisp discussed the history of how the program developed.  He stated if a benchmark for recycling water was set at 80 percent it would make it very difficult for many carwash facilities to meet the standard.  He stated staff has tried to create good middle ground.  Mr. Buchan pointed out most carwash facilities are not close to 55 gallon limit noting some facilities still use fresh water.

Brief discussion took place regarding the cost for installing the low-flow water nozzles.

Mr. Bell stated his company developed a policy so that every facility could achieve year around water conservation through reasonable investment.  He stated this is a good plan.  

Ms. Taliaferro reiterated she is not willing to change the rules halfway through the program.

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

Item #05-87 – Whittington Drive – Access to Commercial Property on Dunn Road.  Ms. Taliaferro indicated she brought his item to the Council’s attention during the September 5, 2007 City Council meeting as the situation was spurred on by a Comprehensive Plan amendment.

Eric Lamb, Transportation Services Division Manager, made the following report:

This memorandum is in response to concerns raised by citizens regarding the proposed access to undeveloped commercial property located at the intersection of Falls of Neuse Road and Dunn Road.

There are four separate properties under different ownership at this location.  The aggregated property has frontage along both roadways.  Previous zoning and subdivision of the property established two access points along Dunn Road with requirements for cross-access between the parcels.  A prior development plan on the western parcel established the potential for access to Falls of Neuse Road; however this site plan was not constructed and has subsequently expired.  Neither City staff nor NCDOT are in favor of granting access to this parcel as previously proposed due to the proximity of the adjacent public street intersections.  A final decision regarding this access point will not be determined until the property is developed in the context of the adjacent properties.

This commercial property was identified as a neighborhood focus area in the development of the Falls of Neuse Corridor Plan.  Regarding this property, the plan states, “This Neighborhood Focus area should be developed in context with the surrounding single family neighborhood with a walkable development pattern.”  The Raleigh Comprehensive Plan defines a neighborhood focus area as follows:

Neighborhood Focus Area

In the hierarchy of focus areas (neighborhood focus, residential community focus, community focus, city focus), neighborhood focus areas are concentrations of low intensity land uses, including retail often in the form of a shopping center. Also included are office, institutional and medium density residential uses. Neighborhood focus areas are surrounded by or are immediately adjacent to neighborhoods; these neighborhoods provide the market area for neighborhood focus retail uses. Examples of neighborhood focus areas are Greystone Village, Longview Gardens, Olde Raleigh and Southgate.

The Falls of Neuse Corridor Plan also states, “Primary vehicular access for the Dunn Road/Falls of Neuse Neighborhood Focus should be evaluated with a private development plan on this property or with the Falls of Neuse Road widening project.”

None of these commercial properties have frontage on Whittington Drive due to the presence of a 10-foot landscaping buffer outside the right-of-way.  This type of parcel arrangement is commonly referred to as a “spite strip” as it purposefully prevents the adjacent landowner from gaining access to the street.  Our current development regulations prevent the creation of these spite strips with new subdivisions as they are counter to the City’s policies regarding access management and interconnectivity.  

Access to the property from Whittington Drive would be highly desirable from a transportation standpoint, especially if the development of the property included uses that would provide services to the adjacent Woodspring neighborhood.  The best option would have been a public street connecting between Dunn Road to Whittington Drive, which would have been consistent with the City’s policy of providing a grid of public streets every 1500 feet.  In lieu of any direct access to Whittington Drive, residents of Woodbridge wishing to access this proposed development will be forced to use thoroughfare roadways exclusively.  Return trips to the neighborhood will either be forced to make left turns onto Dunn Road and onto Falls of Neuse Road, or they will have to cut through the adjacent Enclave at Falls River subdivision via October Road.  Both situations are highly undesirable from an operational and neighborhood impact standpoint.

If the property owner of the spite strip is unwilling to allow access to the commercial property by easement or sale, the City may wish to consider acquisition of right-of-way across the property as part of the Falls of Neuse Road widening project as a means of ensuring proper access management along the corridor.  

Mr. Lamb stated the bottom line is the property has no access to Whittington Drive.  He talked about how the City’s interconnectivity policy affects the flow traffic through the site and the surrounding neighborhood.

Planner Christine Darges stated the PDD was approved as an office village as a conceptual plan.  She stated there is significant information to review and this site is developed at a later date.  She pointed out a corridor plan could change some of the zoning conditions; however, there have been no changes to the conditions since the plan was approved in 1993.  She stated the property is geared for the development of multiple buildings lining a private drive.

Ms. Taliaferro discussed recent site plans that were submitted to the City for approval and how it conforms to the PDD layout.  She pointed out the plans are still under review and talked about how any change to the PDD would have to go to public hearing for review with Ms. Darges pointing out staff did not have the authority to change the layout of the PDD anyway.  

Discussion took place on whether a corridor plan could change what was approved for a PDD with Deputy City Attorney Botvinick stating a corridor plan could change the setback requirements for the PDD, however, each PDD has its own regulations as to how modifications are handled i.e., circulation plans, etc.  He stated corridor plans and PDD’s work together and that a corridor plan cannot trump a PDD.

Bill Mullins, 3103 Landor Road, stated he does not own property the property that created the spite strip.  He stated there was no intention to create the spite strips rather the intention was to dedicate right-of-way for Whittington Road.  He pointed out the City did not use all of the right-of-way so the spite strips were created.

Robin Reed pointed out she owns the strip of land along Whittington Drive and pointed out she stated she is not willing to grant an easement for access onto Whittington Drive.  She stated she circulated a petition among her neighbors and garnered 300 signatures in protest of the granting of access onto Whittington Drive.  She stated she did not know about the PDD because she was not able to find it on the City’s web site.  She stated her neighbors do not want anything to do with the development.  She stated since a traffic light was installed at Dunn Road she has taken to accessing Falls of Neuse Road via the Dunn Road light as is much easier to manage the traffic there.

Following brief discussion, Ms. Taliaferro made a motion to recommend that the Council confirm that the subject property will not have access onto Whittington Road and that any access from the property would be on Falls of Neuse Road and Dunn Road.  Her motion was seconded by Mr. Craven and put to a vote which resulted in Ms. Taliaferro and Mr. Craven voting in the affirmative and Mr. Stephenson voting in the negative pointing out he would rather hold the item in Committee and have the new Council look at it instead.  Ms. Taliaferro ruled the motion adopted.  

Mr. Lamb pointed out the PDD and this Council’s action will be used as part of the comments for the Falls of Neuse Road Widening Process.

Adjournment:  There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 3:23 p.m.

Ralph L. Puccini

Assistant Deputy Clerk
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