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PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

The Public Works Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, August 13, 2008, at 4:30 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

Mr. Stephenson, Presiding

Public Works Director Dawson


Ms. Baldwin (arrived late)

Deputy City Attorney Botvinick


Mr. Koopman



Transit Administrator Eatman







Stormwater Senior Planner Mark Senior







Transit Division Manager Lamb







Assistant Public Utilities Director Jackson







Public Utilities Director Crisp

These are summary minutes unless otherwise indicated.

Following a brief delay, Mr. Stephenson called the meeting to order at 4:40 p.m. and Mr. Koopman led in the recitation of the Pledge of Allegiance. 

The following items were discussed with action taken as shown.

Item #07-30 – Bus Service to Urban Ministries.  During the August 5, 2008 City Council meeting this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.  Transit Administrator David Eatman referred to his report included in the agenda packet which reads as follows:

The transit program has conducted a brief review of existing transit routing opportunities to serve the Urban Ministries facility located at 1390 Capital Boulevard.  The Urban Ministries facility currently resides on Capital Boulevard between McDowell Street and the Wake Forest Road exit.  Due to the existence of the North Carolina Department of Transportation’s rail yard access to the facility is not available from the east side of the facility.  Access is limited to a single driveway off of Capital Boulevard, a four lane divided roadway.  The facility is located at the old Budweiser administrative offices and must be accessed through the parking lot of the old plant; ingress and egress are not optimal. 

Immediately following the Raleigh City Council meeting held on August 5, 2008 the Raleigh Transit Authority (RTA) held a Route Committee meeting.  The service request was informally presented at this meeting as an information item.  Staff was directed to continue to review service alternatives and provide options for service at the next RTA Route Committee meeting to be held in September. 

Upon review it is immediately obvious that this facility will be challenging to serve due to its current geographic location and limited access. Capital Area Transit (CAT) does not currently provide service on the stretch of Capital Boulevard between McDowell Street and the Wake Forest Road exit.  If scheduling opportunities do not exist additional financial resources may be needed in order to link the facility to Moore Square transit station, CAT’s main transfer terminal.  Staff will continue to look for existing routing opportunities and will conduct timing studies in order to develop a budget for service expansion if existing resources cannot accommodate the request. 

Mr. Koopman questioned the cost involved with providing the service with Mr. Eatman responding the cost would be approximately $70 per hour which is what it cost to service for a full route.  He pointed out there are no trip generators located in the area and talked about the possibility of contracting with the private sector to provide transit service.  Public Works Director Dawson indicated the challenge to providing the service to this location is access in and out of the facility.  He noted when the recycling facility was located next door to Urban Ministries trucks accessing the facility could not make a left turn into the facility off of Capital Boulevard during certain times.  He noted with buses returning to downtown along Capital Boulevard people would have to cross at least five lanes of traffic in order to reach the Urban Ministries property.  

Mr. Stephenson stated he has indicated he agreed the item should be referred back to the Route Committee of the Transit Authority with Mr. Eatman stating the Committee would look at providing service during certain peak hours perhaps limiting it to certain days of the week.

Following further discussion it was agreed to hold the item into Committee.

Item #07-28 – Stormwater Petition – 10605 Clover Wood Creek Lane.  During the August 5, 2008 City Council meeting, this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.  Senior Planner Mark Senior presented the following report from Danny Bowden, Stormwater Program Manager:

I discussed this with Mr. Washington on July 28th.  Mr. Washington has severe erosion on his property at 1605 Silverwood Creek Drive.  He requested City funding assistance to alleviate this problem through the City Storm Drainage Policy.  Stormwater staff completed an assessment of the problem and determined that his problem qualifies and meets the criteria for City funding assistance through the Storm Drainage Policy. 

The Stormwater Management Advisory Commission reviews these requests and makes a recommendation concerning these projects to Council.  Council makes the final decision on whether or not these projects are funded. 

The Commission reviewed 10 projects at their July meeting, eight of which were severe erosion.  The other 7 severe erosion projects were approved and ranged in total cost from $9,400 to $72,000.  The project at Silverwood Creek Drive was estimated to cost $94,000.  The Commission elected not to approve the Silverwood Creek project due to the cost.  I would note this is the first severe erosion project the Commission has not recommended for approval since they began reviewing the projects in 2005. 

Since 2005, 54 petition projects were approved by Council and the Commission and 9 projects were over $50,000 and 4 of those were over $90,000. 

I would note that these type severe erosion problems are common throughout the City and are caused by several factors, the most two prevalent being highly erodible soils and increased and/or longer duration stormwater discharges from upstream development.  Mr. Washington indicated to me his concerns were that other severe erosion projects were recommended for approval (while his was not) and that he had no control over upstream development patterns. 

(MS. BALDWIN ARRIVED AT THE MEETING AT 4:45 P.M.)

Discussion took place regarding how the properties qualify for the stormwater assistance program with Mr. Stephenson indicating the Stormwater Management Advisory Committee had recommended the project be rejected due to the project high cost and questioned whether that meant more severe cases took precedent or would the project complete the budget.  Mr. Koopman questioned whether or not the Stormwater Management Advisory Committee had budget authority with Mr. Senior responding in the negative. 

Ms. Baldwin questioned if there was anyone from the Commission present at the meeting to discuss the issue with Mr. Senior responding in the negative.

Mr. Koopman indicated he was ready to move ahead with the project and made a motion to approve the project as it meets all the criteria for the program.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Baldwin and put to a vote which passed unanimously.

Item #07-29 – Trenton Road – Bicycle/Pedestrian Path.  During the August 5, 2008 City Council meeting this item was referred to the Public Works for further discussion.  Eric Lamb, Transportation Services Division Manager, presented the following report:

We have researched the concerns raised by Genie Safriet regarding Trenton Road, Reedy Creek Road, and the Umstead Park access located in this area.  Both Trenton Road and Reedy Creek Road are state-maintained roadways and are mostly outside the City limits, therefore many of the traffic-related concerns in this area (speed limits, signage, crosswalks) will be under the purview of NCDOT. 

The City has been involved with the approval of several recent subdivisions in this area.  As part of our development plan approvals, three subdivisions included provisions for thoroughfare widening of Trenton Road to the City’s standards for a minor thoroughfare.  Since this area is directly adjacent to Umstead Park and the City’s Metro Park Overlay District zoning, the City’s standard for a sensitive-area minor thoroughfare would apply.  This standard requires two travel lanes, four-foot paved shoulders, and a ditch section for drainage. 

In addition to the development-related work, NCDOT also conducted improvements in this area in conjunction with the Reedy Creek Greenway construction.  This included the resurfacing of Trenton Road and improvement of the paved shoulders.  However, adjacent to the Trenton Place Subdivision (S-96-04), the resulting shoulders are less than four feet in width.  My staff researched this case and discussed the sequence of events with our Engineering Inspections staff to try and determine why this segment did not provide that width. 

Part of the confusion has been generated by the State’s resurfacing work.  It appears the Trenton Place development modified the ditches and added subgrade and pavement to widen the shoulders, which the state overlaid with its resurfacing work.  Our field staff was not called in to conduct any inspections on the private work prior to the state’s paving, so no verifications of width were conducted.  There also appears to have been some discrepancies with the location of the centerline of the roadway before and after the state’s resurfacing. 

Regardless, it is clear that the resulting shoulder width is less than four feet.  The subdivision has not been completed and is lacking its final inch of asphalt.  It would be possible to require the developer to add the additional asphalt along the project frontage.  We will be discussing this issue with the developer and their engineer prior to the Public Works Committee meeting to see what kinds of issues this may or may not present.  Since this widening is associated with thoroughfare-related improvements, any additional widening would be subject to reimbursement by the City per the City Code. 

Mr. Lamb stated one possible solution would be to restripe Trenton Road with one foot of shoulder on one side and 4 feet on the subdivision side.  Ms. Stephenson questioned if the required 4 foot wide shoulder has been installed with Mr. Lamb responding he is not certain.  Mr. Stephenson questioned whose responsibility it was to have the 4 foot wide shoulder installed with Mr. Lamb responding the responsibility was of the developer for Trenton Place.  He questioned if it was the developer’s position that he did provide for a 4-foot wide shoulder with Mr. Lamb responding in the affirmative; however, staff says that the shoulder was not provided.  Ms. Stephenson questioned whether the developer met subdivision approval with Mr. Lamb responding in the affirmative.  

Discussion took place regarding the measurement of the road width from the center line to establish the width of the shoulders and whether the State DOT would have to restripe the road.  

Mr. Koopman questioned whether the developer was responsible for providing the 4-foot wide shoulder on both sides of the road with Mr. Lamb responding the developer was responsible for holding the shoulder on his side of the road.

Stewart Jones, Jones Cnossen & Dollen Engineering, indicated his company was act as construction management for the project.  He indicated the scope of the project involved construction of one-half of a 28-foot wide roadway which included 10 feet of roadway plus 4 feet of shoulder.  He reviewed the history of how the road was paved, explained how additional asphalt was provided for the 10-foot land plus 4 foot shoulder.  He indicated his company paid for an average of 4 feet of additional width of asphalt and has a copy of the invoice on hand for proof.  He noted soon after their project was completed NCDOT came through and repaved and moved the center line of the road.  Mr. Koopman questioned how the road center line was measured with Mr. Jones responding the center line was based on the width of the right-of-way.  Mr. Koopman questioned if NCDOT was not required to follow conventions in road giving with Public Works Director Dawson pointing out NCDOT standards is a 20 foot wide paved road.  He noted when Trenton Road was repaved NCDOT did not follow the surveyed center line.  Brief discussion took place regarding options for establishing the 4-foot wide shoulder.  

Mr. Koopman questioned if the neighbors wanted the four foot wide shoulder on their side of the road with Mr. Lamb responding if the neighbors wanted a 4 foot wide shoulder on both sides of the road to ease access to nearby Umstead Park.  Mr. Koopman questioned the amount of additional asphalt need for additional 4 feet of shoulder with Mr. Lamb responding that the only 3 feet of additional asphalt would be needed to establish 4 foot wide shoulders on both sides of the road. 

Mr. Koopman questioned how much such an addition would cost with Mr. Jones responding it would cost approximately $20 per cubic yard.  Brief discussion took place regarding the amount of money to add additional asphalt and whether or not NCDOT would repave the road with the additional pavement.  

Dr. Gene Spooner, representing the neighbors, indicated there is more to the neighbors’ petition to NCDOT than an additional 4-foot wide shoulder.  She stated she agrees with Mr. Lamb in that she believes the developer did not paved the entire 14 foot side of the road from the center line.  She noted when NCDOT repaved the road they added extra pavement.  In response to questions, Dr. Spooner indicated the developer only added additional shoulder for approximately 2/3 of the subdivision that fronts Trenton Road.  She agreed that NCDOT did stripe the road incorrectly; however the City could request NCDOT to re-stripe the road per their agreement.  Mr. Koopman questioned if the neighbors are asking for a 28 foot wide foot with Dr. Spooner responding in the affirmative.   Mr. Koopman indicated that NCDOT had refused and earlier request to add additional pavement with Dr. Spooner responding the project couldn’t be done with the current fiscal years budget; however, it could be done at a future time.  Dr. Spooner pointed out that one of the conditions for the approval of Trenton Place (S-96-04) was that the developer was to add 14 foot of pavement the entire length of the subdivision that fronts Trenton Road.  Further discussion took place regarding whether the 14 feet of pavement was installed and that staff was not able to inspect the job before the road was repaved by NCDOT and how restriping may or may not resolve the situation.  

Ms. Baldwin indicated the City may have to formerly request NCDOT to do a 28 foot wide repaving of Trenton Road with Dr. Spooner noting the City can also request that the State restripe the road now from the correct center line.  Discussion took place regarding how and when to ask NCDOT to restripe Trenton Road and to repave the road to the 28 foot width.  Further discussion took place regarding having the road center line remarked at a cost for having such a survey done.

Mr. Koopman made a motion that the City Council formerly ask NCDOT to restripe Trenton Road immediately using the road’s correct center line, and to ask NCDOT to repave Trenton Road to a 28 foot wide width.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Baldwin, put to a vote which passed unanimously.  

Dr. Spooner talked about how a great number of people access Umstead Park through this neighborhood on an annual basis.

Ken Garrett, 3405 Trenton Road, used a PowerPoint presentation to illustrate how conditions in the Trenton Road area have changed over the years including the increase amount of automobile and pedestrian traffic.  He noted people drive in excess of 50 mph along this stretch of Trenton Road.  He noted people push baby strollers along the side of the road in this area and pointed out the citizens’ petition that was sent to NCDOT addresses the safety issue.  He asked the Committee to support his neighbor’s petitions and NCDOT.  He spoke with representatives of NCDOT regarding the safety issue and they advised him that they will study the issue of speed limits and cross walk on Trenton Road.

Mr. Koopman questioned if the City should prepare a package of request to NCDOT with Ms. Baldwin suggesting that staff examine the request to see if they are indeed reasonable to make.  Mr. Stephenson talked about the possibility of installing a four-way stop sign at Reedy Creek and Trenton Road with Mr. Garrett pointing out a 4-way stop sign would be desirable.  Discussion took place regarding whether a 4-way stop intersection or a 10 mph speed limit is desirable for the Reedy Creek Road and Trenton Road intersection and how to resolve what the neighbors want versus staff’s recommendations.

Mr. Lamb indicated staff can look at the long-term parking problems in the area noting that people accessing Umstead Park through this neighborhood exacerbate the situation.  Dr. Spooner noted people parking in the area is not causing the issue pointing out the majority of the people assessing Umstead Park live in the area.  Following further discussion it was agreed to hold the item in committee for further discussion.  

Item 07-31 – Hodges Creek/Harris Creek Sewer Installation.  During the August 5, 2008 City Council Meeting this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.  Donna Jackson, Assistant Public Utilities, presented the following report.

The subject agenda item was referred by City Council to Public Works on August 5 due to concerns by property owners along the Hodges Creek Sewer Extension Project PU 2008-02.  This project is a Joint Venture Agreement with McGregor Development also known as Buffaloe Park, LLC, to extend approximately 16,000 linear feet of gravity sanitary sewer along Hodges Creek to the Rivertown Subdivision off of Buffaloe Road east of the Neuse River from existing gravity sewer at Harris Creek.  The Joint Venture Agreement between the City of Raleigh and McGregor Development is to install water in Buffaloe Road and gravity sanitary sewer was approved by City Council on November 7, 2006.  Please find attached a copy of the agreement and Council minutes of that meeting. 

The project is being funded 100% by the developer with the City of Raleigh administering the project per the Joint Venture Agreement.  The Joint Venture Agreement indicates the project is an assessable project under City Policy and if approved per City policy that the City will assess the property owners for the developer and forward the collection of the assessment to developer.  In the public meeting it was explained to the property owners that the assessment would not come due until such time as they are annexed in City limits or they connect onto the sanitary sewer.  Most of the property is considered agricultural production property and can not be annexed by the City until such time as it is not used for that purpose and the use of the property changes.  Therefore this installation is not costing the property owners until they want use of the main. They will be compensated for the acquisition of the sanitary sewer easement.  A letter was sent after the meeting reiterating this, it is also attached. 

The Hodges Creek sewer main extension is part of the Sanitary Sewer Master Plan for the City of Raleigh.  If the developer were not providing the funding for the proposed sewer extension, the cost of the project would be funded by the City of Raleigh with the City of Raleigh assessing for the project.  So this part is no different than the developer installing the main.  The time frame would be different because currently this sewer extension is not accounted for in the Capital Improvements Program. 

One concern expressed at the public hearing was property owner notification.  The property owners were originally notified of the sanitary sewer project in a letter requesting permission to survey on their property for this project in mid December of 2007.  The next notification was from a letter from the City Clerk’s office to notify the property owners of the public hearing on August 5, 2008 and of the public meeting on July 22, 2008 to discuss the project with affected property owners.  This is the City procedure that is followed on City sewer construction projects whether the project is a Joint Venture or City initiated.  Staff has tried to address some of the comments from the public meeting to slightly realign the sewer main on one property due to the concerns expressed by the property owner. 

Another concern expressed by a property owner was that the Rivertown development and the sewer extension were not presented at a CAC monthly meeting.  The Rivertown development was heard before the Northeast CAC as part of the rezoning request in October of 2006 and in November of 2006 with the developer trying to address citizen concerns with the project.  This was just after the Rivertown development annexation was approved on September 19, 2006.  One of the conditions of the rezoning case was that the project be connected by gravity sewer to the existing system before any CO’s can be issued in the development. 


Staff recommends that Public Works approve the project with the assessment in order to fulfill the terms of the Joint Venture Agreement. 

Mr. Koopman questioned the length of the actual sewer line with Ms. Jackson responding the sewer lines are approximately 16,000 feet or approximately a little over 3 miles in length.  She pointed out the project is a few years out that the properties involved are in the City’s long range plans for annexation.  She stated the aim is to install the sewer line now under present rates to save the effective property owners money.  Discussion took place whether the CAC was involved in the project.  

Mr. Koopman questioned if the $8.5 million is the projected cost of the project that Ms. Jackson stated that is the future cost that is how much the project would cost if it were done over the next 10 years.  Mr. Koopman questioned how much the project would cost if it were done today with Ms. Jackson responding the project would cost approximately $3.54 million dollars.
Joel Cornette, 4600 Forestville Road, indicated he realized that the project was approved in 2006.  He stated his family has lived in this area since 2002 and the proposed sewer line cuts through their area.  He stated the required 40 foot easement would prevent him from using his rear year.  He does not regard this sewer line as a convenience.  He stated the letter he received back in December gave no indication that the proposed line would come through his property however he stated a survey has started through his property back in July of 2007.  He stated seizing property for a sewer line and then assessing them for hooking up is not good.  He stated better communication should have been given regarding the cost of the project and the location of the line.  He noted the creek bed and the property should not be disturbed with the installation of the sewer line.  He indicated he wanted more input on whether this line is to be installed.  He talked about how modern technology can monitor possible overflows more effectively and suggested moving the sewer line to run along property lines and to tie in with other existing sewer lines.  He suggested that the City look at other alternatives such as using pumps or a hybrid system.  Mr. Koopman questioned if the use of more modern technology in the project is a separate issue with Mr. Cornette responding in the affirmative noting the pump system would be less intrusive to properties and the creek.

Scott Poole indicated he is representing his mother who lives at 4612 Forestville Road and read the following prepared statement:

My name is Scott Poole and I am supported here today by the presence of my mother, Ruby Poole, who resides at 4612 Forestville Road.  I am also here to speak on behalf of my father, Tom Poole, who just recently passed away (May 23rd).

We are here to speak in opposition to the project as it is proposed.  Why?

We are not opposed to growth, but we are opposed to the manner in which the route of a proposed sewer main will impact our property; my family purchased this parcel of land in 1970 and built a home on this 4-arcre parcel in 1973; my Dad has tended to this land with an axe, hoe, shovel (mostly manual labor), and they both have planted flowers, installed rock beds and bulbs, and carefully thinned out some trees over the years for the purpose of allowing other trees to sprout and flourish; it is a lovely piece of wooded land with a winding creek thru the valley with years and years of time and labor making it what it is today.

Because of the route to be taken with a gravitational flow sewer main, our property is in jeopardy of its beauty and privacy that has been crafted over the last 38 years by my parents. 

We certainly cannot support the loss of trees for a 40 ft wide easement cutting thru the property for the purpose of someone else’s gain; we also cannot support and do not believe there is sufficient and compelling reason to assess the impacted property owners for the installation -- if a gravitational system is desirable, what other choice do you have but to encroach on our land and others and take away a part of our investment and labors over the last 38 years?  Why add insult to injury by charging us an assessment fee for it too once annexed by the City?

While we can’t speak on behalf of others impacted, we can with confidence say that if you look at the route to be taken, we think you will agree the route of the line has major implications to the Poole’s, maybe more so than any other owner associated with the project.  The line appears to be engineered along side and back property lines until it reaches us.  Here it comes directly thru the front of the property and has tremendous impact to the aesthetic view.  We don’t believe either of you would accept losing what we might potentially be losing with the installation of this main w/o first making your position and concern known to those making the final decision for the project. 

Reimbursement for access and damages is not the answer or the issue; many of these trees have been growing for well over 50 (more like 75-100 years); therefore, no reasonable amount of money can replace the damages to be done; a 40 ft width of trees lost will be seen by us and clearly seen by travelers along Forestville Road, and unfortunately, it will always be a reminder of the City of Raleigh enforcing its interest and desire with threat of condemnation rights, while taking the concern for impacted property owners only as a secondary issue.

We believe the time has come for you to consider other methods of installation besides a gravitational flow system; (power, cable, phone, water, sewer and many other utilities are being installed along road rights-of-way and property lines to lessen the impact to personal properties).

While we are unwilling to concede at this point, we do want to point our that if the project is a “GO” as a gravitational flow system, our next issue is one of sewer main alignment; we have met with Assistant Public Utilities Director Donna Jackson and Engineer Tommy Craven on-site to discuss our concerns and for the purpose of designating a more palatable and fair route for the main; while this positioning will not erase our concern about the project, we do believe it is in our best interest to encourage your consideration of our recommendation with respect to positioning of the line should you believe that a gravitational sewer main is not only in the best interest of the City, but is also in the best interest of proposed lots and impacted existing landowners. 

We will be happy to discuss the specific issue of positioning today or at a more appropriate time if necessary by recommendation of the Committee.      

At this time, I will be glad to entertain any questions you may have relative to comments we’ve made today regarding our concerns as related to this project. 

Mr. Stephenson noted walking the property is a true test of verifying engineering and expresses his agreement that the value of property use is the consideration.  

John Gilliam, indicated he could not say anything more than what is already said.  He suggested that the Council consider looking at rear alignment of the line and using pump stations.

Chris Nelson, indicated he asked questions about the alignment.  He stated his property is more than 2 acres and stated if he were assessed according to the current alignment it would cost him anywhere between $21,000 and $25,000.

Public Works Director Carl Dawson indicated Jimmie Upchurch heads the Public Works Department Assessments Division and he could answer Mr. Nelson’s questions regarding assessment.  He noted the assessments come due once the property is easy to annexed or hooks up to the system.  Mr. Nelson questioned that if he were to sell the property before the sewer lines is installed that he has to advise the buyers of the impending project and possible assessment with Deputy City Attorney Botvinick responding in the affirmative.  Mr. Nelson questioned how the sewer system would be needed since there is not a water line involved with Ms. Jackson responding the sewer would be needed on a flat rate system.  Mr. Nelson stated having a lien on his property would affect the potential sale of his house and questioned if he would be required to hook up to the sewer line once it is installed with Mr. Botvinick responding in the negative; however, assessment for the project is due if and when the property is annexed.  Mr. Nelson suggested that the compensation for loss of his property should be more in line with the assessment if the compensation for loss of his property were more in line with the actual assessment he would be more in favor of that.  He noted the alignment of the sewer line would rely mostly within the flood plain and is therefore unbuildable.

Tommy Craven, Priest Craven Engineers, pointed out the alignment for the project is along way from being finalized.  He indicated his company surveyed and looked at alignments that would minimize damage to property.  He indicated there were several considerations taken which included the 40 foot width of the right-of-way which as required for equipment for construction purposes for equipment.  He noted his company met with some of the neighbors and tried to address their concerns.  He noted some trees will have to be removed for the project.  He noted the use of pump stations offer limited service and would be more expensive up front and could possibly push the projected $4 to $5 million cost up to more than $8 million.   He noted there are several private sewer systems in place and if they go out then a new gravity line would alleviate the situation.

Ms. Baldwin questioned which of the neighbors Mr. Craven’s company met with, with Mr. Craven responding he had meet members of the Poole family.  Ms. Baldwin questioned if alternate alignments were considered with Mr. Craven responding in the affirmative pointing out even if the alignment could be shifted it would still require a 40 foot wide easement and there would be some impact on the property.  Mr. Stephenson suggested that staff look at available technologies and alternative alignments and get feedback and equitability to the property owners.  

Brief discussion took place regarding what new technologies are available for sewer lines which sewer line functioning.

Public Utilities Director Dale Crisp talked about the City’s policies that properties are served by gravity sewer unless otherwise required.  He noted that the City has over 115 pump stations in maintenance and talked about problems with private sewer systems versus public systems.  He noted pump stations and forced mains do not addressed DOT concerns or policies.  Mr. Koopman noted the policy is based on projected development; however, it is based on trends towards denser growth and he is not sure he wants to put a system in now as growth may not support it.  He discussed various current economic factors and how it affects the needs for the proposed line. 

Discussion took place regarding how the right-of-way access proximity access affects the alignment and the energy efficiency of a gravity system.  With Mr. Dawson pointing out the issue before the Committee is the assessment easement and that is confirmed at the Council level.

Mrs. Baldwin indicated she would like to meet in two weeks to discuss this matter further pointing out the project was approved in 2006 and a joint venture agreement was executed and that it would not be fair to wait until September to discuss the matter further.  Mr. Stephenson questioned if staff could aim the answers the committee requires within two weeks with Mr. Crisp indicating staff could not have the alignment issue resolved within two week time.

Mr. Dawson questioned the time sensitivity of this project with Mr. Chris responding the developer is ready to proceed. 

Mr. Craven pointed out the goal is to have the sewer designs completed so the City’s real estate agents could go ahead and do their work to acquire the right-of-way.  He stated two weeks would not be enough to address the alignment issue and that he is willing to meet further with the Poole’s to discuss the alignment issue.

Ms. Baldwin questioned if the Committee could go ahead and vote on the assessment and hold the alignment issue with Mr. Crisp pointing out there is precedent for that.  Mr. Stephenson pointed out if there is a consensus on the alignment it would make the entire process easier.  Mr. Crisp talked about the process for the alignment and real estate acquisition, the process for establishing the alignment and real estate acquisitions.  He noted that, hopefully, the Council will not see this project again until the contract has been awarded.  He noted that, borrowing any condemnation procedures, the Council will not see this project again until the contract of the project is awarded.  He noted assessments will address compensation to the developer as outlined in the joint venture agreement.  Mr. Botvinick pointed out there is state statutory requirements for assessment and that the group must decide what the project is and how it is to be assessed whether it be on a per lot basis or per area served.  Mr. West pointed out this project will be assessed as per as served.

Mr. Stephenson expressed his desire to meet in two weeks to discuss this matter further.  Mr. Stephenson made a motion to hold a special meeting on Wednesday, August 27 at 4:30 p.m. to discuss this matter further.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Baldwin and put to a vote which passed unanimously.

Adjournment.  There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 6:45 p.m.

Ralph L. Puccini

Assistant Deputy Clerk
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