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PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

The Public Works Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Thursday, November 13, 2008, at 8:00 a.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


Mr. Baldwin



Deputy City Attorney Botvinick


Mr. Koopman (arrived late)

Senior Project Engineer Raynor






Public Utilities Director Crisp






Senior Park Planner Shouse






Park Planner Schumacher-Georgopoulos
These are summary minutes unless otherwise indicated.

Following a brief delay, Mr. Stephenson called the meeting to order at 8:05 a.m. and led in the recitation of the Pledge of Allegiance; after which the following items were discussed with action taken as shown.

Item #07-45 – Sidewalk Proposal – 611 Daniels Street.  During the November 4, 2008 City Council Meeting this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.  Senior Project Engineer Lynn Raynor, used a PowerPoint presentation to outline the location of the propose project and talked about the surrounding residential characteristics.  He noted the project was directed by the previous City Council and during a recently held neighborhood meeting, Dr. Mettrey and his wife were independents and expressed concerns on how the project will impact their property as their home is located on a grade.  Mr. Raynor indicated Daniels Street has 39 foot back-to-back right-of-way and the proposed side walk will be 5 feet in width located up against the curb.  He stated staff did consider installing a six foot sidewalk adjacent to the curb which is the current city standard.  He noted there are existing sidewalks in the area that are only 4 feet wide; however they are more than 30 years old.  He talked about sidewalk installation requirements on City collector streets.
Mr. Dawson questioned if the 5 foot sidewalk was in order to meet standards as outlined in the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) with Mr. Raynor replying in the affirmative.  He referred to a diagram that outlined the proposed sidewalk in the existing right-of-way that crosses the Mettreys’ property and talked about the amount of landscape area to be impacted by the installation.  

(Mr. Koopman arrived at the meeting at 8:15 a.m.)

Mr. Raynor presented diagrams of various cross sections of the Mettrey property that would be impacted by the sidewalk installation and talked about how the grade of the property would be changed at each location.  He noted the sidewalk installation would also include a need to regrade part of the Mettreys’ driveway.  He noted staff considered installing a 4 foot sidewalk as requested by Mr. Mettrey; however the changes in the impact would be minimal and staff does prefer the 5 foot sidewalk in order to meet ADA standards.  He noted staff also considers a 4 foot sidewalk too narrow to be set up against the curb.  He stated installing of a retaining wall was mentioned at the public meeting with Mr. Mettrey noting it would be required for his property.  He stated possible estimates for installation of the wall came in a close to $2,000 to $3,000 which Mr. Mettrey found unacceptable and came back later with his own estimates of close to $12,000 to $14,000.  Mr. Raynor noted that the retaining wall will be located behind the right-of-way and would be approximately 4 feet in height.  Mr. Stephenson questioned if the retaining wall would be installed at sidewalk level with Mr. Raynor responding in the affirmative.  Mr. Raynor went on to say that of the 12 residents who attended the neighborhood meeting, 10 of the neighbors did not want the sidewalk on the west side of Daniels Street but would prefer to locate the sidewalk to the east side.  Staff felt to install the sidewalk on the west side of Daniels Street would ease pedestrian access to Cameron Village from Wade Avenue.  He noted to install a sidewalk on the east side of Daniels Street would involve a longer sidewalk and therefore be more costly.  
Mr. Stephenson questioned if the City would be replanting and repaving the Mettreys’ driveway in the right-of-way area with Mr. Raynor responding staff will be working with the contractor for the grading and the paving but not with regards to landscaping; however, it could be done at the direction of the committee.  Mr. Dawson pointed out those issues would be negotiable as the project progresses; however plants located in the right-of-way are at risk.  He stated in most cases plants are removed and returned to the Property owner for planting at a later time.  Ms. Baldwin questioned if there were any cost estimates for replanting the lost plants with Mr. Raynor responding that item was not looked into as those plants were located in the right-of-way.  Mr. Stephenson talked about the possibility of the City taking responsibility for reestablishing the landscaping and repaving of that portion of the driveway affected by the installation.

Micheal Mettrey expressed his objection to the 5 foot sidewalk as there are 4 foot wide sidewalks located in the rest of the Cameron Village area with no setbacks from the curb.  He noted both sides of Daniels Street have sidewalks along only part of the street with the east side having 50 feet more sidewalk than the west side.  He stated most pedestrian traffic along Daniels Street crosses over to the east side before approaching Cameron Village.  He noted most of the stores in Cameron Village are located on the east side of Daniels Street.  He pointed out the land along the east side of Daniels Street is more level than the west side.  He noted there are condominiums located to the north of his home where the sidewalk is jagged to the inside to allow for cars parking and pointed out people did not use that portion of the sidewalk, they simply walked between the cars and Daniels Street.  He indicated he is not totally opposed to a 5 foot sidewalk however he prefers a 4 foot sidewalk.  He talked about a conversation he had with Settle Dockery of York Properties regarding redevelopment plans for the property adjacent to north side of his property.  He stated the installation of the sidewalk on the east side of Daniels Street from Granite Street to Smallwood is more desirable as more people walk along the east side of Daniels Street than the west side.  Ms. Baldwin indicated the issue of connectivity is her concern and questioned how much additional sidewalk would be needed to connect Smallwood Drive and Wade Avenue along the east side of Daniels Street with Mr. Raynor responding an additional 150 foot of sidewalk would be required.  In response to questions as to an estimate for the installation of such a sidewalk Mr. Raynor responded it cost me approximately $10,000.  Ms. Baldwin stated she would hate to build less than 5 foot sidewalk due to the ADA Standards and suggested that the staff look at relocating some of the plantings impacted by the installation.
Mr. Koopman questioned if the rest of the sidewalks in Cameron Village are indeed 4 feet wide with Mr. Raynor responding in the affirmative; however they are over 40 years old and the standards for sidewalks have changed.  Ms. Baldwin indicated that the State usually build 6 foot wide sidewalks.  She stated she walks in the Cameron Village area a lot noting she feels safer with a 5 foot wide sidewalk.

Brief discussion took place on whether the City could take responsibility for relocating some of the plants.  Mr. Stephenson questioned if the sidewalk were to be installed could it be done in such as way to avoid the wing walls located on Mr. Mettrey’s property with Mr. Raynor responding in the affirmative.

Following brief discussion, Ms. Baldwin made a motion to recommend upholding staff’s recommendation to build a 5 foot wide sidewalk abutting the curb with the City taking responsibility for reestablishing the lawn and repaving the driveway along the Mettreys’ property.  Her motion was seconded by Mr. Koopman and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  Mr. Stephenson ruled the motion adopted.

Item 07-43 – Lake Johnson Dam Improvements.  During the November 4, 2008 City Council Meeting this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.  Public Utilities Director Dale Crisp referred to information contained in the agenda packet which was the information provided at the November 4, 2008 City Council meeting.  He referred to diagrams outlining proposed changes to the dam area noting changes were required of the removal of 65 trees and the replanting of 14 plants which are the maximum the State would allow.  He noted the trees that are to be removed were not supposed to be there to begin with.  He noted the dam was built in the 1920’s.  Ms. Baldwin questioned why the trees should be removed with Mr. Chris talking about the dam’s age and pointing out Lake Johnson used to be the water supply for the City.  He noted the State still considers Lake Johnson as part of the stormwater runoff process.  He talked about recent incidents where hurricanes had caused the lake to overflow over the top of the dam.  He stated planned upgrades include a 200% increase in the size of the spillway by installing armor across the top of the dam to make the entire dam itself a spillway.  Public Works Director Dawson pointed out trees also caused a root intrusion problem into the dam.

Mr. Koopman talked about the alternatives were changed to the dam area and questioned if the changes were for aesthetic reasons with Mr. Crisp responding that both changes required re-grading the property.

Jim McCarthy, Hazen & Sawyer, talked about various impacts to the area around the dam and submitted a packet of illustrations of how the improvements would proceed and pointed out a picture referred to a photograph of how the final version of the dam would appear once the project is completed.

Mr. Stephenson talked about the proposed armoring of the dam and questioned if the grass growing among the armoring would eventually cover the armoring with Mr. Crisp responding in the affirmative and talked about staff holding public meetings with regard to the dam project.  Mr. Stephenson questioned if staff would report back to council regarding the results of the public meetings with Mr. Crisp responding in the affirmative and noted staff tried to accommodate adjoining property owners’ concerns regarding the improvements.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick questioned if all the improvements would occur on public land with Mr. Crisp responding in the affirmative.

Following brief discussion, Mr. Stephenson made a motion to recommend upholding staff’s’ recommendation on the design and report to Council the results of the public meetings. His motion was seconded by Mr. Koopman and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  Mr. Stephenson ruled the motion adopted.

Item #07-44 – Strickland Road Park Master Plan.  During the November 4, 2008 City Council meeting this item was referred to committee for further discussion.  Mr. Stephenson stated this was referred to the committee as he was concerned as to whether it makes sense to install a dog park at this location noting the proposed Strickland Road Park is more of a neighborhood park than a community park.  He talked about his time on the Public Works Committee during the Leesville Road Park Master Plan Development and the concerns that were expressed by the neighbors at that time as to how and where the proposed dog park would be located.  He noted as a result of those discussions the proposed dog park.  He stated he requested that staff come back to the committee with suggestions for alternate locations for the dog park.  
Senior Planner David Shouse talked about the Leesville Park and the proposed location of the dog park.  He noted Leesville Park is currently in Phase I construction.  He stated the neighbors at the time were concern with the location of the dog park next to a subdivision, and Council looked at alternative locations.  He noted the construction of the extension of Hilburn Drive was discussed in the neighborhood meeting with its advantages to the neighbors with regard to convenient access to a future library in the park, etc., being outlined.  He noticed neighbors are still divided on that issue.  He stated the alternative location for the dog park on the west side of Leesville Road Park would require a separate entrance onto Country Trail.  He referred to discussions as to whether to have a separate parking lot for the dog park.  He talked about traffic conditions in the area around Leesville Road Park.  

Ms. Baldwin questioned if there were any homes impacted by the alternate location with Mr. Shouse talked about homes in the area and the locations of the nearby school noting staff came to the conclusion that the west side of Leesville Road was more conducive for a dog park setting.  Ms. Baldwin questioned if there was a large group opposed to the construction of the Hilburn Drive extension with Mr. Shouse responding they had no specific numbers; however, he noted some of the neighbors contacted staff informing them they were going to get up a petition to have the Hilburn Drive extension removed from the City plan, however some time after the public meetings that effort faded out.  

Mr. Stephenson stated he was concerned with the neighbors on the west side of Leesville Road Park and suggested a minimal curb cut on Country Trail and installing a gravel parking lot and also suggested moving the dog park as far away from the west side neighbors as possible.  He stated on a recent visit to the area he noted a great amount of remnants from tornado damage.  He stated perhaps the committee can have a meeting on the site to assess the damages.  He talked about the separate parking lots for the dog park on Leesville Road could also be applied to the Strickland Road park site as well.  

Mr. Shouse noted staff did look at reducing the number of parking spaces; however, there may be times when there will be so many people at the dog park that some patrons would have to park along Country Trail.  He noted the dog park is typically a daylight facility that there would be some problems with an unguarded parking lot with having an un-gated parking lot at night especially with a nearby school.  He noted at the Strickland Road park site there will be staff on site during the day. 

Mr. Koopman questioned the possibility of using remote cameras to monitor activities at the park with Mr. Shouse responding surveillance cameras are usually used in high use areas such as Pullen Park to guard against vandalism.  He noted no electricity would be provided at a dog park.  Ms. Baldwin questioned if the dog park entrance could not be gated with Mr. Shouse responding that it would be a challenge in that the gate keepers would have to be volunteers and there may be times when someone would not be available to open the gate at the appropriate time.

Mr. Koopman talked about Cary’s dog park program and questioned whether it was more participatory with regard to the issuance of fees and passes with Mr. Shouse responding in the affirmative that there is the issuance of a card however the program is not self managed.  He pointed out that the town maintains the electric gates and sells the permits.  He noted the City of Charlotte did away with its program due to the cost involved.  Mr. Shouse went on to talk about the phase I construction of Leesville Road Park and the long-term plan for the park and how a dog park could be managed by staff on site.

Mr. Stephenson talked about the history of the Leesville Road park design process and how the proposed dog park came to be located on the west side.  Ms. Baldwin questioned what the public process would be with regard to relocating the dog park back to Leesville Road with Mr. Shouse responding the issue would not be considered a revision to the master plan but they would advertise 30 days ahead for a public meeting.  He noted that if they hold the public meeting regarding the dog park at Leesville Road park the issue of Hilburn Drive extension may come up again.

Ms. Baldwin questioned the time line for the construction of Strickland Road Park with Mr. Shouse responding funds are in place and construction can start as soon as the master plan is adopted.  Mr. Koopman questioned if the committee could recommend adoption of the master plan without a dog park with Mr. Shouse pointing out the dog park is part of the concept.  He noted the proposed location for the dog park use to be farm land.  He noted if a dog park is not located in that area perhaps an alternate parking lot or multi-use purpose field would be installed.  Ms. Baldwin talked about the possibility of adopting the master plan for Strickland Road Park without the dog park and design at the location reserve for the dog park to the best of uses and practices.  Mr. Koopman questioned if Ms. Baldwin wanted to make the dog park location a separate issue with Ms. Baldwin responding in the affirmative.  Mr. Shouse noted that if the dog park is eliminated at Strickland Road and similar objections are expressed at Leesville Road Park and the City in a sense would become stuck.  Discussion took place regarding Leesville Road Park being a community park and how it master plan was adopted without a dog park and the original location where the dog park was to be located is now slated to become a day use area.

Ms. Baldwin stated the committee does have time to consider the dog park issue separately with Mr. Shouse responding in the affirmative; however, he urged the committee not to rush to remove the dog park from the Strickland Road Park Master Plan.

Mr. Stephenson stated he spoke recently with Eric Lamb from the Transportation division who informed him property owners in the area prefer the lack of connectivity.  

Mr. Dawson indicated he likes the idea of a temporary entrance of the dog park for a dog park at Leesville Road park in case the Hilburn Drive extension was not constructed.

Discussion took place regarding having a gravel lot as opposed dog park with Park Planner Cassie Schumacher-Georgopoulos indicating staff did look at installing a gravel lot; however, planning would require installing a pad lock.  Mr. Stephenson noted he wanted to make sure that the public’s interest was the most important feature when it came to the plans.  Mr. Shouse noted that staff could pave that portion of the gravel drive to the street to avoid any overflow of stones into the street area.

William Dowdy, 6712 Pointe Vista Circle, indicated he is in favor of dog parks and is a fan of parks in general.  He stated he is in favor of locating a dog park at Leesville Road but urge the committee not to give up on the Strickland Road Park.  He talked about a national study that concluded 37% of household nation wide owns dogs.  In response to questions, Mr. Dowdy indicated he did not have any specific numbers for the City of Raleigh.  He noted a recent study by Purina indicated the number of households in the South east that own dogs is greater than the national average.  He stated using current census numbers and juxtaposing those numbers to the national survey he noted there were approximately 96,000 dogs in the City of Raleigh area.  He noted he looks for dog friendly areas whenever he travels.  He stated he and his family patronized the Millbrook dog park at least twice a day.  He read from emails he received from Michigan, New Jersey and the Czech Republic asking for information on dog friendly areas.  He talked about a recent News & Observer article that sighted noise, smell and safety concerns with regards to dog parks and expressed his objections to the article.  He noted the dog park at Millbrook Exchange shares the parking lot utilized by people using the pool and community center pointing out no safety issues arose.  Mr. Koopman indicated the Committee was more interested on Mr. Dowdy’s opinion as to whether to locate the proposed dog park at Strickland Road or Leesville Road with Mr. Dowdy responding he would prefer a dog park located in both places and suggested scaling down the size of the dog park to approximately ½ acre in size.  Ms. Baldwin questioned about citizens who do not want a dog park at all noting she gets complaints about the Oakwood dog park with Mr. Dowdy questioning if there were no places within a 37 acre site for a dog park.  He noted that the Millbrook Exchange dog park is located near the neighbors and they come and patronize it.  
Mr. Stephenson noted the concerns of citizens on both sides are valid.  
Mr. Koopman talked the time he lived in the City of Oakland, California where there are dog play areas located under overpasses noting the City made use of unused space with Mr. Dowdy noting as long as an area is fenced in the dogs really don’t care and pointed out it is easier to stir up negative information than positive issues regarding the dog parks with Ms. Stephenson responding that the committee is being sure to remain open to all possibilities.

Mr. Koopman noted that approximately 28 acres of the Strickland Road Park are being held as nature preserve.  

Mr. Dowdy urged those in attendance to not let the News and Observer article cloud the issue. 

Ms. Baldwin questioned if all the space of Strickland Road Park is useable with Mr. Shouse responding all the land is useable but not all is practical.  He talked about locations staff considered for locating the dog park pointing out some of the areas being wooded and swampy and the possibility of filling in a little used pond for the park.

Leslie McRimmon, 9412 Springdale Road, noted she lives approximately ¾ quarters of a mile from the Strickland Road Park site.  She stated she uses the Millbrook Road Exchange Park to walk her dog.  She talked about attending a neighborhood meeting where most of the people there oppose the Strickland Road Park.  She expressed her opinion of the actual impact of the park on the neighborhood would be minimal.  She noted there is more impact at the nearby high school marching band practicing than the park.  When asked her opinion as to the preferred location for a dog park she stated Strickland Road Park would be an ideal location for a dog park.  Mr. Koopman asked Ms. McRimmon if she was opposed to having the dog park at Leesville Road with Ms. McRimmon responding in the negative; however, the Leesville Road Park is a more traffic aggressive area and would be harder to find.  She noted the Brier Creek area would find Strickland Road Park to be more accessible.  She expressed her opinion that the Strickland Road Park location would have a lower impact.
Don Reuter, 12704 Timberline Court, stated most people in the neighborhood want a neighborhood park as promised by the City pointing out a dog park is not considered part of a neighborhood park.  He indicated he takes issue with traffic not being a problem and talked about difficulty accessing Strickland Road from Rock Creek Road due to sight problems.  He noted the park is surrounded by low density residential and there are plenty of places for dogs to roam.  He stated dog parks are better suited for neighborhoods that have townhouses and apartments in the like. 

Lynn Smiley, 8321 Lakewood Drive, noted she lives across the street from Leesville High School and is concerned with traffic.  She indicated she belongs to North Carolina Museum of Natural Sciences and response to take making Strickland Road a nature park she took it upon herself to do some research and found at least 8 other nature parks in the area including Umstead Park, etc.  She quoted some articles from the American Kennel Association and the American dog trainers and they talked about the benefits of dog parks.  When asked her opinion as to where to locate a dog park Ms. Smiley expressed her opinion that a dog park should be located at the Strickland Road Park with off-street parking.  She noted dog owners want a natural setting for a park.

Paul Lampach, 3001 Sitwell Court indicated he lives approximately half a mile from the proposed park.  He noted he supports the Strickland Road site over the Leesville Road site and stated he presents approximately 600 people who are in support.  He stated this group is against the Leesville Road site noting there is no guarantee that the park will be built, the question of the Hilburn Drive extension will be constructed.  He noted the Leesville Road site is less safe in that it is sloped and talked about the Strickland Road site being more flat.  He expressed his concern that some decisions had been made before today’s meeting and noted that safety concerns expressed are not founded.  He noted there have been no incidents in the dog fights that have taken place inside a dog park.  Mr. Stephenson stated Leesville Road is a community park and the dog parks are usually located there and pointed out Oakwood Park is also sloped and noted staff can work around the Hilburn Drive issue.

Mr. Lampach pointed out there is only one neighbor who has property continuous to the west side of Leesville Road Park and she did not object to having the dog park located there pointing out there is a large buffer located between her and the proposed dog park location.

Discussion took place regarding peoples concern with interaction with dogs with it being pointed out by Mr. Lampach that there is more interaction of people and dogs along the Parks trails and noted there have been more petitions in favor of dog parks and there is the committee to respect the development process.  Mr. Stephenson indicated the City has hired a group at the North Carolina State University to analyze the opposing park proposals.  

Mr. Lampach reiterated his statement that the majority of people want a dog park. 

Lengthy discussion took place regarding the park development process and how decisions had been made.  Ms. Baldwin suggested holding the item in committee and that the Committee meet onsite at Leesville Road to access the area with Mr. Stephenson responding in the affirmative and that the date and time of the meeting would be left up to staff to determine.

Following further discussion it was agreed to hold the item in committee for further discussion.

Adjournment.  There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 10:10 a.m.

Ralph L. Puccini

Assistant Deputy Clerk
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