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PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

The Public Works Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Tuesday, October 25, 2011, at 5:00 p.m., in the City Council Chamber, Room 201 of the Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 West Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina with the following present:

      Committee





Staff
Mr. Stephenson, Chairman, Presiding
Public Works Director Carl Dawson

Mr. Gaylord




Deputy City Attorney Botvinick

Mr. Odom




Transportation Manager Kallam
Mr. Weeks




Assistant Planning Director Baker






Planner II Pettibone
These are summary minutes unless otherwise indicated.

Mr. Stephenson called the meeting to order, followed by Mr. Weeks leading in the recitation of the Pledge of Allegiance.  
The following items were discussed with actions taken as shown.

Item #09-54 – Encroachment – Sidewalk – 101 South Wilmington Street.  During the September 20, 2011 City Council meeting this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion as a result of a request of petitions of citizens.  Transportation Manager Paul Kallam summarized the following report. 

This memorandum is in response to the Petition of Citizens by Ms. Mary Farlander requesting the allowance of an exterior ramp at 101 South Wilmington Street.  The following is a brief summary of the circumstances associated with this property. 

A major encroachment request for 101 South Wilmington Street was submitted on June 23, 2011 and was denied during a regular meeting of the encroachment committee on July 5, 2011.  The denial was based on a proposal for an exterior ramp that would reduce the sidewalk width in some areas down to approximately five feet.  It is the committee’s preference in the downtown area to try to maximize the available sidewalk width for pedestrian traffic.  It is our opinion that this would set a precedence that could adversely affect pedestrian traffic in the downtown area. 

With the committee’s decision to deny the proposed encroachment, the applicant was presented with some viable alternatives to placing the exterior ramp in the right of way and was asked to explore alternate design options further. 

Mr. Kellam produced a picture of the sidewalk in front of First Baptist Church and used the PowerPoint to show the approximate location of the proposed ramp and how it would encroach on the sidewalk.  

Public Works Director Carl Dawson pointed out the Committee received an email report from the Urban Design Center which reads as follows:

We had the opportunity to review the proposed encroachment to the First Baptist Church on the corner of Wilmington and Morgan.  While we support the renovation of historic buildings to accommodate ADA considerations, the proposed encroachment will result in an undersized walkway.  The following information is provided as a basis for our evaluation. 

1. This location is within one half block from the highest pedestrian counts recorded in the recent Downtown Raleigh Alliance Pedestrian Count Study conducted in May 2011.  The study counted 171.5 pedestrians per hour at peak time for this location which is a significant amount of pedestrian activity. 

2. This location was identified as requiring a 14 foot minimum sidewalk width in the recently completed Downtown Public Realm Study conducted by the Urban Design Center, December 2010. 

Planner II Carter Pettibone, representing the Urban Design Center, stated he was there to answer any questions the Committee had.
Mr. Stephenson questioned whether this was a historic preservation issue with Mr. Pettibone responding the petitioner spoke with the Historic Districts Commission; however, no application was submitted. 

Mr. Weeks questioned what constituted a peak time for pedestrians along Wilmington Street pointing out he sees very little pedestrian activity from the First Baptist Church side of Wilmington Street.  Mr. Pettibone noted the peak pedestrian time is usually during the lunch hours, and stated the sidewalks along that portion of Wilmington Street are already under-size and that a ramp would make the situation worse.

Mr. Weeks pointed out the Church is celebrating its 200th anniversary next year and questioned if there is any way the Church could place some type of ADA compliance ramp at the Church.  He pointed out other churches in the neighborhood have renovated; however, First Baptist Church as no place to go.  Mr. Kallam stated staff has tried to work with the petitioner on alternative locations for a ramp that included having a single sloped ramp across the front; however, there is a problem with meeting current building code.

Mr. Stephenson questioned whether a mechanical lift was considered. 

Mary Farlander, Architect, stated the Church did not explore installing a lift; however it could be considered.  She stated there is some interior access to the sanctuary; however it is not up to code.  She stated currently people with wheelchairs have to enter the sanctuary through an entrance beside the alter which is not good when a person is late for the service.  She stated there is a 34 inch difference between the street grade and the Wilmington Street entrance to the Church.  She pointed out a ramp would be multi-purpose and could be used for both emergency services and funerals.  Mr. Gaylord pointed out that poll bearers and EMS staff could carry the gurneys and coffins up and down the stairs, and that a mechanical lift could be a viable alternative to a ramp.  Ms. Farlander stated a mechanical lift may not pass a Historic Districts Commission review as she believes the Historic Districts Commission is against the placement of mechanical devices on the exterior of buildings.

Mr. Stephenson suggested that Ms. Farlander could discuss the matter with the Historic Districts Commission with Mr. Odom questioning whether the committee could ask the Historic Districts Commission to look at the matter.

Mr. Kallam stated staff is concerned with setting a precedent by allowing a hard structure to encroach on the Wilmington Street sidewalk.  He pointed out café tables and chairs along the sidewalk could be moved; however, a ramp would be a permanent structure.

Mr. Stephenson questioned whether the church has landmark designation with Ms. Farlander responding in the affirmative.  Mr. Stephenson questioned whether the City’s Historic Districts Commission or the State Historic Preservation Office was consulted with Ms. Farlander responding she could submit an application before both entities to get their feedback.  

Mr. Stephenson stated a lift could be a much less invasive on the historic character of the building than a ramp.  

Mr. Dawson questioned whether Ms. Farlander could get a response from the State or the City’s Historic Districts’ Commission within the next two weeks with Ms. Farlander responding it is very possible.  Mr. Dawson suggested holding the item for two weeks to see what feed back the Historic Districts Commission and the State Historic Preservation Office can provide with Mr. Gaylord suggesting that the Church present the mechanical lift as a primary option with a ramp as a back up alternative.

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

Item #09-55 – Driveway Entrance – 608 Wynne Street.   During the October 18, 2011 City Council Meeting this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion in response to a request and petitions of citizens item.

Assistant Planning Director Jacque Baker summarized the following report:

A petition has been submitted to the City Council from James E. Lyles to ask the Council to appeal a decision by City Staff specifically as it relates to parking of cars on a vacant lot zoned Residential-20. 

Code section 10-2071 “Schedule of Permitted Land Use in Zoning District” prohibits stand only parking in residential zoning districts. 

Mr. Lyles applied for a driveway permit located at 608 Wynne Street and was denied by staff.  Staff indicated to Mr. Lyles that if the vacant lot located at 608 Wynne Street was recombined with 504 F. Lenoir Street, then a driveway permit could be considered.  If the two lots were recombined the parking would be an accessory use to the existing house and this would be an allowable use under the code.

Ms. Baker stated the applicant could go to the Board of Adjustment for a zoning interpretation. 
James Lyles, 540 East Lenoir Street, stated he fully understands the code; however, due to past experiences with the City he would like special consideration on this issue.  He stated the driveway would benefit 542 East Lenoir Street.  He stated he gave the City over $6,000 for the vacant lot at 608 Wynne Street as he was told the City would be widening the 500 block of Lenoir Street with the homes along Lenoir Street would be moved back for the widening.  However, he stated the widening did not take place.  He stated at the time this road was to be widened then-Assistant City Manager Lawrence Wray and City Staff had assured him the widening of the Lenoir Street would take place and that the homes would be moved.
Mr. Lyles went on to talk about traffic and parking problems along Lenoir Street pointing out the widening of Lenoir Street was advertised in the News and Observer; therefore he believed the City as serious about the widening project.  Mr. Lyles talked further about how the proposed driveway would benefit 542 East Lenoir Street and spoke briefly about the historic character of the neighborhood in that the homes were built by his wife’s grandfather.  
Mr. Weeks questioned if there were any written documentation regarding the purchase of 608 Wynne Street with Mr. Lyles responding he never received a deed for the property.  

Discussion took place regarding whether a deed was recorded for 608 Wynne Street with Assistant Planning Director Baker stating the Wake County Tax Records show that Mr. Lyles does own 608 Wynne Street.

Mr. Stephenson questioned whether the driveway cut was requested so a parking lot could be built on the vacant lot at 608 Wynne Street with Mr. Lyles responding he only wishes to be able to park two cars on that lot.  Mr. Lyles stated he lives at 540 Lenoir Street and rents out 542 Lenoir Street.

Discussion took place regarding alternatives to the driveway cut including the possibility of placing a parking pad in the rear yard of 542 Lenoir Street with Mr. Lyles stating he would prefer the driveway cut to the vacant lot as he would hate to give up any lawn space at 542 West Lenoir Street for a parking pad.  Mr. Lyles spoke further about parking problems along Lenoir Street with Public Works Director Dawson stating he and other property owners along that part of the Lenoir Street could petition the City Council on a no parking zone.
Following further discussion, Mr. Odom made a motion to report the matter out with the understanding staff would help Mr. Lyle’s locate the deed for 607 Wynne Street.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Gaylord and a roll call vote resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.  Mr. Stephenson ruled the motion adopted.

Item #09-11 – Crosswalks – Durant Road; Perry Creek Road; Falls of Neuse Road.  During the April 6, 2010 City Council Meeting this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.  

Mr. Stephenson pointed out no one was present at the meeting to discuss this item.  

Following brief discussion, Mr. Odom moved to report the item out with no action taken.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Weeks and put to a roll call vote which resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.  Mr. Stephenson ruled the motion adopted.  

Item #09-51 – Curb and Gutter – New Bern Avenue, Western Boulevard, and Capital Boulevard.  During the September 6, 2011 City Council meeting, this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.

Mr. Stephenson pointed out no one was present at the meeting to discuss this item.
Following brief discussion, Mr. Odom moved to report the item out with no action taken.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Weeks and put to a roll call vote which resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.  Mr. Stephenson ruled the motion adopted. 

Adjournment.  There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 5:45 pm..

Ralph L. Puccini

Assistant Deputy Clerk
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