
Public Works Committee Minutes


May26, 2015

PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

The Public Works Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Tuesday, May 26, 2015, 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
Councilor Eugene Weeks, Chairman

Assistant City Manager Tansy Hayward
Councilor John Odom



Interim Public Works Director Richard 

Councilor Wayne Maiorano (Arrived Late)

Kelly
Deputy City Attorney Ira Botvinick

Senior Planning Engineer Todd Delk
Senior Transportation Engineer Jed Niffenegger

These are summary minutes unless otherwise indicated.

Following a brief delay, Chairman Weeks called the meeting to order at 5:10 p.m. and the following items were discussed with actions taken as shown.

Item #13-05 – Off-Site Improvements – Stanhope Project.  This item was previously discussed at the Committee’s May 13, 2014 meeting and held over for further discussion.

Chairman Weeks indicated the City Clerk’s office received a letter from the Applicant dated May 21, 2015, the body of which reads as follows:

I am writing in reference to the Stanhope Off-Site Improvements which is still an open item on the Public Works Committee Agenda.  We would like to close the item out and pull it off the agenda for May 26, 2015.

Given the hard work that has been put forth by Robert Massengill and his team in regards to the new Off-Site Sewer Replacement Reimbursement policy, our concerns with the city’s old reimbursement policy have been addressed and we can close this open item in the committee.  We really appreciate all the hard work the City of Raleigh has put into the new policy and are pleased with the outcome.  

Thanks, 

John Kane

Manager, Stanhope 2013, LLC

Mr. Odom moved to recommend removing the item from the agenda with no action taken.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Weeks and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative except Mr. Maiorano who was absent.  Chairman Weeks ruled the motion adopted on a 2-0 vote.

Item #13-20 – Sidewalk Prioritization Process.  During the April 7, 2015 City Council meeting this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.
Senior Planning Engineer Todd Delk indicated the Committee received a memo dated May 21, 2015 from Transportation Planning Manager Eric Lamb in their agenda packet, the body of which reads as follows:
At the March 27 City Council meeting, the Raleigh Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Commission (BPAC) presented recommendations to update the City’s sidewalk prioritization methodology and to approve a new priority list.  

The City’s current prioritization was developed as part of the development of the now adopted Comprehensive Pedestrian Plan in 2012.  In order to update project priorities this year, staff evaluated the system and worked to develop a more-automated GIS-based program that assesses and assigns points to every project based on each criterion. In the process of reevaluating the process, staff identified several potential improvements to the methodology based on lessons learned with the current system.  Presently the system utilizes an overly complex set of evaluation criteria that proved difficult to update.  The scores generated for each candidate project were also difficult to understand by the general public.  

BPAC members worked with staff to simplify the scoring process and to update the prioritization criteria.  The primary changes are outlined below:

Overall Prioritization:  Staff reviewed the process and made the following changes:

· The 2012 methodology develops individual scores for both the Needs and Demand analyses and then assigns 5 to 25 points per analysis based on the groupings of score.  

· The Needs Analysis assigns scores to each project based on criteria addressing pedestrian need, and then translates the scores to prioritization points.  These points currently account for approximately 2/3 of the overall project points.

· The Demand Analysis assigns scores to each project based on criteria such as population density and nearby attractions, and then translates the scores to prioritization points.  Currently, approximately 1/3 of the overall points are demand-based.

The updated process simplifies this method by:  (1) making the demand and needs scores equivalent and (2) using the two scores directly.

· Up to 25 additional points were assigned on the needs score based on how the project was requested and whether a worn foot path was present.  These additional points are proposed to be eliminated in the new process.

· Staff reviewed the project inventory as part of the update.

· 63 new projects were added to the project database.

· 27 projects were removed based on completion by or being funded through City, NCDOT, or private development projects.

· 45 projects were combined, split, or had the project limits revised based on staff review.

Needs Analysis Scoring:  The Needs analysis score identifies the need for a project based on street conditions, safety, and population characteristics of the area surrounding a project. 

· Needs analysis scoring updated and used directly for prioritization:  Staff recommended eliminating the translation from the Needs score to a point assignment in order to simplify the process.  The new scores are used directly as the project points, and have been increased to make the Needs and Demand equivalent.  Staff assigned 50 points to safety issues, 50 points to roadway/traffic characteristics, and 45 points to socioeconomic factors (median household income and percentage of children and seniors).
· Extraneous criteria eliminated:  Criteria covering Intersection Control, Intersection Spacing, and the presence of Street Trees, Crosswalks, ADA Ramps, and Street Lights were problematic to assess and assign points when considered over the length of a project.  These factors also contributed minimally to the score.  
· Street data updated and prioritized:  The street types and laneage were updated to reflect the new classifications adopted with the UDO.
· Demographic data updated and prioritized:  Analysis for median household income and population percentages under age 18 and over age 65 was updated using 2010 Census data, which was not previously available for the 2012 Plan. 

· Crash scoring methodology updated:  In the 2012 analysis, the crash score was assigned based on its location on a map showing pedestrian crash density per square mile.  A project on one street could receive a high crash score by simply being near to a different street with multiple pedestrian crashes.  The updated methodology better quantifies the safety of a street by using the following changes:  

· Crash statistics were updated to include pedestrian crashes from 2000-2011, adding over 500 crashes and 5 years of additional crash data to the new analysis.

· Crashes were only counted towards a project score if within the project limits.

· All pedestrian crashes were weighted by severity (fatal/severe injury, minor/moderate injury, property damage only) based on NCDOT methods and a score for each project was calculated by dividing the combined score by the project length.  The raw project scores were then weighted such that the highest crash score was set at 50 and all other projects were scaled accordingly.  

Figure 1 illustrates a project where the 2012 methodology would result in a high score in terms of addressing pedestrian safety (mapped red area) and a score of 0 with the new 2015 methodology (shown as black line).
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2015 

Score 

Change 

from 2012

1 N NEW HOPE RD

CAPITAL BLVD WALLINGFORD DR Sidewalk Only

151.2

New

2 WESTERN BLVD

AVENT FERRY RD I-440 Major St. Imp't.

147.2

34

3 CAPITAL BLVD

CALVARY DR N NEW HOPE RD Sidewalk Only

132.2

New

4 RIDGE RD

WADE AVE RIDGEWOOD SC Sidewalk Only

124.5

151

5 LAKE BOONE TRL

I-440 BLUE RIDGE RD Sidewalk Only

118.6

Combined 

6 HAMMOND RD

HOKE ST I-40 Curb and Gutter

115.9

143

7 GLENWOOD AVE

LEAD MINE RD CREEDMOOR RD Major St. Imp't.

113.1

New

8 S RALEIGH BLVD

NEW BERN AVE MLK JR BLVD Sidewalk Only

111.0

New

9 DIXIE FOREST RD

LITCHFORD RD SPRING FOREST RD Curb and Gutter

110.5

79

10 CENTENNIAL PKWY

AVENT FERRY RD NAZARETH ST Sidewalk Only

108.8

179

11 OAKWOOD AVE

COLLETON RD LINDEN AVE Sidewalk Only

106.1

Combined 

12 NEW BERN AVE

PARTIN RD OLD MILBURNIE RD Major St. Imp't.

105.4

Revised

13 WESTERN BLVD

I-440 HILLSBOROUGH ST Sidewalk Only

105.1

Split

14 GLENWOOD AVE

WOMANS CLUB DR LEAD MINE RD Curb and Gutter

102.8

New

15 HOLSTON LN

SUNNYBROOK RD CALUMET DR Sidewalk Only

102.2

New

16 NEW BERN AVE

TRAWICK RD SHANTA DR Major St. Imp't.

102.1

Split

17 GLENWOOD AVE

SANDERSON DR BYRD ST Sidewalk Only

99.0

New

18 ILEAGNES RD

CHERRY CIR S SAUNDERS ST Sidewalk Only

98.6

Split

19 LOUISBURG RD

SPRING FOREST RD MITCHELL MILL RD Sidewalk Only

98.6

Split

20 CAPITAL BLVD

W OF WAKE FOREST RD  APPLIANCE CT Major St. Imp't.

98.2

New


Demand Analysis Scoring:  This portion of the score identifies the overall demand for pedestrian facilities based on land uses, facilities, and the population density near projects.

· All generators made equal:  Staff and BPAC reviewed and discussed the previous scaled scoring and categories for pedestrian generators (i.e. parks, schools, trail heads, bus stops, libraries, etc.), where specific types of attractions with assigned high, medium, and low values.  Staff presented options for retaining a similar structure or leveling the points to all generators, but the different options produced similar scores across the project list with only minor changes in priority.  The BPAC has recommended a system where all generators have equal value to remove any arbitrary weighting.

· Points no longer awarded for 1-mile buffers to generators:  Review of the scoring showed that the one-mile radii for most generators covered the vast majority of the City and therefore nearly all projects received a small base number of points in each category.  The large buffer therefore played little role in the overall scoring and was eliminated.
· Population density data updated:  Analysis for population density was updated using 2010 Census data.

Based on the revisions outlined below, Table 1 displays the top 20 priority pedestrian projects and Table 2 displays the top 10 projects increasing and decreasing in priority.

A copy of the updated project priority  list, the project criteria scoring, and an example of project cut-sheets to provide more detailed information to the public are attached.  

Table 1. Top 20 Priority Pedestrian Projects (2015)


[image: image2]
Table 2.  Top 10 Project Priority Increases and Decreases from 2012 to 2015
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10 CENTENNIAL PKWY

AVENT FERRY RD NAZARETH ST Sidewalk Only

108.8

179

4 RIDGE RD

WADE AVE RIDGEWOOD SC Sidewalk Only

124.5

151

6 HAMMOND RD

HOKE ST I-40 Curb and Gutter

115.9

143

33 WESTINGHOUSE BLVD

CAPITAL BLVD N RALEIGH BLVD Sidewalk Only

90.1

130

31 PLEASANT VALLEY RD

GLENWOOD AVE DURALEIGH RD Major St. Imp't.

90.4

125

40 DIXIE TRL

HILLSBOROUGH ST EVERETT AVE Sidewalk Only

86.5

111

70 BRIER CREEK PKWY

LITTLE BRIER CREEK LN GLENWOOD AVE Major St. Imp't.

76.6

110

28 EDWARDS MILL RD

DURALEIGH RD REEDY CREEK RD Sidewalk Only

91.1

107

29 DEANA LN

CAPITAL BLVD NEW HOPE CHURCH RD Sidewalk Only

91.1

107

99 CORPORATION PKWY

NEW BERN AVE LAKE WOODARD DR Sidewalk Only

70.0

98

142 STRICKLAND RD

LEESVILLE RD CREEDMOOR RD Major St. Imp't.

59.7

-58

62 WAKE FOREST RD

ATLANTIC AVE MIMOSA ST Sidewalk Only

78.5

-59

64 CREEKSIDE DR

WAKE FOREST RD INDUSTRIAL DR Sidewalk Only

77.8

-59

182 YOUTH CENTER DR

HILLSBOROUGH ST TRINITY RD Curb and Gutter

49.8

-59

133 ROCK QUARRY RD

BARWELL RD JONES SAUSAGE RD Major St. Imp't.

61.0

-60

110 BLAND RD

STEINBECK DR HARDIMONT RD Sidewalk Only

66.5

-67

118 OLD POOLE RD

POOLE RD STONE MANOR DR Curb and Gutter

65.1

-84

125 N NEW HOPE RD

NEW BERN AVE GLOBAL ST Major St. Imp't.

63.1

-90

132 GRESHAM LAKE RD

LITCHFORD RD OVERLOOK RD Major St. Imp't.

61.1

-90

155 POWELL DR

WESTERN BLVD HILLSBOROUGH ST Sidewalk Only

55.7

-137


By a unanimous vote, the BPAC recommended adoption of the proposed updates to the City’s priorities for sidewalk construction. 

The report included copies of the updated project priority list, the project criteria scoring, and an example of project cut-sheets to provide more detailed information to the public.

Mr. Odom moved to approve Staff’s report and uphold the recommendations contained therein.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Weeks and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative except Mr. Maiorano who was absent.  Chairman Weeks ruled the motion adopted on a 2-0 vote.

Item #13-17 – Neighborhood Traffic Management Program – Policy Issues.  This item was previously discussed at the Committee’s November 12, 2014 meeting and held over for further discussion.
Chairman Weeks indicated this was a review of a policy issue noting the information being presented is an update on the work thus far on developing policy and that no action will be taken at this meeting.

Senior Transportation Engineer Jed Niffenegger summarized the following report included in the agenda packet:

Background:

At the November 4, 2014 City Council the annual Neighborhood Traffic Management Program (NTMP) policy updates were sent to the Public Works Committee (PWC).  During the PWC meetings in November and December of 2014 multiple issues and concerns were brought forward by committee members and the public.  The issues ranged from the policy itself to a proposed project on Laurel Hills Road.  Due to the breadth of questions, staff elected to perform a holistic review of the entire policy.  This review included conducting a peer evaluation of over a hundred Cities.  These Cities include the top 100 most populated.  Five of which were Cities/Towns in North Carolina.

Update:
Listed below is an update in the form of an itemized list of what Staff has done.

1. Peer Review - Staff has conducted a peer review of other large cities nationwide to determine which have a Traffic Calming or NTMP program.  In this peer review, Staff investigated several items that came up in the PWC meetings of November and December 2014.  The questions include:

1. Who can initiate an evaluation

2. Which streets are eligible for the program

3. Which evaluation criteria are relevant

4. Who is invited to meetings

5. Is there a petition process and how is it handled

6. How are projects funded

7. Is there a process to remove existing treatments

2. Scoring Criteria - Staff is looking at possible adjustments to the scoring criteria.  Based on the peer review and questions raised at the PWC, staff felt that some of the existing criteria favored some streets over others.  For all the iterations considered, staff input the current list to see how any proposed changes would affect the existing scoring.

3. Clarification of the policy - Based on the voluminous emails, phone calls and information requests on the policy, staff felt it prudent to scrub the policy and make it as unambiguous as possible.  

4. Influence Area - This is the most contentious part of the program.  On a handful of the 20+ treated streets, the policy inadvertently pitted residents who lived on the street against neighbors that used the street.  The current policy is set up where only people living on the street can sign the petition for a project.  At the subsequent public meetings, residents in the “influence areas” are invited to participate in the design.  These residents do not live on the street proposed for treatment but may use the street for ingress/egress.  Sometimes these residents do not want the inconvenience of traversing speed humps/tables to their destination or place of residence.  The crux of this issue is allowing residents living on a street with speed a compliance issue an avenue to mitigate the problem yet giving those a voice that may be affected by the calming.  Staff has found there are several ways this can be handled.  All the scenarios used by other jurisdictions and identified by staff have pros and cons. 
Recommendations:
The information above is intended to serve as an update to the Council Members on the PWC.  Staff will continue to work on the NTMP and should be ready to make a presentation of our peer review, research, and recommendation to improve the program.  Staff would recommend the Committee halt any future projects from moving forward under the existing policy until changes to the program can be finalized.

Mr. Weeks noted the Crosslink Road would soon come into the picture and suggested holding off on this project along with Laurel Hills until Staff presents its final recommendations.

Assistant City Manager Tansy Hayward stated both Public Works and Planning Departments are working on the planning issue noting both Town and Country and Crosslink have serious questions to consider before final Council approval.
Discussion took place regarding clarifying staff’s recommendations as presented in the report with Deputy City Attorney Ira Botvinick questioning if the Laurel Hills project be held over and Senior Transportation Engineer Niffenegger responding in the affirmative.

Assistant City Manager Hayward indicated it was not staff’s intention to discuss the Laurel Hills Project at this meeting with Mr. Odom indicating there were a few residents in the audience who requested to speak.

4 members of the audience raised their hands requesting to speak.

Mr. Maiorano arrived at the meeting at 5:22 p.m.
William Cromer, 4024 Balsam Drive, stated he read Mr. Fiorello’s report and expressed concern regarding first responders dealing with the additional speed bumps and indicated it was his opinion it was a matter of public safety.  He challenged the validity of the original petition asserting several signatures were suspect.  He expressed desire for more citizen input on the revised traffic calming process.

Assistant City Manager Haywood indicated there was a list of concerns raised in the Laurel Hills Project and noted the current review was not based solely on the Laurel Hills Project but also on the peer review.  She stated when the policy is ready it will be made available for public review and input.

Mr. Cromer stated the reason the citizens are concerned with the present policy is they feel they were wronged by the process.  He indicated Laurel Hills has had no traffic or accident issues, yet it is No. 1 on the Traffic Calming project list.

Mr. Odom advised the Laurel Hills project is still in committee and assured the Mr. Cromer the residents will be notified when the project comes back up for discussion.

Mr. Maiorano stated there has been some robust discussion revolving around this policy and talked about efforts to widen the study’s scope and indicated additional public comment will be solicited.

Bill Harrington, 4830 North Hills Drive, asserted the asphalt speed bumps the City installed did not meet the 25 mph requirements and called for a more uniform installation with Mr. Maiorano indicating staff is currently looking at that issue.  Mr. Maiorano went on to state some of the speed bumps were to be adjusted, some moved, and some to be removed altogether, and talked about holding contractors to greater accountability when it came to installation.  Mr. Harrington noted he measured the speed bumps in his North Hills neighborhood and asserted that none of them matched City authorized dimensions.

Al Love, 4004 Balsam Drive, indicated he has been an engineer for 24 years and urged greater citizen involvement in the evaluation process.

Discussion took place regarding issues brought up in today’s meeting with Assistant City Manager Hayward stating before staff presents its final report it will present another update to the Committee on the major issues.  She expressed appreciation for the public’s input and stated staff will be careful to consider all input provided in the process.
Mr. Odom suggested holding a community meeting to gather additional citizen input.

Without objection the item was held in Committee for further discussion.

Adjournment.  There being no further business, Chairman Weeks announced the meeting adjourned at 5:35 p.m.

Ralph L. Puccini

Assistant Deputy Clerk

Figure 1.  Example project with associated 2012 (high based on crash density) and 2015 crash score (0 with no crashes within limits) 
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