
Public Works Committee Minutes


October 27, 2015

PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

The Public Works Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Tuesday, October 27, 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



Deputy City Attorney Ira Botvinick
Councilor Wayne Maiorano


Civil Engineer Thomas Fiorello







Senior Transportation Engineer Jed 









Niffenegger








Design/Construction Manager Chris 









Johnson








Assessment Supervisor Jimmy Upchurch

These are summary minutes unless otherwise indicated.

Mr. Weeks called the meeting to order and the following items were discussed with actions taken as shown.
Clerk’s note: the following 2 items were discussed simultaneously.
Item #13-16 – Traffic Calming – Laurel Hills Road.  This item was previously discussed at the Public Works Committee’s October 28, 2014 meeting and held over for further discussion.

Item #13-17 – Neighborhood Traffic Management Program – Policy Issues.  This item was previously discussed at the Public Works Committee’s September 22, 2015 meeting and held over for further discussion.

Assistant City Manager Tansy Hayward stated the Committee received reports on the Laurel Hills project previous meetings and indicated staff is awaiting City Council direction on how to proceed.  She went on to state staff is ready to report on the traffic calming survey with the recommendation that the Committee report the item out with no action taken at this time indicating staff would present a report to the full Council regarding possible NTMP policy changes with the intent to receive feedback and direction from the Council.
Mr. Odom talked about the possibility of holding both items over to the new Council noting a lot of time and effort went into with Assistant City Manager Hayward noting additional work and information on the Laurel Hills project is forthcoming along with information regarding traffic calming program policy changes.
Mr. Maiorano stated the Laurel Hills project has been before the Committee for more than 1 year and indicated he has heard plenty of testimony and reports on the matter.  He moved that the Committee recommend that the City Council cancel the Laurel Hills traffic calming project and suggested the neighbors get together and come to a consensus as to what kind of traffic calming devices they want for their neighborhood, if any.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Odom.
Brief discussion took placed regarding whether the Committee should hear any further input from the public on this item; after which, the matter was put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.  Chairman Weeks ruled the motion adopted on a 3-0 vote.

Mr. Maiorano indicated he appreciated Mr. Odom’s concern regarding the NTMP policy issues noting the City received a tremendous amount of input from the public and expressed his belief staff will present recommendations for consideration at the City Council’s November meeting.

Civil Engineer Thomas Fiorello summarized the following staff report:

Background:

At the May 26, 2015, Public Works Committee meeting, Council members requested staff to receive public input on various aspects of the Neighborhood Traffic Management Program (NTMP).  Staff consulted with the Public Affairs Department on the best way to achieve this.  Based on the breadth and depth of topics, an online survey was selected as the most productive way to receive input.  “Cityzen Solutions”, a local firm specializing in online surveys, was hired to assist in gathering public input.  The online survey consisted of 13 questions that could be answered and submitted individually. It went live on September 9, 2015 and responses were accepted through September 24, 2015.   

A multi-tiered approach was employed to notify Raleigh’s residents of the survey.  Raleigh’s Public Affairs Department distributed the link for the survey to the various City communication channels including social media channels, email subscribers and CAC groups.  In addition, the link was emailed directly to past traffic calming meeting participants.  The vendor “Cityzen”, promoted the survey via social media using location-targeted advertising.  Any comments received on the promoted posts were synchronized and captured on the survey.  

In all, nearly 55,000 Raleigh residents were exposed to the survey link.  Of those exposed, 1,800 people visited the survey link and approximately 150 people took the survey or provided comments.  The breakdown of how Raleigh residents were notified is below:

· Cityzen’s social media promotion reached over 35,000  

· The City’s Twitter accounts reached 19,000 residents

· NTMP staff directly emailed over 400 residents who had previously participated

· Emails from the City’s Sustainability newsletter netted 48 survey visits 

· The number of survey traffic from the City’s website, organic searches and direct visitors was not possible to track. 
As a point of comparison, the recent Bike Raleigh plan received 1,300 and 1,700 visitors for the Phase I & II surveys respectively over a one-month period.  Both saw similar conversion rates in the 8-10% range.

Results:

The survey began with informational questions regarding the respondents familiarization with the program then proceeded through the traffic calming process.

Question 1:  

Are you familiar with the City’s Neighborhood Traffic Management Program?

[image: image1.emf]Yes 105 74%

No 37 26%


Question 2:

Have you ever participated in a prior NTMP traffic calming project?




[image: image2.emf]No 91 61%

Yes 59 39%


Question 3:

If yes, what was your relation to the project?


[image: image3.emf]27 32%

22 26%

21 25%

9 10%

6 7%

Not Involved

Resident/Property Owner in Neighborhood

Resident/Property Owner on Treated Street

Concerned Citizen

Affected User


Question 4:

Do you feel the treatments are effective at reducing vehicle speeds?
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Question 5:

Which methods do you think would be effective in reducing vehicle speeds?
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The “Other” category comments were as follows:



Other
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Question 6:

Are you familiar with the process for evaluating a street for an NTMP project?
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Yes 41 35%


Question 7:

Which three criteria used in the program do you feel are the most important?
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The “Other” category comments were:




Other
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Question 8:

Do you agree with the process for approving a project?
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Question 9:

Which residents should be included in the project approval process?
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Question 10:

Do you agree with the process for designing a project?
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Question 11:

Which residents should be included in the project influence area for the design process?
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Question 12:

Do you believe the policy should have a process to remove existing traffic calming devices?
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Question 13:
If added to the policy, which level of community support is appropriate to remove existing traffic calming devices?
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The “Other” category gave these options:



Other
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Recommendation:

Accept the results of the survey as general information.  Staff will use this feedback along with the peer review results to help craft changes to the policy.
Mr. Fiorello pointed out approximately 55,000 Raleigh citizens were made aware of the survey, and noted there were several “other” categories under Question #5 that went unanswered.

Mr. Odom expressed his disappointment that only about 1,800 people viewed the survey and that only 150 actually took the survey.  He expressed concern that too few people would influence policy affecting the vast majority of the population; nevertheless, he feels the City should move forward with this issue.

Discussion took place regarding the policy responses as well as what direction the Committee should give to staff with Assistant City Manager Hayward stating staff will bring their recommendations to the next Committee meeting in order to receive feedback.
Mr. Maiorano affirmed Mr. Odom’s concern regarding the survey response and expressed his belief the survey numbers do not represent the greater population.

Discussion took place regarding the percentage of residents required for a valid traffic calming petition with Senior Transportation Engineer Jed Niffenegger indicating current City policy requires 75% of the residents to validate a petition.  Discussion took place regarding whether to focus traffic programs on a street-by-street basis or an entire neighborhood.

Without objection, the item was held in committee for further discussion.

Item #13-25 – Water AR 1352 – Jean Drive.  During the September 1, 2015 City Council meeting this item was referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.

Design Construction Manager Chris Johnson stated during the September 1, 2015 Council meeting the Jean Drive assessments were inadvertently included in the motion to refer to Public Works Committee.  He noted Staff has had no correspondence with the property owners on Jean Drive regarding the assessments and no one asked to be heard at the September 1 public hearing regarding this item.  He stated staff recommends that the Jean Drive water Assessment Roll 1532 be confirmed as presented at the September 1, 2015 meeting.
Mr. Maiorano moved to uphold staff’s recommendation.  His motion was seconded by Chairman Weeks and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.  Chairman Weeks ruled the motion adopted on a 3-0 vote.

Clerk’s note: the following items were discussed simultaneously:

Item #13-22- Water AR 1313 – Planna Terra Annexation Area.  
Item #13-23 – Water AR 1335 – Skycrest/Dogwood Drive Annexation Area.

Item #13-24 – Water AR 1335A – Skycrest/Dogwood Drive Annexation Area.  During the September 1, 2015 City Council meeting these items were referred to the Public Works Committee for further discussion.

Design Construction Manager Chris Johnson summarized the following staff report:

The PU Water Main Extension Projects associated with Water Assessment Rolls 1313, 1335 and 1335-A were authorized for construction with assessments by Council following a public hearing as required by NC General Statute as a result and obligation of the City initiated annexation of the Planna Terra Subdivision effective 6/30/2003 and Skycrest/Dogwood Drive effective 6/30/2004.

Simultaneous to the water main extension projects, the City was negotiating a Corrective Action Plan (CAP) with the State in association with the Variety Pic Up groundwater contamination discovered with the City’s Skycrest Road Widening Project.  Under the CAP, the City proposed to pay the associated water main assessments and utility connection fees for selected developed properties whose owners signed agreements with the City to connect them to the municipal water service and abandon their existing wells.  Under the CAP, in order to receive reimbursement of the fees paid by the City, prior approval by the State was required for each property submitted for connection.  The CAP was finalized and pre- approval of reimbursements from the State was received to connect 18 properties.  The utility connections were permitted in July 2014 and construction was completed in July 2015.  In conjunction with the permitting and municipal agreements with each property owner, assessment fees for these 18 properties were paid by the City and the fees later reimbursed by the State in accordance with the CAP.

Mr. Mickey Sauls, owner of the property at 2208 Dorety Place was at the public hearing held on 9/1/15 to confirm assessments but did not stay to speak since he was told prior to the opening of the hearing that the item would be referred to committee.  Mr. Sauls' property is located outside of the finalized area selected and approved by the State for connection to the municipal water service under the CAP.
Recommendation (Mickey Sauls property):
Due to this property being outside the CAP approved area by the State for connection onto the municipal water service, staff recommends confirmation of the assessment for this property as presented.
Ms. Cynthia Dean, owner of the property at 3501 Planet Drive and Mr. George Chance, owner of 3512 Planet Drive were both present at the public hearing held on 9/1/15 to confirm the assessments.  Ms. Dean and Mr. Chance asked that they not be responsible for the assessment as they had already paid out of pocket to connect themselves (prior to the final CAP approval) due to the potential health risk associated with the Variety Pic Up groundwater contamination.  If Ms. Dean and Mr. Chance had not paid to connect themselves once the mains were installed and made available for connection, they would have been eligible to complete municipal agreements with the City and received pre-approvals by the State for reimbursement of assessments and utility connection fees under the CAP.  However, since all State reimbursements require pre-approval before the work is initiated and these two property owners moved forward with connection to the City water system without providing staff an opportunity to obtain the required pre-approval, any potential reimbursement of fees by the State for these two properties was eliminated.

The City Attorney’s office has provided that assessments cannot be “waived”, however, Council could choose to forgo the assessment if it is determined the property derives “no benefit” from the improvement.  The availability to connect to the municipal water system does provide the benefit to support the assessments; therefore, should Council direct the City to assume the financial responsibility for the assessments and connection fees, then it would have to be by actual payment.

The Dean and Chance property assessments total $5,528 plus the out-of-pocket connection fees paid by them for a total of $10,748.  It should also be noted there are a total of 15 other property owners included in the assessment rolls that are also within the CAP target area whereby they paid out-of-pocket and connected onto the municipal water service prior to the final CAP approval.  The assessments and connection fees for these 15 other property owners total $101,162.  The total sum of all properties being assessed on these assessment rolls that are within the CAP target area and have paid out-of-pocket to connect themselves prior to the final CAP approval total $111,910.

Recommendation (Dean, Chance, and 15 additional properties):
Along with the other 15 properties noted that are within the CAP approved area by the State for connection onto the municipal water service and who paid out-of-pocket to connect themselves outside the final CAP approval, staff recommends the City pay their assessments and connection fees on their behalf.
Public Works reserves were set aside for the Skycrest Road Widening project account.  There are sufficient funds to cover the total costs as outlined above.

Chairman Weeks indicated the Committee received a letter from Mr. Chance and asked that the letter be included in the minutes.  The letter reads as follows:
October 27, 2015

I, George Ray Chance, am unable to attend the Committee meeting this afternoon due to the prior commitment I have and short notification.  Would request that my desire to have my water assessment waived due to contaminated well water whereby I was provided bottled water until I paid to connect onto city water be relayed to the Committee at the meeting.

Thank you for your consideration.

G. Ray Chance

3512 Planet Drive

Raleigh, NC 27604

Mr. Johnson stated funds are available to pay for the water connections for the 17 affected families; however, those costs may not be reimbursed by the State.
Cynthia Dean, 3501 Planet Drive, questioned what staff’s recommendation would mean for her property as well as her neighbors’ properties with Mr. Maiorano explaining the Committee will recommend upholding staff’s recommendation to confirm the assessment rolls and authorize staff to pay hers and her neighbors’ assessments and connection fees on their behalf.  
Wandaleen Anderson, 3506 Planet Drive, indicated she had appeared before the Committee several times previously stating the water and sewer lines were in place when she purchased her home in 2009.  She stated the bank paid the assessment out of her escrow without her knowledge, and stated she was under the impression there was a clear title on the property.  She asserted she should not have to pay the sewer and water assessments.

Assistant City Manager Hayward indicated the sewer lines were not affected by the contamination and stated that it was common practice that water and sewer assessments are paid before a property is sold.

Assessment Supervisor Jimmy Upchurch pointed out Ms. Anderson’s property is eligible for the City paying her water assessment and connection fee under the CAP approval.

Mr. Odom moved to recommend confirming the assessment rolls and uphold staff’s recommendations.  His motion was seconded by Chairman Weeks and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.  Chairman Weeks ruled the motion adopted on a 3-0 vote.

Adjournment.  There being no further business, Chairman Weeks announced the meeting adjourned at 5:40 p.m.

Ralph L. Puccini

Assistant Deputy Clerk
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