CITY OF RALEIGH
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COMMISSION (SMAC)
Minutes

Raleigh Municipal Building - 222 W. Hargett Street - Conference Room 305
3:00pm - Thursday, April 2, 2015

Commission Members Present: Michael Birch (chair), Vanessa Fleischmann, JoAnn Burkholder,
Marc Horstman, David Webb, Will Service, Chris Bostic, Francine Durso, and Kevin Yates (vice-chair)

Stormwater Staff Present: Blair Hinkle, Suzette Mitchell, Kelly Daniel, Chris Stanley, Kevin Boyer,
Ron Davis, Carmela Teichman, Gilles Bellot, Mark Senior, Veronica Barrett, Dominick Small, Wenju Zhang,
Veronica High and Scott Bryant

Members Absent: Matthew Starr

Guests: Christian and Felicia Hoover, Jimena Mitchell, Jonathan Carr and Matthew Hornack
Meeting called to order: 3:03 p.m. by Mr. Birch

Motions (Absentees and Minutes)

e Absence: Mr. Birch said with no objection from the Commission he will excuse Matthew Starr from
today’s meeting.

e March Meeting Minutes: Mr. Birch made a motion to approve, and Mr. Webb seconded. The motion
was passed unanimously.

The following items were discussed with action taken as shown.
Item 1 — Commission/Stormwater Staff Update on Matters of Importance to the Stormwater
Management Advisory Commission
1.1 Stormwater Staff Report: (Blair Hinkle)
e Staffing Update — no updates
e LID/GI Stakeholder Process Update — (Kevin Boyer)

o Working with TetraTech to get draft proposal finalized. There are seven (7) work items and
we are trying to figure out how to conduct the work as a system and not as seven (7)
independent work items. We are combining the work orders into 2 groups, (both will include
staff and outside stakeholders). One will focus on city code the other on implementation.

e Stormwater Quality Cost Share Policy — On April 7" Council Agenda, (Kevin Boyer)

o Public Works Committee was provided an overview of the program consisting of the program
background; objectives; twenty approved projects totaling $550,000; types of projects eligible
and the benefits. The three main recommendation are:

(1) Permeable pavers/pavements - allow only cost associated with permeable aspects of

surfaces eligible cost = total cost - (cost of conventional pavement),

(2) Green roofs - allow only cost associated with green aspects of roof (cost may not include

removing existing roof material, installing conventional material or reinforcing roof)

(3) Participation — increase the incentive where projects are needed most - Establish Five (5)
“Priority Water Quality Target Areas” and increase city cost contribution to 90%: (2
Raleigh drinking water supply watersheds, 2 drainage basins designated by EPA as TMDL
and 1 high-density redeveloping area), stepping up outreach activities (flyers, social media,
websites, meetings, etc.) and consider project cost relative to its ability to reduce and
evaluate nitrogen removal in runoff.




o Public Works Committee comments - supports the program, but has some concerns: are
funds being used efficiently compared to other programs, the value of projects approved,
prefer smaller projects rather than larger projects, looking for higher benefit cost, funding of
projects on City of Raleigh property, and more outreach and promotion activities needed by
staff. The Public Work Committee will make the report to Council to revise the policy and re-
activate the program.

e Looking ahead /Stormwater Visioning (Blair Hinkle) — this was presented to Council on March 19"
at the budget work session. In December 2014, Scott Bryant facilitated a visioning workshop for
the Stormwater program with participation from staff. We discussed what our mission is as city
staff, what we should be doing, what we will be doing going forward, and how we can be more
pro-active. We came up with four questions: (1) Should Stormwater program become more pro-
active and how; (2) To what extent should Stormwater systems be treated as public systems; (3)
How much benefit is sufficient to merit the city’s participation in a project and (4) What extent
should the city invest in Stormwater. This will provide direction to us on what policy revisions to
bring forward to Council. Over the next year and half, staff made a commitment to Council to
work with SMAC to develop policy options for Council to consider. Once we have policy
implications related to the answers to these questions, we think the discussion can be done more
thoroughly. We need to know where this fits in with the workplan. We want to bring to SMAC
policy discussions (drainage petitions, lake preservation etc.) that we operate under, and figure
from the status quo the policy as it is, what level of service it provides, and what the policy would
look like if we want to increase the level of service. That way, when we take it back to Council we
can say, here’s a range of policy options depending on the level of service you would like to
provide and related, these are the budgetary implications and resource applications that go along
with those various policies. We did commit to some short term improvements that we are going
to make within the confines of our current revenue model. The biggest is our Comprehensive
Prioritization Model for all of our projects. We want to articulate why projects are important, and
why we are spending money on them this year, as opposed to the next year or five years down the
road, or as importantly, why we are not planning on spending money on projects.

e Environmental Awards — will be held on April 22" at 6:00 pm at the NC Museum of Natural
Sciences. Stormwater has four prizes to award (1%, 2" 3" place and honorable mention).

Item 2 — Drainage Petition Cost Share Project Review

2.1 Chris Stanley indicated there are seven (7) Drainage Petition requests up for review for this cycle.
Five are severe erosion and two are structural flooding. The total annual budget is $750,000.
$263,300 was allocated for 2014 Fall projects, $100,000 for specific on-call consultants for
design/planning, which leaves a balance of $386,700. The top four projects we are recommending

approval.
e Projectl 4521/4523 Revere Drive and 4520 Six Forks Rd
City Share $ 68,200
Owner’s Share S 2,500 (4521 Revere)
Owner’s Share S 2,500 (4523 Revere)
Owner’s Share $ 1,000 (4520 Six Forks)
Total Cost S 74,200

Problem Summarized: Structural Flooding — This is a 4.1 priority, located in the Big Branch watershed and
the drainage area is 19+ acres.

Proposed Solution: Remove yard inlet on Wake County property and installing an open throat section
armored with riprap, upgrading the existing 80 feet of 18 inch RCP to 30 inch HDPE, and
excavation/grading in areas.

Comments by Property Owner
Flooding occurs about 7 to 8 times a year. The crawlspace floods and has had to repair HVAC due to
damage.




Project 2 612 Sarver Court

City Share $ 15,900
Owner’s Share S 2,800
Total Cost $ 18,700

Problem Summarized: Structural Flooding — This is a 4.2 priority, located in the Walnut watershed.
Proposed Solution: Connect existing 18” RCP pipe from outlet to existing storm drain catch basin on
private property with approximately 90 LF of 24” HDPE pipe. Re-grade the area for positive drainage.

Project 3 6100/6101 Crestdale Circle, 6108 Valleyfield Circle (2nd review)
City Share $ 235,000

Owner’s Share $ 5,000 (6100 Crestdale)

Owner’s Share $ 5,000 (6101 Crestdale)

Owner’s Share S 5,000 (6108 Valleyfield)

Total Cost S 250,000

Problem Summarized: Severe Erosion — This is a 5.1 priority, located in the Mine Creek watershed.
Proposed Solution: Solution includes sloping the banks 2’H:1'V; 2 foot horizontal to 1 foot vertical and
stabilize with rip rap stone, matting and vegetation. In strategic locations where this approach is not
feasible this estimate includes soil lifts and gabion basket structures. The approximate length of stream to
be stabilized along the Crestdale Circle bank is + 397 feet. The approximate length of stream to be
stabilized along the Valleyfield Circle bank is + 351 feet.

Comments by Property Owner

(6100 Crestdale) — Since the first review things have gotten worse. We have lost another foot in our yard,
there’s a safety issue, and there’s erosion underneath where yard is and it’s sinking when there’s a lot of
rain. We are worried that it’s going to knock off that section closest to our house. Last measured was this
week, and it’s 13 feet from our house. We are replacing the fence again because the first one has fallen in
the creek.

Project 4 301 Glen Valley Drive
City Share $ 73,600
Owner’s Share $ 5,000
Total Cost $ 78,600

Problem Summarized: Severe Erosion — This is a 5.1 priority, located in the Big Branch watershed and
drainage area is 75 acres.

Proposed Solution: The severe channel erosion will be solved by grading the existing banks with 1.5:1
slopes, stabilize 124 feet on both sides of channel with rip rap, stone at toe of slope, and vegetate the
upper banks with erosion control matting and native vegetation. The construction will require removal of
trees in order to grade the channel banks.

Project 5 8301 Clear Brook Drive
City Share $ 29,600
Owner’s Share $ 5,000
Total Cost S 34,600

Problem Summarized: Severe Erosion — This is a 5.2 priority, located in the Mine Creek watershed and
drainage area is 90 acres.

Proposed Solution: A preliminary solution to this problem would involve stabilizing the banks using a
combination of rip rap and gabion baskets and other approved bio-engineering methods.

Comments by Property Owner
Property has lost 12 feet of yard in the last couple years. In 2000, the stream was about 5 feet wide and
now it’s about 20 feet wide with a 10 foot wall.

Project 6 2001 Bridgeport Drive
City Share $ 52,000
Owner’s Share $ 5,000
Total Cost $ 57,000



Problem Summarized: Severe Erosion — This is a 5.3 priority, located in the Mine Creek watershed and
drainage area is 60 acres.

Proposed Solution: A preliminary solution to this problem would involve stabilizing the banks using a
combination of rip rap and bio-engineering methods.

e Project?7 4125 Windsor Place (3rd review)
City Share S 46,300
Owner’s Share S 5,000
Total Cost $ 51,300

Problem Summarized: Severe Erosion — This is a 5.4 priority, located in the Big Branch watershed and
drainage area is 70 acres.

Proposed Solution: Remove and replace 45 LF of 42” corrugated metal pipe with 48” RCP pipe. Stabilize
approximately 10 LF of the inlet and outlet end of the pipe by grading to a 1.5:1 slope, installing rip-rap and
vegetate upper banks with erosion control matting and vegetation.

Comments by Property Owner
This property is located less than 1 mile from North Hills which has ongoing development. When it rains
the water backups on property, eventually the driveway will fall in.

Motions:
2.2 Mr. Birch made a motion to recommend funding for project #1 (Revere Drive and Six Forks) and
Ms. Burkholder seconded. The motion was passed unanimously.
2.3 Mr. Birch made a motion to recommend funding for project #3 (Crestdale Circle and Valleyfield
Circle) and Ms. Burkholder seconded. The motion was passed unanimously.
2.4 Mr. Birch made a motion to recommend funding for project #2 (Server Court) and Ms.
Fleischmann seconded. The motion was passed unanimously.
2.5 Mr. Birch made a motion to recommend funding for project #7 (Windsor Place) and Ms.
Fleischmann seconded.
2.5.1 Ms. Durso asked if the Chairman would be proposing to approve this in place of Glen
Valley so that we won’t go over budget.
2.5.2 Mr. Birch said there is practical impact of doing that.
2.5.3 Ms. Durso said she would like to fund Windsor Drive, but given the criteria we
have, and knowing that the board has discretion (that’s why we were appointed, to look at
these projects and bring discretion to it), but at this point she will not support funding for
this.
2.5.4 Mr. Birch said there’s a motion and seconded on the table. The motion was carried
8 to 1, with Ms. Durso opposing.

Motions (Withdrawn)
2.6 Mr. Birch made a motion to recommend funding for project #5 (Clear Brook Drive) and Mr.
Yates seconded.
2.6.1 Ms. Durso said she would again vote no on that and not because it’s not a worthy project.
If you look at the definition of a Priority 5.2 severe erosion causing trees to fall, she
would rather have $20,000 more to spend next cycle on some top projects than to fund
this project just because we can fund it, and for that reason she will vote no.
2.6.2 Mr. Hortsman said he would be inclined to agree with Ms. Durso.
2.6.3 Mr. Birch said he made the motion on the basis of trying to maximize the funds
we have today, and since you cannot carry the funds over, he would withdraw the
motion.

Action Items:
- Provide information on how the remaining balance of 521,000 can be used (Can funding be carried
over to the next fiscal year?)



Item 3 — Drainage Petition Cost Share Program Discussion

3.1 Blair Hinkle — there will be a discussion on the process on how we bring the projects too you.
Currently twice a year we present the list of projects, we want to make sure we are providing you
with the information that you need to make informed decisions on these projects and, also
recommend some ways to increase our efficiency.

3.2 Chris Stanley — we want to give you an overview of the current program that shows where we are,
how we are doing, and discuss how we need to move forward.

e Overview of the Program —

Approved Project List — under construction, projects slated for construction, projects in house
construction, and active projects construction.

Qualified/Pending Drainage Projects — these have been reviewed, then given preliminary
prioritization, and some cases it’s been review by Commission but not approved, either
deferred or put on hold. This list will determine what we are going to bring to SMAC for
review. The ultimate goal is to merge approved projects and qualified lists together as a
master list.

Process — drainage issue comes in — staff investigates and meets with property owner in field
—s it qualifies if it meets criteria for assistance program — moves to qualified/pending list —
based on priority, brought to SMAC and ultimately City Council for review, — moved to
approved projects list based on prioritization — once resources are available, moved to
project design and then construction.

Time Factor — could be six months to two — three years depending on priority and severity
ranking of the projects.

Current Priority Schedule — this list shows what the numbers mean. Structural flooding is
higher, severe erosion is usually at bottom. We are moving toward a more comprehensive
prioritization model.

Key Policy Themes — we are looking at some program specific enhancements that we like to
start working on.

Service Challenges — Volume/number of projects, infrastructure assessment and asset
management , timeline and life cycle, equity approach (private ~vs~ public)

Recommended Changes to Project Approval Process — focus on qualified list and keep it
updated; provide to SMAC as often as you want; have more of a comprehensive way of
ranking projects; a minimum of twice yearly recommendation of top, 2, 3, 4 etc. projects; only
present recommended projects; adjusting policy to allow out of cycle for projects that come
up as a priority/severe enough and if funding is available; citizens could appeal to
SMAC/Council on projects that weren’t recommended; cost estimates/detail will be updated
as project moves into design phase

Current Policy (Section 6, item D) - “For projects approved during the semi-annual review of
storm drainage petition projects in February and July of each year” strike out this sentence if
we plan on going out of cycle.

Summary — we are looking at having a mechanism in place to help formalize the master list of
pending projects so we can merge into one master list. This will move more responsibility to
staff to make the recommendations to you. We will continue to honor the current drainage
policy for project approvals. We will still have reviews twice a year, but we want the option
to come out of cycle at any given month. It will provide greater flexibility in expediting
highest priority/most severe projects as they come in, which will ultimately increase the level
of service for our citizens.

3.3 Blair Hinkle — we are looking at two main changes. (1) Requiring a policy change to increase our
flexibility so we can come back the next month and (2) how much information does the
Commission wants when you are reviewing the projects? Is the current level of detail ok, or can staff
take on more of that kind of work and bring to you our top recommendations, having additional
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information for other lower priority projects, should those citizens petition the Commission or would
the Commission want information on them.

Motions:
3.4 Mr. Service made a motion to approve staff recommendation (Section 6, “item D”), to strike from

the policy the sentence “For projects approved during the semi-annual review of storm
drainage petition projects in February and July of each year”, both Mr. Birch and Mr. Yates
seconded. The motion was approved unanimously.

Action Items:
- Discuss at future meetings, how much information staff brings forth to the Commission on

reviewing drainage projects.

Item 4 — Other Business
May 7™ Commission Meeting — the annual election of a chairperson and vice-chairperson

Meeting adjourned at: 5:38 p.m.
Suzette Mitchell



