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CITY OF RALEIGH  

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COMMISSION (SMAC) 
Minutes  

Professional Building ∙ 127 W. Hargett Street ∙ Conference Room 800 
3:00pm ∙ Thursday, July 9, 2015 

 
Commission Members Present:  Marc Horstman (Chair), Francine Durso, David Webb, Matthew Starr (Vice-
Chair), Chris Bostic, Vanessa Fleischmann, JoAnn Burkholder, and Will Service 
   
Stormwater Staff Present:  Blair Hinkle, Lauren Witherspoon, Michael Houser, Veronica Barrett, Carmela 
Teichman, Rob Normandy, Ben Brown, Veronica High, Scott Bryant, Sheila Thomas-Ambat, Kelly Daniel, 
Wenju Zhang, and Sonya Debnam 
 
Members Absent:  Michael Birch and Kevin Yates 
 
Guests:  Jamie Turner, Jonathan Carr, Dean Goodson, Charles Archer, Ken Carper, Ken Trefiger, and Mr. 
Xu 
 
Meeting called to order:  3:04 p.m. by Mr. Horstman 
 
Motions (Absentees and Minutes)    

 Absence: Mr. Horstman made a motion to excuse Michael Birch and Kevin Yates from today’s 
meeting.  Mr. Webb seconded. The motion was passed unanimously. 

 May Meeting Minutes: Ms. Durso made a motion to approve, and Mr. Horstman 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) 

 Staffing Update –   
- Michael Houser – GIS Technician (Water Quality Infrastructure)  

 LID/GI Stakeholder Process Update – (2 workgroups) associated with implementation of the work 
plan. 
- One group will meet to review the City code and look for barriers to implementation of LID 

practices. Scheduled meeting date August 7th  
- The second group will focus on how to best implement new policies related to GI/LID. 

Scheduled meeting date July 22nd 
 

Item 2 – Draft SMAC Work Plan  
2.1 Mr. Horstman – As SMAC we have to abide by the work plan and submit to Council.  We have the 

opportunity to review and revised the document. If there are any items you want to add that will 
help guide our discussion, this would be the time to add to it.   

2.2 Blair Hinkle – In the Rules of Procedure for SMAC, this is the document that binds SMAC to items that 
you will be working on in the coming year and if an item doesn’t appear in the work plan, then the 
Commission cannot address it.  In the edits, I added (item D) Section III.  I didn’t see where anything 
addressed “infill development” and I think it’s a discussion that the Commission may be interested to 
have over the next year.  We are talking about it with some extent with the impervious area 
exemption and that’s a conversation that will most likely continue.  If you have items you want to 
work on in the coming year send them in and the chair, co-chair and I will meet.   I will provide a 
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more marked-up document that shows all the input received. That will be the document you can 
discuss what you want to include and present to Council.  The structural plan is similar to the 
Stormwater Plan we just revised. The broader we can keep the language in the work plan, the more 
leeway the Commission has to work through items. 

 
Action Items:  

 Commission to email comments a week prior to SMAC August meeting 
 Chair, Vice-chair and Stormwater Program Manager will meet, compile and discuss comments 
 from the Commission.  The updated mark-up document will be ready for discussion at August 

SMAC Meeting  
 
Item 3 – Integrated Project Prioritization Model  
3.1 Scott Bryant – At today’s meeting we will provide an up-to-date progress on the model and 

 we welcome any feedback from the Commission.  
3.2  Outline of Presentation –  

 Program commitment to Council and the key outcome we anticipate   
- The goal is to develop the integrated prioritization model ahead of the FY17 budget year 
- Key Outcomes – the model, the scoring guidance for the weighing criteria, and how it will be 

applied   

 Highlights on SMAC Subcommittee and Staff collaboration   
- Three, 2 hour work sessions (May 26th, June 3rd and June 18th )  
- Time outside of scheduled work sessions in preparing for meetings. Completing exercises to 

assist in evaluating and rank prioritization model criteria  
- Public input was welcome in the meetings 
- Determine foundation elements of the model 

o Basic eligibility criteria  
- Nine Integrated prioritization criteria 

o  Public Safety & Public health, Flood Hazard Reduction Benefits, Regulatory Mandates 
and Compliance, Water Quality Benefits, Watershed Management Benefits, Stormwater 
Infrastructure Asset Management Benefits, Community Support and Implementation 
complexity, Resource Leveraging Opportunities and Indirect Community Benefits 

- Total project score 
- Safety criticality score  
- Mission criticality score 
- Project  cost information  

o Cost/area and other cost/unit information 
- Evaluation and ranking of integrated prioritization model criteria 

 Preliminary working model  
o Shows real examples of 8-10 projects used for the model 
 

3.3 Comments and Discussion 
3.3.1 Ms. Burkholder - Under Project Inputs is there a reason why the wording doesn’t say 

“consistent” instead of project “not inconsistent” with the City Strategic Plan and 
Comprehensive Plan.  Can we use overall consistent? 

3.3.2 Blair Hinkle – If you say the project is not inconsistent with the City Strategic Plan and we 
answer no to that question, we should be able to point to the policy with which it is 
inconsistent.  If the question is, is the project consistent with City Strategic Plan, then we are 
in the position of having to call out the specific policies in the Comprehensive Plan that 
project is consistent with. There’s a distinction there that narrows our ability to include a 
marginal project for the purpose of scoring. 
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3.3.3 Mr. Webb – In the summary table for total project cost, if we leave it in with some cost per 
benefit within the matrix, it’s only half weight of 8½ percent total weigh.  I believe pulling it 
out like you have shown is more beneficial to look at.   

3.3.4 Scott Bryant – We looked at the same pros and cons of the three options.  If we were to put a 
total cost range and score that we would give credit to it.  If all else was equal for a project 
that would mean the more affordable project would be ranked a little higher.  The other 
option was cost per unit or area. We would come up with a scale of the most cost beneficial 
price, we would get more points. Those projects that are relatively expensive for either the 
area served or the pollutant served, would get a lesser score. The third option would take it 
out of the scoring and use it for implementation decisions.   There are models with all three 
approaches used and whatever the team would like to use, we can use.   
 

3.3.5 Ms. Fleischmann – The language priority is a key and we should go back and take a look.  I 
think we should take into consideration what David said and build somehow the cost 
consideration and the cost collaboration of the project. That would have an impact as to 
where it would rank.  With the table, I would like to see more on the private cost share.  

Motion 
3.3.6 Mr. Horstman made a motion to take the subject and move to a subcommittee discussion in 

more detail and Ms. Fleischmann seconded.  The motion was passed unanimously.  
 

Other Comments  
3.3.7 Mr. Bostic – Agrees the cost benefit number is important based on the matrix.  When you go 

back to the list of projects that was done, you have one project at 80 and one at 40, but the 
one at 40 you have at a higher cost benefit ratio, what does that mean?  

3.3.8 Scott Bryant – With the early sampling we are not seeing trends in cost benefits yet.  If we 
apply it would be all over the map.  When we do more and more, we would hope in general 
to get the economy of scale taken with larger projects we would expect to see some benefits.  

 
3.4 Scott Bryant – Going forward if the subcommittee would like to meet again, we can schedule within 

the next month.  Then we would be bring back to SMAC the final version of what you saw  today, 
with handouts of the implementation plan and basically ready to use it with SMAC approval and 
ready to use to prepare CIP budget this fall.    

 
3.5 Ken Carper (Guest) – Believes this is a great tool and a step forward for the city and the program.  

He’s encouraged by the input and the work in getting it done.   
 
Action Items:  

 Additional Subcommittee date to be determined 
 Email any comments to Mr. Horstman or Mr. Bryant to compile and place on subcommittee 

agenda 
 Review language for basic criteria “project not inconsistent” 
 How we use project cost  
 Make edits, define some of the matrix, and write the implementation plan 
 Final version presented to SMAC at September’s meeting 

 
 

 
 

Meeting adjourned at: 4:55 p.m.  
Suzette Mitchell  


