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Ms. Taliaferro – Part of the Meeting

Mayor Meeker called the meeting to order and the following items were discussed with action taken as shown.

Item #05–26 – The Healing Place – Request for Funding.  Mayor Meeker pointed out Committee members did a site visit of the Healing Place and expressed appreciation for the tour.  He explained the City Manager had pointed out the Healing Place is on a calendar year budget whereas the City is on a fiscal year.  Mr. West stated he had toured the facility earlier through the Ending Homelessness Task Force.

Mayor Meeker stated he felt the next step is to try to get the heads of the three hospitals together and see what everyone could come up with.  He stated he will call a couple of them probably in January and see if he could setup a meeting.

Lou Mitchell, Healing Place, expressed appreciation to the Council for all they have done for Healing Place.  City Manager Allen pointed out he had provided Committee members with a copy of Healing Place current budget which indicates their revenues are short of their proposed expenses.  It was agreed to hold the item until the Mayor has an opportunity to meet with the various hospital officials.

Item #05-29 – City Council Legislative Agenda.  City Manager Allen pointed out he had provided in the Committee packets a copy of last years Federal legislative agenda.  He stated the City would continue working on those issues and would bring to the full Council a recommendation in January.

Angel Wright-Feldman pointed out she had talked with several of our representatives and no one is sure what is going to happen.  She pointed out our current legislative items are still pending and pointed out the 07 appropriation bills have not been passed so we are not sure which projects will be funded.  Next years listing is still being formulated by department heads.  She stated we do have some items from last that we are still working on.  She talked about no one knowing exactly what would occur, continuing resolutions and the need to go ahead with pushing for the items from last year.  She stated there are several from last year that we probably need to remove from the agenda such as the regional fire training facility.  Emergency assistance equipment is another thing we probably will not be getting so we possibly need to remove that from the list.  She stated Congressman Price will be head of the subcommittee on Homeland Security and that may be helpful to us.  She stated Representatives Price, Miller and Ethridge have worked with us well in the past.  She stated Congress could go with a good amount of the funding that has been proposed or they could get rid of the earmarks (pork barrel).  She stated she would suggest we continue to present our priority list and work with the staff members to try to find the funds and meet with our legislators when they come back to the area which will be in February.  We should continue our contacts and aggressively pursue the funding.

Mr. West questioned how we go about finding grants that might be available in various categories.  Ms. Wright-Feldman pointed out the City recently purchased a data base and that enables us to search for grants in all categories.

Mayor Meeker suggested keeping last year’s list of projects out there and the City Manager would come back with any priorities that need to be added/deleted and Ms. Wright-Feldman indicated they would come back with a revised list but would suggest that we pull the fire training center and the backup generators for the Police Department from the listing.  We need to make sure our priorities are right and remove those things that we do not feel there is funding for.

Mr. Crowder stated he was glad to see the Chavis Carousel as a consideration and asked about Pullen Carousel.  Mr. West stated he would agree with Mr. Crowder but feels we need some type of process to look at the rationale for adding or taking things off the list.  City Manager Allen pointed out we have a process.  We get a list from the staff and Ms. Wright-Feldman gets with the staff in D.C. and we then decide what to recommend changing, adding or deleting.  Mr. West stated he just wanted to make sure that we have the highest priorities listed.  There are a lot of things that we would want to add but we need a system for prioritization.  City Manager Allen pointed out staff will recommend a priority listing and that is what will be coming back to Council.  City Manager Allen again stated staff develops a priority then we look at the chance of getting those priorities funded and then bring a recommendation to Council.  Mayor Meeker suggested that the item be reported out with no action taken as Administration would be bringing a recommendation to the full Council.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Kekas and put to a vote which passed unanimously.

Item #05-30 – Downtown Overlay District – Parking Exemption.  Urban Design Planner Dan Douglas talked about the origin of the Downtown Overlay District.  He explained our current parking requirements for residential, commercial and office.  He pointed out prior to the adoption of the Downtown Overlay District we had a downtown parking exempt district.  He went through the following information:

Current Regulations

· Prior to the creation of the DOD, much of the core of downtown was exempt from the minimum parking requirements. Under the current DOD ordinance, an applicant can petition Council for a reduction of the parking standards by providing a parking plan as part of the site plan application. Residential projects are and have always been required to provide a minimum of 1 space per unit, although these spaces can be provided off site.

· Under the most recent DOD text change and through a code interpretation of the city attorney’s office, residential projects exceeding 40 du/acre cannot have the parking requirements waived for any commercial/retail space that was used to gamer a density bonus.

Implications

· Some buildings have more square footage devoted to parking than active uses. This parking is expensive to build, and often results in a building in which the most visible floors are taken up by cars rather than active uses.

· The rents and prices necessary to make housing and office development profitable downtown are significantly increased by these regulations. Smaller residential projects with lower unit counts are especially difficult. Spreading the cost of structured or leased parking over a smaller number of units can substantially increase the development costs of housing,

· Unbundling parking and housing by not requiring residential parking could have a positive impact on affordable housing by allowing residents to forgo a car or choose a less expensive option for parking.

· Vacant upper floor space in older downtown buildings may be appropriate for adaptive reuse as housing; however, since on-site parking spaces cannot be provided for many historic buildings with high site coverage, such reuse may be difficult as parking would have to be provided in offsite spaces.

· Removing parking requirements could increase demand for spaces in the public parking decks, possibly resulting in the need for further deck construction. However, extra capacity now exists in most city owned decks.

· A parking exemption may also increase demand and competition for on-street parking spaces, creating a greater need to consider managing curb parking demand through metering.

· Managing parking collectively, rather than on a case by case basis, would facilitate shared parking scenarios that may more efficiently use the existing capacity of the City’s parking facilities, increasing both parking fee receipts as well as development capacity.

· The Amplified Entertainment Ordinance requires parking. If parking is not required, there would be less control of amplified entertainment permit holders.

· Removal of parking requirement could result in additional spillover parking within adjacent single family neighborhoods. Managing this overflow could be accomplished through a residential permit system, or a combination of a permit system and on-street metering.

· Removal of parking requirements would result in increased flexibility for small projects that are in excess of the existing 10,000 square foot exemption but are too small to provide their own structured parking.

· Parking regulations are particularly onerous for small businesses in adjacent PBODs. For many existing buildings, the only conceivable means of meeting the ordinance is to lease spaces nearby. If no spaces are available for lease, storefronts remain vacant. Further, when an applicant leases spaces to fulfill the parking requirements and those leased spaces become unavailable (often due to development of the parking lot), then the lease holder is obliged to find another lease or be risk a zoning violation.

Alternative Compliance

· Applicants can provide a parking plan showing alternative means of compliance as part of the site plan review process. The minimum parking requirement for residential projects cannot be waived.

Case Studies

· The requirement to add a parking plan can add time and uncertainty to projects such as the RBC Centura building, which was required to submit both a parking plan and a TIA plan for the project as a result of the volume of cars entering the deck. The parking plan identified several decks in close proximity that have excess capacity and was subsequently approved; however this type of plan fails to acknowledge the range of variables that affect parking and mode of travel choices.

· The developers of the Seaboard retail spaces were interested in building a residential component and using the existing parking to meet the residential parking requirements. However the commercial portion of the site was approved prior to the creation of the DOD and thus required the full provision of parking. Due to the applicant’s desire to not do a recombination, utilizing the existing parking for the new residential component would make the commercial component nonconforming, even though the different uses demand parking at different times and could share the spaces. Due to these hurdles the residential component of the project was not built.

Mayor Meeker questioned why we have a requirement for residential parking in the downtown area.  Mr. Douglas indicated he thought the genesis of that is the fear that some of the parking may bleed over to adjacent neighborhoods.  He stated we do have a couple of projects that are close to the core that do not have parking such as the apartments at Cameron Village.  They have only a few spaces and it works well in that situation.  Mr. West pointed out the Central CAC is very concerned about spillover.  Mr. Douglas pointed out it is felt there are ways to deal with spillover parking such as the residents being able to get a permit for free or we could sell permits and the money generated could stay in the community.  The residential permit parking around NCSU was talked about.  Mr. Douglas went over the implications as outlined in the memorandum.

Ms. Taliaferro arrives at the meeting.

Mr. Douglas talked about the parking study and whether any changes should be city wide.  He talked about the number of spaces available in the downtown area and pointed out looking broadly at the entire downtown area and do a broad study could position us to add all of the other issues.

Ted Van Dyk pointed out he has been working on a project on Glenwood South which includes approximately 15,000-square feet of restaurant with roof gardens, etc.  He talked about the length of time it has taken to get the parking together pointing out they had to come up with 93 spaces on 5 different sites and work with 5 different owners.  He stated even with that they will only be able to operate at night and on weekends because the spaces are leased to others during the day.  He stated the parking situation is a real encumbrance on new development.  He talked about considering the scale of a project pointing out if it is a large scale development or large site the parking can work but if one is working with a small site they will have problems.  He stated there are some real cost involved with the current parking policy.  It was pointed out with a 15 to 16,000-square foot facility under the current policy they would be exempt for the first 10,000-square feet and talked about how the current policy works and what parking they would be required to furnish.  He pointed out in the Glenwood South area there is a duplication of parking pointing out a person goes in and parks at one facility and then visits several locations.  He thinks there is some redundancy in the parking requirements pointing out presently the City is requiring each business to provide the parking whereas a parker usually utilizes several different businesses.  Mr. Douglas pointed out another problem that comes about is once a project acquires the parking and signs the leases and that space goes under development, the facility that was utilizing the parking becomes nonconforming and could possibly be shut down because they could not provide the parking.

Greg Hatem pointed out Jillian’s which he developed could not work today.  He talked about various projects he is involved in such as the Heilig Levene Building, Capital Fitness, etc., pointing out with the parking requirements in place today those projects could not move forward.  He stated he does not feel the downtown area has a parking problem it has a parking perception problem.  We have to be creative in getting the people to utilize the spaces that are available.  He stated in some new developments the current policy does cause problems.  He pointed out he has been working with the County on a parking deck and they plan to have retail wrapped around the deck.  For the retail portion they will need 60 spaces and that will have to be carved out of the deck facility but the people who will be using the retail would already be parking in the deck as the retail would not destination type shopping.  He stated he feels a parking study is needed but talked about the time involved and the fear that will stall a lot of development.  He stated we may have made a mistake by moving ahead with the Downtown Overlay District and taking away the parking exempt area.  He stated we are at a crossroads we are trying to incentivize retail but the current parking requirements takes away incentives.  Mr. Douglas talked about the market forces.  He talked about the possibility of unbundling parking and housing by not requiring residential parking which could allow the development of residential at a more affordable rate.  Mr. Hatem stated he does not feel any one is talking about zero parking requirements but he feels we have adequate parking for a lot more density.

Mr. Crowder pointed out part of the effort in developing the Downtown Overlay District was to encourage retail in strategic locations.  Parking for certain uses had been exempted.  Mr. Douglas talked about the Livable Streets program which was adopted years ago and the need to update and moving that up in the work program to respond to the changing conditions.  He stated that needs to be done before the Comprehensive Plan for the area is updated.  He talked about the efforts and the desired results in removing the parking, open space and other requirements from the code.  Mr. Crowder talked about the ULI formula for mixed use development.  He also talked about Ms. Taliaferro’s desire to have a parking plan for downtown and the fact that the parking study hasn’t materialized.  He feels that we may have got a little ahead of ourselves and penalized some segments of downtown development.  We want to encourage residential and small businesses.  All of downtown Raleigh does not need to be high rise.  Mr. Douglas stated originally the plan was to help build those small projects or connective tissue type projects and that was part of the thrust for developing the Downtown Overlay District.  He stated, however, when you do a blanket exemption it hits everything.  Mr. West asked about the area around Shaw and if that had changed as it relates to exemptions with Mr. Douglas pointing out development plans would still have to come to the City Council for review as it relates to the “hash marked” area around Shaw.

Ms. Taliaferro stated we do need to go forward on a full scale parking study and we need to talk about where we are going from this point.  She stated, however, she does not want the parking exemptions issue to be held up on that study.  We need to take care of code changes which will help the small businesses be able to develop.  She stated the proposed changes to exempt parking from the Downtown Overlay District needs to extend to other areas such as Hillsborough Street, Five Points, etc.  We need to do what we can to encourage and help the small businesses come into those areas.  Mayor Meeker pointed out it seems we inadvertently put the parking requirements back in the Downtown Overlay District and he feels those should be removed.  He pointed out it is a lot different when one is developing in central city than in other areas of the City.  In response to questioning, City Manager Allen pointed out the parking study has not been funded.  He stated, however, staff is working on a scope and has broadened the scope from the original proposal.  We would look at the whole parking situation, on street, decks, etc.  He does not feel we should look at strictly as parking decks but maybe look at different methods of handling parking whether it be on street or what.  Staff is working on a scope and will be bringing that back to make sure that is what the Council wishes to address.  At that time he can provide estimated cost and a possible source of funding for the study.  It may take a couple more months to develop the scope and the study would take an estimated 6 months.

Discussion followed on various projects ongoing downtown and how the downtown overlay parking requirements would impact those projects.  Mr. Douglas talked about different projects that are underway that do not provide parking and which projects removing the parking from the Downtown Overlay District would help.

Mayor Meeker moved that the Committee recommend that the City Council ask staff to develop an ordinance to exempt the Downtown Overlay District from any parking requirements with the understanding that if and when the parking study is developed the Council may need to come back and revisit the proposal.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Crowder and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  Discussion followed as to whether to apply the Downtown Overlay District requirements to the Pedestrian Overlay District such as Glenwood, Peace, North Person, Hillsborough and Cameron Village.  Mr. Crowder pointed out in the situation of Hillsborough Street they want to add on street parking for the businesses.  By consensus the Committee agreed to recommend applying the Downtown Overlay District to all of the pedestrian overlay areas.

Item #05-21 – Parking Lot 310 W. Martin Street.  Dan Douglas pointed out this relates to City owned property at 310 West Martin Street and development options.  He gave the surrounding development and activity and assumptions he made in coming up with the various scenarios.  He went through the following information:

What Is Being Reported?
Various development options involving City owned properties at 310 W. Martin St.
Background:
At the June 13, 2006 Budget and Economic Committee meeting, a report was submitted regarding the potential sale of the parking lot area fronting Harrington Street, which is adjacent to and part of the City’s 310 W. Martin Street building and complex.  After discussion, the Committee agreed to hold the item, and asked the City’s Planning Department/Urban Design Center to review various opportunities for the property both short and long term”. 

The Planning Department/Urban Design Center has reviewed the 310 W. Martin Street building and lot in context with overall development of the Block A-52. Three options have been developed by their department, identified on the accompanying PowerPoint slides and spreadsheet, shown as Nash Square Scenarios.  A summary of the three scenarios are outlined as follows:

Scenario 1:

· City sells 310 W. Martin Street parking lot for private development as:

· Mixed retail and residential development with:

· Underground parking – 38 spaces

· Surface parking – 22 spaces.

Scenario 2 

· City sells all properties on Block A-52, consisting of the 310 W. Martin Street building and parking lot, along with Fire Station # 1 for private development as either:

· Low-rise mixed office, retail and residential development, to a height of 7 stories, with:

· Parking deck – 7  levels – 700 spaces

· High-rise mixed office, retail and residential development, to a height of 15 stories, with

· Parking deck – 7  levels – 700 spaces

Scenario 3

· City acquires two adjacent properties and sells total assemblage for private development as:

· Private high rise mixed office, retail and residential development, to a height of 11-15 stories.

· Parking deck – 7  levels – 700 spaces

An attached spreadsheet labeled “Tax Value of Development”, calculates the estimated added tax revenue resulting from each of the three private development scenarios.  The tax enhancement associated with each scenario, in turn, increases the City’s debt service ability in terms of bonding capacity.  Since City facilities will need to be replaced as a result of private development of Block A-52, the spreadsheet looks at the gap between replacement costs of City facilities and bonding capacity resulting from enhanced tax revenues generated from the private development.

Previous Committee Action:  None
Recommendation:  None. Report is presented for information
Site Data Summary:


310 W. Martin St.

Size:




.76 acres (33,105 sf)  
Entire parcel

Zoning:



   
Business

Tax Value:


Land


    
$   576,526


Building/Improvements
    
$2,008,696

Total


    
$2,585,222
Entire parcel (Land and Buildings)

Appraised Value:

Parking Lot (Approx.30 ac)
None obtained [Recent sales in the area indicate land value in the range of 


 


$40-$50/sf ($522,720 - $653,400)]
Other City Owned Properties on Block A-52
Site Data Summary:


220 S.Dawson St.
(Fire Station # 1)
Size:



 
.37 acres (16,117 sf)

Zoning:



   
Business
Tax Value:


Land


    
$   322,340


Building/Improvements
    
$   331,855

Total


    
$   654,195
Entire parcel (Land and Buildings)

Site Data Summary:


217 S. Harrington St.
(Rear Drive Access to Fire Station)

Size:



 
.09acres (3,920 sf)

Zoning:



   
Business
Tax Value:


Land


    
$    39,200


Building/Improvements
    
$      3,640

Total


    
$    42,840Entire parcel (Land and Buildings)

	Tax Value of Development 

	Nash Square Scenarios

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Scenario
	 
	 
	 Probable Land/Building Sale Value  
	 
	 Tax Value of Development 
	 Tax Rate Per $100 Property Value 
	 Total Tax/Year from Development 
	 Bonding Capacity 
	 Replacement Cost of Land 
	 Replacement Cost of Buildings 
	 Additional Cost of Land Assembly 
	 Total Replacement & Assemblage Costs for Land/Buildings 
	 Gap Between Bonding Capacity and Replacement Costs 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	1
	 
	 
	 $    777,000 
	 
	 $   20,043,000 
	 $      0.4350 
	 $      87,187 
	 $     871,870 
	 $               -   
	 $                  -   
	 $                    -   
	 $                      -   
	 $      871,870 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2
	Low-rise
	 
	 $ 5,398,980 
	 
	 $   56,707,000 
	 $      0.4350 
	 $    246,675 
	 $  2,466,750 
	 $    3,850,000 
	 $     11,200,000 
	 $                    -   
	 $         15,050,000 
	 $(12,583,250)

	 
	High-rise
	 
	 $ 5,398,980 
	 
	 $ 116,380,000 
	 $      0.4350 
	 $    506,253 
	 $  5,062,530 
	 $    3,850,000 
	 $     11,200,000 
	 $                    -   
	 $         15,050,000 
	 $  (9,987,470)

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 $                      -   
	 

	3
	 
	 
	 $ 9,179,980 
	 
	 $ 177,480,000 
	 $      0.4350 
	 $    772,038 
	 $  7,720,380 
	 $    3,850,000 
	 $     11,200,000 
	 $         3,781,000 
	 $         18,831,000 
	 $(11,110,620)

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Assumptions for specific development scenarios:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 - Scenario 1 (City sells 15,540 sf (.36 acres)of land @ $50/sf fronting Harrington St. for private development.  Retail and residential development is projected with underground & surface parking.)

	 - Scenario 2 (City sells all property owned on the block, consisting of land totaling 54,100 sf(1.24acres) @ $50/sf, along with buildings totaling 39,169 sf @ $70/sf for private development.)

	                     -  Low-rise option projects mixed office, retail and residential development to a height of 7 stories, along with a central 700 space parking deck. 
	 

	                     -  High-rise option projects mixed office, retail and residential development to a height of 15 stories, along with a central 700 space parking deck. 
	 

	 - Scenario 3 (City acquires two adjacent properties and sells total assemblage for private 11-15 story office, retail and residential high rise development, along with a 700 space parking deck.)

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Other assumptions:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 - Scenarios 2 and 3 above reflect the replacement by the City of Fire Station 1, at a cost of $4,950,000, and the Dillon Building at 310 W. Martin St. for $10,100,000. 
	 

	 - Per conversations w/ City's Finance Department, typically $100,000 of added tax revenue will generate $1,000,000 additional bonding capacity assuming 5-6% rate over 20 years.

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Estimated timeframes for completing various scenarios:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 - Scenario 1 (Using an RFP process, as little as 3 years.)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 - Scenario 2 (Considering the parking deck, negotiations for common uses and property line issues, the minimum time would likely be 4 years.)
	
	 

	 - Scenario 3 (Considering property acquisitions and the RFP process, the minimum time would likely be 5 years.
	
	
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	  11/14/06 


Mayor Meeker pointed out basically Scenario #1 would be what we are looking at as Fire Station #1 is in use and we would have to acquire additional properties for Scenario #3.  Mr. Douglas went through the various options and scenarios pointing out the City owned property, possible uses, values of the various properties, looking at scenarios relating to low rise/high rise developments, parking deck and the values that would be generated, replacement costs, number of spaces and units that would be figured in the various scenarios.  Mayor Meeker questioned if the City had contacted Dillon Supply Company relative to their desires in selling their property.  Assistant City Manager Prosser pointed out he feels their interest is selling all the tracts at one time not selling the property off tract by tract.  Mayor Meeker stated he feels it would be good to make contact with the owners of Dillon Supply and determine their interest and based on that information we could look at whether we could go for something bigger or need to stick with the land we have.  Ms. Taliaferro questioned if we had looked at air rights with Mr. Douglas pointing out he had not.  Ms. Taliaferro questioned the future of Fire Station #1.  It was pointed out some time in the past there was discussion about relocation or recombination of Fire Station #1 and Fire Station #3 but no decision was made.  Ms. Taliaferro stated she would be hesitant to rush into selling off this small piece of property.  Mayor Meeker questioned which would be more likely selling the piece on Dawson separately or combining the City owned property.  Whether parking could be provided with either site was talked about.  Mr. Crowder stated he is not anxious to sell off Fire Station #1 it is part of our history and we have sold off too much of our history already.  Ms. Taliaferro stated we may want to look at the possibility of the City purchasing additional property in the area, combining the property and let the public know that the City would be interested in selling it off.  Various ways to proceed was discussed after which the Committee asked staff to check with Dillon Supply to see their interest in selling any of their property and have staff analyze the sale of the Harrington Street site or think about a way to market the property.  Mayor Meeker pointed out in the past we have had better luck assembling property and selling larger tracts.  Discussion took place as to where the people utilizing 310 Martin Street now would park if the Harrington Street lot is sold.  City Manager Allen pointed out the surface parking on Harrington Street is fully utilized by the City now with Mr. West pointing out the last time he visited the Community Services department he had difficulty finding a place to park and if we sold that lot he too would wonder where the employees and visitors would park.  Mayor Meeker talked about surface parking downtown being a temporary use.  He feels we should all look at it that way.  We would need to find a place for the employees and persons using the facilities to park.  It was agreed to hold the item in Committee for further discussion and information from staff.

CLOSED SESSION
Mayor Meeker stated a motion is in order to enter closed session pursuant to G.S. 143-318.11(a)(5) for the purpose of instructing City staff concerning negotiation for properties in the following areas:  1) acquisition of property for the Clarence Lightner Public Safety Center; 2) acquisition of property for the Remote Facilities Operation Center; and, 3) acquisition of property in the Upper Neuse Basin.  On behalf of the Committee, Mayor Meeker moved adoption of the motion as read.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Crowder and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  The Committee went into closed session at 12:15 p.m.  Minutes of that part of the meeting are covered in a separate set.

Gail G. Smith

City Clerk
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