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COUNCIL MINUTES

The City Council of the City of Raleigh met in special session at 6:30 p.m. on Thursday, August 13, 2009, in the City Council Chamber, Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present.




Mayor Charles C. Meeker




Mayor Pro Tem James P. West




Councilor Mary-Ann Baldwin




Councilor Thomas Crowder




Councilor Rodger Koopman




Councilor Nancy McFarlane




Councilor Russ Stephenson

Mayor Meeker called the meeting to order indicating the purpose of the meeting is to receive comments on the proposed draft of the City’s Comprehensive Plan Update.  He pointed out the City has been working on this plan for almost 2 years and it seems most of the comments are about the text and the future land use map.  He stated he would divide the hearing and receive comments in that manner.  Also present were City Manager Allen, City Attorney McCormick, Deputy Planning Director Bowers, and other staff members.
Mayor Meeker stated we would start with a short presentation by Deputy Planning Director Ken Bowers pointing out the Planning Department has been the lead agency in this effort.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 2030 – PUBLIC HEARING – COMMENTS RECEIVED

Deputy Planner Ken Bowers asked if anyone was present who had not attended one of the previous meetings on the comprehensive plan update.  No one indicated this was their first meeting.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers talked about Raleigh’s vision for 2030, touched on the contents of the Comprehensive Plan which includes 13 specific elements based on six themes, 21 proposed plans, pointed out the various maps including the Growth Framework Map, Future Land Use Map, Greenprint map, etc.  He talked about the Land Use Map which sets development capacities and is an important formula for defining zoning decisions, etc.  The Greenprint map shows the natural elements, talked about the plan which will provide on-going guidance, the fact that the plan includes suggestive language rather than directing language, talked about steps to implement the policies and the various processes to date.  He recapped the process talking about the number of comments, meetings, workshops, public review process, the work of the Planning Commission, the number of comments they dealt with after the public hearing, number of Future Land Use Map proposed changes went over the post deadline comments, the fact that the staff documented every comment and responded and went over the next steps including the announced Council work sessions and the projected adoption and implementation schedule. 
The Mayor opened the hearing to the public.

Anna Duncan Pardo, 817 Hillsborough Street, Apartment 203, indicated at the July meeting of the Raleigh Citizens Advisory Council the group agreed that a document should be compiled to summarize the broader themes of concern expressed among the CACs regarding the draft 2030 comprehensive plan.  She presented the following prepared statement and summary highlighting the slides.  The Future Land Use Map shows many areas across the City where the designated land uses for neighboring areas differ significantly.  The most obvious example of this is the edge of the Central Business District especially where the Central Business District borders single family residential neighbors.  She stated land use categories in the 2030 Comp Plan lump several zoning districts together.  In the past each zoning district was used to mitigate transitions between densities such as R-6 zoning between R-4 and R-10 neighborhood.  The new 2030 Comp Plan utilizes the broader land use categories in a similar manner.  In the plan moderate or medium density residential land use designations are considered an appropriate transition from low to high density residential development.  This means a low density R-4 could have R-15 to R-28 (versus R-6 and at most R-10 in the old plan) as the appropriate transitional zoning.  The transitional policies in the new plan are likely to result in very abrupt changes in density and uses.  Several changes have been made to the comprehensive plan policy statement and a new plan has been created to address some of the most significant transition areas.  However, more language is needed regarding how the transition policies will actually be implemented.  Will it be done parcel by parcel through the regular rezoning process, as a part of the updated zoning code or through some other means.  The plan should more concretely articulate how it will mitigate transitions.  
As Raleigh has grown, churches, schools and large childcare centers and civic centers are morphing from relatively low impact neighborhood facilities to relatively high impact designation facilities.  As a consequence the quality of life in neighborhoods is either threatened or eroding as residents experience the adverse effect from more noise, intrusive lighting and additional traffic and parking congestion.  Because most of these institutions were considered neighborhood facilities in the past, they are typically zoned residential.  However, the increases in scale and activities make the residential zoning classification obsolete.  A change of use (or more robust regulations) is now needed for these properties to mitigate the adverse impacts on adjacent properties.  Other cities require large institutions to be in O&I zoned areas.  As organizations grow there should be strict limits to ensure that, for example, parking is accommodated on site and not in neighborhood streets blocking access for residents and emergency vehicles.  
There needs to be a clear definition of appropriate levels of mixed use within each of the categories.  There has not been enough detail provided to ensure that a true mix of development will be achieved.  It is their concern that each category will have a token amount of different use but will be mostly one type of development; either heavily favoring retail or alternatively very dense residential apartments.  Specific guidelines should be created so that Staff and Planning Commission liaison on rezoning cases, site plans and redevelopment plans not be left to the subjective news of those involved but rather to fulfill the specific intent of City Council to manage appropriate growth and development away from suburban sprawl and more towards the existing urban infrastructure.
During the past several years, communities throughout the City engaged in the process of creating small area plans, neighborhood plans, corridor plans, etc. to address a pattern of anticipated growth.  These plans were the result of extensive democratic public engagement and it was the Planning Department’s intent to incorporate these plans into the comprehensive plan.  However, in many instances, these plans have either been striped of contextual guidance or seemingly excluded from the comp plan altogether.  More community education is recommended regarding the rationale for inclusion/exclusion of various small area/neighborhood/carter plans.  Overlay district zoning such as NCOD process has served a significant tool to protect existing neighborhoods, direct development to prescribed areas and serve the City’s objective for growth.  However, NCODs are barely mentioned in the new plan.  Initially there were many public hearings where citizens came together to speak, ideas were discussed, drafted, reviewed and in many cases incorporated into the 2030 plan which was shared with the public through meetings and published documents.  Since the initial release of the draft Comp Plan many changes have been made both to the policy document and Future Land Use Map (FLUM) and a number of specific areas had their FLUM designation changed.  The process in many cases involved land owners/future developers having their lawyers present a proposal for change for their properties to be reviewed by the Planning Department.  Most of the requested changes to the draft plan were designed to increase density of development and many of those changes took place without reasonable public notice or discussion.

Since there was not a process in place to notify these citizens nor their elected representatives – City Council members, CAC Chairs, homeowners associations – there has been limited opportunity to have the community input on how these changes could impact future development in their neighborhoods.  We need an efficient mechanism to communicate these changes to their CAC so they can notify residents of the changes, provide a forum for discussion and bring input back to the City before these changes are incorporated.  We have missed an important opportunity to have all of the parties at the table.  We maintain that neighborhood input is essential to the development of a great Comprehensive Plan for our community.
Phillip Poe, 620 Devereux Street, pointed out Raleigh is the fastest growing metro area in the country.  We expect the population in Raleigh and the surrounding areas to double over the next 20 years.  We will become a more dense and compacted city.  He pointed out the CAC had many discussions on land use and transition policy and they have been looking at the underlining zoning pointing out representatives of the individual CACs will address particular concerns of their CACs.
Ms. Baldwin arrived at the meeting at 6:50 p.m.

Mr. Poe pointed out we need to look at the transitions between the various areas.  He stated they have talked about scale, noise, light, odors, traffic, privacy, property values, etc.  He pointed out his home is located near the former location of the Steak Out restaurant and talked about the odors from the restaurant and how that impacted the surrounding areas.  He stated his tax bill went up 70% in the last re-evaluation and in 2000 it went up even more.  He stated if people come into the area and want to put up a project that has a lot of density they can justify it based on the maps.  He stated transition is very important.  He talked about their being inconsistencies between the land use and zoning map which make it even more difficult and referred to Fletcher Park and Bishop Park.  Bishop Park is designated as a minimum density category in land use but in the zoning map it is shown as office and institution as it is the former home of the Methodist Orphanage.  He stated initially there was a proposal for a large shopping center but it ended up a residential development at an R-14 level.  He talked about the proposal that carves out a section of the area as medium residential to office to mixed use.  He talked about various inconsistencies between the land use and the actual zoning maps.
Jason Hibbits, 2140 Ramsgate Street, District D Neighborhood Alliance (DDNA), presented the following prepared statement:

· DDNA is a group of neighborhood and CAC leaders that are passionate about their neighborhoods and Raleigh. 

· We formed 2030 focus groups in December 2008 to begin reviewing the Camp Plan. 

· Arts and Culture, Environmental Protection, Parks and Greenways, Transportation Systems, and Urban Form and Land Use.

· Submitted several hundred comments during the process.

· Overall, the plan is strong, easier to digest, and exciting.

· There are many experts that have weighed in on the plan.  The citizen experts that have been active from District D are here tonight.

· We want to make sure that our expertise and advice is heard and accounted for.

· Our approach tonight, review the common issues, let the neighborhood experts provide details.

During our review, we found common issues across neighborhoods that we think apply to the entire city: 

· Transitions - we are concerned about how our neighborhoods transition to other land uses. 

· Transit-oriented development - the current plan seems to have a cookie-cutter approach to transit growth areas; too much density in some places / not enough in others.

· Maintaining stable neighborhoods - not enough language in the plan protects existing neighborhoods.

· Institutional impacts - the plan has no language to create a balance between neighborhoods and institutional centers including churches and schools.

· Small Area Plans (SAP) - or lack there of:: we are frightened that our SAPs were commoditized into a plan that waters-down contextual guidelines which are important to our neighborhoods.

· Were we heard? - our estimates indicate that DDNA provided a substantial amount of feedback, much of which we think was not considered.

I would now ask that anyone in the audience that is here for in District D or supports our points to please stand. 

Cool part - we have solutions and suggestions for our concerns, we just need to be heard. 

Our plan, our city, and our future

Approximately 30 people stood in support of Mr. Hibbits remarks.  He pointed out they looked at the land use map for their neighborhood and they went into the map and suggested changes in some of the categories.  He stated they have solutions and have made a lot of suggestions and they want to make sure they are heard.  He stated they feel like they should be the consultants as they know the neighborhood best and their work is free of charge.

Ted Shear, 928 Raven Ridge Drive, pointed out they took the land use map in the comprehensive plan and had modified it to show what they feel is correct.  He pointed out the various changes they had made and are suggesting as modifications.  He talked about the train stop at Edwards Mill Road, referred to the piece of State property that stores state cars which is adjacent to the proposed train stop stating he does not feel that is proper as people will get off of the train and the first thing they see is a surface parking lot.  He talked about high density and pointed out it seems that there are a number of areas that need rehabilitation not slated for rehabilitation and areas that have great a bit of value and big homes are slated for redevelopment.
Mr. Shear stated there does not seem to be enough attention being paid to where redevelopment needs to occur.  He does not feel any real attention is being paid to the Western Boulevard area.  His group believes that the train will be the economic engine for the redevelopment of the area. It seems that there should be more attention paid to the location of the train stops as most of the attention seems to be on the trains going north rather than the ones going west.  He believes it is the City’s best interest to have an airport/train transportation connector.
Mr. Shear talked about the train stop at the State Fairgrounds.  He stated they have no suggested changes but there is not enough use made of some of the boundary area.  He stated again there seems to be some inconsistencies as it relates to redevelopment pointing out his own neighborhood is a very stable neighborhood but it is slated as a redevelopment neighborhood.  

The houses that are dilapidated seem to be in areas that are kept at low density.  It just seems that the areas that are in good condition are slated for redeveloped and areas that are dilapidated are being retained.  He stated he feels there is a gross underutilization of some of the corridors, there is some poor land use, not enough transit and pointed out areas that need more planning and spoke to a church that is for sale, historic Method and asked the Council to consider some of the global concerns.  
Bill Padgett, 1213 Dixie Trial, pointed out their CAC met several weeks ago.  They have the common concerns as outlined but he is not sure if the CAC knows of some of the recent changes.  He stated they give high marks to the staff in the beginning of the process as there was open forums, discussions, suggestions, etc., many of which were incorporated into the draft.  They took the draft back to their neighborhoods and CACs.  There was a group from District D that looked at this very comprehensively and looked at the big picture.  Everything was going fine, he stated however; what happened in the last three to four weeks of the process concerns him.  There were quite a few changes but there was no notification process for anyone.  No one had any notification of the changes.  He talked about some properties that were being changed from low to moderate, a lot of residents thought their property would be at one density but changes have been made and they have not notified.  He questioned when the CAC chairs get their citizens involved he is just concerned that there has been no notification process of changes made in the last few weeks.  There is no way for the people to know what is going on.  He expressed appreciation to the Planning Department and their work and he feels they have done a good job; however, someone else should be at the table and that is the citizens.  We need to find a way to notify the CACs, the district chair, etc., so they can go back and discuss the issues with the people in their area.  He stated one of the issues that have recently come up relates to changes on Wade Avenue.  Wade Avenue is one of our pristine corridors they have had to fight a lot of battles.  They are beginning to see change in density along Wade and the people who live there are not aware of these changes.  He talked about the petition for change in the 3400 block.  He stated he did manage to get one piece of information on property between Brooks and Dixie Trail and again pointed out we have to find a process that lets everyone address these changes and then we will have a healthy process.  
Donna Bailey read the following statement prepared by Milt Rhodes:

The University Park Homeowners Association continues to actively review the many proposals, amendments and adjustments to the Future Land Use Map and the Comprehensive Plan for the City of Raleigh.  University Park is a collection of neighborhoods built around a solid network of walkable streets.  It has many parks, and civic spaces, and also represents abroad range of housing types.  University Park includes the West Raleigh Historic District, the largest historic district in the city.  We look forward to continued investment and smart infill in and around our neighborhood and we expect future decisions be made in the context of the general form and fabric of our current historic neighborhood condition.  In that context, we offer the following comments on the Future Land Use Map for the 2030 Comprehensive Plan Update:

1.  Wade Avenue/O’Berry Street between Brooks and Dixie Trail - While several buildings on O’Berry Street and Wade Avenue do indeed represent higher intensity uses than some of the surrounding single-family detached context, a blanket change from low density to moderate density for the whole block is not warranted.

2.  3400 Block of Wade Avenue - We would like to see the Ridgewood shopping center continue to develop into a neighborhood oriented commercial feature that supports higher intensity housing, and perhaps even support some housing within its own boundaries.  Growth in and around the shopping center should be compatible with the adjacent detached housing character.  If future alterations and modifications to the current detached residential condition are to occur, they should be done in a participatory way, engaging existing landowners and made with a careful hand. 

3.  Chamberlain/Clark/Horne/Everett - The existing residential area west of Oberlin Road serves as a buffer and transition between the high intensity commercial/office uses at Cameron Village and the predominantly detached character west of Chamberlain.  The existing buffer is thin, thus insensitive higher intensity changes could negatively impact our neighborhood structure and quality of life.  Throughout the development of the 2030 Comprehensive Plan, we were assured that conditions of the previously approved small area plans would be incorporated into the overall comprehensive plan.  In fact, the first draft of the 2030 Comprehensive Plan did represent the spirit and intent of the Wade-Oberlin Plan, and respected the policy boundary lines.  However, the proposed FLUM amendment disregards the efforts of this community in developing the small area plan.  The modification of the FLUM does not clearly demonstrate a necessary level of certainty and as such, we do not support this change.  We welcome the opportunity to work directly with planning staff on this issue directly. 

4. Corner of Wade Avenue and Dixie Trail - The Community United Church of Christ is located at this corner.  Presently the FLUM designates this corner as low density residential.  It should be changed to Civic/Institutional like the other churches within the neighborhood. 

5. Areas outside of University Park - There are several areas of concern outside of our neighborhood that will have implications to our neighborhood should the proposed changes in the FLUM be adopted without further attention.  In particular, the historic Cameron Village Neighborhood is worthy of preservation in its current form and intensity as it may be deserving of its own historic district designation in the near future.  Wholesale change on the FLUM both for form and density will create many inconsistencies amongst the many properties here.  We feel that a smarter infill approach here is warranted and a higher degree of attention be applied for this special in-town neighborhood. 

Please consider these comments during deliberations and debate on the final form of the Future Land Use Map as you enter into the final stages of review. 

Jason Hibbets – Lineberry talked about the map that the group put together that was explained by Mr. Shear.  Mr. Hibbets stated he is speaking to his own interest now and that is what we can do to make his neighborhood more walkable, get people to the shopping centers, employment areas, etc.  He is not sure how this plan helps them achieve that purpose.  He talked about the Dix Campus and how it is labeled pointing out he feels it is a missed opportunity as he feels we need to have a transit area/stop.  He feels Dix Campus, if it can be saved, as many are working on will become a designation.  It should be considered as a growth area.

Benson Kirkman indicated he is speaking on behalf of the friends of Lake Johnson and the Wake Nature Preserves Partnership.  He presented the following letter from Dr. Toddi A. Stellman, Co-chair of the Wake Nature Preserves Partnership.

On behalf of the Wake Nature Preserves Partnership, a collaborative working group of representatives of local government, NC State University, state agencies and non-profit organizations, I am writing to thank and commend the City for its efforts to develop a Comprehensive Plan draft that addresses important issues of sustainability and environmental protection in new and meaningful ways.  Earlier this year, the Partnership provided feedback on the public review draft and we have been pleased that many of our comments have been incorporated into the current draft.  With this letter, we would like to share additional comments that we hope will help in your final refinements to the plan.  

First, a little about the Wake Nature Preserves Partnership: our mission is to organize and provide resources to identify ecologically valuable protected open spaces within Wake County and to build capacity for appropriate, long-term stewardship of those areas.  For over a year and a half; the Partnership has worked to enable hundreds of volunteer hours of professionals and non-professionals in an effort to further best practice stewardship of our finest natural resources in public ownership across Wake County.  Our efforts have been unanimously endorsed by the Association of Mayors in Wake County as well as the Wake County Open Space and Parks Advisory Committee.  We seek to support and encourage a coordinated, consistent approach to classifying and managing the most significant natural areas across the County, as well as better public education about our local natural heritage. 

Our comments on the “Public Hearing Draft” focus on two areas related to the Parks and Greenways element: 

1.
Park Classifications: We are delighted to see that the current draft now recommends on page 170 a new classification for parkland called “Preserves.”  We believe that the addition of this category is critical to help protect, inventory, and properly steward the City Parks Department’s most ecologically valuable natural resource areas.


The Community Inventory section of the draft plan includes a List of parks and their classifications, e.g. Metro, Community, Neighborhood, and Special.  Page 170 of the current draft, however, says, “Classification of park land is a level of detail appropriate to be addressed in the next update of the Park Plan.”  This statement is inconsistent with the City’s history and standard practice in system-wide parks planning.  Parks Plans typically provide an inventory of parks in an appendix such as the Community Inventory, just as the 2004 Parks Plan provided. 


We believe that the final 2030 Comp Plan should provide an inventory consistent with the direction of the Parks element, and strongly urge you to classify appropriate parks in the new category “Preserves” and remove the sentence “Classification of park land is a level of detail appropriate to be addressed in the next update of the Park Plan.”  We suggest at a minimum the following parks for this classification, based on their extraordinary natural resources and master plans that recognize their value for natural resource protection and passive, natural resource-based recreation: the Annie Louise Wilkerson, MD Nature Preserve Park; Horseshoe Farm Park; Lake Johnson Park; Durant Nature Park; Anderson Point Park; and the new Walnut Creek Wetland Park.  All of these parks would fit into the definition of “Preserves” provided on page 170. 

2.
Nature Preserves and Passive Recreation: We believe that in most cases Preserves would be appropriate to accommodate natural resource-based recreation activities that would complement and not endanger the resources, such as hiking, wildlife viewing, nature study, canoeing, etc.  Therefore, in the “Natural Areas” section on page 170 of the current draft plan, we recommend adding the words “and can accommodate appropriate natural resource-based recreation” to the end of the first bullet paragraph re: Preserves so that this last sentence will read “Parks designated as Preserves could be cooperative ventures with other conservation agencies and can accommodate appropriate natural resource-based recreation.”  We are concerned that without this statement, the public and/or staff may assume that there are broad, required restrictions on the public’s ability to access these special natural resource areas for recreational purposes.  This small revision allows for this in appropriate circumstances, but also allows for the public’s enjoyment of these areas. 

Dr. Kirkman indicated there needs to be the Parks Classification in the Comprehensive Plan.  He stated in addition we should add Walnut Creek Wetland Parks to the third paragraph of the park classification as outlined in the memorandum.  He stated it would be good if we got the “can do” rather than “you can’t do” attitude.  Dr. Kirkman pointed out the greenway system should be very prominently marked on the green print map and any City of Raleigh map.  The greenway system is not just a transportation corridor but should be recognized and classified as a “conservation” corridor.  He stated one of the tributaries of Walnut Creek is piped through his own property.  If he had anything to do with that it would have been an open stream.  Tributaries and streams should be opened and green.  Conservation should be up front and on our mind at all times.
Anna Pardo, Hillsborough Street CAC, talked about their involvement in this process.  She talked about the number of resolutions they have adopted throughout the process pointing out Resolution-1 related to the fact that the end of the first comment period there was limited time to review but they were concern and suggested that the central business district should stop at Boylan Avenue.  Resolution-2 talks about the fact that they did focus on their own CAC and talked about the need for an extension of time.  Resolution-3 related to individual neighborhood resolutions.  She touched on the various resolutions and stated she would provide a Powerpoint of the presentation.
Robert Mosher, President of the Cameron Park Neighborhood, asked those people from that area who are in support of the comments he is about to make to stand and approximately 10 people stood.  He presented the following memorandum and highlighted the memorandum.  
The Cameron Park Neighborhood Association met on Thursday, March 5 to review the second draft of the Comprehensive Plan Update and the city’s response to our: first comments.  We had very good attendance (about 50) and an excellent discussion on Raleigh’s new Comprehensive Plan and its consequences for our neighborhood.  

We appreciate the adjustments to our specific neighborhood plan, (Area 4: Cameron Park Area Plan) that were made as a result of our first set of comments.  The proposed new draft of the Cameron Park Area Plan is now much closer to the intent of our current adopted Neighborhood Plan. 

We still strongly disagree, however, with the proposal to move the western edge of downtown (CBD) from West Street to Saint Mary’s Street (north of Hillsborough Street) and from S. Boylan Avenue to Park Avenue (south of Hillsborough Street) on the proposed Land-use Map. 

In the area north of Hillsborough Street to Peace Street and west of Glenwood Avenue to Saint Mary’s Street, our neighborhood has worked diligently over the past 10 years, with property owners, developers, city officials and other neighborhoods, to plan for this area.  We have participated in the North Boylan Small Area Plan, the Glenwood South Small Area Plan and the Peace Street Small Area Plan.  In each case, the purpose was to plan for a transition between the low density, single-family neighborhoods, west and north of downtown, and the higher density and intensity of downtown.  To designate this area as Central Business District ignores the decade of excellent planning that has been accomplished, and sets up the undoing of each of these plans.  The area between North Boylan Avenue and Saint Mary’s Street should be designated Office and Residential Mixed-use, which more closely reflects the existing zoning and comprehensive plan, and more importantly, provides a logical transition between the low-density neighborhoods and downtown. 

Our recommendation for the area south of Hillsborough Street, between South Boylan Avenue and Morgan Street, continues to be Medium Density Residential.  We see that this second draft suggests High Density Residential, which we believe would destabilize this already dense and historic residential community by encouraging much higher density projects. 

For the area west and south of Morgan Street (the Bolton Property), our neighborhood still be1ieves that the Central Business District designation for the Future Land-use Map is not the correct fit.  We recognize that this area needs to redevelop, and the possible proximity to a transit stop justifies some density.  We suggest that this area be designated “Special Study Area”, as has been done with other areas where the land-use has yet to be determined.  This will give the city, the property owners, the residents and the surrounding neighborhoods an opportunity to work together to develop a reasonable plan for the future. 

We appreciate this opportunity to comment.  We realize that you understand how important this plan will be to the future of our community, and ask that you give consideration to the neighborhoods that have worked for so long to make this section of town viable. 

He pointed out their concerns boil down to one issue pointing out the current comprehensive plan edge has the CBD ending at the east of Glenwood, the new proposal carries it to the edge of St. Mary’s and that concerns the area people.  He stated their area has been involved in four different small area plans and all increased the density of the area but kept the characteristics of the area.  They would like to see the small area plans honored and again pointed out North Boylan should be the edge of the Central Business District.  He stated in the proposed plan it goes to the IHOP on Hillsborough and that is totally too aggressive.  That area should be a neighborhood study area.  
Kevin Bowden, Secretary/Treasurer of the Cameron Village Neighborhood Association  (CVNA) stated he owns and resides at 631 Smedes Place presented the following prepared statement:
Good evening.  I am Kevin Bowden, Secretary/Treasurer of the Cameron Village Neighborhood Association, or CVNA for short, and I own and reside at 631 Smedes Place.
The CVNA is a City of Raleigh registered Neighborhood Association and we are members of the Hillsborough CAC.  I am here on behalf of my fellow officers, Will Allen, President, who could not speak tonight because he is out of town with his family; Jay Chaudhuri, Vice President; and all the members of the Cameron Village Neighborhood Association whom we represent.

Hillsborough CAC Resolution Four addresses our neighborhood’s concern over the 2030 Comprehensive Plan and Future Lane Use Map.  The Plan recommends Medium Density Residential, which is 14-28 dwelling units per acre, and which, with no transitions, would completely surround our Low Density Residential neighborhood, as you can see on the map.

Our neighborhood is built out to 1-6 dwelling units per acre, exactly as it has been since 1949, and just as Willie York envisioned it when he planned Raleigh’s best example of a mixed use development.  We did not want the 60-year integrity of our neighborhood’s detached single family home character endangered, and we asked that the areas surrounding our neighborhood be changed to Moderate Density Residential, which is 6-14 dwelling units per acre.

We thank Mitchell Silver, Ken Bowers, Travis Crane, and the Raleigh Planning Department for responding to our request by analyzing these areas as built, parcel by parcel.  Their analysis proves that Medium Density is correct for the west and south sides of our Cameron Village neighborhood, and we therefore withdraw our objection to the Medium Density Residential designation for those areas.

However, their analysis also proves that the parcels labeled 10 and 11 on the east side of our neighborhood along Sutton Drive, Nichols Drive, St. Mary’s Street, and part of Bryan, which are all a single coherent development known as Cameron Village Condominiums, are built out to 13.56 dwelling units per acre, below the threshold of 14 units per acre for Medium Density, and within the Moderate Density range.

We therefore respectfully request that this entire east side area labeled 10 and 11 be changed to Moderate Density Residential on the FLUM which reflects the as-built densities.  Thank you very much.

Paul Shannon, 212 Cox Avenue, Pullen Park Neighborhood, pointed out that area is basically settled by middle to low income persons.  There are a lot of musicians, artist, talents, etc.  He stated the proposed Central Business District juts out like a monster’s head and takes up their community.  He asked that their community be taken out of the CBD.  He stated he heard Planning Commission member Clyde Holt voted against that neighborhood being in the CBD and said if it goes through that neighborhood will not exist in the future and Mr. Shannon stated that would be a shame.  He stated they want density and jobs in the area.  People walk, in their work uniforms, to the Harris Teeter and other places in the area.  What they don’t want is CBD covering their area and seeing large buildings popping up.  A tall building near the IHOP would be disastrous and with associated parking would wipe out their neighborhood.  It is a vibrant neighborhood they want to retain.
Betsy Kane, 804 West Morgan Street, stated she represents the West Morgan Neighborhood and wanted to talk about the transition policies.  She expressed appreciation to all for the time they have spent and committed to this update consulting, etc.  She told of the location pointing out they are sort of an axel or juncture for the Warehouse District, NCSU, Cameron Village, etc.  The area has an assortment of housing, business, etc.  ranging from shotgun houses to large townhouses, vertical mixed use, Raleigh’s oldest home, talked about the historic character, transportation, neighborhood car storage, surface parking and she presented a map showing how much of the land is utilized for surface parking.  She presented slides depicting the information she was putting forth.  She pointed out there is no building taller than 3 stories, the zoning is a mix and pointed out the proposed land use map is a poor fit for what exists.  She talked about the proposed density, the fact there is no upper limits, wide variations, CBD proposal not suited at all for this area, concern about no height limits, no contextual guideline protection and the feeling the CBD and HDR doesn’t fit the area.  She stated we have a reasonably compact CBD everywhere else except this area it just jumps out and takes the neighborhood.
Ms. Kane talked about the transition policies pointing out Planning Department prepared a 3 page memo outlining the transition policies.  She stated she had talked with Planning Director Silver and Deputy Planning Director Bowers about this interpretation.  She stated some of the things outlined in their memo is reassuring but they want to make sure those interpretations are in the plan.  She wants to make sure that the things that have been said orally are transferred and go into the plan.

Matthew Staton, 620 West Cabarrus Street, indicated in January his neighborhood sent a letter outlining their comments.  One of the things they talked about was the need for a transition between their neighborhood and the CBD and their letter expressed concern about removal of their small area plan.  He stated he feels too much has been left un-tweaked or left out of the plan.  He expressed concern about the CBD, talked about the division of a parcel by parcel designation, no correlation or consistency, talked about the west gateway plan, encouraged of mixed use and consistency with the gateway plan, and the fact that they would like to see that plan reinstated.  

A gentleman talked about the CBD being pushed back to Boylan, talked about where the economic engines are in the area, talked about the importance of 712 Tucker Street which increased the square footage of residential, talked about concern that the 712 Tucker Street could be disqualified from the urban progress zone, talked about the need to know whether we are going with commuter or light rail which would make a difference in where the stop should be, and called on the Council to look back into moving the CBD in that area.
John W. Schlichenmaier, 5204 Richland Drive, representing the tree conservation task force presented the following statement:
In the March 2009 Public Hearing Draft Comprehensive Plan, Action EP-33 (previously Action EP-34 in the Dec 2008 Public Draft version) was expanded to include the sentence “Evaluate the appropriateness of locating primary tree save areas along the frontage of the property.”  It is our understanding that this Action Item was developed out of a concern for the separation resulting from tree conservation areas being established between buildings and the street right of way frontage. 

The Tree Conservation Task Force spent considerable time and energy developing an ordinance that prioritizes a fifty-foot (50’) wide tree conservation area along the frontage of the City’s Thoroughfares.  First and foremost, this priority was in response to surveys conducted by the City’s Appearance Commission that collected input on where our residents want trees and tree preservation.  We also acknowledge that to a large degree it was the negative public reaction to clearing along the street right of way that led to the political will to commission our group and develop the ordinance.  We believe we struck an appropriate balance between aesthetics and environment in prioritizing tree conservation areas. 

We would like to point out to the Council several options that are built into the current Tree Conservation Ordinance that help to strike the appropriate balance between tree preservation and the urban form.  We offer the following reasons why this Action Item is not needed: 

1.
Not all parts of our thoroughfares will be developed as an urban form.  A significant amount of our thoroughfares are in suburban areas of moderate residential density. 

2.
If there are no trees along the thoroughfare frontage, then of course there is no preservation required there. 

3.
The 50’ tree preservation priority only applies to thoroughfares, not collector streets. 

4.
A variable width, or averaging, option allows clearing of as much as one-half of the frontage if the tree conservation area is doubled to one hundred feet wide along the other half of the frontage.  This option allows buildings and public accesses to be located close to the right of way with parking and other utility facilities located behind a screen of tree conservation area, and preserves some trees along the thoroughfare. 

5.
An alternate means of compliance provision is available, which gives everyone the option of proposing a better solution if tree save along the frontage is a problem, or preferable areas of tree conservation could be maintained. 

6.
A provision for a payment of a fee in lieu of preservation was also an option if tree save along the thoroughfare frontage conflicted with other goals and objectives. 

For these reasons, we respectfully request that the sentence, “Evaluate the appropriateness of locating primary tree save areas along the frontage of the property” be stricken from Action EP-33. 

Karen Rindge, Executive Director, WakeUP Wake County, 3333 Wade Avenue presented the following prepared statement:

Thank you for the opportunity to speak tonight.  Also, I would like to recognize the months and now years of work that has been undertaken by city planning staff, the planning commission, the city council and scores of citizens.  Clearly, we all want our community to be better place as we grow. 

Key points on current comp plan draft: 

1. 
The Comp Plan should require better water supply planning and a budget assessment of water resources.  Raleigh cannot grow without adequate and clean water supply, and as Wake’s population doubles in two decades, combined with climate change’s impact, water will be extremely valuable.  While Raleigh has a water supply plan, it is not adequate beyond 30 years from now and assumes more than $250 million will be spent damming the Little River.  A water assessment will help determine how many homes and businesses can be supported, particularly in the ETJs, and would guide annexation decisions of future city councils.  Groundwater tables are dropping and wells are already running dry in the county.  We need a water budget assessment of this entire region, and match growth accordingly. 


University of North Carolina and Duke University authors of the North Carolina Water Allocation study recently told the Wake Board of Commissioners that our region could be the first metro region on the East Coast to run out of water - if not Atlanta first.  This is not something the commissioners wanted to hear, but this is a major wakeup call to Raleigh.  We must look at all our water as a resource and begin bolder steps to capture stormwater for onsite use.  The comp plan should direct a public/private sector task force to assess what incentives are needed to encourage stormwater reuse and what building code changes are needed to expedite developments that plan for pre-development hydrology - meaning what comes down should stay on site.  We applaud Raleigh for taking some important steps in water conservation with the coming tiered rates, toilet rebates and recommendations from the Water Conservation Advisory Council.  The city needs to do more, and the plan could encourage that.

2.
More emphasis on accommodating growth in transit districts is needed.  Since we now have a regional transit plan, the Comp Plan should better promote future growth in transit districts, rather than in outlying greenfield zones.  The new draft directs density too far away from the transit hubs and too much along long corridors.  We need to house a larger percentage of Raleigh’s projected 200,000 new inhabitants in transit stop areas where rail transit infrastructure can: 

· reduce the cost to taxpayers of providing new infrastructure to Tow density development zones.

· provide new walkable mixed use developments, 

· • provide more transportation options, 

· • create high tax value growth that benefits all Raleigh taxpayers, 

· • create vibrant centers - a key guiding principle of the Triangle’s Reality Check. 

3.
More clearly defined density transitions are needed.  To ensure a positive sense of place, we should not put high density directly next to low density on the Future Land Use Map.  We applaud the use of increased urban density, but do so using more transition areas.  And what makes a transition should be better defined. The somewhat vague Comp Plan policy statements (ex: “manage impacts”) will not ensure a predicable outcome overtime. We really need to be very clear about what we want the city to feel like, everywhere. 

Mary Andrews, 3209 Bradford Place, talked about returning the 3400 Block of Wade Avenue to low density residential.  She stated she owns two lots in the 3300 block and while they have no plans to develop they were told they couldn’t get any more driveways onto Wade Avenue and she feels the 3400 block should be treated the same way and should be returned to low density residential.

Bruce Manuel, 904 Cedar Downs Drive, indicated he feels there is a glaring mistake in the map.  He talked about Mr. Shear’s presentation and changes that he had suggested and pointed out the proposed map as included in the draft plan would wipe his property off of the map.  He presented the following prepared statement:

These comments are regarding the Nowell Pointe subdivision located near the West Raleigh train stop (to the west of the Fairgrounds). 

The new Comp Plan process has incorrectly placed our subdivision in a “brown” zone of high density within the train station radius. 

Please correct this error by putting the Nowell Pointe subdivision in a “yellow” zone that reinforces the R-4 (and R-6) nature of our neighborhood.  This is the last single-family home residential subdivision built in the area during the last 12 years, and like other residential enclaves, for example, Boylan Heights, represents an affordable housing option for families. 

The fact that the Arena Small Area Plan called for our subdivision to remain viable and integral to the area, while being buffered by slowly increasing density, seems to have either been ignored or discarded.  Numerous city staff and citizens spent countless hours formulating the Arena SAP to create the right mix of residential and commercial uses as a guide for future development.  Whatever the reason, it is difficult to ascertain the rationale for this change.  Indeed, the City of Raleigh gave the neighborhood free trees to enhance sidewalk appearance and improve our quality of life. 

The Nowell Pointe neighborhood. is thriving.  Home prices have remained stable in this poor economy, and are approaching the $300K barrier.  The addition of a train stop, coupled with multi-modal transportation options and resulting multi-use density, will make this neighborhood an extremely valuable asset to the tax base in an area dominated by multi-family.  Furthermore, the location and road network offers residents excellent access to downtown, RTP, the airport and shopping—the epitome of our live, work, and play credo. 
Bill Padgett, 1213 Dixie Trail, talked about the parcel in the 3200 block of Wade Avenue and the proposals relating to that.  He stated he had just learned there was a change and the designation goes back to O’Berry.  He stated it would be inappropriate for him to say what the residents feel about this proposal as he does not know since it had just come forth.  He questioned what the Council would recommend that the chair of the CACs do when they find out about changes like these and how the changes could be communicated to the people in the area and in some cases the owners and have time to get back to the Council.  Mayor Meeker suggested that Mr. Padgett work with his district counselor on how to work with the neighborhoods.
Author Gordon, indicated he has run a restaurant on West Morgan for 35 years.  This area is included in the CBD.  He stated it is a viable, active and fresh neighborhood, a unique area explaining it borders the railroad to the south, the prison, Hillsborough Street, Ashe Avenue Bridge.  He explained the topo in the area and he would encourage this area being left in the CBD overlay.

Mac Paul, 3400 The Lassiter, indicated he represents this real estate firm that has purchased the “Bolton” property.  He stated some of the goals are backed up in the plan.  He talked about the CBD overlay in this area pointing out there was a lot of deliberation at the Planning Commission about keeping the CBD in this area.  He stated the CAC’s got involved, there were some changes, a lot of suggestions on uses, specific study areas, established patterns, etc.  He feels staff did an excellent job and came up with the proposal for the area.  The “Dragon Head” or the jut out of the CBD in this area has been pulled back several blocks to Snow Avenue.  He stated he understands there will be language added to the buffer between the CBD and neighborhood.  He talked about plans for the area including transit corridor, light rail, site plan to be developed on this property and the need or flexibility to provide the mix of use needed for the area.  
A representative of FMW Real Estate pointed out they have purchased the Bolton property. He stated they have no desire to “eat” the neighborhood, they are very excited about the possibilities for this property, they encourage strong participation of neighborhood groups and development of plans, he feels the CBD designation is correct.  He stated they do not plan to build a tall building, talked about opportunities for development of the area as we are at the basis of a growth period, talked about how Los Angeles, Houston and Atlanta grew at the peak of the automobile but Raleigh has the opportunity to grow at the peak of mass transit.  He feels staff has done a good job.  He talked about the topography in the area, talked about the use or non use of the property, talked about the older house that has been condemned, pointed out on a map properties that the company has purchased, talked about the desire to move the condemned house off site.  He talked about the Hillsborough Morgan Plan which calls for mixed use, the need for strong language around the edge, the fact that they have no desire to have 320 units, talked about the Irregardless and other property owners in the area and his work with them, talked about entitlement process and how they want to include the public in the development of their plans.
Michael Heaney, Bellwood Homeowners Association presented the following prepared statement:

Bellwood HOA represents 55 townhomes located in the Southeast corner of Cameron Village.  Bellwood Condominiums occupies a one block area of 5.5 acres bounded by Cameron Village Library on the West, Clark Avenue on the South, Bellwood Drive on the East and Cameron Street on the North.
Our comment, which is minor, regards the third sentence of Resolution 4 of the comments by the Hillsborough CAC, regarding Cameron Village which states:

There is little likelihood that the . . . condominium residences within Cameron Village will require redevelopment.

Bellwood HOA has nonspecific plans to redevelop a portion of our property during the plan period.  The resulting density would not exceed the upper limit of moderate density (14 units/acre).  The proposed designation in the 2030 plan is medium density.  Otherwise we concur with the resolutions of the Hillsborough CAC for Cameron Village.
Jason Ashbury, 2845 O’Berry Street echoed Donna Bailey’s comments.  He talked about the area between Brooks Avenue and Dixie Trail, acknowledged that a portion of the street is moderate density.  He talked about the historic apartment complex that has recently been renovated.  He talked about the infield that is beginning in the area and the fact that they would like to continue that trend.  He seconded what Ms. Bailey had said about changing the character back to low density for certain parts of the street but would like to give the rest of the street property owners an opportunity to speak on the proposal.  
Attorney Isabel Mattox indicated she represents a couple of property owners in the Wade/Glenwood vicinity.  She talked about Item 18 on the CR pointing out she thought there was a parcel that had been omitted.  She stated this item related to the request of four parcels to be changed from high density to O&I mixed use but it looks like the parcel closest to Wake Avenue is excluded in error.  She stated Item 6 on the CR talks about St. Mary’s between Peace and Hillsborough Street and explained how the area was originally designated.  She stated it is the location of the old Mitchell Funeral Home and pointed out it was originally in the CBD and they saw that and thought that was great as mixed use is planned; however, they later discovered that it has been changed.  She stated it is currently neighborhood business along that block, it has retail and they envision a mixed use redevelopment but it is not a part of the block that has been designated as mixed use and she feels there needs to be acknowledgement of the current use which includes retail neighborhood mixed use.  

Attorney Lacey Reeves talked about the change in designation on the block between O’Berry and Brooks not being really new.  He stated he wrote about it approximately 3 months ago on behalf of the owner of the Wilmont Apartments.  He pointed out the Wilmont Apartments have been there more than 20 years, it is a historic structure that was recently renovated and is recognized as a great assess to the area.  He stated the apartment complex and surrounding area was low density residential.  Because of the use moderate density residential should be placed on the complex but somewhere along the way the entire block became designated as moderate density residential.  He stated they would request that the Wilmont Apartments be designated moderate density to match the use and the zoning.  
Mr. Poe stated as he looks at this it presents more than ever the need to look at and develop criteria for transitions.  

No one else asked to be heard.  Mayor Meeker closed the hearing and stated the next Council meeting would be August 24 and he asked that each Council member look at the comments and send their questions, comments, etc. by email so that we could talk about the issues at the next meeting.  

Mr. Koopman stated he would be out of town on August 24th.

Mayor Meeker again asked all Council members to get their issues to the Planning Department so that they will be able to respond to questions.  He stated whatever the Planning Commission had recommended would be before the Council and the Council could talk about whether to agree or make modifications.

Mr. Crowder pointed out the District E people and study group had spent many, many hours and he appreciated their willingness to participate.  He talked about the amount of time they have put in to going through the plan, studying the maps, etc.  He expressed appreciation to all who participated.

Adjournment.  There being no further business Mayor Meeker announced the meeting adjourned at 8:25 p.m.

Gail G. Smith

City Clerk
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