

August 31, 2009



Page 34

COUNCIL MINUTES

The City Council of the City of Raleigh met in special session at 4:00 p.m. on Monday, August 31, 2009, in the City Council Chamber, Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 W. Hargett Street, 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 Philip R. Isley




Councilor Rodger Koopman




Councilor Nancy McFarlane




Councilor Russ Stephenson

Mayor Meeker expressed appreciation as it relates to the tour relative to LED lighting.

Mayor Meeker called the meeting to order and explained where the Council is as it relates to going through the memo questions.  He stated the Council would continue through the questions and he would encourage City Council Member to make additions, deletions and/or decisions.  He stated Mr. Stephenson and Mr. Crowder had information to pass out.  The Council proceeded through the comments with discussions as shown.
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 2030 – VARIOUS ACTIONS TAKEN
Item 2.3:  Institutions in Residentially Zones Area.  

Staff is aware of this issue, which is covered under Policy LU 24—Institutional Uses, which reads as follows: “Ensure that when institutional uses, such as private schools, child care facilities, and similar uses are permitted in residential neighborhoods, they are designed and operated in a manner that is sensitive to neighborhood issues and that maintains quality of life. Encourage institutions and neighborhoods to work proactively to address issues such as traffic and parking, hours of operation, outside use of facilities, and facility expansion.”

Resolution of this issue will require ordinance amendments to address the issues raised, such as parking spill-over. These specific development impacts cannot be addressed by the Comprehensive Plan, which does not have any force over administratively-approved development plans. As part of a package of text enhancements to Section A.6: Land Use Compatibility, staff proposes amending Action LU 18 to explicitly call out institutional impacts as part of the scope for the development code rewrite (see Attachment 2.A).
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Mayor Meeker pointed out the Council discussed this issue at the last meeting and it is felt that the question of institutional uses in residential areas is really a matter for updating of the code.  Mr. Koopman stated he was satisfied with that response.  

Item 2.4:  Transitions & Ensuring A Mix of Uses

Policies addressing transitions are primarily found in Section A.6: Land Use Compatibility and, in the context of mixed-use development, the Urban Design Guidelines at the end of the Urban Design element.

Based on discussions with the Northeast CAC leadership and former Planning Commission member Betsy Kane, staff proposes a series of text amendments to Section A.6 of the draft 2030 Plan. These text amendments enhance the language with the following objectives in mind (see Attachment 2.A as included in Minutes under Item 2.3):

· Expanding the introductory section to highlight the issues to be addressed.

· Specifying how the guidance is to be implemented.

· Specifying that transitional densities/buffers should be provided on the site with the higher-intensity classification.

· Clarifying that it is not just single-family neighborhoods that merit appropriate transitions.

Staff believes that part of the issue with transitions is due to members of the public wishing the Comprehensive Plan to fulfill the role of the zoning code, which is perceived as not providing sufficiently strong transitional standards (i.e. transitional protective yards, setback and height limits, etc.). Including appropriate standards for transitions will be a part of the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO). Incorporating such specific standards into the Plan, however, raises several issues: lack of clarify regarding enforceability and the mechanism for relief, how the potential for conflicts with zoning standards should be handled, and the lack of applicability to administratively-approved development plans.

For a discussion of ensuring a mix of uses, see Memo 1, Item 1.6.

It was pointed out this is addressed generally by the plan and the specifics at it relates to downtown and the west side would be debated later.

Mr. Crowder pointed out some of the constituents in his District feel some of the areas should be dealt with by having actual buffers between high density and low density.  He talked about the Urban Design Code and pointed out he understands that is where we will be getting in the specifics but questioned if we could put a few words on the graphics, etc. as to how we are defining transition - is it one block, two blocks, 50 feet, etc.  We also need to touch on addressing side yards, etc.  He stated these are questions that should be addressed when we look at transitions.  We are not just talking about a matter of height or FAR but also open space for air, light, etc.  He stated he would like to keep this issue open and he would like to look more at our definition of transition.  Are we going to look at it on a parcel by parcel basis.  Planning Director Silver pointed out we are looking at the Urban Design Ordinance to clarify these issues.  If the Council wants staff to drill down or look into buffers further in the present code that could be addressed.  He stated we will be looking at a form based overlay and the consultant is suggesting a study and development of a tool box for use.  He stated those issues are code requirements and the Comprehensive Plan is a policy issue.
It was agreed to hold discussion on this until later in the meeting. 

Item #2.5 Traffic Impacts

An impact analysis of projected growth through 2030 under the proposed land use plan has been prepared. Based on the results of the traffic modeling, the northeast quadrant of Raleigh has a more favorable traffic outcome under the Plan scenario as compared with projections based on existing zoning. The more centered development pattern, as well as the lesser amount of growth projected for more far-flung areas, results in a lower overall traffic volume.

The Comprehensive Plan also proposes some upgrades for roadways in the area, including reclassifying Buffaloe Road from Major Thoroughfare to Minor Arterial east of I-540, and upgrading the classification of several roads in the Triangle Town Center area (none of these changes were included in the traffic model). These projects are not funded, and would be implemented partly through the development process, and partly through City projects.

The comment is correct that the issue of the timing of these roadway improvements with development is an issue. Recent rezoning cases in the Buffaloe/I-540 area have conditioned permitted development to the completion of roadway projects. It is the policy of the Department of City Planning to disclose identified impacts as part of the staff report for all zoning cases. The presence of unmitigated impacts could be a reason for denying a rezoning petition or adding conditions that tie the timing of development to the availability of adequate infrastructure. Staff proposes the following new Comprehensive Plan policy to strengthen the link between rezoning and infrastructure capacity:

Policy LU XX—Zoning and Infrastructure Impacts
Carefully evaluate all amendments to the zoning map that significantly increase permitted density or floor area to ensure that impacts to infrastructure capacity resulting from the projected intensification of development are adequately mitigated or addressed.
Deputy Planning Director Bowers explained this issue.  Mr. Koopman questioned if what Mr. Bowers is saying will address issues such as Falls of Neuse Road rezonings that are taking place with it being pointed out that is correct.  Mr. Koopman moved approval of policy LU XX – Zoning and Infrastructure as outlined.   His motion was seconded by Ms. Baldwin and put to a vote which passed unanimously. 

Item #2.6:  Triangle Town Center

Staff is in full agreement with the goal of keeping retail south of I-540. This area was discussed extensively in Memo 1, Item 1.5. The Planning Commission recommendation for the area north of I-540 included a mix of office use and medium-density residential. The significant floodplain and greenway areas traversing this area will require the clustering of development.

There was no discussion as everyone stated this issue has been satisfied.
Item 2.7:  Overlay District Zoning
Staff concurs that the NCOD continues to be a critical tool for creating customized regulations that project neighborhoods with unique and unifying character. The NCOD and Historic Overlay District (HOD) are specifically referenced in Policy LU 50—Infill Compatibility which reads “Vacant lots and infill sites within existing neighborhoods should be developed consistently with the design elements of adjacent structures, including height, setbacks, and massing through the use of zoning tools including Neighborhood Conservation Overlay Districts:” and Policy UD 1—Protecting Neighborhood Identity, which reads “Use Neighborhood Conservation Overlay Districts (NCOD), Historic Overlay District (HOD) or rezonings to retain the character of Raleigh's existing neighborhoods and strengthen the sense of visual order and stability.” Staff recommends further referencing the NCOD and HOD in the narrative introduction to Section A.9: Neighborhood Conservation and Development.
Mr. Koopman moved approval including Attachment 2A as shown in Item 2.4).
His motion was seconded by Ms. Baldwin and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  The Mayor ruled the motion adopted.  
Item 3.1:  Water Supply Planning and Budget Assessment of Water Resources (WakeUp Wake/Crowder Requested Responses)
This item contains within it three recommendations:

1. A water budget assessment of the entire region, with growth matched accordingly.

2. Bolder steps to capture and reuse stormwater on site.

3. Creation of a public/private sector task force to assess incentives for stormwater reuse and building code changes to expedite development plans that provide for pre-development hydrology.
Planning Staff has consulted with Public Utilities staff in preparing the following background information.

Item 3.1.1: Water Budget and Growth Management
The City of Raleigh regularly re-evaluates its potable water needs in light of changing water use patterns and the impact of the three components of water resource management; water conservation, more efficient utilization of existing sources through water reuse and new source development. The City’s water resource planning also uses regional growth patterns, historical water demand growth and population projections to extrapolate future water demands. 

Water resource planning is always a dynamic undertaking and conservative planning efforts are necessary to avoid water supply shortages. Current water use projections indicate that multiple water resource strategies will be necessary to meet the water consumption needs of the City’s future service areas.

All water resource alternatives are evaluated utilizing the concept of the triple bottom line; does the alternative minimize impacts on the environment, minimize impacts on society and is it cost effective or cost prohibitive? The concepts of minimizing environmental impacts and costs are relatively self-explanatory. Minimizing social impacts can be defined to include minimizing impacts to residential, industrial, commercial, and institutional customers (providing economic stability), minimizing impact on economically disadvantaged customers and maintaining parity between the merger communities. 

Short range water supply planning, using the principals stated above, has resulted in the reactivation of the Swift Creek water supply reservoir system and the construction of the D.E. Benton water treatment plant, the implementation of a tiered rate system, implementation of water conservation incentive programs and the implementation of a reclaimed water distribution system. Mid-range planning (through 2030) includes the further development of a reclaimed water distribution system, advanced water conservation incentives, promoting stormwater catchment and reuse for nonpotable uses, and the construction of the Little River Reservoir, the last new water resource opportunity within Wake County. Long range water supply planning takes the planning horizon beyond 2030.

In addition to completing a 30-year Water Supply Plan required by the North Carolina Division of Water Resources, the City continuously updates relative infrastructure master plans and evaluates alternative water supplies for the timeframe beyond 2030. On September 6, 2002, the City of Raleigh joined the City of Durham, the Town of Cary and Granville County to request a total of 50 million gallons per day (MGD) from Kerr Lake. The City’s share of that allocation would be 16.25 MGD. Understanding that this potential water resource may not develop, the City is also investigating side stream water storage, aquifer storage and recovery, indirect potable water reuse and greater development of a service area-wide reclaimed water distribution system.

Item 3.1.2: Stormwater Capture

Response: Innovative water resource management technologies such as stormwater onsite reuse will likely play a part in future City potable water supply strategies. Such innovative technologies must be evaluated and piloted before they can take their place within the City’s Water Supply Plan. The City will have an opportunity to evaluate onsite stormwater reuse as part of the City’s new Water Quality Cost Share Program. 

The Water Conservation Task Force has been retained by the Raleigh City Council to continue to advise on water resource management questions that involve water conservation.  The City Council established an LID Workgroup during 2008 made up of knowledgeable staff from each city department. Council directed the LID Working Group to report back to the Public Works Committee and the City Council. The Workgroup was tasked with identifying obstacles preventing the implementation of LID techniques and recommending solutions to City Council to overcome the obstacles.  One significant action identified and implemented last year by the Public Utilities Department included a text change to the sewer use ordinance to allow stormwater to be intentionally introduced into the sewer system from toilets supplied by rain water from cisterns.  The LID Workgroup has been involved in promoting building code changes to allow LID techniques such as cistern use for toilet flushing.  The LID workgroup also prepared a letter from the Mayor to the NC DENR Secretary to request revisions to stormwater rules to allow individual residential BMP’s such as rain gardens and cisterns to be factored into requirements for new developments. The Stormwater Division of the Public Water Department can provide more information about the LID workgroup accomplishments and objectives.

Staff notes that stormwater reuse is addressed the current draft of the 2030 Plan in the following policies and actions:

· Policy EP 28—Low Impact Development: Promote the use of Low Impact Development (LID) techniques to mitigate the impact of stormwater runoff. This includes the use of green roofs, rain gardens, cisterns, rain barrels, green roofs, and on-site wastewater re-use systems in urban and suburban landscapes.

· Action EP 18—Low Impact Development Ordinance: Develop and adopt an incentive-based Low Impact Development (LID) ordinance so that rainwater is retained and absorbed on-site, as an alternative to traditional approaches that include piping, channelization,

· Policy PU 17—Alternative Water Sources: Increase the use of reclaimed water and other non-potable sources such as rainwater to relieve pressures on the potable water treatment system.

Item 3.1.3: Task Force and Pre-Development Hydrology
As noted above, there is already a Water Conservation Task Force is currently charged with evaluating water conservation measures, policies and procedures. It may be more efficient to leverage this existing task force rather than creating a new task force, as there is significant overlap in mission. Whether to create a new task force is a decision for Council. Should such a decision be made, staff would recommend adding an action to section C.4: Water Quality and Conservation specifically calling for the creation of this task force and describing its charge.

The Planning Commission will be forwarding to Council its Certified Recommendation on the Environmental Advisory Board report, which contains the following revised policy statement that directly addresses the goal of pre-development hydrology:

Policy EP 32—Mitigating Stormwater Impacts

Potential stormwater impacts from new development and redevelopment on adjoining properties should be minimized to the lowest levels possible and when they occur, mitigated, mimic predevelopment conditions and control the rate of runoff so as to avoid erosion of stream banks, inundation of natural waterways and to allow the recharging of groundwater. The intent is to avoid environmental and economic damage to the adjacent properties and City infrastructure.
Mr. Stephenson moved approval of Policy EP 32 – Mitigating Stormwater Impacts.  His motion was seconded by Mr. West and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  The Mayor ruled the motion adopted.

Item 3.2:  Growth In Transit Districts
The draft 2030 Comprehensive Plan makes a significant commitment to accommodating growth in transit-oriented development areas. The plan also provides for a significant amount of growth to occur along multi-modal corridors where a variety of travel choices—auto, transit, bicycle, and walking—are to be accommodated. 

Staff intends to re-examine the land use designations around the proposed transit stations and look for any opportunities to enhance the development capacity of these areas (two such opportunities were brought to light around the west Raleigh regional rail stations through recent citizen input). Staff agrees that maximizing the redevelopment potential of these areas is an important policy goal, including in the TOD area with by far the largest development potential—Downtown Raleigh.

Staff disagrees that too much growth is being targeted for areas off the rail line. The unfortunate fact is that there are an insufficient number of planned rail stations to accommodate all of the City’s future growth (putting 70 percent our growth within a half-mile of a rail stop requires a density of 1,500 units per acre gross, or 8 times the density of the West condominium tower). That leaves two choices for accommodating the remaining growth—low density sprawl, or walkable mixed-use development. Staff has chosen to promote the latter, even in areas where rail transit is not part of the current regional rail plan. Staff notes that the specific benefits identified in the WakeUP memo—reduced infrastructure costs, walkable development, transportation options, high tax values, and vibrant centers—are achievable even in the absence of rail transit, and in fact are being achieved today in places such as Downtown and North Hills in advance of the rail investment.

Deputy Planning Director Bowers explained this issue.  Mr. Crowder had questions as to whether we have specific data utilized when we were looking at various stations such as how many units, what is the density, etc.  Mr. Bowers pointed out we do not have that data by station area.  We look at buffers, capacity, etc.  He stated it looks like the residential capacity is at about 65% with the employment at about 80 percent.  In response to questions, Mr. Bowers stated these are just rules of thumb, the data will be developed later.
Mr. Stephenson talked about two west Raleigh stops with Mr. Bowers talking about the fact that the analysis was done for transit stations.  He stated to make a determination for each stop would require an analysis beyond what was done here.  No action was taken with the Council indicating they were satisfied with the comments.

Item 3:3:  More Clearly Defined Transitions

This item is discussed in detail in Memo 2, Item 2.4. Staff has proposed enhancements to the language in Section A.6: Land Use Compatibility that clarify and strengthen the policy guidance. These can be found in Attachment 2.A of Memo 2 (shown earlier in the minutes). They specifically rectify the highlighted “vagueness” of Policy LU 23 in term of applicability.

Staff suspects, however, that these changes may not be considered satisfactory to WakeUP, because they do not have the specificity and enforceability of zoning language. Staff continues to believe that the Comprehensive Plan, as a policy document, should not substitute for the zoning code. The current code has transitional standards, such as height and setback regulations and transitional protective yards, that can be amended directly if they are deemed insufficient. New transitional standards will be a major focus of the forthcoming Unified Development Ordinance (UDO). Attempting to place ordinance standards in the Comprehensive Plan will raise the issues of enforceability, mechanisms for relief, and lack of applicability to administratively-approved development plans.

No further action was taken as this was addressed in Memo 2, Attachment 2A.  

Item 3.4:  Emphasis on Urban Form

The Future Land Use Map is a guide for zoning decisions and a tool for managing and projecting future growth. Urban form—setback, height, placement, etc.—is regulated by zoning, and the preferred urban form will be implemented through the UDO. All the referenced standards in the WakeUP memo—form, context, height limits, design, and dimensional specifications—will require detailed zoning districts to implement, and cannot be referenced in other than a general manner, using ranges, within the generalized categories of the Future Land Use Map. Staff believes that the plan policies provide sufficient guidance to the UDO consultant in crafting these zoning standards that will shape the built form of Raleigh going forward.

Mr. Crowder stated he feels we need to have some additional discussion.  He talked about the existing comprehensive plan which has general concepts, talked about the urban form, general development guidelines, etc.  He stated where we have nodes of mixed use and we fill in with high density and/or open space he feels that is where we need to have more graphics.  It would be nice to have more graphics pointing out he feels this is very important particularly as we start creating a new code of ordinances.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers stated in Item #10 there is discussion about urban design guideline illustrations and the fact that staff will consider adding images throughout the plan.  Mr. Crowder stated he understands the urban design guidelines are going to have more graphics but he is talking about is along the corridors.  Planning Director Silver talked about the Urban Forum, hierarchy of place, how the city will evolve and stressed it is not the intent to strip out any corridors.  He talked about going into more details, etc.  Mr. Crowder asked about the Comprehensive Plan having supplemental graphics like the Urban Land Institute; that is, graphics showing what is meant by cluster, walkable centers, density, etc.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers referred to Section 8.11 which talks about retail nodes and read from that description.  Mr. Stephenson stated as he understands staff plans to add some graphics and the section Mr. Bowers is reading from might be one place to add additional graphics.  After comments on clarifying what was meant, Mr. Crowder moved that staff be directed to add additional graphics at appropriate locations throughout the plan.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Stephenson and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  The Mayor ruled the motion adopted.  
MEMO #4 - GREENWAY MAPPING/ASSOCIATED TEXT CHANGES.  

Planning staff has been made aware of some land-owner concerns regarding the approach that has been taken with regards to mapping future greenway corridors consistent with Section 10-3022 of the subdivision code. In order to preserve the intent of the mapping while alleviating these concerns, staff proposes the following revision to the Public Parks and Open Space future land use category description.

Planning staff has been made aware of some land-owner concerns regarding the approach that has been taken with regards to mapping future greenway corridors consistent with Section 10-3022 of the subdivision code. In order to preserve the intent of the mapping while alleviating these concerns, staff proposes the following revision to the Public Parks and Open Space future land use category description

Public Parks and Open Space

This category includes applies to permanent open space that has been publicly acquired intended for recreational or resource conservation uses. Included are neighborhood, community, and regional parks and greenways. Greenways include both existing greenway property as well as potential greenway corridors designated in the Comprehensive Plan and subject to regulation under the City code. Also included are publicly owned lands that are managed for watershed protection, resource conservation, hazard prevention, and the protection of important visual resources. Land with this designation will is intended to remain in open space in perpetuity. Where potential greenway corridors are mapped (typically as buffers to streams identified in the City’s Greenway Master Plan), greenway dedication will be subject to the City’s code requirements during the subdivision and site planning process, but shall not be a part of the rezoning process unless voluntarily offered.
Staff recommends the above edits for approval.

Deputy Planning Director Bowers explained the staff’s recommendation and pointed out this is to say we will not extract greenways.  Mr. Stephenson moved approval of the Staff’s edits as outlined.  His motion was seconded by McFarlane and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  The Mayor ruled the motion adopted.
MEMO #5 - GLENWOOD AVENUE AND WADE AVENUE/FUTURE LAND USE MAP
The following memo provides additional backup information and analysis regarding a public comment made at the City Council public meeting on August 13. The commenter, Isabel Mattox, stated that a future land use map change as recommended by the Planning Commission did not fully capture the requested action. 

Staff received written correspondence from Ms. Mattox on January 30, 2009 requesting a change in designation for parcel 1 (see Attachment 5.A) from Medium Density Residential to Office & Residential Mixed Use. During a subsequent Committee of the Whole meeting, Ms. Mattox verbally communicated a desire to add parcels 2 and 3 to the request for Office & Residential Mixed Use. On May 12, Ms. Mattox sent a letter to Ken Bowers expanding the request for Office & Residential Mixed Use designation to all four parcels. 

The Committee of the Whole discussed the item on several occasions and recommended that parcels 1, 2 and 3 be designated Office & Residential Mixed Use. When deliberating the request, the Committee only reviewed parcels 1, 2 and 3. Both staff and Ms. Mattox failed to notice that parcel 4 was not included in the Committee’s deliberations. It was not until the August 13 City Council public meeting that Ms. Mattox brought to light that parcel 4 was omitted from the Planning Commission’s recommendation.  

Existing Conditions
The parcels are located generally in the southwest corner of Glenwood Avenue and the Wade Avenue ramp, directly to the north of Bishop’s Park. The parcels are bound by Wade Avenue to the north, Glenwood Avenue to the east and Bishop’s Park to the south. There are four parcels involved in the request. The parcels contain: (1) an early 1960’s era two-story office building, (2) a day care facility, (3), a mid-1980’s era one-story office building and (4) fifty-one apartments constructed in the mid-1960’s.  

The four parcels numbered on Attachment 5.A are currently zoned Office & Institution-1 (O&I-1). On the east side of Glenwood Avenue is the Glenwood–Brooklyn residential neighborhood, zoned Special Residential-30 (SpR-30) and Residential-30 (R-30). Bishop’s Park to the south is zoned O&I-1. Directly west of the subject parcels is a small pocket of Residential-30 (R-30) zoning which accommodates the Brighthurst Bishop Ridge Condominiums. 

Future Land Use Map Designation
When the future land use map was released for public review in December 2008, the parcels were all shown as Medium Density Residential, as were the Bishop’s Park condominiums. The Medium Density Residential designation envisions a residential density between 14-28 dwelling units per acre. 

During the Committee of the Whole discussions, staff stated their rationale for designating the parcels Medium Density Residential. Staff stated the Medium Density Residential designation was appropriate based on two factors: (1) the character of the surrounding area, specifically the built density of Bishop’s Park to the south, and (2) the location of the parcels in respect to Wade Avenue and Glenwood Avenue.  

The Committee of the Whole reviewed these parcels on June 4 and recommended that parcels 1, 2 and 3 be designated Office & Residential Mixed Use.  

Ms. Mattox is now requesting that the Office & Residential Mixed Use be applied to parcel 4, since it was inadvertently omitted during the Planning Commission’s deliberations. 

Mayor Meeker moved that Parcel 4 be treated the same as parcels 1, 2 and 3, that is, all be shown as office and residential mixed use.  His motion was seconded by Mr. West.  Mr. Crowder objected pointing out he feels the original recommendation was correct.  He feels this should be medium density residential.  He feels we need to relook at this area.  He would not support putting more office in that area.  The motion as stated was put to a vote which resulted in all members voting in the affirmative except Mr. Crowder and Mr. Stephenson who voted in the negative.  The Mayor ruled the motion adopted.
BACKGROUND MEMO #6 – COUNCILOR MCFARLANE’S COMMENTS

Staff has prepared five memos to serve as backup for the August 31 work session. This memo provides an overview of each of those memos, one of which contains as backup a sub-memo, for a total of seven memos. As before, each memo is numbered, and memos with multiple items have each item numbered starting with the memo number. The memos are as follows:

· Memo 6: Provides backup information for each of the 12 points raised by Councilor McFarlane. While most of the items have been addressed in other memos and by actions taken on August 24, a few additional recommendations are made.

· Memo 6(a): Prepared in response to a citizen inquiry, this memo is included as an attachment in support of Item 6.7 in Memo 6. This memo has some suggestions for alternate future land use designations in the Six Forks/Strickland area.

· Memo 7: Contains staff analysis and recommendation regarding the nine comments of Don D’Ambrosi.

· Memo 8: Summarizes staff’s proposed implementation of Council’s action on Item 1.5: Future Land Uses in the Triangle Town Center area. Staff requests verification from Council on the draft map.

· Memo 9: Presents a new proposal for future land uses, transition areas, and transitional polities for downtown Raleigh. While there are several components, staff recommends that they be treated as a package.

· Memo 10: Contains recommendations regarding including images from the Urban Design Guidelines in the Urban Design Element and other elements.

· Memo 11: Contains two future land use items the Council may wish to review.

· Memo 12: Additional background for item 2.2 as requested by Councilor Stephenson. This memo is for information purposes and no action has been identified.

At the August 24 work session, staff was directed to provide additional information regarding three items: item 1.8 (Park “Preserves”), item 1.10 (Tree Conservation) and item 2.1 (Neuse River Vision Statement).  The following redline edits represent suggested changes to the text:

ITEM 1.8: PARK PRESERVES

Action PR 1—Parks Plan Update

Update and streamline the Parks Plan every five years to provide the Parks and Recreation Department with current and more detailed guidelines necessary to plan, finance, develop, and manage open space and buildings for both active and passive life pursuits. Data should include, but not limited to CAMPO, Park Planning efforts, City and Department programs, and a random scientific survey. Include the updated Park Master Plan and System Integration Plan processes, as well as the recommendations contained in the text box “Natural Areas” in F.3 ‘Park System and Land Acquisition’, as part of this update. Coordinate with Wake County to identify, acquire and manage natural areas countywide.

ITEM 1.10: TREE CONSERVATION TASK FORCE

Note: The wording below incorporates, without redline, the edits recommended by the Planning Commission. See Item 33 from the Master List of Redline Edits to the Plan Text for the redline version of these edits.
Action EP 33: Tree and Landscape Ordinance

Amend existing regulations as needed to ensure that the urban forest is conserved during the development process, with priority given to preserving the most ecologically beneficial trees or groupings of trees. Review the criteria for allowing alternates to improve the effectiveness of the ordinance. Evaluate the appropriateness of locating primary tree save areas along the frontage of the property.

ITEM 2.1: VISION STATEMENT FOR THE NEUSE RIVER

Note: The directed language is proposed to be incorporated into the last paragraph on Page 101 in the Overview section of the Environmental Protection Element, where the importance of the Neuse River is already discussed.
Part of Raleigh’s natural landscape includes the Neuse River, one of the most polluted rivers in the state. In 2007, American Rivers—a national organization that advocates for healthy rivers—identified the Neuse as the eighth most endangered river in the United States.  As a capital city and as a community at the headwaters of the river, Raleigh is uniquely positioned to champion the recovery of this degraded resource. Maintaining wide forested buffers along the length of the Neuse River, completing the Neuse River Greenway, and maintaining a low intensity of development adjacent to the Neuse Corridor, all key components of preserving the water quality, ecosystem services, and recreational potential of the Neuse. In particular, the Water Quality and Conservation section of this element outlines various strategies to make the this goal of recovery a reality; the Land Use Element delineates appropriate land uses along the corridor; and the Parks and Recreation element addresses the completion of the Neuse River Greenway. Looking beyond the river, and at the watershed as a whole, both water quality and water quantity will play significant roles in the City’s ability to meet the needs of its growing population.

Item 6.1:  Transitions

This item has been extensively addressed in prior memos—see Items 2.4 and 3.3 in Memos 2 and 3. Downtown transitions are addressed in detail in Memo 9.
Item 6.2:  Extension of CBD Past Boylan Avenue
This item was addressed in Memo 1, Item 1.2, and is being addressed as part of the specific future land use recommendations prepared by citizens in District D.

It was agreed to hold discussion on this item until the Council deals with Item 2.4 and other locations relating to the CBD.
Item 6.3:  Cameron Village Neighborhood

This item was resolved on August 24 by Council vote.

This item was resolved on August 24 by Council vote, no further action needed.

Item 6.4:  Chavis Tract

This item was resolved on August 24 by Council vote.

Item 6.5:  Glenwood Avenue West of Crabtree Valley Mall
This item was resolved on August 24 by Council vote.

Item 6.6:  Neuse River Greenway

Staff was directed on August 24 to prepare narrative for the Overview section of the Environmental Protection Element highlighting the importance of the Neuse River Corridor. That proposed language is available as part of the package of Council-directed text amendments approved August 24th and attached to the August 31st cover memo. Staff understands that otherwise existing policies and actions have been deemed sufficient.

Deputy Planning Director Bowers indicated this was addressed on the summary memo as previously outlined.  

Ms. McFarlane moved approval of the additional language as included in Item #2.1.  Her motion was seconded by Mr. West and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  

Item 6.7:  Six Forks and Strickland

Staff has prepared a detailed memo regarding land uses in this area, responding to a multi-part citizen inquiry. This memo explains current future land use designations and provides potential options for amending those designations.  Council members had received the comments of Dee Dee Haines and received in their agenda packet this time a map showing potential options for amending the designations.  

Ms. McFarlane talked about the map pointing out two of the parcels identified on the map as Office and Mixed Use, are actually a part of the Emerald Chase Subdivision.  This is the property that gave them the ability to have the current zoning.  She talked about the intersection of the Forum and Six Forks Road and the fact that traffic backs up now and she does not understand how increased capacity in this area will be handled.  She talked about the current zoning on the various parcels and/or development.  Ms. McFarlane moved that the three properties labeled 7 on the map (attachment 1 Old Lead Mine/Monument Lane) and the parcels marked 3 and 4 be designated low density and the parcel designated as 5 be designated moderate density.  Her motion was seconded by Mr. West and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  No other changes were made in the recommendations.
Item 6.8:  Intersection of Millbrook and Lead Mine Roads

The original designation for these tracts on the February 28 draft of the Future Land Use Map was Low-Density Residential. The Planning Commission has recommended, and staff supported, increasing the contemplated density by designating the North- and Southeast corners as Moderate-Density Residential. The reasons were the tracts’ location on a designated multi-modal corridor (Millbrook Road), proximity to a major center at Crabtree Valley, and the desire to provide more flexible development options for these large tracts. Current zoning for both tracts is consistent with Low-Density Residential.  Ms. McFarlane pointed out there is low density residential all around the intersection and pointed out there was a recent rezoning in the vicinity of Lead Mine/Millbrook Road and talked about reasons behind that recommendation.  She moved that the property go back to the original designation of low density.  Her motion was seconded by Mr. Stephenson and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  
Item 6.9:  Proposed Mixed-Use Projects

This item was discussed on August 24 and was left unchanged by Council vote. Staff does note that the draft Plan contains many policies related to the components of successful mixed-use development, including all of Section A.7 in the Land Use Element and Section I.3 in the Urban Design element.  No discussion, no changes.

Item 6.10:  Lynn Road Between Six Forks and Sandy Forks Road

The original citizen comment was enclosed.  It is a general policy in the Plan to discourage individual single-family lots fronting on thoroughfares (see Policy LU 35) and instead to map future land use categories that provide for a development type that can be served by a consolidated access point, such as townhomes, apartments, and office buildings. Single family lots which have their only driveway access on busy thoroughfares create a traffic safety issue, and many such lots around the City show signs of disinvestment associated with their diminished attractiveness as roads have been widened and traffic volumes have grown. 

Where such single-family lots already exist, it has been a judgment call whether to reflect the existing residential pattern or propose something new, and not all such lots have been designated for multi-family or office development (see Millbrook Road). In this case, staff had a request from representatives of one such residential area making the case for an alternative land use designation. Given the location, staff recommended Office-Residential Mixed-Use as an appropriate category, as it would provide redevelopment options including commercial development at a major intersection, but would not contemplate introducing retail uses adjacent to the back yards of existing lots. Other options would be a Moderate or Medium-Density residential classification. Staff would recommend against re-instating the Low-Density Residential Classification, as staff feels these lots are no longer appropriate for single-family use.

Note that the lots on the cul-de-sac off of Sandy Forks were added consistent with the original request, as staff felt the additional lot depth would provide more space for adequate buffering. 

Deputy Planning Director Bowers and Planning Director Silver talked about this issue with Planning Director Silver talking about compiling testimony relating to this item.  Ms. McFarlane had questions relative to why the property along the cul-de-sac which backs up to this property was not included.  The North Haven NCOD was also discussed.  There was no action to make any changes.
Item 6.11:  Six Forks and Millbrook Road

Planning staff have prepared a yield analysis of two land use scenarios for the property near the intersection, a “pre-Planning Commission” yield based on the Public Hearing Draft future land use recommendations; and a “post-Planning Commission” yield based on the revised land use recommendations. These figures have been provided to Eric Lamb in Public Works, who has prepared a memo analyzing the implications of the two scenarios for traffic generation. Mr. Lamb’s memo also summarizes planned improvements to this intersection (Attachment 6.C of Memo #6).

As Mr. Lamb’s memo shows, a conservative analysis projects that the proposed land use changes result in slightly lower volumes in the AM peak, higher volumes in the PM peak, and an increase in total daily volume. The increases are driven by the increased retail potential afforded by the Neighborhood Mixed-Use category. The actual traffic impacts resulting from a specific rezoning or development proposal may differ substantially, and would be determined through a specific transportation impact analysis.

Staff notes that the original rationale for switching the land use classification on the northwest quadrant of the intersection was to provide redevelopment options for an aging office complex. If traffic concerns warrant a change, staff would recommend Office-Residential Mixed-Use rather than a return to Office/Research and Development so as to provide more options for redevelopment.

Ms. McFarlane talked about the traffic problems in this area and the fact that she was a little uncomfortable making the change with Deputy Planning Director Bowers explaining staff’s thinking and it was agreed to leave as is in the plan.  

MEMO #7 - DON D’AMBROSI COMMENTS

The following memo responds to the specific amendments to the draft 2030 Comprehensive Plan proposed by Mr. Don D’Ambrosi. The general intent of Mr. D’Ambrosi’s proposals is to promote the development of technology-friendly “flex” buildings in appropriate locations. To this end, he proposes amending nine policies and actions. Staff concurs with the overall objective but believes fewer amendments are necessary to achieve it. The following list addresses each of the nine amendments in order.

Item 7.1: Policy LU 30

Staff recommends no change; this policy speaks to residential and retail integration with office uses, and the proposed edit is out of place.

Item 7.2: Policy LU 53

Staff concurs, but recommends that the phrase “associated light manufacturing, assembly and distributions function” be replaced with “flex space buildings” for brevity.

Item 7.3: Policy LU 63

Staff concurs.

Item 7.4: Policy LU 64

Staff recommends no change; the proposed edit is out of place and staff feels that industrial areas are not appropriate targets of policies encouraging walkability and integration with residential areas.

Item 7.5: Policy ED 40

Staff recommends no change; this policy speaks to residential and retail integration with office uses, and the proposed edit is out of place. Staff does note, however, that this policy is duplicative with policy LU 30. Staff therefore recommends deleting policy LU 30.
Item 7.6: Policy ED 41

Staff recommends no change; while flex space is desirable, staff does not feel that flex space integrates well with housing.
Item 7.7: Action LU 18

Staff concurs with the intent, but disagrees with the incorporation of this verbiage in this particular action. Staff recommends adapting the block of narrative beginning with “Develop a new zoning district” and ending with “traditional industrial zoning districts” into a new action item, to be located in Section A.10. The recommended wording is as follows:

Section A.10: Research and Development/Institutional Land Uses

Action LU XX—Zoning for the Tech Sector

As part of the update to the City’s development regulations, consider the creation of a new zoning district targeting office, research and development, and flex space development, including associated light assembly, fabrication and distribution. This district should include performance standards encouraging a higher quality of development than is typical for traditional industrial areas.

Item 7.8: Action LU 31

Staff recommends no change; the new action proposed above is sufficient.

Item 7.9: Action RC 11

Again, staff recommends no change. The new proposed action speaks to the proposed zoning district.
Mr. Isley moved approval of Staff’s report.  His motion was seconded by Ms. McFarlane and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  

MEMO #8 - ITEM #1.5 PROPOSED FLUM AMENDMENTS

On August 24, staff was directed to make two changes to the Future Land Use Map: (1) to change the area East of Triangle Town Boulevard (Poyner Place) from Regional to Community Mixed-Use; and (2) to change the area around the Triangle Town Center regional rail station from the current designations to Regional Mixed-Use. Both actions required that a map be produced so that the City Council can see the precise delineation of these two actions, particularly the second action.

Upon closer review of the Future Land Use Map designations in this area, staff is proposing some complementary adjustments to the Future Land Use Map in this vicinity. These include the following:

· Mapping some areas currently developed for residential uses in the High-Density Residential category. This serves to limit the extent of commercial development, but provides for future redevelopment a density commensurate with the proximity of the transit location.

· Re-designating the area occupied by Dick’s Sporting Goods from Office/Research and Development to Neighborhood Mixed-Use, consistent with its current use as a retail store.

The proposed map amendments are enclosed as Attachment 8.A. Staff recommends that both changes be part of Council’s actions amending the map in the Triangle Town Center area.

Discussion took place as to whether this would accommodate a transit stop the map amendments, the need to look at expanding the designations now, the possibility of the transition continuing along 540 to other stations and location of the community mixed use and the need to have buffering, after which Mr. Crowder moved acceptance of the amendments as it relates to neighborhood residential retail mixed use.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Stephenson and put to a vote which passed unanimously. 
MEMO #9 - DOWNTOWN TRANSITIONS

Planning staff has continued dialogue with representatives of the Cameron Park neighborhood regarding the extent of CBD district mapped on the western portions of downtown, including the Morgan/Hillsborough Corridor. Staff also met with Lonnette Williams of SPERNA and Chair of the Central CAC. Staff spent additional time reviewing past planning documents and the existing provisions of applicable PBODs and NCODs in the North Boylan area. Based on these discussions and research, staff is bringing forward some additional proposals for adjusting the future land use map and enhancing the guidance in the Downtown element. 

The recommended changes are summarized below:

· Substituting Community Mixed-Use and High-Density Residential for CBD in the Morgan/Hillsborough Corridor.

· Related, providing additional density citywide in the Community Mixed-Use future land use designation when within one-half mile of a planned rail transit stop, consistent with Councilor Stephenson’s comments that more density is needed in TOD locations.

· Replacing the current Neighborhood Mixed-Use designation in the North Boylan NCOD west of Boylan Avenue with Office-Residential Mixed-Use. (Note that as per the North Boylan Neighborhood Plan, the bulk of the area has been zoned Residential Business which permits retail uses including restaurants, subject to size restrictions. Neighborhood leaders desire further restrictions on retail, and so a zoning map or text change will be needed.)
· Replacing the current CBD designation in the Peace Street PBOD west of Boylan Avenue with Neighborhood Mixed-Use.
· Remapping the area between Bloodworth and East, south of the current DOD line on Martin Street, to Neighborhood Mixed-Use.
· Changing the designation covering Shaw University’s main campus to Institutional.
· Re-designating the area occupied by the Raleigh Business & Technology Center to Office/Research and Development.
· Changing the name of “edge areas” to “downtown transition areas” and providing a specific residential density cap for these areas in the corresponding policy.
· Expanding the extent of the “downtown transition area” boundaries.
The future land use map changes are illustrated in Attachment 9.A. The extent of the North Boylan Neighborhood Conservation Overlay District is shown on Attachment 9.B. The codified text for the North Boylan NCOD is included as Attachment 9.C. A map which illustrates all overlay areas on the western edge of downtown is included as Attachment 9.D. The Downtown Transition Area Map has been revised, and is included as Attachment 9.E. The specific text edits are given below:  All of the maps are a part of the official file.
A.2 FUTURE LAND USES

Community Mixed-Use

This category applies to medium-sized shopping centers and larger pedestrian-oriented retail districts such as Cameron Village. Typical commercial uses include large-format supermarkets, larger drug stores, department stores and variety stores, clothing stores, banks, offices, restaurants, movie theaters, hotels, and similar uses that draw from multiple neighborhoods. Development intensities could be higher than in Neighborhood Center areas, with mid-rise buildings as well as low rise buildings. Where residential development occurs, ground floor retail would be encouraged and minimum density standards might be applied. Densities would generally be in the Medium range (14 – 28 units per acre); although High Density (up to about 70 units per acre) would be appropriate around proposed transit stations and along transit-intensive corridors, with the highest densities (no more than 150 units per acre) reserved for areas within a half-mile of a planned rail transit stop, provided transition and compatibility policies in the Land Use and Urban Design elements are met. Most of these areas are now zoned SC and O&I-1. A few are zoned O&I-2.
Multiple zoning districts could be developed for this category in the future, recognizing that some of the designated areas are established neighborhood “main streets” and others are suburban auto-oriented shopping plazas or strip centers. Although housing would be allowed in all cases, there could be greater incentives for “vertical mixed use” or higher density housing where these zones adjoin future transit stations, or are on traditional “walking” streets. For both this category and Neighborhood Mixed Use, higher densities should be accompanied by enhanced public benefits and amenities.

M.1 OVERVIEW

(page 276, second column, first full paragraph)

The area regarded as Downtown Raleigh today currently spans approximately 754 acres, or 1.18 square miles.  The geographic area that encompasses Downtown constitutes less than one percent of Raleigh’s incorporated area.  However, as has occurred since the early part of the twentieth century, the area considered Downtown will continue to expand.  Map DT-1 outlines the Downtown Element boundaries. The boundary shown on this map, which appears on all maps in this element, delineates where the policies contained in the element apply. It does not carry with it any specific recommendation for appropriate land uses; such guidance is found on the Future Land Use map.
M.2 DOWNTOWN FUTURE LAND USES
Policy DT 22—Vertical Mixed-Use

Encourage vertical mixed-use development throughout Downtown, unless otherwise indicated on the Future Land Use Map.
Policy DT XX—Downtown Transition Edge Areas
In areas where the Downtown Element Boundaries are located in proximity to established residential neighborhoods, residential densities should taper to be compatible with adjacent development. Maximum residential densities in the transition areas should be 150 units per acre or the density specified in the underlying future land use category, whichever is less. Non-residential uses with the greatest impacts—such as theaters, concentrated destination nightlife and retail, and sports and entertainment uses—should be directed away from these edge ​transition areas. Where existing zoning overlays are mapped, the height guidance in these districts should not be changed outside of an area planning process. See Map DT-XX for transition area locations.
Planning Director Silver talked about the change in density as it relates to community mixed use and high density residential.  Mr. West asked about the edge area on the east side as it relates to the current DOD lines and whether that is consistent with the present DOD.  Planning Director Silver talked about discussions about that area and pointed out there is no change to the DOD boundary or the special site plan approval area.  He pointed out Shaw University is not in the DOD and that is the reason for the recommendations for changing the designation to institutional.  Mayor Meeker stated he did not feel there was any objection to that with Deputy Planning Director talking about the transition areas.  Mayor Meeker moved approval of the recommendation of changing the designation covering Shaw University’s main campus to Institutional and adding the transitions as talked about on the east side.  His motion was seconded by Mr. West and put to a vote which passed unanimously.
Mr. Crowder talked about the Cameron Village area and the map designations along Boylan Avenue in which he feels the pink residential mixed use should be office residential mixed use and concern about keeping the language that is a part of the Downtown West Gateway Plan, talked about the Boylan Corridor down to the bridge which he feels should be changed pointing out that whole general area he has concerns about and he feels it should be a part of a specific study area and we should expedite the study.  He talked about the designation of the Cameron Park Apartments.  The Mayor asked about studying all of the areas together and the different between the recommendation from staff and the Planning Commission was discussed.  Mr. Crowder presented a map and again expressed concern about the NCOD for North Boylan, retail and residential mixed use, the Peace Street area, with the Mayor questioning if we keep the plan as recommended how the Tucker Street complex would be treated.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers explained the staff’s recommendation with Mr. Crowder explaining his map talking about the Peace/Boylan areas and what the small area plan calls for.  Mr. Crowder made a motion to make sure we follow the current Downtown West Gateway small area plan showed as a dotted line, changing some of the residential to office residential mixed use, talked about the areas through a special study and we would have a public process.  Dialogue followed to clarify Mr. Crowder’s proposal with Ms. Baldwin expressing concern pointing out she feels we should look into the future rather than going back and redoing things.  Mr. Crowder again explained his map and proposal, taking about the West Morgan area, Cameron Court apartment area and the area south of St. Mary’s being medium density residential, the Joel Lane house area, the area from Snow to Cameron/Ashe Avenue, pick up the Pullen neighborhood, that is, take all of that general area as a special study area and ask that the study be expedited that is, be done within the next 8 months.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Stephenson.  
Ms. Baldwin questioned what protections are in place for the neighborhood, that is, would current zoning apply or what would happen to plans in the area.  The possibility of adding language to say that the staff would not accept a rezoning or a plan approval in the designated study area while the study is ongoing was talked about.  Whether a specific study could be completed within an 8 month time period was talked about.  Mr. Isley suggested leaving the area as it is pointing out he does not see the need to go back and restudy.  We should put the designations on the property and move forward.  Ms. Baldwin asked about the budget for conducting small area plans and asked for a realistic answer as to whether a small area plan on this area could occur within the next 8 months and the cost.  Planning Director Silver talked about the 24 streetscape plans, 20+ small area plans that are before the Planning Department now.  He stated he will be coming to the Council with a list of the work items that have been presented and asked the Council to prioritize.  As far as the cost and staff resources are concerned, the work is going to be difficult again pointing out they have a number of projects before them and have had a slight reduction in staff.  He pointed out some of the projects could be done in house but some will have to be outside.  We have over 40 plans that need to be done and again pointed out he will be asking for prioritization.  Mr. Isley stated he will not be on the next Council and he would like to see this issue settled, again stating he feels we should move ahead and approve the plans and then we could look at study areas later, have something in place.  The motion made by Mr. Crowder to designate the neighborhood he described as a specific study area and asked that the study be expedited and done within the next 8 months was put to a vote which resulted in all members voting in the affirmative except Mr. Isley, Ms. Baldwin and Mr. West who voted in the negative.  The Mayor ruled the motion adopted on a 5-3 vote.
City Attorney McCormick talked about the comments relative to protections in the area with Mayor Meeker pointing out as he understands if a rezoning petition comes in that is in the specific study area will be held.  If a site plan that meets the existing zoning comes in, it would have to be considered.
MEMO #10 - URBAN DESIGN GUIDELINES ILLUSTRATIONS

At the August 24 work session, Council directed staff to review the Urban Design Guidelines and recommend illustrations (diagrams, photographs, and other images) to bring forward in the Urban Design element. Staff has selected a total of 19 images which staff believes usefully illustrate the key elements. Staff has also selected an additional four images which illustrate other policies/sections of the Comprehensive Plan. Each illustration, and the corresponding key element or plan section/policy, is shown in Attachment 10.A on the material on file.

During the course of this review, staff also discovered that four key elements had been omitted from Table UD-1. Staff regrets the error, and proposes correcting Table UD-1 to include the omitted key elements. The resulting edits are found in Attachment 10.B and listed below.
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In terms of formatting, staff will explore incorporating the images into the rows of Table UD-1. If that does not produce graphically pleasing results, staff proposes to substitute a simple list for the table so that the images can placed adjacent to the corresponding guideline.

Deputy Planning Director Bowers and Planning Director Silver explained the changes, proposed the plan, images and captions, talked about things that were in the existing plan that are no longer in word changes for clarification.  Mr. Crowder expressed concern that it seems that the Urban Design Guidelines seem to be mixed with the Downtown Overlay District Guidelines.  Mr. Crowder questioned if we could get some graphics for the DOD.  Planning Director Silver talked about the guideline images, etc.  Mr. Crowder moved approval of Attachment 10A which shows illustrations corresponding key elements or plan section and policies and Attachment 10B which are the edits and the addition of incorporating graphics.  His motion was seconded by Ms. McFarlane and put to a vote which passed unanimously. 
Memo #11 - Revisiting Planning Commission Recommendations

ITEM 11.1: Stanhope PDD

The Commission recommended introducing Community Mixed-Use onto a portion of the Stanhope PDD area. Staff’s recommendation was for a combination of High-Density Residential and Neighborhood Mixed-Use. Staff continues to believe that Neighborhood Mixed-Use is the better fit for this area, as that is how all the similarly-situated retail frontage along Hillsborough Street has been designated. The High-Density Residential classification preserves the approved densities for the rear of the property. Finally, staff notes that should the Council approve the recommendation for increased density in Community Mixed-Use when within a half-mile of a rail transit station, a portion of this property may be affected as it falls within a half-mile of the planned NCSU regional rail stop.

The original memo on this topic is enclosed as Attachment 11.A. Staff subsequently made an adjustment to the recommended boundaries, which is enclosed as Attachment 11.B and was staff’s final recommendation to the Commission.

Mr. Crowder passed out a memo just received from Ed Sconfienza which explained their understanding that staff has recommended City Council reconsider changes in the land use designation recommended by Planning Commission for the Stanhope Village area.  The memo indicated the anticipated residential density for Stanhope Village PDD is based on the total site area.  The recently approved site plan was for 40 dwelling units per acre for the total area.  The ultimate bill out allowed in the PDD is approximately 85 units per acre.  The NMU designation does not anticipate densities exceeding 70 units per acre.  Discussions with Planning Commission on retail uses were focused on office uses in the central portion of the site.  The option suggested by staff do not provide for both high density residential and office/commercial uses.  Limits on commercial development are already in place in the PDD document therefore it is requested that the Council approve the changes to the FLUM recommended by the Planning Commission and Uphold their recommendation for this area.  Mr. Crowder stated he feels staff’s recommendation is consistent with the current plan therefore he would move approval of staff’s recommendation in the currently approved plan as outlined in Memo 11.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Koopman.  Mr. Isley moved approval of the change recommended by the Planning Commission.  His motion did not receive a second.  The motion as stated by Mr. Crowder was put to a vote which passed unanimously. 
Item 11.2: Buffaloe And I-540
The Commission recommended a change for a parcel at the northwest quadrant of the interchange of Buffaloe and I-540 from Moderate-Density Residential to Neighborhood Mixed-Use. Staff had opposed this change as having the potential to attract highway-oriented retail uses to this property. Staff’s preferred land use scenario is to cluster retail near the interchange at node located at the intersection of two major city streets, an objective which is accomplished nearby at Buffaloe and Forrestville roads. With three such nodes closely spaced along Buffaloe road between US 401 and Forrestville, staff feels that this change may contribute to the “stripping out” of Buffaloe Road.

The original designation and Commission recommendation were enclosed as Attachment 11.C. The original comments submitted on each area were included as Attachment 11.D and Attachment 11.E.
Discussion took place with Mr. Koopman suggesting that we restore the original staff recommendation and went over the staff’s recommendation which related to returning low to moderate pink along River Walk to minimum density.  Mayor Meeker moved approval.  His motion was seconded by Mr. West.  Discussion took place relative to various recommendations after which it was agreed to hold this item to later.  

Discussion took place as to what is left for Council decision with the Mayor pointing out we have Item #2.4, Item #3.4 and parts of Memo #11.  Mr. Crowder pointed out his map included various changes from the public hearing map.  There were changes relating to high density not called for, concerns about the Planning Commission’s recommend high density in the Mission Valley area, concerns around the University and transitions in the Lake Wheeler Road area, the I40/54 Hillsborough map and various changes.  In response to questions, Deputy Planning Director Bowers indicated he has seen the map but staff has not formulated any recommendations.  Mr. Crowder suggested that we hold his proposed land use map with the exception of the issues that have already been approved with the Council agreeing.

COUNCILOR STEPHENSON’S QUESTIONS/COMMENTS

Councilor Stephenson presented the following issues:

(1) UDG Text

In response with the request to identify illustrative text in the existing UDGs to be carried over to the new Comp Plan, attached is a copy of the UDGs with supplementary text highlighted.  I understand that some adjustment of language will be required to coordinate with the new Comp Plan context.
(2) Urban Service Area land use
In the legend for the Special Study Areas, consider adding the following text to A-6 – North Urban Service Area and A-7 – South Urban Service Area: “(Land uses shown are existing uses.)”
(3) Park Planning
A. In the Community Inventory, the Horseshoe Farm Park type should be “Special” rather than “Community”.
B. On Jan 14, 2009, staff confirmed in an email to parks advocates that “The new Draft Comprehensive Plan is proposed to replace the existing 2004 Park Plan”.  Since the Public Review Draft of Dec 1, 2008, new language has been added on pages 165 and 167 stating that The new Draft Comprehensive Plan will not replace the 2004 plan (p,165), and that the 2004 plan is scheduled to be re-examined and updated in 2009 (p. 167). Why the change of plans?  What has not been incorporated in the Draft Comprehensive Plan that will be incorporated later in 2009?  How much would the planned re-examination and update cost, compared to the 2004 effort?
C. Consistent with Council’s intent to move forward with a countywide nature preserves management program, establish a "Nature Parks and Preserves" classification on par with others, such as Metro, Community, and Neighborhood Parks.  The initial definition would be as follows:
“Nature Parks and Preserves are intended to be used for environmental education, scientific research, and public enjoyment in ways that do not degrade the natural resources on site. Nature Preserves contain and highlight examples of high-quality plant and animal populations, natural communities, landscapes or ecosystems that contribute to biodiversity and environmental health.  Efforts are made to protect and manage significant natural resources in these areas through best practice management and stewardship.  Opportunities for passive, natural resource based recreation may be provided that are compatible with the protection and enhancement of the natural area and the nature experience.”
(4) Downtown Transitions - Memo 9 (Aug 26, 2009)
Staff’s proposal, at this late date, to double the allowable transit density for the Community Mixed Use category casts doubt on the quality of the work done up to this point.  Please consider withdrawing this proposal.
Contrary to staff’s assertion, this proposal is not consistent with my position on density.  Equally inconsistent with my position on density are the two current text changes that seek to increase O&I lot coverage and FAR without regard to adjacent low-density residential uses.  In each of these circumstances, my position is that context and design define appropriate density.
A contextual method for identifying additional density in transit districts is the one employed by Councilor Crowder.  In studying the development patterns at the two proposed West Raleigh transit stops, he was able to identify an approximate 100% increase in land suitable for transit densities, while respecting the adjacent development context.  I would look forward to working with staff in this manner to identify additional density at the other proposed rail transit stops.
Mr. Stephenson explained his concerns relative to the Urban Service Area land use.  He talked about the need to add additional language.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers talked about what the land is zoned now and Mr. Stephenson expressed concern that if what is shown is not existing or the future land use exactly what is shown.  He stated if we are talking about having a special study area, then we should take the color off and so moved; that is, to take the land use designation out of the A6-A7 Urban Service Areas.  Planning Director Silver pointed out we do look at the Wake County land use map and future land use map, talked about activity centers, etc.  Mr. Bowers pointed out the land use map doesn’t include recommendations for the Urban Service area but we had to mark them as something and talked about the relationship to CAMPO and how they use this information in their work.  Mr. Stephenson stated may be we could just put a foot note saying why these areas are so designated; that is, put a note in the legend to incorporate the reason for selecting the land uses that are there.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Baldwin and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  
Discussion took place on the park planning portion of Mr. Stephenson’s memo with Mr. Stephenson reading that information.  Discussion took place on David Shouse’s email with Mr. Bowers pointing out this is the first time he had seen this concern.  Whether the Comprehensive Plan replaces the 2004 park plan was discussed with Planning Director Silver indicating there is nothing to indicate that this plan will repeal or replace the 2004 plan.  Mr. Crowder asked if we shouldn’t make reference to the 2004 plan.  Dialogue followed on the fact that the Comprehensive Plan is a governing document or guideline and any document prepared should be consistent.  How the Comprehensive Plan impacts the 2004 Park Plan was talked about with Deputy Planning Director Bowers emphasizing that the 2004 Park Plan will not be done away with, if it is inconsistent with this comprehensive plan the Park Plan would supersede with Planning Director Silver pointing out the comprehensive plan is to provide guidance and each department that has their own plan just provides more detail, the comprehensive plan doesn’t replace those.  Mr. Stephenson again questioned the comment “the new draft comprehensive plan will not replace the 2004 plan and that the 2004 plan is scheduled to be reexamined and updated in 2009.”  Mr. Shouse pointed out it is the thinking that we would not include the level of detail of the 2004 plan in the 2030 comp plan.  Mr. Stephenson questioned what will be updated in 2009 as it relates to the Park Plan.  Mr. Shouse talked about the scientific surveys to establish or verify levels of service, etc., no changes were made on Section 3B of Mr. Stephenson’s memo.
Mr. Stephenson talked about Section 3C of his memo and pointed out he feels we should establish a nature park and preserve classification and then we could designate the parks in that matter.  Mr. Shouse talked about the text box and the action taken at the last meeting with Mr. Stephenson pointing out he thought we added to PR1 a crosslink to the text box and information such as desire to identify, acquire and manage nature preserve on a county wide basis.  Definitions and fact nature parks/preserves are not part of the plan and how it would be implemented was discussed.  Mr. Crowder moved that PR1 be amended to link to the text boxes on Page 272 of the Plan, information about the desire to identify, acquire and manage areas, including nature parks and preserves on a country wide basis and for the purpose of this plan the definition of Nature Park would be as outlined in Mr. Stephenson’s memo above in Item 3C.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Stephenson and put to a vote and passed unanimously.
Discussion took place concerning the downtown transitions as outlined in Mr. Stephenson’s memo, amounts and acreages, road capacities, the ability of roads to handle the capacity was talked about, after which, it was agreed to hold the unanswered questions on Memo #11.

Committee members received the following comments from Bill Flournoy.
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Brief discussion took place concerning Mr. Flournoy’s comments with Mr. Crowder pointing out he has done a tremendous amount of work and he would like to have his recommendations addressed at the next meeting.

After discussion it was agreed that the next meeting would be on Tuesday, September 8 at 12 noon with the Mayor asking Council Members to check their calendars and that time and date would be confirmed at the next Council meeting.

Adjournment:  There being no further business Mayor Meeker announced the meeting adjourned at 6:20 p.m.

Gail G. Smith

City Clerk
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