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The Comprehensive Planning Committee of the City of Raleigh met on Monday, May 21, 2001, at 4:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 West Hargett Street, Raleigh, NC, with the following present:
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Chairman Odom called the meeting to order indicating the discussion today would relate to Z-12-01 and MP-3-00 – Wade Avenue area better known as the Coker Project.  He indicated at the last meeting, Council members were directed to formulate their questions and get them to staff and the staff would respond.  He pointed out Council members had received a packet of information concerning this project.  He stated there would be no input from the audience unless a question is directed to someone from Council.  The purpose of this meeting is for the Council members to gather information and get clarification on their questions and there would be public discussion at a later meeting.

Attorney Lacy Reaves indicated they have the full planning and development team available and would be delighted to participate or provide information as requested.  Planner Betts indicated a lot of staff members had looked at the questions and the answers were supplied to by the various staff members.  He introduced staff members present pointing out they would respond to questioning.

Mr. Congleton explained the plan indicates the potential for a parking deck that will be close to Daniels Street.  He stated he has concern from a visual standpoint as it relates to the existing housing on Daniel Street.  He indicated he understands there may be some housing in Phase 3 of the development but pointed out he would like to see some type row housing along Daniels Street and that would act as a buffer both physically and visually and questioned the possibility of having 2 to 3-story row houses in that vicinity.  He stated he is talking about the general location of building I, again indicating he is talking about something abutting the street that would be urban density and provide a buffer and a transition between the single family housing and the parking deck.  Planner Hallum talked about the present master plan document which indicate buildings I and A would be in Phase I.  The Occidental building would be renovated and a 2-story parking deck is proposed.  He gave a brief description of the deck and the development phasing pointing out at this point there is nothing planned for Phase I as it relates to residential.  Mr. Congleton questioned as part of Phase I, if the developer could put housing along Daniels Street and that would provide a visual buffer and transition between the existing housing and parking deck.  Neil Coker stated he agrees it would be good to have housing in this area.  He stated the problem relates to the requirement for providing parking for the renovated Occidental building and the additional requirement for parking for housing.  He stated he could commit to do housing on Daniels Street and even wrap it around onto Wade.  He stated however to do that he feels it would be best to bring the housing right up to the sidewalk have small stoops and that would help screen the parking.  He stated he could commit to doing that in Phase 1 if the Council would agree to decrease the setback for the housing and parking in the deck would accommodate both uses.

Mr. Scruggs indicated he has concerns about the transportation issues.  He stated he had asked for information on the worst case scenario if the property were totally build out as presently zoned and totally build out under the proposed plan.  He stated he would like information on the short-term and long-term worst case scenarios.  Transportation Planner Lamb indicated they had some difficulty developing worst case scenarios for 2020 and told of the models used and the difficulty with those models inside the Beltline where the network is mature and growth rates are not as fast as normal modeling.  He talked the percentage of growth that was used and the overall background growth.  He stated the information that was presented does take into account full build out under the existing zoning and proposed zoning but it does not include the 10 percent that staff could allow or the 10 additional percent Council could approve.

Engineer Lamb presented traffic generation models explaining the traffic counts, various proposals and presented information on the traffic service levels at the various intersections and the different development scenarios.  The planned development scenario was discussed with it being pointed out you have the original plan, a revised plan in February, the March revision which calls for 165,000 square feet of retail, 220,000 square feet of office, 460 residential units.  David Whiteman, Kimley-Horne and Associates presented traffic models showing the various intersections movement, etc.

In response to questioning from Mr. Congleton, Traffic Engineer Ed Johnson talked about the roundabout, the concern from NCDOT about roundabouts in this location.  The suggestion that a roundabout if approved could come in the later phases of construction and the possibility of marrying the various traffic alternatives.  The existing Oberlin Road and traffic problems on Oberlin Road, proposed Mayview extension and the current capacity and problem areas were discussed.  Staff went over the level of service summary (copy attached).  Mr. Scruggs pointed out the information presented indicates if development occurs under O&I we would end up with worst levels of traffic service than under the proposal being discussed.  Mr. Kirkman asked about the potential of Mayview extension becoming a cut-through with Mr. Johnson indicating it is his understanding that the applicant probably wants Mayview extension area street to remain private for better control.  He stated that is something that would need to be discussed at site plan review we are still at the rezoning level.  Comparison of the Mayview extension and how Daniels Street functions in the Cameron Village property was discussed briefly.  The location of transit stops and promoting transit was discussed briefly.  Other discussion related to the impact of this development scenario to Woodburn Road and Daniels Street and the interaction between Cameron Village and the proposed development.  Engineer Johnson talked about the intersections they have studied.  Dialogue took place relative to transit oriented development and the ability of this project to connect with Triangle Transit.  Mr. Johnson talked about a shuttle and the cost and length of shuttle as well as work that would need to be done between the stake holders and Triangle Transit Authority.  

In response to questioning, Engineer Johnson and Engineer Lamb explained trip generation methodology and explained how the traffic projections were developed.  They talked about type of retail, calculations being based on maximum build out, fitted curve and average pointing out Raleigh uses the fitted curve, trip generation interpretation and calculations.

Mr. Congleton indicated he had some concerns about the retail and how we can put in place a mixed use project that is complementary to the community both internally and externally.  He stated he understands Cameron Village is kicking the library out of their present facility.  He questioned what type retail is proposed for the area and what would be drawing people to come to the area.  He also questioned if there is a possibility of reducing the retail to one 30,000 square foot facility, one 15,000 square foot facility and then have other smaller type retail.  Mr. Coker pointed out he has had more than one preliminary discussion about the relocation of the Cameron Village Library.  He stated it could be relocated to the Occidental building and they would be thrilled to have it there.  He pointed out there are a couple of years left on the lease at occidental.  He stated as far as size of individual tenants, the largest would be in building D.  He stated they physically cannot accommodate facilities such as Walmart or Target.  He stated they would be willing to limit retail to one tenant at 30,000 square feet with the next largest tenant being 15,000 square feet possibly.  He stated however, sometime specialty grocery stores want about 20,000 square feet.  He stated with that exception they could limit the number of tenants to one at 30,000 square feet and anything beyond that with the exception of a specialty grocery store they could limit it to 15,000 square feet.  He stated you can’t create a high end office and residential and put a K-mart next to it, but they physically could not accommodate something of that nature.  He stated he wishes he could answer the questions specifically on the type of retail and explained you cannot have high end office and high end residential and a strip commercial together.  Mr. Congleton questioned if Mr. Coker sees a post office facility on this site or what type things he sees in this mixed use development.  Mr. Coker stated if the postal officials came to him about leasing space, they would be happy to talk to them, whether they could meet their needs or not is another question.  Mr. Congleton asked about the market for something like a 2-screen theater that would be a local draw with Mr. Coker pointing out that option just doesn’t exist.

Mr. Kirkman indicated he had copies of two sets of guidelines for infill development, one from Maryland and one from Austin, Texas.  He indicated in rating infill development one of the consistent things that is discussed is drive-thru facilities.  Mr. Coker questioned if Mr. Kirkman is talking about something like a McDonald’s.  He stated the short answer to the question is he does not foresee any type drive through windows and he would be glad to limit that in their conditions.  Even if they wanted to have a drive through facility they do not have the physical layout to allow it.

Mr. Odom asked about other examples of mixed use development with Mr. Betts indicating the City could have some information at the next regular meeting.  Mr. Coker stated they had photo examples they would be glad to share with the City.

Mr. Kirkman talked about the FAR with it being pointed out under the proposal retail has a .27 FAR the office of .33 or a total .6 for the office and retail, but there is no way to develop the FAR for residential, but it is limited to certain buildings.  Mr. Betts pointed out the applicants consultants tried to develop an FAR for the entire project.  Mr. Coker talked about their consultant’s work in trying to calculate the FAR.  He indicated by definition a square foot of retail has a different impact than a square foot of residential or office and in this case 65 percent of the project is residential in nature.  He stated they did take a shot at a comparison but it is a meaningless comparison.

Mr. Scruggs pointed out the present plan shows 150,000 square feet of retail and 15,000 feet additional external retail.  He questioned if the applicant would be willing to limit to 150,000 square feet total pointing out he knows the applicant could always come back to Council and ask for an increase but would the applicant commit to limiting it to 150,000 square feet.  Mr. Coker pointed out the 15,000 square feet of external retail was added to allow for things like outdoor dining, kiosks, etc.  He stated they really could not accommodate that amount of retail.  He stated they can certainly place a limit, but at this point he wasn’t trying to delineate the outdoor retail.  Mr. Congleton indicated instead of eliminating the outdoor, could the applicant say 150,000 square feet of retail either in or out, with a statement they would not come back to the Council to request an extension.  Mr. Coker stated he has no interest whatsoever in coming back to the Council for an increase.

Mr. Kirkman asked about the total amount of impervious surface percentage wise pointing out this property is in Pidgeon House basin.  He questioned what type of mitigation or stormwater issues would be there to protect the quality and quantity of water.  Mr. Coker pointed out that has been addressed.  There would be no increase in the amount of impervious surface and they have committed to retaining runoff at R-4 which is a lot better than what could occur under the existing zoning.  He stated there will be a full stormwater plan.  Greg Hallum briefly spoke to their stormwater plan which commits to meeting the Neuse River nutrient sensitive guidelines, R-4 runoff and the amount that have to be detained.  All of this would be at no cost to the City.  Staff was asked to work with Mr. Kirkman to answer questions he may have concerning stormwater. 

Mr. West spoke to the Oberlin neighborhood plan which was adopted in 1990.  He questioned how this project impacts the objectives and action items in that plan particularly preservation, pedestrian movement, etc., that is does this project impact negatively the neighborhood plan in anyway.  Does it enhance the plan or is it in conflict with the plan.  Mr. Scruggs stated if the project is not in conflict what can we do to make a good neighborhood an even better neighborhood.  Mr. Congleton asked about the impact on the area between Oberlin and Faircloth and how do we ensure that area will remain residential.  He questioned what we could do to make sure this proposed project doesn’t become a stepping stone for stripping out the area between Oberlin and Faircloth.  Mr. Kirkman questioned the target market for the residential and whether any type of affordable housing is included.  Mr. Coker stated from the traditional sense of affordable house none would be included.  He stated he thinks likely the residential will all be rental as opposed to for sale.  He stated they have had some preliminary discussions with DHIC and while the plan doesn’t accommodate the traditional sense affordable housing there will be a mix of different rental sizes and rates with Mr. Kirkman questioning if the residential will be at the rate that a Raleigh police officer could live in the area.

Mr. Congleton talked about the proposed urban design guidelines and questioned if this type project would fit into those guidelines.  Planner William Breazeale indicated the guidelines are under development and the Planning Commission is considering recommending authorizing a public hearing on the proposed guidelines in July.  He pointed out the guidelines are structured to emphasize mixed use development and are intended to help with the design of projects like this.  They look at the streetscape plans, relationship, site issues, open space, etc.  He stated there has been no comparison made between the guidelines and this property but the proposed guidelines are written in a way that the developer of a project such as this would suggest how their proposed project fits the guidelines.  He stated it is possible to take the different major categories and indicate which would apply to what aspects of the plan without making a judgment call.  He indicated the plans are intended to help in decision making.  Mr. Breazeale talked about how the guidelines would be used with Mr. Odom pointing out the urban guidelines have not been adopted.

Planner Greg Hallum presented the shadow line studies and explained how they were done.  Mr. Congleton questioned if we could have a worst case scenario done for shadows.

Mr. Scruggs stated he would like to see the impact of the worst case scenarios traffic wise on Arlington Place, Chester Road, etc.  He indicated we may need to have some type realignment in that area so that people can get out of the neighborhood.

Mr. Congleton pointed out the Planning Commission spent 3 plus months on this project.  He questioned as the Planning Commission looked at the project how they saw it relating to the surrounding community.  What did they see that would pull a person into this project and just how it relates to the surrounding area.  Jessie Taliafero pointed out the Planning Commission had 11 plus meetings looking at this project, did on-site tours, looked at a lot of issues, etc.  She stated it has been and evolving project.  She thinks the applicant has tried to meet every concern and worked with everyone involved.  She talked about how the project would draw people into it and referred to the Mayview extension, putting transit in the heart of the community, commitment to have the retail facilities face Oberlin, the roundabout making it convenient, changes that were made to make it more pedestrian friendly, the developer working with the community and making changes as requested.  She stated having the project develop with one large site will cut back on driveways, limit the access to major thoroughfare, underground and deck parking and helps the project.  She pointed out the project is a part of the Cameron Village focus area and talked about the master plan which can help guarantee minimums that will make this a truly mixed use development.  

After brief discussion the Committee agreed that the next meeting would be Tuesday, May 29, 2001 at 4:00 p.m.  At that point the Committee would receive public input.  Representatives of the neighborhood presented suggestions and others indicated they would submit suggestions tomorrow morning.  The City Clerk was asked to provide all Council members and others who requested it copies of the suggestions.

Adjournment.  There being no further business, Mr. Odom announced the meeting adjourned at 5:40 p.m.

Gail G. Smith

City Clerk
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