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Planner Hallam

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

Item #99-65 – Flint Place – Street Closing.  Planning Director Chapman indicated this item has been held in order for the representative of the “Y” and the neighborhood to meet and both representatives are here.  Mr. Chapman indicated there is a map on the wall for the Committee’s review.

Mr. Bill Mullins, 3103 Landor Road indicated he is representing the “Y” in this request.  He explained he is petitioner for the closing of Flint Place that runs through the parking lot of the “Y”, and the “Y” owns both sides of Flint Place.  Mr. Mullins indicated he has met with the neighbors as recently as last Monday, where he had a nationally known architect come in and meet with Don Ethridge to look at the site to see if there are any alternatives to explore without encroaching into Flint Place.  The architect’s recommendation was that the only feasible way to expand the structure is into the right-of-way of Flint Place because of the site and existing structure.  He explained he understands the neighborhoods are still opposed to the closing of Flint Place.  The “Y” has shown through studies that there will be no damage to the public with the closing of Flint Place.  Traffic counts determined there were 180 cars counted coming through the parking lot of which 170 came to use the facility and left.  Mr. Mullins pointed out the “Y” is committed to continue to work with the neighborhood and the “Y” has offered and is committed to provide an easement for pedestrian access after the street closing.  Mr. Mullins indicated he would like to add on a personal note the City of Raleigh has encouraged facilities such as Churches and the “Y” through ordinances to develop in residential districts because of the benefits to the City.  Currently there are 750 children in “Y” programs and the “Y” is a benefit to the City of Raleigh and should be an institution to be encouraged.  He added expansion of this structure will be subject to all normal subdivision and site plan requirements.

Mr. Sam Olin, 213 Cox Avenue explained he and the neighborhood are still formerly requesting denial of the petition to close Flint Place.  Mr. Olin briefly recapped his testimony from earlier meetings citing the detrimental impact to the neighborhood by the closing of Flint place.  As he has stated before the neighborhood makes up the special R-30 zoning district and the connector will be used by pedestrians in the area.  There is a signed petition against this request as they feel Flint  place an intricate part of the continuity of the shorter block.  Mr. Olin indicated on their meeting with the “Y” the architect simply showed a sample plan of a 20,000 square foot addition in one location and did not present any alternatives to that location.  Mr. Olin indicated there is a map included in the councilors back-up information of this proposal.

Mr. Odom pointed out it is his understanding there is no site plan yet, simply the request to expand the building.

Mr. Olin pointed out that according to questions of future developments, he has been told by the “Y” this expansion would complete the amount of development on this site.  He felt this was a good beginning to discuss this proposal but they are not looking at alternatives.  The “Y” had asked for a list of concerns from the neighborhood and they have submitted a list of 10 to 15 concerns and ideas.  He pointed out the list was discussed very little but no consideration has been given since that point.  Included in their list are concerns of the number of meetings that have taken place.  Mr. Olin pointed out he is still not sure why the road has become such a critical issue at this point in the planning process.  He noted the neighborhood is supportive of the “Y” and like having them in the neighborhood, but the “Y” needs to help keep the integrity of the neighborhood together.  The loss of the street is the lost of some continuity for the neighborhood.  They very much want the process to be protective of the neighborhood.  He pointed out they have a unique group of people and the neighborhood is going through improvements.  He indicated they could have it all if the “Y” would listen to everyone.  They are trying to show they have a high level of concern and care about what happens in their neighborhood.  Mr. Olin indicated he felt they had a good first meeting but there have been no other meetings.  Mr. Olin explained he would like to formally request a Planning staff member be a part of this process as he feels it would enhance the process in a collaborative effort and hopes it would be a benefit to the process and better adherence to the Comprehensive Plan of the City of Raleigh.  The neighbors are respectful and appreciative to the work that has gone into this but are worried and concerned about what may happen from here.  He suggested it would be appropriate to wait to make a decision on this request until a site plan is available.  He indicated there is not a lot that has changed since the beginning of this process.  They can have everything, but as you move up the road you lose a voice.

Mr. Odom questioned the location of Mr. Olin’s home with Mr. Olin explaining he lives on Cox Avenue on the inside of the block adjacent to the “Y’s” latest purchase.  Mr. Odom questioned whether he walked this area quite often with Mr. Olin indicating he teaches at the University and works downtown and travels this area regularly.

Mr. Kirkman noted that assuming at this point there is a 20,000 square foot footprint in the ball park, what process of site plan review would take place and what opportunity will there be for additional input.  Planning Director Chapman explained with the O&I-1 zoning district, any development of less than 25,000 square feet would be subject to Administrative approval and not forwarded to the Planning Commission for review.  Mr. Olin indicated in light of this information he would like to restate their opposition to the petition.

Melanie Iverson, 123 Ashe Avenue, indicated there are additional concerns on behalf of the neighbors.  The “Y” is continuing to buy property in the neighborhood and has converted some of the properties into parking areas and this is not preserving the neighborhood.  She indicated they felt they had a good meeting with the architect and a lot of brainstorming took place, but with the size of the expansion more meetings are necessary. She understands that two additional properties are being considered for parking.  She questioned when do they plan to follow through with preservation of the neighborhood?  She felt it was important that a site plan be developed to help see how the preservation is going to take place.  They need some sort of guarantee.  She indicated the neighbors are willing to compromise, but they do need some sort of guarantee.

Mr. Mullins indicated some years ago he was a member of the Planning Commission’s Text change Committee and this issue came up during his tenure.  The reason the 25,000 square foot number is in the Code is because it is a small number compared to the size of the facility.  There is a reason why this is Administrative approval and does not require Planning Commission review.

Mr. Kirkman questioned will the neighbors have an opportunity to participate in the development of the site plan.  Mr. Mullins explained the provision is in the Code for a purpose.  He feels it is somewhat unfair to say they have not met with the neighbors because there have been 2 to 3 meetings with the neighborhood before the petition was even filed.  He added the “Y” is committed to the neighborhood and will continue to meet with neighborhood and address their concerns.  To develop a site plan is a considerable expense and that is money that cannot be spent on programs within the “Y”.  The expense is something they would have to meet in order to develop a site plan.

Mr. Kirkman pointed out a street closing in his district has recently been denied because Council felt the request is premature.  He feels the appropriate time to look at this request is when there is a site plan in front of staff.  He wants the “Y” to stay in his district and he’s proud of having them in his district.  Its not that he is saying he will never close Flint Place, but perhaps there is a need to relocate the street and with the land the “Y” owns there is a possibility for relocation.  

Mr. Mullins pointed out the Kimley-Horn traffic study shows very little public use to this area and relocation of the road was not possible due to the layout of the site.  Mr. Kirkman indicated he feels two random days do not really make a difference and there still maybe a valid conduit for traffic.  He does not feel the petitioner has met the burden of proof to close Flint Place.

Mr. Mullins pointed out that was ther reason for having a nationally recognized architect come and see if they could expand anywhere else on the site.  The “Y” does not want to go through a very expensive process not knowing if they can close Flint Place or not.

Mr. Odom indicated he feels the problem is there is no site plan.  He questioned whether any of the neighbors are on the Board of the “Y”.

John Farnam, 213 Park Avenue, indicated he questions the result of a traffic study.  There are three points of entry and egress and two other entry places on the site and feels an accurate traffic study will be a fairly complicated study.  He has always liked this site and uses Flint Place probably 10 times per week.  A couple of years ago the City Council passed a zoning ordinance to support Special Residential-30 in this area because of the uniqueness of the neighborhood.  The goal of the process was to stabilize and revitalize this neighborhood and feels this action would be destructive.  The “Y” owns three standing structures and are in negotiations over three other properties in the area.  He is looking at having a parking lot directly across the street from his house.  This is a concern, but they believe without a site plan there is no clear indication of what’s going to take place.  The only way to expand is to close Flint Place and the City Council should deny this request and encourage the “Y” to move forward with a site plan working with neighborhood groups.  The architect indicated they were looking at a reduction in size in terms of scale of the project.  A number of residents at the meeting have a background in architecture and understand architectural program and can make educated judgments.  He indicated he is formally asking the Committee to deny the petitioner’s request.

Mr. Kirkman indicated he understands most site plans are now done on computers and does not understand why some type of computer drawings have not been submitted to the Committee.

Mr. Farnam pointed out that his understanding is that Quick and Associates have been working on a site plan for 4 years and he is surprised to find there is no site plan in that time.  He indicated a site plan can be put together in 4 weeks to give a general idea of development as it is not a complicated process.

Mr. Kirkman pointed out he understands long term plans include a relationship with Pullen Park in terms of a small shared parking deck.

Mr. Olin indicated he is a practicing architect and he relates to the “Y” dilemma, but there are several resources that can be used.  This is a unique situation, the neighborhood, the university and the “Y” are all involved but what’s most unique is the neighborhood’s attitude.  They came up with 13 good ideas that would help the Committee, but many of these ideas are not necessarily cost effective.  The neighbors are the little guys here and are just asking the Committee and the “Y” to support the neighborhood.  If the neighborhood were to continue to work with the “Y” and the road concerns and this was formulated into a plan it would be great for everyone.  He indicated they want to be involved before the road is closed because there will not be another opportunity afterwards.

Mr. Odom indicated he thought this might be simple but he is wrong.  The dilemma is there is no site plan; just a square footage proposal.  He indicated the Committee can either deny this request or permit the streets to be closed.  He pointed to a handout that was presented, indicating he liked the picture on the front of the handout and this is his idea of an easement.  At this time he is not concerned about the number of cars on the road as it appears 90 percent of them are going to the “Y”.

A motion was made by Mr. Shanahan to approve the closing of Flint Place.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Odom.

Mr. Kirkman pointed out he will say when he uses Flint Place he typically uses it as an entry to the Velvet Cloak.  This is in his district and he believes the two entities can work together.  The burden of proof is on the “Y” and at this time he cannot justify closing Flint Place, he feels it would be appropriate to reconsider this request when the Committee has a site plan before him and it can be evaluated by staff.  He pointed out he will vote against the motion to approve this request and lobby his collages to do the same thing.

Mr. Odom suggested a friendly amendment to the motion to approve to include language as recommended by staff to provide a pedestrian entry-way for the use of the general public to provide a way through the neighborhood.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick indicated the Committee cannot require an easement in this case.  Mr. Shanahan indicated he would use the recommendation from staff to provide a pedestrian way through the site rather than an easement.  Mr. Shanahan indicated he would like for Administration to oversee this during site plan review.

Mr. Mullins indicated the “Y” is willing to record a dedicated easement prior to the next City Council meeting.

A vote was taken on the motion to approve as amended that resulted in a unanimous vote with all members voting in the affirmative with the exception of Mr. Kirkman.

Item #99-78 – Z-41-01 Six Forks and Shelly Roads.  Planning Director Chapman indicated this request was originally filed as a request for Shopping Center with conditions.  Since that time the applicant has changed the request to an O&I-1 Conditional Use request.  The item was discussed at the last meeting and the Committee chose to hold the item until all Committee members were present.  There was also a request to staff to work with the applicant to determine the best ways to control access to the site from Six Forks Road.  Mr. Chapman indicated that revised conditions have been submitted dated June 19, 2001 and included.  He indicated there have been changes to the conditions that address concerns of the neighborhood.  He pointed out the most relevant of the conditions is condition No. 1 which provide cross access to adjacent properties along Six Forks Road and conditions 5, 6 and 7 which address cross access and closing two of the three northernmost driveways within six months and further driveway closings if all properties are combined.

Mr. Odom indicated he recalls the petitioner asked this item to be held to address these concerns.  He feels the conditions as submitted have addressed the neighborhood concerns and no one is present at this time to address any further concerns.

A motion was made by Mr. Odom for approval of Z-41-01 according to new conditions.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Shanahan and a vote resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.

Item #99-75 Z-12-01 – Wade Avenue (VSPP) and

Item #99-76 MP-3-00 Wade/Oberlin Master Plan.  Planner Director Chapman explained there is a memo included in the Committee members packet that compares the May 30, 2001 version of the Master Plan to the original version dated October 18, 2000.  Mr. Chapman indicated he will not go through a detailed reading of this plan but will address the scale of the project.  Mr. Chapman indicated there is a reduction in proposed residential uses from the original submittal as well as a reduction in office, retail and the elimination of hotel and cinema uses in the May 30, 2001 version of this plan.  The summary also indicates a reduction in maximum building height and street right-of-way setbacks and a slight increase in property line setbacks.  Mr. Chapman went onto explain the comparison as it relates to streets and neighborhoods bordering the proposed development that include Oberlin Road, Daniel Street, Wade Avenue, the Mayview Drive extension.  The summary goes on to address the plaza area, open space and pedestrian connections as well as parking and landscaping.

Mr. Odom indicated there is some language regarding the ability for the developer to modify the plan.  Mr. Chapman explained in the first version the master plan provided for a process of modification of the process once the project is approved.  The earlier version allowed the Planning Director to modify the master plan in some areas by 10 percent.  Any above that would have to come to City Council.  In the revised Master Plan document the Planning Director would have the authority to eliminate a building or approve a variation of the design but the Planning Commission would be required to rule on any interpretation and any ruling by the Planning Commission would be reviewed by the City Council.  He added that any increase of any maximum limit would require a rezoning request.

Mr. Odom indicated he would like to recognize Marc Scruggs and James West who is present in the audience.

Mr. Lacy Reeves, P. O. Box 1070, explained he is representing the applicant in these proceedings and would like to extend a thank you to staff and the public and the Committee for their time and hearing of this project.  Mr. Reeves pointed out he will not rehash what has already been heard.  He indicated with him is Mr. Jeff Davis, Architect, Mr. Richard Adams with Kimley-Horn and Associates and feels it is most appropriate to share this information and to come before the Committee primarily focusing on the modifications of the plan.  The deadline was May 30th for final submittal of their plan and there has been one change to address what was reported in the press.  Mr. Coker and his associates and consultants were surprised to learn that an adjacent neighborhood expressed concern over the naming of the project as “The Oberlin”.  Mr. Coker will proceed to change the name of the project; however, the name is yet undetermined.  He indicated he will close at this point and will be delighted to answer any questions the Committee may have.  Quite a bit of work has gone into this project by everyone involved.  They think it is an excellent project and will be a benefit to the City of Raleigh and epitomizes the goals and develops initiative for the City of Raleigh.

Mr. Kirkman, addressing a question to the architect inquired as to the elevation above grade building by building.

While the architect was preparing his information, Ms. Jennifer Holman, 3609 Satellite Court indicated she would like to speak to the name issue.  The neighbors were concerned with the name “The Oberlin” as it is a historic name they feel has been commercialized.  Regarding the cemetery adjacent to the site she indicated people may be buried along the side of the cemetery that have not been identified.  She saw three of the graves herself and asked for some consideration to send in the State archeologist and understands Mr. Coker had indicated he would follow State guidelines for grade removal and relocation.  She feels it would be more appropriate to check at this stage of the game to see if there are people there and appropriate to get the State archeologist to go out and see whose graves are marked.

Neil Coker, 4521 Touchstone Forest Road, explained the last thing he wants to do is to disturb graves.  He would hope this is a basic human condition that would go without saying.  He indicated he has engaged a local leading expert who will be on the site Friday morning an extended an invitation to Ms. Holman to join them at the site.

Mr. Jeff Davis, the architect on the project, explained the base line that has been used is Oberlin Road and the elevations will show from Oberlin.  Mr. Davis explained there are number of sites below grade of Oberlin Road.  He pointed out building A is 50 feet above plaza level; building B is 79 feet but only 25 feet at Oberlin Road; Building C is identical in terms of setbacks; Building D is the highest building at 85 feet above plaza level and 120 feet at Wade Avenue; Building E is 79 feet above plaza level and 110 feet above grade and transitions to 90 feet above grade; and Building F is 79 feet above plaza level and some 15 feet below plaza level.  By comparison the Occidental building is 79 feet above grade and included is a 35 foot parking structure.

Mr. Coker added this may not be accurate because they have agreed to provide separate parking for the Occidental building, and they will accommodate code, so the parking structure information may not be quite accurate.

Mr. Davis continued on to indicate building J is 35 feet above grade and will screen the base of the parking deck.  It was important to work with everyone and they needed base elevations to measure all buildings.  

Mr. Kirkman pointed out one of his concerns is the amount of actual green space and questioned whether the rendering was accurate.  Mr. Davis indicated the rendering is not an accurate drawing but there is an accurate written description within the document.  Forty feet of the plaza area will be open pedestrian area but they have also included in this planted trees, green space, etc.  Their efforts here are to indicate of the 100 percent of the parking requirements of building A through F, 10 percent will be on plaza level and 90 percent will be below grade.  Building G was added at the Planning Commission level as they felt this building would afford a breaking up of the plaza area and there is some flexibility in the master planning document for this.

Mr. Odom questioned the Wade Avenue setback with Mr. Davis indicating there is a right-of-way setback and a curb setback.  Kelly Hopkins indicated the setbacks vary along Wade Avenue.  Building D is closest to the right-of-way averaging 30 feet and 110 feet at the worst.  Building E is 20 feet from the new right-of-way and building F has been moved back an additional 10 feet and is a minimum 30 feet from the new right-of-way.

Mr. Kirkman referred to a memo from Transportation Director Jimmie Beckom, relating to the transportation infrastructure and questioned whether they could explain these complexities.

Ed Johnson, Transportation Engineer indicated he was asked to look at the proposed improvements to Oberlin, Wade and St. Mary’s Streets.  Along Oberlin Road an additional two lanes is proposed at a cost of $473,000.  Wade Avenue will add a 5th lane and a right-turn deceleration lane at a cost of $877,000.  Intersection improvements are proposed to Wade Avenue and St. Mary’s Street which are a problem with or without this development at a cost of approximately $806,000 for a total of 2.156 million.  The City of Raleigh does allow for some reimbursement to developers for what they refer to as oversized improvements.  Through the Facility Fee program approximately $207,000 would be eligible for reimbursement which would leave approximately 2 million dollars for developer cost.  As far as right-of-way acquisition, zoning conditions waive any reimbursement for acquisition of right-of-way.  Mr. Johnson explained the developer does not know own all of the right-of-way in this area and how the property will be acquired is still a question.  The Office & Institution-1 zoning district reimbursement rates indicate that $160,000 are eligible for reimbursement, but the petitioner has waived their right of reimbursement.  If the City of Raleigh were to exercises imminent domain they would be looking at approximately $600,000 for right-of-way and just under $500,000 in improvements. 

Mr. Kirkman questioned the proposed transit stop in this location with Mr. Johnson indicating cost of the transit stop would run in the range of $350,00 per bus and two to three buses may be necessary to run the routes that would include this site.

Mr. Bill Padgett, 1213 Dixie Trail, distributed a handout of Oberlin Traffic studies for Office and Institution-1 versus Planned Development district rezoning (attached).  He indicated some of these issues were pointed out awhile back but have not been spoken to.  He felt if people had been able to get together earlier much like the Flint Place issue that was heard earlier in the meeting, he feels things could have been much different.  They still encourage development of small area plans for neighborhoods.  Mr. Padgett explained the results of his study 1) that the Raleigh Department of Transportation or the North Carolina Department of transportation do traffic models for 18,000 and 22,000 trips per day for this site and 2) since Oberlin Road is currently at 19,000 cars per day and if this area cannot handle more cars he would request the traffic study look at the complete corridor impact for Oberlin Road.  Mr. Padgett went on to indicated if the infrastructure is not done it will certainly fall short and the roads will become more congested and gridlock will take place.  Air quality is already suffering in the City of Raleigh.  A recent report by the Heart Association shows an increase of heart attack rates in this area for the youngest and the most fragile.  He urged the Committee to consider if these problems are not fixed now the will have a real problem later.  It will cause an increase in taxes to fix the roads and have a serious effect on the quality of life in our neighborhood.

Richard Adams, 2326 Hathaway Road indicated he is a Traffic Engineer and would like to respond to some of the points raised by Mr. Padgett in his memo.  Mr. Adams explained the internal cap (trips that stay on the site, assuming 12 percent) and some of the other comparisons in a.m. and p.m. peak hours for the existing zoning and the proposed zoning are roughly the same numbers.  Mr. Padgett also used Ridgewood Shopping Center as a comparison which he feels is interesting to look at but would not base a study on one single shopping center.  Ridgewood Shopping Center is not a typical shopping center.  There is a national methodology that says this project, with 2.1 million dollars in improvements, would mitigate the traffic.  If they were to go back and reinvent the wheel they will be there until December of 2002.  Their studies have found that traffic was mitigated by the proposed improvements.  He would like to reiterate the original study was done for a much larger development and the infrastructure that is proposed is the same for this proposal as for the original project and provides for a margin of error.  As to the issue of transit he would like to point out that Triangle Transit Authority has put out a draft environmental impact statement and has proposed their own transit stops in this location.  He would like to dispel the notion that its not a good place for density because there is no available transit.  He indicated he would like to encourage the Committee to go look at this site and think about it.  They are looking at 95 percent of the land mass of the City of Raleigh and this is a way to relegate urban sprawl.

Mr. Scruggs explained he feels there is a major contingent and it is not just Oberlin Road and Wade Avenue but the area as a whole.  He feels everyone has done what they have proposed to do but feels there is a Raleigh Department of Transportation situation that is changing and the City needs to be ahead of the curve.  Projects such as this and other O&I projects that may occur in the future will affect this situation.  He indicated there is no one development specific problem; however, a major concern in Office and Institutional is the difference in the numbers between what everyone is saying.  Mr. Scruggs questioned how would you compare uses under Office and Institutional under the law as far as the traffic concerning the proposed project or what limits are allowed under the current zoning.

Mr. Chapman explained the generation of traffic is driven by the amount of the particular use and the proximity to other uses.  If one looks at this site development for office under the current zoning, the Code will allow up to a floor Area Ratio of 1.0 under certain conditions.  He noted that for every square foot of land there can be one square foot of office or 1 acre equals 43,000 square feet of office.  Mr. Chapman indicated Mr. Padgett outlined a 10,000 square foot per acre example and this is typical for Raleigh.  He noted office use is also permitted uses under other zoning districts.  In other words every commercial district allows Office and Institutional uses; however, only the Office and Institutional zoning district limits the amount of retail use.  Other districts such as industrial and shopping center allow higher square footages of retail uses.  He indicated one would have to make an assumption to the amount of office use to make an estimate of traffic generated by that use.  Under any Office and Institutional-1 zoning district the law will permit one to develop up to 43,000 square feet of office per acre.

Mr. Padgett referred to the graphs in his handout noted he did take office using, regression formulas at ITE levels.  They suggested a 12 percent reduction and the North Carolina Department of Transportation takes peak hour calculations.  Responding to the comment on how he calculated traffic uses, reduced and non-reduce numbers, these figures are straight from the ITE manual.  He does not know if they are valid until it is actually measured.  He indicated they are and do have a very competent Department of Transportation that could graph these numbers very quickly and would like to request the Department of Transportation go back and look at the traffic models.

Mr. Bob Geary, 202 East Park Drive, indicated Mr. Scruggs asked a good question.  If office is built to a maximum at 600,000 square feet would they be allowed up to 10 percent of retail and uses oriented to office use.  The simple answer is there is not much retail and its retail that generates traffic.  He indicated everyone has been looking at a 2 dimensional map and distributed copies of a map showing a 3 dimensional project.  This project will be 10 stories and will run from the Manpower building to the Occidental building.  This project is huge because there are no streets and no open space and will add 600,00 square feet of parking deck and is far bigger than anything built under Office & Institution-1.  The thought that it will improve traffic is silly.  As to the process they attempted to get the developers attention as soon as they heard what the project was.  They would very much like to look at a street grid, open space and a small sign in front of the church.  The developer has said he was not interested in their ideas of what the project should look like.  Something has been removed and the project has been reduced in scale but other elements are larger than what was originally proposed.  He indicated the retirement community was not part of the application originally.  Also, in regards to transit this project would be fine if it were located on a major highway.  The urban design guidelines say high density residential use is appropriate near transit station.  This project can be served by bus but it is not near a transit stop.

Mr. Odom, referring to the comparison memo, indicated the memo does show a reduction in residential units and that includes the adult center with Mr. Chapman indicating that was correct.

Jeanette Fields Harris, 802 Oberlin Road indicated she feels the request does not include statistics on traffic and density.  She indicated there is a great need to preserve what’s left of Oberlin Village; to protect the character and integrity of the neighborhood.  Ms. Harris indicated she has no problem with development but would like to be considered in the development of the plan.  She hopes the Committee and the Council understand these concerns and deny the request for rezoning.

Ms. Fran Robertson, 2105 Sutton Drive indicated she would like to respond to some of the comments that have been made.  Ms. Robertson submitted a prepared statement and read into the record as follows:

“RE: Summary of Questions and Concerns from Councilors Regarding Z-12-01/MP-3-00 dated May 18, 2001

Mr. Dave Betts, Assistant Planning Director, submitted the above referenced document to the chairman of Comprehensive Planning Committee  In reviewing this document and the attachment by William Breazeale, I was pleased to read the answer to the following question:

“How is the project “Smart Growth” and how does the project fit within the neighborhood and our proposed Urban Design Guidelines?”

The answer was: “It will be the responsibility of the applicant for a development approval to submit evidence of how the development satisfies the Guidelines.  OF COURSE, NO SUCH EVIDENCE HAS BEEN SUBMITTED BY THE APPLICANT FOR Z-12-01.”  Mr. Breazeale goes on to say, “If the guidelines are ever applied to a development such a proposed in Z-12-01, then the approval authority would need to take into account a wide range of information, including Appearance Commission comments, staff reports, data provided by interested citizens, etc., in determining if the Guidelines have been met. NO SUCH GATHERING OF EVIDENCE AND ANALYSIS WITH RESPECT TO THE DRAFT GUIDELINES HAS TAKEN PLACE.”

To address the application of the Urban Design Guidelines to a development such as proposed in Z-12-01, I called the Lawrence Group who drafted them.  Below are excerpts from Raleigh’s Request for Proposal for the Urban Design Guidelines:

“The Planning Commission has been concerned that the current development pattern in Raleigh is not consistent with the Plan’s objectives, and is leading to more sprawl/traffic congestion.  A set of urban design guidelines is needed to act as a link between the Comprehensive Plan policies and plan approvals and rezonings.”  It goes on to say, “it will be used for reviews of:

· Plans by the City Council, Planning Commission and Appearance Commission, including site plans for shopping centers, offices, certain recreational and institutional used and isolated “strip” commercial uses.

· Major developments submitted as Masterplans; such developments are intended to contain a mixture of uses and innovative design features.

· Conditional use rezonings, where the applicant can use the Guidelines as a basis for crafting conditions to meet the City’s urban design objectives.”

In considering the intended application of the Urban Design Guidelines, the developer of the proposed Z-12-01 is responsible for submitting evidence of how the development satisfies the Guidelines.  At this time, the approval authority has not received the appropriate evidence and information; therefore it would be negligent and premature to vote on this project.  The Neighborhood Collation for Responsible Development asks that the Raleigh City Council and Planning Department acquire this evidence and information.  We feel that a lack of evidence and information as it relates to the Urban Design Guidelines is proof that the Council cannot vote for rezoning.

Ms. Robertson indicated she is asking for the Committee to go back to see how this project conforms to the Urban Design Guidelines.  She understands that although the Urban Design Guidelines have not been voted in yet they are a wonderful tool.  They talk about context and impact and they are the two key concerns of the neighborhood.  She would like for the Committee to impress upon the developer to submit that information.

Mr. Odom pointed out the Urban Design Guidelines have not been adopted by Council at this point and he doesn’t see how he can get that done.  He feels legally he cannot require the developer to adhere to those guidelines.

Ms. Robertson indicated she realizes the guidelines have not been adopted, but she feels they can be a tool that should be used.  

Mr. Kirkman referring to a trip made the morning of the 26th to Charlotte, North Carolina to view development such as been proposed, indicated he did not have enough time to see everything he went to see.  Charlotte has adopted a set of Urban Design Guidelines and they appear to be working.  In looking at the these developments in lieu of street grid and scale he feels that most have been located in places that were very acceptable and they were limited to 5 to 8 floors and most of the parking was underground.  He was also interested in learning the process they went through.  He felt it had a very human scale to it and he kept looking for the human scale in this proposal.  On this project there have been some improvements made in some areas and no improvements made in other areas.  He indicated has received 157 email messages in opposition to this request and 8 in favor supporting this request.  He has tried to respond to those emails based on their proximity to the site.  Most stressed they would like to see a quality mixed use project on the site.  In some ways they are not all that far off, but in other ways they are and it falls back to scale.  He has a problem with the overall scale of this project.  Some of the comments he received while visiting Charlotte was when something like this is started you have to be aware of the scale of the project to make it fit within the existing context of its surroundings.  At this time he is not convinced the scale of this project is appropriate although he is not sure what is appropriate but simply can’t buy into this one.

Mr. Shanahan pointed out that in North Raleigh they have had more infill than most other areas and he is pleased to see one that is not in his district.  This is not an easy proposal.  The City of Raleigh has pushed out the City limits in every direction.  He does regret this project is not located directly on a transit line; however, there is still a need for some debate on transit as it relates to density and he feels you cannot have a discussion on density without including transit.  If one believes in mass transit then they must embrace the concept of density.  There will be more of these type projects and understand there is one coming down the pike at the North Hills Site.  If one embraces smart growth, and he is anti-sprawl, then they have a responsibility to make good use of existing infrastructure.  It is necessary to embrace density in appropriate locations.  This project scale has moderate retail activity.  It provides job opportunities and the amount of control over this project by administration by far has greater flexibility.  He used an example the Wakefield project which is 2,000 acres.  He pointed out there is a great benefit to the City of Raleigh when a developer makes $2 million investment in improvements to the site and surrounding area.  He feels North Raleigh has been a victim of sprawl.  It will be on a service infrastructure according to the Triangle Transit Authority.  This proposal does comply with the Comprehensive Plan guidelines and it is necessary to weigh the interest of the citizens.  The developer has shown he is sensitive to this.

A motion was made by Mr. Shanahan to approve rezoning case Z-12-01 and Master Plan MP-3-00.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Odom.  

Mr. Kirkman indicated he appreciates Mr. Shanahan’s comments regarding transit oriented development.  The Triangle Transit Authority plans are subject to funding through the General Assembly which is not going anywhere now; this will come back to the City.  He would like for Mr. Chapman to look at the startup of this and link it to Glenwood South and Cameron Village for transit opportunities but he feels they are a ways from that.  He would like to see this project reduced to a smaller scale.

Mr. Odom pointed out he too was in the Future Neighborhood Resource Group with Mr. Kirkman and at that time size, height and other design aspects were discussed.  He feels there is a need now to step forward and make some changes.  

A vote was taken on the motion to approve Z-12-01 and MP-3-00 that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative with the exception of Mr. Kirkman.

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

Respectfully submitted,

Donna Hester

Deputy City Clerk
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