COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING COMMITTEE

The Comprehensive Planning Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, August 21, 2002, at 8:00 a.m., Room 305, Raleigh Municipal Building, 222 West Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present:
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Chairman Hunt called the meeting to order and a moment of silence was observed.

Item 01-46 – Z-12-02/SSP-1-02 – Peace Street (VSPP)/Peace Street Streetscape Plan – Planning Director Chapman stated at the last meeting, the Committee has asked for further information on transition between the areas of highest intensity and the neighborhoods.  He indicated Planner Martin Stankus will present to the Committee the requested information.

Planner Stankus presented the elements of the plan, explaining that the focus is on the transitional elements.  He described the boundaries of the plan area, surrounding uses and neighborhoods and available densities.  He pointed out the Downtown Overlay District that runs along the Peace Street and Glenwood Avenue corridors, and the location of the proposed transit station located near the State Government Complex.  Mr. Stankus spoke to the standards of residential density increases, commercial and residential building height restrictions, downtown urban design guide elements and building amenities such as entertainment facilities, public space and services.  

Ms. Cowell questioned the possibility of staff developing a “scoring system” for meeting the requirements of additional density and intensity in the Peace Street plan.  She noted it would make her feel better as a Councilor to have something set in writing.  Planning Director Chapman explained there is something like a scoring system that currently exists; developers have to meet specific standards.  In the height issue, they have not set a specific relationship to the standard, but it could be looked at; it is a City Council approval process.  Mr. Botvinick added that there is something like a scoring system for Floor Area Ration calculations.  When you speak of 50-65%, it’s the floor area of the building.

Mr. Kirkman noted that he looks at this plan and wonders what one would see at ground level.  He feels that in the Peace Street area, a 60’ height limit is a reasonable height for the area and could still have a 1:1 stepback and tie back to the size of the building.  Planner Stankus pointed out that the Boylan neighborhood has increased setbacks and stepbacks and is an element that could be incorporated easily.

Mr. Kirkman questioned how many structures in this area could qualify for historic designation.  Planning Director Chapman indicated he did not have a specific number, but feels most are the Neighborhood Conservation Overlay District area.

Mr. Phil Poe, 620 Devereaux Street, explained that at the last meeting he gave a lengthy presentation on floor area ratios, and has revised that information somewhat.  He distributed a handout with the revised information on density, density by zone and density by sector.  He believes there is a useful way to assess what has been presented at this meeting and for the future to determine impacts.  He suggested the possibility of determining the center and perimeter anchors for height and density optimization, and establishing a baseline versus projected overview that includes acres, F.A.R., square feet and net vehicle trips. He noted that his recommendations are the same as last time with the addition of creating scale transitions along streets that make them pedestrian-friendly and minimize environmental effects.

Mr. George Lennon, owners of 616 and 618 North Boylan Avenue, and resides at 3821 Yadkin Drive, indicated he supports the plan as written.  If re-development is to be encouraged, it needs to be done by recognizing lot size and other factors; residential uses need more space. This plan represents a great deal of hard work.  No property owner requested rezoning or expressed opposition to the plan or the North Boylan project.  The original rezoning petition encouraged re-development without altering the existing land uses.  This area has Glenwood Towers, is isolated by major thoroughfares and includes a planned transit stop.  This plan has been approved by different committees and they are now asking for approval without further modifications.  If the Committee cannot approve the plan as requested, he would ask that they delete the section on height and approve the remainder of the plan.  He reminded the Committee there is a great deal of economic momentum in the area at this time.

Mr. Ted Van Dyke, representative of the North Boylan project, indicated he supports the plan as presented; and, it is a plan, not a design.  This area shows that designs and intentions can and do change over a period of time.  Now, developers are looking at pedestrian friendly design, and there is a need for a plan that reflects today’s taste and tomorrow’s idea of a good City.  If these projects don’t pencil out, the plan has no value.  There will always be variation.  This is an excellent plan and the idea of a stepback is possible, however, it may not be for every project.  

Mr. Tom Worth, representative of the North Boylan project, reminded the Committee they have an approved site plan for the North Boylan project and asked the Committee not to tinker with the Peace Street Plan in its present form and render his project non-conforming; it’s close now.  Mr. Van Dyke gave an example of how the change in stepback requirements could affect their project.

Mr. Sandy Atkins, 3800 Millstream Place, representative of the Raleigh Office Supply property, indicated he supports the plan as presented by Mr. Stankus.  He explained that currently, they have no firm plans for the development of the Raleigh Office Supply property, but some ideas have been brought forward.  It has been difficult to make the numbers work.  From the City’s perceptive, if they want to encourage growth in this area, they must look at the numbers and costs will continue to go up.  The Peace Street Plan is a good plan and a good concept, but it’s hard for developers to make the numbers work.  Mr. Hunt added that it’s especially hard when the apartment vacancy rate is at 20%.

Mr. Poe noted that parking is a key component of the downtown area and must be a partnership.  Within the Design Guidelines, there is a component that adds scale along the street and the width of the street to the height of the building.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out that height limits are established related to the width of the street.

Mr. Kirkman indicated he would like to have the stepbacks made part of the guidelines.  Revisions were made to the plan to read as follows:  “the additional height must include a one foot building stepback (which includes any provided setbacks) for every foot in height above 60’.”  Planning Director Chapman indicated he did not feel that this revision would make the North Boylan project non-conforming.  There is a provision that allows the developer to do what they propose.  Ms. Cowell indicated she would like to refer to the broadest set of criteria regarding density and height standards, and would like to see some type of scoring mechanism in this plan.  She added she supports Mr. Kirk man’s revision.  Planning Director Chapman indicated he needs time to develop a response and participation, and would suggest that this be a separate issue.  He feels it may be an improvement to the overall structure, but it will take time to develop.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out that time is necessary to test it as well.  It was pointed out that the scoring system could be developed as it relates to Appendix A within the Comprehensive Plan, and if Council desires, added as a Comprehensive Plan amendment.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out that Appendix A applies to the entire downtown area.

Mr. Hunt suggested that the Committee approve the plan and forward it to Council to go through the proper channels.

Mr. Worth indicated he believes the plan is impaired under Mr. Kirkman’s revisions, and requested time to work with staff.

Mr. Kirkman moved to approve the plan as revised as stated, but does not want it to render the North Boylan project non-conforming.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Hunt and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.  Mr. Kirkman indicated he will support Ms. Cowell’s proposal for a scoring system.  

Ms. Cowell moved that staff work on developing a scoring system for Appendix A for the Peace Street Plan and bring that proposal back to this Committee.  

Mr. Chapman cautioned the Committee to think about this as it applies to the Urban Design Guidelines.  Mr. Kirkman asked that Mr. Chapman, Mr. Strickland and Mr. Botvinick get together to discuss this as he has a fear of too much detail in one small area plan.

Ms. Cowell’s motion was seconded by Mr. Hunt and Mr. Kirkman and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.  

Item # 01-51 – MLK, Jr. Boulevard – duplex – Planner Watson Brown presented a brief summary of the issues that come from a meeting in the community regarding the duplex at 408 MLK, Jr. Boulevard.  Those issues are as follows:

1.  Investigate the designation of South Park as a local historic district.  It is currently a national Register Historic District.  Local Historic District status would require design review of individual building plans.

2.  A process should be created that allows for community review and comments on individual building plans, possible through the CAC process.  The approval process for single family and duplex housing should allow the opportunity for community input.

3.  Investigate current zoning patterns in this general area to determine if they encourage inappropriate infill development.  Zoning at 408 is Neighborhood Business, with additional NB zoning on vacant lots to the west and across East Street to the east.  R-20 is the predominant pattern surrounding this area of NB zoning.

4.  Investigate the need for accessibility for all residential units, including single family housing and duplexes.  Mr. Brown pointed out there is grade and elevation issues with this development.

5.  There is a preference by the neighborhood for single family, detached housing for new infill development.

6.  Consideration should be given to amending the City Code on rental of individual rooms in single family houses and duplexes.  This particular duplex could have up to 8 unrelated individual residents.

7.  This particular duplex has access problems, being sited on a hill above a major thoroughfare.  The driveway grade and location may create problems for residents, as well as motorists on Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd.

8.  This site would not be a safe location for families with children.

9.  Some neighbors indicated this site once contained a service station/store.  Issues of possible environmental contamination at this location should be researched and addressed.  Mr. Brown pointed out that the service station was located where MLK, Jr. Blvd. is currently built, and not located on the site.

10. There is an over proliferation of undesirable situations such as this in Southeast Raleigh.

11. There needs to be more aggressive code enforcement in Southeast Raleigh.  

12. The city owns five vacant properties adjacent to this site to the west, all facing MLK, Jr. Blvd.  Most of these properties, including 408, are zoned Neighborhood Business, with some zoned R-20.  A determination should be made on the final disposition of these lots.

Mr. Brown explained that 408 MLK, Jr. Blvd. was owned by the City and sold to a developer who developed the site as a duplex.  

Ms. Nicole Sullivan, 743 Ellington Street, Chair of the Central CAC’s, stated they are not happy with this development.  The site is located across from the Top Green Community Center and does not fit within this community.  She questioned if this project was reviewed to see if it fit aesthetically.  She questioned did the project fit within the South Park community; was there a system of checks and balances to see if a project fit community efforts; and, was there input from the residents.  Ms. Sullivan stated that this project was not reviewed for aesthetics; it was not reviewed to see if it fit community efforts; and, there was no system of checks and balances and there was no input from the residents.  Three recommendations were made:

1.  A project proposed to be located inside the beltline and southeast Raleigh will be flagged for review;

2.  Any project in this location will be reviewed by the southeast Raleigh planner; and,

3.  An extensive review will take place to insure any project compliments re-vitalization efforts.

Ms. Kathy Ector, 612 East Davie Street, pointed out this site in located in the Weed and Seed target area, and they have questions and concerns regarding the impact of such a project on this area, the safety of such a project, and how it was done without community input.  She added that she agrees with the recommendations set forth by Ms. Sullivan.  She added they will be submitting a Request and Petition of Citizens to appear before Council to discuss neighborhood input in their area, and added there appears to be a need for more review when City-owned land is sold for development.

Mr. James West explained there is a problem and there is a need to find a solution.  He spoke to the need to look at downzoning property in this area from Residential-20 to Residential-10, and the need to put this issue on a “fast-track”.  He charged Administration to go back and review this action, and if necessary, go back and correct the rules.  They don’t need this type of development in this area, and there is a need to make sure these things are flagged in the process and there is some system in place to make informed decisions.  He felt it was hypocritical to ask the Community to do more work, but the rules keep them from reaching specific goals.  He asked that this item be held in committee to continue to monitor the situation.

Mr. Kirkman pointed out that the current development would have been allowed under Residential-10 zoning.  Mr. Strickland added that the Neighborhood Business zoning district has Residential-10 density and the setbacks are the same as Residential-30.  

Mr. Hunt suggested looking at the requirement of setbacks conforming to the use as opposed to the zoning district.  Mr. West suggested the Committee consider the three recommendations as outlined by Ms. Sullivan.  Mr. Hunt noted that all the rules of development were met with this project, and suggested that perhaps the Southeast Raleigh Assembly could look at this.  Mr. West explained that the Assembly doesn’t have the time to do this, but feels it would be OK to refer this to different places.  The problem of how this got approved needs to be corrected now.  Mr. Hunt pointed out that to have an “Appearance Czar” would be trouble.  He would suggest compliance with the setbacks by use, and added that the issue of the definition of “family” is currently in Committee for review.  He believes an error was made when the Council authorized the land be sold without restrictions.  Mr. West indicated he believes a brief review of what takes place is necessary and where they can look at improving the process.  He is not sure that one person can flag everything, but a process can insure they are being flagged and will keep this from happening again.  He hopes by the next meeting, they can have a report and keep moving.

Mr. Kirkman noted that this area is a designated re-development area and a Weed and Seed area and that should raise flags and suggested the possibility of a policy that would require another level of scrutiny.  Planning Director Chapman added that there is also the application of the Neighborhood Conservation Overlay District.  There is a need to look at the rules if the Council is concerned about the process.

Ms. Cowell moved that staff perform a review of the process, as well as a look at the application of setbacks by use or zoning, the sale of City property and the definition of “family”.  

Mr. West asked that all possibilities be reviewed and Mr. Kirkman asked that the list of issues be referred to staff for them to look at in conjunction with the other lists.

Ms. Cowell’s motion was seconded by Mr. Kirkman and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.

Item 01-49 – Five Points East Neighborhood Plan – Planner Brantley explained that staff was asked to prepare a response for a neighborhood plan for the area east of Five Points known at Roanoke Park.  The boundaries of the area and advisory group have not been set.  On July 15, 2002, the initial public forum was held with approximately 60 property owners in attendance.  The purpose of the meeting was to introduce the process and schedule to the neighborhood, and solicit volunteers for an advisory group to work with staff on this effort.  The initial request for the plan was raised by the residents of Roanoke Park and a portion of the Georgetown neighborhood to the east.  Following the review of the proposal, it was suggested that the boundaries of the area be enlarged to include adjacent neighborhoods with similar lot sizes, setbacks and building massing.  Concerns included properties with infill and redevelopment potential as well as neighboring edges where new development may be an issue.  Mr. Brantley noted that inclusion in a study area does not necessarily mean that zoning changes will take place.  At the July 15 meeting, membership for an advisory group was solicited, with quite a bit of support and volunteering from folks to represent their neighborhood.  Efforts have been made to have a balance in representatives of the different neighborhoods.  He noted that one name needs to be added to the list – Mr. Hillman Duncan.

Mr. Kirkman pointed out that some of the most important areas of a plan like this are the properties around the edges.  People should be more concerned with being left out rather than brought in.

Ms. Ray Nell Pearsall, 707 West Aycock Street, indicated she has also asked to be a part of the Advisory Group, but has not been included.  Mr. Kirkman indicated that she will be added as part of the Group.

Ms. Susan Wilson, 116 Georgetown Road, indicated she owns some rental property on Bickett Boulevard, is in support of the proposed plan and feels a plan such as this will be good for the community.  After the August 6 meeting, she and others canvassed the neighborhoods seeking support for the plan and received 310 signatures (petition submitted).  There is a lot of support for this effort, and support in the peripheries.  A plan such as this will be good for future growth of the community.  She added that she lives and owns properties in the Five Points area.

Ms. Edie Jefferies, 1619 Sunrise Avenue, indicated she has spent two months working on this effort and hopes it will continue.  

Ms. Pearsall questioned whether the signatures were from property owners or renters with Ms. Jefferies explaining they are all property owners.

Mr. Durwood Laughinghouse, representative of the Norfolk Southern Railroad, explained that he did not receive notices of the meetings until after the meetings had taken place.  The railroad owns property within and along the southern boundary of the plan area and does not want anything to redevelop in this area other than railroad.  They have quite a problem now with people on the tracks and complaints about the noise.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out that the zoning in the area is Industrial, and there is some underutilized space that could compliment the railroad and provide a better buffer.  Mr. Laughinghouse noted there is nothing wrong with redevelopment, and there has been lots of redevelopment along Sunrise Avenue.  They are not opposed to creating buffers and encouraging support for the Neighborhood Plan, they just want the railroad property out of it.  Mr. Kirkman indicated that the railroad needs to be part of the discussions, and he has never had a complaint about train whistles; Mr. Laughinghouse stated he gets plenty of complaints.  They currently have a problem with transients under the bridges, and the railroad needs help clearing people out of there.  He indicated he has no problem being a part of the Advisory Group. 

Mr. Chapman explained if there is a proposal to do a Neighborhood Conservation Overlay District that is done through the rezoning process and cannot be done until after the plan is completed.  

Mrs. Pearsall indicated she would like to see more people in the extended area and fringe areas on the Advisory Group.  Mr. Kirkman asked that if anyone has suggestions regarding additional members of the Group to bring those suggestions forward.

A motion was made to approve the boundaries of the proposed plan as shown and to approve the revised list of members of the Advisory Group.  Her motion was seconded by Mr. Kirkman and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.

Item #01-40 – Downtown Planning Studies – Staff indicated additional names who have expressed in interest in participating have been added to the Livable Streets Partnership and confirmation is needed by the Council.

Mr. Frank Baird urged the Committee to be cautious in how they move forward on density and height issues.  There is so much land downtown.  For someone to come in and develop will require the City to buy in on it or develop something huge.  He has found that when he goes up against height issues during development, you don’t necessarily know what the form is going to be, or what the exact height will be.  When you begin to use hard numbers from the start, he urged the Committee to take into consideration the number of floors.  Going to the Board of Adjustment for a variance is an impediment to the process and is not worth fooling with.  He indicated he would like to submit a revised member list and re-invigorate the Capital Planning group.  This effort will help the Downtown Raleigh Alliance and the Livable Streets Partnership in getting more dialogue and to mesh with State Government.  There was a 4-5 hour session on developing business plans with the Downtown Raleigh Alliance, and a public symposium is scheduled for September 26 at Exploris.  The set meeting time will be the 2nd and 4th Wednesdays of the month.

Mr. Kirkman asked that the members of the Committee be included on all mailing lists, and suggested that a representative from Capital Broadcasting Company, possibly Mr. Paul Pope, be added to the Partnership.

A motion was made by Mr. Kirkman to approve the additions to the Partnership as revised.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Cowell and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at approximately 10:35 AM.

Respectfully submitted,

Donna Hester

Deputy City Clerk

