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COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING COMMITTEE

The Comprehensive Planning Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, May 28, 2003, at 10:00 a.m. in the City Council Chambers, Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 W. Hargett Street, Raleigh, NC, with the following present.

Committee





Staff
Chairperson Hunt, Presiding


Planning Director Chapman

Ms. Cowell




Deputy City Attorney Botvinick

Mr. Kirkman




Assistant Planning Director Breazeale






Planner Hallam

Chairperson Hunt called the meeting to order by asking everyone to stand and observe a moment of silent prayer.  The following items were discussed with action taken as shown.

Item #01-95 – Rezoning Z-2-03 – Method Road.  Planner Hallam pointed out this is a request to rezone .22 acres from Residential-10 to Shopping Center Conditional Use.  He stated the original request was to rezone the property to Neighborhood Business Conditional Use, however, after discussions at the Planning Commission, the request was changed to Shopping Center Conditional Use citing the potential recombining adjacent properties which are all zoned Shopping Center and the ability to provide buffers that might be required under different develop scenarios as the reason for the change.  He explained the surrounding zoning and development.  Planner Hallam pointed out the site lies adjacent to shopping center zoning on 3 sides with this small lot being the only property on the block not zoned shopping center.  The request conforms to the Method Small Area Plan of the Comprehensive Plan which recommends this site as a mixed use area nonresidential.  He went over conditions and the prohibited uses outlined in the conditions.  He pointed out the Planning Commission recommended approval on a 10 to 1 vote.  
Donald Grimes, representing the petitioners, Yong Joo and Eun Shin, pointed out his clients have not had any adverse comments from the people who are within the 300-foot radius of the property in question.  He stated the only comment they have had from those people was one favorable comment.  He stated his clients are willing to comply with any requests that the adjacent property owners and/or the Council may have.  He stated basically it is a nonconforming use according to the comprehensive plan.  In response to questioning from Mr. Kirkman, Mr. Grimes pointed out the same property owner owns the property to the north which is developed as a two-story apartment complex.  He stated the property in question is rental property and they do not believe it is the highest and best use of this property, however the current use is meeting a need in the area.
Rena Bethea, Interim President of the Method Civic League, pointed out this request was brought to the CAC and the discussion at that point related to maintenance of the existing use of the property.  She stated there is a large appliance on the front porch of the house.  Concern was expressed at the CAC concerning the lack of maintenance and she noticed the large appliance is still on the front porch.  She stated Method is not the wealthiest community in Raleigh but it is not the poorest and the community is not pleased with the way the property is presently kept.  She stated when she asked what the owners plan to do with the property if rezoned, they responded they had no idea and to her that doesn’t make sense, why would you request rezoning if you have no proposed use of the property.  She stated that lack of direction leaves the community without any idea of what may go on the property therefore they do not know how the rezoning would impact the area or the community.  There are some uses that may have a negative impact on the traffic.  She stated they are concerned as they do not know what will go in the area therefore she opposes the rezoning.
Mr. Grimes pointed out Mr. Bethea was at the CAC meeting and did make the same comment.  He stated his clients are not sure what use would be made of the property.  He stated his client does own the adjacent apartment complex and it is conceivable that the apartment complex could be expanded if this property is rezoned.  He stated his client had tried to purchase the property to the south in order to install a laundry-o-mat but had not been successful in that venture.  His client has rented vacant space in the shopping center and installed a laundry mat which the community had said they needed.  He pointed out the property in question has a rental house and he does not know why the appliance is on the front porch.  He assumes it is an old appliance waiting to be carried off, he does not know.  Mr. Hunt stated he doesn’t think it benefits the property to have an appliance on the front porch and it would be a good idea if the property owner asked that it be removed.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out the property owner does have some landlord responsibilities.  Whoever owns the property does have some control over what goes on the property.  Mr. Grimes stated his clients would investigate and if the appliance is not being used, they will try to get it removed.
Mr. Kirkman expressed concern about the number of establishments in this area that sell alcohol and questioned if the property owners would be willing to exclude the sale of alcohol as one of the conditions.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick pointed out the City is not allowed to regulate the sale of alcohol.  Mr. Kirkman asked about prohibiting uses such as nightclubs, convenience stores or drug stores and other types of facilities that normally sell alcohol.  Attorney Botvinick pointed out the property owner could exclude the type uses that normally sell alcohol such as drug stores, convenience stores, etc., but could not prohibit alcohol specifically.  Mr. Kirkman questioned if the property owner would be willing to exclude such things as convenience stores or drug stores pointing out there was a drug store in the shopping center but it failed.  There are a number of other convenience type stores available in the area.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out another thing that troubles him is that the petitioner did not come in with a definite plan.  The proposed rezoning is not a part of redevelopment of the shopping center; the property is not a part of the larger shopping center so there would be no unity of development.  He stated the petitioner is asking the Council to rezone the property to a more valuable zoning which could allow the expansion of an apartment complex which has been troublesome to the neighborhood and the Police Department.  He stated he has a problem rewarding the owners with this up-zoning.
In response to questioning from Ms. Cowell, it was pointed out the CAC vote was 17-2 against the rezoning.  Ms. Cowell questioned if we have a police record on the adjacent property.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out he assumes that is available but it is not something the City usually requests in a rezoning but it could be made available.  Mr. Grimes pointed out it is basically a student apartment complex and students are not always model citizens.  He stated he has been to the site and hasn’t seen an indication of the untidiness or problems.  Mr. Kirkman questioned if Mr. Grimes had been to the back of the property pointing out there is trash and the inspectors and police have had problems at this location.  Mr. Grimes pointed out his clients have indicated they have no problem excluding the sale of alcohol, convenience stores or drug stores.  Discussion took place as to whether the City regulates what can and can not be on the front porch of homes with Planning Director Chapman pointing out the City does not usually regulate that aspect of a property, but we do have regulations relative to public nuisances, etc.

Ms. Cowell moved approval of the request if additional conditions are added to prohibit convenience stores and drug stores and that the owner be required to comply with all public nuisance regulations.  Her motion was seconded by Mr. Hunt.  Mr. Kirkman stated if the motion is approved the end result could be expanding the existing apartment complex and questioned if there would be any advantages gained by this rezoning as it relates to density with Planning Director Chapman pointing out not really.  Mr. Kirkman stated he would vote against the rezoning pointing out he may change his mind prior to the Council meeting.  His concern is it seems like the City would be rewarding a property owner for what is considered not good behavior.
Item #01-96 – Rezoning Z-22-03 – Gresham Lake Road.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out this zoning case was recommended for approval by the Planning Commission on a 11 to 0 vote.  The case has been reviewed by the Planning Commission’s Committee of the Whole which had held the case to allow the developer to work with adjacent neighbors to agree on buffers and development standards that would limit the potential for adverse impact at this location.  At Committee of the Whole meeting, the representatives of the developer and the neighbors indicated that an agreement had been reached and that it was reflected in the revised conditions.  Apparently, however; not all the neighbors agreed as several had approached councilors with additional concerns.  He stated the nature of the concerns were not specific to staff.  He talked about the Planning Commission’s concern that there had been an indication that all of the neighbors had not had an opportunity to voice their concerns and the Planning Commission wanted the Council or Committee to know that everyone had been given an opportunity to be heard and they thought all of the issues had been resolved as that is what was reported.  There is concern that now some of the neighbors are saying that is not the case.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out he understands, however when Council members are contacted by individuals saying they were not party to those discussions does raise concerns.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out the Planning Commission wanted to make sure that the Committee understands that the Planning Commission tries to provide the forum for all discussion to take place and it does cause them concern when citizens indicate that they have not had the opportunity for full discussion.
Mr. Kirkman pointed out one question related to the location of the policy boundary line with Planning Director Chapman pointing out that policy boundary line was the result of the small area plan for the Northeast Regional Center.  In response to questioning, he pointed out the location of I-540 had been long established at that point.  He explained the location of the policy boundary line and the purpose of the policy boundary line.

Planner Hallam explained the location, the comprehensive plan for the area, pointing out the policy boundary line surrounding the development and zoning.  He also went through the conditions and explained a Valid Statutory Protest Petition had been filed.

Steve Kenney, petitioner, stated he started out with this case back in January and February.  There were a number of meetings, etc.  He had about ½ to ¾ of the area supporting his request.  He explained a series of meetings were held, number of phone calls, discussions, etc.  The proposal fits in with the Comprehensive Plan.  He stated he had talked to anyone who would talk with him about this proposal, he had returned every phone call, every e-mail, went to all of the meetings, the Planning Commission, etc.  He stated he went over the conditions before the Committee of the Whole.  At that point, Jessie Faliaferro asked if everyone was satisfied with the proposal.  Everyone seemed to be happy.  The Planning Commission recommended approval.  He stated then he got a phone call that the case had been pulled from the Planning Commission Consent Agenda.  He was told that another group of people had come in and had concerns.  He stated however, it is the same group of people.  He spent all the time with this group and thought he had worked out an agreement that was suitable for all.  He stated he really tried hard to make this work out and it was very disappointing that the case had been pulled and referred to Committee.

Mr. Kirkman pointed out despite of the tension, he feels that Mr. Kenney had made a good effort to work everything out.  He stated however the idea of a 2-½ foot berm and fence between the property under question and adjacent neighborhood causes him concerns.  He stated there are some very high quality pines in that area that would have to be removed if the berm is placed in that location.  He stated he knew that Mr. Kenney was putting the berm in that location at the request of the property owners but it does cause him concern.  Mr. Kirkman stated he felt the proposed fence would be a negative.  Mr. Kenney pointed out they are trying to work around and save as many trees as possible and to address the concerns of the neighbors.  Mr. Kirkman talked about maximum protection of the trees.  Mr. Kenney pointed out the fence on their property would be right up at the property line.  He stated with the 2 ½ foot berm they would be slopping it and would work with the property owners the best they can.
Ms. Knish, 7912 Gresham Trace, pointed out the whole process is new to the people in the area.  It has been very challenging.  She stated, Mr. Kenney would come up to them and give them a proposal right before the meeting and they did not have time to digest all of the information and disseminate it to others involved.  She told of meetings that Mr. Kenney did not show up for or did not call to say he could not attend.  She stated there has been a lack of communication.  Her group would like to keep the proposed property at low density and are still opposed to the rezoning.

Max Parangi, 8001 Gresham Trace, stated they are very concerned and worried about having 3-story buildings next to their property.  A 3-story building would tower over their two-story homes.  She stated they hope to save some of the trees and would like for the Council to do whatever possible to keep the density down to two-stories.

Mr. Hunt questioned if the people in opposition shared their concerns with the Planning Commission with several of them indicating they did not know about the meetings; therefore, they had no opportunity to oppose this issue.

Deborah Faircloth, 8000 Gresham Trace, pointed out the Community is trying to work with the developer.  What they would like to see is a limitation of two-stories in height and a 50-foot setback so the development would not be so overwhelming.  She pointed out anything that is put on this property is a part of their neighborhood and they would like to have some agreement or some terms so it will work well as they have to live there.  Some of the neighbors have already sold their homes or have their homes on the market.  She stated they need some type of fence pointing out people are already walking across their property from the adjacent neighborhood.  They need something to keep people from walking through their yards.  She stated she was at the Planning Commission meeting and arrived at approximately 10:15 a.m. and the decision had been made so she had no opportunity for input.  She stated it is unfortunate that proposals were presented to the neighborhood right before a meeting and they did not have an opportunity to get with the other neighbors.  The agreement was to let everyone know and make a decision and some of the neighbors did not know about the proposal.

Mr. Kirkman talked about Mr. Kenney’s reputation as a developer.  He stated he knows Mr. Kenny keeps his promises.  What he says he will do, will happen.  Mr. Kirkman stated right or wrong, when a person gets up and states they are representing a neighborhood and says that an oral agreement or contract had been reached, the Council believes that person.  No one disputed the community’s representative when the Planning Commission was told an agreement had been reached.  He stated he does not feel it is fair to reopen the process.  He stated he has looked at the site and knows what Mr. Kenney is dealing with and knows the quality of development that Mr. Kenney likes to build.  He stated he feels the proposal will work well and he had never had a complaint from anyone in Mr. Kenney’s developments or adjacent to his developments.  Mr. Kirkman stated he did not feel it is right to have to go back and renegotiate what has already been agreed upon.  Mr. Kenney followed the process and he feels it is at the point of making a decision.  He stated he does not believe the development will degrade the neighborhood and he believes Mr. Kenney will work with the neighborhood.  Mr. Kirkman stated he does not believe an additional 10-foot setback will change the appearance or the perception that much.  Mr. Kirkman stated he assume Mr. Kenney’s architect and designers will work to minimize any impacts.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out someone had raised the concern about stormwater but from his looking at the site it seems that the stormwater will flow back onto Mr. Kenney’s property rather than the adjacent neighborhoods.  He stated he knows Mr. Kenney will listen to what the neighbors have said and will do everything he can to address any concerns.  He stated he feels if the landscaping is done correctly it will appear to extend everyone’s backyards.  Mr. Kirkman moved approval of Z-22-03 as recommended by the Planning Commission.
Gregory Knish, 7912 Gresham Trace, talked about all of the efforts to get everyone to agree.  Mr. Knish pointed out he personally doesn’t know about the fence and it was unfortunate that Mr. Kenney could not meet with the neighborhood at one of the scheduled meetings.  He stated he did not feel the representative of the neighborhood represented them properly.  That person is selling or has sold his house and is going on to other interests.  He stated the neighborhood pretty much agreed if they couldn’t get a 50-foot setback they would have to vote against the rezoning.  He stated there is no question Mr. Kenney has tried to work with the neighborhood and that he builds a quality product.  The concern seems to be just the way things happened and he feels there were some circumstances that put them in the position they are in.  He stated the majority of the people say if it has to be O&I, they hope it is something that will make them look good.  They would like to see what is going to occur.  He stated he feels everybody would be in a better frame of mind if they had a visual or an architectural rendering showing them the proposal.  Mr. Kirkman stated he feels that at the right time Mr. Kenney will provide that information to the neighborhood.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out the biggest fear is the fear of the unknown.  He stated Mr. Kenney will do a good development that he normally goes way above the call of duty.  He feels it will be a good development and he would put his personal word on that.  He stated however, to go back and reopen the negotiations at this point he feels is wrong.  There is a process and Mr. Kenney has followed that process and there will be additional input if he has to go through site plan approval.  Mr. Hunt stated he thinks that we will end up with an win-win situation.  He stated if the berm and fence is put in properly, it would extend each of the adjacent property owners yard.  Mr. Hunt seconded the motion.  
Attorney Botvinick expressed concerns about the enforceability of Condition #3 which indicates “. . . the Transit Division of the City of Raleigh and the owner of the property shall mutually concur in the location of the transit easement.”  He stated that is not an enforceable condition.  Discussion took place with Mr. Kenney expressing concern that the Transit Division could just place an easement on the property pointing out this development will have very little frontage and an easement could obstruct their ability to do the development the way they want to such as location of entranceway, etc.  Planning Director Chapman stated he understands Mr. Kenney’s concern but he had never heard that concern following a discussion with the Transit folks.  He stated if Mr. Kenney is unsatisfied with the location decided upon by the Transportation people, Mr. Kenney could appeal that location to the City Council.  Mr. Kenney stated as long as it is understood that there is a right of appeal he would have no problem presenting a new condition which indicates “. . . the Transit Division of the City of Raleigh will establish the location of the Transit easement.”  Mr. Kirkman and Mr. Hunt amended their motion to include approval with amended conditions.  The motion was put to a vote and passed unanimously.

Item #01-92 Wake County Growth Management Strategy.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out Mr. Hunt and Mr. Kirkman participated in this process.  Assistant Planning Director Breazeale presented Committee members with a memorandum and a matrix concerning this issue (copies attached).

Mr. Breazeale went over the information pointing out there are basically twelve strategies with 37 action items.  The table or chart he presented outlines strategies and the existing city programs that are ongoing currently or planned.  He stated the City of Raleigh has something going on in almost every action item.  Where we do not have any ongoing programs, it is basically County oriented strategies.  Planner Breazeale went over the memorandum pointing out the City/Staff had looked at four items that was felt would provide a basis for the committee’s discussion and set a direction for the City so that when the group meets again in six months the City could take the recommendations back.
The first item related to strategies dealing with inter-jurisdiction Cooperation and funding public improvements.  Mr. Hunt questioned if this is saying that the City of Raleigh will work with other jurisdictions to come up with funding plans for these public improvements.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out this is basically saying how we would pay for growth and staff is saying one example is inter-jurisdictional cooperation and bringing in other entities such as the private sector or jointly bringing resources to the table.  Ms. Cowell pointed out at some point we need to have debate on this issue.  It is an incredibly important decision to be made.  She pointed out if we continue to look at others such as the private developer, other jurisdictions, etc., to pay for items or transferring responsibility from one to the other, there will be a breaking point.  It is a policy discussion that should take place.
Discussion took place on the chart and the four areas suggested by Administration.  Mr. Hunt questioned if the Task Force recommended the merger of the water and sewer utility systems in the County and if the Task Force felt that was a good idea.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out the Task Force agreed to continue to work cooperatively on that issue.  He pointed out the tools are something that are being offered to municipalities to see if there is something they can use to move forward.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out staff is suggesting that the Committee take the memo and the summary sheet, study the issues and staff is pointing out the four issues on the memo as being how we could move forward.  Ms. Cowell pointed out she did not think that the City had made a policy decision relative to growth strategies.  She talked about the Mayor’s comment recently and talked about the work on the parks plan and upcoming bond referendum.  Whether our Comprehensive Plan refers to urban design guidelines was talked about.  Planning Director Chapman talked about the Downtown Urban Design Guidelines and the Village Center Design Guidelines.  He also talked about the growth strategy that is under discussion by the Planning Commission which was a part of the recent workshop.  
Chris Sinclair talked about inter-jurisdictional cooperation pointing out that is a good thing explaining we have had some success in the water and sewer mergers.  He pointed out no jurisdiction has adopted the complete document.  He talked about projects of regional significance and whether this plan is saying before a jurisdiction can do a regional project that all of the infrastructure will have to be in place.  He voiced a word of caution about the possibility of one jurisdiction interfering with another jurisdiction’s programs.  He questioned if we have come up with a good definition of smart growth.  Ms. Cowell pointed out there are many issues to look at and talked about the fear or the possibility of some of the issues the City has done work on being watered down.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out the City of Raleigh is probably way a head of the other jurisdictions in Wake County as it relates to these issues.  He stated he does not know how much Raleigh would benefit directly from the growth management strategies except the fact that having a county wide strategic would benefit Raleigh.  He pointed out Raleigh has tools and strategies in place and we don’t want to water down what the City does or uses but what we have is an opportunity to share what we have with the other jurisdictions and have a unified plan.  How and why this strategy was developed was talked about and it was agreed to hold the item to give the Committee time to digest the information submitted by staff.
Adjournment.  There being no further business, Mr. Hunt announced the meeting adjourned at 11:30 a.m.

Gail G. Smith

City Clerk
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The Wake County Growth Management Strategy has been transmitted to the participating jurisdicitions for each to determine their priorities for action.  The  Growth Management Task Force will convene again in the next few months to discuss each jurisdiction’s response.  The Strategy has six components:

· Community Character and :Land Use

· Schools

· Transportation

· Open Space

· Water and Sewer

· Paying for growth

For each of these major issues, general strategies were recommended, and specific implementation tools for each strategy were developed.  Attached is an outline that lists each strategy, the available tools for implementation, existing City programs that correspond to each tool, and pending or future City actions that relate to each strategy.

In most cases there is an ongoing City program that addresses each strategy.   In other cases County action or leadership is needed – for instance, in investigating mechanisms of mitigating extra – jurisdictional transportation impacts. 

There are several programs the City will be pursuing in the near future that will help implement the recommended strategies:

· .One major strategy deals with inter-jurisdictional cooperation in funding public improvements.  The Livable Streets Downtown Plan represents cooperation of many public and private entities, including the State, the County, and the Downtown Alliance and Chamber of Commerce. As part of the Plan implementation, the City will be working with the County and others on funding mechanisms for the new Convention Center and hotel, and means to finance improvements for Fayetteville Street, as well as other downtown streets to enhance pedestrian access.  Adoption of a funding plan will be a major step in achieving this strategy of interjurisdictional cooperation. 

· Another interjurisdictional cooperative effort is the merger of water and sewer utility systems.  As envisioned by the 
Wake County Water and Sewer Plan, consolidation of western Wake utility systems is underway.  Merger is complete between between Raleigh and Rolesville and Garner. Studies are underway for merger with Knightdale, Wendell, Zebulon, and Wake Forest. 

· Another major Strategy is to encourage infill development.  The Livable Streets Program and City redevelopment efforts relate to this Strategy. In addition, with the adoption of the updated Southeast District Plan, staff will be working with the Planning Commission on ways to encourage infill in the large, undeveloped sections of Southeast Raleigh.  A major theme of the Plan is to follow Smart Growth principals by limiting the areas outside the City jurisdiction (into which the City will grow in the long-term future) to rural land use intensities,  while  providing incentives to concentrate development in vacant areas already served by City utilities. 

· This upcoming year the City staff will be examining ways to measure the City’s progress over time toward achieving Comprehensive Plan objectives.  The intent is to focus on key measures that indicate change in areas such as land use intensities, mixtures of use, and protection of the natural environment. These Smart Growth Indices relate directly to primary objectives of the Growth Management Strategy concerning preservation of rural character, protection of resources, and increasing the quality of development.

WAKE COUNTY GROWTH MANAGEMENT STRATEGY- Summary of Raleigh Programs

1. COMMUNITY CHARACTER AND LAND USE

	Tools  
	Existing Programs
	Current  or Planned Activities

	Strategy: Preserve and Enhance Wake County’s Tree Canopy

	Tree Protection ordinances
	Tree conservation measures have been recently adopted by City Council to maintain buffers around development sites and along thoroughfares. This builds on the long-standing requirements in the SHOD and Thoroughfare zoning districts.  A recently adopted ordinance requires protection of tree cover in watershed districts. 
	Tree Conservation Task Force will make further recommendations once State tree preservation enabling legislation approved. 



	Tree planting requirements for new trees to be planted as part of the development process. 
	Raleigh has had a detailed landscaping ordinance since 1986, requiring tree planting or preservation for street yards, within parking lots, and in transition yards.
	Ongoing programs 

	 Voluntary or neighborhood-based programs to plant trees. 
	The City administers a Neighborwoods Program to encourage donations to support the tree planting program.
	

	Strategy: Historic Preservation/Neighborhood Conservation

	Listing on National or State Register of Historic Places

Local Historic Preservation Ordinance


	Existing Program in Raleigh – Historic Districts Commission oversees studies for landmark designation, and issues certificates of appropriateness for historic districts and landmarks. There are 5 locally designated historic districts, and 130 Raleigh Historic Landmarks.
	Ongoing programs




	Tools
	Existing Programs
	Current or Planned

Activities

	 Neighborhood Conservation Overlay Districts
	Existing neighborhood planning program and Neighborhood Conservation Overlay district – has been applied to 14 neighborhoods.
	Ongoing  program

	Strategy: Visual Quality of New Development

	Appearance Standards
	The Raleigh zoning code includes a detailed sign ordinance, landscape regulations, and unity of development design standards for certain multi-building projects such as shopping centers. The Downtown Urban Design Guide and the Urban Design Guidelines for Mixed-Use Neighborhood and Village Centers provide guidance for new development projects.
	Ongoing program of the Raleigh Appearance Commission : advises City Council on appearance issues and conducts appearance-related programs, such as the Sir Walter Raleigh awards

	Landscaping requirements
	Raleigh has had a detailed landscaping ordinance since 1986, requiring tree planting or preservation for street yards and transition yards.
	Ongoing program

	Open Space dedication requirements
	Raleigh development regulations require conveyance of greenway property as shown on the adopted Parks and Greenway plan. Reimbursement is available.  
	Update of the Parks and Greenway Plan underway and scheduled for adoption this fall.


	Tools
	Existing Programs
	Current or Planned

Activities

	Strategy: Infill Development

	Adopt downtown/area plans
	Existing neighborhood planning program and Neighborhood Conservation Overlay district – has been applied to 14 neighborhoods. Through the Community Development program, seven redevelopment plans are being implemented .Livable Streets Downtown Plan update adopted in May. 
	Ongoing program

	Remove impediments to infill development
	One of the five major implementation items that emerged from the “Livable Streets” Downtown Plan is to identify impediments to development approvals in the downtown area and recommend appropriate changes. 
	Ongoing program

	Adopt standards for desirable infill development
	Infill standards for small subdivisions and multiunit housing in single –family residential neighborhoods contained in City development regulations. 
	Planning Commission has been directed by City Council to review current standards and make recommendations. 

	Public Investment for infrastructure, streetscapes, and other features to stimulate private investment.
	Capital Improvement Program includes public investments in urbanized sections of Raleigh including streetscapes, utility, and road and park improvements.; e.g. Glenwood South streetscapes includes new lighting, landscaping ,  and utility undergrounding.
	The “Livable Streets” Downtown Plan identifies 3 major public improvements to be accomplished over the next 5 years: Fayetteville Mall rejuvenation; new convention center and hotel; street improvements to facilitate pedestrian movement.




2. SCHOOLS

	Tools  
	Existing Programs
	Current or Planned Activities

	Strategy:  Adopt Regulations and Incentives to Create More Diverse Communities

	Adopt mixed-use development regulations and incentives
	Several nonresidential zoning districts allow mixed –use, including shopping Center and Thoroughfare Districts. The Planned Development District  is intended to encourage mixed-use developments 
	Ongoing program



	Adopt inclusionary housing ordinances that require a given proportion of new housing units  in a development to be entry-level
	Raleigh does not have such an ordinance. 
	Triangle J COG is sponsoring an Inclusionary Housing Task Force that will produce a guide to developing an inclusionary housing program 

	Adopt fair share agreements among jurisdictions for affordable housing units, based on population and jobs. 

Adopt affordable housing incentives such as density bonuses
	No fair share agreement program existing
	Wake County staff may investigate item through the County Housing and Community Revitalization staff

	Obtain Better Technical Information from Stakeholders

	Establish informal technical group


	Information on approved housing units and subdivisions provided now to schools. 


	The Wake County Schools will revamp the Coordinated Facility Planning Committee made up of representatives from each jurisdiction.




3. TRANSPORTATION

	Tools
	Existing Programs
	Current or Planned Activates

	Continue to Identify Preferred Growth Areas
	Regional Centers, Employment areas , and Focus areas identified in Comprehensive Plan 
	Ongoing programs

	Coordinate location of planned transportation improvements with desired land uses and intensities
	Capital Improvement Process relates transportation improvements to Comprehensive Plan
	

	Insure zoning allows higher minimum densities in preferred growth areas
	Small Area and Corridor Plans designate land use types and intensities as a basis for zoning decisions.  Adopted Strategic Plan to examine Transit Development Districts overlay zoning near proposed TTA stations.
	

	Adopt regulations or incentives to promote mixed-use development
	Several nonresidential zoning districts allow mixed -use, including shopping Center and Thoroughfare Districts. The Planned Development District  is intended to encourage mixed-use developments
	

	Adopt standards and incentives to reinforce pedestrian friendly environment
	Subdivision and site plan standards require sidewalks and as appropriate greenway property conveyance in new developments. Special concept plans for pedestrian facilities are undertaken such as ongoing  study to improve pedestrian circulation within Crabtree Valley City Focus 
	

	Tailor parking standards to promote mixed-use and infill development
	Several zoning districts permit alternative parking requirements, including O&I-2, Pedestrian Business, and Planned Development District.
	


	Tools
	Existing Programs
	Current or Planned Activates

	Coordinate development and updating of transportation plans and regional transportation programs  beyond exiting mechanisms
	CAMPO acts as transportation coordinating agency in Wake County. Study underway on merger of CAMPO and Durham-Chapel Hill – Carrboro Metropolitan Planning Organization. Additional collector street coordination and planning ongoing; e.g.  for  Center of the Region project
	Ongoing program

	Seek legislation for mechanism  to address extra-jurisdictional transportation impacts
	
	Wake County staff to work with local jurisdictions on possible legislation

	Plan for and implement a multi-modal secondary road network that is consistent with the primary roads network

(County jurisdiction)
	Comprehensive Plan includes detailed collector street plan.
	CAMPO, NC DOT, and Wake County staff to plan and implement secondary road network designed for multi-modal use


4. OPEN SPACE

	Tools
	Existing Programs
	Current or Planned Activities

	Strategy: Establish a Permanent Funding Source to Acquire Open Space

	Use water and sewer revenues, local sales tax, real estate transfer tax, impact fee, and/or property tax as dedicated funding source
	City relies on property tax, facility (impact fees),  local option sales tax, and bond sales to finance parks and greenways 
	Ongoing program. 

	Adopt model conservation subdivision ordinance – clusters development on smaller lots to preserve specific natural features, such as steep slopes, floodplains, or natural habitats
	City Cluster Development ordnance, and other open space standards encourage preservation of natural features.
	Wake County staff to prepare draft ordinance by August for County Commissioners. Potential to use this ordinance in Raleigh Urban Service Areas where rural intensities of development are specified in City and County plans. 


5. WATER AND SEWER

	Tools
	Existing Programs
	Current or Planned Activities

	Strategy: Continue to Work Cooperatively to Merge Water and Sewer Utilities

	Implement Wake County Water and Sewer Plan for merger of utility systems 
	Consolidation complete between Raleigh and Roles/Garner. Studies underway for merger of Raleigh with Knightdale, Wendell, Zebulon, and Wake Forest.
	 Continuation of mergers activity; County Water and Sewer Plan called for complete merger of systems by 2015. 

	Strategy: Adopt Uniform Natural Resource Protection Standards

	Adopt uniform natural resource protection standards and incentives, such as riparian buffers and tree protection.
	In addition to the work on preservation of trees and natural areas, Planning Commission is reviewing existing floodplain protection regulations. As part of this process the Commission has examined regulations in other Wake County jurisdictions.
	Ongoing Planning Commission studies

	Strategy: Implement Demand Management Strategies

	Implement Demand Management Strategies
	City carries out a comprehensive program to encourage water conservation and protection of water quality 
	Ongoing program



6. PAYING FOR GROWTH

	Tools
	Existing Programs
	Current or Planned Activities

	Strategy: Work Cooperatively to Develop a Joint Funding Strategy to Pay for Growth and Prepare and Adopt State Legislative Agenda to Enable Range of Cost-Recovery Tools

	Develop joint funding strategy to secure legislative authority for a wide variety of revenue sources, which may include real estate transfer tax, changes in the local option sales tax, and impact fees, and prepare a joint legislative agenda with the County and other jurisdictions.
	For capital improvements City currently relies on authority to levy property taxes, fees, local option sales taxes, facility fees, proceeds from bond sales, and revenue form interlocal agreements.
	 Wake County Municipal Service Review Committee will coordinate items that local jurisdictions desire to place on a common legislative agenda.
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