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COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING COMMITTEE

The Comprehensive Planning Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, November 12, 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




City Attorney McCormick

Mr. Kirkman




Traffic Engineer Lamb







Stormwater Services Engineer Senior







Assistant Planning Director Betts

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 #01-93 – Master Plan Threshold Evaluation.
Item #01-94 – System Integration Plan Process.  Mr. Kirkman provided Council members with a copy of Resolution 2003-735 – A Resolution to Revise the Process for Approval of Master Plans for Park and Related Projects.  Mr. Kirkman also provided Committee members with information on his suggestions on the two issues being discussed.  He stated the last time this was discussed; there were a couple of pieces of unfinished business.  He presented the following information and suggested changes on the two issues.

IV. System Integration Plan

The objective of the System Integration Plan (SIP) is to develop a set of guidelines for the interim management of parkland prior to the initiation of a Master Plan and to document existing site conditions and constraints.  The SIP is not intended to restrict the Master Plan Process.
Public notification of the SIP process shall be given to the City Council, the PRGAB, the CAC's, registered neighborhood groups, registered park support groups, and appropriate City appointed bodies.  
Greenway parcels and open space parcels will generally not require a site-specific System Integration Plan as the purpose and management of greenways is generally defined by the Greenway Element of the Comprehensive Plan and the restrictions included in the acquisition instruments.  Special segments with unique ecological features or larger nodes in the greenway system may require an SIP and/or a Master Plan.  The Master Plan in these cases may equate to a General Management Plan as used by the NC Division of Parks and Recreation or adopted City Park and Greenway Management polices.  

A.  SIP Elements:

1.  Consistency with City, State and Federal Laws and Policies
Review any proposed purpose stated by the City Council for the development and use of the property.  Utilize the baseline inventory to identify any potential conflicts with existing City policies or ordinances as well as applicable state and federal laws.  Potential conflicts and proposed resolutions of these conflicts should be reported to the City Council for final approval.

2.  Property Deed Restrictions

Review the deed or purchase agreement for any restrictions, limitations, or commitments to the intended development of the property.
3.  Comprehensive Plan Correlation
The current Comprehensive Plan should provide initial direction regarding the classification of, purpose and development intent for the park acquisition.  Correlation to the Comprehensive Plan recommendations should be confirmed in the City Council action to acquire the property.

4.  Site Inventory
An initial evaluation of the property will be conducted to determine the range of features and qualities of the property to provide direction and guidance for the management and future development of the property.  This evaluation and management plan will be enhanced by:

· Documentation of existing site conditions and constraints, the extent and character of natural and cultural resources, and any existing facilities.

· Tree, flora and fauna inventories.

· A general review of the site to determine potential stream and watercourse buffers, property buffers, and special features to be addressed in the SIP.

· A review of development regulations for additional requirements that should be addressed in the SIP.

· An inventory of historical data at the local and state levels to determine potentially significant features to be addressed in the SIP.

· An inventory of archeological data at the local and state levels to determine potentially significant features to be addressed in the SIP.

The tree, flora, fauna, ecological, historical and archeological inventories should be performed by staff or consultants specifically qualified to perform such inventories.  These findings shall be presented to the PRGAB for review in their entirety along with attached staff comment.  

At this stage, the PRGAB should consider referral to an appropriate PRGAB committee to serve as an SIP Advisory Committee to review the findings and assist staff with interim management policies.

Any unique findings will be used initially in management decisions for the property and then later shared with the citizen Master Plan Committee and consultant.  Interim management decisions for the site should be resolved to best maintain the environmental quality and ecological function of the site.  

B. Develop and Submit for Approval

Parks and Recreation Department staff shall develop the SIP, working with the SIP Advisory Committee where the PRGAB has chosen to assign to the appropriate PRGAB committee. The draft SIP shall be posted on the City’s website and other appropriate publication as suggested by the Public Affairs Department.  The public shall be given reasonable opportunity to comment through email or other written communication as well as the formal presentation to the PRGAB.  A sign (or more if the property fronts on multiple streets) shall be posted at the site fourteen (14) days prior to presentation to PRGAB.  Adjoining property owners, Cad’s, previously identified City appointed bodies, registered neighborhood groups, and registered park support groups will be notified of the plan fourteen (14) days before presentation to the PRGAB.  The public shall be given an opportunity to comment in person at a regularly scheduled PRGAB meeting.  The PRGAB shall submit the recommended SIP to the City Council for adoption after appropriate review. The SIP shall be established and adopted by City Council as soon as is practical after site acquisition. 
Decision 2:

Is a master plan needed?

1.  A new Master Plan is needed in the following situations:

· Every park site should have a minimal baseline inventory showing property boundaries and riparian buffers and Master Plan or General Management Plan.
· For acquired but undeveloped park property, a Master Plan derived through a public process is required before any development for public utilization.
2.  A Revised Master Plan is needed in the following situations:

· When a Master Plan has been in place more than 15 years, the park has not been fully developed and additional facilities or renovations are planned.  This may be minimal review if the plans are consistent with an existing Master Plan, but must be publicly advertised for comment.   

· Proposed park improvements are not consistent with the existing adopted Master Plan.
· The Revised Master Plan Process will be the same as for a new Master Plan.

3.  The following thresholds for projects not specified in the existing Master Plan will be considered by staff, the PRGAB, and City Council when evaluating whether to initiate a new Master Plan, a Revised Master Plan, or a Master Plan Amendment:  

· An improvement with a monetary value greater than $250,000, or $400,000 over five years.

· An addition of new buildings or structures having more than 1,000 square feet.

· An addition to existing buildings of greater than 20 percent in square footage.

· Changing the use of more than 5 percent of the park.

· Or, addition of land to the park of greater than 5 percent.

[3.  The following thresholds may be considered when evaluating whether to initiate a new Master Plan, revised Master Plan or Master Plan Amendment.  

· An improvement with a monetary value greater than $350,000 or $500,000 over five years]

4.  A Master Plan Amendment is needed when a new specific use not included in the adopted Master Plan is to be considered for the park or a specific change for the park is proposed that does not significantly alter other uses of the park.

5.  A Master Plan is not needed when:

· There is facility development or maintenance that is consistent with an existing Master Plan.

· Greenway development.  However, special segments with unique ecological features or larger nodes in the greenway system may require an SIP and/or a Master Plan.  The Master Plan is these cases may equate to a General Management Plan as used by the NC Division of Parks and Recreation or adopted Park and Greenway Management Policies.  A Master Plan Amendment to the Greenway Element may also be appropriate.

VI. Design

Design is the first step in implementing a Master Plan.  The design phase provides the detailed, technical development plans for components and/or phases of a park.  The design process is directed by the City staff, utilizing appropriate consultants and public comment, based on the adopted Master Plan and reflecting the development regulations and codes that regulate the design and implementation of construction projects.  Schematic design of components or phases of a park will be reviewed with the PRGAB and the public to provide the Parks and Recreation Department staff with feedback on the compatibility of the project with the adopted park Master Plan. The Master Plan Committee (those who are still local and/or reachable by normal means) shall be notified of the Design Phase, and invited to comment to the PRGAB during the public review.  Additional direct community feedback on the project design plans will be solicited by the following methods:  (1) For at least 14 days there will be a display/posting of plans on City’s website and (2) at a nearby community center for at least 14 days in advance of the advertising of the bid process for public review and comment.   Comments shall be forwarded to the PRGAB and the City Council prior to awarding of contracts.

Mr. Kirkman stated the first issue relates to the Master Plan Item #3 and read the existing language and his proposed language pointing out the existing language is in parenthesis and the proposed language is underlined.  He stated a case in point is the addition of the twelve acres to Lake Johnson Park pointing out that property is not covered under the existing master plan and under our present guidelines there would not be an amendment to the master plan.  He stated the thresholds are always changing and we need to have some clarity on what triggers the thresholds or the master plan amendments.  Mr. Hunt pointed out under the language proposed by Mr. Kirkman it talks about improvements and to him adding land is not an improvement.  Mr. Kirkman stated improvements could be structures, docks, etc., and when you are talking about adding land the size we are talking about at Lake Johnson, he feels it could be land.  City Attorney McCormick indicated in the real estate context you usually think of improvements as structures.  He stated if Mr. Kirkman is talking about the addition of land, we could clarify either bullet one or the last bullet to clarify when land additions are considered improvements.
Ken Crockett, Parks, Recreation and Greenway Advisory Board pointed out there are other members of the Advisory Board present.  He stated they received notice that this issue was on the agenda but had not seen Mr. Kirkman’s proposed changes.  He stated he feels everyone is heading in the same direction.  They would like to have flexibility but guidance.  He suggested that this item be referred back to the Parks Board and that worked so long and hard on this plan rewrite.  He pointed out any time you do a master plan or master plan amendment, there is cost associated with doing that as well as staff time, etc.  He stated no one wants to burden the community or staff but want to have the flexibility to do amendments.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out when the thresholds are met it doesn’t mean that the Council would order an amendment or a revised master plan.  It simply says that the Council would consider whether to make that decision or not.  He pointed out he knows it involves some time for the Board, Staff and City Council but his revisions do not say that it would create a new master plan, revised master plan or plan amendment.  It just says it will be considered.  Mr. Crockett stated he would like to take the issue back to the Board and put the same test to the proposal that was put to the original rewrite of the master plan process.  He stated as the Committee was developing that process, they pulled out old master plans and amendments and looked at what triggered those amendments, what were the thresholds.  He stated they had an opportunity to test their suggestions and they would like the same opportunity here.  Ms. Cowell stated that sounds like a good suggestion with Mr. Hunt agreeing.
Mr. Kirkman stated he just wants to make sure that something moves ahead.  He talked about the City Attorney’s suggestion about incorporating language that would trigger something like is occurring at Lake Johnson to come to the Council’s attention.  He stated the new 12 acres at Lake Johnson are by no means a big part of the total park but they are in a key location.  He pointed out there had been discussions about an environmental education center, the use of existing buildings or building of a new building.  Decisions need to be made and he doesn’t mean go back and review the total master plan.  Maybe an amendment to the master plan.  He talked about grants that will be applied for and requirements of those grant applications that there is an update or a master plan for the facility that has been done in the last ten years.  He stated that is another factor for looking at an amendment.  Mr. Crockett again stated the Parks Board would like an opportunity to review the proposed changes and get it resolved once and for all.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out his intention all along was for the proposed changes to go back through the Parks Board.  Ms. Hunt moved that the master plan threshold evaluation and system integration plan process changes proposed by Mr. Kirkman be referred to the Parks, Recreation and Greenway Advisory Board for report back to the full Council.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Cowell.
Planning Director Chapman pointed out there are similar thresholds in the code relating to site plan review and when they can be administratively approved or required City Council approval.  He stated these thresholds are very minimum and it may be that we would want to have some correlation.  Mr. Kirkman asked that the City Attorney be included in the issues also.

Mr. Kirkman went over the information he had submitted concerning system integration changes and explained these changes and why he was making those suggestions.  Mr. Hunt pointed out his motion was to refer both items back to the Parks, Recreation and Greenway Advisory Board for report back to the Council with Mr. Kirkman asking that the City Attorney’s office also be included.  The motion as stated was put to a vote and passed unanimously.

Item #01-99 – North Carolina Walk of Fame.  Planning Director Chapman stated in August of this year Rick Barrett approached the Council with a proposal to develop a “Walk of Fame” to honor North Carolinians who had made lasting contributions to our state, possibly as part of the Fayetteville Street reconstruction.  At that time you had expressed concern that this not be in conflict with a proposed “Hall of Fame” that was being discussed by the Board of the Raleigh City Museum.  Both groups have been asked to be present to discuss their ideas with the committee.

Since that time the Fayetteville Street Renaissance has been under design.  One concept currently being discussed by the consultants is incorporating a feature that would in some way honor or relate to the 100 counties of the state as part of the civic avenue concept that the Council authorized to go forward to public hearing on December 2, 2003.  You may wish to advise the groups who are interested in these two concepts to present them at the public hearing so that they will be properly evaluated as part of the design process.
Lou Mitchell pointed out originally the City Hall of Fame was to work with the City Museum as a fund raising event.  She pointed out the Museum had some complications and the project was stalled so the group now is their own non-profit that is a separate entity.  She stated the Raleigh Hall of Fame would take nominations from citizens on an annual basis and hopefully the first presentation would be a year from now or in spring of 2005.  She stated they have talked with various entities about how to proceed, some have suggested an outside venue and some hope that the Hall of Fame would be inside the new convention center.  She stated they want to provide something that the City will be proud of and it will be an on-going event.  They plan to be self-sustaining.  The first year the revenue would go into developing the project.  She stated they do not plan to seek City funds but pointed out if the project ends up on City property and she hopes it will, the City may be asked to provide that property.
Rick Barrett indicated Thad Woodard, John Odom and he have been discussing the North Carolina Hall of Fame for a number of years but the opportunity was never right.  Now it seems it is the right time to come forward with this proposal.  He pointed out the North Carolina Hall of Fame is intended to be an economic development stimulus for Downtown Raleigh.  He stated Raleigh has so many visitors from all over the state, country and world and most have no idea what North Carolinians have contributed to the world.  They come to Downtown Raleigh and leave and know nothing about our state.  He pointed out the North Carolina Hall of Fame would honor individuals from all over North Carolina.  He stated they hope to be self-sufficient but have not developed their concept but hope that may be it could be a part of the Fayetteville Street Mall Renaissance.  May be one of the sidewalks could be designed in such a way so that at some future time they would be able to place plaques in the sidewalk without a lot of demolition or damage to the streetscape.
Mr. Kirkman pointed out both of these ideas tie into his idea of a historic walking tour that could start at Estey Hall, the Poe House, Fayetteville Street Mall, Briggs Hardware, State Capitol, Peace College, and Historic Oakwood over to St. Augustine’s.  He pointed out if we want our City to be a walkable city we have to give people something to see and some incentive to walk.  He stated he sees two parallel paths that can be merged.  He stated in addition there are opportunities on the west side as well.  Ms. Cowell stated she would like to see how this could be incorporated into the Fayetteville Street design.  She would like to see how it could work.  She stated in addition she would like to see information in terms of whom and how we would be honoring the people pointing out if there are some objects or memorabilia that could be incorporated she feels that would be good and would be better than just a simple plaque.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out he is still waiting for Raleigh to do something to honor William Christmas.  He stated we see copies of the William Christmas plan but he has never seen anything about William Christmas, who he was, where he came from, what he looked like, what other works he did, etc.  He stated he feels we are missing an opportunity.
Ms. Mitchell pointed out both of the ideas are very good.  She stated her group has developed a four-page nomination form.  They will be honoring people both living and deceased, people like William Christmas.  She talked about the hope to have a photo gallery.  The people they plan to honor do not necessarily have to be from Raleigh but will have to have lived in Raleigh a certain number of years and contributed something specifically to Raleigh.

Mr. Hunt suggested that both groups come to the public hearing, describe their plan and work with Downtown Raleigh Alliance and the architect working on the Fayetteville Street project to see how this concept could fit into that work.

Mr. Chapman stated he does not feel that either of the proposals have come to the point of physical manifestation.  He stated while it is important to know that these plans and proposals are out there, he is not sure that either are at a point of being incorporated into the Fayetteville Street Renaissance planning at this point.  He stated that group is already looking at the role of public art in the streetscape and while what is being proposed is not public art, they could be considered in the same context.  He stated if we are talking about plaques in the sidewalk, it would simply be a matter of how they are incorporated.  He stated we have sidewalk criteria and pointed out the Fayetteville Street Renaissance is moving ahead and he is not sure that either of these projects is at the stage where it would have significant impact on the discussions of the renaissance project.
Ms. Mitchell pointed out in the first block of Halifax Street between the Capitol and the Legislative Building at one point there was a water feature.  Around the edge of that water feature were plaques representing each county.  She stated it was a big draw school groups came to visit the Capitol, each child wanted to find the block representing their county.  She stated she sees the Walk of Fame as being something of a similar idea.  She feels the North Carolina Walk of Fame has a lot of merit.  Mr. Hunt stated he wanted to make sure that both groups were involved in the Fayetteville Street Renaissance Project and design.  Ms. Mitchell stated both projects are commendable just different.

Margaret Mullins, Downtown Raleigh Alliance, stated she does not have a position from the Alliance.  She stated however, she would request that in discussion of the design for Fayetteville Street that those decisions be made in a timely manner and that decisions on these two programs not delay that project.  She stated the concepts being presented are commendable and we probably need some direction to the design team but she feels it is extremely important that the Fayetteville Street project not be held up.  Mr. Hunt stated the design people should know the projects are out there and could give any recommendations as to how or where they might be incorporated.  Planning Director Chapman again stated he does not hear that either of the projects are at the stage of being designed into the Fayetteville Street process.  He stated we need to make sure that this Fayetteville Street design is flexible enough to accept things such as this but he thinks the role of these projects or the historic walking trail talked about by Mr. Kirkman would be something that can be accomplished in the downtown area on any street not necessarily Fayetteville Street.  Mr. Kirkman stated however the project moves forward he hopes that it will be something that will encourage walking rather than something that has to be read from a passing automobile and called on both projects to look at addressing this from a pedestrian point rather than an automobile.
Without further discussion it was agreed to remove these items from the agenda and to encourage both groups to move forward with their plans.

Item #01-108 – Small Area Plan Request – Stillmeadow.  Planning Director Chapman stated since your last meeting, staff has met with representatives of the Stillmeadow neighborhood and reviewed options with them.
Mr. Powell was contacted to determine if the neighborhood wishes to pursue a rezoning to R-2 or some other category as an interim and immediate step in addressing some of their concerns.  It was generally understood that a neighborhood plan for the Stillmeadow neighborhood would have limited effect on their neighborhood. If the neighborhood wishes to pursue a small area plan in conjunction with other neighborhoods around it, including Rebel Acres and others, such a plan could be scheduled to begin in the third quarter of 2004, if the current staffing level is maintained for the small area/neighborhood planning effort, such a plan would typically take 6 months.  Unless there are specific areas of concern that are unique to the area, including land use patterns, density limits or the like, many of the issues identified so far are issues of general concern that current city programs are intended to address (storm water, interconnectivity, tree preservation, etc.), and may be effectively addressed through continued involvement through the NE CAC and other means.
Bryan Reese, 3800 Valley Street, stated he did participate in the meetings with Mr. Chapman and Martin Stankus and they have decided to go the route of requesting R-2 zoning for their neighborhood and as of today has submitted a petition for R-2 general use zoning.  Planning Director Chapman stated he understands they filed the request on the entirety of Stillmeadows Subdivision and the adjacent property which is proposed to be developed as Stillwood.  Mr. Hunt questioned if the neighborhood representatives have met with the owners of the Stillwood property with Mr. Reese pointing out they have not.  Mr. Hunt stated it would be a good idea to meet with that property owner as the subdivision representatives are filing a request that would impact his property.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out since the request has been filed on Stillwood Subdivision property, it will have an impact on staff review of the subdivision.  Mr. Hunt stated if the adjacent property owner does not go along with the rezoning request, would the Stillmeadow people want to proceed with their own subdivision with Mr. Reese pointing out they would.  It was agreed to remove the item from the agenda with no action taken.

Adjournment.  There being no further business, Mr. Hunt announced the meeting adjourned at 10:45 a.m.

Gail G. Smith

City Clerk
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