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COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING COMMITTEE

The Comprehensive Planning Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, September 15, 2004, at 8:00 a.m. reconvened Friday, September 17, 2004 at 4:00 p.m. in the City Council Chamber, Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 W. Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present.
Committee





Staff
Chairperson Hunt, Presiding


Planning Director Chapman

Mr. Crowder




Deputy City Attorney Botvinick

Ms. Taliaferro




Planner Hallam






Planner Brantley







Planner Maness







Traffic Engineer Lamb







Engineer Fox







Planner Stankus

Mr. Hunt called the meeting to order by asking everyone to stand for a moment of silent prayer.  The following items were discussed with action taken as shown.
Item #03-42 Rezoning Z-33-04 – Centennial Parkway Conditional Use.  Planner Hallam explained this is a request to rezone approximately 150 acres on the west and south sides of Centennial Parkway and East of Avent Ferry Road from Residental-4, Residential-10, Residential-30, Office & Institition-1 and Thoroughfare District Conditional Use all to Thoroughfare District Conditional Use.  He explained this is property that was recently acquired by NCSU and includes seven individual parcels.  He explained the location and pointed out when the remainder of Centennial Campus was rezoned to Thoroughfare District Conditional Use in 1987, it included a master plan which took into account these parcels and programmed them into the overall Master Plan Zoning Conditions.  He pointed out this proposed rezoning would comply with the Master Plan Conditions that were adopted in 1987.  He pointed out the Planning Commission reviewed the master plan in view of today’s standards and guidelines and concluded that they could be enforced.  He stated if this rezoning is approved by the Council it would not become effective until the Council of State approves it.  He stated approval of this rezoning would call for a small Comprehensive Plan amendment and a minor change to the Small Area Plan.  In response to questioning, Planner Hallam pointed out the change in the Comprehensive Plan or the conflict with the Small Area Plan is on the northern edge and includes that property as a part of the Centennial Campus Plan.  
Planning Director Chapman pointed out the Council has just adopted a process to update the Centennial Campus and the Dix area plans and that will occur about the same time the State is updating their plans.  Mr. Crowder questioned if there are any conflicts between the Appearance Commission’s comments and the plan.  Planner Hallam talked about the Appearance Commission’s comments and NCSU’s response that they felt the Master Plan document has open space and natural area plans and to incrementally try to focus on Tree Preservation rather than focus on specific areas.  They included wording in the plan about greenway and cross access provisions that would prohibit development in the floodplain, etc.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out in his opinion the plan represents an excellent model of floodplain preservation.  He pointed out there is a lot of floodplain land on the property.  Planner Hallam read conditions from the Master Plan which indicated there would be no actual building or structures in the floodplain.  There may be some grading but no parking lots would be allowed.  He talked about the amount of open space called for in the plan.  Mr. Crowder stated he is a little concerned about losing the residential and changing the Comprehensive Plan.  He stated one of the problems in this area is the need for residential.  Mr. Hunt moved the Planning Commission’s recommendation be upheld.  His motion was seconded by Ms.Taliaferro.
Michael Harwood, NCSU, talked about the plan.  He talked about the two residential structures pointing out at this point they are planning to continue them as residential structures but they will continue to evaluate that.  He stated they are working on the Northshore development and pointed out nothing they are suggesting or that is called for in the plan would preclude residential in the area being referred to by Mr. Crowder.  He stated one major change is the CP&L/Progress Energy Transmission line.  He stated they have committed to 1/3 of the development being residential, 1/3 academic and 1/3 Office and Institution and they have not abandoned that commitment.  The motion as stated was put to a vote which passed unanimously.  Mr. Hunt moved the motion adopted.

Item #03-37 CP-9-04- Louisburg Road/Forestville Road Village Center.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out this is a comprehensive plan amendment that the Planning Commission recommend the City Council consider as there are a number of zoning cases occurring and coming through in the area.

Planner Martin Stankus explained the Comprehensive Plan amendment pointing out this is a gateway corridor.  He pointed out the existing employment area, Village Center Core area, policy boundary line, neighborhood facilities, spacing for the focus areas as included in the memorandum included in the certified recommendation.
Planner Stankus and Planning Director Chapman gave a detailed history of the planning for this area beginning with joint planning efforts with Rolesville starting some 15 years ago, development that has occurred and the plans that have not been fulfilled, annexation petitions that have been received in the area, drainage, topography, and efforts the City is taking including extension of sewer along the east side of the river, acquisition of Horseshoe Farms, discussions with Wake Forest about consolidated utility systems, staff recommendations to the Planning Commission about feasibility and desirability for the area, property that is on the National Register and desired location for commercial.  How this Comprehensive Plan came about, that is, whether the core area was based on the rezoning request that is pending, how the transition areas were proposed as well as the core.  The fact that if the core area designation is based on the zoning case and concerns that would bring about was talked about.  The fact that the Planning Commission is trying to do planning prior to zoning cases coming in so that the zoning cases could be considered based on whatever approved plans are in place was talked about.  Incorporation of the Urban Design Guidelines into the planning of the area and getting that in place prior to acting on zoning cases was talked about.  Development of mixed use village concept, property that was zoned residential but not developed residential, the location of the focus areas and the relationship to each other was discussed at length.  Also touched on was signalization along 401, expansion plans of 401 as well as medium cuts.
David York, representing the petitioner in the Z-20 case pointed out they have followed this closely because of the impact it may have on their case.  He stated they feel that this amendment is warranted as it does follow the Urban Design Guidelines and he believes the area of the core is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  He spoke in support of approval of CP-9.

Sam Dietzel and Brenda Coleman gave a detailed presentation relative to their concerns and oppositions to CP-9.  They stated they want the area to grow and develop but they want it to do so in the right way.  They talked about their involvement in planning for the area, work with staff, City Council and committees, discussions with NCDOT and their understanding that 401 will be a major multi-lane, median divided, limited access facility that will carry up to 11,000 cars per day and their further understanding the NCDOT will have the final say on the design.  They talked about the urban design guidelines and their interpretation of where the core area, village center, neighborhood centers, how traffic movement would be handled, etc.  They stated they are concerned about the additional traffic on 401 in the area if the village center and core is located as proposed in CP-9.  They expressed concern about the street network that would result from approval of CP-9 with Mr. Dietzel expressing concern that he could not get a response from the Planning Commission as to why they voted 10-1 to approve CP-9.  He expressed concern about the inability to get the pedestrian crossings in and presented questions and answers as it relates to this plan indicating in their opinion CP-9 does not meet the criteria and should not be approved.
Brenda Coleman talked about the Northeast CAC’s involvement in this issue and the opposition against CP-9.  She talked about zoning cases that have been approved in the area and the concern about the location of the village center and the feeling that they do not want this area of the city to end up looking like U.S. 64.  She indicated the Comprehensive Plan keeps referring to this area as rural in nature and stated CP-9 would not allow for that.  She talked about traffic concerns that would occur with this change and called on the Council to not approve something that does not comply with the rules and regulations.  She called on the Council to vote against this proposal.  She stated approving CP-9 in her opinion would be tantamount to approving Z-20.  She stated if the Council wants to approve Z-20 she feels they should let it go through the process and if it is approved then the boundaries could be changed at that point.  She stated it looks like we have the cart before the horse and called on the Council to deny CP-9.

Mr. Hunt talked about the fact that no one wants traffic and talked about density.  He pointed out traffic and density come together and explained a village center is a designation or an area where people can live and shop.  He questioned how much retail is on the adjacent property or what the property is zoned for.  Mr. Crowder talked about the street system.  Planner Director Chapman pointed out Council members received with the certified recommendation the following memorandum.
As discussed by the Planning Commission – Strategic Planning Committee on August 17, the following amendments to the Comprehensive Plan are recommended to update land use and urban form recommendations associated with the recent Forestville Road Village Center designation and in consideration of the zoning request Z-20-04:
Remove the Employment Area designation on the site and on the north side of US 401 in Raleigh’s Long Range Urban Service Area.  Low to medium density residential uses shall be recommend for this area.

Remove the Policy Boundary Line located along Forestville Road to US-401 established by Z-36-03.

Designate the Core Area for the Forestville Village Center as shown on the attached map with a maximum retail allocation of 300,000 square feet.

Adopt a description of the urban design characteristics for the Core and Transition Areas of the Village Center.

Change the designation of the Wake Crossroads Neighborhood Focus to a Neighborhood Center with a maximum retail allocation of 130,680 square feet.

The urban design characteristics for the Forestville Village Center were adopted for a portion of the Center with the approval of Z-36-03.  Following are recommendations for how the Urban Design Guidelines will be applied within the Village Center on the east side of Forestville Road in association with Z-20-04.
The Master Plan (MP-2-03) establishes a primary street system within the Village Center Core Area and extends these streets south and east into the surrounding residential areas as shown on the attached map.  A commercial street (Street A) extends east from Forestville Road and another commercial street (Street B) extends south from US-401 both of which shall be designed according to Figure 14b.  Secondary Pedestrian Way as noted in the Guidelines for Mixed Use Centers in the Street, Sidewalk, and Driveway Access Handbook.  Street B will continue south beyond the property as a Transitional Pedestrian Way (Figure 14a.)  Street A extends east to a Transitional Pedestrian Way (Figure 14a.) that extends south from US-401 and continue beyond the Core Area into the Transition Street C.
The streetscape along these pedestrian streets will include the placement of buildings adjacent to the sidewalks on the streets, regularly spaced trees between the sidewalk and street curb as well as seating, bike racks, trash receptacles, and pedestrian scaled light fixtures.  Building windows and entry locations along the sidewalk will conform to the recommendations in the Urban Design Guidelines as well as the articulation of building facades greater than 64 feet in width.

The Core Area, as identified on the attached map, establishes the area of greatest retail and development intensity.  Beyond the Core Area is a Transitional Area that will provide a reduction in scale and intensity of development to blend with the surrounding and future residential areas.  Building oriented streetscapes shall also be included in the Transition Area with on-street parking.  Uses that are appropriate within the Transition include multifamily and townhouse residential, office, and retail sales-personal service uses.

Pedestrian connectivity to future development on the north side of US-401 shall be coordinated with NCDOT.  Connections across Forestville Road will be accommodated by appropriately spaced and marked crosswalks with pedestrian median havens.  Connections to future greenway trails shall be provided as development occurs with access through the Transition Area to the Core Area of the Village Center.

He read from the memorandum.

Ms. Taliaferro pointed out part of the concern relates to the fact that this discussion is taking place while a zoning case is pending.  Mr. Chapman pointed out the purpose of CP-9 is to work out the guidelines before action is taken on the zoning case.  The fact that no development proposal has been received as it relates to Z-20 was talked about.

Traffic Engineer Eric Lamb talked about access points, proposed collectors in the area, access, median, the plans for 401/Forrestville Road, median breaks that have been approved by NCDOT, the fact that in many cases as urban scale development moves along a corridor the speed limit is dropped by NCDOT such what has occurred on U.S. 64, pedestrian movement, desire to design the intersections for safe pedestrian movements, and the design that is underway for 401.  Mr. Lamb stated he does not think the State will install medians.  The infrastructure would be there to provide for safe pedestrian movement and additional opportunities.  He talked about the median breaks, traffic flow, traffic movements, existing signalization, Forestville being a major thoroughfare and NCDOT requirements.

Ms. Taliaferro expressed concern about losing the potential for employment in this area.  She stated she understands how we got to this point but would like to see a little more emphasis on office.  She talked about extending the transitional use to the street labeled B.  Planning Director Chapman talked about the core area and the transitional area.  Ms. Taliaferro pointed out transitional discourages retail and talked about how the Urban Design Guidelines and the various mixes as defined.  The zoning cases that have been approved and are pending was talked about.  How to use zoning regulations to require mixtures of uses was talked about with Planning Director Chapman pointing out you can limit the mixture of uses but you cannot force the development.  Ms. Taliaferro talked about the need to encourage office and retail pointing out she thinks the core area encourages high density and the transitional area discourages and she would like to see us extend the transitional area to Street B; that is, more transitional uses.

Lengthy discussion took place between Committee members on locations and definitions of neighborhood centers, village centers, and what the Urban Design Guidelines say.  The language in the Planning Commission recommendation was talked about again with Mr. Chapman reading the paragraph relating to the core area.  Mr. Hunt expressed concern about the traffic issue that he feels would be the result of adoption of CP-9.  Ms. Taliaferro pointed out the need to have a plan in place to guide zoning decisions.  Mr. Crowder talked about this possibly not being the most ideal location but the feeling that it does meet the intent of the Urban Design Guidelines.  Each committee member gave their interpretation, likes and dislikes of the plan.
Ms. Taliaferro moved approval of CP-9-04 with the modifications that the property east of the Street Label B be designated as a transition area.  Her motion was seconded by Mr. Crowder.
Mr. Hunt expressed concern about traffic and traffic flow.  Ms. Taliaferro pointed out the number of houses that are being developed with no services.  The area is growing by leaps and bounds.  There may be enough services for the residential now but you have to plan for 15 years out.  She stated she would rather go ahead and fix the location of retail and office now.  Fixing the locations was talked about with Mr. Chapman pointing out if the Council adopts the Comprehensive Plan Amendment when they see zoning cases they could judge the zoning case based on those guidelines.  The guidelines will determine if the mix in the zoning cases is appropriate.  Mr. Hunt talked about the retail on the adjacent property.  The Urban Design Guidelines and the fact that they are not changed by this proposal was talked about.  The motion as stated was put to a vote which resulted in Mr. Hunt voting in the negative.

Item #03-4 CP-16-04 King Charles Neighborhood Plan.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out this neighborhood plan is one of the largest ever prepared in Raleigh and was developed with a lengthy process of community involvement and guidance.  He pointed out the Planning Commission recommended the plan as it has been presented at the public hearing with the exception of recommending that the area suggested for R-6 zoning be zoned Special R-6 which would limit the area to single and duplex dwellings and would exclude further construction of group housing in the area.  He went through the recommendations of the Planning Commission.

Planner James Brantley went through the recommendations of the Planning Commission which included Neighborhood Conservation Overlay District for the northern section, a separate Neighborhood Overlay Conservation District for the southern section, rezoning R-10 properties to Special R-6, better community notification relative to site plans, support Neighborhood Preservation Task Force recommendations, streetscape improvements in the New Bern Avenue area, corridor plans and redevelopment area boundaries.  He explained the boundaries of the two Neighborhood Conservation Overlay proposals.  He explained development plans currently in the process including a subdivision south of New Bern Avenue and west of Peartree Lane which is presently eight lots with one house.  The proposal calls for a subdivision into 24 lots which would be the maximum under the current R-4 zoning.  He stated the Planning section has reviewed the subdivision and sent it back with concerns noted relative to lot sizes, building envelopes, compliance with interim tree preservation ordinance and pointed out the proposal would run counter to the recommendation for the Neighborhood Conservation Overlay Zone.
Planning Director Chapman pointed out the Council had asked that this item be considered and a recommendation made as soon as possible.  He pointed out there is a pending zoning case based on this plan, however this plan is not adopted.  If the plan is adopted the staff must review issues based on cases existing and proposed zoning.  He pointed out there is only one case currently under review.  The pending cases and developments were talked about.

Ms. Taliaferro talked about the neighborhood policy and action items and questioned how they would be enforced.  She questioned if this is the first time we have seen this type thing in a neighborhood plan.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out this type action items have been included in previous plans.  He stated we are trying to focus on these so it will clean up some of the subsequent items and establish direction or policy.  This plan is what the neighborhood is recommending for their neighborhood, it does not relate to city wide actions.  Ms. Taliaferro expressed concern relative to the action items being included in the neighborhood plan as she feels the Council cannot make some of the determinations.  Planner Director Chapman pointed out this is general language applied to the neighborhood.  The Council can consider desires but the plan does not include an implementation strategy but it does recommend what policies would be appropriate.  He talked about our redevelopment plans having recommendations as to what would happen in certain areas.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick indicated in a redevelopment plan those directions can be enforced.  Ms. Taliaferro pointed out we have to be very careful in establishing policies that the Council cannot enforced.  This plan, if adopted, will not stop some of the things from occurring such as churches in the neighborhood, rental properties, etc.  Mr. Crowder expressed concern about enforcement of some of the action items with Planning Director Chapman pointing out the purpose of the action items or policy statements is to know what the neighborhood wants for an area.  If the plan is adopted, the City Council is acknowledging that as their goal and this is not saying that is what will occur.
W. G. Crutchfield, Alleghany Drive, pointed out he owns a 16-unit apartment complex at the intersection of North King Charles and Glascock.  He stated he has owned these over 20 years and if the rezoning takes place he will lose that density.  He stated he knows that he could keep the property as is but if something were to happen to destroy the property such as the property burning or whatever, he could not replace it at the current density if the rezoning is approved.  He stated he would like to have his property removed from the plan.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out the plan does call for this area to be down zoned to special R-6.  He pointed out adoption of this plan does not rezone the property but it does make a policy statement that the property should be rezoned.  He pointed out if the Council does not feel that the property should be included it could be excluded at this point or considered when a rezoning petition is filed.

Lynette Pitt spoke in support of the Comprehensive Plan amendment.  She talked about all the work and pointed out they became concerned when a number of residential homes were being turned into day care centers.  She talked about the problems of single-family homes being used as churches and the primary goal was to limit the use of residential homes from becoming churches or other institutional uses.  Ms. Taliaferro stated she just wants the community to understand that there are certain things that the Council can help with and enforce but there are some things that are allowed as a matter of right.  Whether Mr. Crutchfield’s property would become nonconforming, the fact that he has well-kept property and no one has any objections to that but concern that if the property changes hands they would have no control or no assurance that the future property owner would do a good job was discussed.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out application of the Neighborhood Conservation Overlay District would not create nonconformance but changing the underlying zoning could create nonconformities.  Nothing in the Comprehensive Plan amendment would create nonconformities. 
Mary Lou Smith, 2433 Bertie Drive, talked about the problems in their area and called on the Council to do whatever possible to enforce the current ordinances and help them solve their quality of life problems.  She talked about the single-family home next to her which has two bedrooms and houses four people but on Sundays they put out a church sign.  She stated the Inspections Department says they cannot do anything unless they see the sign but the Inspections personnel does not work on Sunday.  She stated she has pictures of the sign.  She talked about problems that she has had with drug and alcohol users stealing from her property and the hope that none of the property would be excluded.  She explained problem property areas that are currently existing.  The best way to proceed and what the plan can really accomplish was talked about.

Sandy Smith, 800 Collington Road, urged the Council to adopt a plan and include the areas as proposed.  She stated the area is going downhill fast.  It is no longer a safe place to live.  She stated if you start excluding one property then another property will want to be excluded; therefore, she feels the plan should be adopted as presented and include all of the property as presented.  She stated they are begging the City to help them take back their neighborhood.  She talked about problems in the neighborhood including non responsive landlords with problem areas.  She talked about drug sales and other problems in her neighborhood.  Mr. Hunt questioned if the people called the police when they see these problems such as open air drug selling, etc., with Ms. Smith indicating they do but before the police get there the people disperse.  Mr. Crowder moved approval of CP-16-04 as recommended by the Planning Commission.  His motion did not receive a second.  Mr. Hunt moved approval as recommended by the Planning Commission but exclude Mr. Crutchfield’s property from the area to be proposed for special R-6.  Ms. Taliaferro seconded the motion pointing out however she did have some concerns.  Mr. Chapman stated as he understands Mr. Crutchfield’s property would not be removed from the plan but would be removed from the area designated to be rezoned special R-6 with Mr. Hunt and Ms. Taliaferro agreeing.  The motion as stated was put to a vote which resulted in Mr. Crowder voting in the negative.
Item #03-39 CP-14-04 – Downtown West Gateway Small Area Plan/South Saunders North Area Redevelopment Plan.  The backup memo pointed out this is a small area plan that results from a lengthy process of property owner and resident involvement and it is recommended by the Planning Commission.  The area west of the proposed new convention center and south of the proposed rail transit terminal in downtown.  It seeks to achieve a more secure residential environment, offer new opportunities for housing and commercial development, improve circulation and otherwise stabilize and improve this quadrant of the Downtown as a link to the existing neighborhoods surrounding the area.  The key issues as discussed by the Planning Commission involved the role of redevelopment and rehabilitation of the historic character of the area, acquisition and development of significant greenway/open space component, linking the neighborhood to downtown intermodal center and improvements to the north/south circulation in the area.  Planner Ken Maness explained the proposal in detail.

Planner Maness went over the plan explaining the location, the intent, proposed public improvements, changing two-way streets, acquisition plan, etc., as it relates to the Saunders north area redevelopment plan.  The Downtown West Gateway Small Area Plan is the larger plan and he went over those recommendations.
Paul Meyer pointed out he was part of the working group for the Downtown West Gateway Small Area Plan.  He stated he is not opposed to the plan but there is some late breaking news that concerns them.  He talked about the development of the Downtown West Gateway Plan which started when former Council Member Kirkman assembled a loose knit group to look at the area.  That group blossomed into the working group that developed this plan.  He pointed out there are two elements of concern.  One relates to the discussion about eliminating removal of the Glenwood connection to South Saunders from the CAMPO Thoroughfare Plan and downgrading the street to a collector street from Morgan to South Street in the Comprehensive Plan.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out that language was developed during review at the Planning Commission and their resolution to this issue is removal from the Thoroughfare Plan but retain the collector street designation as they felt that would provide clarity pointing out we are seeking good access into the intermodal transit area.  He pointed out any development that takes place in the area would be subject to site plan approval and having the designation of collector street provides the clarity relative to needed access into the area but not calling for a through street.

Mr. Meyer pointed out he was speaking for himself, David Stewart, Scott Cutler and John Florian.  The second concern relates to additional language recommending that a study be performed to determined if portions of the area primarily West Lenoir Street and the portion of South Saunders Street north of Lenoir should be considered for National Register and local Historic Overlay District Designations.  He pointed out that concern was specifically addressed by the working group and they do not feel that process should be followed, therefore it was taken out of the plan, however it remerged at the Planning Commission and he feels including the language violates the process.  The working group said specifically they did not want that process to be followed, people in the neighborhood do not want that and they do not feel it needs to be in the report.  He talked about the location of this area which is 3 ½ blocks from the proposed convention center and the hope that the area will become a mixed use development.  Planner Maness pointed out the Historic Districts Commission came to the group after the plan was put together.  He pointed out wording on Page 15 of the report adds that concept.  Mr. Chapman talked about the process pointing out all small area plans are referred to the various groups to give them an opportunity to make comments and that is what occurred here; the process was followed correctly.
Andy Lawrence, liaison with the Historic Districts Commission, pointed out that group got involved when the draft was put together. He stated he had been at every large group meeting since Spring and talked about recommendations they had after reviewing the plan.  He pointed out the Commission is in full support of the plan and talked about the group’s input and pointed out they did not hear the concern that the majority of the group did not want the historic designation studied.  He pointed out they are just saying it should be studied and see if it qualifies for the designation but that does not mean they would follow through on the designation.  He talked about suggested language about restoration and renovation and pointed out that was already in the plan before they came to the first meeting.  He talked about what designation of the property would mean and pointed out it would not prohibit properties from being torn down or rehabilitated but it would open a door for investment tax credits.  He pointed out he feels there is some momentum or excitement in the neighborhood and pointed out if we were lucky enough to get some of the area designated that would be good and it would not take away from a good business plan in any way.

Jay Spain, 411 Kinsy Street, pointed out he is not opposed to what Mr. Lawrence is saying but he is opposed to the way the comments of the Historic Districts Commission came in at the last meeting.  They had ample opportunity to come in and discuss the proposal.  Ms. Taliaferro pointed out if it is not included in the plan the Historic District Commission could do the study anyway.  They could bring this as a work plan.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out if it is included in the plan the Historic Districts Commission would be the sponsor and the Council would decide whether to approve it or not  Mr. Spain again stated he personally has no objection but it is the process. 

Jane Thurman, Chair of the Historic Districts Commission, spoke in support of the plan.  She stated they were not a part of this process in the beginning but Mr. Lawrence had been attending the meetings and they felt it was important for the Districts Commission to speak up.  She stated they do not have any money in their budget to pay for a survey or the work that goes into a designation but they feel it is important to have the information included in the plan.  Brief discussion took place on the process that was followed and the involvement of the other commissions.  Mr. Meyer pointed out the property owners who live in the area have been involved in the process.  He believes there is a different situation here than in other areas and talked about the internal component and what the people who developed the plan want.
David Permar, Glenwood Collection, talked about the street connectivity in the area.  He pointed out the question of the intermodal transit terminal is still being studied.  He pointed out there were a lot of people on the Task Force that were in favor of keeping the thoroughfare designation.  He stated until all of the issues are resolved they feel the proposal of eliminating the thoroughfare designation and leaving the collector street designation is a good compromise.  He spoke in support of the plan as submitted.
Discussion followed on the need to make sure the plan is clear that we are just talking about access to the intermodal connection.  The Historical Preservation efforts and whether that wording should be included was talked about.  How the plan was drafted and what the plans mean was discussed.  Mr. Hunt moved approval of the Downtown West Gateway Small Area Plan and Saunders North Area Redevelopment Plan as recommended by the Planning Commission, pointing out he does not feel the Historic Districts Commission will sponsor a study on something that the people in the area do not support.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Crowder.  Mr. Crowder stated we may need to work on the process.  He stated he does not feel the plan as presented will stop redevelopment in any way and he does not think there will be a problem but he is concerned that the working group has concerns about the process.  The motion as stated was put to a vote which passed unanimously.
Item #03-41 Fayetteville Street Renaissance Bids.  Engineer Dean Fox pointed out at last Tuesday’s meeting the Council rejected the bids for Fayetteville Street and directed staff to look at ways that the bids could be redone.  He stated they have come up with a lot of ideas while trying to maintain the focus of the project as developed, look for opportunities that will not change the structure or appearance of the street.  He pointed out they had provided Committee members with the following design changes, value engineering changes, etc.

[image: image1.emf]Contract Items

$          69,402.00  Tree Salvage Plan

$        742,093.00  Alt Construction Seq.

$            4,690.00  Manhole Covers

$        154,000.00  Bus Shelters

$          13,572.00  Side Street Bollards

$   13,073,194.40  Base Bid

$     1,439,143.00  Electrical

$        115,894.00  Irrigation

$     4,027,432.40  Streetscape

$          18,816.00  Wayfinding

$            2,926.00  News Box

$        898,963.00  Signals

$        135,695.00  Pavement Marking and Signing

$          65,645.00  Traffic Control

$     2,539,327.00  Utilities and Duct Bank

$          33,450.00  Erosion Control

$        435,713.00  Drainage

$     2,057,718.00  Roadway

$        672,457.00  Demolition

$        630,015.00  Mobilization

Bid Received Discipline
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 Restructure the contract to eliminate the requirement that the prime contractor constructs 

60% of the work.

 Restructure the contract documents to include additional bid alternate items to allow more 

flexibility in selecting those options that would provide the best value to the project while 

maintaining the special character desired for the street

 Extend the contract construction time to at least 12 months or greater if possible

 Incorporate responses from previous bid phase to clarify contract documents

 Remove/revisit liquidated damages/incentive payment (

Currently $2,000/day

)

 Bid sign and signal items under separate contract



[image: image3.emf]Road Items

 Change Fayetteville Street concrete paving depth to 6.5”



Current depth 7.5” $928,150

 Reduce to 6.5”  $888,150

 Approximate Savings $  40,000

 Replace the permeable asphalt drainage layer beneath the proposed concrete pavement 

with fabric and ABC



Current Items

$

275,880

 4” ABC  $  49,000

 Geotextile Fabric  $  39,000

 Approximate Savings  $187,800

 Utilize a different color/surface treatment/minimize number of concrete pours



Current Items

$

928,150

 Revised Color Concrete  $793,800

 Approximate Savings  $134,350



[image: image4.emf]Color/Surface Treatment
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 Limit concrete pavement to intersections and midblock crossings



Current Items  $1,204,030

 Asphalt Road and Parking $   482,025 (Bid Pricing)

 Concrete Intersections and Crosswalk  $   341,620

 ABC  $     48,546

 Geotextile Fabric  $     38,837

 Approximate Savings  $   293,002

 Replace the 7.5" concrete paving with asphalt paving



Current Items  $1,204,030

 Surface Course  $   173,618 (Bid Pricing)

 Intermediate Course  $   698,186 (Bid Pricing)

 Approximate Savings  $   332,226



[image: image6.emf] Replace granite curb with 2'-6" concrete curb and gutter



Current Items  $176,880

 2’-6” Concrete Curb and Gutter  $  79,500

 Approximate Savings  $  97,380

 Replace bollards – street can be blocked off by moving planted bollards during events



Current Items  $304,220

 Planted Bollards  $  79,958

 Approximate Savings  $224,262

 Eliminate side street construction on Hargett and Martin Streets associated with narrowing 

street width and widening sidewalks on 000 block (between Wilmington Street and Salisbury 

Street)



Current Items (Road/Streetscape) $450,000

 Approximate Savings $450,000

Road Items



[image: image7.emf]Signal Items

 Eliminate 1 of 4 directional drill conduits currently proposed for future use by City



Current Items $154,100

 Directional Drill $120,600

 Approximate Savings  $  33,500

 Bid signal and traffic signage items through separate contract



Current Items $  95,300



[image: image8.emf]Streetscape Items

 Allow a 6"x9" concrete "field" pavers in lieu of 8"x12" concrete pavers



Current Item $814,779

 Alternate Item $725,279

 Approximate Savings $  89,500

 Substitute concrete "look-alikes" in lieu of authentic materials; reduce paver size to 6"x6“



Current Item $321,498

 Alternate Item $178,610

 Approximate Savings $142,888

 Substitute ABC with geotextile filter fabric under sand setting bed in lieu of pervious 

concrete slab



Current Items Pervious Slab $393,800

 ABC and Geotextile - $  84,700 

 Approximate Savings - $309,100



[image: image9.emf]Alternate Paving Material



[image: image10.emf]Streetscape Items

 Substitute 6” concrete pavement for precast pavers (Pedestrian Zone only)



Current Items (Assumes ABC base) $  867,889

 Alternate Items $  527,666

 Approximate Savings $  340,223

 Substitute 6” concrete pavement for precast pavers (All)



Current Items (Assumes ABC base) $1,300,327

 Alternate Items $  649,121

 Approximate Savings $  651,206

 Replace the 5' long free-standing solid granite bench with Movable Bench



Current Items $    26,523

 Alternate Items  $    24,192

 Approximate Savings  $      2,331

 Substitute alternate woven bench in lieu of Landscape Forms woven bench per 

specification



Current Items $  230,740

 Alternate Items  $  143,424

 Approximate Savings  $    87,316



[image: image11.emf]Amenity Options

Current Selection

Alternate Selection



[image: image12.emf]Streetscape Items

 Change granite building band to alternate material



Current Items $149,050

 Alternate Items  $  67,750

 Approximate Savings  $  81,300

 Reduce number of freestanding chairs



Current Items (50 ea) $  95,000

 Review options for tree grates under pavers



Current Items (114 ea @ $1,894.50) $215,973

 Review/Revise the number of newspaper boxes



Current Items (7 ea @ $418.00) $  2,926



[image: image13.emf]Utility Items

 Replace water meters “in kind” instead of upgrading size for potential future use



Current Items $84,000

 Replace 12 with 1” Meters $57,000

 Approximate Savings $27,000

 Revise duct bank section 36 (city communication cable) to reflect stone backfill and 

shallow depth



Current Items $147,258

 Alternate Items $  97,200

 Approximate Savings $  50,058

 Clarify in the documents how the power is routed to streetlights



Current Items $80,000

 Alternate Items $         0

 Approximate Savings $80,000

 Reduce uplighting fixtures



Current Items (344 uplights, 94 LED striplights) $400,000

 Reduce number of uplights (172) $137,600

 Remove All LED Strip Lights $           0

 Approximate Savings $262,400



[image: image14.emf]Lighting Items

Current Selections –

LED Strip Lighting at 

Benches

Current Selections – Up Lighting 

at 2x2 Pedestals and Bowls



[image: image15.emf]Utility Items

 Reduce joint-use utility duct bank size to accommodate only current needs - no additional 

conduit installed for future use



Current Items $1,252,700

 Alternate Items $1,002,160

 Approximate Savings $   250,540

 Eliminate joint-use duct bank altogether



Current Items $1,451,000

 Alternate Items $              0

 Approximate Savings $1,451,000

 Reduce number of grease interceptors



Current Items (12 provided, $8,000 ea) $     96,000

 Provide 6  $     48,000

 Approximate Savings $     48,000



[image: image16.emf]Miscellaneous Items

 Bid the 400 block improvements as optional



Current Items $1,470,400 (Bid Pricing)

 City furnished field office location for contractor



Current Items (Assume 1000sf for 12mts) $     16,000 (Approximate)

 Consider A+B bidding model (low price and time evaluation)



[image: image17.emf]Recommendation Summary

Items with no/minimal affect to aesthetics

 All items from Contract Items Page

 Change to 6.5” Depth $     40,000

 Replace Asphalt drainage layer with stone and fabric $   187,800

 Simplify Surface Treatments $   134,350

 Replace Bollards $   224,262

 Eliminate Extra Directional Drill for Signals $     33,500

 Allow 6”x9” concrete pavers $     89,500

 Substitute Concrete Look Alike materials $   142,888

 Substitute Alternate Material for Granite Building Band $     81,300

 Substitute ABC for Pervious Slab $   309,100

 Revise Duct bank Section 36 $     50,058

 Reduce uplighting $   262,400

 Reduce number of grease interceptors $     48,000

 Total $1,603,158



[image: image18.emf]Optional Changes 

that would likely alter aesthetics

 Replace paving (or Bid Option) for Asphalt Roadway $332,226

 Change Granite Curb to 2’-6” Concrete Curb $  97,380

 Substitute Alternate Bench $  87,316

 Eliminate Movable Chairs $  95,000

 Total $611,922



[image: image19.emf]Additional Items Under 

Consideration

 Limit Concrete Pavement to Intersections and Midblock  $   293,002

 Substitute 6” concrete pavement s/w for pavers (Pedestrian Zone) $   340,223

 Substitute 6” concrete pavement s/w for pavers (All) $   651,206

 Bid Signal and Traffic Signs under separate contract $     95,300

 Bid LED Street signs as optional $     54,600

 Replace water meters in kind $     27,000

 Reduce Duct Bank to current needs only $   250,540

 Eliminate Duct Bank Completely $1,451,000

 Eliminate Hargett and Martin Side Street Construction (000 Blocks) $   450,000

 Deletable Bid Option for 400 Block  $1,470,400


Mr. Fox, Sam Reynolds and others went over the various issues explaining the proposal and possible changes.  Discussion points related to the change in the surface treatment, difference in projected cost, long-term maintenance as it relates to the original bid items and the possible changes, why certain items were included and the possible changes, newspaper boxes, building for the future so that we do not have to tear up and reconstruct as it relates to utility items, possible savings utilizing current bid price, optional changes which may be considered, tree plan.  The fact that the total project cost does not reflect the cost of the chandeliers nor the landscape planners and urns was talked about.  Whether to use pavers, poured concrete, scored asphalt, and the desire to get the street functioning, open and getting people on the street was discussed.  Mr. Hunt expressed surprise and concern that the thirteen plus million bid did not include the chandeliers and the planter bowls.  It was pointed out the chandeliers are projected to cost somewhere in the range of $25,000 each and there would be eight per block.  The amount of urns and planters that were not included was talked about.  The fact that these were to be the public art funded through another source was touched on.  Limiting the improvements to just Fayetteville Street and doing away with the improvements to Hargett and Martin was talked about.  The need to study the recommendations and look at the whole context of the design, concern about how to proceed, concerns that the chandeliers and urns not being included was debated.  The Committee agreed it would like to have time to evaluate all of the information that was presented but they do not want to slow down the process.  It was agreed to continue this meeting until Friday, September 17 at 4:00 for further discussion of this item.
The Comprehensive Planning Committee met in reconvened on Friday September 17 at 4:00 p.m. in the City Council Chamber with all members present.  The purpose of the meeting was to continue discussion of the Fayetteville Street Renaissance Project.

Mr. Hunt stated he had gone through the proposal as presented on September 15 and had come up with a listing.  He stated most of his items are non controversial items, things that he does not feel that anyone will notice but he feels it will provide for cost savings.  Mr. Hunt presented the following list

     Item





     Cost
Original Bid





 13,073,226
Paving Thickness




       -40,000

Change pavement drainage system


     -187,800

Change to asphalt in streets, not intersections
     -293,002

Replacement permanent bollard with planter bollards     -224,262

Eliminate Hargett and Martin improvements

     -450,000

Demolition savings from not savings pavers

     -200,000
6 x 9 pavers instead of 8 x 12



       -89,500

6 x 6 pavers instead of bluestone


     -142,888

Change bench manufacturer



       -87,316

Use alternate material for granite bands

       -81,300

Eliminate half of the chairs



       -47,500

Use standard cable installation


       -50,058
Electrical connection to light poles revision

       -80,000

Remove strip lighting and reduce uplighting by 1/2
     -262,000

Total specification changes



  -2,235,626

Subtotal – Bids After Spec Changes


 10,837,600

Cost of Planters Not in Bid (eliminate chandeliers)          200,000

Subtotal – Bid Price Before Additional Bidders
 11,037,600

Savings from Rebid

Rebid:  extend construction time

             Lower damages

             Allow more subcontractors

             Consider contactors alternatives

             Further value engineering

             Consider expanding contractor requirements

Mr. Hunt went through the proposal; he stated as far as eliminating Hargett and Martin improvements he is just talking about the improvements, we would still make those streets two-way.  He pointed out the chandeliers were not in the bid to begin with as those will be handled through a public art project of some sort.  He feels we should add the planters that were not in the original bid.  He stated if you go through the exercise as outlined he feels you would have a savings but if you put back in the things such as the planters, etc., we will be adding to it and it will still be over budget.  He stated however he fears if we go any deeper we will be negatively impacting the design.  He stated we need to consider going to the alternative B that is making the street 55 feet wide rather than 40 as in the proposed bid.  He pointed out if you extend the street which is the cheaper construction and do away with some of the more expensive elements of the streetscape plan for amenity area that will help reduce the cost.
Ms. Taliaferro stated she agreed with Mr. Hunt’s list.  She stated however she would suggest eliminating all of the free-standing chairs.  She asked about doing granite veneer on concrete for the benches as she feels that will provide some savings.  The consultants indicated they looked at that but did not feel it will provide for substantial savings therefore that was dropped from consideration.  Ms. Taliaferro suggested looking at less expensive trash receptacles and talked about in the bid alternate if we went with scored concrete and pavers in the amenity area if there would be a savings pointing out that would still give a special feeling but may be give us some savings.  She talked about doing that as a bid alternate.  She asked about eliminating the field office location for the contractor or at least go with the least expensive approach.  She talked about the need to have flexibility.  She talked about the need to have Hargett and Martin improvements as a part of a second bid and talked about doing Hargett and Martin as an alternative.
Mr. Crowder agreed that all of the free-standing chairs should be eliminated.  He stated he feels we should retain the granite curb.  He feels Hargett and Martin Street improvements are very important as he feels it is important to help the businesses on the side streets plan for the future.  He stated in addition the side streets will provide the major tie to the transit station.  He talked about the grease interceptors pointing out he feels we need to plan now and do all of the utility work that we need to do as we do not want to have to tear the street up and add at a later date.  He stated he would like to keep the pavers and spoke to the maintenance issue of concrete.  He talked about the big wide sidewalks with scored concrete and the maintenance problems we may encounter.  He stated he knows everyone keeps talking about the vertical elements but he feels it is important that we keep some of the sidewalk amenities.  Ms. Taliaferro pointed out she is just asking for that to be an alternative.  Mr. Hunt stated he feels we should leave in all of the items that relate to future growth and expansion.  Ms. Taliaferro stated she does not just disagree with some of the comments but just wonders where the funds will come from.  She stated we are spending a lot of streetscape money and may be we would want to shift some of that money to the Hargett and Martin improvements.  Mr. Crowder suggested getting the Hargett/Martin as a bid alternate.
Margaret Mullin, Downtown Raleigh Alliance, stated she just wanted to make sure the Committee when talking about Hargett and Martin are not doing away with two-waying of those streets.  The committee pointed out they are just talking about the improvements they want to continue with the two-way concept.

Ms. Taliaferro talked about the chandeliers and the fact that they are not a part of the bid package.  She stated she would be open to looking at other sources of funding for those as we are going to have to have street lights of some type.  Planning Director Chapman talked about the chandeliers and the urns and pointed out the Council did receive a recommendation from the Arts Commission on public art that included the idea of soliciting funds and suggested ideas of finding additional resources for that.  Mr. Hunt questioned if the consultants had enough information on Plan B to give a recommendation on cost savings, additional planning and design cost, etc.  Discussion took place on the additional cost, planning, bidding and how much longer it will take to go to Plan B.  It was pointed out the estimated cost of the additional work would be somewhere over $200,000.  Mr. Hunt questioned if it could be done for less.  Ms. Taliaferro stated she had concerns about putting a lot of money into a new design that we do not know if we are going to use and whether it will save a significant amount of money.  

Discussion took place on the various issues, the tree save cost, possibility of utilizing different kinds of trees, whether there had been discussion about reducing the number of newspaper boxes and whether the original design called for the newspaper boxes to be a mid-block.
Mr. Hunt suggested talking his list and the various items that have been discussed and present it to the City Council to discuss line by line and at the same time receive a report from Administration on the design cost for going to Alternate B and the possible savings that would be accomplished.  Ms. Taliaferro talked about the alternative of doing scored concrete and pavers as a bid alternate.

After discussion on various alternatives on how to proceed the following list was developed.

                                                                                                                        

POSSIBLE













SAVINGS

FAYETTEVILLE STREET RENAISSANCE – BIDS

The Committee recommends that the Fayetteville Street Renaissance project be re-bid 

             with the following changes:

1.  Use asphalt in the main street but not intersections
293,002

2.  Bid Hargett/Martin Streets improvements as bid alternate (Streets would be 


     made two way but improvements would be an alternate) (Savings would be

     realized only if deleted from project)
450,000

3.  Replace permanent bollards with plant bollards 
224,262

4.  Use less expensive trash receptacles


5.  Change concrete pavement to 6.5” pavement depth
 40,000  

6.  Do not save existing pavers from on the mall
200,000*

7.  Use 6 X 9 concrete pavers instead of 8 X 12
 89,500

8.  Use 6 X 6 concrete pavers instead of bluestone
142,888

9.  Use alternative material for granite bands
 81,300

10.  Eliminate the free standing chairs
 95,000

11.  Use standard cable installation for city communication cable 
 50,058

12.  Clarify in the documents how the power is routed to streetlights
 80,000

13.  Remove strip lighting and reduce up-lighting by ½
262,400

14.  City provide field office location for contractor
16,000

15.  Retain granite curb

16.  Retain the number of grease interceptors/utilities which will be needed for future

17.  Extend construction time

18.  Lower liquidated damage clause

19.  Restructure contract to allow for use of more subcontractors 

20.  Restructure the contract to include additional bid alternate items to allow flexibility in selection   options

21.  Bid alternative of scored concrete and pavers in amenity area 

22.  Change pavement drainage system1





     187,800

*Estimate of committee

       APPROXIMATE SAVINGS RECOMMENDED BY COMPREHENSIVE

                                                                PLANNING COMMITTEE
         
$1,762,210






    DELAY OF HARGETT/MARTIN                 450,000


                                        RELAXING BID PROCEDURES

Receive a report from Administration as to cost and schedule impact of doing an alternative to allow for a 55’ wide street.  

The September 17, meeting adjourned at 4:20 p.m.

The Wednesday, September 15 meeting continued as follows.

Item #03-38.  CP-11-04 – Urban Design Handbook for Fayetteville Street.  It was pointed out this comprehensive plan amendment was recommended for approval by the Planning Commission.  It is the beginning of an effort to update the Urban Design Guidelines for Downtown Raleigh that are currently contained within the Comprehensive Plan.  These guidelines will remain in place until and unless they are replaced by new guidelines adopted by the Council.  This handbook deals only with the guidelines for those properties that front the blocks of Fayetteville Street that are subject to the renaissance project.

Planner Dan Douglas explained the intent and the process for development of the Urban Design Handbook for Fayetteville Street.  He explained how the handbook will be used to guide and evaluate development.  He talked about the major change that came about as a result of the public hearing.
Mr. Crowder pointed out there was some concern about the stepback requirement with it being pointed out the stepback requirement has been amended to allow for both maximization of floor plates and emulation of the historic building forms.  Previously a stepback was required at 60-feet in all cases.  This has been altered so that no stepback is required for buildings under 90 feet, buildings above 90-feet are required to have a 15-foot deep stepback at 60-feet with the stepback used being 25-feet.  How that will be applied or interpreted was talked about.

Mr. Crowder talked about the moveable copy signs and whether we should have language under “prohibitive” rather than “discourage”.  Mr. Douglas pointed out the language was moved to the “discourage” category with Mr. Crowder questioning how we discourage something.  The ABC movable sign that was approved was discussed with it being pointed out that went through the encroachment process.  Mr. Crowder pointed out putting movable signs under prohibitive would not affect the case that has just been approved.  Mr. Crowder expressed concern that we are chipping away at the downtown guidelines and talked about the stepbacks and the work of the Task Force and the changes that were made.  Mr. Crowder moved approval with the understanding that movable signs would be prohibited and buildings 90-feet or below have a 25-foot stepback and allow the 90-foot height or more with no stepback.  His motion did not receive a second.
Later in the meeting, Attorney Botvinick talked about the current law relative to movable copy signs.  The reason the ABC sign was approved is that it is not considered a sign as it is on the public right-of-way and they went through the encroachment process.  Planning Director Chapman indicated if another request came forward as an encroachment the guidebook would guide the recommendations.  Now staff has to make a recommendation with no guidelines.  Mr. Crowder pointed out he was the lone vote against the ABC movable signs.  He stated he does not want Raleigh to end up looking like Las Vegas.  He does not want Fayetteville Street to have a lot of flashing lights.  Mr. Crowder made another motion to approve the guidelines but allow height to 90 feet without a setback and over that a stepback would be required at 60-feet and change the movable copy signs from discourage to prohibit.  His motion did not receive a second.  Mr. Crowder made a motion to approve the guidelines as presented but changing the verbage about moveable copy signs from discourage to prohibit.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Hunt and put to a vote with Ms. Taliaferro voting in the negative.
Item #03-25 – SP-128-04 – Lee Brothers Tae Kwan Do.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out staff has received information that this site plan has been withdrawn by the applicant.  They are free to submit a new site plan at any time.  It would be appropriate to report this out with no action and inform the Council that the site plan was withdrawn.
Sid Moye, adjacent property owner, spoke at length about his involvement with the rezoning and the site plan.  He talked about his efforts to work with the engineer and the applicant to move forward with the site plan.  He stated his most recent efforts have been met with indifference from the engineer.  He stated he is in support of the project and he fears if the site plan is not approved that the property will be developed and he does not want to see this come back to staff for administrative approval meeting the strictest interpretation of the zoning.  It was pointed out by Mr. Hunt that Mr. Moye would be notified of any new plans.  Attorney Botvinick pointed out if a plan is submitted it either meets or does not meet code requirements.  The processes for approval of site plans and their authorities was talked about.  The fact that staff would have to approve the plan if it meets all of the requirements and would have no judgement decisions and the guidelines that have been adopted for staff to follow was talked about.  Ms. Taliaferro pointed out in the rezoning of the property there were conditions to guide the development and if those conditions are met then the plan is approved.  She stated there is nothing the Committee can do if the applicant has withdrawn the site plan.  The work that Mr. Moye and other neighbors have done with the developer and now the developer is withdrawing the plans and what would happen now was talked about.  Mr. Moye talked about the conditions of the zoning case and his concerns if the project is resubmitted.  Whether Mr. Moye would be notified if a site plan is submitted was talked about with Planning Director Chapman pointing out if a site plan is submitted on the property within the next 12-months, Mr. Moye would be notified.  He stated he could not promise that he would notify Mr. Moye if years pass before a site plan is presented.
Adjournment:  There being no further business, Mr. Hunt announced the meeting adjourned at 11:55 a.m.

Gail G. Smith

City Clerk
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