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COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING COMMITTEE

The Comprehensive Planning Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, September 29, 2004, at 8:00 a.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 (arrived late)


Deputy City Attorney Botvinick

Ms. Taliaferro




Assistant Planning Director Betts






Assistant Planning Director Parajon
Also Present:




Planner Barbour
Mr. West (part of meeting)


Planner Hallam







Traffic Engineer Lamb

Mr. 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 #04-31 – S-111-03 – Stillwood Subdivision.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out this case was sent back to staff to wait for a revised subdivision plan which has been submitted.  He pointed out the subdivision does meet the guidelines for administrative approval.  He pointed out committee members received a memorandum and information in their backup packet that he would be glad to review.  He stated however it is staff’s feeling that the Committee can report this out with no action taken.  Mr. Hunt stated without objection the Committee would report S-111-03 – Stillwood Subdivision out with no action as a plan has been submitted that will go through administrative approval.
Item #03-32 – SP-10-04 – Cross Link Car Wash.  Mr. Hunt stated he had received a request from the applicant to hold this item as the applicant wants to get additional information.  He stated however he sees some people in the audience from the neighborhood and he would be glad to hear from them.

Planner Stacy Barbour pointed out this relates to a request for a 3,360 square foot unmanned carwash on the south side of Cross Link Road, west of its intersection with Rock Quarry Road.  He pointed out when this was before the Planning Commission it was voted for denial based on adjacent property owner concerns such as noise and other impacts on the neighborhood.  Mr. Barbour explained this is a six self-service bay facility.  He presented a copy of the original plan which called for one driveway off Cross Link Road.  He pointed out the site has a fair number of trees on the perimeter and the original plan shows a 15-foot protective yard around most of the site except in the vicinity of the retention basin.
Mr. Barbour presented committee members with a copy of the revised plan dated May, 2004.  The biggest change relates to a much larger street protective yard along Lynhurst Drive.  The revision shows a 30-foot street protective yard along about 130-foot of the frontage on Lynhurst Drive which gives a greater tree preserve opportunity.  He explained this property is across the street from Southgate Shopping Center.
Attorney Tom Worth, Jr. stated he was not involved in this plan previously; however, the York/Sansom Group asked that he become involved.  He stated he visited the site on a couple of occasions and made some suggestions such as the increased street yard to save as many trees as possible.  He pointed out additional suggestions are being looked into such as the height of the lighting.  Progress Energy has been contacted and the applicants are waiting to hear from them.  He talked about the tree lost in the area of the retention facility.  They are revisiting that at this point.  He stated he has asked that this matter be deferred pointing out they hope to have an update from Progress Energy within a week to 10 days.  He stated in addition they have not had the opportunity to meet with the neighbors and they would like an opportunity to work with the neighbors and issued an invitation.  Mr. Worth explained the revised plan saved 37 trees and shrubs that would not have been saved under the original plan.  The revised plan calls for the addition of 49 shrubs/trees.

Smedes York, 1904 Craig Street, pointed out he has partnered with Joe Sansom and the Sansom family since 1985.  He stated the property in question is not across the street from the Southgate Shopping Center it is a part of the Southgate Shopping Center.  He stated he plans to continue to invest in the community and pointed out they plan to add shops between the cleaners and the police substation.  He stated they believe the plan meets all of the standards and goes beyond the requirements and should be approved.  He pointed out when Winn-Dixie left the shopping center they were glad to get Food Lion involved.  He stated it has been and is a long-term investment.  He called on the committee to recommend approval.

Johnny Burke, 2105 Lynhurst Drive stated he lives about 100 yards from the proposed car wash.  He stated the car wash is not needed or wanted.  There is a car wash less than 200 yards away and another approximately one mile away.  He pointed out car washes seem to draw petty crime and loud music pointing out sometimes the music is vulgar.  They fear the car wash will depress their property values which in term will provide less tax for the City.  He pointed out the strip of land being discussed was put there to protect the neighborhood.  The City spent money to redirect the road and provide a buffer.  There is no need or desire from the neighborhood to have the car wash.

Doris Burke, 2105 Lyndhurst, pointed out she is very concerned about the conditions they already have in their community.  She stated they have made some progress and they don’t want to sit by and let anything tear down that progress.  She stated they participated in the change from the Winn-Dixie to the Food Lion.  They had to wait 15 years to get some nice shrubbery and now it is finally beginning to look good and the developers are talking about removing those trees and putting up some kind of barrier.  She stated they do not want people coming into the neighborhood and see a barrier looking like a prison.  She stated she has concerns about an unmanned car wash questioning what happens when a person puts their money in and the car wash does not work.  She fears what may happen.  She stated they want to improve their lives and improve the lives of the women and children who live in their neighborhood.  The neighborhood is already getting congested.  She talked about the work going on at the former Hardees’ location.  She pointed out it is difficult to get out onto the street next to Hardees.  She stated she leaves home at 7:00 a.m. and has to circle around and go to the traffic light in order to get out onto the main road and some times she has to wait two turns.  She stated they are concerned about some of the things happening in their neighborhood.  She told of a recent break-in when the people were at home and an incident relating to tires being slashed on five different cars.  She stated she knows this proposal might fit the code but it does not fit the neighborhood.  She called on the committee to think about the community as they continue to pay tax and support the City in every way.  She spoke in support of the new garbage collection program pointing out she hopes it will work.  She stated they are no longer willing to accept the status quo; they want the best for their community.

Johnny Farmer, 2113 Lynhurst Drive, pointed out he lives four houses from the area under consideration.  He stated they went through the process that is developed for this kind of matter.  The item went to the CAC and voted it down 24-0.  The Planning Commission voted down the site plan as he imagines, they saw that this proposal is not right for the community.  He called on the committee to imagine what it would be like for the neighbors near the car wash with all of the lights, boom boxes playing, money being put in and the machines not working and problems that may cause.  He stated they have to take ATM’s out of the banks in the area as people simply just remove them.  He stated they met with the applicant’s representative two times and told them they did not want the car wash in their community.  He stated there is land in the shopping center between the bank and the shopping center proper on which they could erect the car wash but the applicants have said they want to put it in this particular location.  He stated it will be in the back yards of people and will be disruptive.  He stated there are two big churches in the area and he assumes they will be able to pick up the loud music, etc. and he does not feel that is right.  He pointed out most of the people who live in this community are senior citizens who have paid for their homes and they want to live their lives out in peace and harmony.
Mr. Worth indicated there has been comments made about Cross Link Road relocation and he would like for staff to confirm the history of this particular piece of property.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out Cross Link Road has been relocated and staff can research the specifics on that.  Planner Barbour explained the proposed car wash was held to the same standards as the shopping center pointing out at one time all of the property was one site but the realignment of Cross Link split the property.  He stated staff is treating this parcel as a part of the shopping center.  Mr. Taliaferro pointed out the history is interesting but we are dealing with what we got at this time.  She stated she feels anything south of Cross Link should be transitional in nature.  Mr. Hunt stated he concurs and pointed out he would like to hold the item for one rotation and perhaps the applicants and neighborhood representatives can meet and called on the applicants to do whatever they can do to address the fears of the neighborhood pointing out if that is not done, he feels the applicants will have a hard time.  Ms. Taliaferro stated she wanted to make sure that the committee is going to take a vote at the next meeting with Mr. Hunt agreeing.
Item #03-43 – Rezoning Z-39-04 – Oberlin Road/Ashland Street Conditional Use.  Planning Director Chapman indicated this case was unanimously recommended for denial by the Planning Commission.  He pointed out there was a great deal of discussion at the Planning Commission mostly having to do with the process that is being followed and the precedent that might be set with certain conditions.  He stated he thought there was a great deal of community support for the development but there was concern about the driveway, pedestrian access, tree preservation and orientation.
Mr. Hunt stated he thought the main concern dealt with some of the zoning conditions that were presented.  Ms. Taliaferro pointed out when a zoning condition is submitted that goes against City policy, it creates problems and she has a concern about setting a precedent with one zoning case.  She stated when people sit down to talk about a zoning case there are three parties involved, the owners, the surrounding community and the city.  A zoning condition is not the place to address the change in City policy it could be done at the site plan stage but here we are talking about a zoning case and that is not the proper place.  She explained that is her main concern and she has no problem with the case itself, just the process.

Planner Greg Hallam pointed out this case involves 2 ¾ acres which are presently divided into five lots which have single-family detached dwellings and driveways.  The request is to rezone from R-6 to R-10 Conditional Use.  Mr. Hallam went over the conditions which limits the development to no more than 18 units which would produce a density of 6.6 units per acre.  He explained the pedestrian system, conditions, etc.  He explained the condition in question indicates vehicular access to the property shall be provided only from a single curb-cut on Oberlin Road.  The City’s street and driveway handbook says a driveway should be achieved in some other way than on a thoroughfare when possible.  The Planning Commission did recommend denial.

Attorney Lacey Reeves representing the proposed development indicated this is a redevelopment plan and explained the property is owned by J. Greg Poole, Jr., Frank Baird and others.  He stated they are before the Council in good faith and actually speaking for the developers and a large group of the neighbors.  He stated they have been in dialogue about this project over two years.  They worked with the neighborhood to develop a plan that works for the developer and the neighbors.  The plan that is presented represents a consensus of that group.  The plan was approved unanimously by the CAC with a couple of abstaining votes.  The chair of the CAC identified this case as a perfect example of neighborhoods and developers working together.  He stated the driveway has become a significant issue.  The discussion started out about connectivity and pointed out there is plenty of connectivity in the neighborhood.  He explained zoning in North Carolina is a legislative process, guidelines can be followed but if one size fits all isn’t in the best interest of all involved, the City Council can elect to not follow that policy and that is the position they are advocating here.  Attorney Reeves stated this is a good plan, it works, they employed a traffic engineer who said the proposed driveway works safely.  He stated he is before the committee with the developers and neighborhood representatives to ask that this plan be endorsed and to let the Council ratify that the process works.
Ms. Taliaferro pointed out ignoring City policy and the procedure is the issue with her.  She again stated she does not have a problem with the plan, she recognizes it is the result of work with the neighborhood, etc.  It is a good plan and she applauds all involved but the process flies in the face of policy.  She called on the applicants to put the site plan before the City Council and that would be the more appropriate place to deal with the driveway issue.  She asked if the applicants would like to consider a condition that would require the site plan to go before the City Council.
Attorney Reeves indicated that puts the neighborhood in a dilemma.  He stated he does not represent the neighborhood; however, the neighborhood during the discussions determined that they could insist that they include the condition in the zoning case about the driveway on Oberlin Road or if that did not occur they could file a protest petition.  They decided to proceed this way and put the condition in the zoning case.  He pointed out the neighborhood was faced with the deadline of filing the protest petition but they lost that right and the condition was included in the zoning.  He stated if it had not been handled that way then they would be at the mercy of staff or the City Council to allow the driveway cut.  He stated the process may not be perfect but they chose the procedure they felt best protects everyone.

Frank Baird, 1204 Cowper Drive, one of the applicants, pointed out his group had a decision to make, did they want to work with the neighborhood and resolve their fears or not work with the neighborhood and go against a protest petition from the neighborhood.  He pointed out this City Council had voted against plans that were recommended by staff, met all of the requirements but had neighborhood opposition.
Mr. Crowder arrived at the meeting at 8:30 a.m.

Mr. Baird pointed out the first issue related to street connectivity but staff says now it is not an issue of connectivity, it is a preference outlined in the Street and Driveway Guideline Handbook.  Mr. Baird pointed out over the last two or three years so many text changes have come down that the infill box they are working with is becoming smaller and smaller.  He talked about the number of rules that have been put forth and adopted while they have been working on this project.  He stated they just recently found out that the concerns here was a driveway issue.  It is a strong preference according to the guidelines not a requirement.  He stated that fact just came to light a few weeks ago.

Ms. Taliaferro pointed out it is the broader issue of setting a precedent of going against City policy.  She again stated the applicants have the option of adding a condition to the zoning case that this development will require City Council site plan approval.  Mr. Baird indicated that option has been discussed with the neighbors.  The neighbors’ preference is to have it as a condition of the zoning case.  He pointed out the Streets and Driveway Guidebook is simply that, a guide, not a rule.  If it is a rule, it should be in ordinance form.  Ms. Taliaferro again stated it is not the appropriate time to deal with it as it should be addressed at the site plan.  Mr. Baird pointed out the neighbors know that the site plan will have to come to City Council with Planning Director Chapman pointing out that is not necessarily so.  Attorney Reeves pointed out they will be requesting a variance so it will come to Council.  Planning Director Chapman stated at this point a site plan has not been submitted so no one knows what will be required.  A site plan has not been submitted therefore staff cannot make any assumptions.  He stated the best way for this case to have been handled is to have filed a PDD case with an attached site plan and it was the applicant’s choice to move ahead without going through that process.  He stated the alternative would be to assure that the City Council will have site plan approval by putting a condition in the zoning case explaining that could be added at this point or the applicants could go back and file a PDD case.  Mr. Baird pointed out the property is too small to go through the PDD process.
The following neighbors spoke in support of the zoning case:  Keith Coltrain, 2608 Cromwell Road, Shirley Faulk, 2629 Ashland Street; Nancy Ruark, 2631 Ashland Street; Jane Carroll, 2601 Cromwell Road; Donna Stevens, 2604 Cromwell; and Kim McGimsey, 2609 Cromwell Road.
They told of their work with the developers and the fact that they had looked at density, height, landscaping, etc.  They talked about the surrounding neighborhood and their desire to keep the roads as they are now.  They do not want added roadways or connections in the area explaining their concern about additional traffic, topography which would create bad or multiple intersections in bad locations and the fact that they felt they had only one point of control and that was at the zoning stage.  They talked about the compromises, the fact that it is not an ideal situation or proposal but the best they could come up with, it has compromises on the part of the developer who has given up a lot of time, potential revenue as it relates to losing height and density.  The respect for the City Code and the City’s policies and guidelines and how they have worked together to come up with unified support of a proposal was pointed out.  They talked about cases in their neighborhood, similar situations of projects with one access onto a major thoroughfare and how that is working, the fact that they might not understand the procedure but they did work together to come up with a plan.  The fact that the Street and Sidewalk Guidebook talks about something “should” versus something “shall” was talked about.
Attorney Reeves pointed out he feels the precedent has been set and referred to the Glen Lake Development in which the zoning case determined that a road would not be extended.  He stated they have moved forward in good faith and again asked the Committee to approve the rezoning.

Discussion followed as to how to proceed and whether the applicants would be willing to put in a condition that would require that the site plan come to City Council and delete the condition relative to the driveway.  The fact that if the zoning case is approved as is before the Committee and the City Council decided not to allow the driveway on Oberlin Road, the property could not be developed was pointed out by Attorney Botvinick.  Various committee members suggested the possibility of changing the conditions or put in a conditions that the site plan would need City Council approval and the fact that would allow more flexibility and would allow this case to proceed without butting heads with existing policy.  The fact that if this condition relative to the driveway was taken out of the zoning case at the Council table during deliberations on the site plan approval, the Council could require a driveway or connectivity with Ashland or Cromwell.  When the decision should be made and what will protect the neighborhood was discussed at length.

The City policies and procedures were talked about at length.
Ms. Taliaferro again stated she does not have a problem with what is being asked as it relates to the access on Oberlin Road.  The issue to her is when that decision is made.  Neighbors feeling that the condition in the zoning case would offer them the most protection was talked about with Ms. Taliaferro pointing out the neighbors have just as much protection making the request to the political body at site plan approval as with this zoning case.

Mr. Baird pointed out the applicants are willing to make those changes in the conditions but it would be up to the neighborhood as he wants to keep good faith with the neighborhood.  It was agreed to hold this discussion and allow the neighbors and the applicants an opportunity to further discuss it and the committee would take it up later in the meeting.

Later in the meeting, Attorney Reeves indicated he understands what is being suggested is that the applicants amend the conditions of the case by removing the condition about the curb cut on Oberlin Road and add a condition that the developer will submit a site plan with the curb cut on Oberlin Road and that being the only access to the property and that site plan would be subject to City Council approval.  He stated the neighbors do not feel they can make a decision as all of the neighbors are not present.  Attorney Reeves asked that the Committee report this case back to the City Council without a recommendation or the Committee could hold a brief meeting prior to the Council meeting to discuss this further.  The timeline for submitting revised conditions was talked about with it being pointed out that deadline would be Wednesday, October 6.  However if the Council wanted to act on revised conditions at the October 5, meeting, the Council has to have revised conditions in its hands two full working days prior to the meeting, therefore that would be Thursday, September 30 at 5:00 p.m.  It was agreed that the October 5 agenda report would simply say a report may be made at the meeting and the chairperson would make a decision as to what that report would be.  The Committee commended the applicants and the neighbors for working together in trying to follow City guidelines.  Mr. Crowder commended all involved but pointed out he has expressed concern about the curb cut on Oberlin Road pointing out he is a big supporter of interconnectivity.  He stated however he feels the condition being proposed can help move this case along.

Item #03-44 – TC-16-04 Special Care Facilities.  It was pointed out this text change was referred from the Planning Commission with a recommendation for approval.  The original text change to permit this newly defined use “Adult Psychosocial Rehabilitation Facilities” has been passed with no radius requirement and the Planning Commission agreed that some spacing requirement was desirable.  The Commission recommended the 1200 foot spacing as desirable requiring that such facilities be the equivalent of three city blocks from each other.  A greater spacing requirement was felt to be excessively restrictive and would preclude the location of such facilities in residential communities where they provided an environment conducive to their purpose.  The Commission felt the State regulations governing such facilities also provide a measure of protection for the adjacent neighbors.
Planner Hallam explained the history of this text change pointing out when the Planning Commission recommended the establishment of criteria discussing newly defined use they felt there was merit to establish the spacing requirement, therefore this text change.  He pointed out the previous text change had been approved and would allow this type facility in commercial facilities as a matter of right.  If they are in residential zoning it would require a special use permit from the Board of Adjustment.  This proposed text change just adds the 1200 foot spacing requirements with it being pointed out it is 1200-feet from another facility such as this and the 1200 space requirements does not relate to other group care home type facilities.

Mr. West pointed out he was just trying to catch up and understand the proposal.  He stated he thought this issue came about as a result of an adult day-care trying to locate on Poole Road.  Mr. West pointed out Mr. Chapman had provided him some data on the location of group homes, etc., and it seems that they concentrate in certain areas of the City and he just wants to make sure we are not adding to that burden.  He wants to make sure we are not creating additional problems.  He gave his understanding of the ordinance that was recently adopted establishing this use and had questions concerning size.  Planner Hallam pointed out there are no maximum limits in the previous ordinance.  The number of enrollees would be based on the land area and explained how that is figured.  He pointed out one would have to have a certain amount of square footage of land area for each person in the facility but that density provision is not required if the facility is located in a commercial zone.  Planning Director Chapman explained the debate and discussion that went on when the ordinance was adopted.  The 1200-foot radius was talked about with Deputy City Attorney Botvinick explaining this type facility and the difference in this type facility and group homes.  He pointed out the type facility being discussed here is a day-care for adults.  The people will not be sleeping in the home.  He talked about Federal law and fair housing requirements and what is and is not allowed.
Mr. Crowder pointed out the thought Mr. West’s concern is that we have a healthy mix of all type facilities throughout the City.  He pointed out he knew we had a lot of this type of group care facilities in the south, southeast and southwest portions of our city.  Attorney Botvinick again talked about what the Federal law allows and/or requires.  Rules relating to other group homes and the difference in this new use and group homes, distance requirements between supportive housing, etc., was discussed.  Mr. West stated he feels this is a step in the right direction.  He talked about certain communities that are stressed and the need to have a holistic view of the problem.  Mr. Crowder stated he would support this text change as he feels the previous text change was good and encourages this type facility to go into commercial areas.  The 1200-foot spacing however is probably needed as it relates to residential.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Taliaferro and put to a vote which passed unanimously.

SP-132-03 – Wake Tech Northeast Campus Master Plan and Phase I Site Plan.  Planner Stacy Barbour indicated in 1993 this site on Louisburg Road was rezoned and there were a number of conditions relating to Wake Tech.  In 1998 the City Council approved the master plan.  He pointed out the previously approved site plan sunset and Wake Tech officials had come back with a long range master plan to be developed in seven phases and a specific site plan for Phase I.  He stated the overall master plan is very similar to the 1998 plan that was approved.  It calls for around one million square feet of building on 121 acres.  He talked about the master plan concept which calls for Fox Road to be extended through the site to meet with Southall, 150-foot greenway, Neuse riparian buffers, a minimum of 90-foot thoroughfare protective yard, internal private street system stubbing to the south property line, one driveway along Louisburg Road which is now being designated as a full movement but that may be changed as the State and the City continues plans along Louisburg Road.  He talked about NCDOT and City policy relating to thoroughfares.  He pointed out the sidewalk interconnectivity provision for pedestrian tunnel under Southall Road, transit being extended into the area, etc.  He went over Phase I which calls for four buildings with 167,000 square feet and parking facilities, etc.  He talked about constructing the portion of Fox Road and briefly highlighted the plan.  He stated the Planning Commission recommended approval.
Ms. Taliaferro stated she did not have any specific questions but thought it was important to see this.  She pointed out she was on the Planning Commission when the plan was approved in 1998 and she just wants to make sure she understood all of the changes, if any.  She expressed appreciation for the fact that Wake Tech is keeping the integrity of the meadows area and pointed out she will support the Planning Commission recommendation.

Mr. Crowder talked about the transit locations being so far from the buildings pointing out it looks like we would be punishing people who want to take transit by making them walk a long way through a parking lot.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out the actual routing of the transit has not been determined as yet.  He pointed out staff feels that we should bring the transit into the area and talked about the various alternatives.  He talked about the Transit Authority’s policies and pointed out the exact locations have not been determined.  Planner Barbour pointed out the plan does set in place the ability to accommodate transit in a variety of locations.  Ms. Taliaferro moved the Planning Commission’s recommendation be upheld.  Her motion was seconded by Mr. Hunt and put to a vote which passed unanimously.
Item #03-14 Downtown Master Developer Process.  Assistant City Manager Dan Howe pointed out the Committee is familiar with the process.  He stated we are at the point of trying to develop a strategic plan for the six city owned parcels and in doing that we need to look at the total complex.  He talked about the stakeholders meetings to identify opportunities, visions, etc., the design charrette which was held September 13 through 16 which helped narrow down the opportunities and now they are in the process of developing a plan.  He talked about the consultants who are working with the City on this process.

Urban Design Center Director Dan Douglas indicated he would talk about some of the proposed uses put on the table and some of the concerns they heard.  He talked about the site analysis that identified the six City owned properties and work to determine how to integrate them in the broad context of the neighborhood, connections to the Convention Center, transit station, Warehouse District, City Market, etc.  He pointed the streets that have been labeled as service related streets and pedestrian oriented streets and the proximity of the various uses or parcels to each other.  He went through the information which has been collected and issues relating to whether Fayetteville Street should go all the way through to the BTI Center pointing out there is a lot of support for that.  The possibility of a grand public space at the end of Fayetteville Street, consensus of opening Fayetteville Street to the BTI, the desire to have traffic come to the front of the BTI, revitalization of the existing public spaces, the BTI Center Plaza and how to pull it across and connect with Fayetteville Street and activate the plaza, hotel developer’s desire to have Lenoir Street converted to two-way traffic, a desire but less of a push to convert South Street to a two-way pointing out that is still under study, discussion about the need for strong pedestrian connections with the neighborhood, incorporating Shaw University Master Plan and desire to have some type traffic calming in the vicinity of MLK/Shaw, connection from the Convention Center to the hotel and likelihood that should occur on Davie Street to build off Progress Energy’s retail in that area.  He talked about some of the uses that were discussed and pointed out what to do with the east side of the Convention Center has not been determined and that needs to be decided for programming or determination on that site takes place.  He talked about the remaining four sites pointing out their location and explaining concepts which include restaurant and entertainment, retail, arts space, professional office, public space, boutique, hotel, condo, residential hotel, for rent condominiums, restaurants, campus area which would include market rate apartments, the discussion from Shaw University expressing interest to incorporate and expand their campus or develop a gateway for Shaw and uptown.  He also talked about the boutique hotel would have for lease condos and condo dwellers could take advantage of the hotel services.  The thought of having a condo “skybox” concept was talked about.

In response to questioning from Ms. Taliaferro, Mr. Douglas pointed out we are talking about 14 story buildings, 9 story boutique hotel, etc.  He talked about the NCAE and the Chamber Building area which is more suburban in nature and what could be done on the adjacent lot property to create a more urban concept.  They presented concepts of how the area known as the Convention Center Plaza and the area of the existing Civic Center could be utilized and presented different concepts including larger open space, classic arcade and other schemes and pointed out there are studies underway for underground parking which may limit the type trees or streetscape treatment along Fayetteville Street if the City moves forward with parking under Fayetteville Street.  Mr. Douglas pointed out there has been a lot of discussion about high end and luxury housing in the downtown area as well as the need to have affordable housing.  It was pointed out within one mile radius of Cabarrus and Salisbury Street there are approximately 4,280 rental units for workforce housing.  He talked about the number of housing units within 3 miles radius of that same location.  He stated he is pointing this out to show that there is already a tremendous amount of workforce housing.  Ms. Taliaferro asked about market rate housing.  Ms. Crowder talked about the need to integrate all of the different type housing pointing out in Raleigh we seem to have a tendency to segregate the different type housing.  Mr. Crowder again asked about the parking with Mr. Douglas again talking about what is underway as it relates to underground parking and how that may affect the streetscape on top of a parking structure.

Mr. Crowder asked about a cinema for the downtown area and where that would be.  Mr. Douglas indicated that has been discussed but no location or proposal has come forth.  He again explained no decision has been made on the east side of the Convention Center which is one of the larger parcels and has been talked about as a possible location for theaters or a library if that couldn’t be worked out at Exploris, etc.  He stated it would have to be to look at a larger site for a cinema and we need to resolve the future of the east side of the Convention Center and what is going to happen there.  He talked about the skybox concept with it being pointed out downtown basically has two “skyboxes” the Cardinal Club and the Capital Club with it being pointed out in the hotel or condos for rent skybox concept would be a different type venue.  The campus concept was touched on as was the spa housing concept.  Mr. Crowder pointed out he likes the gateway concept being discussed as it relates to Shaw University and the City owned property in that area.  He stated, however, the fitness or the spa idea may not be in the right place.  It seems to be very isolated.  He stated the parking issue concerns him.

Ms. Taliaferro stated she is glad to see the group is thinking outside of the box and talking about putting parking underground so that we can make better utilization of our surface area.  She stated we already have disrupted the streetscape on Fayetteville Street as we already have some underground parking so the streetscape or the large tree concept doesn’t have to be consistent as it is already inconsistent.

Mr. Hunt questioned if at any of the meetings or the charrette we’ve had any developers express an interest in moving forward with any of the concepts.  Mr. Douglas pointed out the consultants have met with 15 different developers in a follow-up mode.  He talked about work they have done in contacting various developers, ones who have expressed interest in projects in the downtown or Blount Street area, their refining numbers, testing the numbers, etc.  He stated what we will come out is a range of opportunities and which sites to offer and what we want on those sites and develop the RFP’s.

Mr. Hunt pointed out he understands that at one of the meetings there was a feeling that the consultants were not totally up-to-date on cost, rental rates, etc. in our area.  Ms. Douglas pointed out there was some discussion and some concern and the consultants have been brought up-to-date and have converted all their numbers to square footage numbers so that they would use the same frame of reference we use in the City.  Mr. Crowder questioned if there is a focus group made up of the three largest employers in the area which would be the City, County and State.  Mr. Douglas stated there had not but that maybe a good idea.  He stated they are attuned to the fact that what we are doing is not just for the visitor it is for the citizens.  Mr. Hunt talked about the need for a grocery facility.  He stated when we generate the rooftops we’ve got to have those facilities available.  He talked about the express Harris Teeter in downtown Charlotte with Mr. Crowder talking about a food market he recent witnessed in downtown Ashville.

Mr. Douglas pointed out they will be putting together this summary and putting it out on the web page.  The consultants will be meeting with senior staff members within the next week or so that they make sure everyone is on the same page.  Mr. Hunt stated it would be good to have an idea of project dates, timelines and the next steps.

Frank Baird pointed out this has been a very good process.  He expressed concern about the consultants being out of tune with present market conditions.  He talked about looking at today’s rents and rents three to five years out.  He told of his work on the Livable Street’s Process and research he had done relative to rental apartment rates.  He also talked about the parking process and the need to make sure that comes along.  He talked about looking at air rights on top of parking decks and the possibility of selling those air rights explaining it would be an incentive to provide apartments and residences if you do not have to provide the parking.  He talked about the cinema and pointed out in his work on Livable Streets he made contact with three or four chains include ART in Austin, Texas who maybe interested in coming to the area.  He cautioned the group not to wait too long as the market may be gone.  He stated as we continue to add theaters in the area such as North Hills, etc., that narrows the market and if we wait too long we would miss our opportunity to have a theater in the downtown area.

Adjournment:  There being no further business Mr. Hunt announced the meeting adjourned at 10:15 a.m.

Gail G. Smith

City Clerk
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