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COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING COMMITTEE
The Comprehensive Planning Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, November 9, 2005, 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
Chairman Crowder, Presiding



Deputy City Attorney Ira Botvinick
Mr. Craven





Assistant Planning Director Dave Betts
Ms. Taliaferro





Development Regulations Senior Planner
     Greg Hallam







Assistant City Manager – Operations Dan

     Howe

Chairman Crowder called the meeting to order at 8:00 a.m. and asked everyone to stand for a moment of silent reflection.

Item #03-95 – Z-12-05 – Downtown Overlay District
Item #03-96 – TC-6-05 – Downtown Residential Housing Overlay District, Off-Street Parking Exempt Area and Downtown Site Plan Approval Area

This text change is part of the Livable Streets program and is recommended for approval by the Planning Commission.  Since the March 15, 2005 public hearing, there have been a number of meetings with neighborhoods and institutions in and around the downtown area regarding the boundary and intent of the new overlay district.  Consequently, the scope of the rezoning has been reduced.  Shaw University and Peace College properties have been removed, allowing continued application of the Office and Institution-2 district exempting site plan review for expansions under 25,000 s.f.  Also removed are properties within the historic district boundaries north, east and south of downtown while retaining the existing Council site plan approval authority.
Mr. Hallam reminded the Committee members that these items were discussed by the Comprehensive Planning Committee two weeks ago, and Staff was asked to bring back additional graphics to help better illustrate the existing districts, the proposed Downtown Overlay District (DOD), and the resultant changes.  He briefly summarized the history of the DOD, noting that the two focus areas of the DOD proposal were the site plan approval process and complexity of regulations.  The proposed DOD would combine under one section of the Code all the current overlay districts located in the designated downtown area into a single overlay district, with the exception of Historic Overlay Districts.  Elements of the proposal include:

♦
Underlying zoning dictates land use.

♦
Allows increases to floor area ration (FAR) and building lot coverage for properties zoned Office & Institution.

♦
Allows reductions to minimum building setbacks through the site plan approval process.

♦
Allows increased building height through the site plan approval process.

♦
Allows reductions to minimum open space requirements for residential developments through the site plan approval process.

♦
Allows reductions to minimum off-street parking requirements through the site plan approval process (expansions and new developments less than 10,000 s.f. exempted from parking requirements).

♦
Amends the site plan approval process to allow the Planning Commission to approve changes of use which do not expand the existing building greater than 10,000 s.f. and allows Staff to approve changes of use, new structures and expansions, all less than 10,000 s.f.

Staff had also prepared a chart (included in the packets) comparing the existing districts downtown, the proposed districts, and the resultant changes.
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Mr. Hallam then showed several slides of the effects of the proposed DOD.

Ms. Taliaferro stated that the matrix and the maps were very helpful.  She and Mr. Craven felt that if the DOD was adopted, it should be reviewed in 12 or 18 months to see how it was working.  Chairman Crowder asked about transitions and how the context was being looked at with regard to edges in some of these neighborhoods.  Mr. Hallam explained how it would depend on the underlying district(s).  Mr. Betts added that the site plan approval process under the DOD allows for application of the Comprehensive Plan design guidelines and addresses transitions.
Ms. Taliaferro moved to approve Z-12-05 and TC-6-05 as recommended by the Planning Commission, with an 18-month review.  Mr. Craven seconded the motion, which carried by unanimous, 3-0, vote.
Mr. West stated that much of his district would be impacted by this.  He reminded everyone that during initial discussion of this idea by the Council members, it was stated that they encouraged friendly dialogue between Shaw University and South Park in terms of any major development.  That is already happening, he said, and the Central CAC would be pleased with that.  He asked if the historic area in South Park would still require Council site plan approval, and Mr. Hallam said it would.
Item #03-97 – Z-55-05 – Lynn Road
Mr. Hallam presented this item, which is a request to rezone approximately 1.03 acres northwest of the intersection of Lynn Road with Six Forks Road from Residential-4 to Office and Institution-1 Conditional Use.  He noted that the property is adjacent to other O&I-1 properties and is undeveloped at this time (a former structure no longer exists on the property).  It does not conform to the Comprehensive Plan and lies outside the Neighborhood Focus Area at Six Forks Road and Lynn Road.  It fronts on Lynn Road, which is designated a Residential Thoroughfare.  The Planning Commission approved the case by a vote of 7-2.  Part of the Planning Commission's recommendation for approval was to amend the Comprehensive Plan to designate this section of Lynn Road as a Corridor Transition Area.  The conditions of the rezoning limit development to professional/medical offices of 10,000 s.f., limit building height to two stories and 32 feet, a minimum roof pitch of 4:12, and buildings must be residential in character.  Other conditions include no direct driveway access to Lynn Road, access to the property shall be via cross access with the adjacent property to the southeast, outdoor lighting shall not exceed 16 feet in height and shall be of full cut-off (shielded) design, and a natural protective yard with a minimum width of 25 feet shall be maintained along the property's Lynn Road frontage.

Mr. Hallam stated that the petitioner had submitted revised conditions as listed on the first page of the packet materials.  These revised conditions pertained generally to the placement of the building on the lot and location of parking.  Condition B adds 2 new sentences:  "Future buildings on the site shall be located no further than 40 feet from Lynn Road with all parking to the side or rear of the building.  The facade of the building facing Lynn Road shall incorporate architectural elements suggesting a front facade, including, but not limited to, a ground floor doorway."  Access to the property must be derived from south.  Mr. Hallam reminded the Committee members that the Planning Commission had recommended the Comprehensive Plan be amended to designate this section of Lynn Road as a Corridor Transition Area.
Thurston Hicks, who represented the developer, said they had a good meeting with Ms. Taliaferro and addressed her concerns, and had received a positive recommendation from the North CAC in the eight meetings they had and the Planning Commission.

Ms. Taliaferro, seconded by Mr. Craven, moved to approve Z-55-05 with the amended conditions.  The motion carried unanimously 3-0.

Item 03-94 – St. David’s School – Neighborhood Concerns
Removed from consideration.
Attorney Beth Trahos, who represented the petitioners, stated they had asked for a 30-day extension because they have a meeting with the school on November 14.
Item 03-98 – SP-23-05 – Downtown Marriott
This site plan was approved with conditions by the Planning Commission by a 9-0 vote.  There are five design issues for which additional information and revised designs will be reviewed the Planning Department during the building permitting phase, as required in the site development agreement between the City of Raleigh and the developer.  The site is located on a portion of the existing Raleigh Convention Center site and is bounded by Lenoir Street to the south, Salisbury Street to the west, and the future Fayetteville Street extension to the east.
Assistant City Manager – Operations Dan Howe said that Staff has been working with the hotel design team for many months to create a plan that has a challenging program.  There are no bad sides to this development; all sides face important parts of City’s infrastructure and the plan must also allow the hotel stay successful.  Mr. Howe feels they have created a good floor plan.  Some issues are pending, primarily because the design plan was not far enough along yet.  These include access to building, location of the doors, issues involving the view from the Convention Center Ballroom pre-function area to the ballroom rooftop, and lighting on Fayetteville Street.  It is anticipated that most of these issues will be resolved during the construction drawing phase.

Ms. Taliaferro asked if Staff was comfortable with the Planning Commission's conditions on case.  Mr. Howe replied that one unique thing about this plan is that the development agreement with the hotel team specifies there will be a series of reviews during the design development and construction drawing phase.  It has always been anticipated from the beginning that the design of this building is very critical to the downtown area.  Many opportunities for review have been incorporated into the agreement.

Ms. Taliaferro then asked if there were any issues Staff was not comfortable with.  Mr. Howe said the Planning Commission has indicated it would like to see the evolving design of the plan for this development.  Most of the difficult issues have been addressed and he does not anticipate any "deal stoppers," but if anything were to arise, it would be taken to the City Council for final decision and direction.
Chairman Crowder asked how this plan compares to the original proposal and memorandum of understanding with the hotel.  Mr. Howe replied that the design has evolved a little differently from the initial concept, but that had been expected.  The plan still meets Marriott's specific criteria and the City's criteria.
Chairman Crowder expressed concern that the building material articulated when this contract was awarded was stone.  The stone has been replaced by EIFS, a synthetic material.  Mr. Howe explained that cost overruns caused the hotel to reconsider the building materials.  The Appearance Commission reviewed the plan during the approval process and expressed concern over that, as did Staff.  The final result was that the street level portions would continue to be high-quality masonry as originally intended.  The design team reserved the right to use synthetic materials for the tower.  Staff is "uncomfortably happy" with the result, he stated, but understands that the hotel is struggling with its project budget.
Chairman Crowder commented that one of the main efforts was to have active and interactive uses on streets, and that seems to be limited in this plan.  Salisbury and Fayetteville Streets are primary active A- and B-type streets, he said, and asked how someone in this facility would move across those streets.  Mr. Howe said that the blue area shown at the top of the drawing is the Convention Center connector which goes underground to the mezzanine level of the new hall of the Convention Center.  It is currently an unfunded part of the design plan and will be brought to the City Council next week.  There is also an exterior doorway at the main floor level of the hotel that goes through that connector, and the main door of the hotel also leads to the pedestrian connecting space to the Convention Center.  This would be the primary means of access from the hotel to the Convention Center.  The underground connection is also available.  The plan does not have any interior doors on the Salisbury Street side of the building, but there are three on the Fayetteville Street side – at the coffee shop at the northeast corner, the restaurant just off the lobby, and one to outdoor seating for the restaurant at the southern part of Fayetteville Street.  There is an employee entrance located to the south on the Lenoir Street side.  There is also a stairway to the Convention Center.
Ms. Taliaferro asked why there were no doors on the Salisbury Street side.  Mr. Howe replied that Staff had expressed an interest in having doors on Salisbury Street but the hotel was resisting that suggestion primarily because of its operations requirements.
Chairman Crowder stated that the connectors need to be lighted.  He asked about the Cabarrus Street and Lenoir Street elevations.  Mr. Howe said there have been some architectural articulations on a relatively blank facade, and the parking deck is also on that side.  Staff wanted to make sure the corner of Lenoir and Fayetteville Streets was activated; it is now part of the restaurant space, a private dining area with a nice view of the Progress Energy Center.  Mr. Howe added that many parts of the facade on Lenoir Street have been a challenge.
Chairman Crowder asked to hear from the design group.

Robert Fischel of Cooper Carry, John Cooper of the Noble Investment Group, and Steve Fairly of Noble Investment Group represented the hotel.  The first issue they addressed was the EIFS on the tower.  Budget constraints caused the change of material to EIFS, said Mr. Fischel.  They are keeping it away from pedestrian levels on the building and using it only on the tower, which sits back 50 or 60 feet from the street.  There is masonry all around the base of the tower.  He noted the articulation of detail on the tower.  There is not a flat facade; two-inch reveals and plane changes give it depth.  There is a cornice on the Fayetteville Street side, windows throughout, and two different colors in the EIFS to give it additional shadow and depth.
Chairman Crowder asked about the mechanical equipment on top of ballroom.  Mr. Fischel said there are fans on the ballroom roof.  They are considering locating the fans on the side and screening them from the Convention Center with parapets.  The Convention Center on the west will be screened from view on the mezzanine level.
Ms. Taliaferro said that she did not remember the use of this much brick in the original plan and Chairman Crowder recalled the base was to be stone, not brick.  Mr. Fischel responded that they are working with the Convention Center, and are using brick to correspond to that building and to the warehouse district to the east.
Chairman Crowder asked why the natatorium was on the side of the hotel instead of on the roof, and Mr. Fischel replied that it is a Marriott Corporation requirement.
Ms. Taliaferro asked about the elevations on Lenoir Street and Cabarrus Street.  Mr. Fischel said that the loading dock below grade helps keep it out of sight of traffic.  The mechanical side and the employee entrance side will still be on Lenoir.  They have tried to screen the initial impact of the equipment.  There is a 2-bay parking deck entrance next to the restaurant.  The building is set back and louvers deal with the exhaust and air intake.  The lower portion to the left of the entrance is a requirement for backhoes and other mechanical equipment that must be located outside for access.  A 10- to 12-foot masonry wall has been created to screen it.  One concern was that there would be a big blank wall facing south where the park is located, so they may use public art within the panels.  The portion above the louvers is the indoor pool, which they believe will be a “beacon” to the hotel as it is lit up day and night.  To the left of that is an employee entrance which also provides access to fire control, and to the far left is an egress stair.
Ms. Taliaferro stated she wants that side to have plants or trees.  This view is seen from the Progress Energy Center and she feels that it is rather unattractive.  If it is not possible to plant trees there, she suggested using pots planted with trees.  Mr. Fischel told her that landscaping is under the purview of McKinley Horn, and they will work with McKinley Horn on this issue.

Mr. Fischel noted there are three entry points on Fayetteville Street.  Ms. Taliaferro said that only two are for the public and the other is for the restaurant.  She asked about the Cabarrus Street center elevations.  Mr. Fischel said the connector divides a fair part of that elevation.  Ms. Taliaferro asked what would happen if that connector does not get funded, and Mr. Fischel answered that there would be a solid wall there because it backs up to two meeting rooms.  At this time, the unfunded connector is an integral part of the design, he said.  He presented a slide of the elevation which showed a porte cochere with a raised wall that would receive vehicles on Fayetteville Street, to help articulate that corner.
Chairman Crowder asked about Salisbury Street.  Mr. Fischel said it is a challenge from an operations point of view and also because of the elevation change between the interior and exterior of the building, involving the connector.  The elevation is approximately 331 at the door to the connector and the interior is 334.  This elevation drops to 329 at the corner of Lenoir Street.  From an operations point of view, the hotel wants to control where people are coming and going, and wants to control ingress and egress for safety purposes.  Ms. Taliaferro reiterated that the underground connector has not yet been approved and the design team needs to consider what it will do if the connector is not funded.
John Cooper of the Noble Investment Group stated they will rethink the design if the connector is not approved.  When they started this plan, the entrance was on Fayetteville Street and it has now been moved to Cabarrus Street.  Marriott does not support having the general public walk through the area where meetings or similar functions are taking place near the Salisbury Street entrance.  The Salisbury Street entrance is not designed to be a general public access point, but is only a point for access to meetings.  The entrance will be there whether connector is or not.
Ms. Taliaferro said she does not like the fact that there is no public access from Salisbury Street.  Public funds were spent on this building, and she wants the public to be able to access it.  Mr. Cooper said if there is no connector, they may introduce doors at that corner.  They understand the investment of public funds, but the City must understand they are also dealing with Marriott and other agencies.  They have made numerous major modifications to the original approved plan and are absorbing a $10 million impact from those changes.  They also added a natatorium, which was not a Marriott requirement but which they felt would enhance the building.

Chairman Crowder stated he does not like EIFS, and Ms. Taliaferro expressed her concern that the type and quality of the building materials have changed drastically since approval of the project.  She asked Mr. Howe if there was a way to hold the hotel to the original materials, and he said there was not.
Chairman Crowder requested copy of the memorandum of understanding and the original project proposal.  He is concerned with the swimming pool and the change of materials, and felt the quality of the project was declining.  He asked the applicants to work with Staff to see if they could address the concerns of the Committee members.
Mr. Craven suggested it would be helpful to have the elevations in a larger picture.  Chairman Crowder added that he would also like to see the storefronts, and shadows, and asked that they provide the Committee members with elevations for all four sides.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business before the Comprehensive Planning Committee, Chairman Crowder announced the meeting adjourned at 9:18 a.m.
Leslie H. Eldredge

Deputy City Clerk
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