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Chairman McFarlane called the meeting to order at 9:04 a.m.
Item #07-27 – Z-27-08/SSP-2-08 – Hillsborough Street and Peace Street
This site is located between Hillsborough Street and Peace Street, along the general corridor of Glenwood Avenue.  The site is approximately 20.2 acres in size.  This request is to amend the Glenwood South Pedestrian Business Overlay District's (PBOD) Streetscape and Parking Plan. 

This site is located in the University Planning District within the Glenwood South Small Area Plan (SAP).  The SAP designates the majority of the area as commercial mixed use, with the portion on the eastern side of Glenwood Avenue between Tucker and Willard being designated for Housing/Mixed Use.  The proposal seeks to amend the existing Glenwood South Streetscape and Parking Plan to encourage adaptive reuse of older buildings in order to contribute to the character of the district and to encourage multi-use shared parking facilities.  As the base zoning would remain the same, this proposal is consistent with the guidelines of the Comprehensive Plan. 

On February 5, 2008, the City Council adopted TC-2(B)-07, a text change which revised the parking requirements within PBODs.  Upon the effective date of the ordinance, February 10, 2008, developments within all PBODs were granted a parking exemption for the first 16 dwelling units and parking for office uses was reduced from one space per 300 square feet to one space per 400 square feet.  Additionally, individual PBODs could petition to amend their Streetscape and Parking Plan to take advantage of additional exemptions/reductions for retail uses.  The maximum reduction allowed for retail is 10,000 square feet per lot.  All retail thereafter is required to provide one parking space per 400 square feet.  The applicants are requesting that the Glenwood South Streetscape and Parking Plan be amended to incorporate the maximum allowable retail reductions as stated above.  The current retail reduction provided by the Glenwood South Streetscape and Parking Plan allows a 45% reduction for the first 2,500 square feet and a 15% reduction for all retail thereafter.

The Planning Commission recommended approval by unanimous vote at its August 12, 2008 meeting.
This case was discussed by the Comprehensive Planning Committee at its meeting on September 10, 2008.  At that meeting, the applicant proposed a revision to the proposed Streetscape and Parking Plan amendment to retain the current Glenwood South PBOD parking reductions (45% for the first 2,500 square feet, 15% reduction thereafter) for those properties adjacent to Peace Street. 

The Committee deferred action on the case and directed administration to further analyze the proposal for potential impacts associated with vehicular parking based on best assumptions and data of existing parking conditions recently compiled through the Downtown Parking Study.  

Planning Director Mitch Silver provided background information on this item.  When the text change was first proposed, staff had concerns that the parking reductions could have adverse impacts.  Staff had a certified planner prepare an analysis.  The analysis showed there was no significant adverse impact and the text change moved forward and was adopted.
Planning Administrator Greg Hallam added that the effect of the impact analysis report was in association with the text change adopted by the City Council on February 5, 2008.  The text change allowed individual PBODs to petition the City Council to amend their Streetscape and Parking Plan to reduce parking requirements for retail uses on a case-by-case basis.  Prior to that, a PBOD would allow a Streetscape and Parking Plan to adopt exceptions and reductions for retail parking to 45% of the required parking.  The new text stated that an exception approved for individual Streetscape Plans could be a 10,000 square feet exception for retail uses for the first 10,000 square feet on a property-by-property basis and retail parking would be required at a ratio of one parking space per 400 square feet thereafter.  It also addressed night life uses in close proximity to residential uses.  Any night life use, such as a bar which is open after 11:00 p.m., which was located within 100 feet of a residential zoning district, would not be available for those exceptions and would be required to provide parking.
This request is to lower the retail parking exceptions in the Glenwood South PBOD to the minimum allowed as adopted in the February 2008 text change.  Staff did not identify any night life uses in the Glenwood South PBOD.  At the last Comprehensive Committee meeting, the Committee directed staff to perform additional analysis regarding the potential impact for those existing uses less than 10,000 square feet in size that would no longer be required to provide off-street parking if the request to amend the Glenwood South Streetscape and Parking Plan is approved.  Mr. Hallam said Deputy Planning Director Ken Bowers completed that analysis and copies were distributed to the Committee members.

Mr. Bowers summarized the following information in his memo:


At the September 10 meeting of the Comprehensive Planning Committee, the Committee requested that Planning Staff compile the following information:


1.
Identification of lots housing a structure with less than 10,000 square feet of floor area.


2.
Inventory of ancillary off-street parking associated with such structures, if any.


3.
Analysis of the impact of the loss of 100 percent of this parking through expansion/redevelopment


Planning Staff have compiled the requested information, which is compiled in this memo. The following caveats apply:


●
Floor area is based on heated/cooled area for which records exist, which may be less than actual floor area. 


●
Individual parking lot counts are from the Carl Walker inventory.

●
No determination was made as to the likelihood of redevelopment from a market or physical feasibility standpoint.  Note that similar situations exist in the DOD, and continue to persist well after the adoption of revised parking standards (TC-2(a)-07).

Findings
There are 20 lots meeting the above criteria located within the Glenwood South PBOD. Collectively, these lots occupy 4.94 acres or about 215,000 square feet.  The total building area located on these lots is 83,800 square feet, leading to a built Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.39, low for an urban business district. Data for these lots are shown in Exhibit 1, and the locations are illustrated on Exhibit 2.

The off-street lots associated with these buildings are generally small, and range from as few as four spaces to as many as 50 (Mellow Mushroom).  The total number of spaces is 300, for an average of 15 spaces per lot.  The ratio of spaces to floor area is one space per 280 square feet, or 3.6 spaces/1,000 square feet. All of these spaces are private.

Were all 300 spaces to be lost, the impact on overall parking utilization would be as follows:  Assuming that the occupancy for these spaces is the same as overall parking, and assuming that all off-street parkers move to on-street spaces, on-street utilization rises from 61 to 71 percent, and total system utilization in Zones 2 and 3 rises from 40 to 42 percent (see exhibit 3 for details).

Mr. Bowers said that while there is an impact on the utilization of on-street parking in the study area, in the context of the total on- and off-street parking, the impact is minimal.  He showed a slide of on-street parking and the areas in the Glenwood South vicinity where it is permitted and not permitted.  There is the potential within a block or two of Glenwood South to capture some off-street parking.  The impact analysis reviewed the data that was available at the time, and there is better data available today because of the Carl Walker study.  He stated that the "do nothing" alternative has urban form impacts for which there is no mitigation.
Mr. Stephenson stated he had forwarded some near-term improvement items provided by Ted Van Dyk and asked that staff discuss those today.  The items included vestigial loading zones and no parking zones on West Street.  Mr. Bowers said he believes the loading zones issue can be handled by City staff.  He is not prepared to make recommendations on these items today because there was not enough time for staff to do a detailed survey of all the on-street parking regulations and determine how they might change the parking.  Mr. Stephenson again asked Mr. Bowers if he could comment on the items he forwarded and Mr. Bowers did so:
1.
Creation of a "parking czar" to assist property/parking owners with the creation of a shared pay parking system.  This was a recommendation of the Carl Walker parking study, but Mr. Bowers would defer to City Parking Administrator Gordon Dash.
2.
Reallocate outdated no parking zones at former industrial uses where practical at West Street and other locations surrounding Glenwood South.  Mr. Bowers said informal surveys seem to indicate there are areas where street rights-of-way are available and where curb parking is currently prohibited that could be permitted without effort.  Staff did not have time to perform a detailed study and quantify the amount of traffic flow for the businesses in those areas.
3.
Maximize the hours of operation for the downtown circulators to support nightlife on Glenwood South.  Mr. Bowers thinks this is something the City Transit staff would consider based on productivity.
Mr. Stephenson asked when the Committee could expect recommendations on those items.  Mr. Silver responded that based on the last analysis, there is currently 71% utilization if all these parking lots come off-line.  Staff recommends this rezoning case can go forward; there is clearly enough capacity for on-street parking and no adverse impacts.  Increasing on-street parking would only further add to the inventory which exists now.  Staff has done due diligence for this item.  Mr. Bowers said the downtown parking master plan will be presented to the City Council on October 16.  Even if the regulations were changed today, there will be a development lag and it will take a year or two for things to evolve.  Within two weeks, staff could provide information regarding the amount of linear feet that could be converted to provide curb parking.
Mr. Stephenson asked about urban form in this area and expressed concern with the high ratio of surface parking to building.  The vision for buildout in this area in the Peace Street Plan and the Glenwood South Plan calls for fairly intense development than what is there now.  He asked how the ratio of surface parking to building footprint will go down and the impacts not be pushed off- site.  Mr. Bowers replied the buildout in this area is characterized on the commercial side by the underlying zoning and on the residential side by long-term site plans in place for high density residential projects.  The west side of the street is zoned Neighborhood Business and Business, the east side of the street is mostly zoned for industry, and there is the PBOD overlay.  In terms of the impact on parking and surface parking, the regulations were written to work for large and small scale redevelopment.  A combination of surface parking, street parking and shared parking would address parking issues.
Discussion of parking, including structured parking and leased parking, continued.  It was noted the surface parking lot owners have not been canvassed to see if they are favorably disposed to switching to a paid lot system.  Mr. Silver said those lots might be development sites and if developed, the lessors would have to find other parking.  That could affect businesses opening in the long term, i.e., new businesses might not open because they could not meet the existing parking standards.  Mr. Stephenson said his initial recommendation is that the City look at the success of what has been done downtown as a way of moving forward in Glenwood South.

Ted Van Dyk, New City Design Group (no address provided) – Mr. Van Dyk stated his clients in Glenwood South brought this case forward because it is important to align the requirements of the Glenwood South overlay district with the requirements of downtown.  Merchants in this area are concerned that the playing field be leveled between them and downtown.  He showed slides of future transit and the downtown circulator; the planning goal for this area and how the City can help (taken from the 2000 Glenwood South Streetscape and Parking Plan, which states "an objective of this plan is to emphasize the unique identity area as an urban entertainment and business destination within the downtown region"); the parking study finding, including the parking impact of current and near-term development projects; and four buildings on Glenwood Avenue that are currently empty because of the City's parking requirements.  Regarding the ultimate buildout, Mr. Van Dyk stated there is a high degree of urbanism and density in Glenwood South, but it is not the same as downtown and will not be of the same magnitude of the concentrated core of high-rise buildings.  He said his clients propose an additional text amendment for this case, which they have not yet submitted:  "Parking requirements for lots with frontage on Peace Street shall be one space for every 100 square feet of floor area gross of the building for public use or one space for every eight seats, whichever is greater."  The applicants' recommendations submitted with the case originally as long-term goals are (1) maximize the hours of operation for downtown circulators to support nightlife on Glenwood South; (2) assign a "parking czar" to assist property/parking owners with the creation of a shared pay parking system; and (3) reallocate outdated no parking zones at former industrial uses where practical at West Street and other locations surrounding Glenwood South.
Niall Hanley (no address provided) – Mr. Hanley stated he owns the Hibernian Pub and Solas, as well as the Quail Video property shown in Mr. Van Dyk's slide, which he uses solely for office space but would like to develop.  To meet the City's parking requirements, he pays approximately $5,000 a month for leased parking for the Hibernian and Solas.  However, he cannot use those parking spaces and does not even know where they are.  This is not fair, he stated.
Mr. Stephenson asked Mr. Hanley if he would be in favor of the solution that is employed downtown in terms of the public sector providing parking.  Mr. Hanley replied the public sector has already provided a large amount of parking for people who work downtown during the day, and it is not being used.  He implored the Committee to allow the Glenwood South businesses to develop and evolve and have the same rights as every other business in Raleigh.  He does not want to have to wait two or three years for the City to build a parking deck.
Philip Poe, 620 Devereux Street, Raleigh, NC  27605-1504 – Mr. Poe said he talked to the owner of the Mellow Mushroom, which he believes is a good example of what has occurred over a period of time.  Before the Paramount was built, a gravel lot was located on the site.  The owner of the Mellow Mushroom rents parking space from the inspections station up the street.  He said he does not have adequate parking now and could use another 30 spaces.  Mr. Poe asked if the City told him tomorrow that he could eliminate all his parking requirements because his business is less than 10,000 square feet in size, would he do so.  He replied he would not, because it would kill his business.  Mr. Poe referred to the Raleigh Housing Authority (RHA) parking lot which is always empty, and said the City needs to stratify its total parking inventory as totally functional, partially functional, or totally dysfunctional.  He said the RHA parking lot is totally dysfunctional and has no value to the area as a whole.  Mr. Poe agrees 100% with the impact study that the City has parking issues.  He stressed that there needs to be a management system in place for parking.  The merchants should meet and discuss how they can share parking.  Structured parking is an important, but expensive, option.  Mr. Poe reiterated that a parking management system is needed, because merely changing words in a plan will not create parking.  He senses the City is looking for an engineering solution to parking instead of a customer solution.
Chairman McFarlane asked if the RHA owns its parking lot.  Mr. Silver replied he assumes the parking and the land are owned by the RHA.  He does not know the ratio of residential to parking units.  In response to a question from Ms. Baldwin, Mr. Silver said the Carl Walker Study included Glenwood South and was not restricted to downtown.
Mr. Hallam noted there are distinct differences in the text changes between the PBOD and the Downtown Overlay District (DOD).  In the DOD, all development projects get a 10,000 square foot exemption, including office, government and institutional uses.  In PBODs, the first square foot of office use has to be parking, so there is no exemption.  In the DOD, movie theatres are fully exempt, but that is not the case in PBODs.  The DOD has an exemption for the first 30,000 square feet of retail.  In the PBOD, retail uses cannot exceed 10,000 square feet.
Jeannine Grissom (no address provided) – Ms. Grissom stated the buildings on Hillsborough Street were built in the 1920s before the heavy use of cars.  When the use of cars increased, the neighborhood was inundated with parked cars because the buildings along Hillsborough did not provide parking.  This text change would create a parking problem similar to the parking problem in the past that had no alternative solution.  Her neighborhood, as a task force, asked for the creation of Glenwood South.  At that time, they suggested that existing buildings which did not have enough parking should be granted a reduction in parking requirements, but new buildings should be required to provide parking.  They were assured their neighborhood would be protected.  The parking study includes her street and shows it as a place where people park.  If this amendment is allowed for Glenwood South, Peace Street will be the next to ask for parking reductions.  There is not enough parking now for the people who live in the area.  Ms. Grissom would like Tucker Street to be the boundary line.  With regard to Mr. Van Dyk's comments, Ms. Grissom said she thinks if parking was managed, people could find spaces.  A parking czar would help so people know where parking is located.

Mr. Van Dyk emphasized that this case was brought forward by Niall Hanley.  He pointed out that the Permitting and Inspections Department rigorously enforces the current parking requirements and applying for permits in Glenwood South is an extremely rigorous process.  Mr. Van Dyk submitted to the Deputy City Clerk letters of support for this proposal from various business owners.  He reminded everyone the Carl Walker study stated there will be a surplus of parking in this area in the foreseeable future.  Mr. Van Dyk stated the City needs to get rid of these lots, de-emphasize the car, and build a more urban city.
Ms. Baldwin made a motion to approve the amendment to the Glenwood South PBOD Streetscape and Parking Plan including incorporation of the proposed requirements for Peace Street as recommended by the applicant and have staff prepare a report regarding the possibility of leasing parking or building a parking deck on the Raleigh Housing Authority property.

Mr. Stephenson made a substitute motion to recommend that staff be directed to look into the possibility of purchasing or leasing the Raleigh Housing Authority parking lot for structured parking to provide public parking for use by Broughton during the daytime and Glenwood South in the evening.  Chairman McFarlane seconded the motion, which carried by a vote of 2-1 (Ms. Baldwin voting in the negative).
Mr. Stephenson moved to recommend that staff be directed to identify as soon as possible parking lots the City can lease for shared public use and that such successful leasing be coupled with parking reductions for uses under 10,000 square feet.  He noted this is the same solution the City is already using for downtown.  The motion failed for lack of a second.
Chairman McFarlane moved to approve the amendment to the Glenwood South PBOD Streetscape and Parking Plan including incorporation of the proposed amendment to the requirements for Peace Street as recommended by the applicant and that staff provide a report in six months on the current parking situation.  Ms. Baldwin seconded the motion, which carried by a vote of 2-1 (Mr. Stephenson voting in the negative).
Item #07-31 – Z-32-08 – Falls of Neuse Road Conditional Use
This item was presented by Planner Alysia Bailey-Taylor.  The site is located off of Falls of Neuse Road, south of its intersection with Dunn Road and is approximately 4.21 acres in size. This request is to rezone the property from Buffer Commercial Conditional Use District to Neighborhood Business Conditional Use District.

This site is located in the North Planning District within the Falls of Neuse Corridor Plan, and the Neuse River/Richland Creek Watershed Plan.  The Corridor Plan designates this property as part of a Neighborhood Focus Area; therefore, the requested rezoning is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

The Planning Commission recommended approval by unanimous vote at its September 9, 2008 meeting.  The Commission found the request to be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, and to be reasonable and in the public interest because the zoning conditions will improve the level of compatibility with the surrounding area and will mitigate negative traffic impacts.
Michael Birch, Esq., K&L Gates, 4350 Lassiter at North Hills Avenue – Suite 300, Raleigh, NC  27609-5793 – Mr. Birch represents Bill Mullins of Dunn Road Associates, the applicant.  This site is the only quadrant of the intersection that can be developed for retail uses.  The applicant has been in discussions with the surrounding residents regarding their concerns.  Because traffic is their main concern, the applicant added a phasing condition to address traffic issues, i.e., if the rezoning is approved, it allows the applicant to develop the site under Buffer Commercial zoning regulations and after the road improvements are made or by the year 2013, whichever occurs first, the applicant can build out the site under Neighborhood Business zoning regulations.  At the request of City staff, the applicant added a condition related to landscaping along Falls of Neuse Road, similar to what is recommended in the Corridor Plan.  The neighborhoods and homeowners associations received the project positively, but there is further discussion to be had.  The applicant requests that this rezoning request be held to allow that meeting to take place.
Gene Senecal (no address provided) – Mr. Senecal stated he is President of the River Oaks Homeowners Association (HOA), which vehemently opposes this rezoning request.  Other HOAs which also oppose the request include Woodsprings, Woodbridge and Oakcroft.  There is a Valid Statutory Protest Petition filed in this case which over 60% of the affected homeowners have signed.  The residents are concerned with traffic and destruction of their neighborhood's residential setting.  They believe this rezoning would overly commercialize the area.  The proposal is to allow a 20,000 to 30,000 square foot store to be built on the site.  In their original meetings with Mr. Mullins regarding his plans, he indicated he would build small retail uses or personal services such as hairdressers to support the office uses that might be built on the adjoining parcels.  The overall plan has changed and now he wants this big store which will be a magnet in an already overcrowded situation in the Falls of the Neuse area and will turn traffic onto Dunn Road.  This is not a good location for such a store; it will require a lot of parking and generate a lot of traffic.  The residents are also concerned with the late night deliveries associated with a specialty grocery store, as well as the noise, smell, vermin and litter which often result from trash being stored in dumpsters.  Mr. Senecal said they have not been approached on the alternate plans being proposed.  He knows the applicant met with the Bedford HOA, and Bedford said they would not approve or disapprove the plans, but would remain neutral.  Mr. Senecal asked the Committee to reject the rezoning request.
Ms. Baldwin asked Mr. Senecal if it would be helpful for the HOA and the applicant to meet.  He replied they are always willing to listen, but no one has contacted them.  Ms. Baldwin suggested holding this item in Committee and asked Mr. Senecal to meet with the applicant.

Deputy City Attorney Ira Botvinick reminded the Committee members that this is a conditional use zoning case and there is a 15-day window for submitting conditions.  Ms. Bailey-Taylor stated the case was brought to the City Council on September 16, and the window for submitting revised conditions will close on October 1.
Without objection, Chairman McFarlane stated this item will be held until the next Comprehensive Planning Committee meeting.

In deference to the schedule of the owner of MacNair Farms, Chairman McFarlane rearranged the agenda to discuss Item #07-33 and Item #07-29 next.

 Item #07-33 – NCDOT 2011-2017 Transportation Improvement Program Priority List
This item was referred to the Comprehensive Planning Committee at the September 16, 2008 City Council meeting.  The Capital Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO) has issued a call for projects to be considered for inclusion in its request to NCDOT for the 2011-2017 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  This requires the City to review its transportation priorities for roadway, advanced planning, bicycle, and pedestrian projects to be considered for state or federal funding.  CAMPO has requested that priority lists for 2011-2017 TIP be submitted by October 2008.  A copy of this recommended priority list was in the back-up material.
Chairman McFarlane stated Councilman Crowder had asked that this item be referred to Committee because the Gorman Street extension, which would go through MacNair Farms, is part of the TIP.

Transportation Services Manager Eric Lamb explained that this list is identical to the priority list previously adopted by the City Council.  Items are included in one of three programs for the list:  Roadway Project Requests, Bicycle and Pedestrian Project Requests, and Advanced Planning Project Requests.  It is important to keep this study at the top of list in order to (1) understand the benefits of the corridor and (2) determine whether there are actually impacts on MacNair Farms.  It is appropriate for the City of Raleigh to make this request to the State as the extension is multijurisdictional with the Town of Cary and Wake County.  Cary representatives have stated previously that the corridor is important to them. Wake County has no issues with the Gorman Street extension being in the Comprehensive Plan.  North Carolina State University (NCSU) was part of the discussion when this alignment was established, but school representatives have not told Mr. Lamb what their current position is as it relates to the Gorman Street extension.  The study is necessary to establish the validity of the corridor as a need, and then to determine the impacts of the potential alignment.
Chairman McFarlane moved to refer the NCDOT 2011-2017 TIP Priority List back to the full City Council for further discussion.  Her motion was seconded by Ms. Baldwin and carried by a unanimous vote of 3‑0.
Item #07-29 – Thoroughfare Plan – MacNair Farms Preservation
This item was initiated by a Request and Petition of Citizens.  The applicant is Caroline MacNair Carl, representing MacNair's Country Acres, Inc.  The petitioner introduced the City Council to the MacNair's Country Acres riding school, community programs and agricultural land stewardship activities.  At the September 2, 2008 City Council meeting, the petitioner provided the City Clerk with a petition of over 2000 signatures in support of the conservation of these 270 acres.  

For the City Council's consideration, is the potential impact to this 270-acre tract of land relative to the proposed future extension of Gorman Street per the Comprehensive Plan and the Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPO) Thoroughfare Plan.  The Southwest District Plan illustrates the extension of Gorman Street south of Tryon Road, extending southwesterly to connect with the Cary Parkway.  The petitioners have requested that the City Council consider removing the proposed Gorman Street Extension from the Thoroughfare Plan due to potential impacts on their property.

This item was discussed at the September 10, 2008 Comprehensive Planning Committee meeting.  The item was held in Committee and Administration was directed to contact Wake County, North Carolina State University (NCSU), and the Town of Cary and request feedback on the Gorman Street Extension, as currently proposed in the Plans.  Staff will provide a report of their communication with these parties. 
Caroline MacNair Carl (no address provided) – Ms. Carl provided reasons why MacNair Farms should be preserved, including its historical significance, value as open space, and the threat to the watershed in which it is located.  A petition(s) of 3600 signatures has been signed requesting that the 270 acres be kept as one piece of property without a road going through it.  Ms. Carl is working with the Triangle Land Conservancy to preserve the property.  She showed a slide of a map of the proposed Yates Mill County Park Boundary Site Area.  She indicated her farm runs all along the side of the park boundary, and the park would be threatened by a road that goes through it.  Her petition to the City Council was to request support of her conservation efforts and ask the Council to take the lead among associated government agencies to remove any and all proposed roads from the property.
Mr. Stephenson asked if Wake County had expressed a position on the proposed Yates Mill Park plan.  Transportations Services Director Eric Lamb replied in his discussions with the County Planning Director, there was no indication of this plan in conflict with the road plan.  He is not aware of the County's intentions or plans with regard to the park boundaries shown here.  Mr. Stephenson asked if this was a County-sanctioned park plan.  Ms. Carl replied the park is on the County's Web site, but she does not know if it is sanctioned by Wake County.

Chairman McFarlane asked if alternatives would be examined for the Gorman Street corridor as part of the transit study performed under the Transportation Improvement Program.  Mr. Lamb said the scope of the study would be a fairly large boundary.  The beginning and end points of the road will be fixed locations, but there is latitude between the two points as to how the alignment could run.

Ralph Recchie, Director of Real Estate for NCSU (no address provided) – Mr. Recchie said the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences, which operates the Lake Wheeler Research Station, is preparing a response.  In the preliminary sense, the road connection for Gorman Street and the Cary Parkway is considerably threatening to NCSU's research facilities there.  The university is in the midst of concentrating agricultural research at that site from scattered sites elsewhere, and that consolidation is a priority for their Master Plan.  Mr. Recchie asked that the City wait for a formal response from the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences before making a decision.

It was the consensus of the Committee members to hold this item until staff receives further responses from NCSU and from Wake County regarding the proposed Yates Mill Park.
Item #07-32 – SP-125-07 – Stanhope Center Student Housing and Parking Deck
This item was presented by Eric Hodge.  The subject property is located on the south side of Hillsborough Street in between its intersections with Friendly Drive and Rosemary Street abutting the railroad right-of-way, just north of North Carolina State University (NCSU).  This request is to approve a 102-foot tall 277-unit multi-family building containing 167 four-bedroom units, 40 three-bedroom units, 70 two-bedroom units and 1,520 square feet of retail.  In addition, there is a supporting seven-level parking deck containing 782 parking spaces and 8,235 square feet of office uses.  An additional 22 parking spaces are proposed along a private street for a total of 804 parking spaces.  The subject property consists of 2.27 acres zoned Planned Development Conditional Use Overlay District/Pedestrian Business Overlay District and .88 acres zoned Office and Institution-2.  The Master Plan associated with this Planned Development Conditional Use Overlay District, MP-3-02, requires City Council approval for all site plans.  

The proposed plan includes some adjustments in layout from the adopted Master Plan for this site as allowed under the Revisions section of the Master Plan.  The applicant is requesting that adjustments to the layout of the site be considered to relocate the proposed public street from the south of the site and move it to an area that originally contained a significant amount of open space.  Additionally, the applicants are requesting that the City Council approve a 20% increase in the height of the building over and above what was originally shown in the Master Plan as allowed under the Revisions section of the Master Plan.

As presented, this project conforms to the City of Raleigh Code Standards; however, it does not conform to specific components of the Stanhope Village Small Area Plan (SAP), the Stanhope Center PBOD Streetscape and Parking Plan, and the adopted Master Plan for this area as they relate to the following:  Land Use and Urban Form for the proposed parking deck, vehicular circulation, the provision for a public street to the rear of the site and location/arrangement of open space.  

The Planning Commission recommended approval of the request by a 10-0 vote.
Mack Paul, Esq., K&L Gates, 4350 Lassiter at North Hills Avenue – Suite 300, Raleigh, NC  27609-5793 – Mr. Paul represents Capstone Development.  He stated this is an area of significance to the Hillsborough Street corridor.  As the roundabout plans were approved, staff looked at the Stanhhope area as a mixed use village focused on student activities with retail and other high intensity uses.  This is a major area to revitalize.  Mr. Paul's client recognizes there has been an element of frustration related to the location of the parking deck on Stanhope Avenue.  Mr. Paul submitted to the clerk letters of support from neighbors and key stakeholders, including Lulu Enterprises, a self-publishing company that recently relocated to Hillsborough Street from Research Triangle Park (RTP).  He stated North Carolina State University (NCSU) is a strong supporter of the project, and Student Body President Jay Dawkins found strong support for the proposal among the students because of the quality of its amenities and its proximity to the NCSU campus.

Jeff Jones, Capstone Development (no address provided) – Mr. Jones said Capstone chose this site for development because of the dynamic growing university that has a housing need that will increase with increased enrollment, and because of the dynamic campus edge on Hillsborough Street for which the City has stated goals of revitalization.  This is an ideal place for them to invest money and bring their talents and energies.  As they worked with the stakeholders and neighbors over the past several months, the site plan has been modified to address concerns that were raised.  They have added an east/west vehicular connection between Sites A and B and have combined that new street with parallel parking with a pedestrian commons; added a retail component in the northwest corner of the residential building (a convenience market that will spill into an outdoor seating area); added 14-foot sidewalks; improved the roundabout; made significant modifications to the proposed parking deck so it steps down as it goes toward the neighborhood; and added landscaping and increased the buffer between the deck and residential area.  Mr. Jones said there are four key issues to consider:  the size of the residential building, the location and nature of parking, potential adverse traffic impacts, and future development plans and potential for Sites B and C.  He addressed the items individually as follows:
1.
Size of the residential building.  Questions have been raised regarding whether or not they have oversized the building on Parcel A.  With the need for additional housing at NCSU there is hardly a better place in the community to push density than this location.  The residents can walk to campus and to the businesses and restaurants on Hillsborough Street, it is within easy biking distance, and the site can be readily served by public transportation.  Garden apartments would require more space and parking, so this compact urban form of infill development makes sense.  The Master Plan allows 350 residential units for this particular site.  They propose to develop apartments in order to attract older upper division students who are ready to graduate and move into the community.  They could build 350 suite-style units which would yield about 1400 residents, but they chose to build 277 units (approximately 66% of the allowed capacity) for about 900 students.  The applicant thinks this is an appropriate balance of optimizing density for a sustainable project that can function for its intended purpose.  NCSU is going to need housing for its future students.  If proximate walkable communities are not built on the campus edge, students will continue to move into the surrounding residential neighborhoods where there is little or no management of the homes or parking.
2.
Parking.  A number of people have asked why they proposed a parking garage in this particular location instead of building all the parking necessary for this development on Site B where it is generally contemplated under the Master Plan.  The simplest thing would have been to put parking on Site B.  However, this development requires 780 parking spaces to meet the zoning requirements for this residential community.  The Master Plan contemplates another 170 residential units with approximately 40,000 square feet of retail for Sites B and C, which would take another 400 or 500 parking spaces.  To accommodate parking for these three parcels, the developer will need in excess of over 1200 parking spaces.  To do that within the height allowances of the Master Plan for Parcel B, the developer would need 150 parking spaces per level for eight levels.  That footprint is impossible to fit on Site B, and they would not be able to wrap the garage with active uses like retail, which is required under the Master Plan.  Mr. Jones does not think that anyone would be happy with a big garage in that location without active uses.  When they analyzed the site with regard to how best to balance the competing interests of a mixed use community with necessary parking on this site, they decided the best way to effectuate the plan was the parking garage.  They stepped down the parking deck toward the residential area, used brick and fenestration to give the deck a residential appearance, and increased the buffer and landscaping between the garage and the nearest residence to 45 feet.  The garage will be dedicated to the residents of Parcel A.  The applicant anticipates that student residents will park in the garage and not drive to campus.

3.
Traffic.  Mr. Jones noted that Mike Horn from Kimley-Horn was present. Kimley-Horn studied this area in 2002 when the Master Plan was developed and again in 2007-2008 as it relates to this proposal.  They found the traffic impact of this development will not have material impact on the quality of service at the five intersections along Hillsborough Street from Stanhope Avenue to Dan Allen Drive.  Post-development traffic will be less obtrusive than it is today since there are 850 commuter parkers using the site now.
4.
Future development plans.  Mr. Jones said he would defer to Val Valentine, the property owner, to address this issue.

Chairman McFarlane asked why the applicant is not developing all three parcels at once.  Mr. Jones replied that first they need to know they have a workable and approvable development plan for Site A.  If Site A does not work, they do not know if Sites B and C will work.  Mr. Stephenson said an eight-level deck with a 150-space footprint sounds viable for Site B, but it seems the applicant's concern is that the deck would not get the wrap of other uses.  Mr. Jones replied he does not think that footprint fits on Site B.  Mr. Paul added that one of the Master Plan requirements was to have the deck wrapped on Site B.
Val Valentine, Hillsborough Ventures (no address provided) – Mr. Valentine stated this area was badly contaminated by a refinery on Site B.  It took over five years to get it cleaned up from an environmental standpoint.  With bad soils, they believed it made sense to build a student component which Lulu is depending on for employees.  As soon as these apartments are approved, they are ready to move forward with the rest of the development on Sites B and C.  This development will provide a mix of professionals and students right next to NCSU, and this will propel them to get everything in place faster.

Mr. Stephenson asked how much Mr. Valentine spent developing the Master Plan that is in accordance with the Small Area Plan.  Mr. Valentine replied they believed a lot of the demand was changed with Lulu coming in from RTP.  Lulu will open in November and is ready for services, and the applicant is ready to provide those services.  Language in the Planned Development District stated they could move parking with bad soils, and environmental analysis showed the soils were bad.  The site is developable but is more expensive.  There are only 8,000 beds on campus, and the applicant wants to keep students in a walkable area that is properly zoned.  He pointed out this project will provide a brand new tax base without the expenditure of government funds.

Ralph Recchie, Director of Real Estate for NCSU (no address provided) – Mr. Recchie stated one of the university's biggest concerns is the need for a connector around the parking deck connecting Friendly Drive and Yarborough Park Drive, and they feel they have reached a reasonable compromise.  Truly paramount to NCSU is the redevelopment of Hillsborough Street, and this project contributes quite a bit to that goal.  Market studies have suggested that one of the best ways to create a sustainable retail environment along Hillsborough Street is to put more pedestrians on the street.  Mr. Recchie thanked the neighborhood and the Planning Department for providing a great deal of input and forcing an opportunity for the developers to make compromises, address concerns and improve the project.  He said most threatening to NCSU is not this development, but the status quo.  Gravel parking lots and dilapidated store fronts are problems.  This development may drive the next phase of development along Hillsborough Street.  It is a close facsimile to the PDD approved in 2002.
Mr. Stephenson commented that many people looked forward to a good project in this location, and he thinks there is opportunity for everyone involved to cooperate and make this happen.  He asked if there had been any discussions about NCSU contributing to parking.  Mr. Recchie replied that is where NCSU is weakest.  The school wants to grow to 40,000 students in the next 10 years, which means growth in staff and faculty as well.  They already face a parking shortage and do not have the capacity to share parking with anyone else.  He said NCSU cannot accommodate that request from the developer.

Mary Hennessy, 3117 Stanhope Avenue, Raleigh, NC  27607-5423 – Ms. Hennessy commented on Mr. Jones' statements.  She said he implied people do not want to see any development in this area, but that is not true.  Last night at the Wade CAC meeting he commented on traffic, but she stated traffic will increase dramatically.  Mr. Jones said that "units" determine the size of the project as far as the Master Plan is concerned, but this is a specious argument.  The height and square footage of the projects are a 75% increase over that in the Master Plan.  Ms. Hennessy then read her remarks into the record as follows:
My name is Mary Hennessy and I live in the kind of neighborhood where we remember each other's birthdays and anniversaries, cut each other's grass and leave gifts of flowers on each other's porches.  We celebrate our lives together with parties that are too large in houses that are too small. As a neighborhood, we do not support this site plan.

Wendell Berry writes that one of the underlying problems in our world is that we expect more than is our due.  What is Capstone's "due" is described in the Small Area Plan and in Raleigh’s Master Plan.  Capstone’s "due" was determined some years ago by the people who live in the community that Capstone wants to develop.

A majority of the present City Council participated in making that determination a reality. Councilor Stephenson was the architect of the Small Area Plan, and Councilor Crowder was on the Planning Commission.  Mayor Meeker, Councilor Isley and Councilor West were on the Council when it adopted the small area plan as part of the Raleigh Comprehensive Plan. 

The initial iteration of the site plan that you are considering today was submitted to the City Planning Department in late December 2007.  This site plan and its subsequent revisions do not follow many of the key aspects of the above mentioned agreements made in 2002.  Capstone and its representatives ignore the vision of the very community that it wants to develop, costing Capstone in time delays and a loss of capital.

Being well-capitalized doesn't always equate to having good judgment.  This is not said to impugn Capstone, but to remind all of us that the nature of a corporation excludes the idea of restraint.  I repeat Berry's definition of a corporation:  "A corporation, essentially, is a pile of money to which a number of persons have sold their moral allegiance."  Berry goes on to explain that "the single purpose [of a corporation] is to become a bigger pile of money."
We have many arguments with this corporation's site plan but for this presentation I will focus on two.

The placement of the parking deck on Stanhope disagrees with the Small Area Plan and the Master Plan, as well as shocking the very idea of neighborhood.  Capstone promised at a recent stage in the negotiation a residential wrap for the parking deck.  This has been withdrawn because of the necessity of offsets.  The loss of even a semblance of residential structures as a transition between our neighborhood and the 100-foot tall student housing complex is critical.  The deck on Stanhope is an arbitrary decision for the corporation, but it is a killing decision for the neighborhood.

The second major objection is the scale of the student housing complex.  I wrote in a letter to the editor at the N&O that Capstone is trying to shoehorn a poorly designed building into an inadequate space.  The stunning increase in the square footage of the student housing complex is a 75% increase over what is outlined in the Master Plan.  The elimination of the service road behind the student housing and the increase of the height and the square footage over what is recommended in Raleigh's Master Plan are symptomatic of Capstone's inordinate need to maximize profit at the cost of design, traffic flow, and the values of the surrounding community. 

At one point in these long negotiations, the neighborhood was offered a plot of land for a garden.  We laughed at the offer.  There was no malice in our laughter, but we knew that if Mr. Valentine or Capstone was going to give up any land, the dimensions of that land would be too small to park a compact car on. 
I am not coordinated enough to do slides, but I will e-mail the Mayor and all of the Councilors a complete presentation with accompanying slides that was prepared by Caleb Smith.  If you are unfamiliar with our neighborhood the slides are helpful and all the dimensions are clearly marked.

Peggy Seymore, 3125 Stanhope Avenue, Raleigh, NC  27607-5423 – Ms. Seymore distributed copies of the September 17, 2002 zoning minutes when the Master Plan (Z-55-02) was discussed.  She distributed pictures of various mixed uses and parking decks in Raleigh and commented on them as follows:  (1) a parking deck on Blount Street between Davie Street and Cabarrus Street – lights shine through the open areas at night and there are residential uses on two sides; (2) a parking deck that has, in her opinion, a nice residential front and form – they would like a similar residential front on the parking deck facing their neighborhood; houses on Stanhope Avenue were zoned I-2 in the 1950s; during discussion and adoption of the Small Area Plan, no one brought to their attention that they should apply for rezoning; if they had done so back in the 1950s the parking deck might not have been an issue; (3) a parking deck at North Hills – it is in the middle of the complex and if you drive all the way around it, you can see it is offset and a street separates it from the surrounding neighborhood; (4) the Coker Project on Wade Avenue – this is a good deck; (5) Blount Street Commons parking deck – this is a good deck; (6) decks at NCSU and the current proposal.  She mentioned traffic impacts, especially of the connector road.  As for generating businesses on Hillsborough Street, Ms. Seymore said if the current business owners were canvassed, they would probably respond that students do not generally support them.  Ms. Seymore suggested that if the parking deck was moved to the original site proposed by the PDD, a residential building could be built on Stanhope Avenue instead of Site C.  She believes the best way to support businesses on Hillsborough Street is to have residents, not students, on Stanhope Avenue.  Lulu just moved close to her block and although she does not know why, she thinks it is because they outgrew their facilities in RTP.  If they outgrow the facilities they are renovating now and then move somewhere else, residents will still be living in the neighborhood.  Ms. Seymore believes Capstone can build a quality building somewhere else.
Bill Padgett, 1213 Dixie Trail, 27607-6841 – Mr. Padgett stated he is Co-Chair of the Wade CAC.  He was involved four or five years ago when it was determined this was the best compromise, but not everyone was happy about it.  He thanked the developers for working with the Stanhope neighborhood and citizens.  Mr. Padgett said there is support for redevelopment of this area and for high density.  The Wade CAC voted 10-1 to ask for denial of this rezoning.
Mr. Stephenson stated it is unfortunate that NCSU cannot help with parking.  He thinks comments were made today that Capstone can still address.  He would like to continue these discussions and have substantive conversations about today's comments.

Ms. Baldwin said the Committee needs to report this item out and have the full City Council vote on it.

Chairman McFarlane referred to the staff comment in the backup material that "this project conforms to the City of Raleigh Code Standards; however, it does not conform to specific components of the Stanhope Village Small Area Plan (SAP), the Stanhope Center PBOD Streetscape and Parking Plan, and the adopted Master Plan for this area as they relate to the following:  Land Use and Urban Form for the proposed parking deck, vehicular circulation, the provision for a public street to the rear of the site and location/arrangement of open space."  She has concerns because of that statement.  She pointed out that many stakeholders derived an SAP they thought would work.  For the City to now say that the SAP is just a guideline and not accurate is not fair to those participants who expected that SAP to be in place.  The structure on Site A so changes the form and structure on Site B that it causes concerns in people's minds.

Planning Director Mitch Silver clarified the difference between the SAP as it relates to site plans and the SAP as it relates to the zoning process.  Although staff initially recommended denial of this site plan, after identifying key issues and receiving the interpretation of the Zoning Administrator, staff's changed its recommendation to approval.  Senior Planner Christine Darges explained how the Planning Commission struggled with policy v. regulation.  Staff's objective was to pare down and omit technical issues, and summarize them and bring to Council the policy issues and how they related to adopted plans.

Mr. Jones briefly addressed future development plans.  He showed pictures of four initial concept plans they developed.  Concept A is the one that foresees development of Sites B and C most closely with what was envisioned in the Master Plan of 2002.  It shows a garage with 100 spaces per level at five levels.  This garage will allow parking needed for the commercial and/or residential wrapper plus the uses on Parcel C.  To accommodate the parking needed for Parcel A on the Parcel B site, they would have to go to a taller 1200-space garage with a larger footprint.  There is not enough room on Site B for that and they would lose the residential wrapper, which would result in one massive parking deck.  Concept B shows the same site configuration, but with a different orientation and configuration of buildings.  The garage would allow fulfillment of the Master Plan concept for this site.  Concept C is a variation on that idea, with a similar location of the garage and wrapper and additional pedestrian access to Hillsborough Street.  There would be a slightly different configuration of the buildings.  Concept D also has the same general principle, but shows a slightly different configuration of buildings while still trying to get to the 170 residential units contemplated by the Master Plan.  Mr. Jones stated that to force all parking onto Site B would change the dynamics to the point where there Parcels A and C would be completely disconnected and Parcel B would be used inappropriately.  They have been in dialogue with residents of the Stanhope neighborhood and with City staff for months.  Capstone has a fixed schedule and delivery date to get this housing completed before NCSU students arrive in August.  He asked the Committee to please move this site plan forward to the full City Council within the next two weeks.  Capstone will continue dialogue with the neighborhood residents in the meantime and look for additional compromises.  To move forward with their schedule, Capstone needs approval of the site plan by October 7.
Chairman McFarlane asked if there are substantial outstanding fines on some of this property, and if that would affect the Council's ability to approve the project.  The Deputy City Attorney replied the City can deal with penalties in a variety of ways. For example, the Council could make it a condition of approval that the fines are paid before the property is developed. 

Mr. Stephenson moved to hold this item to the next Comprehensive Planning Committee and ask both sides to get together in good faith, discuss the issues heard today, and try to reach common ground.

Mr. Silver stated when working with the applicant, staff prefers to be clear with some issues.  Zoning, the Master Plan, and the parking and the streetscape plan are zoning considerations of entitlement.  Staff spent a considerable amount of time deliberating over this site plan so it is consistent with zoning and the development side of transportation.  Staff recognizes there are some constraints, but if there is a conflict, staff leans toward the law and the City Code and defers to those, not policy. 
Ms. Baldwin made a substitute motion that the Committee report this item out to the full Council table for consideration and request that the applicant and neighborhood continue to meet to discuss outstanding issues.  Chairman McFarlane seconded the motion.
Mr. Valentine said they are willing to discuss with the neighbors the compromises they have made over the past eight months.  An unidentified speaker interjected that Capstone did not let the neighborhood know until last month that they were not planning to include residential wrap on the parking garage.  He said that was the primary request the neighborhood had made to Capstone.
Ms. Baldwin's motion carried by a vote of 2-1 (Mr. Stephenson voting in the negative).
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business before the Comprehensive Planning Committee, Chairman McFarlane announced the meeting adjourned at 12:09 p.m.

Leslie H. Eldredge

Deputy City Clerk
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