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Chairman Stephenson called the meeting to order at 5:07 p.m. and called for a moment of silence to honor U.S. Army Corporal Darrion Terrell Hicks, a 2009 graduate of Broughton High School who gave his life in Afghanistan on July 19.
Item #11-15 – Capital Boulevard Corridor Study
The following information was contained in the agenda packet:

At the June 19, 2012 City Council meeting, staff presented a brief overview of the Capital Boulevard Corridor Study.  The study presents a vision and strategy for the revitalization, redevelopment, and renewal of Capital Boulevard from Downtown to I‑440.  The effort was led by City staff, in consultation with an intergovernmental working group of County and State agencies, and assisted by the pro bono consulting services of Kimley-Horn and Associates, CDM Smith, DHM Design, and JDavis Architects.  The overall study focus is on transportation, water quality, flood mitigation, park and greenway infrastructure and land use.  The study results confirm that Capital Boulevard, as the primary gateway to the City core, offers compelling opportunities for economic development, environmental restoration, open space and recreation, and multimodal mobility. 

This item was referred to Comprehensive Planning Committee to take a closer look at the report recommendations, with a particular emphasis on the preferred alternatives for the Peace Street and Wade Avenue bridge replacements and interchange reconfigurations. Staff has also been asked to explore in more detail the opportunity to enhance development opportunities in the Devereux Meadows area. 
At the June 27, 2012 meeting, the Committee discussed the Peace Street and Wade Avenue alternatives in greater detail, including staff's traffic study of the Peace Street/Capital Boulevard interchange options.  Staff is prepared to continue the discussion of the study.

The Traffic Analysis Report for the Capital Boulevard/Peace Street Interchange Alternatives prepared by City of Raleigh Transportation Engineer Bowman Kelly contained the following information regarding the two alternatives that have been the focus of discussion.
Square Loop Scenarios

Lane Geometry

The Square Loop is an alternative interchange configuration that would keep the Capital Boulevard bridge spanning Peace Street, but would utilize parts of West Johnson Street and North Harrington Street in lieu of traditional interchange ramps to move motorists between Capital Boulevard and Peace Street.  Functionally, the square loop configuration works as a Parclo type AB interchange.

In the square loop scenario, the southbound ramp from Capital Boulevard to Peace Street was eliminated.  Southbound traffic exits right from Capital Boulevard onto West Johnson Street then turns right again onto North Harrington Street.  Harrington Street, which currently curves westward and intersects West Street, would be realigned due northward through properties owned by Mann Family Properties (REID #0043838) and by Chaucer Investments LLC (REID #0062082 and #0266864), connecting directly to Peace Street as a T-intersection.  Note that under the Capital Boulevard Corridor Plan, driveway conflicts along the north side of Peace Street in this section would likely be removed as the City-owned property is converted to park usage.

The existing northbound loop ramp from Capital Boulevard to Peace Street would also be removed in this proposed interchange scenario.  Northbound motorists on Capital Boulevard would exit right onto the existing Johnson Street stub.  Johnson Street would be extended parallel to the CSX railroad tracks and connect with Peace Street opposite an existing driveway that serves property owned by McKnitt & Associates LLC (REID #0077125), which provides cross-access to the Cotton Mill Condominiums.

Both of these new intersections on Peace Street would require three-phase traffic signals.  Peace Street would retain two thru lanes in each direction.  Where left turns are possible, exclusive left turn lanes would be provided on the eastbound, westbound and northbound approaches for both intersections.  Due to heavy PM peak westbound right turn movements from Peace Street onto Capital Boulevard, the northbound ramp onto Capital Boulevard must be retained in this scenario.

Traffic Volume Distribution

Current traffic volumes from the existing interchange were transformed into the equivalent turning movement volumes for the square loop interchange.  Thru volumes on Capital Boulevard (south of Peace Street) were held constant as were all right turn and left turn volumes.  Eastbound and westbound thru movement volumes on Peace Street were balanced.  There was no change in the directional distribution of trips.

Traffic Analysis

After traffic volumes and lane geometry had been determined, the information was entered into Synchro for analysis.  Synchro has optimization subroutines that can adjust factors such as cycle length and phase split to minimize delay for an individual intersection or a group of intersections. Typically, the traffic analyst determines the number and sequence of phases for an intersection and Synchro then calculates the optimum cycle length, phase split and also offset when signals are coordinated.  The two new signals on Peace Street were optimized using Synchro's optimization subroutines.  These signals would operate as two-phase signals in the AM peak and three-phase signals during the PM peak.  The new Peace Street signals were coordinated with the signal at West Street.  Synchro adjusted the cycle length and phase splits at Peace and West to minimize delay then determined optimum offset between West Street North Harrington Street and West Johnson Street.  This process was done for both the AM and PM peak periods.  The resulting traffic models were then used to quantify traffic impacts for the square loop scenario.

Results

Arterial measures of effectiveness quantify the average travel time and speed for a motorist driving along Peace Street between West Street and Wilmington Street.  Based on current year volumes, the average speed for eastbound motorists traversing Peace Street is 12 mph during the AM peak; the average speed for westbound motorists is 18 mph this same period.  These speeds equate to arterial level-of-service LOS-E for eastbound and LOS-C for westbound motorists, respectively.  During the PM peak period, average speed for eastbound motorists is 9 mph (LOS-F); average speed in the westbound direction is 13 mph (LOS-E).

Intersection measures of effectiveness include delay, queue length and level-of-service.  All signalized intersections in the study operate at LOS-D or better during the AM peak period.  The new signals on Peace Street have LOS-C or better for the AM and PM peak periods as does the existing signal at Peace and West.  The signalized intersection of Peace Street at Wilmington Street has LOS-F during the PM peak with average delays per vehicle of approximately 120 seconds.  Queuing along Capital Boulevard at its junction with Peace Street is negligible since northbound and southbound traffic flows do not encounter conflicting movements.

A major area of concern with the square loop configuration is the ability of Harrington Street and Johnson Street to discharge queues.  Long queues on either of these streets could potentially cause back up onto Capital Boulevard and block the northbound or southbound thru movements. Queue lengths for the northbound left and right turns were modeled in SimTraffic and compared against the segment distance for Harrington Street and Johnson Street.  Segment distance was defined as the separation between Peace Street and the nearest intersection southward along Harrington and Johnson.  For both AM and PM peak periods, 95th percentile queues on Johnson Street and Harrington Street did not exceed the segment length.

Queue discharge was also studied for eastbound Johnson Street onto Capital Boulevard northbound and the eastbound square loop between Capital Boulevard southbound and Harrington Street.  Queuing on eastbound Johnson Street could potentially back up onto Peace Street and impact westbound traffic flow.  It was determined that the risk of queue spillback could be minimized by operating the eastbound approach of Johnson Street onto Capital Boulevard as a yield-controlled intersection.

At-Grade Scenario

Traffic Volume Distribution

Traffic volumes from the existing interchange were transformed into the equivalent turning movement volumes for an at-grade intersection.  As with the existing interchange, main lane thru volumes on Capital Boulevard (south of Peace Street) were held constant as were all right turn and left turn volumes on both Peace Street and Capital Boulevard.  Eastbound and westbound thru movement volumes on Peace Street were increased so that total traffic approaching an intersection matched the total traffic departing from the previous intersection.  This report assumed no change in the directional distribution of trips.  It also assumed no diversion of trips to other roads or intersections.

Once traffic volumes for each approach and turning movement were established, the next task was to determine the number of lanes for each movement.  In order to minimize disruption to adjacent traffic signals and to keep intact as much of the existing roadbeds as possible, it was decided to keep the same number of thru lanes for each cardinal direction.  In other words, there was no change in the number of thru lanes on Capital Boulevard (three lanes southbound and three lanes northbound) or in the number of thru lanes on Peace Street (two lanes each direction).  Next, left turn volumes were evaluated to decide if exclusive left turn lanes should be installed.

One "rule of thumb" is that exclusive left turn lanes should be considered when left turn volume exceeds 100 vehicles per hour (vph) and dual left turn lanes should be considered when left turn volume is greater than 300 vehicles per hour.  Another "rule of thumb" that relates to left turn signal phases is that a protected left turn phase (which by necessity requires an exclusive left turn lane) is justified when the product of left turn volume times the opposing thru movement volume exceeds 100,000 on a multilane road.  Southbound left turn volume for the AM peak is 398 vph, so dual left turn lanes were provided on southbound Capital Boulevard.  Eastbound left turn volume for the PM peak is 341 vph therefore dual left turn lanes were added on eastbound Peace Street.  The product of northbound left turns (75 vph) and southbound thru (2000 vph) volume on Capital Boulevard is 150,000 during the PM peak; a single left turn lane was assigned to the northbound approach on Capital Boulevard.

On some facilities, left turn lanes may be desirable on all approaches regardless of left turn volume.  The westbound left turn on Peace Street is very low during both peak periods. However, since the eastbound left turn is large (341 vph during the PM peak) and will only operate as a protected left phase, it does no harm to provide westbound Peace Street with an exclusive left turn lane.  To summarize, dual left turn lanes were provided on the southbound and eastbound approached while single left turn lanes were placed on the northbound and westbound approaches.

Queue discharge on the eastbound square loop at Harrington Street is critical because it receives traffic directly from southbound Capital Boulevard; long delay for the eastbound right turn onto Harrington Street could cause spillback onto Capital Boulevard.  Under the type of control typically used at three-way unsignalized intersections, the eastbound approach would operate under stop-control.  Eastbound right turns would stop and yield to the northbound thru movement.  With this type of control, it was determined that the minimum sustainable headway for northbound thru motorists was approximately 60 seconds per vehicle.  This is equivalent to a flow of 60 vph on northbound Harrington Street.  Higher volumes, and consequently shorter headways, for the northbound approach increased the potential for queue spillback onto southbound Capital Boulevard.  One possible solution that would minimize the risk of long queues on the eastbound square loop would be to use nonconventional traffic control at its intersection with Harrington Street.  By operating the northbound and southbound approaches with stop control and setting the eastbound right turn to free flow, the potential for queue spillback on to southbound Capital Boulevard would be much reduced.

Chairman Stephenson stated a good discussion was held on July 25.  The development community, led off by Greg Sandreuter, indicated there are a number of redevelopment opportunities in this vicinity, and the key to success for redevelopment is moving cars through this area.  Chairman Stephenson pointed out the City is not quite at the point of making the transition to alternative modes of transportation to cars.  He believes the at-grade separation has benefits for east/west travel, accommodates multimodal connectivity, and minimizes impacts on redevelopment.
Deputy Planning Director Ken Bowers reviewed with the Committee the few minor modifications to the report as follows.

Page 28 – the next to the last paragraph in the right-hand column already contained language about the pedestrian bridge.  The revision strengthened that language and made it a separate paragraph:  "To provide for a pleasant pedestrian experience befitting a downtown location and set the stage for new residential and mixed-use development in the area, the Capital Boulevard bridge needs to be as attractive as possible, and should not look like a typical highway bridge.  Fourteen foot sidewalks, vertical abutments, the use of retaining walls rather than slopes, and architectural cladding are among the recommendations to improve the aesthetics of the bridge and minimize its footprint."

Page 31 – first full paragraph on the upper left.  A longer paragraph in the original draft had addressed the traffic study and at-grade alternative.  It has been replaced with a shorter paragraph:  "A detailed traffic study of the square loop option is included as Appendix C of this report.  The study indicates that the square loops provide a significantly better level of service than the existing interchange, operating at level of service 'B' or better at all times.  This study also evaluated the option of replacing the interchange with an at-grade intersection, which was rejected due to creating level of service 'F' conditions during the morning and evening peak hours."
Page 42 – the second full paragraph is new:  "Properties along West Street that front on the park will gain a major new amenity, strengthening the economic case for redevelopment.  Some of these properties will be impacted by the alignment for Southeast High Speed Rail.  As the plans for the park improve, such issues as the park programming, the precise boundaries of the park, and the ability to relocate West Street to increase parcel depth should be explored in order to maximize the development opportunity."
Chairman Stephenson asked about the potential for stream restoration, grade changes and the opportunity to explore increasing developable property in Devereux Meadows.  Based on suggestions from Mr. Bowers, the new paragraph was revised to read:  "Properties along West Street that front on the park will gain a major new amenity, strengthening the economic case for redevelopment.  Some of these properties will be impacted by the alignment for Southeast High Speed Rail.  As specific plans for the park are developed, such issues as the park programming, the precise boundaries of the park, the location of the restored stream and the ability to relocate West Street to increase parcel depth should be explored in order to maximize the amount of developable land."

Page 41 – the parenthetical at the bottom of left-hand column was reworded:  "New right-of-way would need to be acquired to route the greenway under the old Seaboard Railroad bridge (right-of-way between Atlantic Avenue and the railroad, once part of Wake Forest Road and US 1, was given away some time ago, and now public funds will be necessary to buy it back)."

Planning staff was made aware by Public Utilities staff that their property research on a utility line project in that area showed the right-of-way stretching from Wake Forest Road to under the railroad bridge is still public right-of-way.  The only part that was closed is from the railroad right-of-way to Atlantic Avenue.  That means that re-opening a right-of-way there only requires that the City acquire the right-of-way up to the railroad right-of-way.  The right-of-way under the bridge and going forward is still there.  That is very good news from the standpoint of getting a greenway trail under there.  It means the City will not have to negotiate with the railroad to make the greenway happen.

Page 48 – some changes were made to the Future Land Use Map (FLUM).  Devereux Meadows is publicly-owned land and is shown as future park area.  The remainder of the area currently designated as Central Business District (CBD) remains so designated.  The northern part of the study area was consolidated and staff clarified the area that would be changed to Community Retail Mixed Use.
With regard to keeping open options to redevelop the Devereux Meadows property, Chairman Stephenson asked if there will be major hurdles to overcome if the City decided it should be CBD.  Mr. Bowers said he does not think so.  The Comprehensive Plan is a policy guide and is intended to show a park at this location, and it should not matter if the lines are moved a little.  If that is a concern, the large green square can be removed from the FLUM and only the stream highlighted in green.    Chairman Stephenson suggested the text change may make it clear the FLUM uses are not guaranteed and forever.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers agreed, and said adoption of the plan does not actually change the FLUM.  This is only a recommendation for changing the map and would have to go through the public hearing process to actually be changed.

Philip Poe, 620 Devereux Street, Raleigh, NC 27605-1504 – Mr. Poe declared this has been a tough issue.  He suggested the City has to look at the way it analyzes traffic; he does not think the City has the right tool.  To make the best possible decisions, one needs the best possible tool.  Tools change, and network analysis is becoming more important.  With previous development projects, he asked about the area impact, and no one could provide an answer.  Mr. Poe also suggested that some guarantees are needed relative to the Capital Boulevard bridge.  It is important to push quickly in terms of bridge design to ensure we know what we are getting as a product.  It was mentioned in previous meetings that the City would probably have to put some capital funding into the project to make sure it has some of the features it wants with this bridge.  A lot of focus has been put only on Peace Street; looking at the map and the Wade Avenue diamond exchange, he believes there is a lot of assumption about real estate.  There are a lot of constraints on the Capital Boulevard corridor, and to optimize the situation for the next 60 years, including the bridge replacement, the City wants to "do this thing right."  Based on the direction he sees with the Comprehensive Plan and the UDO, he is not totally confident we are making the right decision.
Planning Director Mitchell Silver responded that Mr. Poe should be gratified that for many years, starting with the Comprehensive Plan, staff used reality-based analysis to determine capacity, and the FLUM was not just colors.  Staff went through a very specific land capacity analysis to determine the correct land uses relative to capacity, growth and structures.  Staff is in the process of interviewing consultants to create the first land management software package that will analyze exactly what Mr. Poe is talking about.  It will allow staff to assess all developments and all the input involved with a development so the City can manage its resources based on everything that is going in – water, sewer, schools, roads, etc.  To date, staff has been doing that manually.
Transportation Engineer Bowman Kelly explained that staff looked at three scales when doing this study:  network, arterial streets, and intersections.  Changes at individual intersections tend to be marginal impacts; the other impacts are more complex.
Chairman Stephenson asked if staff has a specific list of bridge design enhancements for purposes of negotiation with the North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT).  Deputy Planning Director Bowers replied that Transportation Planning Manager Eric Lamb is better able to answer that question.  The important details to nail down at this stage are vertical abutments, where to use retaining walls instead of slopes, cladding, railings, and other architectural finishes.  Staff has already discussed some of these items with NCDOT and should be able to carry out the negotiations a little longer.  This report is not intended to include detailed design.  It is more a strong statement of what the City wants that staff can present to NCDOT and say "it says right here we would like . . .."  As staff gets more advanced in bridge design, there will probably be an opportunity for NCDOT to make a presentation to the City Council regarding the final design.  Mr. Bowers opined that everyone is in agreement that we do not want a generic concrete cantilevered bridge that you typically see on an overpass, and NCDOT is amenable to that.  He pointed out that funding is a critical factor and the City may have to contribute to those items that are improvements above NCDOT's standard design.
Chairman Stephenson believes the City should create a list of bridge design elements it believes are important to optimize redevelopment, optimize a high quality pedestrian/bicycle experience, optimize mobility, etc.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers recommended involving the Urban Design Center with regard to detailed design.  He pointed out that NCDOT is studying a number of alternatives other than the square loop alternative.  The City wants the document to state it wants the square loop.  It is helpful to have a specific recommendation in the report.  Chief Planning and Economic Development Officer Silver said it would be best to get to NCDOT before it has the 10% design prepared for the bridge.  Mr. Bowers suggested the Committee include in its recommendation that Council instruct the Urban Design Center to develop a list of design treatments the City would like to see included.
Mr. Poe stated there is a precedent, i.e., the Wade Avenue replacement process (Wade Avenue/Glenwood Avenue).  Originally NCDOT showed an interstate bridge design, but then a lot of people got engaged.  After that project, NCDOT created a Community Affairs Group to engage the public in their projects.  Mr. Poe said that the sooner we get the process going relative to what the City would like to see included in the bridge design, the more advantageous it will be.  He suggested that Scott Hume might be a helpful resource for helping the City define the elements it would like to see included in the bridge design.  Mr. Poe, Greg Pahel and Jim Belt met with North Carolina representatives, who told them if budgetary issues become a problem, NCDOT tends to pull away.  Mr. Poe said sometimes what is promised does not happen, and suggested having a contingency plan in place in case NCDOT will not fund the desired bridge enhancements.
Mr. Gaylord made a motion to recommend that the City Council approve the Capital Boulevard Corridor Study Report as amended today.  His motion was seconded by Chairman Stephenson.

Chairman Stephenson said he had forgotten to note at the beginning of the meeting that Mr. Stagner was absent and excused from today's meeting.  He then called for the vote on Mr. Gaylord's motion, which carried 2-0 (Mr. Stagner absent and excused).
Item #11-10 – Unified Development Ordinance Topics
The following information was contained in the agenda packet:

During the April 3, 2012 City Council meeting, Councilor Stephenson presented three Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) related topics to the full Council, requesting that the Council address these through separate discussion and workshops while the Planning Commission continues the UDO review and develops recommendations to the City Council. Staff was directed to prepare a memo with additional details for each topic.

The topics are:

1.
Adequate Facilities

2.
Implementation of Comprehensive Plan Policies (Affordable Housing)

3.
Case Studies

At the June 19, 2012 City Council meeting, these items were referred back to Committee for further discussion. Topic #2 involves building either mandates or incentives for specific outcomes into the UDO. Staff will give an overview presentation summarizing adopted policies and policy considerations related to both incentive targets (outcomes) and mechanisms that can be used to frame the discussion.
Chairman Stephenson said the UDO has been receiving a lot of attention from citizens and good discussion at the Planning Commission level.  The City does not want to inhibit a developer's ability to innovate, and could offer incentives in exchange for a higher level of quality than what might be seen.  He said he had a list of six topics for consideration and would like to talk today about what staff thinks is appropriate relative to those topics.
Chief Planning and Economic Development Officer Mitchell Silver commented on incentives in general.  He said when staff talked internally about an incentives study, their concern was that "incentives" is a popular term used by everyone, all the time.  When looking at the UDO and the Comprehensive Plan, staff's concern was that when you incentivize everything, you incentive nothing, because the incentives start competing against one another.  The incentives study looked at the entire portfolio relative to what the City wants to incentivize, and to bring it to Council to determine what is most important.  A special group was formed during the Comprehensive Plan process to look into affordable housing.  The group took a regional approach, not a City of Raleigh approach, to affordable housing.  Affordable housing policies that are specific to Raleigh might affect areas outside the City limits.
Chairman Stephenson opened discussion of the six topics.

1.
Affordable housing.
Chairman Stephenson said Downtown Housing Improvement Corporation (DHIC) Executive Director Gregg Warren proposed that the City put together a stakeholder group of non-affordable housing developers to talk about affordable housing.  Additionally, Deputy Planning Director Ken Bowers is taking the lead in the City's district chapter of the Urban Land Institute (ULI) and could put together an assistance panel to blend Mr. Warren's approach and the ULI's approach in order to discuss a regional approach.

Deputy Planning Director Bowers stated he is the ULI District Council Chair.  The Technical Assistance Panel (TAP), which he chaired last year, is basically an advisory service provided by the ULI and work is done at the local level.  He distributed a booklet describing the TAP program.  It is typically a day and a half undertaking and the City would be responsible for providing meeting facilities, meals, and a booklet that outlines the issue to be addressed and provides relevant data.  The nature of the problem is to put parameters on what an incentive-based affordable housing program might look like in Raleigh.  The City would need people who have a good understanding of development economics, local construction costs, market prices, and programs that might be available for pooling money with whatever incentives the City provides.  Fairly specific analysis and recommendation is needed to address affordable housing, and TAP would be a good venue for doing it.  The alternative would be for staff to have a discussion and draw conclusions from that.  The ULI would have a more objective third-party view on a topic, but both approaches have merit.
Chief Planning and Economic Development Officer Silver stated if the ULI approach is taken, he wants to make sure that affordable housing is treated differently than regular housing markets, because Raleigh does not have the supply and demand issue that larger cities have, such as San Francisco and Washington, D.C.  Another factor to consider is public sector finance, such as the affordable housing bonds and Community Development Block Grants (CDBGs) the City uses now.  The City needs to determine if that financing is adequate and whether it needs to be increased.  Three options for financing include private incentive-based, public/private partnerships (which the City does now), and public sector (which the City does now).  Sometimes he fears that "incentive-based" is viewed as the private sector alone providing affordable housing.  The Comprehensive Plan contains options for affordable housing through accessory dwelling units (ADUs) such as back yard cottages and cottage courts.  That option has also been built into the UDO.  While the City has no control over what rents may be charged for ADUs, they do provide an affordable housing option without increasing density in neighborhoods.
Chairman Stephenson stated the City has been successful in its public sector financing.  He would like to see if the ULI has additional suggestions for financing.  Chairman Stephenson asked about the potential for constitutional fair housing issues relative to ADUs, specifically, whether the City could require owner occupancy via the state legislature.  He cited a recent case in Wilmington.  Deputy City Attorney Ira Botvinick explained the only way to know is to pass a law, have it challenged, and go by the court ruling.  The Wilmington case involved a Court of Appeals decision, and currently there is no guidance from the Supreme Court.  The Court of Appeals could not discern a reasonable and public use for requiring owner occupancy.  Whether the Supreme Court would agree with the Court of Appeals can only be speculated at this point.
Mr. Silver commented that the American Planning Association (APA) published a zoning practice recently, finding that ADUs are becoming more and more commonplace.  Promoting additional density without accountability will create problems and would require high quality enforcement.  Mr. Gaylord agreed that enforcement piece is critical.  One factor to consider is the cost of ADUs versus the cost of requiring development in an urban fringe location to which the City would have to extend and provide services.  Chairman Stephenson said the main opportunity for affordable housing is mixed-use in growth areas.  The Downtown Overlay District (DOD) offers a prime opportunity for densification, mixed income, access to transit, and walkability.
Discussion continued.  Chairman Stephenson asked about the timing of resolving this issue relative to completion of the UDO.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers replied that once adopted, the Code is always open for amendment.  He pointed out that one key issue is that the City has chosen a form-based approach for the UDO and for regulating building height, and outside of residential zones, the only way to design an affordable housing bonus is by building height.  Council could decide to offer a density bonus.  Mr. Bowers believes a density bonus will work better when two circumstances are met:  (1) there is not a huge gap between the cost of construction and the affordability law, and (2) there is not a big change in the unit cost of construction necessary to take advantage of the density bonus.  He would like to discuss this in detail with experts, with the use of modeling financials and their effect on performance.  Mr. Silver pointed out the trade-off of increased building height for affordability will fundamentally change the tone of the form-based UDO, and it will be necessary to have a conversation with the public to see if the public finds that acceptable.
Chairman Stephenson commented that he keeps Comprehensive Plan Amendment CP(2)-12 with him at all times because of the language it contains regarding justification for various height bonuses.  Unfortunately, the justifications seem to be undefined and there are no metrics to explain what people have to do to get that bonus.  He wants specific justifications so the height bonus is not something to be interpreted or negotiated.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers explained Council will review CP(2)-12 and staff expects that language to evolve.  The big role for that language is to guide the zoning process.  Staff's general approach for remapping is to map everything at "3" unless there is an adopted plan stating the buildings should be taller or there is an existing building that is taller.  Rezoning would be necessary in other cases if people want taller buildings.

2.
Design and materials standards.
Chairman Stephenson said this topic relates to the Urban Design Guidelines (UDG).  He wonders if the City should try to move away from incentives for these standards.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers said Urban Design Center staff prepared an analysis regarding which design guidelines are incorporated.  Some standards are in the Code.  Under the UDO, if a standard is not in the Code, the only time the UDG come into play is with a rezoning.  Chairman Stephenson said that reverts back to the current policy of applying the UDG according to mixed use districts as designated on the Future Land Use Map (FLUM).  Mr. Bowers said CP(2)-12 will tie the UDG to the new urban form.  Mr. Silver reminded Chairman Stephenson the UDG are recommendations and are not binding.  Mr. Bowers added that staff felt an urban form map would define where the UDG should apply.  In drafting the urban format, staff relied on adopted guidance.  As a result, there are holes that may be filled through future area plans.  There are no specific recommendations for the blue-colored areas on the FLUM.  There is no public process behind the urban format.  Chief Planning and Economic Development Officer Silver clarified the urban format.  First staff drew the FLUM.  Because that was not an effective communication tool to tell the public about future growth areas, staff developed the urban format map, which is for illustrative use only.  The blue areas recognize local neighborhood shopping centers that exist today but have no policy indications involved.

Mr. Gaylord asked if staff anticipates a different form-based code for each color on the urban format map.  Mr. Bowers replied staff does not.  The map serves two purposes under CP(2)-12:  (1) guidance for how buildings should approach the front of the street, which relates to the frontages that are in the Code; and (2) staff proposes to tie application of the UDG to the urban format map and nowhere else.  The map is somewhat skeletal at this time, and amendments to the map may be proposed.
Chairman Stephenson noted there were a couple of cases recently where the applicants, by policy, were required to address the UDG.  The applicants said they would address the UDG as staff deems them applicable.  He asked if completely cutting them out of the discussion would be onerous.  Mr. Bowers replied that staff would need direction from the City Council members regarding where they think the UDG should be applied.  Right now the Comprehensive Plan ties the UDG to every mixed-use area in the City whether it is being developed for mixed use or not.  Mr. Silver said it is desirable to strike a balance.  We want to encourage mixed-use development, and want to avoid making it difficult and complex to comply with the UDG and standards that are embedded in the Code.
Mr. Gaylord asked if the Comprehensive Plan applies urban format across all commercial development and the UDG only to certain areas.  Mr. Bowers explained the UDG currently apply if there is a rezoning or if there is a preliminary plan that could assume discretionary approval.  They are not part of the review of administratively-approved plans, which compromise about half of all development plans in the City of Raleigh.  In terms of geography, they are applied to all mixed-use areas on the FLUM.  When originally drafted, the UDG were designed for mixed- use areas.  There are a lot of types of development that staff is struggling with regard to applying the UDG.

Chairman Stephenson asked if the UDG should be part of the CP(2)-12 discussion.  Mr. Bowers said they should, but should not necessarily be part of the incentive discussion.

3.
Parking frontages.

4.
Required mix of uses.
Chairman Stephenson said these items can be part of the CP(2)-12 and urban design standards discussion.
5.
Urban open space.
Discussion centered on parks versus plazas; the current 5% requirement for open space; and funding, including fees-in-lieu.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers stated for the urban format, staff needs to know what kind of open space the City is trying to create downtown/in an urban setting, i.e., new plazas or new parks.  Chairman Stephenson replied the space just has to be successful, and that people use it.  Mr. Bowers pointed out that open space does not have to be publicly accessible, but could be a mix of private and public uses.  Chairman Stephenson said when the full UDO gets back to the City Council, Council should have a more detailed discussion regarding urban open space, including fees-in-lieu.
Mr. Gaylord moved to recommend that the City Council authorize staff to file an application with the Urban Land Institute for its Technical Assistance Panel Program relative to affordable housing.  The motion was second by Chairman Stephenson and carried by a vote of 2-0 (Mr. Stagner absent and excused).
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business before the Comprehensive Planning Committee, Chairman Stephenson announced the meeting adjourned at 7:06 p.m.

Leslie H. Eldredge

Deputy City Clerk
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