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COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING COMMITTEE
The Comprehensive Planning Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, October 10, 2012, at 5:00 p.m. in the City Council Chamber, Raleigh Municipal Building, 222 West Hargett Street, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present:

Committee






Staff
Chairman Russ Stephenson, Presiding

Deputy City Attorney Ira Botvinick
Councilor Randall K. Stagner



Deputy Planning Director Ken Bowers







Transportation Planning Manager Eric Lamb
Absent
Councilor Bonner Gaylord


Others Present

Councilor Thomas G. Crowder

Chairman Stephenson called the meeting to order at 5:03 p.m.  Councilor Crowder led the assembly in the Pledge of Allegiance.
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.  The topics are:

1) Adequate Public Facilities

2) Implementation of Comprehensive Plan Policies (Affordable Housing)

3) Case Studies

At the October 10th meeting, the Committee will be discussing the first topic, Adequate Public Facilities.  

Chairman Stephenson provided a recapitulation of the discussion at the last Comprehensive Planning Committee meeting.  The main discussion point was UDO Article 8.2 – Adequate Public Facilities.  A good conversation with Public Utilities staff (Director John Carman and Assistant Director Robert Massengill) took place regarding the extensive groundwork the department is undertaking to understand the real costs associated with construction, maintenance and upgrading of underground water and sewer utilities.  They also have a plan for a utilities impact assessment, similar to a traffic impact analysis.  Chairman Stephenson stated he refers to this as "truth in entitlements" so developers would not think that a rezoning request would entitle them to build out a piece of property to the maximum zoning potential based on infrastructure.  Per follow-up comments after the last meeting, there will be time for discussion of a fair cost-sharing procedure or equation.  However, that cannot be determined until all background work is completed by the Public Utilities Department.  The other main element of Article 8.2 of the UDO – Adequate Public Facilities pertains to transportation facilities.  The Committee members asked staff to help them understand how the City plans to measure and apportion the costs for building, maintaining and upgrading transportation infrastructure to support development.  Transportation involves more than just cars; it is a range of modes with the potential to move people through intersections.

Deputy Planning Director Ken Bowers stated that was a good recap.  One of the outstanding items for staff is working with the Public Utilities Department for an impact analysis of utility capacity and whether it is reasonable to perform such an analysis at the rezoning stage.  Staff needs a better idea of the cost, as it may require installation of a flow meter in a pipe in some instances if Public Utilities staff does not have enough information on hand to perform the analysis.  Chairman Stephenson said he also heard Public Utilities staff mention that it may necessitate the hiring of engineers to survey inverts, perform scoping, etc.  Mr. Bowers noted the Committee had also discussed referencing Part 8 of the City Code in this section as it relates to utility reimbursement fees.  With regard to transportation, the Comprehensive Plan currently contains a policy statement that the City will not allow intersections to fall below level of service (LOS) E.  An earlier policy had a stricter standard of LOS D.  The LOS went from D to E with the idea the City would suffer more congestion in certain areas in order to attain other development goals.  Two issues were raised at the last meeting.  The first is a legal issue.  There are some locations in the City where developable property has LOS F on the ground.  In those cases, a property owner cannot be denied development without it being a de facto taking of his property.  Staff is working on a de minimus LOS that can be applied in all cases.  The second issue is how to work multimodal considerations into this calculation.  There is a policy decision to be made.  One decision that could be made is to let the traffic impact analysis (TIA) state that the LOS can go to F as long as there is a plan for a transportation alternative, typically transit, that will give people an option.  Another issue is whether to include a multimodal service standard in the Code.  The UDO's Adequate Public Facilities section is about capacity, specifically, the capacity of the infrastructure to absorb the development.  The section addresses the existence and quality of facilities.  Staff has kept this as a vehicular LOS because that is a natural clear capacity issue.  Staff believes it is better to look at an option to violate the LOS E policy under certain circumstances, for example, if there is going to be a major capital investment in transit.
Chairman Stephenson stated this is not a new problem.  There must be other cities that have ways of allocating infrastructure for modes of transportation other than cars.  The City of Raleigh has a great metric for allocating infrastructure for cars.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers replied there is the zoning option; the City could consciously zone only for higher density development where there are multiple modes of transportation available.  Chairman Stephenson asked what metric would be used, and Mr. Bowers said one of the metrics in the UDO today is to give a parking reduction if a development is within a certain distance from a transit stop that has 15-minute service spacings all day.  Chairman Stephenson said he would like to know what other cities have done to measure modes other than cars, and what metrics they use to get a higher level of density and support with other modes of transportation.

Councilor Crowder joined the discussion and asked if Chairman Stephenson was seeking a way to justify more density if there is a way to increase multimodal transportation.  Mr. Stagner said the Committee is merely looking for best practices at this time, to see what problems other cities might have encountered when allocating infrastructure for modes of transportation other than cars, how they addressed those problems, and whether the solutions could be applied in Raleigh.  Mr. Crowder pointed out that even if more people ride buses, if the buses are moving at the same speed as cars, there are still traffic congestion problems.  Chairman Stephenson reiterated he would like to know how the City will measure other kinds of transportation capacity that would support new development in the same way the City measure car capacity, and what metrics would be needed to improve that capacity.

Deputy Planning Director Bowers said one of the difficulties is the differing nature between roads and transit.  The highest level of service for a road is when a person is the only driver on a road.  The highest level of transit service is when many people are using the service, because it provides the financial and policy justification for the frequency and LOS.  Staff has not done enough research to answer Chairman Stephenson's question.  Research will depend on the City's objective; for example, is it to limit development scale based on multimodal transportation availability; to allow developers to enhance multimodal accessibility in lieu of traffic improvements; or to leverage development to create funding for transit and multimodal improvements?  Chairman Stephenson responded that the answer is all of the above.
Transportation Planning Manager Eric Lamb explained that historically, LOS has related directly to capacity.  Transit, bicycle and pedestrian LOS are calculated based on quality of service.  It does not take into account very well the number of users of a facility, which is capacity.  He has documentation from other cities relative to calculating quality of service, and distributed copies of equations used to determine transit LOS, bicycle LOS, and pedestrian LOS.  According to these documents:

Transit LOS is a function of its accessibility by pedestrians, the amenities at the bus stop, the waiting time for the bus, and the mean speed of the bus.  Better pedestrian access, better shelters, more frequent bus service and higher speed bus service all improve the perceived LOS for bus transit.

Lightly used driveways, such as residential driveways, should generally be excluded from the driveway and unsignalized intersection counts used to compute the number of conflicts per mile.  Unsignalized merges (where side street traffic does not have to stop before entering the arterial), such as might occur at the foot of a freeway off-ramp, should be given much greater weight in the computation of conflicts per mile.  The degree of weighting is at the discretion of the analyst.  Bicycle segment LOS is a function of the perceived separation between motor vehicle traffic and the bicyclist, parked vehicle interference, and the quality of the pavement.  Higher vehicle volumes, higher percent heavy vehicles, and higher vehicle speeds decrease the perceived separation.  A striped bike lane increases the perceived separation.  Available research does not provide information on whether or not motorcycles and mopeds impact bicyclists as much as passenger cars.  It is left to the analyst's discretion to determine the extent to which motorcycles, golf carts, and mopeds should be included in the vehicle volumes used to estimate bicycle segment LOS.

The pedestrian segment LOS is determined by the perceived separation between pedestrians and vehicle traffic.  Higher traffic speeds and higher traffic volumes reduce the perceived separation.  Physical barriers and parked cars between the traffic and the pedestrians increase the perceived separation.  Sidewalks wider than 10 feet do not further increase the perceived separation, but they do improve the pedestrian density LOS described earlier.  This pedestrian LOS method has not been designed for, nor tested for, application to rural highways and other roads where a sidewalk is not present and the traffic volumes are low but the speeds are high.  For these situations, a satisfactory pedestrian level of service may not accurately reflect pedestrian perceptions.  In cases where street furniture, planter pots, and tree wells occupy the portion of the sidewalk between the pedestrians and the street (such as often occurs in central business districts with wide sidewalks), this portion of the sidewalk can be counted as a buffer strip, even though it is paved.

Mr. Lamb stated either the service is there, or it is not.  He talked about the way development improvements are handled.  Normally, the developer is responsible for the frontages along the property.  That relationship is fairly clear, and the City has a good track record in exacting improvements for frontages of a development.  Traffic and other off-site impacts are more negotiated, and staff looks at things like intersection congestion and capacity.  Historically, this has not been applied to transit, bicycle or pedestrian LOS.  Making the system predictable is a key point from the development perspective.  Chairman Stephenson said we should talk about multimodal corridors if we are going to talk about multimodal LOS.  The City needs a metric that people who want to make investments can understand, and that the Council, as people who want to incentivize development, can also understand.
Deputy Planning Director Bowers stated the roadway network is a complete system.  A person can travel from one point in the City to any other point in the City driving a vehicle on the roadway network.  The transit system is incomplete, and the bicycle/pedestrian network is incomplete.  Any one developer cannot do anything meaningful to improve the network except pay a facility fee to help pay for the network.  The City's intent should be to tie planning and zoning policies to state that high intensity developments should be prioritized for areas where multimodal transportation service is available.  Generally speaking, the most intense areas on a map, such as downtown Raleigh, Triangle Town Center, Crabtree Valley, Six Forks Road, and the arena district, are on a high frequency bus or rail corridor, or both.
Chairman Stephenson stated the City builds roads when and where it thinks roads are needed, and he does not understand why it cannot do the same with transit.  Transportation Planning Manager Lamb said that he does not believe the City Council has the latitude to apply special standards to select corridors when using the UDO.  The UDO must be applied universally, the same way impact fees are applied, so the development community knows what to expect.  Chairman Stephenson point out that if a developer wants to build beyond automobile capacity on a non-multimodal corridor, it will require adding car lanes or other vehicular improvements.  If a developer wants to build on a multimodal corridor, he should be able to measure his ability to either help fund it or lobby the Council for transportation service other than cars.  The Comprehensive Plan contains a lot of references to transit and multimodal, but the UDO reference to establishing infrastructure capacity is moot for everything except cars.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers said staff can evaluate the quality of service available.  Article 8.2 of the UDO states there is a problem if a development would cause a given intersection to deteriorate to LOS F.
Transportation Planning Manager Lamb cautioned the Committee about congestion abatement and multimodal transportation.  The amount of congestion abatement that even a high quality fixed rail transit service provides is fairly small.  Staff ran some numbers on the Crabtree Valley area to see how much of a meaningful reduction in traffic would be necessary to raise the LOS, and the answer was about a 15% reduction.  They also ran the numbers to determine how many buses must be run to reach that offset LOS, and the answer was full buses running every 60 seconds.
Mr. Crowder stated the City needs a consistent urban form, as it is trying to create an entire environment by sense of place.  The City may reach the point where it has a de facto moratorium on development because once capacity is reached, improvements must be made to intersections, and the City will have two choices:  widen the road or stop development.  Water and sewer capacity is based on treatment capacity, not infrastructure capacity.  He asked if the City's existing road network will support what is in the Comprehensive Plan.  Mr. Lamb and Mr. Bowers replied affirmatively, and Mr. Bowers explained how staff made that determination.
Mr. Crowder said within growth centers, the City is moving to a form-based solution rather than having quantitative floor area ratios or unit densities.  He asked how the City will calculate during this process when it starts doing the remapping and rezoning so there is "equity in entitlements."  Chairman Stephenson told him this puts developers on notice that they are not guaranteed maximum development intensity until an impact assessment is conducted.  Mr. Crowder asked when the City would know that.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers replied that staff will do this as part of the mapping.  He clarified that there are two levels of analysis.  When looking at citywide policy and citywide mapping, staff is looking at aggregates and using the same methodology used now, which is tying either a future land use category or a zoning category to a place type that goes into a CommunityViz model that produces growth projection.  The growth projection is put into the traffic model, which projects traffic onto the existing road network for the future build-out year.  Aggregates are used because not every site maxes out its development potential.  This aggregate analysis tests overall capacity to determine the program areas that the City will want to target for future transportation investment.  It does not obviate the need to do site-specific analysis when specific development proposals are submitted.  The model is too broad to capture a specific impact due to a specific development on a specific site near a specific intersection.  At the zoning phase, a build-out analysis will be done to determine what can be achieved under a given height for a few categories of uses.  If a developer cannot accommodate the worst case build-out analysis, he can condition his case to oppose a floor area or a residential density or a unit cap on the rezoning.  If there is a capacity issue at the development phase, a developer has two options:  scale back the development or find a way to increase capacity.
Chairman Stephenson brought up a case around the Crabtree Valley area involving the Lead Mine Road/US 70 intersection, which is LOS F, and asked about the transportation plan for this area.  Mr. Bowers pointed out that item is still pending before this Committee and staff will be bringing forth a land use scenario that scales back what could potentially be done there.  Deputy City Attorney Ira Botvinick added that the plan for Crabtree Valley is to use an intersection loop to get traffic off US 70 and take it into Crabtree Valley.  The City has impact fees for parks and recreation and drainage, not just roads.

Transportation Planning Manager Lamb said capacity is a measurable limitation within a system.  From a capacity standpoint, the City's sidewalk system is very Boolean.  Sidewalks in the Crabtree Valley area are a good example; a sidewalk is either there or it is not.  The question of the LOS a sidewalk provides is debatable.  The discussion of whether the City requires a developer to exact improvements for making them provide wider, higher quality sidewalks is covered in the UDO and is part of the form-based elements in the UDO.  Historically, the bigger issue as it relates to capacity impacts specifically in the Crabtree Valley area is that staff made Council aware of these capacity issues on numerous occasions as far back as 10 or 15 years, and Council has looked at that as part of its evaluation.  Council recognizes there are capacity impacts that may be negative, but thinks the pros outweigh the cons.  That becomes part of the legislative discussion of those types of plan approvals.  It is specifically in the zoning context for increasing density and allowing developers to build with a higher intensity than what was originally allowed.  Mr. Crowder noted there are also environmental regulatory issues associated with this topic, and asked when the Department of Transportation steps in.  Mr. Lamb responded the minute someone pulls a driveway permit to access the state highway system.  Sometimes there are off-site impacts specifically associated with traffic.  City staff coordinates with NCDOT and does a joint review and traffic impact analysis for those sites.  Discussion continued relative to Crabtree Valley and the US 70 Corridor Plan.
Mr. Crowder asked what LOS makes a successful transit system.  Transit success is not just predicated by putting people in the place; it is making the place.  He asked how the City will know it is not going to over-densify, thereby lowering the LOS.  Transportation Planning Manager Lamb used Hillsborough Street as an example.  The City used a road diet, on-street parking, heavy transit availability, bicycle lanes, and wide pedestrian sidewalks.  It put an artificial constraint on Hillsborough Street by reducing the number of vehicles and limiting capacity for the purpose of improving pedestrian safety.  If a developer wants to place additional development along this corridor, will the City place limitations on him because it has limited capacity?  That gets to a form-based discussion and decision.
 Deputy Planning Director Bowers stated part of the Planning Commission's recommendation was to put maximums in the UDO.  There are also soft maximums with the ability to exceed them because they are more related to stormwater issues than traffic generation per se.  Staff could do a study of Oberlin Road based on standard traffic models and say the total allocation of units in this area should be "X" and develop a custom zoning for this area.  The issue with that is the potential for allocating units to sites where there is no redevelopment, meaning there is underdevelopment of the sites that do want to develop.  In mixed use settings, the trip generation by the standard methodology is overstating what actually happened.  There is a benefit to looking at development as it occurs.  The City may find out it has more capacity than it thought it was going to have by looking at the impacts of real developments on the ground and not at theoreticals produced by models.  The question about what LOS makes a successful transit system is complex and hard to answer.  It also depends partly on land use.  The rule of thumb is that you need a grid system of routes operating at 15 minutes or better that connect destinations people go to on a frequent basis, i.e., work, home and shopping.  Raleigh does not have that.

Philip Poe, 620 Devereux Street, Raleigh, NC 27605-1504 – Mr. Poe stated that Chief Planning and Economic Development Officer Mitchell Silver was present at a previous meeting he attended when Mr. Poe talked about the aggregate impacts of traffic as a result of the Oberlin Road and Tucker Street projects.  He said Mr. Silver stated he was glad to know there was some type of model being worked on.  Mr. Poe stated that is a good opportunity, and the City needs to know how that model will generate specific results.  He does not think this situation is significantly different than doing capacity planning within a business, predicting how a product will work and what sales it will generate.  He asked if staff is really working on the model mentioned by Mr. Silver, and what the expectations are.
Deputy Planning Director Bowers said he thinks Mr. Silver was referring to the Imagine 2040 project, which is a new model for projecting growth.  It is being prepared by a consultant out of Charlotte using a software program called CommunityViz that is used for scenario planning throughout the country.  The consultant will be finalizing projections in a matter of weeks for the Metropolitan Transportation Plan, which is the new term for the long-range transportation planning project.  This is a major macro-model that contains a lot of assumptions, but starts with one GIS layer that can be edited.
Mr. Poe commented that infrastructure or capacity planning is critical to the planning of a well-designed city and must remain visible at all times.  Mr. Bowers agreed, and told him the projections are updated every few years to take into account what has actually happened.
Karen Rindge, 3303 Clark Avenue, Raleigh, NC 27607-7033 – Ms. Rindge is a member of WakeUP Wake County.  She stated this is a confusing conversation, and asked if the topic is really about how the City will line up development with transit.
Chairman Stephenson replied it is more about how to make a choice when there is more than one choice for supporting development.  Ms. Rindge asked, if that is the crux of the matter, especially transit, has the Committee considered providing some type of exception in terms of capacity for traffic if it is known an intersection will exceed LOS F and is located within certain proximity to a train station, or along a major bus corridor?  Chairman Stephenson responded that there is no methodology to adjust yet.  Mr. Bowers said he thinks the suggestion is to waive the vehicular LOS if the multimodal LOS is at a certain level.  Mr. Crowder said he would not limit it to multimodal.  The grid network is necessary to help support it.  Mr. Bowers agreed that improving the grid network should be a high priority, but said that is hard to do where the grid network is poor because people do not want their street connected.  It is important to get the grid right before anyone moves into a neighborhood.

Mack Paul, Esq., 3705 Shadybrook Drive, Raleigh, NC 27609-7025 – Mr. Paul stated that when discussing concepts such as LOS and metrics with respect to where development may occur around transit areas, it would be instructive to see best practices and models from other cities.  Non-metric items, such as design, the grid system, and diversity of use, are what make successful transit-oriented development.  Mr. Paul thinks it would be a different conversation in the suburban context, and he is interested in hearing about LOS in the suburbs.  He would like to see this expanded in Article 8.2 of the UDO.
Chairman Stephenson stated the metrics that Transportation Planning Manager Lamb has shown the Committee that were developed for a particular in-traffic case makes him hopeful there are other cities that have done work on multimodal evaluation for making choices about development patterns and intensities.  Without objection, he stated this item will be held in Committee to allow staff to research and bring forward best practices that describe successful multimodal city practices and metrics that help them address development and choices.  Mr. Stagner added that it would also be helpful to know what things these cities tried that did not work.
Item #11-12 – CP-2-12 – Comprehensive Plan Amendments/UDO
The following information was contained in the agenda packet:

These amendments would modify the future land use categories listed in the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan, introduce a new Urban Form Map, and modify policy statements throughout the document to align with the UDO.  The land use categories would be revised to remove references to legacy zoning districts not included in the UDO and introduce height guidelines and remove density guidelines for high-density and mixed use land use categories.  The Urban Form Map will provide guidance for the application of zoning frontages.
This item was not discussed.
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business before the Comprehensive Planning Committee, Chairman Stephenson announced the meeting adjourned at 6:27 p.m.

Leslie H. Eldredge
Deputy City Clerk
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