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The Comprehensive Planning Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, October 24, 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:
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Staff
Chairman Russ Stephenson, Presiding

Deputy City Attorney Ira Botvinick
Councilor Bonner Gaylord



Deputy Planning Director Ken Bowers
Councilor Randall K. Stagner



Transportation Planning Manager Eric Lamb







Planner II Stan Wingo

Others Present




Councilor Thomas G. Crowder

Chairman Stephenson called the meeting to order at 5:04 p.m.  Councilor Stagner led the assembly in the Pledge of Allegiance.
Item #11-20 – CP-3-12 – Amendment to the 2030 Comprehensive Plan
The following information was contained in the agenda packet:
A series of amendment to the 2030 Comprehensive Plan was presented at the July 17, 2012 joint public hearing of the City Council and Planning Commission.  The Planning Commission reviewed the amendments on September 25 and recommends approval of all items.  The amendments include two citizen requests to alter the Future Land Use Map and staff requests to update the Arterial, Thoroughfare and Collectors Map consistent with recent area studies.  The Bicycle Facilities Map would also be updated to include recommendations from the Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Committee. 

Planner II Stan Wingo presented the following item for discussion:

Item 2.1 – Map T-1 Arterials, Thoroughfares and Collector Streets
Jones Franklin Small Area Study Recommendations

The proposed map amendment is being brought forth in accordance with recommendations outlined in the Jones Franklin Small Area Study that was approved by Council in 2011.  This request would realign and reclassify several streets in the study area.  In doing so, the proposal would increase safety and mobility for motorists, cyclists and pedestrians in this area.  Therefore several amendments to the plan are proposed as follows:

Street Realignments

▪
Buck Jones Road – Realign from north of Wilmot Drive to the Western Boulevard Extension as a minor thoroughfare.  Extend from the Asbury Drive Extension to Jones Franklin Road as a secondary arterial.

▪
Western Boulevard Extension – Realign from Burton Avenue to the extension of Buck Jones Road as secondary arterial.

▪
Corporate Ridge Road Extension – Realign to Chapel Hill Road as a collector street.

Street Reclassifications

▪
Western Boulevard/Hillsborough Street (One-Way Westbound) – Remove from Thoroughfare Plan.

▪
Buck Jones Road – Reclassify as a secondary arterial form the extension of Asbury Drive to Jones Franklin Road.
Councilor Crowder told the Committee his larger concern is that the Small Area Study contains an extension of Jones Franklin Road to Highway 54 that is not being updated on the Transportation Plan.  Another concern is how Western Boulevard will tie in to the future extension of Western Boulevard with the reworking of Western Boulevard and Jones Franklin Road.  Using a pointer, he indicated on a map how Western Boulevard traffic will come down Jones Franklin Road, then cut over and turn onto Western Boulevard Extension.  In the future, Hillsborough Street Extension goes out to Cary and Chatham Street along the major transit rail, and there will be a lot of transit-oriented development in that area.  Western Boulevard Extension was on the plan for many years to connect with Western Boulevard and then connect with Cary Town Boulevard in an autocentric corridor.  He asked what will make the large volume of traffic on Western Boulevard want to make those turns rather than cause congestion on Highway 54.  The Small Area Study shows Western Boulevard connecting to Highway 54.
Deputy Planning Director Ken Bowers said this map shows what is in the study.  Using a pointer to illustrate locations, he showed that the Buck Jones Road alignment comes into Hillsborough Street.  Western Boulevard Extension comes straight across, intersects with Buck Jones Road at a 4-way intersection, then with Jones Franklin Road at a 4-way intersection.  This creates a new block bounded by Western Boulevard Extension, rerouted Buck Jones Road, Jones Franklin Road, and Hillsborough Street on the north.  The old alignment was a sweeping triangular alignment with a bridge and elevated intersections.  The new plan provides an at-grade solution, removes the bridge and ramp-style infrastructure, and creates a simple intersection.
Mr. Crowder asked if this road will be four lanes in the future, since it is going to be the main east-west connector going down the transit corridor.  He pointed out that some of the most developable property will be on the south side of the tracks and residents will have to go over a major thoroughfare to cross the railroad tracks.  Mr. Bowers replied that Hillsborough Street is a major thoroughfare.  It is not a foregone conclusion the cross-section of the major thoroughfare at this intersection will be a generic 5-lane for 4-lane divided thoroughfare.  There may be other options, depending on the traffic demand.  Mr. Crowder said Cary Town Boulevard connects all the way down to Walnut Street and all the way to Kildaire Farm Road.  It will be a major east-west arterial from Cary into Raleigh.  He indicated on the map the areas he thinks should be cut out to gain a calm traffic pattern, move traffic out, and not congest the transit station area.  Mr. Bowers reminded him the recommendation was part of an intensive public process with a number of meetings, including a design charrette.  If the current recommendation is to be totally redesigned, it would have to be vetted with the community and property owners through a new public process.  If this central recommendation in the report is reconfigured by the Committee, many participants in the previous process will not be aware of the changes that are being made and reported out to Council.  Mr. Crowder suggested that staff look at the southeast area of the map to see how it interacts with this cluster (he indicated the areas on the map).  Mr. Bowers said staff's decision not to put this connection on the thoroughfare map at this time is related to the West Raleigh-Cary-CAMPO grade separation study.  Until the engineering work is completed to ensure the feasibility of the connection, staff decided to wait before putting it on the map.  Mr. Crowder said he has been following that study and one of the major things that will be looked at is City plans and determinations.  He thinks it is important to show this on the plan, especially as we go into the study with the NCDOT Rail Division.
Chairman Stephenson said as he looks at the map and the way Hillsborough Street and Western Boulevard come through, and thinking about the large traffic volumes aiming at the Beltline and Cary, Western Boulevard's interchange with I-40, and the fact that Chatham Street does not have an interchange, it appears we would want to direct traffic to Western Boulevard and Cary Town Boulevard.  Mr. Bowers explained staff arrived at this recommendation because (1) it solved an issue as to how to bring these roads together at an oblique angle; (2) the property impacts were less; and (3) it created a block structure that lent itself to eventual redevelopment of the area.  Mr. Crowder said he understands the rationale.  He said we do want to turn this into a walkable urban village, and he thinks it still can be accomplished.  A full-blown redesign is not necessary, but a connection at the area in the southwest shown on the map could still be looked at to make the area a grid.
Transportation Planning Manager Eric Lamb said this had all been worked out extensively with the Jones Franklin Small Area Study adopted by the City Council.  The planned transit stop for light rail was part of the Small Area Study, and the rationale was to look at a street plan that supported urban development.  The recommendation creates square blocks in the southwest corner of the map and realigns Buck Jones Road to turn to north, resulting in a clean way of connecting streets.  It will remove the one-way pair aspect that Hillsborough Street and Western Boulevard have today.  It works because two intersections square this up and help distribute the left-turn traffic load.  The original older plan was going to bring it in as a fifth leg of the intersection (which he indicated on the map), and Council did away with that in 1990s.  Mr. Lamb stated there is a reason that this area is known as "Dysfunction Junction."  By breaking up traffic use and creating a square grid configuration, traffic will be distributed nicely.
Chairman Stephenson noted the 3-D model shows the road as an underpass under the railroad tracks.  Transportation Planning Manager Lamb said that was omitted from this amendment because it is being deferred to be addressed in the West Raleigh rail study the Metropolitan Planning Organization is undertaking.  The study will look at railroad grade crossing throughout West Raleigh and where traffic can go under and over the railroad.  Jones Franklin Road used to be contiguous with the Edwards Mill Road Extension.  The City amended the Thoroughfare Plan in the early 2000s because of an engineering issue; namely, that the road could not get up and over the railroad and Chapel Hill Road because of grade clearance requirements.  The plan was amended several years ago to realign Edwards Mill Road Extension to the location it is constructed today, where it intersects with Chapel Hill Road.  The underpass was left off the map because it would be beneficial to have another street connection across the railroad corridor, and grade clearance requirements are less to go under a railroad than over a railroad.  He showed the Committee a new map on page 6 of the Small Area Study (Aesthetics and Form).
Mr. Crowder stated the underpass needs to be added back to the plan because it will be under consideration when the consultants perform the study and analyze the area.  Putting the underpass in the plan will help ensure that the consultants know we want this connection.  Mr. Gaylord told Mr. Crowder he understands his desire, but there is no perfect solution to any design challenge.  This is an excellent solution and he cannot envision anything better.
Brief discussion continued.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers reminded everyone the objections to the traffic patterns are all theoretical, and staff has not seen any road data.  Transportation Planning Manager Lamb showed the old plan.  He said staff chose not to create a continuous multi-lane thoroughfare through the area and is breaking up traffic in the area and funneling it onto smaller streets.  Traffic patterns will not be determined by the street grid, but by destinations.  The plan specifically calls for the missing connection to be studied in the future, and it is premature to add the connection to the plan until we can determine it is buildable.  This location will be studied as part of the West Raleigh rail study.  The study gives staff the latitude to look at this location, and also identifies this as the desirable location for the connection.
Mr. Gaylord moved to report out this particular amendment with no action taken.  Mr. Stagner seconded the motion, which carried unanimously, 3-0.
Planner Wingo presented the next item for discussion:

Item 1.1 – Future Land Use Map – Louisburg Road and Fox Road.

This amendment would designate properties on the east side of Louisburg Road, north and south of Fox Road, as Neighborhood Mixed Use and Office & Residential Mixed Use.
The properties are currently zoned Residential-15 Conditional Use and are located on the east side of Louisburg Road and on the north and south sides of Fox Road.  The parcels total 2.95 acres in size and are currently vacant.  The properties were rezoned in 2000 as part of a larger area rezoning.  These two parcels remain vacant; the balance of the rezoned area has been developed with multi-family uses.

The subject properties are currently designated Moderate Density Residential.  The Moderate Density Residential category envisions density between six and 14 dwelling units per acre.  Single family development and multi-family development would be consistent land uses as long as the overall gross density does not exceed 14 units per acre.


The request would designate the northern parcel as Neighborhood Mixed Use.  The closest area of Neighborhood Mixed Use is located approximately 2,000 feet to the south and west, along Louisburg Road.  This designation would provide policy guidance that retail uses are acceptable in this location.


The request would designate the larger parcel to the south as Office & Residential Mixed Use.  This location would be the only designation of Office & Residential Use along the Louisburg Road corridor.  This would not be a major departure from the existing designation of Moderate Density Residential; the major change being an increase in density and the introduction of office uses.

Mr. Wingo pointed out this was a citizen-initiated request.
Chairman Stephenson showed an iMaps aerial of the area overlaid by the Future Land Use Map (FLUM) in color, noting the inner circles were a quarter-mile in width and the outer circles were a half-mile in width.  The FLUM calls for Neighborhood Mixed Use at both Spring Forest Road and New Hope Road.  If the intersection at Fox Road is developed in a walkable manner, it makes sense to approve this amendment.  He would like to know what transportation improvements are planned, how the amendment will accomplish the Comprehensive Plan goals, and what future zonings might come forward in the context of this change.
Deputy Planning Director Ken Bowers said the request is for Neighborhood Mixed Use and Office & Residential Mixed Use.  Both categories contemplate the option to do commercial development, residential development, or a combination of the two.  Neighborhood Mixed Use is more oriented toward neighborhood-serving retail.  Office & Residential Mixed Use contemplates multi-family or office use.  No major transit investments are proposed at this time for Louisburg Road.
Transportation Planning Manager Eric Lamb said additional sidewalks and wide outside lanes for cycling are proposed.  Fox Road is a residential street to the north of this site and goes through an existing neighborhood.  A short section of it goes south to Kyle Drive.  The Northeast Regional Center is here, including Triangle Town Center, Poyner Place, and Spring Forest Park.  A lot of the corridor is rural in character, and a lot of the property is currently vacant.  Across I‑540 is the Wake Tech area.  There is no traffic signal at the intersection today (Mr. Lamb pointed to a specific intersection on the map) and the neighborhood residents have complained about cut-through traffic.  There are no sidewalks on Louisburg Road through this area, but both sides of Fox Road have sidewalks.
Deputy Planning Director Bowers noted that Chairman Stephenson had asked about any other policies in this area.  It is likely that the area is in a Special Highway Overlay District (SHOD)-3 or SHOD-4, like other parts of US 401 (Louisburg Road), which is intended to put landscape buffers along the highway.  The policy intent was to create a parkway-type corridor.  As part of the Comprehensive Plan amendments coming back to the Council in January, staff is proposing that the new Urban Form Map designate this as a parkway corridor appropriate for parkway frontage.  If the area is rezoned under the UDO, staff will probably look at a combination of NX and OX districts.  If it was rezoned under the current zoning, staff would consider Neighborhood Business and Office & Residential.  There would be the option to maintain or not maintain the SHOD or, if rezoned under the UDO, to apply the parkway frontage to the parcels, which calls for a 50-foot landscape buffer along Louisburg Road.  That is the only policy guidance we have today.
Chairman Stephenson questioned whether, from a Comprehensive Plan goals standpoint, it makes sense to adopt these two land use categories and that conceivably, they will come forward with parkway frontages and still be developed in a way to facilitate bicycle and pedestrian access.  He thinks bus service is probably available already.  Mr. Bowers said he is not sure how much local bus service is offered in the area.  Given the commercial opportunity here, and the multi-family development that already exists, coupled with some improvements, it would be good.  In terms of access from the other side of Louisburg Road, the absence of a traffic signal and an identified crosswalk make it difficult for pedestrians and cyclists to cross the road.  

Chairman Stephenson stated the circles indicate a good distribution in terms of distance between other neighborhood centers.  He asked what that means for other areas in between that might want to rezone and add retail between the node, and whether the City is setting itself up for stripping out this area.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers said that is the slippery slope argument.  He checked the Comprehensive Plan policies and reported that Land Use Policy 10.6 states that retail uses should concentrate in mixed use centers and should not spread along thoroughfares in a linear strip pattern unless ancillary to office or high density residential use.  There is no spacing target in the policy at this time, but staff can look at that in the next round of Comprehensive Plan amendments.
Lacy H. Reaves, Esq., Smith, Anderson, Blount, Dorsett, Mitchell & Jennigan, LLP, 150 Fayetteville Street – Suite 2500, Raleigh, NC  27601-2960 – Mr. Reaves exhibited slides that show the interrelation of this property with Wynslow Park.  These parcels are small, slightly larger than two acres total.  They are located at the midpoint of the two major intersections, Capital Boulevard/Louisburg Road and Louisburg Road/I-540.  Mr. Reaves confirmed there are sidewalks on both sides of Fox Road.  Wynslow Park is a community of 250 residents.  When Steve Kenney developed Wynslow Park as a multi-family development, he was concerned about its proximity to the thoroughfare, and held back these two lots with an eye to planning aspects in the future.  He thinks it is appropriate now to consider a pedestrian-scaled development for these two parcels.
Chairman Stephenson asked what kind of uses Mr. Reaves imagines might work well for this location, and he replied a bank or small-scale retail within walking distance of the community.  The parcels are located on the right-hand side of the road going home.

Mr. Gaylord moved approval of this amendment.  Mr. Stagner seconded the motion, which carried by unanimous vote of 3-0.
Planner II Stan Wingo presented the next item for discussion, which he noted was citizen-initiated:

Item 1.2 – Future Land Use Map – Globe Road

This amendment would designate properties along the west side of Globe Road near the intersection of Page Road as Low Density Residential.
Chairman Stephenson asked if there were any requests to discuss this item, and there were none.  Attorney Clyde Holt, representing the applicant, stated he was present to answer any questions the Committee might have.
Mr. Gaylord moved to recommend approval of this amendment.  Mr. Stagner seconded the motion, and approval was unanimous, 3-0.
Mr. Gaylord moved to recommend that the City Council adopt CP-3-12 as presented.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Stagner and carried unanimously, 3-0.
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 24th meeting, the Comprehensive Planning Committee will continue discussion regarding the first topic, Adequate Public Facilities.  The focus of this discussion will be related to multimodal transportation level of service

Chairman Stephenson stated while reading through the Comprehensive Pedestrian Plan, he had noted there are Comprehensive Plan policies in favor of multimodal level of service (LOS).  He asked how that would fit into Article 8.2 of the UDO – Adequate Public Facilities.
Transportation Planning Manager Eric Lamb said staff had been directed to look at best practices of peer communities with respect to the adequate public facilities aspect.  Staff selected 12 peer communities for Raleigh that are similar in size, growth patterns, etc.  The research is ongoing; and so far, staff is zero for five.  He said Charlotte addresses this through the conditional use zoning process only.  Charlotte effectively uses the process to negotiate with developers to secure off-site improvements to the system.
Chairman Stephenson said they must decide at some point what decide what constitutes an adequate transportation infrastructure.  Deputy City Attorney Ira Botvinick said if the facility is adequate and can be fixed, the question is related to the scale of the development, i.e., whether the scale of the development is sufficient to the developer so he will agree to fix it.  It will be the scale of development versus the ability of the developer to finance off-site improvements like sidewalks.  However, this will not radically address the car issue.  Chairman Stephenson proposed that the next step is to talk about the City of Raleigh partnering with developers about the City bringing in transit while the developer builds.
Deputy Planning Director Ken Bowers believes we focused on automobile LOS because (1) it is easy to measure capacity numerically, and (2) fixing the problem is often localized, such as making an improvement to an intersection, retiming a traffic signal, etc.  If we have a substandard LOS for transit or we are trying to use transit in lieu of fixing the traffic issue, the effectiveness of any transit investment is dependent upon the effectiveness of the system of which it is a part.  Article 8.2 looks at infrastructure capacity.  If a development is going to affect infrastructure, there are three solutions:  (1) the development could be denied outright, (2) the development could be approved for a smaller scale so that it does not create a problem, or (3) the developer could work with the City to remedy the problem with the reimbursement being worked out through other sections of the City Code, such as Part 8 – Utilities.  The facility fee model lets the City get around small developments having an incremental impact on infrastructure.  There are already facility fees for parks and utilities.  It would be difficult to have one for transit because it would be difficult to determine the nexus under the existing system.  Mr. Bowers suggested the City may want to look at defining scenarios where, if there is a capacity issue in the vehicular system we would allow a development to proceed anyway, and look at transit or other multimodal improvements that would substitute for remedying the LOS F problem at an intersection.  This might not be done in all areas, but would be done in those that are more urban, where there is potential for multimodal transportation, and where the City has good plans for multimodal transportation.  This might be a discretionary process at first and then be codified at a later time.  Mr. Bowers said this could be a way of introducing the multimodal discussion into Article 8.2.
Transportation Planning Manager Lamb said the question is how to develop a fee-in-lieu system for off-site improvements.  We would not want to create a situation where the City is placing a lot of fees on developments in transit corridors.  The point of an impact fee system is to have it universally available to development in all areas.  Chairman Stephenson noted the trade-off is more development intensity in return.

Deputy City Attorney Botvinick said it is important to distinguish between UDO Article 8.2 where site plans have been submitted, and new people coming in for a rezoning.    It is easier to talk about fair and equitable with rezoning cases on a case-by-case basis.  Mr. Bowers noted some of the solutions for a site plan earlier.  The City can either (1) deny a site plan, (2) reduce the scale of the development to meet capacity, (3) phase the development, or (4) enter into a developer/City partnership agreement.  With solution (4), the question is where will the City get its money to reimburse a developer?  It will be necessary to look at how to finance improvements and how to generate revenue to do so.  It is a major focus that the City Council and City Manager would need to discuss.
Mr. Gaylord commented that it appears there is an ongoing outreach to peer communities and how they address capacity issues.  Mr. Lamb replied staff was charged with looking at fee-in-lieu payments or fee-based payments for multimodal transportation service, and the research should be complete by the next Committee meeting.

Transportation Planning Manager Lamb said the notion of adequate public facilities (APF) is having adequate capacity already within a system.  Developing in a corridor in advance of having adequate transit service on the ground retards development until the transit corridor is online.  If there is no transit, a site plan cannot move forward.  APF is not the right tool for dealing with transit issues.
Without objection, Chairman Stephenson announced this item would be held in Committee while staff finishes its research.
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business before the Comprehensive Planning Committee, Chairman Stephenson announced the meeting adjourned at 6:18 p.m.

Leslie H. Eldredge
Deputy City Clerk
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