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The Comprehensive Planning Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, February 26, 2014, at 4:00 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 Thomas G. Crowder


Deputy Planning Director Ken Bowers
Councilor Eugene Weeks



Planner II Elizabeth Alley


Absent

Councilor Bonner Gaylord

Chairman Stephenson called the meeting to order at 4:05 p.m.  All Committee members were present except Councilor Gaylord, who was absent and excused.  Councilor Weeks led the assembly in the Pledge of Allegiance.
Chairman Stephenson rearranged the agenda to address Item #11-36 first, since the case that had initiated the topic had been resolved.

Item #11-36 – Z-11-12 – Strickland Road Development Plan

The following information was contained in the agenda packet:

This item was referred to Committee after the approval of zoning case Z-11- 12.  The development plan raised questions regarding the street network in the area and site development.  Both the zoning case and site plan have been approved.
Chairman Stephenson moved to recommend this item be reported out with no action.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Crowder and carried unanimously, 3-0 (Mr. Gaylord absent and excused).
Item #11-12 – Comprehensive Plan Amendments/UDO (CP-2-12 Issues)
Item #11-39 – Retrofitting Suburban Retail Centers

The following information was contained in the agenda packet:

These two items are related to recent Comprehensive Plan amendments that were approved during the UDO adoption.  The Plan contains a Growth Framework Map that identifies city growth centers.  With the adoption of the recent amendments and the UDO, staff was asked to address the topic of retrofitting suburban centers and prioritize the identified mixed use centers on the Urban Form Map.  Staff has drafted a memo regarding retrofitting suburban centers.  The memo identifies opportunities and challenges given the economic reality of land acquisition and redevelopment. Additionally, staff was asked to prioritize the mixed use centers shown on the Urban Form Map in order of likelihood for development or redevelopment.  A staff memo and key map are included.
The following memorandum from Deputy Planning Director Ken Bowers was contained in the agenda packet:

Re:
Suburban Retrofit

The following memo provides some theoretical background on the issue of suburban retrofit, and some thoughts on the specific issues facing Raleigh as it contemplates whether and how to urbanize existing suburban places. 
What is Suburban Retrofit?

Suburban retrofit, as described Ellen Dunham-Jones and June Williamson in their book Retrofitting Suburbia, is the process transforming suburban buildings and sites into a more urban development pattern through either incremental changes or wholesale redevelopment.
As noted by Christopher Leinberger in his 2009 book The Option of Urbanism, modern suburban development is limited to around 19 standardized product types that are favored by publicly traded capital markets (REITs and CMBS).  The most common product types targeted for suburban retrofit include garden apartments, office parks, failed regional shopping malls, dead or dying neighborhood and community shopping centers, and stand-alone big box stores or power centers.
Suburban retrofit can occur in any number of ways ranging from the complete clearance and redevelopment of the existing built environment, often by a single master developer; to incremental infill and repurposing of existing structures, often by multiple property owners and developers.  Which route is taken depends on the size of potential property assemblages, the income being produced by the existing building stock, market conditions, and the nature and type of any public-sector interventions.  Some of the most prominent large-scale retrofits have been entirely private deals, not utilizing municipal redevelopment powers or public financing, while others involved public-private partnerships.
Infrastructure Issues

A key part of suburban retrofit involves the adoption of auto-only infrastructure into a flexible grid network that can accommodate walking, cycling and transit.  Such infrastructure retrofit is typically necessary to provide a supportive environment for increased density and mixing of uses.  The responsibility of creating supportive infrastructure may fall to the developer when a large-scale, master planned retrofit is implemented, but will often fall to the local government when the target of the retrofit is an area programmed to receive incremental infill and reinvestment.
When the site to be retrofitted is large, the pedestrian infrastructure and street grid can be located within a walkable "pod" connected to, but not oriented towards, the high volume arterial roadway.  Meadowmont in Chapel Hill and Birkdale Village in Huntersville, while both greenfield developments, are examples of this approach.
However, for many suburban sites, it is necessary to tackle the arterial itself.  Various concepts have been proposed and occasionally implemented to address this difficult challenge, such as multiway boulevards, but the expense is often significant and can only be justified when there is significant latent value in the adjacent real estate.  This is why the Urban Land Institute identified suburban arterial retrofit as one of two key challenges and opportunities in the 2012 Shifting Suburbs report.
Small scale suburban retrofit can often occur without requiring additional transit service, although service improvements may be desirable on their own merits.  Large scale retrofit can benefit significantly from better transit in two ways:  it reduces the reliance on expensive structured parking, and it mitigates the traffic impacts that are feared to accompany greater density. Sufficiently large suburban centers can grow to serve as secondary transfer hubs for multiple routes, and can also anchor transit lines when located at or near the terminus.
Economics of Suburban Retrofit

Suburban retrofit typically presents a developer with higher costs and greater uncertainty and risk than greenfield development.  Hence, such deals will only be undertaken when the returns are substantially above average, or when attractive greenfield opportunities are scarce.
When deciding how much to pay for land, developers will typically create an initial pro forma that includes estimates for the value of the development upon completion, and all the hard and soft costs of producing the development, including the anticipated developer profit.  What remains as the "residual" is the maximum amount that the developer can pay for the land while still making the expected return.
When redeveloping an existing building, the costs of a buildable site includes the value of the underlying land; the value of the building on the land, which may still be producing net income; and the cost of demolishing the existing structures and undertaking whatever environmental remediation may be necessary.  If the estimated residual of the proposed redevelopment project cannot support all these costs, then it will often be economically rational to leave the existing structures in place, even if they might appear to be "underperforming" when compared with newer and better-located properties.
Redevelopment is therefore most likely to happen when the new development will be both substantially larger, and command substantially higher rents, than the existing buildings.  Owners are also more likely to sell to a redeveloper when the existing buildings are nearing the end of their useful life and require substantial reinvestment to remain viable.
Issues for Raleigh

Raleigh presents three main opportunities for suburban retrofit:
1.
Large scale site redevelopment:  North Hills is the most prominent existing example, and some additional opportunities exist in areas such as Atlantic Avenue at Six Forks and Whitaker Mill Roads.  One issue for these sites is that the major roadway that provides access and visibility to the development also divides it, as is the case at North Hills.  In general, these large scale opportunities are rare and should be supported whenever they present themselves.
2.
Arterial strip sites:  Isolated sites along arterial roadways, such as failing strip malls, or aged-out office and multifamily complexes, will from time to time be redeveloped for some other use.  It is often difficult to achieve good urbanism on such sites: they lack a connection to an existing street grid, often gaining their sole access from the arterial; and they are of insufficient size to create a new street grid.  Prospects are best for sites that have access to both the arterial and the neighborhood side streets, such as Quail Corners.
3.
Latent mixed-use centers:  There are some parts of the City that have a robust mix of uses but don't function well as walkable centers because of wide roads and large parking fields separating the uses.  These places are like the ingredients of a gumbo that have yet to be put in the pot.  Perhaps the most significant example is Six Forks Station.  Incremental infill to eliminate gaps, coupled with public improvement to humanize the roads, would be the best route forward for these economically successful places.  However, such a plan, while easy to draw, is hard to implement:  small infill is difficult to finance, tenant claims on parking may prohibit parking lot infill; and humanizing streets typically comes with a traffic impact.  However, since the potential upside is large, this approach would be worth pursuing.
In short, suburban retrofit in Raleigh presents significant challenges and opportunities, best explored through a focused area planning process.  Our preliminary scoring of our mixed-use places on the Growth Framework Map (aka the "Blue Blobs") represents an initial step towards setting priorities.
Planner II Elizabeth Alley expounded on the following memorandum she submitted jointly with Deputy Planning Director Ken Bowers that was contained in the agenda packet:

Re:
Mixed Use Center Prioritization


The Comprehensive Planning Committee requested that staff identify "which of the 40+ Mixed-Use Centers on the Growth Framework Map are most likely to undergo redevelopment to a more compact, walkable pattern."  The Comprehensive Plan describes these centers as follows:  "Located generally at places where transit and urban corridors intersect, and where there is an existing base of mixed-uses, these centers are targeted for infill development and improvements to urban design and connectivity intended to retrofit them over time as more integrated, walkable centers."

Staff performed an analysis of the 44 Mixed-Use Centers, focusing on four themes:  multi-modal accessibility, land use mix and intensity, market opportunity, and public priorities. The data selected for analysis and weighted scoring are explained fully in the attached project methodology.  Analysis was primarily performed using the City and County's GIS data, as well as Google Maps.

The results of the analysis are attached in spreadsheet form, sorted numerically by mixed use center number (see key map for numbering), and also by rank.  A second set of spreadsheets is also attached, with the public priority scoring removed so as to highlight where private sector activity is guiding growth and change.

Staff Observations:

●
Six centers ranked in the top 10 in both priority rankings (with and without public priorities criteria included):  5-Falls River, 15-Northridge, 26-Fairview, 28- Asbury, 35-Mission Valley, and 43-Battle Bridge. 

●
Thirteen of the centers are covered, partially or in whole, by an area plan or corridor plan,  and two of those plans are currently underway and not yet adopted (Center 14-Colony is in the study boundaries of the Six Forks Corridor Study and Center 40-Renaissance Park is in the study boundaries of the Southern Gateway Corridor Study).  One, Center 17-Mini City, is listed in an area slated for study on the Planning Department's work program. 

●
Of the six centers ranked in the top 10 in both priority rankings, two are not covered by an area plan or a corridor plan:  Center 15- Northridge, and Center 26- Fairview. 

●
Only five of the centers received a score of "high bike accessibility," but almost all centers have planned bicycle facilities.

●
Twelve of the centers do not include bus stops. 

●
Fourteen centers contained a single type of land use (others contained a mix of 2+ types of uses).

●
Nine centers contain a recently completed, ongoing, or planned CIP project.  Four of those centers contain multi-modal projects: Center 22-Tarrymore, Center 28- Asbury, Center 32-Longview, and Center 41-Walnut Creek.
The memorandum contained the following attachments:  (1) draft methodology for prioritizing Mixed Use Community Centers; (2) Growth Framework map showing the location of Mixed Use Community Centers; and (3) two spreadsheets of the 44 Mixed Use Community Centers ranked on the basis of each of four themes (multi-modal accessibility, land use mix and intensity, market opportunity, and public priorities).
Mr. Crowder noticed that Lake Wheeler Road Center was not on the list.  Ms. Alley explained staff relied on the Growth Framework Map in the Comprehensive Plan, so if it was not shown on that map, staff did not analyze it.  It might be shown on Urban Form Map or another map in the Comprehensive Plan.  Chairman Stephenson suggested the 44 "blue blobs" might be reviewed again to see if there should be adjustments made, since that map was created in 2007 or 2008.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers affirmed the map was probably originally drafted around 2008.  This summer, staff will embark on the five-year update to the Comprehensive Plan, and it is an opportunity to look at what is on the map and make adjustments.  The map will definitely have to be adjusted based on recent evolutions of the regional transit plans which have moved some stations around since the time the map was drafted, as well as any other language in the plan that references the map, and policies that might be related to the map.  Mr. Crowder said he appreciates that, as re-evaluation of the "blue blobs" is an important part of this conversation.
Planner Alley said once the "blue blobs" were identified and named, staff relied heavily on City and County GIS data and Google Maps data to see what was in each of the four categories.  She showed a slide of the Mission Valley Mixed Use Community Center and used it as a model to explain the methodology for prioritizing the 44 centers.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers commented that staff also looked at overall connectivity of the street network and whether there are routes to get to a center that do not involve walking or biking along a busy multi-lane road.  Mr. Crowder asked if staff looked at transit other than CAT, such as the Wolf Line, and Planner Alley said they looked at all transit lines.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers added that staff gave a lot of weight to what was in the transit plans.  Most of the centers have bus lines running through them, but do not necessarily have bus stops.

Planner Alley pointed out the remainder of the agenda packet is spreadsheets.  The first two pages show the 44 Mixed Use Community Centers with the entire methodology included.  The other two pages show the 44 centers without public priorities to see which centers might depend more on market-drive opportunity for redevelopment.  Two of the top six centers on the spreadsheet that includes public priorities have area plans, but the rest do not.  The area plans may not look at specifically developing those centers into mixed use redevelopment opportunities; they might have been looking at the adjacent neighborhoods or the corridor.
Chairman Stephenson said the beginning of the memorandum regarding prioritization talks about what Mixed Use Community Centers are and what the City wants them to become.  He read aloud the Comprehensive Plan's description of Mixed Use Centers that was contained in the first paragraph of the memorandum.  He appreciates that the centers are heterogeneous.  Some have better bones in terms of street infrastructure and therefore are more developable; they have a flexible grid that will accommodate walking, biking, and transit.
Chairman Stephenson had a few comments about the ranking criteria.  In looking at the high and low ends of market opportunity, he suggested that those Mixed Use Centers that ranked highly and are not candidates for planning and infrastructure investment do not need to be included in the ranking for planning and infrastructure investment.  Planner Alley agreed, and said additional screening would be warranted when deciding which centers would be chosen for development of area plans.  Area plans are based on the likelihood of redevelopment.  Mr. Crowder cited Olde Raleigh as a center that is probably many years away from redevelopment.  Planner Alley said it only received a two out of 10, and there is likely a vacant outparcel involved.

Mr. Crowder expressed his belief that low wealth communities and aging Mixed Use Community Centers should be looked at a little harder.  New retail and job opportunities need to be brought to those areas, and the centers that are at a market disadvantage should be incentivized and prioritized.  Mr. Weeks agreed.  Chairman Stephenson said that is the other extreme of the market opportunities he mentioned.  Centers are either very stable or very stagnant.  There is an opportunity for the City to make plans and investments in a way to accomplish the goals of the Comprehensive Plan goals and promote redevelopment and promote property values in the surrounding neighborhoods.  It may be subtly implied in the ranking criteria, but higher status should be given to areas where values are stagnant and the long-term situation is not healthy.  The Planning Department's Return on Investment tool would be helpful in analyzing those centers.

With regard to stagnant areas, Mr. Weeks noted that nothing is happening in the area of Longview Shopping Center off New Bern Avenue, and there are no market opportunities.  There is nothing on one end of the shopping center, and only a few businesses at the other end.  He is concerned about the rankings and asked what the City will do to ensure equity for all centers and market vacant lots.  Mr. Crowder said it is not just vacant lots, but centers like Longview.  There are two competing issues to be considered from a market perspective:  (1) stagnant or low property values where it would be cost-effective to redevelop, and (2) perception issues to overcome.  He asked how the City would look at prioritizing stagnant areas to encourage redevelopment or prioritize planning efforts for redevelopment, as well as look at branding and perception challenges.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers replied there is a scoring criterion for location within a priority reinvestment area, and those are generally in lower wealth communities.  That is a map that is in an economic element of the Comprehensive Plan.  The scoring criteria could be amended to add "low wealth community location" which could be based on census data.  Mr. Crowder cautioned the use of census data.  There is currently a debate in the Budget and Economic Development Committee about using census data, because low wealth communities may not have high participation in the census.  Staff should look beyond census data; they should look at the location of Section 8 housing and other indicators.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers said one thing that might be useful is what the individual scores, not just the final ranking, are telling us.  Look at the issue, not the ranking.  Staff looked at proposed and existing facilities during analysis, and proposed and existing transit as well.

Chairman Stephenson's next comment related to the Return on Investment tool and how it might be applied, especially in stagnant centers.  He had been re-reading the Urban Land Institute document that Councilor Wayne Maiorano distributed at the Council retreat, an article about urban spaces and active transportation.  According to that article, every point in the walk score ranking measures $850 in property value.  Improvements to centers should show a return on investment.

Chairman Stephenson agreed with Mr. Crowder's earlier comment that the shape and location of the "blue blobs" should be updated.  Tarboro Road and St. Augustine’s University have been discussed quite a bit recently.  Leesville Center should be enlarged to take in the variety of properties that are in play in that area.
Chairman Stephenson addressed Mr. Bowers' point of "ranking for what."  In addition to looking at the centers for the kind of intervention that is necessary, the City could use the rankings to plan for bike and pedestrian facilities, transit facilities, and greenway facilities.  Urban greenways are tremendously popular and can be used as part of the public transportation network, not just as a recreational element.

Chairman Stephenson's next comment was that the City should determine how this ranking analysis can be integrated as a tool in the Comprehensive Plan update.

Mr. Crowder expressed concern about the residential density scoring process contained in the methodology for prioritization, and suggested looking beyond the one and two points that are assigned for townhouses and multi-family dwellings respectively.  He thinks the area between Gorman Street and the Beltline should be a Mixed Use Center.  It has an enormous residential population and it is not just townhomes; it includes student housing (dormitories).  The same consideration should be afforded to the areas around St. Augustine’s University and Shaw University.  Looking at existing v. proposed zoning would help refine the scoring and affect prioritization.  Planner Alley agreed it would be a way to refine the scoring, and Deputy Planning Director Bowers commented it would be a more precise way of looking at it.  Planner Alley explained this was a qualitative analysis.  Staff concentrated on properties in the "blue blobs, but did look further afield if they questioned whether something should receive one or two points.  The "blue blobs" are generally concentrated on commercial properties and residential properties directly proximate.
Mr. Crowder said bus and transit lines come into play in residential areas.  Parks and other criteria are also important.  He thinks there could be more than one or two points for residential density score, and more than 10 points total.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers stated the bigger centers with more facilities get more points for land use and density.  It is purposely a built-in bias, and making a difference in those centers would impact more jobs and more people.  It can be harder to retrofit the larger centers.  Mr. Crowder said aging centers like Longview, and stagnant areas, need to be looked at more strongly relative to planning efforts and infrastructure incentives to promote those centers.

Chairman Stephenson brought up his last item.  He said Deputy Planning Director Bowers put a lot of emphasis on the ability to retrofit where there are "humanized" streets.  Fairview Road is a situation where there are no six-lane arterials that would make pedestrian access difficult.  Longview is on a four-lane highway, but the road has a large median, so opportunities are there for crossing the road.  Chairman Stephenson believes there is value in giving weight to areas where pedestrians do not have to contend with large arterials that would make it impossible to cross over.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers explained what he tried to indicate in his memorandum is not that you can't retrofit a major roadway to make it pedestrian-friend; it's just very costly to do so.  For smaller centers, it makes sense to focus on where the existing infrastructure makes this amenable.  Longview is a good example of that.  Given other priorities and transit plans, it is a key center that should be looked at.
Brief discussion took place about the redevelopment of North Hills.  Deputy City Attorney Ira Botvinick commented that North Hills had deteriorated for so long, it was bought at a reasonably good price and that allowed it to be an investment.  Mr. Crowder pointed out it had been a stagnant center, and they are the major top areas that should be redeveloped.  Perception is important to marketability.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick said a tenant mix creates excitement, viability, and vitality in an area.  He noted that Costco on Six Forks Road, one tenant, made a difference the area where it is located, and it is now a major destination.  Having people that are savvy and know what to integrate in order to change people’s perception of an area and make it an area where they want to be, is important to marketability.

Michele McIntosh, 3832 Sue Ellen Drive, Raleigh, NC 27604-4248 – Ms. McIntosh talked about how this assessment relates to her neighborhood.  The conditions in her neighborhood may be similar to other low-scoring areas on the spreadsheets.  She lives near the intersection of Buffaloe Road and New Hope Road.  Her neighborhood is bounded by those two roads, Capital Boulevard, and Louisburg Road.  This intersection is a greenfield site, not an existing retail center.  It is the site where the Sheetz service station was proposed last year that she and her neighbors fought against.  Her neighborhood's ranking is 38 and she is worried that score may negatively impact the Northeast CAC's request for a small area study at this intersection.  With regard to the Comprehensive Plan's target areas for economic development, in the public priorities section there is a priority given for a center being in a reinvestment area.  The intersection of Buffaloe Road and New Hope Road is less than one mile from the Capital Boulevard corridor, which is a target area, and approximately one-quarter of her neighborhood is in that target area.  The customer base for that intersection will be the same as that of the Capital Boulevard corridor, and she does not see much of a distinction between the two.  With regard to land use mix intensity, her neighborhood received one point for the presence of townhouses.  However, they also have multi-family homes (Raleigh Housing Authority apartments) in their neighborhood.  Ms. McIntosh suggested those two things should be taken into consideration in the City's decision whether to conduct a small area plan study for the intersection of Buffaloe Road and New Hope Road.  Ms. McIntosh pointed out the yellow lines on the map (projected on the screen) represent planned multimodal corridors, but her area is big and blank, like the Umstead Park area.  Buses run on Buffaloe and New Hope Roads, but her area does not seem to be included for future multimodal development.  There is no east to west path from the Capital Boulevard corridor along the reinvestment area that has a lot of pedestrians crossing the street.  There were two pedestrian fatalities in January, and pedestrian access along Capital Boulevard should be considered for future walkability in Raleigh.
Chairman Stephenson said as he looks at a map that shows the incorporated City limits v. the City's extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ), it appears a large portion of the area east of New Hope Road is ETJ.  The map shows some future road extending east from New Hope/Buffaloe to I‑540.  He presumes the reason there is not a lot of road grid or Mixed Use Community Centers shown on the map is that some of the area hasn't been annexed yet, so no planning has been done regarding the character of development for that area.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers said that is part of the reason.  When staff created the Growth Framework map, they tried to create a super-grid to serve the bulk of the City.  This was a difficult area to deal with because of the lack of obvious routes that were on the way to a major centers of activity.  There is a similar area in northwest Raleigh between US 70 and Creedmoor Road.  When staff updates the Growth Framework map, transit plans need to be better reflected on.

Chairman Stephenson noted that two quadrants of the Buffaloe Road/New Hope Road intersection are designated as Neighborhood Mixed Use on the Future Land Use Map.  However, he does not think the City can designate Mixed Use Community Centers everywhere there is a Neighborhood Mixed Use designation.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers responded that area is currently highlighted on the Growth Framework map.  It scores low in development intensity because the parcels designated for Mixed Use are currently vacant and there is no commercial use.  There is residential housing in the area, but not in the immediate vicinity of the intersection.  With regard to the multi-family housing in the area, staff looked at things close to the center of the area, and the townhouses were the only multi-family dwellings close to the center.  Most of the zoning and development there is lower density.

Deputy Planning Director Bowers said in response to the CAC's request for a small area study, staff has scheduled a meeting with the community at Marsh Creek to discuss the plan parameters and see what the residents want to achieve with the area plan.  Staff will report back to Council with a recommendation on how to achieve the neighborhood's needs, whether through is an area plan, amendments to the UDO to deal with some of the issues raised as it relates to Neighborhood Mixed Use zoning, etc.  Chairman Stephenson said Ms. McIntosh had mentioned there was public housing nearby.  Regarding the category of land use mix and intensity, he asked if income mix correlates closely to the Comprehensive Plan goals and if income diversity is considered a plus.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers replied that income diversity is not accounted for in the scoring today, but mixed income housing is mentioned many times in the housing element of the Comprehensive Plan.

Allan Johnston, 13327 Ashford Park Drive, Raleigh, NC 27613-4150 – Mr. Johnston stated he represents Draymoor Manor, a 112-unit townhome community located near the #3 "blue blob" of Leesville and Strickland Roads.  He thanked the Council for undertaking this effort, commended the Planning Department for this beginning phase, and said they are asking for Council's help in accomplishing things needed in their community.  There was a recent request to amend the Future Land Use Map (FLUM) that pertains to his presentation today, which he will reference shortly.  He asked the Committee to consider using the Leesville Road site as a prototype for conducting small shopping center area studies, because it needs one.  His community does not want any commercial or retail zoning south of the Walgreen's drug store site at the Leesville/Strickland Roads intersection, and do not want non-residential traffic on Old Leesville Road.  Mr. Johnston distributed photos and explained how the area properties would be affected by the proposed FLUM amendment.  The residents are also concerned about the failure to have a traffic impact analysis (TIA) done for all properties in the area.  The staff report on the previous case indicated a TIA for the Walgreen's property included an assessment of traffic in the area, but that was not the case.  Mr. Johnston said their concerns are "where do we go from here?"  At a recent hearing held by the Planning Commission as Committee of the Whole, the residents expressed their desire that the request to amend the FLUM be tabled, deferred, or denied.  It appeared to them to be spot land use planning, not dissimilar to spot zoning, and the request did not conform to previous land use planning done for the area.  The applicant had not justified the request for the change, the request did not address any concerns regarding TIA, and the Comprehensive Plan amendment alone does not provide the protection that a rezoning request would provide (the residents could file a Statutory Protest Petition).  Mr. Johnston said this is not just a procedural matter; it is site specific.  The Planning Commission deferred decision on the case indefinitely and suggested the applicant file a rezoning request.  The neighborhood asked at that time that an area study be done to include assessment of appropriate land uses and with respect to anticipated economic activity, try to achieve the highest and best use of the lands.  The available acres of vacant properties surrounding the immediate area should be looked at (30 acres for the school site, which is public use, and 30 additional acres, 12 acres of which are included in the request for rezoning on Leesville Road.  A comprehensive TIA should be done that addresses the intersections of Old Leesville Road and Strickland Road, and Leesville Road and Strickland Road.  At the present time, the site plan for the Walgreen's property adversely affects Draymoor Manor because it does not provide the protection for Old Leesville Road the residents have requested for two years.  On behalf of the Draymoor Manor residents, Mr. Johnston asked that the Committee use the UDO to protect them with a Sensitive Area Residential Street designation for Old Leesville Road.  An area study is essential; an additional traffic study is essential for the area; and the City and NCDOT need to work together to address concerns at the intersections of Old Leesville Road/Strickland Road and Leesville Road/Strickland Road.  There are reasonable alternatives to a seven-lane highway, particularly under the UDO.  The rezoning for the Walgreen's property was approved with the condition that the property could be redeveloped under the provisions of the UDO.
Chairman Stephenson summarized Mr. Johnson's comments as they related to today's discussion of prioritization of Mixed Use Community Centers:  (1) Mixed Use Community Center #3 is nearby; (2) there is an opportunity to think of development at the intersection of Leesville and Strickland Roads as part of #3; (3) in terms of development activity in the area and in terms of the market opportunity rankings, this area would rank highly; and (4) in terms of mix of uses and multimodal opportunities, the area would rank highly.  Chairman Stephenson supports the notion of expanding #3 and ranking it based on the market information about development planned for the area.  Mr. Johnston said they are ready to assist in that area.

Tom Erwin, 1214 College Place, Raleigh, NC 27605-4803 – Mr. Erwin commended the Committee and staff for undertaking this effort and seconded Deputy City Attorney Botvinick's comment about one of the first priorities being to "first do no harm."  The City has made a commitment in the Comprehensive Plan and the UDO to move toward compact walkable places in the City of Raleigh wherever possible and feasible.  Mr. Erwin said he has looked carefully at the ranking criteria.  He is part owner of 22 acres of land at this intersection, all of which is currently on the market.  If the criteria were tweaked in a couple ways, for example, to include existing facilities and those proposed under the Capital Improvement Program in the market opportunity category, Leesville would show up as #24 instead of #35 with a score of 10.

Chairman Stephenson asked Mr. Erwin if he supports an area planning process for the larger area.  Mr. Erwin replied he has been working with the City of Raleigh for three or four years and has come up with numerous plans.  It is the City's and State's plan to widen Strickland Road from three to six lanes.  Mr. Erwin and Walgreen's are moving forward and have tried to contribute to the discussion here.  They support Draymoor Manor's interests for the most part; for example, they fully intend to build sidewalks on the east side of Old Leesville Road.  If there is a petition to designate Old Leesville Road as a Sensitive Area Residential Street, they would join Draymoor Manor in that request.  Mr. Erwin and his client want to engage the City of Raleigh directly and after their experience over the last four years, do not want to commit to a future planning process that would delay their plans for development of the properties.  They want to achieve a more compact walkable area there.

Deputy Planning Director Bowers stated there is benefit in looking at any area proactively.  He clarified that Strickland Road is proposed for a four-lane divided cross-section, not a six-lane road.  It was reduced in the Comprehensive Plan that was adopted in 2009 because the traffic projections were not there.  Mr. Erwin said as part of their planning, they had been given an ultimate Strickland Road build-out at its intersection with Leesville Road, and it calls for six lanes with two five-foot bike lanes and an eight-foot median.  The northern bike lane will be between two drive-ins.
Deputy Planning Director Bowers said the difference about the number of lanes for Strickland Road may be related to turn lanes at the intersection.  As was stated, there is a FLUM amendment and the Planning Commission's desire is to hold the request in abeyance until the property owner comes forth with a map amendment.  The petitioner's argument is that the FLUM is incorrectly drawn and that the areas further down Leesville Road that are designated Neighborhood Mixed Use should be designated Office and Residential Mixed Use.  The designations on the map today go back to the older Westgate Area Plan adopted years ago.  Although designated Neighborhood Mixed Use, the area is mostly office and personal service uses as opposed to retail.  He is not sure if the timing will work for a small area study in terms of the existing Planning Department work program.  Chairman Stephenson opined that is unfortunate, because it makes sense to look at the FLUM first.  Small area planning is a way to get all the stakeholders together and all issues out on the table.  

Mr. Crowder thanked staff for their efforts on this prioritization issue.  He summarized the discussion by stating the following need further review:  (1) stagnant areas; (2) the residential density criteria (review in a more comprehensive fashion and consider overall density, not just townhouses or apartments; (3) aging centers; and (4) stagnant low wealth areas.  He suggested there may be more Mixed Use opportunities after these items are looked at in more depth.  Chairman Stephenson added to that list his first item, i.e., pull the stable and high performing centers and put them in longer term consideration.  Beyond that, it sounds like staff, as part of the Comprehensive Plan update, will look at updating the Growth Framework map.  It would be good for staff to bring a new draft to the Committee.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers said staff will be proposing amendments to the Growth Framework map as part of the Five-Year Update to the Comprehensive Plan.  At this point, it would be useful for the Committee to let staff know of any specific items they would like staff to look at.  Two have already been mentioned:  expanding the boundaries of some of the existing Mixed Use Community Centers, including the one at Leesville Road, and adding some centers that are not on the map today.  One of the issues when considering market opportunity is that it is easier to invest in a solvent large area because it is more expensive to do redevelopment.  The Committee needs to think about what is more realistic in terms of what can be expected, and target our efforts to places where it will really make a difference.

Mr. Crowder pointed out there are two competing but equally important priorities to consider:  (1) greenfield development, and (2) stagnant areas and aging centers that we need public intervention to ensure they don't drain the values of the surrounding area and create blight.
Without objection, Chairman Stephenson stated this item will be held in Committee for several weeks to allow staff to revise the criteria.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick commented this is more of a planning policy than a legal issue.  The Council will need to decide where to make its investment and capital improvements.
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business before the Comprehensive Planning Committee, Chairman Stephenson announced the meeting adjourned at 5:41 p.m.

Leslie H. Eldredge
Deputy City Clerk
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