Comprehensive Planning Committee

May 28, 2014

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING COMMITTEE
The Comprehensive Planning Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, May 28, 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


Planning and Zoning Administrator 
Councilor Bonner Gaylord




Travis Crane
Councilor Eugene Weeks



Planner II Doug Hill







Senior Planner Bynum Walter

Chairman Stephenson called the meeting to order with Mr. Gaylord leading the assembly in the recitation of the Pledge of Allegiance.

The following items were discussed with actions taken as shown:

Item #13-07 – Z-11-14 – Tryon Road Conditional Use District.  During the May 20, 2014 City Council meeting this item was referred to the Comprehensive Planning Committee for further discussion at the request of Councilor Crowder.  
The following information was contained in the agenda packet:

The Planning Commission reviewed the request and recommends approval.  The request was found to be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

The applicant requests a rezoning from Office & Institution-1 Conditional Use and Special Residential Parking Overlay District to OX-4-PL Conditional Use, retaining the SRPOD.

The site of the proposed rezoning is located at the northwest corner of Tryon Road and Trailwood Hills Drive, and is approximately 4 acres in size.  The Site is currently undeveloped.  The Future Land Use Map designates the property as appropriate for Office and Residential Mixed Use.

The Applicant has offered conditions that would limit the total amount of residential units, restrict certain uses; restrict building height, require certain architectural treatments and buffers for multi-family development; require exterior lighting restrictions and has offered an easement and development of a transit stop.

Planner II Doug Hill used a PowerPoint presentation to review the request noting the property located across Tryon Road from the subject property lies within the Watershed Protection Overlay District. He pointed out surrounding uses and produced photographs of the subject property taken along various sightlines.  He compared the existing zoning requirements and the proposed zoning requirements noting significant changes in setback distances and allowed uses.

Mr. Crowder questioned if there were any photographs taken of lots further down Tryon Road as he wanted to see comparables in the location of parking areas with Mr. Hill responding in the negative.

Discussion took place regarding building setbacks along Tryon Road from Lake Wheeler Road to Gorman Street.

Mr. Hill stated the proposed use was for office and mixed use and that Staff feels that is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.   He pointed out the Planning Commission voted 8-0 in support of approval and the Southwest CAC voted 17-4 for approval.

Attorney Isabel Worthy Mattox, P. O. Box 946, Raleigh, NC 20602, representing the Downtown Housing Improvement Corporation (DHIC), pointed out financing for the development was approved by the City Council and NC Housing, and that the project is under a time constraint for existing tax credits to remain effective.  She talked about Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) issues her client wanted addressed stating her client proposes better buffers than required, a cap on the number of residences, and changed the name of the project to “Emerson Glen” to avoid confusion with nearby developments.  She asserted neighbors do not oppose the project, and that the project is ready to go.  She urged the Committee to support the project.

Attorney Andy Petesch, representing Camden Crossing Homeowners Association, thanked Councilor Crowder for referring the item to Committee.  He stated the issue is the condition for the transit easement.  He presented maps of existing bus routes in the area noting Routes 11 and 7L overlap along Trailwood Hills Drive.  He expressed concern with on-street parking by area students using the buses as well as the additional passengers from the DHIC development.  He urged moving the proposed easement Route 11 to ease area congestion.
Brandon Moore, 2932 Rainford Court, talked about ongoing traffic issues on Trailwood Hills Drive.  He asserted a bus stop located next to the proposed DHIC lot may impede access to that lot.  He urged staggering the bus times by at least 15 minutes to ease congestion along that portion of Trailwood Hills Drive.  He also urged relocating the idling buses, since this the route termination for both Routes 11 and 7L, to a location off of Trailwood Drive.
Mr. Crowder questioned the height of the proposed townhouses and single family residences in the DHIC development with Planner II Hill responding the townhouses would be 3 stories I height and the single family residences 2 stories.

Discussion took place regarding the bus route being under discussion in the Law and Public Safety Committee as well as the location of bus stops along Trailwood Hills Drive with Deputy City Attorney Ira Botvinick pointing out the Developer is willing to locate the transit easement on either Tryon Road or Trailwood Hills Drive.

Mr. Stephenson requested clarification the transit easement is for an in-land bus stop with Attorney Mattox responding in the affirmative noting Staff does not favor a pull-off stop.

David Brown, 510 Glenwood Avenue, talked about past dealings with City Staff regarding transit stops and stated Staff always preferred in-lane locations.
Mr. Stephenson stated he sees no point for an in-lane bus stop on Tryon Road.

Mr. Gaylord suggested leaving the option for locating the easement on either Tryon Road or Trailwood Hills Drive and let staff figure that part out during the plan approval process.

Lengthy discussion took place regarding safety and sightline issues with Mr. Crowder stating if the Council deems the Tryon Road stop a safety condition, then they can direct moving the easement from Trailwood Hills Drive to Tryon Road; that would be his preference.

Attorney Mattox questioned if the Committee wanted her client to remove the entire condition regarding the transit easement with Mr. Crowder responding in the affirmative.  Ms. Mattox pointed out Staff strongly preferred the Trailwood Hills Drive location, but her client is willing to go either way.

Mr. Brown talked about the location of the proposed bus shelter.

Greg Warren, DHIC Director, expressed his belief a bus shelter would be helpful to the residents.  He stated all DHIC sites have bus shelters.

Mr. Crowder noted there was no objection expressed for a bus shelter on Tryon Road and not Trailwood Hills Drive, and that he would recommend removing the proposed easement on Trailwood Drive and placing it on Tryon Road.  Attorney Petesch stated his clients are okay with moving the proposed transit easement to Tryon Road.  Mr. Stephenson stated he would like to hear from Transit staff regarding this issue before making any decision.

Discussion took place regarding possible rewording the transit easement condition with Planning and Zoning Administrator Travis Crane stating Staff will work with the Applicant to flesh out the condition’s wording.

Mr. Crowder stated he has issues with the proposed parking lot location along Tryon Road and stated he wanted additional buffers and berms in placed along Tryon Road for screening.  Mr. Brown talked about additional right-of-way dedication for future Tryon Road widening as well as proposed additional tree conservation buffers on the property.  

Mr. Crowder talked about previous discussions he had with Mr. Brown regarding the proposed parking locations stating it was his understanding there would be no parking on the Tryon Road side of the property, nor between buildings.  He expressed his concern the drawings submitted show a different plan.

Natalie Britt, 113 South Wilmington Street, stated the drawings presented to the Southwest CAC showed parking on the sides of the buildings, but not in between.
Discussion took place regarding the proposed building locations and the sizes of the buffers with Planning and Zoning Administrator Crane stating any alterations to the rezoning request must be in place before the scheduled June 3, 2014 public hearing.

Deputy City Attorney Botvinick expressed concern with the procedure at this point as there may be some confusion with the Committee making changes to the zoning request before the Zoning public hearing as there may be differences in the changes the Committee may make and how the hearing was advertised.  He talked about alternative wording of the conditions to avoid confusion with how the rezoning case was advertised.

Mr. Stephenson expressed his belief referring the item to Committee before the rezoning hearing would be an opportunity to resolve some issues before the hearing took place; however he understood Mr. Botvinick’ s concern in that the hearing is already scheduled.

Discussion took place regarding the fact the phrase “Green Frontage” was more restrictive than “Parking Limited” with Mr. Gaylord expressing his belief this was a matter of semantics.

Mr. Botvinick stated the Council could make the more stringent change, but the public would know about that change until after the hearing took place because the hearing is already advertised with the less stringent parking condition.  He stated he would not recommend making any changes at the public hearing and noted the Applicant could take the Committee’s opinions into consideration between now and the hearing.  He pointed out the case could be held over at the public hearing.

Attorney Mattox stated her client is not inclined to make a change to the request at this time; however her client could change the condition.  She expressed concern regarding notification issues with nearby property owners.
Mr. Crowder stated the Council could change the request after-the-fact.

Mr. Stephenson expressed his belief the category “Parking Limited” is not in character with Tryon Road and advised the Applicant study the “Green” option.

Brief discussion took place regarding slope easements.

Mr. Stephenson expressed his opinion he was ready to send this item back to Council with Deputy City Attorney Botvinick noting the minutes would indicate there was a consensus to change the transit easement condition.

Attorney Mattox expressed concern with finalizing the amended zoning request before the public hearing.  

Discussion took place regarding changes to the transit easement location and the parking restrictions before the public hearing with Deputy City Attorney Botvinick talking about City Council voting possibilities at the public hearing.

Mr. Stephenson questioned whether the Applicant could make a decision regarding the “Green” designation within the next 24 hours with Attorney Mattox responding she would need those 24 hours to confer with her client and give a response to the Planning Staff by close of business tomorrow.

Without objection, Committee referred the item back to the City Council with no action taken.

Item #13-03 – Hillsborough Street CSC – Design Assistance Request.  During the May 6, 2014 City Council Meeting this item was referred to the Comprehensive Planning Committee for discussion as a result of a Request and Petition of Citizens from the Hillsborough Street Community Service Corporation.   

The following information was contained in the agenda packet:

Hillsborough Street Community Service Corporation requests both staffing and monetary assistance in updating the vision for Hillsborough Street.  Staff offered some options to the City Council on May 6.
The three options offered by staff include: incorporating a section of Hillsborough Street into the Cameron Village Area Study; starting a dedicated project with a new consultant team; or allowing staff to manage this project.  Each option has monetary and timing considerations.  

Planning and Zoning Administrator Travis Crane summarized the following Staff report:

City Council received a Petition of Citizens for the May 6, 2014 City Council meeting filed by Jeff Munson and Joe Whitehouse, representing the Hillsborough Street Community Service Corporation (HSCS).  The petitioners request that City Council consider an update to the vision document for Hillsborough Street.  This memorandum provides background information in response to this petition. 

The Hillsborough Street Community Service Corporation was created by City Council in 2009.  The City provides funding for the Corporation; however, the members are assessed on an annual basis.  The services provided by the Corporation include marketing, business and economic development, beautification and maintenance.  A vision document was created in October 1999 that set some goals and objectives for the Hillsborough Street corridor. 

The HSCS has requested that the City provide staffing and monetary assistance to update this document.  The request mentions a number of stated outcomes and goals; however, the parameters are not entirely clear.  The Planning Commission passed a resolution on April 24, 2014 in support of an area study for the Hillsborough Street area.  This resolution was in response to several recent rezoning cases on Hillsborough Street. 

The Planning Department is currently engaged in over 50 work program items of varying scale and complexity.  A few of the larger work program items include the Downtown Plan, the Cameron Village Vicinity plan, the Six Forks corridor study, Southern Gateway Corridor study and the UDO remapping project.  If Council would like to proceed with the Hillsborough Study, staff requests direction regarding the timing and priority shifting of the on-going departmental work program items. 

If City Council approves this request, staff offers three potential options.  The options do not include specifics such as cost, timeline or scope, as those items are unknown at this point.  Each option is discussed in greater detail below. 

1. Expand Scope of Cameron Village Study to include Hillsborough Street 

2. Authorize new consultant-driven study for Hillsborough Street 

3. Direct staff to undertake a new ‘in-house” planning process for Hillsborough Street 

Option 1: Expand scope of existing Cameron Village Vicinity Plan 

This option would take advantage of the existing momentum of the Cameron Village Vicinity plan.  Staff has identified the scope and is in the process of contract negotiation with the selected team.  This option would require an amendment to the scope of the Cameron Village Vicinity plan and would require additional funds to cover the 
increase in project scope.  This option would likely be the most expedient and of moderate cost. 

Option 2: Authorize a new consultant study 

This option would likely be the most costly.  Staff would begin by identifying a scope of work and issue a request for proposals.  Interested planning firms would submit their proposals and staff would proceed through the consultant selection process, which would include RFP review, consultant interviews and identification of top candidates (Q3 2014).  Once negotiations have concluded, the area study would begin, likely not before Q4 2014. 

Option 3: Direct staff to undertake planning process 

This would be the most cost effective option; however, the timeframe would likely be the longest.  Staff would identify a scope of work and begin the area planning process with existing staff resources.  Given the current on-going projects, staff would likely not have the capacity to begin this study before Q1 2015. 

Mr. Crane pointed out Options 1 and 2 are fairly consistent with regard to staff and monetary commitment.  He stated Option 3 is the most cost-effective in that the study would be led by the Urban Design Center and that work could begin by the third quarter of next year.

Discussion took place regarding the kind of staff commitment and monetary assistance requested with Planning and Zoning Administrator Crane stating the initial estimated study cost for the portion of Hillsborough Street from Dixie Trail westward would be approximately $35,000 with an additional cost of approximately $25,000 to $30,000 to include the portion of Hillsborough Street from Dixie Trail eastward to the Oberlin Road roundabout.

As discussion of the scope of the Hillsborough Street study continued, Mr. Crane advised he had just reviewed an e-mail he received earlier today and stated the estimated costs for the study were actually approximately $45,000 for the section from Dixie Trail westward and up to $85,000 to include the section from Dixie Trail to the Oberlin Road roundabout.

Senior Planner Bynum Walker talked about the consultant team makeup for the Cameron Village area study and how the scope of that study could be expanded to include Hillsborough Street

Mr. Crowder questioned the timeline to completing the study with Ms. Walker responding the Cameron Village study would take about 6 to 8 months to complete; however, if the study were expanded to include Hillsborough Street, the timeline would be approximately 8 to 12 months.  She stated legwork for the study could be completed over the summer with the Public Process portion beginning in the fall.

Deputy City Attorney Ira Botvinick noted the parameters of the existing Hillsborough Street study were not clear.

Joe Whitehouse, 2100 Hillsborough Street, expressed his opinion Option #1 is the easiest to follow.  He talked about how area CAC’s and homeowners associations were in favor of the update with regard to property uses, marketing, etc.  He stated he would like to see the scope of the Hillsborough Street study to extend from the Morgan Street roundabout to the Beltline.  He stated he would like to get see a more accurate estimate of the cost for the study so he can go back to the Board to discuss cost sharing options.

Mr. Gaylord stated he would recommend going with Option #1 and ask staff to bring back the cost estimates to the Council as a budget note.  

Mr. Stephenson talked about his involvement in the original Hillsborough Street Partnership and how various organizations came together in the process.  He stated it seems tensions have developed recently among the various parties and expressed concern regarding this recent development.  He stated he would like the neighbors to have a strong sense of trust with the Hillsborough Street CSC.  

Mr. Crowder pointed out the CSC elected a new Board that included members from the surrounding neighborhoods, and that the new Board is working on resolving these tensions.

Following further discussion, Mr. Gaylord moved to recommend Staff pursue fine-tuning Option #1 to include Hillsborough Street and bring the cost estimates back to Council as a budget item to be considered in work session.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Crowder and put to a vote that resulted in all members voting in the affirmative.  Mr. Stephenson ruled the motion adopted.

Adjournment.  There being no further business before the Comprehensive Planning Committee, Chairman Stephenson announced the meeting adjourned at 5:15 p.m.

Ralph L. Puccini
Assistant Deputy Clerk
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