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Chairman Stephenson called the meeting to order at 4:06 p.m.  All Committee members were present.  Councilor Gaylord led the assembly in the Pledge of Allegiance.
Item #13-08 – CP-4-14 – Amendments to the 2030 Comprehensive Plan
The following information was contained in the agenda packet:

On July 9, the Committee deferred discussion of this item.  Staff has proposed a series of amendments to the Comprehensive Plan.  These amendments were presented to the City Council as part of the Annual Report of the Planning and Development Department.  The amendments would alter text of the Plan; removing completed action items, amending policy language and altering the action matrix by assigning new departmental responsibilities and extending the time horizon for certain actions.  These amendments were reviewed by the Planning Commission; a subset was reviewed by the Environmental Advisory Board.  The Planning Commission recommends approval of these amendments.
A copy of CP-4-14 was included in the agenda packet, as was a memorandum from Senior Planner Bynum Walter annotated to show staff's responses to questions from the Comprehensive Planning Committee regarding a number of items included in C-4-14.  The following items from Planner Walter's memorandum were discussed in more detail.  (The paragraph numbers are the same as in her memorandum.)
1.
Staff recommends removal of these completed action items. Additional information about completion is included as provided by reporting departments.
Action LU 2.5 Regulatory Incentives
As part of the update to the City’s development regulations, incorporate where appropriate incentives aimed at achieving Comprehensive Plan policies for development and redevelopment. Incentives can include bonuses, streamlined approvals, enhanced flexibility, or other mechanisms.
Completed by adoption of the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO).  Note that during the process of drafting the UDO, a deliberate decision was made to rely more on standards than incentives, although some incentive mechanisms are embedded in the code.

Mr. Crowder said that according to the Future Land Use Map (FLUM), the City is promoting density incentives in exchange for features such as superior architecture, additional open space, or enhanced amenities.  He asked if that should be removed if the City is no longer offering the incentives.  Deputy Planning Director Ken Bowers explained this language is for use in a rezoning context.  If someone is asking for greater intensity than the intensity recommended for a given land use category, the Planning Commission or City Council might use this language as way of asking for a higher level of amenities or better development design.  Mr. Crowder asked how this is defined if it is not in the City Code or the UDO.  Deputy City Attorney Ira Botvinick suggested the context Mr. Bowers referred to needs to be defined in the Comprehensive Plan.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers responded the context could be defined as being applicable to rezoning cases specifically.  In terms of defining what constitutes good design, the Comprehensive Plan can cross-reference the Urban Design Guidelines which are already part of the Plan and provide samples of types of amenities such as a plaza or a playground.

Action LU 8.2 Open Space Networks
Study amending the City's subdivision regulations to require the preservation of ecological resources such as contiguous woodlands, wetlands, floodplains, riparian areas, Significant Natural Heritage Areas, and priority wildlife habitats identified in the "NC Wildlife Action Plan" as part of a development's open space requirements.

Completed by adoption of the UDO, specifically Chapter 9. Natural Resource Protection comprising regulations for tree conservation, stormwater management, flood prone areas, erosion and sedimentation control, and watershed protection areas.

Mr. Crowder questioned the elimination of this action item and asked if stormwater management is adequately addressed in the UDO for emerging urban areas that have more development intensity.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers explained this item was originally intended for larger scale subdivisions where a developer would provide open space preservation as part of the conservation design.  The UDO created new subdivision options that speak to a 20% or 40% set-aside.  A density bonus is built in for a 40% set-aside.  There is a list of priorities for what is to be included in the 40% conservation area that draws from many of the items in the deleted language above.  With regard to adequacy of stormwater management in emerging urban areas, Mr. Bowers noted there are three other policies in the Comprehensive Plan that address the issue of stormwater.  Typical urban developments are held to the same types of standards for run-off as other types of developments.  When a redevelopment site is already mostly impervious and a developer is not changing that, he must obtain an exemption from the City.
Deputy City Attorney Botvinick commented that with redevelopment downtown, very little stormwater management will occur because existing development is exempted under state law.  There is a proposal in the state legislature to make stormwater management less restrictive. Under the current law, a developer usually only has to engage in these purposes when impervious surfaces exceed 15%.  For example, if a site is 10% impervious surface and a developer adds 6%, he is engaged under existing law.  He would not be engaged under the proposed law because he is only adding 6% new development, not 15%.

Chairman Stephenson suggested that if the City's existing stormwater retention standards are not adequate, they should be raised at some point to require more on-site retention and reuse of stormwater, especially for sites where more impervious surface is added.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick said the Code already attempts to raise the standards.  Objective performance standards trigger more stormwater management, but staff did not notice the general exemptions that the consultant had merely copied from the existing City Code to the UDO.  He suggested the Stormwater Management Advisory Commission could look at that in the UDO and see if there is a way to make it easy to engage those provisions.

Action T 1.2 Transportation Impact Analysis
Develop and adopt regulations that establish a threshold to require a multimodal transportation impact analysis (TIA) for all proposed new and expanded development, as well as zoning map amendments.  These regulations should meet or exceed the requirements detailed in NCDOT Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines.
Completed by adoption of the Raleigh Street Design Manual, specifically Section 6.23. Traffic Studies.

Mr. Crowder asked if staff had really come up with a multimodal transportation impact analysis (TIA) or if the idea is being scrapped.  He does not think staff has determined the level of service (LOS) needed for any type of mass transit.  Senior Planner Walter explained that for a TIA for zoning cases, staff measures the likely number of generated trips, but that measurement is not mode-specific.  The number of trips generated tells you whether additional analysis is appropriate.
Deputy Planning Director Bowers agreed more work can be done on the issue of multimodal TIA.  Automobile LOS is based on the length of time a driver has to sit to get through an intersection during peak hours, but there is no similar measurement for multimodal TIA.  There could be degradation of bus LOS if a transit corridor is overcrowded, but the preferred solution for that is to run more buses, not restrict development.  The City has a bicycle master plan that conveys what bicycle facilities need to be installed.  Mr. Bowers suggested the language could be rephrased to focus it more on developing multimodal metrics, and Mr. Crowder agreed to that.
Chairman Stephenson reminded the Committee members that during the first round of UDO adoption work sessions, Council had a long discussion about adequate public facilities which was retitled as "infrastructure sufficiency."  Other types of incentives were created to move LOS away from being strictly automobile-oriented.  Item #11-10 – Unified Development Ordinance Topics/Multimodal Transportation Capacity Incentives is a pending Committee item.

Action ED 1.2 Mixed-Use Zoning Incentives
Develop and adopt zoning mechanisms that reward and/or require mixed-use development, mindful of physical and economic feasibility considerations. 

Completed by adoption of the UDO; mixed-use development is allowed by right in the majority of zoning districts, and mandated with the application of Shopfront frontage.

Action ED 5.5 Mixed-Use Zoning Incentives
Provide zoning incentives for residential development in and near targeted business districts with mixed-use potential due to pedestrian and/or transit accessibility.

Completed by adoption of the UDO; mixed-use development is allowed by right in the majority of zoning districts, and mandated with the application of Shopfront frontage.

Mr. Crowder said we still have not figured out how to incentivize getting mixed use developments beyond a one-story structure in many applications, especially when it comes to anything other than Shopfront frontage.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers explained there is one other provision in the UDO that states if you zone for 12 stories or higher, you get a two-story minimum.  There is no minimum when you rezone for lower height.  Many action items were written into the Comprehensive Plan and when the UDO was drafted, a different direction was taken.  Now that the UDO is law, staff is taking it at face value that the idea of providing bonuses for certain mixed uses was abandoned.  Mr. Crowder said this topic could resurface during the Comprehensive Plan update.
Action H 1.2 Zoning for Mixed Income 
As part of the update of the City's development ordinances, include zoning provisions such as the creation of an inclusionary housing program that encourages mixed-income developments throughout the City.

During the review of the UDO, staff determined that implementing this action item was infeasible with the assistance of a ULI Technical Assistance Panel.

Mr. Crowder stated he hopes the City continues to look at zoning for mixed income and will consider purchasing property for affordable housing.  Mixed use housing was an important issue for many people during the creation and adoption of the Comprehensive Plan.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers said there are plenty of policies in the Comprehensive Plan that speak to this issue.  To pursue this goal, public resources would be required to fill the subsidy gap.  The City could think of new program designs to create a funding stream and a program to produce more mixed use development, but it would be something that involves the use of public dollars.  Mr. Crowder said if staff believes this is covered by other policies, it is fine to remove this action item.
Action PR 4.3 Open Space in New Development 
As part of the update to the City's development regulations, require the private sector to provide usable, publicly accessible open spaces and paths in new developments, and ensure that they are connected to the public sidewalks and/or the greenway system. 

Completed by adoption of the UDO.  Open space is required for a number of different building types, and these requirements were subject to considerable Council deliberation. Additionally, there are two subdivision options that would result in a greater amount of protected open space in residential subdivisions.  Conventional development option still allows payment of fee-in-lieu.

Mr. Crowder asked if staff is comfortable and certain that open space is connected to public sidewalks and the City's greenway system in new developments.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers replied he does not remember the exact connection requirements for conservation subdivisions, contiguity with public sidewalks and appropriate dimensions are defined for urban open space and urban plazas.  There are provisions in the block perimeter standards in the UDO for connections to public parks.  Part of that was inspired by the way green space connections were made in the Bedford community.  Staff believes this issue is generally handled by the UDO.
In regard to requiring the private section to provide open spaces and paths for new developments, Chairman Stephenson reminded the Committee members of an e-mail letter Council received from landscape architect Brian Starkey during the first round of UDO work sessions.  It was Mr. Starkey's understanding that developers are required to dedicate open space in future mixed use developments but are not required to dedicate open space in purely residential projects.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick and Mr. Crowder pointed out the requirements are actually the opposite of what Mr. Starkey's letter states.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers said the requirements for greenways are different, and what Chairman Stephenson may be referring to is urban plaza regulations that are applied to general and mixed use buildings.  Staff was trying to tie the requirement to create a plaza environment to the building type.  An office building, which is an employment use, generates a certain type of need for open space that is different from an apartment building where the residents' need for open space is more private.  Planning and Zoning Administrator Travis Crane commented that he believes Mr. Starkey was speaking from the context of residential subdivisions.  The City did have standards for the compact and conservation subdivision types where a developer could choose the specific subdivision type instead of setting aside 20% or 40% open space.  Mr. Starkey was focused on the conventional subdivision which has no minimum set-aside for dedicated open space.  There is an impact fee for residential use.

Action UD 7.4 Transit Supportive Design Guidelines 
Codify relevant design guidelines as standards that support transit and other modes of travel. Such standards should be applied in the development review process in mixed-use centers and along multi-modal transportation corridors.
Completed by adoption of the UDO, specifically Chapter 3. Mixed Used Districts Article 3.4 Frontage Requirements and Chapter 5 Overlay Districts Article 5.5 Transit Overlays. 

Mr. Crowder opined that Article 5.5 is rather narrow.  There was a discussion about area plans, but the City really has no defined design guidelines or standards for those transit overlay districts.  He asked why this action item should be deleted.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers replied this is about what would be codified v. what is in a planning document.  Mr. Crowder asked if this should be codified and Mr. Bowers explained staff believed that a combination of height standards, frontages, and the additional standards in the transit-orient development (TOD) districts got at the bulk of what the City is trying to achieve.  In the future, when the City develops a detailed TOD plan, it may wish to implement that through other means, such as mapping the master plan as part of the City-initiated planned development effort.  Mr. Crowder suggested retaining this action item until the real effort occurs, because the City may want to supplement transit overlay districts until after the detailed planning takes place.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers said if the action item is retained, it should be rewritten because the language is somewhat obsolete, and Mr. Crowder said that would be fine.
Deputy Planning Director Bowers said if Council wants to include a statement in the Comprehensive Plan that the City should use zoning to implement TOD plans, it would be better to have that as a policy, especially since there is no timeline relative to having transit stations in the City that TOD might be built around.
Chairman Stephenson asked if the language would involve a transit station-specific overlay district, and not an amendment to Article 5.5.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers explained that during the UDO adoption process, some people expressed discomfort with the brevity of Article 5.5.  It has to be seen in the context of all the other tools in the UDO, and staff is comfortable with the tools they have to regulate TOD in TOD areas.  Staff can look at other standards that Council or other interested parties would like to see, but it is not necessary to codify any more standards in the general language of the Code; policy guidance would be sufficient.
Chairman Stephenson suggested in terms of implementing such a policy, the City could pre-zone TODs.  Mr. Bowers said the City definitely has that opportunity, but there are pros and cons to pre-zoning.  The UDO was designed for staff to map the correct districts, heights, and frontages and put the TOD overlay in place.  From a general use perspective, staff believes they have good zoning for transit-oriented areas that will prohibit one-story buildings, drive-throughs and other things that might be inappropriate next to a fixed guideway transit stop.  Regulations are in place to develop urban form development, small block size, screened parking, parking mostly in structures, etc.  Mr. Crowder stated the City needs to take a more fine-grained approach rather than picking and choosing, and needs to ensure design guidelines are integrated into these mixed use areas.  Mr. Bowers said the only way to do a discretionary development plan approval is through a quasi-judicial hearing, and it is difficult to perform design review in that setting.
Chairman Stephenson asked if staff will transform action item UD 7.4 into a policy statement that says these more detailed activities, whether it be pre-zoning or transit station-specific overlay districts, will happen on a location-by-location basis.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers recommended that staff will provide a means of preserving the intent of the action item and ensure the tools are there to implement TOD plans.  He wants to look at this in the context of all the other policies that are in the Comprehensive Plan; it may turn out that what he is suggesting already exists.  Staff will return with a specific means for implementing this action.
2.
Staff recommends revising this action item; it was completed by adoption of the Raleigh Street Design Manual.
Action DT 2.5 Downtown Streetscapes Streets Design Standards 

As part of future downtown planning, adopt as necessary any specific streetscape plans that may be needed to enhance the public realm along streets with a unique or unusual character or dimensions.  Develop downtown-specific design standards for street, sidewalk, and bicycle networks for incorporation into the Street Design Manual.  Specifically, conduct a study to define, designate and develop street sections and design standards for inclusion in the Street Design Manual for key types of streets within downtown.

Under UDO (8.5.1.F), any adopted streetscape plan must be implemented by development projects within the plan area.  The adopted streetscape plan trumps the standard streetscape types in the UDO.  This modification is proposed to recognize this framework.
Mr. Crowder asked who implements the streetscape plan, and Deputy Planning Director Bowers replied the private sector.  Mr. Crowder asked if the private sector chooses how to implement a streetscape if a project comes in v. the City looking at developed streetscapes contextually.  He used the Glenwood South and Hillsborough Street streetscape plans as examples implemented by the City.  Mr. Bowers replied the Glenwood South streetscape was implemented as a City of Raleigh project; it was part of a capital project to install a uniform streetscape.  Since that time, redevelopment has occurred and in some cases it ripped out the streetscape elements and they had to be replaced per the streetscape plan.  With the UDO, there is a bigger palette of streetscape types and they are context-sensitive.  If a developer is developing in an area with an adopted streetscape plan that applies to any of the Pedestrian Business Overlay Districts, that streetscape plan trumps the UDO.  Staff is very comfortable with how this is being handled.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick added that the Planning Director makes the decision in areas with multiple streets.

4.
Additional time is needed to complete these actions items.  Staff recommends changing the timeframe from short-term (1 – 2 years) to mid-term (3 – 5 years).  Additional information about progress is included as provided by reporting departments.
Action T 5.10 Pedestrian Crossing Standards 

Establish standards for maximum distances between pedestrian crossings that are also associated with roadway classification to enhance walking and transit use.

Mr. Crowder asked why this timeframe is being extended.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers responded the short-term period has already passed and staff is amending the Comprehensive Plan to reflect where the item is at this time.
Action EP 6.1 Habitat Plan 

Formulate a wildlife habitat plan to define, map, protect, and restore Raleigh's native and priority habitats, particularly those identified in the North Carolina Wildlife Action Plan.  The plan should establish a program of action for protecting and enhancing wildlife habitats and preserving biodiversity through a range of strategies including land acquisition, park and greenway conservation and interpretation, augmented development regulations, and intergovernmental coordination.  If priority habitats occur outside current City control, seek methods and partnership to conserve the ecological areas. 

Staff is initiating this action item in 2014 for the City's Nature Preserves.

Additionally, staff recommends revisiting this action item as part of the five-year update slated to begin later this year.
Mr. Crowder asked where the habitat plan is in this process.  Senior Planner Walter responded the Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Resources Department (PRCR) is initiating the habitat plan this year and wants to revisit this as part of the five-year update.  Many of the action items that were originally written as citywide were daunting, and guidance is needed for prioritization and how to break them down into steps.  The PRCR is starting with the City's nature preserves, i.e., property the City controls.
Action EP 6.3 Invasive Species Control 

Develop a program to increase awareness of, contain, and possibly eradicate the problem of invasive plants and insects. 

Staff is currently studying this item as it relates to the City's Nature Preserves. Additionally, staff recommends revisiting this action item as part of the five-year update slated to begin later this year.

Mr. Crowder expressed similar concern about this item because it is a citywide issue and the PRCR is concentrating on the City's nature preserves.  If invasive species are not controlled citywide, the City will not be able to control them in the nature preserves.  Senior Planner Walter reiterated staff's strategy has been to start with property the City controls.  Chairman Stephenson remarked a lot of the urban parks contain streams and people are complaining about the invasive species turning the urban parks into jungles.  Mr. Crowder said having this as an action item is fine, but he reiterated this should be addressed via citywide action, not just in the City's nature preserves.  Additionally, the City needs to figure out how to turn this issue over to the private sector.
6.
Additional time is needed to complete these action items.  Staff recommends changing the timeframe from short-term (1 – 2 years) to mid-term (3 – 5 years) for these action items. Additional information about progress is included as provided by reporting departments.
Action H 2.20 Projects Involving City-Owned Land 

Establish a procedure in the land development disposition process to ensure that residential or mixed-use projects involving City-owned land, as defined in Raleigh's Scattered Site Policy, include 15 to 20 percent of all residential units as affordable to households below 80 percent of AMI. 

Planning & Development, Economic Development, and Housing & Neighborhoods are working together with the City Manager's Office on this action item.

Mr. Crowder asked where this action item is in the process.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers responded staff is working with the Office of Economic Development to review the City's statutory authority for land disposition and the possibility of having a more streamlined process than was used in the past.  With regard to disposition of land as it relates to affordable housing, if land was acquired with community development purposes in mind, the City has typically looked at putting affordable housing on the site, usually at a rate much higher than 15% to 20% inclusionary.  When the City has disposed of other City-owned sites, particularly those acquired for economic development purposes, it has not historically asked for affordable housing.  This action item relates to a policy in the Comprehensive Plan, but there is no program for land disposition.  The City's tool for getting affordable housing on City-owned land is writing down the cost of the land, and this needs further study.  If the City is going to ask that a certain percentage of a site be set aside for the development of affordable housing, a developer will not be able to pay as much to acquire the property.  As the inclusionary percentage goes up, the write-down goes up until it reaches a point until the developer cannot pay anything for the land and still make the project work, and anything above that would render the project unfeasible.  Staff does not know what the threshold is or how much the City is willing to write off on the value of a property in order to achieve this particular public benefit.  There are a lot of issues to work out in order to implement this, and at some point staff will have to come to Council on this bigger picture question.
Action AP-DWG 2 Industrial-2 Rezoning 

Rezone much of the existing Industrial-2 (I2) classification to district classifications established by the Unified Development Ordinance to support recommendations of the Future Land Use Map.  Business (B) classification as noted on the plan zoning map. 

This action item will be completed as part of the city-wide remapping to implement new zoning districts of the Unified Development Ordinance.  The amendment also removes the reference to the legacy Business zoning district.

Mr. Crowder commented this item works into the previous conversation about gradation of districts.  The Committee talked about a Business classification at its last meeting.  Gradation of districts can be discussed later.

8.
Additional time is needed to complete this action item.  Staff recommends changing the timeframe from short-term (1 – 2 years) to long-term (6 – 10 years) for this action item.
Action RC 2.4 Rural Development Guidelines

Prepare rural development guidelines for the Long-Range USA Urban Service Area with collaboration between among the City, Wake County, adjacent municipalities and affected residents and property owners.
9.
There is no pre-determined end time for these action items, staff recommends changing the timeframe from short-term (1 – 2 years) to on-going (no pre-determined start or end time).
Action ED 1.1 Strategic Revitalization Plans 

Undertake strategic revitalization plans for select retail corridors to identify appropriate zoning and the infrastructure and public realm improvements necessary to catalyze economic development.

Action ED 6.3 Cultural Resource Preservation

Provide development or financial incentives for preservation of cultural resources.

Action UD 1.6 Using Zoning to Achieve Design Goals

Explore zoning and other regulatory techniques to promote excellence in the design of new buildings and public spaces. 

Mr. Crowder asked how long a timeframe staff anticipates from today’s date for completion of RC 2.4, ED 1.1, ED 6.3 and UD 1.6.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers replied that of these three items, ED 1.1 is closer to being done in the near term; staff has already done some work in this regard on some of the City's retail corridors.  He wonders if this should be an ongoing action; staff will never really be done with it because there will always be other corridors.  With regard to ED 6.3, staff has put some programs in place such as the half-percent for art in public facilities and the historic preservation program, but has not given enough substance to what this preservation program will look like.  Mr. Crowder said the City needs to identify/inventory its cultural resources so they don't disappear before the City can preserve them.  Relative to ED 1.1, Chairman Stephenson noted Item #11-39 – Retrofitting Suburban Retail Centers is a pending Committee item.  The Committee started ranking its mixed use community centers, but the item is ongoing.

14.
No timeframe had been assigned to this action item; staff recommends assigning a time-frame of long-term (6 – 10 years) to this action item.

Action AP-WO 3 Oberlin Road Historic Program 

Develop a cultural/historic program to celebrate and prominently display Oberlin Road's history, especially its significance in the African-American community.

This action item needs strong community support and leadership to be successful; momentum from the Cameron Village Vicinity Plan may spur the necessary enthusiasm.

Mr. Crowder pointed out that Oberlin Road bears the same significance as the Method community to the freedmen settlements, and this program needs to be implemented as soon as possible.  He does not want to see it delayed for six to 10 years.  Senior Planner Walter said that timeframe was assigned because there is currently no timeframe assigned in the Comprehensive Plan.  The timeframe was assigned based on where the program was in relation to adoption of the Comprehensive Plan.  It is already within the six to 10 years at this point.  Chairman Stephenson asked if any aspect of the Oberlin Road Historic Program was included in the scope of the Cameron Village Vicinity Plan.  Senior Planner Walter said it is not, and Mr. Crowder said it should be, since it is an action item.
Deputy Planning Directors Bowers explained it was not scoped because staff was tasked under its given budget to answer a specific question that requires a fairly heavy-duty traffic analysis, as well as develop economics.  When staff goes out to the neighborhoods and starts having public meetings, the historic program can be brought up as a separate topic.  This action item needs impetus from either the neighborhood or City Council.  South Park has a Heritage Trail, for example, that the neighborhood pursued on its own with NCSU.  Staff is not sure how to move this item forward, even though they think it is important.  Staff can use the area plan as a means to bring this topic up and ascertain the interest level of the community to advocate for this and move it forward.  Mr. Crowder said he would like to do that if we can, and he would like the timeframe shortened.  He expressed concern about losing a lot of institutional knowledge from residents in the area.
17.
Staff recommends revising this policy for accuracy.

Policy AP-WO 4 Cameron Village Shopping Center 

Cameron Village Shopping Center is bounded by Clark Avenue, Oberlin Road, Smallwood Drive and the rear property lines of shopping center property facing Clark Woodburn Avenue. The tallest buildings should be located in the Shopping Center. 

Mr. Crowder asked about the location of the edge, the middle, and the core, and whether those three would be defined by one of the action items pending in Committee.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers said the new Cameron Village Vicinity Plan was supposed to get fairly specific about recommended heights.  At this time, staff's interpretation of the policy is that it is the site of the original development of the Cameron Village Shopping Center.  The plan itself is ambiguous and does not state what the specific height is, but does talk about the sites that are in between the shopping center and the residential areas being lower in scale.  That is typically what staff looks to implement when rezoning petitions come in.  Staff took those areas to three stories when they did the remapping.
20.
Staff recommends changing the timeframe from mid-term (3 – 5 years) to long-term (6 – 10 years) and the Responsible Agency from Parks, Recreation and Cultural Resources (PRCR) to Public Works (PW) for this action item: 

Action EP 2.1 Green Infrastructure Plan 

Complete a Green Infrastructure Plan that includes a natural heritage inventory, to define a program for protecting, conserving and stewarding Raleigh's natural resources, wetlands, water bodies, urban forests, landscapes, priority wildlife habitats, and important natural features, emphasizing their value in terms of carbon sequestration.  Work with the Environmental Advisory Board and similar citizen committees as appropriate.  Incorporate the spatial principles of landscape ecology in the planning effort. 

Public Works is currently leading an interdepartmental task force on green infrastructure/low impact design.  Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Resources staff recommends that Public Works should be the lead agency for this action item since Public Works is leading the task force.  The change in timeframe reflects staff expectation that the work of the task force to complete the study and develop a Green Infrastructure Plan will not be completed before the end of 2014.

Mr. Crowder stated he has no issue with changing the timeframe but questions whether Public Works is the more appropriate department to take the lead for a green infrastructure plan rather than PRCR.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers explained a lot of green infrastructure involves hydrology, water quality, and stormwater management.  The Public Works Stormwater Division is most heavily invested in green infrastructure.  There are still large roles for PRCR, the Office of Sustainability, and Planning.  Given the technical nature of the study, either the Stormwater Division or PRCR is best for handling this plan.  PRCR and the Stormwater Division agreed the Stormwater Division has the best expertise to manage the project.
25.
Staff recommends changing the lead Responsible Agency from Parks, Recreation & Cultural Resources (PRCR) to Public Works (PW) for this action item. 

Action PR 3.4 Stream Buffer Acquisition 

Develop a program to accelerate greenway acquisition to incorporate at least 100-foot wide vegetative buffers or the entire 100-year floodplain, whichever is greater, along designated streams through additional funding and/or regulations. 

This recommendation was included in 2004 Park Plan; effort not support by City Council in 2004 or 2010.

Mr. Crowder asked why Public Works, not PRCR, should be the lead responsible agency for this action item.  Senior Planner Walter responded that PRCR realizes the Public Works Department is more likely to have the funds for this program.
27.
The Unified Development Ordinance requires that plant materials in required landscaping be able to survive on natural rainfall.  Staff recommends changing the timeframe from short-term (1 – 2 years) to long-term (6 – 10 years) and changing the action type from development regulations to study/plan.  Study/plan action items are studies, plan, evaluations, research into options, inventories, or demonstration projects. Development regulation action items are zoning, codes, ordinance related; or pertain to site planning and development.

Action PU 3.4 Drought-Tolerant Landscaping 

Adopt landscaping ordinances that mandate or incentivize the use of drought-resistant plant species to minimize the need for irrigation. 

28.
Staff recommends changing the timeframe from mid-term (3 – 5 years) to long-term (6 – 10 years).

Action PU 4.2 Pigeon House Branch Demonstration Project Restoration 

Construct a demonstration project for Pigeon House Branch, Raleigh's most impaired stream, that utilizes re-use water to augment stream flow and improve water quality.  Implement a stream restoration project after assigning total maximum daily waste load for the Pigeon House Branch.  Evaluate reclaimed water for its effectiveness to support restoration efforts that augment stream flows and improve water quality. 

29.
Staff recommends changing the timeframe from mid-term (3 – 5 years) to long-term (6 – 10 years).

Action AP-KC 6 King Charles Traffic Circle 

Improve King Charles traffic circle through landscaping.

Mr. Crowder said PU 3.4, PU 4.2, and AP-KC 6 have been drawn out for too long, and the UDO was an opportunity to address them.  Mr. Weeks said there has already been some discussion about the King Charles Road traffic circle landscaping and the CAC is already moving forward on a project in that area.  He said we are already in the six- to 10-year timeframe.  Mr. Crowder suggested that theoretically, these three items should have been completed within the three- to five-year timeframe, and he asked about the status of the three.
Deputy Planning Director Bowers agrees that theoretically, the items should have been completed.  As part of the Comprehensive Plan effort, staff discovered that area plans were littered with project ideas like these that had not moved forward.  Staff reformatted them for inclusion in the 2030 Comprehensive Plan, putting them in list form and tracking them, but reset the dates from where they were at the time.  Staff does not have a problem keeping the King Charles traffic circle as mid-term if something is already being implemented; they just don't want items lingering in the Comprehensive Plan.  He remarked that when the City creates neighborhood and area plans that have small low-cost projects that upgrade the community aesthetically but aren't drive by a pressing traffic or other infrastructure need, they don't really have a place in the Capital Improvement Program.  For future planning purposes, if the Council thinks it wants to identify these types of neighborhood-level improvements, it will be necessary to find a funding source for them.  If they are put in competition with other types of projects, they will continually be deferred.
Senior Planner Walter summarized the changes to CP-4-14 based on today's discussion:  (1) Item 1, convert Action UD 7.4 Transit Supportive Design Guidelines policy to a policy but include preservation of the intent of the language; (2) Item 9, Action ED 1.1 Strategic Revitalization Plans, change that to an ongoing action item; (3) Item 1, T 1.2 Transportation Impact Analysis, consult with Transportation staff and revise the language while preserving the intent of making a TIA multimodal.

Mr. Crowder made a motion to report out CP-4-14 to the full Council with the changes made today.  Mr. Weeks seconded the motion, which carried by unanimous vote of 4-0.
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business before the Comprehensive Planning Committee, Chairman Stephenson announced the meeting adjourned at 5:10 p.m.

Leslie H. Eldredge
Deputy City Clerk
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