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TECHNOLOGY AND COMMUNICATION MINUTES

The Technology and Communication Committee of the City of Raleigh met at 5:00 p.m. on Tuesday, October 22, 2013, in Conference Room 305 of the Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 West Hargett Street, Raleigh, NC with the following present:


Committee





Staff
Councilor Gaylord – Presiding

Public Affairs Director Jayne Kirkpatrick

Councilor Baldwin



Deputy City Attorney Poole
Councilor Stephenson



Urban Design Center Manager Grant Meacci






Transportation Operation Manager Mike Kennon







Planner Rachel Stark

Chairman Gaylord called the meeting to order and the following item was discussed with action taken as shown.

Item #11-18 – Parklets For Nonprofit Organizations.  Urban Design Center Manager Grant Meacci pointed out Committee members received a packet of information dated July 2013 entitled Parklet Feasibility Study for the City of Raleigh.  He explained the packet of information included an executive summary, best practices, solutions for Raleigh and recommendations.  Mr. Meacci highlighted the following information relating to process and guidelines, application process and elements, site selection criteria, design requirement, design guidelines and the major encroachment process and minor encroachment permit recommendations.  It was explained the full report is on line. 
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Ms. Baldwin questioned the RFP process and the public hearing pointing out none of the other Cities’ information included public hearings.  Mr. Meacci pointed out most of the Cities have some type public comment that allows people to see the proposal and comment.  He stated a public hearing is not necessary; we could just send letters to adjacent property owners, let them know what is coming, etc.  He stated as far as the RFP process, they were looking at this somewhat like Community Development does RFPs for a joint venture projects which is a rolling application.  It basically just opens it to the public letting them know the City is doing this and how they could participate and apply.  He pointed out many cities have adopted parklet pilots but the only City in which it has been around for any length of time is San Francisco.  Mr. Meacci went over the recommendations for Raleigh and the program is utilized in peer cities such as San Francisco, Philadelphia, Chicago, Oakland, New York, Long Beach, etc.  He explained the various recommendations.
Mr. Gaylord had questions concerning the construction drawings and whether the documents had to be sealed and the process of utilizing the existing encroachment committee.  Brief discussion followed on the fees which are projected in the feasibility study with it being pointed out they are on the low to middle end.  Mr. Meacci stated almost everyone supports this concept with the exception of a few people who complains that there is not enough parking in the downtown area.  In response to question from Mr. Stephenson, Mr. Meacci indicated the Hillsborough Street CDC supports the concept but we do not know if NCDOT will allow parklets on Hillsborough Street.  The fact that what is being proposed is a one-year permit so if problems pop up or if for some reason they are not maintained, etc., the permit would simply not be renewed.  Business sponsored parklet and the feeling that most businesses would want them as close as possible to their location with it being pointed out that is what is proposed or at least on the same block face if there is a problem with a parklet directly in front of a building.  
Having a public notice rather than a public hearing was talked about with Ms. Baldwin and Mr. Gaylord pointing out they felt public notice requirement should be handled in the same way as zoning, that is, the applicant provide the letters, postage, mailing and certification, etc.  The fact that the Council could decide to hold a public hearing if so desired was talked about.  The cost of the insurance policy that would be required from the sponsor was also discussed.  
Ms. Buxton who had seen this in San Francisco and proposed it for Raleigh questioned the length of the process with it being pointed out the encroachment the committee discussion would take about a month so the application, approval process would take longer.

Public Affairs Director Kirkpatrick asked about the parklets being removed during races, parade, etc. and how that would be addressed.  Ms. Baldwin pointed out the City Manager is to come back to the Council with recommendations on an events committee and perhaps we should ask that the events coordinator become a part of the encroachment committee where items like that can be coordinated.  Why the police post no parking when we are having parades or events was talked about and the fact that the parklets probably would not be removed during events was discussed.  Mr. Gaylord pointed out he understands the reason cars are removed or prohibited from parking during races, etc. is fear of damage, vandalism, etc.  The fact that it becomes de facto public property was also touched on.  The educational component about removing cars, no access to cars, or locations was also touched on with Public Affairs Director Kirkpatrick pointing out we do need to have some public education language.  After brief discussion on how to move forward, Ms. Baldwin moved approval of the pilot project with the amendments that had been suggested which includes having a public notice rather than a public hearing with the understanding the applicant would be required to do the public notice, letters, postage, etc., utilize the encroachment committee process, add a fee for annual inspections, and the events manager or coordinator being added to the encroachment committee.  Her motion was seconded by Mr. Stephenson and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  It was agreed to make this recommendation to Council and staff was asked to provide an appropriate time line for the process.
Adjournment.  There being no further business, Mr. Gaylord announced the meeting adjourned at 5:45 p.m.

Gail G. Smith

City Clerk
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