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ZONING MINUTES

The City Council of the City of Raleigh and the Raleigh Planning Commission met in joint session on Thursday, March 19, 2009 at 6:30 p.m. in the City Council Chamber, Room 201 of the Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 W. Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina with the following present:

City Council




Planning Commission
Mayor Meeker, Presiding


Ms. Chambliss, Chairperson

Mr. Crowder




Mr. Holt

Ms. McFarlane



Mr. Mullins

Ms. Baldwin




Mr. Bartholomew
Mr. Isley




Mr. Smith

Mr. Stephenson



Mr. Anderson







Mr. Haq

Absent and Excused



Mr. Butler
Mr. West




Ms. Harris
Mr. Koopman




Ms. Vance






Mr. Fleming
These are summary minutes unless otherwise indicated.

Mayor Meeker called the meeting to order indicating this is a public hearing on proposed Comprehensive Plan 2030.  He talked about the increased public involvement with the development process of the present version pointing out over 1,300 comments had been posted on the City’s website.  He indicated this hearing would be conducted as a zoning hearing in that no decision would be made at this time with the matter automatically referred to the Planning Commission at the close of the hearing.
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 2030 – HEARING – REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
City Planning Director Mitch Silver thanked the staff and the consultants for their time devoted to the development of this plan.  He gave a brief review of the proposed changes to the City’s Comprehensive Plan with the aid of a PowerPoint presentation.  
Mr. Silver talked about how various comments in objection and other issues raised were resolved with a result of 96 percent of the comments received either in favor or had no objection to the new comprehensive plan and 4% of the comments expressing objections, noting such results are rare.  He talked about various things that the emerged in the development process including transitions between neighborhoods, feature land use, and affordable housing.

Jane Dembner talked about the various goals and issues the City Council wanted considered in the development process in addition to goals suggested from citizens.  She reiterated issues as affordable housing, and environmental conservation were discussed, and how the new comprehensive plan will meet these aspirations.  She stated the plan was developed based on base practices and pointed out the city’s comprehensive plan is being featured in the publication “Planning Magazine”and will also be presented in China at the University of Bejing.   
The Mayor opened the hearing to the public.
Al Ruberg, representing the Raleigh Mennonite Church, and Congregations for Social Justice, outlined his concerns in the following written statement:

Congregations for Social Justice (CSJ) is grateful for the efforts of City staff, community participants, and the Affordable Housing Task Force to create a solid Comprehensive Plan that gives serious attention to affordable housing. 

CSJ wants to emphasize these points: 

1) The City must focus its attention on housing for persons below 50% of Area Median Income (AMI), especially those under 30% of AMI since they cannot afford housing on the open market. 

2) Raleigh needs an integrated approach that links production and preservation of affordable housing with employment opportunities, services, and transit in an intentional, sustained manner. 

3) One important tool will be an inclusionary housing ordinance and associated policies that will increase the number of units of affordable housing produced in all larger developments in all areas of the city. 

4) The City must set an ambitious and measurable goal for the number of affordable housing units to be added in the future. The draft Comprehensive Plan’s housing Vision falls short of both “ambitious and measurable.” (See Expanding Housing Choices, page 15 of the Public Hearing Draft.) 

5) The City needs to partner with individuals, businesses, community organizations and neighboring local government entities in order to make this happen in a meaningful way. 

6) The best tool for involving these partners in the hard work of increasing the supply of affordable housing is a permanent Affordable Housing Commission. 

Housing is Needed for Citizens Working Hard with These Wages * 
Childcare Workers 
$18,890
Housekeepers 
$16,785

Pharmacy Aides
$18,325
Sanitation Workers
$23,801
Fast Food Cooks
$16,473
Firefighter I
$31,117
Wait Staff
$17,326
Police Officer I
$35,000
Cafeteria Attendants
$15,288
Public School Teachers
$34-$45,000
Janitors
$17,617
Registered Nurses
$51,616 

* Average Annual Private Sector and Early Career Public Sector Incomes 

Scott Cutler, 3205 Claverback Way, representing the Greater Raleigh Chamber of Commerce, indicated his group reviewed this plan with searching goals in mind.  He commended staff for their efforts in the drafting the present document, noting it was well received by the Chamber of Commerce committee.  He urged that a final version of the Comprehensive Plan be adopted right away.  He talked about the need for affordable housing in the City of Raleigh and sited a lack of a wide range of housing included in the draft plan. 

Tim Reed, representing the Capital Group Sierra Club, submitted the following written statement:

The Capital Group Sierra Club has reviewed the 2nd draft of Raleigh’s 2030 Comprehensive Plan and we believe that this plan is a major step forward for the city and we look forward to assisting in implementing the plan.  We thank the work of the Planning staff, their consultants, and the public for giving Input for the plan. 
Land Use 
· While the majority of our comments were adequately addressed, we feel that special attention should be made towards Implementing the growth management strategies in this plan through a revamped zoning code that creates incentives for smart infill in TODs, downtown, corridors, (TIF, development rights, strategic city-initiated upzoning, etc) and creates very strong disincentives for continued suburban sprawl on the fringes of the ETJ (down-zoning, strong watershed controls, etc). 
· An example of zoning changes we would like to see initiated is a code change that restricts big box retail only to site plans with vertical mixed use elements (i.e., Target North Hills).  Another would be a code change that allows transfer of development rights away from fringe ETJ & watershed areas and towards downtown, TODs & city growth centers. 
· While the plan generally sets a positive vision for the city, the zoning code is where the rubber meets the road, and the city should begin to implement the plan As Soon As Possible. 
· We support adjusting of Policy LU 7 - Large Site Development for setting aside land for future parks and community facilities, we would encourage that the city include setting aside conservation areas with such policy to include significant tree canopies or natural site features. 
· We support the Inclusion of Policy LU 13 - Coordination of Transportation investment with Land Use. 
· We support the inclusion of Policy LU 33 - Encouraging Nodal Development.

Transportation 
· We applaud the plan’s high priority on transit, but we want to emphasize some points, particularly about land use and transportation. 
· Regarding proposed rail transit, providing the proper foundation for development to occur in station areas will take careful planning and strategic public infrastructure investments--much more than just the tracks and platforms.  As Charlotte has done in the South Corridor, the City of Raleigh will need to invest in key elements such as providing regular bus connections, ensuring good street connectivity, building sidewalks, bike lanes, street lights, benches, and other pieces of a good urban center. 
· As Chris Leinberger emphasized at his lecture on walk-able urbanism last this week, ‘transportation drives development” and we have heard it said that we either make investments towards sustainability or away from it.  So as a city, the more we invest in walking, biking and transit in our urban areas, and the less we invest on new roads, we will grow smarter and the better off we will be in the long run. 
Environmental Protection 
· For any plan to truly be sustainable, must emphasize & plan green infrastructure first, and not treat open space, water resources, etc, as leftovers after development 
· Renewable target should be 30% by 2030 (see Austin 30% by 2020, Portland, San Jose, etc) and change Policy EP 11 to reflect this 
· City should act on setting GHG emission reduction targets; already signed Cool Cities/US Mayors Climate Protection Agreement; likely federal carbon cap & trade bill 
· We support the inclusion of Policy EP 8 - Sustainable Sites 
· We support the inclusion of Action EP 16 - Environmentally Sensitive Development Controls 
· We support the inclusion of Policy EP 30 - Groundwater Protection 
· We support the inclusion of Policy EP 31 - Watershed Protection and Open Space 
· We support the inclusion of Policy EP 33 - Tree and Landscape Ordinance Amendments and support amendments to the Tree Ordinance that supports tree percentage increases both in the interior and perimeter of the property without exclusions of a minimum lot size. 
· We support the inclusion of Policy EP 35 - Grading Controls 
· We support the inclusion of Policy EP 52 - Biodiversity and City Park Lands 
Parks & Recreation 
· We badly need more neighborhood & pocket parks.  By the city’s own level of service criteria, we need 56 more by 2025 to meet the needs of a growing population.  Given that in many areas of the city adequate Greenfleld areas are not available, we should look to Innovative measures to acquire underutilized or vacant parcels within the city limits to provide these facilities. 
· We feel it is very important to clearly stratify the different parks and recreation types we have in the city.  The plan should restore the parks classification of ecological preserves to apply to sensitive areas of our parks system such as Horseshoe Farm Park, Lake Johnson, Durant Nature Park, and Anderson Point Park. 
Regional and Inter-Jurisdictional Coordination 
· Raleigh is the largest municipality in the Triangle region and should be a leader in coordinating efforts related to growth, water quality, conservation, transportation, etc.  Municipalities are not isolated entities competing against one another for resources and economic prosperity.  Our growth and diversity of communities have lead our citizens to live in one area and work in another - the opportunity of choice, but currently we lack the choices of mobility and regional growth. 
· We support the inclusion of Policy RC 6 - Pedestrian and Bicycle Links, 
· We support the inclusion of Policy RC 10 - Regional TOD Strategies. 
· We support adjusting Action RC 4 - Regional Growth Management Agreement – removal of the text VOLUNTARY from agreement.  The region’s municipalities must work together in a cooperative basis instead of a voluntary basis. 
· We support of Inclusion of Policy RC 24 - School Siting and Design 
· We support of Inclusion of Policy RC 37 - Water Standards 
· We support of Inclusion of Policy RC 26 - Regional Open Space Plans 
· We support of inclusion of Policy RC 29 - Solid Waste Plan Implementation 
Downtown 
· If the Dix property is to become a park, bike & pedestrian connections with downtown are completely inadequate.  We encourage the city to assist in revitalizing neighborhoods to the SW of downtown and to establish a greenway/multi-modal connection between downtown & the Dix property to aid in making non-auto trips. 
Marie Moylan, 6413 Margate Court, representing the League of Women’s Voters of Wake County, submitted the following written statement:

I am here tonight representing the League of Women Voters of Wake County.  As you are aware, the League has a long history of supporting and advocating for an adequate supply of affordable housing for low and moderate income households throughout Wake County.  We were encouraged that you appointed an Affordable Housing Task Force and sought input from them for the Comprehensive Plan 2030.  The League is very supportive of the recommendations made by the Task Force in their report. 
However, at least one important recommendation was not made: the formation of a permanent Affordable Housing Commission.  This request has been made by attendees at almost every public input session you have had, starting as early as November of 2007.  A permanent Affordable Housing Commission can advocate for housing affordable to those with very limited incomes (below 40% AMI which is $29,800 for a family of four), assist in the study and formation of new policy directions, support mixed-income neighborhoods throughout the city and help build the public support that will be crucial if the recommendations stated in the Housing Chapter of the Comprehensive P1an 2030 and elucidated in the Affordable Housing Task Force Report are to become reality. 
The League of Women Voters of Wake County urges you to establish a permanent Affordable Housing Commission as an important step towards the implementation of these recommendations. 
Paul Brent, 4919 Shallowbrook Trail, Chairman of Northeast CAC, talked about the CAMPO section of the proposed Plan indicating he would like the 2035 document included in the plan.  He talked about Horseshoe Farm, family statistics, and the encouraged the City Council and the Planning Commission to look at the Comprehensive Plan as a working document and apply it to current zoning cases to see how they would be affected if enforced.  He stated he was uncomfortable with the choice of the word “land use” and talked about transition protection and buffering and urged the City Council to pay more attention to those issues and consider adopting certain ordinances to address them.  He talked about “leap frog” development and its impact on city services and roads.  He urged the City Council to make updates to the Comprehensive Plan on an annual basis. 
Donna Bailey, 2506 Mayview Road, submitted the following written statement:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the latest draft of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.  I am here to speak with Jason Hibbets on behalf of the District D Neighborhood Alliance.  Our district’s neighborhood residents have spent many hours reviewing and commenting on the previous draft.  I would like to make some general observations and comments specifically on the Parks and Environmental Protection elements of the new draft. 

First I’d like to call to your attention that it is our experience that the public has not had time to fully digest and develop comments on this latest draft.  We did our best to put together comments to meet the January 31 deadline, but the change log wasn’t available on line until Saturday, just five days ago.  Given the size, scope and importance of this document, we feel that this hearing comes prematurely and does not give us adequate time to prepare thoughtful comments in response to the changes staff has made, or not made, to the draft plan. 
An example of this is one of our team members requested basic information about the Parks element on January 7th, thinking that this would provide plenty of time to get the information and comment by the January 31 deadline.  Not only did we not get the information requested in time to comment on the last draft, this information was finally received only YESTERDAY.  This information involves a key table in the Parks chapter that is one of the foundations of system-wide park planning: Table PR-1 now on page 169.  It makes it particularly difficult to comment usefully when full 
information isn’t made available to the public. We intend to follow this and be engaged as this process continues, and hope that our comments will be considered even 
after tonight. 
In reading the current draft, we’ve learned new important information that we feel should have been presented earlier in the process.  In January, we were told in writing by Parks Department staff that this new Parks element would replace the current Parks Plan that was developed in 2004.  Given the vast amount of resources going into this City-wide effort, and the fact that approximately five years had gone by (which is the standard amount of time for Parks System Plans before needing updating), it seemed appropriate for this to take place.  Now, though, the plan says on page 167 that the City’s Parks Department intends to update this element again later this year.  This is inconsistent with what we were told in January and frankly seems wasteful given the cost and time involved in revisiting this plan.  We respectfully request that you reconsider this unnecessary expenditure of tax dollars and staff and citizen time investment given the fact that we’ve just been through this process, and instead project a date of 2012 to begin a full update to the plan that you have before you. 
We would like to sincerely thank Mitchell Silver and the planning staff and consultants for integrating some of our comments into the new draft.  These include things like adding the need for walkable Neighborhood Parks and providing best practice management and stewardship of natural resources as a “major issues” in the plan overview; making the Park Search Areas map more readable; and adding additional background information about park classifications.  We would like to note that District D has quite a few Neighborhood and Community Park Search Areas and ask that you be aggressive in acquiring land in our district to serve these identified park needs.  

Some issues that we continue to be concerned about relative to the Parks, Recreation & Open Space chapter are: park maintenance, our city’s continued shortage of walkable Neighborhood Parks, the need for a Nature and Wildlife Preserves classification for parks, regional coordination for athletic facilities, and a policy commitment to meaningful community involvement in park planning.  We will provide you with more information about this soon, as our time before you tonight isn’t adequate to address these issues. 
Relative to the Environmental Protection element, we would again like to thank staff for making a strong effort to address many new environmental issues and concerns in this draft plan through an element devoted to this topic.  We appreciate that the Greenprint map has been amended to include Significant Natural Heritage Areas, but still have concern that the Greenprint should play a more important role in guiding development in our city.  We also feel that the public and stakeholder groups should be involved in the development of the Green Infrastructure Plan, not just staff and citizen advisory board members.  We remain concerned that this plan does not adequately address the issue of real sustainability in terms of our water supply and capacity and hope that you, our city leaders, will ensure that we will not grow beyond our ability to provide basic services such as water for all of our residents.  We also would like to re-emphasize the importance of the protection of our floodplains from development.  

Thank you again for your consideration and attention.  We look forward to working with you over the coming months to refine this document. 

Janice Saunders expressed her concern for the use of green and nontoxic materials in building construction.  She stated the plan should conform to the State’s building code of 2009 and expressed her desire to become involved in the Plan’s development process.  She urged the Council to pay more attention to clean air issues and urged passage of an anti-mold statute.  

Rick Miller–Haraway, 1700 Holt Place, representing Catholic Charities and Ending Homelessness, submitted the following written statement:

The Ending Homelessness Leadership Council is excited that the Comprehensive Plan Affordable Housing Section will bring much needed attention to this very important issue.  Given the growing need and lack of adequate housing availability for those at our very lowest of incomes, at the January 8, 2009 meeting, the Leadership Council adopted the following as a focus for the next year: 
Affordable Housing - focus on households at 40% AMI and below 
Goal: Create and sustain mixed income neighborhoods that include housing available to persons at or below 40% AMI in all communities across Wake County. 
In addition, the Leadership Council has also discussed at our annual retreat how our community can address the many issues necessary to effectively bring more Affordable Housing to those who most need it during the coming 
years.  An Affordable Housing Commission is a logical expansion of the Affordable Housing Task Force and should be created.

Recommendations - Please consider the following recommendations as you move toward a final draft of the Comprehensive Plan: 
1.
AFFORDABLE HOUSING - 40%AMI Focus - Please consider placing a focus for provision of housing for households with incomes at 40%AMI and below as a key priority action. 
2.
POLICY/GOAL - 40% AMI IN MIXED INCOME NEIGHBORHOODS - Please include a goal within the Comprehensive Plan to include households at 40% AMI and below in mixed income neighborhoods across Wake County. 
3.
AFFORDABLE HOUSING COMMISSION - Form an Affordable Housing Commission.  The Commission will serve as recognition of this issue as a top priority within our community and will move forward the many and varied issues of Affordable Housing that are needed over time. 
Many thanks for your consideration. 
Doug Lintelnan, 7001 Twyford Place, submitted the following written statement:

My name is Douglas Lintelman and I live at 7001 Twyford Place.  I am a 25 year resident of North Raleigh.  I am here tonight to speak out against the proposed comprehensive plan under consideration.  I have attended the public hearing which the planning department provided.  I have also reviewed key areas of the plan to better understand the scope and details of the program. 
I see little public benefit in moving forward with this New York Style or Chicago style high density building plans under consideration.  The plan clearly favors and provides for the commercial interests and developmental community over the best long-term interests and quality of life this quality southern City.  The idea that we as a community need to deregulate planning or streamline trim and delete the planning specs of years of planning experience seems very unproductive. 
I am here to point out that the recent Reality Check event did not provide notice for residents in all areas of Raleigh to contribute to the program.  The event used Lego bricks to represent jobs and high-density towers and yarn representing transit lines.  It was not surprising that one of the largest local developers was on the steering committee pushing for extreme building. 
Now is not the time to move forward with such a questionable New York Style development given the current economic climate. 
The Comprehensive Plan did not present the total infrastructure public expenditures to provide water and sewer, schools, and related long term capital expenses.  The plan is not comprehensive plan, but rather compounding the growth problem.  There is no outline of how the plan will correct existing or current traffic, crowded schools, storm water problems and others we are experiencing due to poor planning decisions. 
It is important to note that growth does not pay for itself according to the City financials.  I saw on the news that Mitch Silver, Raleigh’s planning director when he stated that growth pays for itself.  This City Council still needs to increase the impact fees of growth so current residents do not continue to bear the burden of growth.  
I appreciate you listening to me. I must say that spending $600,000.00 for the comprehensive plan seems excessive. 

Jim Peden, and Steve Peden, representing Peden Commercial Realty, submitted the following written statement:

First, we want to express our appreciation and thanks to Mr. Silver, Mr. Browers and other Planning and Transportation staff personnel for the courteous and professional response we’ve received to our concerns and suggestions for changes to the Comprehensive Plan Update.  We are, for the most part, satisfied that the changes to the plan are consistent with our own plans for the future of our property.
The areas we still have concerns with would be the extension of Whitaker Mill or Six Forks-Laurelbrook to Capital Boulevard.  Currently Whitaker Mill ends in a cul-de-sac south of Atlantic Avenue; the Transportation Plan update indicates Whitaker Mill being extended to Capital Boulevard.  We believe a grade crossing of the Norfolk Southern railroad track is problematic.  Likewise, an overpass or underpass would create significant undesirable impacts on our family’s property and is not a viable option.  Earlier studies considered an extension of Six Forks Road through Laurelbrook to connect to Capital Boulevard at Crabtree Boulevard. 
We agree with staff’s position that further engineering study is needed to determine if there is a viable option for another indirect connection to Capital Boulevard.  We have had conceptual discussions with staff about the possibilities of public or private connections to Laurelbrook Drive and/or Peden Steel Drive.  We are open to continuing these discussions in the future when plans for the re-development of this property are more certain.  We do want to have our position on record that a direct extension of Whitaker Mill to Capital Boulevard is not a realistic option. 
Thank you for your consideration of our concerns. 
Eugene Weeks, 2509 Foxgate Drive, Chairman of the Parks, Creation and Greenway Advisory Board referred to a letter dated January 14, 2009 submitted to Mr. Silver and read excerpts from the letter, which reads as follows:

The City of Raleigh’s Parks, Recreation, and Greenways Advisory Board (PRGAB) appreciates the presentation Ken Bowers gave to the board of the draft 2030 Comprehensive Plan on December 18.  We understand that individual members of the PRGAB are encouraged to review the plan and make comments.  

As a collective Board, we want to submit the following comments to the plan: 
· The draft 2030 Comprehensive Plan should specifically state that the 2004 Parks Plan, and subsequent revisions to the 2004 Parks and Recreation Plan, will be used as a detailed working supplement to the 2030 Comprehensive Plan. 
· The draft 2030 Comprehensive Plan should specifically state that it will serve to implement the 2004 Parks and Recreation Plan and subsequent revisions to the 2004 Parks and Recreation Plan. 
· The policies and action statements of the draft 2030 Comprehensive Plan should be consistent with the policies and goals of the 2004 Parks and Recreation Plan, the City’s System Integration Plans, and the Parks and Recreation Department’s master planning process. 
Thank you for considering these comments in your revisions of the 2030 City of Raleigh Comprehensive Plan.

Karen Rindge, P. O. Box 6484, Raleigh, Executive Director of WakeUp Wake County, presented the following written statement:

This public hearing is timely -- According to census data released today, the Raleigh-Cary area is the fastest growing metro area in the nation! 
At 4.3%, we are number one in growth!  If we don’t plan for the doubling of population expected in Raleigh and Wake County in the next 20 years, 
we will experience greatly increased traffic congestion, air pollution, sprawl, loss of open space and declining drinking water quality - all critical quality of life issues for every citizen living here. 
So Raleigh’s Comp Plan is absolutely critical, absolutely timely.  We thank you for your long, hard efforts to create this document and your willingness to have public input throughout this process.  The city planners should be commended for responding to many of the recommendations provided by citizens. 
I believe that you all understand the pressing growth challenges and will work not only for implementing the Comp Plan, but also to move swiftly with improvements in the zoning that needs to happen to complement the vision high quality growth. WakeUp recommends a focus on a form based zoning in particular.  The kind of growth and development that will provide density where it needs to be, complements a future light rail and expanded bus system and protects our precious open spaces and water quality. 
Our Comments:

WakeUP would like to see more development transitions in the land use map - so that the higher density areas flow more gradually into lower density.  We are pleased to see more mixed use community put in the lower density residential areas, a change from the original map.  This is essential for placemaking of communities.

While we live in the fastest growing urban area in the US, we are one of the few urban areas without a real transit system.  WakeUP greatly appreciates that Mayor Meeker and other city councilors have been outspoken supporters of plans for a multi-modal region transit system, and how it works in Raleigh is especially critical.  High quality, walkable, mixed-use development around the future rail stops should be emphasized in this comp plan -- both to encourage transit use but also to protect neighborhoods from one long line of commercial development.  It is essential that we guide the growth and development - and not just let it happen. 
Also, WakeUP urges you to follow the recommendations of the Affordable Housing Task Force.  There must be a reasonable amount of affordable housing within I mile of the rail stops to ensure that all of our citizens - especially those who cannot afford cars - will have access to the new transit system.  Focus should be on zone one.  This is a prime opportunity to ensure that all our future housing needs are addressed as we grow, and we must not let development fortunes force our workforce further out to the fringes of our city. 
While expanding the Central Business District is ok, it’s still too big of an area for a district without height limits.  We should not have tall buildings amongst single-family homes.  Quality growth means encouraging the taller development in a more focused area, while keeping height limits lower in transition areas.
The Land Use Map has added the flood plains, which we applaud.  But the greenways are still absent from the map.  There are areas where we should not develop because it is critical for water quality that we protect the streams, which run through the greenways. 
A lot of the justification for this plan is to accommodate added growth, but if we don’t have the water supply for the added population, we have a tremendous problem.  Our current long-term water supply plan, which includes building a new reservoir on the Little River, has demand exceeding supply by the year 2040.  Overall, the plan has good statements about the need for greater water conservation, but the City of Raleigh needs to do much more to encourage conservation as growth continues.  Thus it is urgent that Raleigh move quickly with developer and homeowner incentives to encourage not only water conservation, but also for on-site stormwater capture so that we reduce the use of drinking water for watering gardens and flushing toilets.  These incentives ought to be in the plan.

Thank you.

Bob Mosher, representing the Cameron Park Neighborhood Association, indicated most of the comments submitted by the association were addressed during the development process however there were a few of items for which the association still had concerns and read the following written statement:

The Cameron Park Neighborhood Association met on Thursday, March 5 to review the second draft of the Comprehensive Plan Update and the city’s response to our first comments.  We had very good attendance (about 50) and an excellent discussion on Raleigh’s new Comprehensive Plan and its consequences for our neighborhood.  
We appreciate the adjustments to our specific neighborhood plan, (Area 4: Cameron Park Area Plan) that were made as a result of our first set of comments.  The proposed new draft of the Cameron Park Area Plan is now much closer to the intent of our current adopted Neighborhood Plan. 
We still strongly disagree, however, with the proposal to move the western edge of downtown (CBD) from West Street to Saint Mary’s Street (north of Hillsborough Street) and from South Boylan Avenue to Park Avenue (south of Hillsborough Street) on the proposed Land-use Map. 
In the area north of Hillsborough Street to Peace Street, and west of Glenwood Ave to Saint Mary’s Street, our neighborhood has worked diligently over the past 10 years, with property owners, developers, city officials and other neighborhoods, to plan for this area.  We have participated in the North Boylan Small Area Plan, the Glenwood South Small Area Plan and the Peace Street Small Area Plan.  In each case, the purpose was to plan for a transition between the low density, single-family neighborhoods, west and north of downtown, and the higher density and intensity of downtown.  To designate this area as Central Business District ignores the decade of excellent planning that has been accomplished, and sets up the undoing of each of these plans.  The area between North Boylan Avenue and Saint Mary’s Street should be designated Office and Residential Mixed-use, which more closely reflects the existing zoning and comprehensive plan, and more importantly, provides a logical transition between the low-density neighborhoods and downtown. 
Our recommendation for the area south of Hillsborough Street, between South Boylan Avenue and Morgan Street continues to be Medium Density Residential.  We see that this second draft suggest High Density Residential, which we believe would destabilize this already dense and historic residential community by encouraging much higher density projects. 
For the area west and south of Morgan Street (the Bolton Property), our neighborhood still believes that the Central Business District designation for the Future Land-use Map is not the correct fit.  We recognize that this area needs to redevelop, and the possible proximity to a transit stop, justifies some density.  We suggest that this area be designated “Special Study Area”, as has been done with other areas where the land-use has yet to be determined.  This will give the city, the property owners, the residents and the surrounding neighborhoods an opportunity to work together to develop a reasonable plan for the future. 
We appreciate this opportunity to comment. We realize that you understand how important this plan will be to the future of our community, and ask that you give consideration to the neighborhoods that have worked for so long to make this section of town viable. 
Rod Aycock indicated he lives at the corner of Park and St. Mary’s Street, indicated he and his wife like urban living; however, he urged that a good transition area be placed between the exiting downtown neighbors.  He expressed his support of Mr. Mosher’s remarks indicated he would like to see a greater transition area between the tall buildings downtown and St. Mary’s Street.
Ginger Warner, representing Impact Properties, talked about the proposed Rural Residential zoning for property her company owns at the corner of Mitchell Mill Road and Peables Road not being appropriate for that area.  
Mack Paul, K&L Gates, representing FMW Real Estate, indicated his client acquired the Bolton property and other lots near downtown totally approximately 6.78 acres.  He stated his client is excited about the revival of downtown and pointed out the property’s close proximity to transit lines.  He stated it is good that the property is being included in the central business district designation.  He suggested that the best development of this site is through the use of the entitlement process.  He urged the City Council to maintain the Central Business district designation for this property.

(Mr. Isley left the meeting at 7:37 p.m.)

Suzanne Harris, representing the Home Builders Association of Wake County, stated the association provided its written comments earlier.  She quoted several sections from the proposed comprehensive plan notably sections where city code standards would control the zoning of the property and how ejecting the zoning petitions and their consistency with the plan in that the consistency is relative and not absolute.  She stated development criteria should be better defined.  She talked about the incentive portion and expressed concern that some land owners and developers may not benefit from the new plan.  She stated the Home Builders Association does not support “adequate public facilities” and “inclusionary zoning” noting those methods would not achieve the City’s development goals.  She stated green development should be results driven and incentive based and not mandated.
Elizabeth Sappenfield, representing Preservation North Carolina, submitted the following written statement:

Preservation North Carolina prepared comments on Raleigh’s recently released draft Comprehensive Plan, Planning Raleigh 2030.  The city expects to have grown to a million residents by the year 2030, and it is undertaking a proactive planning effort to be ready.  As the Director of Urban Issues and the liaison to the city of Raleigh, I attended several workshops about the comprehensive planning process, read the draft plan when it was released in December 2008, and prepared comments on behalf of PNC.  The challenges facing Raleigh are also being seen in several North Carolina cities, and PNC’s perspective on Raleigh’s planning effort could be useful to communities across the state. 
First, the draft was commended for having a whole section devoted to historic preservation and for recognizing that historic resources are a valuable cultural and economic asset for the city.  The city acknowledged that preservation was interwoven into all the elements in the plan, whether sustainability, housing, transportation, or arts and culture.  While the plan did specify the need to consider a site’s National Register or local landmark status in city approvals, we urged equal attention for historic districts because seemingly small approvals can have a larger, ripple effect.  Likewise, historic sites and districts need to be included on the city’s planning and zoning maps, and data on National Register districts needs to be included in the city’s GIS system. 
Second, we urged the development of guidelines for infill development based on context and scale.  Not every neighborhood will seek a conservation district to ensure that infill development is in proportion with the existing buildings, but they all have a need for such protection.  Despite the cooling of the real estate market, out of scale development continues to be a problem in Raleigh’s neighborhoods.  In addition, we expressed concerns about the transition areas between high-density downtown and the surrounding lower density historic neighborhoods.  We asked for more specifics about how density in building forms, use and transit would transition from one area to another. 
Third, the city is making a commendable effort at keeping sustainability issues in the foreground of the planning effort.  The draft plan discussed requiring new public and public-private projects to meet the US Green Building Council’s LEED certification standards.  The conflict between qualifying for LEED certification and meeting certified historic rehabilitation standards is well documented.  We pointed out this potential conflict and encouraged the city to ensure that quality rehabilitation and adaptive reuse projects, which are elsewhere encouraged in the plan, are not set aside for the sake of new green technologies.  We reminded the city that the greenest building is the one already built. 
These three broad points recur again and again in urban planning discussions, and PNC is doing our part to keep preservation at the planning table.  Please let us know if we can help with the discussion in your city. 
Dr. Jean Spooner, Chairperson of the Umstead Coalition, expressed her hope that the code would reflect the goals as layed out in the comprehensive plan.  She noted the boundaries for Umstead Park.  Dr. Spooner outlined further concerns of the Umstead Coalition in the following written statement).

The Umstead Coalition welcomes the opportunity to provide our initial comments on the Draft 2030 City of Raleigh Comprehensive Plan.  We commend the City of Raleigh for moving forward on planning for the future and including an emphasis on Parks, greenprint, greenways, water resource protection, and other environmental sustainability concepts. 
General: 
Umstead State Park should be referred to as ‘William B. Umstead State Park.” (At least the first time it is referenced). 
NCSU’s Carl Alwin Schenck Memorial Forest should be acknowledged by name.  Its boundaries are incorrect - Carl Alwin Schenck Memorial Forest extends to Trenton Road. 
For most of the maps (e.g., LU-2), the boundaries are incorrect for William B. Umstead State Park.  And, the boundaries are not even the same across the maps.  The Park is composed of numerous PINs (including lands not shown, but are in the Town of Cary).  We have verified with Wake County GIS that PINS are identified as part of William B. Umstead State Park, and can be seen by pulling up the “Parks and Overlay” layer in IMAPS.  I am confident that the NC Parks and Recreation staff would be willing to work with your consultant to ensure your maps depict the correct boundaries.  (Coordinate with Superintendent Scott Letchworth, Scott.Letchworth(ncmail.net or (919) 571-4170). 
Map F-I, Residential Growth 2000-2007. 
We recognize that the polygons utilized to generate this map may be from a larger area pollution estimate database.  However, it is a misrepresentation to imply that the lands within William B. Umstead State Park has shown a population increase of 1,000-6,500 residential unit increase in those 7 years (since there were none).  We suggest you override the shading, or put an explanatory note that explains this oddity. 
Future Land Use 

As with most of the maps, the boundary of William B. Umstead State Park is incorrect in various places.  In addition, the Park has a Master Plan that includes future land acquisitions for William B. Umstead State Park — perhaps these should be included in the future land use map? 
Greenways, Bike/Ped, Transportation, Environmental Conservation, Environmental Protection - Invasive Plant Prevention and Control 

The City of Raleigh should implement a program that controls and discourages invasive plants.  There is a big problem with disturbed sites and lack of adequate re-vegetation standards.  For example, the lack of adequate vegetation plantings (even grasses) and subsequent control on invasive species along newly constructed greenways as resulted in an embarrassing amount of microstedium vimineum (Japanese stilt grass) along Raleigh’s greenways.  The situation is compounded because these greenways are usually near streams.  The microstedium seeds are numerous and float in the water, are carried downstream, and further create infestations downstream.  The current explosion of microstedium has resulted in losses in natural vegetation habitats, including wildflower areas. 
Greenprint 

Raleigh greenway connections to the multi-use trails in William B. Umstead State Park enable increased bike/ped connectivity.  However, it should be acknowledged that these connections result in increased maintenance and management costs (additional staffing and equipment) on a long-term basis for the State Park.  In addition, if parking is desired by Raleigh near these City of Raleigh trail connections, parking should be provided and regulated by Raleigh (e.g., City of Raleigh public street parking, parking lot on City land). 
And, it should be noted that the William B. Umstead State Park’s Master Plan calls for non-paved multi-use trails (similar to their current character).  Therefore, they will not serve as viable transportation corridors for ‘skinny tire’ road bikes.  The proposed bike route along 1-40 is a good option for such needs. 
Transportation 

Trenton Road, Reedy Creek Road, and Ebenezer Church Road (from Blue Ridge Road to Glenwood Avenue) are currently designated as “Environmentally Sensitive Minor Thoroughfares.”  These designations are due to their boundaries along the William B. Umstead State Park, as well as extensive bike/ped access along their shoulders to access neighborhood Park entrances.  The designation was part of Raleigh’s commitment to Wake County and the State of NC (via a signed MOA) to protect the land areas that border the Park. The cross-sections for these roads are two lanes and wide shoulders and/or greenways. 
We propose that the “Minor Thoroughfare” designation be DROPPED.  In Trenton Road’s and Reedy Creek Road’s cases, Trenton Road connects to Reedy Creek Road, which has a Context Sensitive cross-section is that particularly inconsistent with “Minor Thoroughfare.” 
The “Environmental Sensitive” designation should be KEPT for these roads as part of Raleigh’s commitment to protect these corridors bordering William B. Umstead State Park.  Perhaps a designation of “Environmentally Sensitive Collectors.”
We would also like to suggest changing Reedy Creek Road back to what many have called this road for years (and even was on the NCDOT road signs) to “Reedy Creek Park Road.”  This is the name that most thought belonged to this road.  This would better distinguish the road from the other “Reedy Creek” roads in the Triangle area and highlight its importance of its parallel Reedy Creek greenway, which serves as a vital linkage in the Raleigh/Cary and regional trail connection system. 
The plan does call for improved greenway bike/ped connections along Trenton Road (sorely needed) - needed ASAP.  In addition, similar is needed for Ebenezer Church Road within 0.5 miles in either direction of Graylyn Road.  NCDOT and the City of Raleigh should provide wider shoulders and/or sidewalks along Ebenezer Church Road to allow for safe bike and pedestrian access - also a high priority need. 
Several safety features are needed on Trenton Road, including a separated greenway or wide paved shoulders, as well as reduced speed limits, pedestrian crosswalks, and traffic calming structures.  There is a high level of bike/ped (including baby carriages) along this road, but with compromised safety due to too narrow shoulders and high traffic speed. 
For ensuring public safety and bike/ped access along Ebenezer Church Road, large through truck traffic (currently an illegal, but common, unsafe practice) should be STOPPED from using this road (improved signage, letters of notification to area trucking companies, and enforcement). 
Draft Growth Framework depicts a “Parkway Corridors Proposed” through the middle Richland Lake on Reedy Creek Park Road.  This seems very odd, expensive and inappropriate to relocate (straighten out) Reedy Creek (Park) Road and Raleigh’s Reedy Creek greenway through Richland Lake (a Wake County flood control lake).  Suggest this dotted line be eliminated. 
National Historic Landmarks 

Some are missing from Map HP-1.  I suspect that the one marked near Ebenezer Church Road is correctly marked for the Piedmont Beach Natural Area National Landmark along Crabtree Creek within William B. Umstead State Park.  In addition: 
· Most of the William B. Umstead State Park is included in the National Register of Historic Places on June 30, 1995. 
· Carl Alwin Schenck Memorial Forest has a nationally registered and protected bottomland forest along Richland Creek and the Loblolly Trail, near Reedy Creek (Park) Road. 

John Schledgemore 5204 Richland Drive, urged the Council to consider the middle class homeowner and citizen.  He talked about current housing market conditions and how it relates to the median income of the area.  He expressed his concern that high density development would squeeze out middle class buyers.  He indicated it is difficult to find downtown space for less than $300,000.  He noted the typical downtown condominium goes for approximately $300 per square foot whereas typical detached home goes for approximately $160 per square foot.  He talked about inclusionary zoning and how studies of a similar program in the state of Maryland showed that those who took advantage of the program turned out to be the children of those who were “politically connected.”

Jeannine Grissom, 715 Gaston Street, talked about transition standards the issue of mixed-use development located next to residential dwellings in older neighborhoods.  She stated due to the smaller size of the lots parking for each development imposes safety issues.  She urged the Council to develop greater transition areas between mixed use and residential uses. 

Eric Rohm expressed his concerns regarding the use of the “Multi-modal Corridor” designation with regard to such streets as Millbrook Road, etc.

Phillip Poe indicated his concerns echo the remarks given earlier in the meeting.  He talked about density transition and its impact on traffic.  He urged the Council to develop clear requirements and enforcement methods.  He talked about having the right mix of housing in the proper context of zoning, and how transit drives the availability of housing.  He expressed the need for more long range financial planning to address the goals as outlined in the comprehensive plan.  He urged the Council to be more aggressive in converting action items to city ordinances.  He also urged the Council to develop a method to update the comprehensive plan on a more frequent basis.  

Tommy Craven, former City Council member, urged the Council to pay attention to the words of action items and policy statements noting some policy statements in the past have been open to broad interpretation and urged that more specific language be used.

Don d’Ambrosi expressed his concern with the lack of land designation and classification in the proposed plan and read the following prepared statement:

World Trade Park respectfully requests that the City Council, Planning Commission and staff add a Land Use designation to the Definition of Future Land Use Categories and apply this new category to the area defined by: Aviation Parkway; Globe Road; Page Road; and the ETJ boundary south of the intersection of Page Road and World Trade Boulevard. 
This request is being made because the current Office Research and Development (ORD) and Business and Commercial Services (BCS) Categories do not provide an adequate description of the activities that occur and the requirements that must be met within World Trade Park (WTP).  The ORD is not inclusive enough to reflect the warehouse, distribution and limited manufacturing activities while the BCS category promotes too many uses (heavy industrial operations, automotive services, food services, etc.) that would create adverse environmental impacts upon the Technology oriented operations that exist and are being actively recruited for this location. 
World Trade Park is an area of hybrid land uses with a unique twist in that it is also Foreign Trade Zone 93A.  WTP is uniquely aimed at providing locations for national and international businesses that are heavily engaged in import/export activities.  WTP is positioned to provide opportunities for Specialized Manufacturing or Assembly, Office, Warehouse, and Distribution facilities.  Because of its Foreign Trade Zone status it is required to operate under multiple layers of regulations including self imposed conditions and required oversight by various State and Federal Agencies.  The fact that World Trade Park has chosen to be the home of a major international Logistics company that specializes in the distribution of Pharmaceuticals, the Park is required to maintain very high levels of security and meet rigid environmental standards ranging from air quality to control of insects and rodents. 
WTP is bringing this to the attention of the Council and Planning Commission as there will be a demand for similar Parks in the future as the Research Triangle Regional Partnership promotes it “Cluster Networks” initiative.  This program is aimed specifically at creating “Clusters of Innovation” where businesses engaged in research and development in areas such as: Pharmaceuticals; Nanoscale Technologies; Biological Agents; Agricultural Biotechnology; etc. can locate in concert with their various vendors and suppliers to conduct their research; bring new technologies to the market; and distribute those products worldwide. 
Further, it is imperative that these facilities be developed to a very high standard of appearance.  The quality of the visual environment can not be overemphasized as we seek to have foreign businesses locate within these areas.  These facilities should present such a high quality site environment and strong controls on the types of processes and materials that are used that they can comfortably be placed in proximity to residential communities.  Having the land use category in tandem with a zoning district enables owners to then apply specific conditions on theft site zoning to assure needed unity and harmony among the activities that they wish to have in theft respective Technology Parks. 
To assist the Council, Planning Commission and staff with this topic, we are providing the attached description of a Technology Park Land Use Category.  If a category such as this is included in the Comprehensive Plan, it will provide a proper framework for establishing the “Clusters of Innovation” that are envisioned and desired for our area.  
This may also be accomplished by expanding the Office/Research and Development Category to include “Light Industrial” as a part of its title and incorporate these needed references to limited manufacturing, distribution and warehousing.  If that is the preferred approach then the other items regarding the “quality” of the facilities could also be easily included. 
Regardless of the solution, we look forward to assisting with this mailer and having the resulting Category applied to the describe area that encompasses World Trade Park. 
We look forward to assisting you with this subject. 
Thank You 
Suggestions for a
Technology Park
Land Use Category
For the
Raleigh Comprehensive Plan
Purpose: 

To establish an employment activity center setting where technology oriented businesses can locate along with other compatible low impact industrial manufacturing, distribution, warehouse and office facilities to create significant economic development and employment opportunities.  This will help to fulfill the goals of the Research Triangle Regional Partnership of creating “clusters of innovation” in strategic locations throughout our 13-county region.  Under the Partnership’s “Clusters” concept concentrations of companies are envisioned along with their various vendors, suppliers and organizations that support their growth and development. 
This type of activity center would provide a high quality external environmental setting to the extent that it would allow such a center to be placed in immediate proximity to residential areas.  Such a placement would enhance the opportunities for employees to live close enough to their place of employment to walk or bike to work or be able to commute by personal vehicle or public transportation utilizing primarily local service and collector streets with only minimal travel via minor or major thoroughfares or arterial roadways. 
These parks would be identified and serve as magnets for national and international companies.  They will function to supplement established economic engines such as the Research Triangle Park and Centennial Campus by offering needed space for production, storage and distribution activities that are not practical in those settings.  As such the individual facilities within the park would provide high quality site settings and conditions to enhance the attractiveness for this level of investment.  Further, the uses within the park shall be compatible to assure that they will not create adverse impacts for each other.  This assurance can best be handled through specific zoning conditions that are applied over the entire development. 
Land Uses 

The land uses that would be permitted and encouraged would include: 
· Technology research and development facilities for Pharmaceuticals, Biological 
Agents/Infectious Diseases, Agricultural Biotechnology, Pervasive Computing, Advanced Medical care, Analytical Instrumentation, Nanoscale Technologies, Informatics, Logistics and Distribution, robotics; 
· Manufacturing facilities where items are produced using processes that do not involve hazardous materials (including acids, heavy metals, chemicals, resins, etc.) or heavy processing such as foundry, forge, drop or blast processes; flammable materials; or the discharge of environmental pollutants (air, ground or water); 
· Assembly operations where component parts are shipped in from various points of manufacture and are then assembled into final products without the uses of heavy processes such as welding, planning, grinding, hammering, metal cutting, etc.( any operation that may generate noise, air, or other pollution); 
· Warehouse and distribution facilities where items may be stored temporarily and then distributed nationally or worldwide; and 
· Office facilities. 
Uses such as hotels, conference centers, and limited support commercial uses (office supply stores, printing or copying centers, restaurants, etc.) may be approved based on specific findings including: 
· Being in a centrally planned service area within the park; 
· That such uses shall not result in any adverse impacts upon established high technology uses or operations or upon properties that have been set aside for such high technology uses; and, 
· Not subjecting established or planned distribution facilities, specifically those that are involved with international shipping with increased exposure to pests or rodents that could have a severe negative impact upon those operations.  This requirement may be satisfied by findings that the facility is separated from sensitive distribution uses by an acceptable distance or that it employs specific facilities and cleaning processes to minimize the risk or both. 
Security and Appearance 

Security within these parks will be paramount.  All facilities shall utilize similar security fencing to secure service, shipping and deliver areas and storage facilities. 
To assure a “park like” ambience generous landscaping should be applied including special attention to: 
· Front yard areas where there should be a generous setback to the building and if parking is allowed in front of the building it should be screened from view from the street with combinations of trees, shrubs, berms, decorative walls or fences, etc.; 
· Landscaping shall be required between all buildings regardless of the similarity that may exist between the land uses; 
· All loading, delivery, service courts, etc. shall be screened with a combination of solid walls or fencing and plantings; 
· All ground mounted, utility service devices, boxes, etc. shall be screened with both physical barriers (walls, enclosures, etc.) and landscaping; 
· Unity of appearance for buildings, signage and area lighting shall be assured. 

Jason Hibbits representing the District D Neighborhood Alliance read the following prepared statement:

The District D Neighborhood Alliance provided a good percentage of comments from neighborhood leaders from across District D, many of those comments had a net positive on the plan and strengthened it, making the comprehensive plan a better document.

Urban Form/Growth Framework

We still believe that the "Draft Growth Framework Map" should reflect the 3 major watercourses and therefore most sensitive environmental areas; the Neuse River, Crabtree Creek. and Walnut Creek.  Just as the Growth Framework Map illustrates where we wish to develop and the intensity of that development, we need to show the areas we want to conserve.  Because this plan hopes to set the vision for how we should develop in the future, it needs to do a better job of describing what these new "growth centers" will be like.  The plan should better distinguish between City Growth Centers, Transit-oriented Centers and Mixed-use Community Centers.  Give us a better description of how they are different.  Pictures and drawings would help.  The same applies to the corridors, especially the Urban Corridors and the Multi-modal Corridors.  Is the only difference the type of transportation alternatives that would serve the corridor?  What about the look of the corridor, the width of the right of way, the type of development along the edges, and the overall scale of that development.

Land Use

· The Future Land-use Map should show future Greenways (openspace), just as it shows future retail areas.

· The CBD is not about single family, residential neighborhoods. We request that the western edge of downtown east be moved to Boylan Ave.

· The appropriate designation of the west side of Oberlin Rd. in the Cameron Village Area is Office and Residential Mixed-use.  This is closest to the existing ecommendation in the Oberlin-Wade Small Area Plan.

Transit

Concerns:

· Better connection of secondary hubs to transit stops

· Circulator language should be updated to include residential markets and not just park and ridelots

· Inconsistency on parkways:
○
We still recommend that Western Boulevard, west of the Beltline be designated as a Parkway, as well as Jones Franklin Road.  Also, Wade Avenue from Oberlin Road to Capital Boulevard should be designated as a Parkway.
○
N-S green street on the east of downtown: Blount or Person Street to complete that grid.

· Opportunity lost for a transit stop @ Farmer's Market / Dix Campus 

Transit continued, positives:

· STAC plan now included

· Huge proponents of Complete Streets (now with more graphics)

· Glad that our feedback was accepted on general items like:

○ quality transit,

○ event based routes,

○ defining shared parking,

○ durable crosswalks, and

○ litter control language added

Last note – echo the comments of others that we are pleased with the plan and look forward to continued involvement.

Milton Rhoads, representing the University Park Neighborhood Association, commended staff for their efforts in the plans development process.  He expressed his concern that the time period allowed for responses to the plan was too short and that those expressed their support with conditions should not be counted as supporting the plan.  He expressed the need for additional ordinances to support the proposed changes, and talked about the Urban Design Guidelines and its impact on the University Park Neighborhood.  He called for more sufficient infrastructure analysis and expressed his concern that the use of the terms “multi-modal corridor” and “parkway” designations should be looked at more closely.

Brandon Moore, Integrated Design, representing Hillsborough Ventures, read the following prepared statement:  

In a letter dated 21 January 2009, we requested several changes to the Draft Land Use Plan on behalf of our client who owns properties in the Stanhope area.  We recognize that several of the requested changes are in the updated Draft Land Use Plan and we appreciate that.  There are still inconsistencies in the Draft Comprehensive Plan, and conflicts between the Draft Land Use Plan, the approved Master Plan (Z-55-02/SSP-2-02) and the approved Site Plan (SP-125-07).  We request that you consider further changes to the Draft Comprehensive Plan as follows. 

FUTURE LAND USE PLAN 

There are two specific changes to the Future Land Use Plan we feel will resolve many of the issues between this document and previously approved plans.  We request that all properties included in the Stanhope Master Plan (SSP-2-02) be changed to a single land use: High Density Residential.  We also request that the properties located between the high-density portion of the Stanhope Village Plan and Hillsborough Street, currently shown as Neighborhood Mixed Use, be changed to High Density Residential.  (These requested changes are shown on the attached exhibit as a crosshatched area.) 

· The Future Land Use Plan should reflect the approved Master Plan and Site Plan for the area. (Z-55-O2ISSP-2-02 & SP-125-07) 
· The current Future Land Use Plan designation of Office & Residential Mixed Use recommends against non-ancillary retail uses along Concord Street. In contrast, those uses are recommended in Area Plan 17: Policy AP-SV 3 as “diverse retail” uses. 
· The requested changes are needed to be consistent with the approved master plan. The changes will allow a first class development as planned and proposed. 

We request a consistent High Density Residential Land Use for the areas currently planned for High Density Land Uses. 

AREA PLAN 17: STANHOPE VILLAGE 

It is our understanding that one of the goals of the Comprehensive Plan Update is to simplify the plan and remove Small Area Plans that have had a majority of their policies and goals realized.   We note that the number of Area Plans has been significantly reduced in the updated Comprehensive Plan and believe that the Stanhope Village Area plan should be removed as well.  We have the following comments on the Stanhope Village plan as included in the Draft Comprehensive plan. 
· The Stanhope Village Small Area Plan goals have been reflected in the Master Plan Approval, Site Plan approval and the Draft Future Land Use plan Update. 
· Through an extensive design process, 14 of the 16 Policy statements have been addressed with approved plans for the relevant area of the Stanhope Village Plan. Many of these area plan policies will be fully implemented with the construction of phase 1. 
· The remaining 2 policies, AP-SV 1 “Hillsborough Street Building Frontages” and AP-SV 6 “Stanhope Village Balconies” have been addressed through Urban Design Guidelines, Streetscape Plans, or Architectural Guidelines. 
· The Stanhope Area Plan shows future building footprints, which are inappropriate for the Comprehensive Plan. 
· There are no Action Items identified in the Stanhope Village Area Plan. 
We request that Area Plan 17: Stanhope Village be deleted from the Comprehensive Plan. 

The main purpose of the Comprehensive Plan is to direct the expected growth of the City.  One key to achieving this goal is to identify areas for high density mixed use clusters throughout the City.  The Stanhope area is a prime location for high density mixed use development because it is adjacent to North Carolina State University and the rail corridor for future transit connections. Implementing the changes we’ve requested will encourage the high density mixed use development envisioned for this area. 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input to the Comprehensive Plan. We hope you will respond positively to this request. 
Jim Baker indicated the proposed plan is a good plan for implementation.  He talked about how the increased use of the maps in visuals in the document was very helpful.  He noted some of the issues brought up would be expensive in the short term; but achieve a greater benefit in over the long-term.  He would like to see more incentives proposed such as infill development or reduced impact fees, public/private partnerships, parking requirements, and transit modes such as park and ride facilities, etc.  He indicated his appreciation for the clarity of the future land use plan.

Attorney Tom Worth talked about zoning issues around the Glenwood South area affecting a certain property his client owns are not adequate and not favorable for residential development.  He talked about The Palms Apartments property and how the plan recommendations preclude any opportunity for developing offices adjacent to the Beltline.  He indicated he sees an issue of predictability in addressing certain development issues and urged more flexibility in the developing process.

Attorney Isabel Mattox presenting various land owners talked about proposed uses, their property is located on the southwest corner of the Wade Avenue and Glenwood Avenue and how they would like to see a mixed use designation with a greater height allowance for that property.   She talked about property located within sections of Buffalo Road and I-540 near Forestville Road noting a greater density designation with service type retail uses would be best used for that property. 

Attorney Lacy Reaves submitted the following written proposals with regard to certain properties owned by his clients:

Draft Comprehensive Plan - Area Plan 5: Crabtree - Policy AP-C 4 - Crabtree Mall Connections 

With respect to the captioned Policy in the Crabtree Area Plan of the Draft of the Revised Comprehensive Plan, this Policy makes reference to “pedestrian bridges [to] be constructed as sites adjacent to the Mall are developed.”  We represent the owner of tax parcel PIN 0796-40-8642 (the “Development Site”), which is adjacent to Crabtree Mall, but across Crabtree Creek and the right-of-way of Crabtree Valley Avenue.  
The Development Site is now vacant, and our client is formulating plans for its redevelopment.  Action AP-C 4 suggests a requirement that redevelopment would include a new pedestrian bridge to the Mall.  A new pedestrian bridge between the Development Site and Crabtree Mall would involve an expenditure in excess of two million dollars and would be duplicative and of questionable utilization.  Further, it would face legal challenges associated with crossing both a public right-of-way and a state and federally regulated stream.  The bridge would entail significant ongoing maintenance costs and would subject adjoining property owners to substantial risks of liability. 
Accordingly, we respectfully request modification of Policy AP-C 4 to eliminate references to a new pedestrian bridge affecting the Development Site or to clearly provide that design and construction of such a bridge would not be a condition of its development. 
Property of Mr. Marion Penny - Tax Parcels PIN 1703.18-41-5274 
and 1703.18-41-8217 - Penmarc Drive East of South Saunders Street 

These Parcels are among eighteen (18) contiguous tax parcels owned by Mr. Penny adjoining South Saunders Street and Penmarc Drive.  With the exception of the Parcels, which have been designated High Density Residential, all of Mr. Penny’s property has been designated Regional Retail - Mixed Use on the Future Land Use Map of the Draft Comprehensive Plan. 

Mr. Penny shares a vision with the City for the redevelopment of the South Saunders Street Corridor into Downtown.  He hopes soon to submit a rezoning plan for the integrated redevelopment of all of his property.  To achieve a uniform designation facilitating his plan, Mr. Penny respectfully requests that the Parcels be included within the area identified for Regional Retail-Mixed Use development on the Future Land Use Map.  The integrated plan, which Mr. Penny will propose, will provide for appropriate transitions to adjacent properties. 
Proposed Modification of the Future Land Use Map - Tax Parcel PIN 1733-12-8612 (the “Parcel”) - Corner of Old and New Poole Roads 

This Parcel is part of a large area included within Eastpark, a master-planned mixed-use development assembled by Mr. Justus Amnions in the 1980’s.  Jerry Turner & Associates, Inc. prepared a master plan for Eastpark, which was presented to the City as a rezoning plan in 1987.  The master plan designated the Parcel, which consists of 1.24 acres, for commercial uses.  It was subsequently rezoned Office & Institution District-I.  

The Future Land Use Map of the Draft Comprehensive Plan designates it for multi-family residential uses.  Because of its location at a busy intersection, its designation on the master plan for Eastpark, and its configuration, it is respectfully submitted that the Parcel is better suited for small-scale retail or office uses.  Accordingly, Mr. Ammons requests that the Parcel be designated for Neighborhood Retail Mixed-Use or Office use on the Future Land Use Map. 
We appreciate your consideration of these requests. 
Boyd Clinkscale, 9 North Fisher Street, indicated the plan looks good on paper; however, the plan affects people and not buildings.  He stated he enjoys the slower pace of Raleigh and urged the Council not to forget where we came from.  He talked about the City’s past and expressed his concern with current development and its affect on the homeless.  He talked about how development brings in different people and pointed out gang problems and homelessness are not addressed in the plan.  He talked about the complicated process of going through City documents and how a simpler process once prevailed.  He questioned who benefits from the plan and talked about how he lost his home in the former “Lincoln Park” neighborhood and how it was renamed “College Park.”  He expressed his concern that local native residents were not consulted during the plans development process.

Sarah Robertson indicated she owns approximately 500 acres, portions of which lies within Raleigh’s planning jurisdiction and the other portion lies within the town of Wendell’s planning jurisdiction.  She talked about the City’s proposal to designate the portion of her land within its jurisdiciton as rural conservation district.  She expressed her concern that no public meetings were held with people concerning the proposed zoning and people were not consulted.  She stated she was involved in the development of the Raleigh/East Wake Plan and urged the City Council to consult to involve more local residence with regard to land designation.  She talked about how the proposed comprehensive plan is in consistent with the current Raleigh/East Wake plan.  She talked about the use of the term “tree protection” pointing out she plants and harvests trees and questioned how this policy will affect her.  She also questioned why her property is located within the “Raleigh Urban Service Area” if the City has no intention to supply water and sewer to this part of the County.  She suggested that the property be returned to the County’s jurisdiction.

Norma McGree expressed her support of Mrs. Robertson’s comments indicating she too was a long time resident.  She stated farmers should be consulted with regard to future land use and expressed her desire to be more involved with the planning process.  No one else asked to be heard thus the hearing was closed and the matter automatically referred to the Raleigh Planning Commission.  

Adjournment:  There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 8:45 p.m.

Ralph L. Puccini

Assistant Deputy Clerk
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