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ZONING MINUTES
The City Council and the Planning Commission of the City of Raleigh met jointly on Tuesday, July 21, 2009 at 6:30 p.m. in the City Council Chamber, Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 W. Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, for the purpose of conducting hearings to consider applications to change the Zoning Ordinance which includes the Zoning District Map, Text Changes and Comprehensive Planning Amendments as advertised.
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Mayor Meeker called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. and explained the procedure for the zoning hearings, information and comments that could be made, and explained that the City Council and the Planning Commission had made an onsite inspection of each site under consideration for rezoning.  He explained that prior to each zoning case; a Planning Staff member would review the proposed zoning application, pointing out locations involved, present zones, proposed zones, uses and conditions if applicable.  Mayor Meeker reported that following the hearing, each case would automatically be referred to the Planning Commission.  

FP-3-09 – NEW LOCATION FOR ROCK QUARRY ROAD BRIDGE OVER BIG BRANCH CREEK – HEARING -REFERRED TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MAYOR MEEKER OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS.  

Benjamin A. Brown, PE, Stormwater Development Supervisor – stated the revision will affect the upstream reach of Big Branch Creek in the vicinity of Rock Quarry Road.  He highlighted the following information:  

The City of Raleigh Design/Construction Division has prepared a floodplain study updating the Big Branch Creek flood model to reflect changes to the creek based upon the new location of the Rock Quarry Road Bridge.  The Design/Construction Division to place a request for Public Hearing on the June 16th, 2009, City Council Meeting agenda requesting a Public Hearing during the July 21, 20, City Council/Planning Commission Public Hearing.  This map revision is necessary to comply with Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) requirements along with our City Code.  According to City floodplain regulations, this map update must be heard at a joint public meeting of the City Council and Planning.
PROPONENTS

None

OPPONENTS

None

No one else asked to be heard, thus the hearing was closed and the matter automatically referred to the Planning Commission.

REZONING Z-29-09 - BUFFALOE ROAD – HEARING - REFERRED TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MAYOR MEEKER OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS.  

Assistant Planning Director Crane - stated this is located on the northwest quadrant of its intersection with Old Milburnie Road, being several Wake County PINs.  He sated approximately 127.24 acres are requested by Buffaloe Forest LLC to amend conditions on the property zoned Residential-6 Conditional Use. He stated the proposed revisions would limit development on lots abutting adjacent properties to crawl space foundations and include additional stormwater regulations.  The request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  
PROPONENTS

Jason Baron, 4350 Lassister @ North Hills Avenue Suite 300 - stated his company represents the owner of this property and has for sometime.  He reiterated what Mr. Crane previously stated on the conditions.  The R-6 Conditional Use has been in place roughly for about three years.  He pointed out when they zoned the property 2006-2007 they had a particular user in mind who intended to have physical crawl space foundations.  Since that time and with the economic down term there has been a slight adjustment in the type of product they would like to put on the property.  They are proposing to have a filled crawl space foundation and the conditions discuss how this will be handled.  They also describe the manner in which this will be presented on the units.  He said the units on the outside of the property will maintain a physical crawlspace and the units internal to the site will have a filled crawl space but will have the appearance on the outside of an actual crawl space so they cover with stone stucco or brick so that it looks just like an actual crawl space foundation. With regard to stormwater issues that were raised they have offered a condition to provide retention of stormwater to maintain existing peak discharge rates for the two (2), ten (10) and twenty-five (25) year storms.  He concluded they have presented their case to the adjacent property owners and did not have any opposition. They presented this three times to the NECAC the first time being before it was filed just to receive feedback on what the people would be interested in.  He stated Mr. Brant would confirm they had a unanimous recommendation from the community.  
Paul Brant, 4919 Shallowbrook Trail – stated there was a positive vote on this case.  The vote was 14-0.  The neighborhood around is being preserved in terms of look and feel because of the crawl space character of the adjacent homes.  He concluded because it is internal to the subdivision they felt this is appropriate.  
OPPONENTS
None

No one else asked to be heard, thus the hearing was closed and the matter automatically referred to the Planning Commission.

REZONING - Z-30-09 - FALLS OF NEUSE ROAD - HEARING - REFERRED TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

MAYOR MEEKER OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS.  

Assistant Planning Director Crane – stated this is a piece of property on Falls of Neuse Road and this is located on the east side, south of its intersection with Falls Church Rd., being part of Wake County PIN 1716472665.  He stated approximately 5.11 acres are requested by the Raleigh Racquet Club, Inc., to be rezoned from Residential-4 to Residential-15 Conditional Use District.  He said the proposed conditions set r/w reimbursement rate; limit use, number of dwelling units, building height, & lighting fixture type; and offer cross-access.  He concluded the request is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  
PROPONENTS 

Beth Trahos, Smith, Moore, Leatherwood, 434 Fayetteville Street - stated she is here to speak in favor of the request.  The subject property is just over five acres on Falls of the Neuse Road and is the current location of the Raleigh Racquet Club swimming pool and pool house. The Racquet Club is marketing this separate lot in an attempt to raise funds for their facility.  The property was originally zoned R-4 in 1968 and since then Raleigh has changed significantly.  She highlighted some history of Raleigh during the sixties.  She stated there was no beltline and the City of Raleigh had its own school system. She pointed out Raleigh was a very different place forty one years ago.  The population was just over a 120,000.  Today it is just under 400,000 and they are expecting 200,000 people in the next twenty years.  This is a lot of people to house.  She said they argue that the subject property is no longer appropriate for the low density residential designation that exists along busy Falls of Neuse Road.  Falls of Neuse is five lanes and it’s a thoroughfare.  She pointed out as you look at the uses surrounding the property on Falls of Neuse Road you will note that they are mostly institutional.  Friendship Baptist Church along with their Christian School, Saint Raphael’s Catholic Church, Raleigh Racquet Club, and The Falls Condominiums follow more intense uses along Falls of the Neuse Road.  She stated in their brief they argued that the proposed zoning was consistent with the Comprehensive Plan in that the North District does recommend redevelopment at higher densities.  She stated Staff does note this is inconsistent with the dated plan in that the default designation designates this for residential suburban.  She concluded there are some very specific zoning conditions on the property that limit the uses to what is allowed now plus a congregate care living structure.  They have spent significant time with their neighbors and have heard no opposition as to the use.  The meetings with the neighbors open an opportunity for the Racquet Club to work with the community on the property they are retaining and they feel this has led to an approved relationship.      
Richard H. Stearns Title: Vice-Chairman, North CAC, 6812 Perkins Drive, Raleigh, NC – stated the North Citizens Advisory Council at its June 4, 2009 meeting voted to favor this rezoning request.  Residents favoring the rezoning felt that a senior facility was needed in this area.  Residents against the rezoning were concerned about storm water runoff and lighting.  The official motion was to recommend to the City Council that the North CAC favor the rezoning as presented.  The official vote was: 13 in favor and 12 against the motion.  The petitioner’s representative made two presentations to the North CAC.

OPPONENTS 
NONE
No one else asked to be heard, thus the hearing was closed and the matter automatically referred to the Planning Commission.

REZONING Z-31-09 (SSP-2-09) GLENWOOD AVENUE AND W. JOHNSON STREET - HEARING - REFERRED TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MAYOR MEEKER OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS.  

Assistant Planning Director Crane – stated this is located on the east side, north of its intersection with W. Johnson Street, being multiple Wake County PIN’s.  He said approximately 1.00 acre is subject to a request by multiple petitioners to amend the Glenwood South Streetscape and Parking Plan (SSP-2-09) to modify height standards from a 40 ft. height with a 1/1 step back up to a maximum height of 80 ft. to a 80 ft. maximum height with no required step backs. He concluded this request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
PROPONENTS 

Thomas Worth, Jr., P.O. Box 1799, 27602 – stated Mr. Crane has done an able job of describing the conditions.  He stated he and Ms. Mattox represent two entities one which is a South Carolina entity the other being a North Carolina entity which has significant backgrounds and experience in the development of hospitality facilities in a downtown type area.  They have come together to form the Glenwood South Hospitality LLC.  He said the case is a reasonable case.  They believe it is in keeping with the present and respective redevelopment of the area in which the property is located.  It is consistent with the present Comprehensive Plan and their review of the proposed Comprehensive Plan indicates it is also consistent.  He concluded they were not required to have a neighbors meeting in this case but they did do so and received valuable input.  They have met with the CAC twice.  He concluded parking was raised as a question.  He stated the parking will be covered in the five-ten structured parking across from W. Johnson so they believe they will only cover this very important aspect of this type of use in this particular area.    
OPPONENTS 
Anna Pardo - stated she is here on behalf of the Hillsborough Citizens Advisory Council.  She said the property is located on the edge but it is inside of the district.  They came out with a mixed report.  She stated they are proposing to put a Hampton Inn Hotel here.  She showed the location on a map.  There were three parcels originally that were owned by Glenwood South Hospitality LLC and the Yancey family.  They were a part of the original change of use request.  By the second meeting there were three new properties added.  She expressed concern on why they wanted increased entitlement as far as height goes.  The group questioned this and could not get a clear answer so they have concerns about it.  The purpose of step backs is to prevent the wind tunnel effect. She stated their concern was if they were to go along with this they would definitely have a wind tunnel effect.  The motion was to approve the change of use for the original three properties but exclude the other properties that were added. Councilman Crowder questioned the vote.  Anna stated the vote was 6 to 1.
REBUTTAL
Thomas Worth, Jr., P.O. Box 1799, 27602 – stated they did add three properties at the request of the neighbors and they felt it was a reasonable request.  They were very careful in view of the topo rise from West Johnson up to Peace Street not to enlist, solicit or encourage any of the property owners beyond the ones that were added.  They had conversation with one additional property owner but did not pursue this.  There is approximately 150 feet of 80 foot height limit area beyond these cases until you get to the crest of the hill the 40 foot height limit.  He concludes they feel that this is a responsible case.  Thank you for consideration.  
No one else asked to be heard, thus the hearing was closed and the matter automatically referred to the Planning Commission.

REZONING Z -32- 09 – FALLS OF NEUSE ROAD - HEARING - REFERRED TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MAYOR MEEKER OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS.  

Assistant Planning Director Crane – stated this is located on the southwest quadrant of its intersection with Raven Ridge Road., being Wake Co. PINs 1718984977 and 1718987751.  He explained approximately 9.87 acres are requested by the City of Raleigh to be rezoned from Wake County R-W80 to Rural Residential with Watershed Protection Overlay.  He concluded the request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  
PROPONENTS

Kenny Waldroup, Assistant Public Utilities Director - stated he is here on behalf of the Public Utilities Department and in favor of Z-32-09 as amended.  He said in response to the feedback they received from the North CAC they have amended the request to remove parcel PIN # 171884977 which was located between Sheffield Manor and the Water Treatment Plant Property from their proposed rezoning request. An agenda item will be prepared for the August 4, 2009 City Council that formally requests an amendment of the annexation ordinance (2009) 591 to remove this parcel from consideration.  This action has gone for support of the amended application by the Sheffield Manor HOA and addresses those concerns raised as part of the North CAC evaluation process.  The rezoning and development of the remaining parcel is the critical component of the future projects necessary to modernize this facility and improve redundancy, facility liability, and safety.  Mayor Meeker questioned where the removed parcel is located.  Mr. Waldroup stated the parcel is located between the Water Treatment Plant and the development known as Sheffield Manor.   
OPPONENTS

Richard H. Stearns Title: Vice-Chairman, North CAC, 6812 Perkins Drive, Raleigh, NC - stated the North Citizens Advisory Council at its June 4, 2009 meeting voted to oppose this rezoning request.  Although residents favored the rezoning of the parcel at the corner of Raven Ridge Road and Falls of Neuse Road, they opposed the rezoning of the parcel adjacent to Sheffield Manor (PIN # 1718884977).  The residents felt that this would bring the plant too close to a residential area.  The official motion was to recommend to the City Council that the North CAC favor the rezoning as presented.  The official vote was: 0 in favor and 9 against the motion.  The petitioner’s representative made two presentations to the North CAC.

Note: Subsequent to the June meeting, the petition was revised to delete the parcel adjacent to Sheffield Manor. I believe that this change, if voted upon at the CAC meeting, would have resulted in the petition being favored by the CAC.


No one else asked to be heard, thus the hearing was closed and the matter automatically referred to the Planning Commission.

TEXT CHANGE TC-7-09 - FRONT YARD PARKING FOR SINGLE FAMILY DETACHED DWELLINGS – HEARING – REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION  
MAYOR MEEKER OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS.  

Planning Administrator Hallam - stated this proposes to amend the Zoning Code to revise the regulations for driveways and parking located within the front yard of single family detached dwellings as follows:  

New Construction:

Requires front yard driveways and parking areas to be constructed of nonerodible surfaces or crushed stone (minimum 4-inch depth) w/ clearly defined borders.

• Driveways and parking shall be limited to the driveway plus an area to accommodate 2 additional parking spaces (330 square feet), or 40% of the front yard area, whichever is less. Prohibits parking from being located directly in front of the primary entrance.

• Requires vegetative screening for parking spaces that face the side property line. Screening shall be required along the sides of the parking space facing the side property line and parallel to the street.

• Requires plot plan review and the issuance of a Zoning Permit prior to driveway and parking area construction ($72 permit fee).

Existing Developments:

• Existing driveway and parking areas which are paved or constructed of nonerodible surfaces are not required to conform to the new construction standards.

• Existing driveway and parking areas which are not paved or constructed of nonerodible surfaces shall be required to comply with the new construction standards within one year or shall be restricted to single-file parking in front of the driveway curb cut.
John Wardlaw, 4112 Redington Drive, Raleigh, NC  27609 – submitted the following email for the record:  

I received an email reply that Ms Smith is out of the office. Leslie Eldredge asked me to forward this to you as you would be at the meeting tonight would you please copy the email for the Planning Commission members. Would it be possible for this email to be a part of the record? Thank you for any help you can provide.

I have a prior commitment and will be unable to attend the Public Hearing on the Front — Yard Parking Proposal.

I am opposed to this proposal. I believe it is unnecessary and a restriction of citizens’ property rights. It is a way for the city to collect more tees and cause additional unnecessary increases in construction costs.

Why does the city believe it needs to exercise more control over the rights of citizens to enjoy their property? What is wrong with current regulations?

Is this proposal designed to hinder and restrict “In-fill” tear downs on streets such as Anderson Drive where smaller lots may need circular drives and front yard parking?

Perhaps parking in front of one’s house in particular neighborhoods should be a function of NCOD’s rather than blanket changes for the entire city.  I urge you to vote to defeat this proposal.  Ms. Gail Smith, City Clerk, would you please provide copies of this email to Planning Commission Members? 
Suzanne Harris, Vice President of Governmental Affairs, HOME BUILDERS ASSOCIATION OF RALEIGH - WAKE COUNTY 5580, Centerview Drive Suite 115 Raleigh, NC 27606-3390 - submitted the following statement for the record:
Unfortunately, I am unable to attend the public hearing tonight and respectfully request that you accept into the record the following comments regarding TC-7-09. On behalf of our over 2,500 members of the Home Builders Association of Raleigh-Wake County I would like to express concern over the proposed text changes regarding front yard parking for single family detached dwellings, TC-7-09.

Upon reading the staff summary and the actual ordinance language we have concerns over the following issues:

· This is creating yet another layer to new construction, adding time and money, which, given the current economy, cannot be absorbed.

· Limitations on driveway square footage may be troublesome given site design and should allow for greater flexibility.

· Given the intricate requirements of the ordinance a landscape architect would be necessary to draw up the design for conformance, adding at a minimum $500 to the cost of construction, not to mention the additional cost of the landscaping materials and labor.

· The ordinance is very prescriptive as if it was written for one particular “problem” and therefore should not be applied citywide.

· Courtyard driveways would not be allowed under this new ordinance.

· Without clear definition of “nonerodible surfaces” it is unclear whether all parking on grass surfaces would be prohibited. Many people park “occasionally used” vehicles on grass surfaces, off the driveway area and typically out of plain view.

· The ordinance creates a very difficult situation for those of lower income and/or fixed income when it comes to compliance due to a nonconforming driveway.

· The prohibition of parking from being located directly in front of the primary entrance may pose a problem for those structures that do not allow any other parking accommodation, as well as for the elderly or disabled of the community.

· Ordinance conflicts with the City’s desires for less impervious surface and affordable housing.

· Problems are likely to arise with needed parking for social gatherings & guests and the ability to enforce and the cost associated with enforcement by the City.

Please consider the aforementioned concerns as you discuss the costs and benefits of TC-7-09. We will be in contact with you in the near future to answer any question you may have regarding our stated concerns. Thank you for allowing us to enter these comments into the record.

Jerome Goldberg - stated he is a candidate for Council and he will speak from that perspective.  He said he is against this text change for many reasons.  He expressed concerns of costs.  This affects everybody in the City that has a single family house and does not have a paved surface and it will be a cost for all single-family dwellings.  He elaborated on existing developments and costs.  He stated maybe the City should pay but he does not feel the citizens should pay especially in these recession times.  He does not feel it is right to charge property owners because someone does not like how someone parks.  This has other impact. He talked about side yard setbacks as being an issue.  You will have all the parking in the back yard except for two spots.  He stated when you have an R-10 house there would be barely enough room to get cars around a house.  He pointed out the back yard is usually used for recreation in a single-family house.  He expressed great concern on back yard parking and opposition.  He questioned when a house is built will the houses have to be moved forward.  He concluded his biggest problem is the existing changes that are not in keeping with City policy about grandfathering policy in and what it will cost the people.  Somebody should pay for this and not the homeowner.  He pointed out it is not right to go back and make changes for property owners that have existed for twenty years.  
Todd C. Pfrommer, 116 Faircloth Street, 27607 – stated he is in favor.  He said he has a driveway that is crushed on and will probably make some changes himself.  He pointed out the two properties immediately south of his property over the four years that he has been a property owner have converted to a parking lot.  He said these properties are rented out to college students and this does not reflect the neighborhood in a neighborly way.  He concluded he and his spouse have some times had to complain to the City for the nuisance.  He stated even though it would cost him money he thinks it is the right thing and it would keep residential areas strictly for families rather than having single family homes converted into apartment buildings. 
Patricia Brezny, 2000 Sierra Drive, 27601 – submitted and highlighted the following presentation:    
Before approval of ORDINANCE NO TC-7-09, AN ORDINANCE TO REVISE THE REGULATIONS GOVERNING THE MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF FRONT YARD AREA THAT MAY BE DEVOTED TO VEHICULAR SURFACE AREAS FOR SINGLE FAMILY DETACHED DWELLINGS; I humbly request that you consider the following:
1. 
The intent of the proposed revisions, if they are appropriate.

2. 
The impact of the proposed regulations to future development.

3. 
If the requirements of the proposed regulations effect all citizens of the City of Raleigh equitably.

First, Intent.
· If the intent of the ordinance was to control storm water quantity and runoff, then total impervious are of the site would be considered in the requirements, not just the impervious area of the front yard, and preference would be given to gravel parking areas which are about twice as pervious as paving.

· If the intent of the ordinance was to control water quality, then vegetated swales or impervious pavement & gravel could be addressed, but they are not addressed in ways that imply that this ordinance is geared toward water quality.

· If the intend of the ordinance was to address the aesthetics of the front yard, then I would think screening of parking areas would be an option that could be considered to meet the requirements.

· Health, Safety, Welfare, or Environmental Quality are not covered by the ordinance, so as it is clearly stated by the title of the ordinance, the intent is solely to control the area in the front yard devoted to parking.

How will this impact future development? 
As shown in the following pages, there are several residential development styles from R-10 and duplexes to large estates that will be impacted by the new regulations.
· A 12 foot wide loop does not allow cars to pass and 330 square feet of additional area only allows for two 9 foot wide by 18’-4” deep parking spots in addition to the loop. Many existing estates with loop driveways have 20’ wide loops to allow for passing of parked cars, plus additional driveway to the side or rear of the property, but this would not be allowed for future development under the ordinance.

· Many houses developed in R-10 zoning have the 2 car garage at the front of the house and almost no front or side yards. In some cases the width of the second lane to the garage can exceed the 40% of front yard limit, even though there may only be room for 2 cars side by side.
· A 20 foot wide driveway longer than 41-4” would not he permitted by the proposed ordinance. Houses on cul-de-sacs frequently have longer driveways, because of the narrow front of the property 1 of 10. 
Ms. Brezny concluded by presenting some photos of neighborhood duplexes in East Raleigh that were developed in 2003. She pointed out most duplexes exceed the proposed allowable front yard parking area, yet many only accommodate two cars with extremely limited visitor parking in some the neighborhoods.  She also showed properties located in North Raleigh inside the beltline on McDonald Lane, Carr Street, and Harvey Street, explaining none of the parking areas would be allowed under the proposed ordinance. She questioned whether the requirements to bring existing properties up to code administered equitably.  If you have concrete or asphalt parking in the front yard that exceeds the requirements of the ordinance that is alright, you can park as many cars as will fit in the driveway.  But if you have an existing gravel driveway, you will be reported to make modifications to your property to meet the requirements.  She showed photos of the acceptable property versus the unacceptable property. She elaborated extensively on the requirements for existing properties.  
Ted Williams, 4308 Hopson Road – stated he is in favor of the change and submitted a handout.  He talked about properties located at 4405, 4408, 4412, and 4416 Hopson Road as it relates to front yard parking.  He showed pictures of the front view of 4400 Hopson Road and pointed out there are seven vehicles visible with one next to a garage hidden by trees.  He reiterated there are three wreckers, five cars, and two trailers located at the end of the house.  He showed different views of the property.   He concluded showing more pictures along Hopson Road with front yard parking.  
Clyde Carl, 4217 Wingate Drive - stated he has two questions.  Will there be a survey of all properties that are non compliant after October 1 or only those on New Hope Church Road or Hardimont Road. The point was already expressed how it has to be before it is uniformly.  He said he is certain those with the money will be able to get variances while those who are not as articulate will not be able to do so.  He brought up the wording and quoted “the vehicular surface areas existed prior to October 1, 2009 and were not constructed of permanent, nonerodible surface treatment and fails to comply with this subsection shall be limited to parking single-file perpendicular to the street right-of-way in front of the existing curb-cut.  He stated this sounds simple enough except what is to prevent someone from getting one of these.  He explained he takes the #2 bus and is sometime late for this bus.  He does not have and issue with the #2 bus.  His concern is he parked his vehicle on Steinbeck near Treetop Apartments on a Wednesday came back a second time and parked his car on Steinbeck, caught the bus and a parking ticket awaited him.  His question is what action the Council will take to prevent this from happening for the folks who park their cars in front of their houses or perhaps within a quarter of a mile.   He concluded he sees this as a nuisance, very restrictive, and very unfair.  
Lisa Mundt, 807 Gardner Street -  read the following letter:

The University Park Homeowners Association (UPHA) appreciates the City’s efforts to limit parking in residential front yards and supports passage of an ordinance that will regulate this accessory use in residential districts.  Front yards dominated by parked vehicles are aesthetically unpleasing, harmful to trees and other vegetation, and creates unnecessary impervious surface.  The regulations put forth in TC-7-09 will address these concerns.

In University Park, we have a mix of housing that includes single-family, duplexes, quadplexes, and small apartment buildings, as well as single family homes converted into rooming houses.  While most are good neighbors, some are not, and front yard parking is a frequent compliant.  Therefore, we recommend that TC-7-09 include multi-family, as well as single-family dwellings. 

We believe the ordinance would better serve the city if it is contextual.  Therefore, we recommend it be revised to simply state that parking, as an accessory use in residential districts, be limited to the side and rear yards. If this is not possible, the ordinance should provide a sliding scale for the allowable amount of front yard parking, based on lot size.  

Over time, the intent of some ordinances can be lost to the regulators responsible for their implementation.  Therefore, a clear statement of purpose should be included to assist when interpretations are required in the future.  Also, for this reason, the ordinance should include definitions of “vehicular surface areas,” “natural landscape materials,” “permanent, nonerodible surface,” and “front yard.”

The draft ordinance specifically defines a driveway width as 12 feet, the same width as an interstate freeway lane.  Narrower driveways should be encouraged to minimize impervious surface and reduce the loss of trees and other vegetation.  Finally, berms of 1.5 feet in height will provide little benefit in screening parking areas.  We recommend removing this from the ordinance, in favor of vegetative screening. Thank you for your attention to the problem of front yard parking and your thoughtful consideration of our concerns.

Richard Gapark, 1924 Carbridge Lane - stated he opposes what has been proposed.  He feels this has been proposed due to specific issues with rental properties. He feels this blanket text change will adversely affect several properties throughout Raleigh.  He does a lot of new construction near downtown and enjoys this.  He enjoys working on these type lots and they put plenty of parking in front yards in front of the front entrances that look like court yards and it is very attractive.  He stated it sounds like the complaints are coming from rental properties and rental areas and he assumes this is an issue.  He concluded he feels it would be better fixed in other ways than trying to eliminate the parking in the front yard and it would add to more parking on the street.  He is opposed to this text change.  
Mark Vander Borgh, 3321 Bearskin - stated he has been working on the front yard parking issue since 2003.  He pointed out he did a presentation at a Law and Public Safety meeting in 2003.  He stated Councilman Isley stated great presentation but they were not talking on that issue today.  He questioned whether this is a text change that would stop people from parking on their front lawn during a foot ball game.  He stated they are dealing with habitual parking.  He stated he wasn’t going to talk about aesthetics; he would let the group decide from the pictures he is presenting on this issue.  He talked about environmental damage as it pertains to erosion, and who pays for this.  He talked about impervious surfaces, storm drain maintenance, damaged utilities, public utilities, property values, neighborhood improvement, sediment zones, debris, sewer lines, water lines, degraded yards, taxpayer’s costs, turbidity standards, preserving fragile neighborhoods, protecting the environment, water quality cost share policy, walkability and bikeability, and what the front yard parking ordinance entails.  He concluded by submitting pictures of the properties along Buck Jones, Brent, Kent, Octavia and Merwin, roads as they relate to the aforementioned issues. Mr. Vander Borgh asked everyone attending in support to stand and approximately 30 people stood.    
COUNCILMAN STEPHENSON ARRIVES AT 7:30 P.M.

Paul Brant, 4919 Shallowbrook Trail – stated he is speaking on behalf of the NECAC.  He stated this keeps coming up at the meetings all of the time in terms of the abuses that are being made on properties where there is insufficient driveway surface for cars.  He reiterated Mr. Vander Borgh’s complaint this is a serious problem for the environment.  He talked about the regulation of parking space requirements for shopping malls, every business, school, with all the other aspects of where you can park and how this parking is to be accommodated for offices and other institutions.  He explained they really need something for the residential environment.  He stated he hopes this applies to the ETJ.  He pointed out he did not find this clear in the ordinance.  He said a lot of the areas are within Raleigh’s jurisdiction but not necessarily in the city limits.  He said what’s really at stake is whenever zoning enforcement inspectors are brought to a property, generally they come in the day time and most of the cars are parked in the evenings, nights and weekends.  The real issue is they don’t park in the same place every time and unless you have a defined area for parking people will park everywhere and all over the place.  This would help to allow the Inspections Department to properly enforce a regulation as to where the parking is and where the cars are parked in a particular location. He concluded he feels this is a major step forward because currently what you have in 40% front yard is unenforceable.    
Carl Barnett, 1323 Mordecai Drive – stated he agrees with a lot of people about the problems previously mentioned.  There are serious problems with people turning their yards into front yard parking lots.  He stated it would be cost prohibitive for him to try and conform to these standards.  He explained he tries to keep his property clear of runoff toward the street.  He stated it has been mentioned of placing gravel in the driveways but this only ends up on the sidewalk and on the street.  He concluded he feels this item should be placed in a Committee for more discussion.  
No one else asked to be heard, thus the hearing was closed and the matter automatically referred to the Planning Commission.

TEXT CHANGE TC-08-09 - MULCH OR COMPOST PROCESSING FACILITIES - HEARING - REFERRED TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MAYOR MEEKER OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS.  

Planning Administrator Hallam - summarized the following information:
Proposes to amend the Zoning Code to establish a new land use entitled “Mulch or compost processing facility” to be permitted to locate within the Industrial-1 and Industrial-2 districts subject to Special Use Permit approval by the City Council.

Definition:

Mulch or compost processing facility. A commercial facility that is operated for the controlled biological decomposition of organic wastes or which mechanically reduces the size of organic mailer in which the active operation for processing exceeds ten thousand (10,000) square feet of land area.

Special Use Permit Standards:

· No part of the facility is located within 300 feet of a residential zoning district, or the lot line of any dwelling, church, school, or day care facility with the exception of a residence of a caretaker or watchman accessory to a permitted industrial use.

· No storage pile or windrows shall exceed 15 feet in height or 30 feet in width. The length of windrows shall not be restricted so long as emergency fire equipment can adequately navigate the site.

· No storage pile or windrows shall be located within 75 feet of any watercourse and a minimum 50-foot vegetated area shall be provided adjacent to any watercourse to prevent unfiltered runoff of organics into the watercourse.

· Landscape buffers for high impact uses shall be provided where applicable.

· The impact of the facility, including its size, equipment and machinery used, hours of operation and appearance will not be injurious to properties in the affected area.
No one else asked to be heard, thus the hearing was closed and the matter automatically referred to the Planning Commission.
TEXT CHANGE TC-09-09 – SUNSET PROVISIONS FOR SUBDIVISIONS - HEARING - REFERRED TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MAYOR MEEKER OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS.  
Planning Administrator Hallam - summarized the following information:
Proposes to amend the sunset provisions for approved preliminary subdivision plans as follows:
· Requires the applicant requesting a sunset extension to provide an inspection report demonstrating that the site is currently in compliance and appropriately stabilized to prevent erosion and sediment control problems during the requested extension period.

· Allows the applicant to petition the City Council or Planning Commission (if the Commission approved the original plan) for an additional time period for the continuation of the project beyond the current allowances (50% of the land area is required to be recorded within 3 years and 100% recorded within 5 years; and allows the Planning Director to approve one 3-year time extension).

No one asked to be heard.
No one else asked to be heard, thus the hearing was closed and the matter automatically referred to the Planning Commission.
MAYOR MEEKER CLOSED THE ZONING HEARING AND EXCUSED THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS.  
FALLS OF NEUSE ROAD REALIGNMENT AND WIDENING PROJECT PHASE II – PLACED ON THE AUGUST 4, 2009 COUNCIL AGENDA
Mayor Meeker stated this project goes back for some time and involves the allocation of some federal money by the Wake County Mayors Association.  They were debating which projects to fund.  He pointed out this project has been at the top of Raleigh’s priority list for some time.  He stated federal money was allocated approximately 18 or 19 million dollars and the local money was secured through a bond issue a few years ago.  The end result is this being the largest thoroughfare project to his knowledge that the City of Raleigh has ever undertaken.  The Phase 1 Design has already been approved and will likely be finished in 2011. He explained Phase 2 is one through the neighborhood areas and Council initially heard design last fall and it is now back for additional hearing.  This design plan is a multi link facility to Falls of Neuse from Raven Ridge Road to Fonville Road.  He stated the City’s design consultant, URS Corporation, is nearing completion of plans to the approximate 25% design level. He concluded the Council will hear a brief presentation about the design and open the floor for public comment.  He stated whatever design the Council approves will go forward for final design and construction in 2012 and pointed out this is approximately one year behind Phase 1.  
MAYOR MEEKER OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS.  

Sylvester Percival, EI, Project Engineer II – briefly introduced the design team members as well as gave a brief overview of the meetings they have held with the community groups and NCDOT since the beginning of the year. He stated the public design team is fully represented here tonight.  He stated the team consists of URS Corporation, MAB, OBS and City Staff.  He pointed out they have invited NCDOT’s Division Five Engineer, Wally Fulman and consider NCDOT to be very much a part of the design team and as Falls of Neuse owned facility and have had several meeting with NCDOT since the year started.  He stated they have had meetings with five community groups along the project corridor and was able to come up with three alternatives that the City, URS and NCDOT are comfortable pursuing with Council’s approval.  They presented the alternatives to the community groups, received comments, and were able to decide on a recommended alternative.  He called on Ed Edens of URS Corporation to give a presentation of the recommendation.  
Ed Edens of URS Corporation – gave a brief presentation on the status of the project.  He stated Phase I of the project is currently 100% completed and in final review.  He described that Phase I begins at Raven Ridge Road to Waterwood Court.  This is the section that affects the majority of the neighborhood along the corridor.  He stated when the project came along in January they were directed to basically scale the project and were originally looking at a six lane roadway.  He explained in January Council instructed them to look at a four lane road and this will significantly change the scope of the project.  They worked with all involved parties to compile some alternatives.  He briefly talked about project coordination efforts.  He stated after listening to the concerns of every one they decided there are two main aspects that affect the project.  These are access and direct physical impacts.  He described a six lane project and reiterated this was reduced in January 2009 by Council.  He talked about how they reduced the project which included the size of the median reduction.  He stated this has resulted in a 27 1/2 ft. reduction impact on the project.  With this being done they eliminated a lot of the physical construction impacts.  The plans are preliminary at the 25% stage of the project.  He stated they wanted the groups to visualize what is going on and they took some locations of the project and super imposed what the design would look like from a computer generated standpoint.  He pointed out this is very accurate to what the plan view is.  He described Mount Pleasant Baptist Church near Raven Ridge Road.  He stated Mount Pleasant’s biggest concern was the impact to a large tree in front of their church facility and their new sign that was placed recently.  They are avoiding any impact to this area as it is currently aligned.  
Mr. Edens stated this is quite a sensitive area and will have impacts both in access and impact to the berms, trees, etc. the River Oaks Community Center, and the area of Dunn Road, Whittington Drive, and Kings Grant Drive.  He described the location River Oaks Community Center and the center itself.  It is a heavily vegetated berm with a large number of trees on top of it.  River Oaks is the neighborhood association and is co joined with the neighborhood River Oaks Phase II and they share in the amenities of the clubhouse.  This is a tight area.  There are private residences close to the road and across the street is the River Oaks Community Center.  There goal in the original design was to balance this impact as equitably as positive.  Their visualization was to look at this and they super imposed what would likely happen.  He explained this is essentially a five lane road in this area and has a four foot monolithic island delineating the turn lane but is basically two north bound lanes and two south bound lanes and a center turn lane turning down Dunn Road.  The trees along the top of the berm likely will not get taken by the physical act of the construction.  The limits of the retaining wall will not go on the other side of the crest of that berm.  They will stay on the road side.  They have had their landscape architect from their team to evaluate this.  More than likely the impacts to the root system probably will end up being the deciding factor that the trees may not survive.  
The landscape architect came up with a standard street plan for the area which consists of certain spacing of deciduous trees and some evergreens to provide some visual buffer.  This has always been included in this project as a follow on service that would be a landscaping component once the project construction had moved through.  He showed a PowerPoint relating to visualization design.  
Mr. Crowder questioned how wide is the safe haven as far as the width of the median in this location considering you get caught in traffic.  Will you have enough room to get a bike across?  Mr. Edens stated this is a four foot model and there would be a pedestrian sign that would be accommodated into this as part of a phase of the signal plan.  Mr. Crowder stated you couldn’t get a bike through.  Mr. Edens stated you could but you couldn’t shelter into the island but there will be a pedestrian sign to accommodate this.  Mr. Edens pointed out the visualization design gave everyone a sense of what the limits of the project are.  He concluded with a lengthy presentation on cross access, full movement access, interconnectivity, unresolved concerns.            
Peter Trazensky of URS Corporation – stated the City asked him to do some records research and to research any studies he had relating to medians, divided facilities versus five lanes. He found 24 different studies or handbooks in circulation.  For the volumes projected on this road every handout supported the use of a raised median over a two-way left turn median.  The numbers tend to be in the 24 to 28 thousand and are pretty standard across most of these standards.  Most of this research was synthesized into a guidebook called The Access Management Manual by the Transportation Research Board.  It was a combination of a lot of studies and it made two recommendations he feels are very pertinent to this case.  He talked about the Safety of Median Divided Facilities. 
The Use of a Two Way Left Turn Lane 
This would be appropriate for the following road ways, roadways of urban and suburban areas with the projected average daily traffic of less than 24,000 vehicles per day.  
He reiterated they are looking at 44,000 so this is 185% of the threshold value.  (Moving to the non traversable or raised median) 

This is more desirable than a two-way left turn in the following situations:

All new multi-lane urban arterial roadways
· Existing muti-lane urban arterial roadways with average daily traffic in excess of 24,000 to 28,000 vehicles per day depending on local conditions. 
· For rural multi lanes.
This shows for urban and suburban routes greater than 24, 000 it is not recommended the two use left turn lanes. For urban and rural, basically for all types urban, suburban and rural for volumes he has projected on this corridor it is recommending a raised median.  
Mr. Edens stated one of the concerns they evaluated with NCDOT was the concern on the need for additional traffic signals along the corridor.  He stated they had done two signal warrant analysis that was like an evaluation of the project. 

Peter Travzenski stated in October of 2008 they were asked to look at some signal warrants.  They went to four intersections to do these signal warrant studies.  None of them in 2008 are close to meeting any of the warrants. The only potential one by 2035 was the intersection at Kings Grant, Whittington, and it would require a doubling of the volume on this road.  It would lead to some enhanced development of this area and they did not feel this would be likely.  It is not likely the four road ways would need signals.  He stated at the request of Councilman Stephenson they were asked to look at Coolmoor which is a full moving intersection and what effect this would have on traffic operations along the corridor.  They looked at this in two timeframes both 2025 and 2035.  In 2025 for people traveling a.m. and p.m. peak hours would increase the travel time along the 2.1 miles from the Neuse River Crossing down to Ravenridge by a minute and fifty one seconds.  In 2035 the travel time would increase by 5.2.  
Mr. Edens spoke briefly on unresolved concerns which were to provide a continuous two way turn lane, provide additional traffic signals along the project, eliminate sidewalk and reduce the berm on the west side of the project, lower the roadway grade in the vicinity of Daltons Ridge.  He stated the last issue they considered was lowering the median north of Dunn Road to Waterwood Court.  He pointed out this consideration was to lower some impacts and the Core of Engineers is negotiating with them on the status of this act.  
Mr. Isley asked if there is any one from NCDOT present with Mr. Edens answering in the affirmative.  Mr. Isley asked if NCDOT has approved the project. Mr. Percival confirmed everything presented tonight has been approved.  Mayor Meeker stated he does want to clarify that this is a State thoroughfare and is of State approval.   
Mr. Stephenson questioned on the Falls Dam for large vehicles is there some time sensitivity that would not allow them to go down to the large turn around just past Fonville Road.  Mr. Edens stated they could do this but it is not sized for a WB50, it is sized for a FED Ex truck instead. Mr. Stephenson elaborated on the neighbor’s request for a signal at Coolmoor.  He pointed out the a.m. peak is the time for people to get out and because Dunn Road is the signalized intersection they seem to focus trips here.  The idea is the signals could be synchronized so there could be more of a spreading of traffic accessing and exiting out of the neighborhood in the a.m. peak rather than getting them lined up single file on Dunn Road.  It is obvious if you synchronize you would move traffic faster.  Will having a shorter signal time to get the left turners out be an improvement? He questioned whether they need to have some special treatment in the p.m. signalization wise because fewer drivers will be trying to make the same maneuver like the southbound Wakefield people will be doing.  Mr. Traskenski stated they redistributed traffic volumes down to Waterwood and somewhat the consolidated the October and the intersection to the north and brought them together at Whittington.  He pointed out the problem with the coordination was it does have traffic in two ways.  He was trying to coordinate the both of them in the southbound and it was closing off the north bound causing a problem.  To coordinate a one-way street is easy but to coordinate a two-way street is more difficult.  As they could coordinate one direction the other direction had problems and as you get back to balancing the northbound southbound it creates a delay.  Mr. Stephenson stated it does not seem in the p.m. there will be the numbers of people who are going to need time to get out of Dunn Road heading south that you would in the a.m.  He stated he doesn’t know why you would need to have the same timing and he is assuming URS is using the same timing a.m. and p.m. and it seems they wouldn’t need this. He can’t imagine having a five and half delay heading north.  Mr. Traskenski stated the timings were adjusted per time of day. The group elaborated briefly on the timing difference in a.m. and p.m., synchronization and signalization around the Dunn Road vicinity.      
Fred Chauncey, 1416 Whittington Drive, - submitted the following statement: 

I am the spokesman for a group who wants a five-lane road.  If you have the power to selectively increase taxes or raise water rates or cause garbage or recycling not to be picked up AND if you do not like what I say, you should direct your action toward me as what I am about to say is my own.  If my phone were on now, my wife would be calling me to ask you to make your action even more personal as she had no input either.

Mayor Meeker, Councilors, thanks for your attention as I cover 5 points that should warrant your voting for a five-lane road for Phase II of the Falls of the Neuse widening project.

1)
I should think you consider Mr. Dawson and his staff experts.  I do.  I also consider experts those who gave us the fiasco that is the exit off 540 onto 40 going west and the nightmare that is at the exit of 40 and the Wade Avenue Extension where you go right to go left or you go left to go right.  Experts gave us an unnecessary 22+ Million dollar expense to repave Interstate 40 through the Research Triangle Park and experts gave us the projected 13 Million dollar expense to repave I-795.  I am not saying the city of Raleigh staff caused those problems.  The commonality is all are experts.  Experts are not infallible.

2)
I came to Raleigh in 1972.  If the truth were known, trees were not a factor in my choosing to call Raleigh home.  But over the years, I’ve come to appreciate that the “City of Oaks” is more than a slogan.  Falls of the Neuse Road is lined with beautiful, mature trees.  A median design road will destroy those trees harming the character of our neighborhoods and reducing our property values.  You have the power to save most of our trees.  Please exercise that power.

3)
Our section of the road is 1.3 miles.  Most of the area around our road is developed and except for one church, all that development is residential.  Building a new road with development to follow is vastly different than widening an existing road.  One study recommending a median had the phrase, “depending on local conditions”.  I think it should be implicit in all of the studies. Depending on local conditions.  Please apply that logic to our 1.3 mile section of Falls of the Neuse Road. 

4)
Staff has presented studies showing a median is safer than a five-lane road.  They have compared Market Street in Wilmington and the section of Falls of the Neuse Road near 540 to our residential section of Falls of the Neuse Road.  This is so disingenuous if I were you I ask what is their hidden agenda.  Perry Creek and Rock Quarry Roads are going to be widened to five-lane roads.  If there were no hidden agenda and if medians are really safer on our residential streets, why is no one concerned about the safety of those people driving on Perry Creek and Rock Quarry Roads?   If there were no hidden agenda and if medians are really safer on our residential streets, why is dirt not being dumped on the center turn lanes of parts of Falls of the Neuse, Six Forks and Wake Forest Roads even as we speak?  Sections of those roads now have a higher traffic count than our 1.3 mile section is projected to have in 20 years.  You received a copy of an email sent to NORCHOA dated April 6, 2009 from Mr. Wally Bowman.  One cannot un-ring a bell. Do you think Terry Gibson would have said the NCDOT would sign off on a five-lane road if it were unsafe?  We have presented studies from right here in Raleigh showing a five-lane road is safer than a median design road.  Allow me to mention one of them.  Wakefield Pines is similar to Strickland Road.  Each has a school and there is some commercial development although Strickland has more with banks/stores/office buildings on 3 corners compared with Wakefield Pines with a bank on one corner.  Strickland also has at least two churches and a childcare center so one would think Wakefield Pines, built with a median and with less commercial development, would have fewer accidents than would Strickland, which was widened to a five-lane road.  After the traffic count has been normalized, Wakefield Pines has more than three times the accidents as does Strickland.  I should think if you consider the hidden agenda, Mr. Gibson’s statement and our studies you would agree with us that a five-lane road for our 1.3 mile section is safer.  If you do not agree that a five-lane road is safer, or at least as safe as a median design road, we must ask when will ALL those unsafe roads be changed.
Last point.  No one has talked about safety on our neighborhood streets.  I requested a study from Mr. Dawson showing the accident results of increased traffic on neighborhood streets and he did not send one.  I can only assume such a study does not exist.  So instead of relying on a study, let me ask you to use your common sense.  If we have a five-lane road, the existing access points will all be available and your common sense should tell you there will be no increased traffic in order to enter and exit Falls of the Neuse Road.  With a median design road, the residents will have to go to unnatural access points, and your common sense should tell you there will be increased traffic on our neighborhood streets as we try to get to the most efficient of those unnatural access points.  With increased traffic on our neighborhood streets, streets not designed nor built for that increased traffic, your common sense should tell you there will be more accidents.  Let me ask you, when will the heaviest traffic occur?  Your common sense should tell you it will be in the mornings when children are waiting for school buses and in the late afternoons when children are playing.  If a car hits a car on a neighborhood street, your common sense should tell you that will be an “OOPS” or maybe even a major oops, but that the insurance companies will fix it.  If a car hits a child, if a car kills a child, your common sense should tell you that is a tragedy for which there is no fix.  For our safety, for the safety of the children in our neighborhoods, please, I beg you, your common sense should tell you; indeed, your common sense should demand you grant us a five-lane road.    

Mr. Chauncey asked the group in support of his statement to stand; approximately 50 people stood. 
Bill Krupp, 2516 Four Shadows Lane (Wakefield Plantation) – read the following statement: 

I have lived for the last six years in The Villages of Wakefield Plantation just off of New Falls of Neuse.  I rise to speak in favor of a four lane median divided Falls of Neuse highway without a 5th turn lane.  This road planning has been years in the making and we've finally reached an important milestone in the planning, approval, and construction of this much needed north-south thoroughfare. We can not afford to wait any longer. 

As secretary of the Wakefield Plantation Homeowners Association Board I have been instructed to state we are not associated NORCHOA and it does not speak for the 2,400+ households of Wakefield Plantation.  Our Homeowners Association Board is deeply concerned with allowing any more delays and compromising traffic safety with a fifth turning lane.

 

Six years ago, when we looked at homes in Raleigh we realized that traffic along the two lane Falls Of Neuse would cause major bottlenecks during morning and evening drive times. Secondly, with the entrances to subdivisions from Durant Road to the Falls Lake Bridge set back so far, we realized there would be road expansion in the future.  Third, with a four lane divided New Falls Of Neuse already in place, we hoped that we could avoid such traffic tie-ups. We made an informed purchase based on obvious future developments. We decided to steer away from Falls Of Neuse and were pleased to settle in Wakefield Plantation just off the New Falls Of Neuse. 

Being retired, I travel generally only after 9:00 am and before 3:30 pm to avoid the 1 1/2 to 2 mile backups on Falls Of Neuse.  When I do have to travel on Falls Of Neuse, I see people making dangerous and aggressive moves, especially from the high school students leaving Wakefield High School, drivers attempting to butt into the single lane from Durant 'til Raven Ridge, or making a left turn across the flow of traffic on Falls Of Neuse.  The proposed 5th turn lane will only back-up waiting traffic and create a dangerous crossing in front of cars heading in the opposite direction.

As residents of the Villages of Wakefield Plantation we're very familiar with a four lane divided highway with 5th turning lanes.  We already have them on New Falls of Neuse. Even though we have very light traffic on our end towards the river, we have already petitioned the city for a stop light at New Falls of Neuse and Spruce Tree Way.  This is not due to the volume of traffic at this intersection, but its dangerous nature and the number of accidents. My guess is, that if you grant a 5th turning lane, the neighbors will be soon be back to Council asking for a traffic light to cut down on accidents.

Due to many year of the hard work by local citizens and city leaders, Raleigh has pulled together $21 million of funding from local, state and federal agencies. This cooperation is amazing and we do not want to squander this opportunity. With more meetings and unnecessary hurdles, we are wasting time and money. The Board of Wakefield Plantation HOA says it is time to settle this matter and with no further delays approve the city engineer's and North Carolina's Department Of Transportation's plans calling for a four lane median divided highway without a 5th turning lane on Falls Of Neuse.  I thank City Council for this opportunity to speak and express the view of the Wakefield Plantation's Homeowners Association's Board of Directors.

Clyde Carl, 4217 Wingate Drive – stated he came to talk about parking but was happy to hear the Falls of Neuse issue would be discussed.  He stated the DOT project TIP W4044 has recently been completed which is an expansion of Wake Forest Road at the beltline.  He expressed concern of the completion of this process.  He explained there are no cross walks, no pedestrian cross heads, no buttons and no way for anyone to cross from the Comforts Suites to the shopping center across the street.  He pointed out there is a continuous right turn lane going south on Wake Forest Road and you can’ get across.  He expressed concern of the continuous right turn lane prohibiting pedestrians to cross at this location.  He talked about NCDOT‘s pedestrian bicycle traffic policy.  He briefly discussed the lack of sidewalks crosswalks, bus routes, and pedestrian crossings.  He concluded although TIP W4044 is complete but it is very dangerous.  
Mark Hobler, 2413 Saint Pauls Square - stated he is President of the Board of Directors of Bedford Falls River HOA a community of 1700 homes.  Regarding the section on Falls of Neuse that is being widened the Bedford Board has attempted to keep the safety of all the occupants and the tens of thousands of vehicles this section of roadway on a daily basis.  This is a primary concern. In 2007 there were 25, 400 vehicles utilizing the road and if you think about it now that Phase 1 is done there are many from Wakefield that may be forced to go down Capital Boulevard and are going to come across the new bridges and the numbers are going to rise.  He explained their primary objection was to allow the professional staff of the City and NCDOT with the input of area residents to make the right decision.  Meetings with City Staff as well as documentation from NCDOT make us come to the conclusion that the median design was the alternative that provided the safest solution.  As a result Bedford Falls River Board is unanimously in favor of the median design that is being considered this evening.  He explained in their meetings with City Staff they were presented with a detailed description of recommended design and have had all questions satisfactorily answered.  He explained the curb design and how it was reduced, additional full access intersections, and intersections with turning access all of which they agree are positive revisions to the original design.  One of the NCDOT documents received was a response to North Raleigh residents in support of the center turn lane design.  The cover letter included the statement, based on the attached information the project characteristics and the safety and operational benefits the median section will provide the department is continuing to recommend median divided section.  It is our understanding the City will proceed with the design of the median section and report to the City Council when the design is 25% complete of this portion of the project.  The attached information that was referenced included numerous studies of median versus center turn lane from North Carolina and around the country.  These were broad studies.  These studies provided consistency and clearly demonstrated that medians are the safer alternative.  The Bedford Board believes that Falls of Neuse needs to be widened now and it needs to be done with the safety of the residents.  Along with other members of the Bedford Board he is requesting the Council support the conclusions and recommendations from both NCDOT and City Staff and approve the recommended median design.  
Douglas Given, 2008 Wide River Drive, 27614 – stated he is the Secretary of Treasurer for the Advisory Committee for the River Run Neighborhood.  This neighborhood is located at the intersection of Phase I and Phase II.  After being briefed by Staff on the changes they were making to this Phase of the project they had a general membership meeting in the neighborhood which was attended by a third of the neighborhood population to get their input and opinions on the modifications.  The consensus was unanimous that the roadway should be completed as is. He stated they were aware of efforts by NORCHOA and the opponents to the roadway trying to put in a five lane section.  It was discussed and also unanimously opposed by the membership attending the general membership meeting.  He pointed out while they agree with the section as it is laid out now in Phase II there are two concerns: 

1. Because this r-o-w has been narrowed from 120 ft. to 100 ft. the construction phase of the project will only allow a single lane of traffic at any point in time through the project over the eighteen to twenty four month process.  He expressed concern of being at the north end of the project they are going to catch a tremendous amount of through traffic.  They would like the City to address this issue so the bulk of the traffic will not be coming through the back neighborhoods.  

2. With the U-turn bulges that are showing up in these sections, generally speaking in an engineering project you start to see unusual characteristics in a fairly standard project is because you are exceeding the capability of one or more parts of the project.  The median has been narrowed to the point where it is forcing these bulges and this is a concern.  They feel by causing this stress along medians you are reducing the safety factor of the roadway.        

He concluded while they all agree this is the best of the sections they are concerned the narrowing of the median to 17 ½ feet will cause problems in the future as it relates to safety.  In general they are in favor of the section as is and opposed to the five lanes.     
David Cox, 1902 Stoneytrace Court Raleigh, NC  27614 - submitted and read the following email from Purshotam Rajani, 1905 Falls Farm Crossing, Raleigh, NC  27614: 
My name is Purshotam Rajani and I live in the River Run neighborhood in North Raleigh. I am writing you because I cannot be at the public meeting tonight I have copied Tim Niles, Eugene Senecal and David Cox on this email, and perhaps one of them can read this email at the public meeting. (River Run is not a part of NORCHOA, but several of us support NORCHOA’s goals.) I would like to make the following points:

1)
There are four houses that are closest to the new re-alignment of Falls of Neuse in the River Run neighborhood. My house (1905 Falls Farm Crossing) is one of the two closest to the planned road. I have spoken to the owners of the other houses closest to the planned road, and we are all in agreement that we would like to keep the width of the road to a minimum and the road kept to the east as far as possible (away from the houses). Keeping the width to a minimum involves not building a sidewalk on the east side of the road and using a center turn lane as opposed to a median. Since our houses have already been built (with the city’s blessing) and occupied, we ask for your support on this.
2)
Also, this approach saves space for one or two rows of trees to be planted between our houses and the planned roads providing additional noise and dirt pollution.
3)
Also, Mr. Mayor, I am told that you are a runner. You should appreciate the additional shade that these trees would provide for the multi-purpose path on the west side of the road (nearest our houses).

The rest of the points are my own additional views on this topic:
4)
At the November meeting, I mentioned that some thought we were in the middle of the largest downturn since the Great Depression.

Subsequent data have proved them right. Our country and our state have significant budgetary challenges ahead of us and we need to make wise use of our scarce and finite resources. So we should minimize costs wherever we can. This is not the time to waste money on projects or features that no one wants or needs — the sidewalk on the east side and the planned median are such features. Even a few percent saved on this project would be in the hundreds of thousands of dollars — the city and state could use those dollars for other necessary projects (like more water sources so we are not faced with water shortages again with the next drought, or more teachers etc.) I appeal to your leadership to make wise use of our scarce resources.
5)
Finally, Mr. Mayor and City Council members, this project has unleashed a tremendous amount of passion and energy on the parts of those opposed to the initial monstrosity proposed by the city. You might want to consider the consequences of letting this passion and energy being re-directed towards the next election.
I appreciate your attention to this matter, and also ask that this email be made a part of the official record of this meeting.  
Tim Niles 11509 Midlavian Drive, 27614 – submitted and presented the following information:

My name is Tim Niles (11509 Midlavian Dr, Raleigh, NC 27614). I’m a resident of Daltons Ridge and a member of NORCHOA.  This is an appeal for recommended changes to the current design proposed for the widening of Falls of Neuse Road.

Minimum Median Width

8 feet per Dept of Public Works
Raleigh Comprehensive Plan — Area Plan 7 Falls of Neuse Corridor

Falls of Neuse Road North of Durant Road transitions from a rural area to a suburban, green corridor.
Wake County’s Jurisdiction and in The Falls/Lake Water Supply Watershed 

The properties east of Falls of Neuse Road are in the city of Raleigh Extraterritorial Jurisdiction. Frontage properties are developed with rural and low-density residential uses and include extensive roadside vegetation, creating a ‘green corridor”. The development pattern respects the rural character of the Falls Lake Water Supply Watershed and the Falls Mill Village (circa 185O) which still exists on the northern end of the corridor along Fonville Road.  
I would like to begin with some reference material that is relevant to our recommended changes.  Representatives for NORCHOA attended a meeting with the Mayor and others on June 29th to review the current road design. At this meeting the Mayor asked what the minimum allowable width for a median is. Mr. Carl Dawson responded that the minimum is 8 feet.

From the Raleigh Comprehensive Plan  
Frontage properties are developed with rural and low density residential uses and include extensive roadside vegetation, creating a “green corridor”. The pattern respects the rural character.
It is obvious from this comprehensive plan that the city of Raleigh, and thus the council members, are interested in respecting and maintaining the existing rural character of the Falls of Neuse corridor.
Policy AP-FON 1-Falls of Neuse Corridor Character 
Protect the character of the corridor. Maintain the sense of place created by the extensive roadside vegetation.  This is further bolstered by policy AP-FON-l created as part of the comprehensive plan which states:
Protect the character of the corridor. Maintain the sense of place created by the extensive roadside vegetation.
Aug 17th Meeting with Mayor Meeker

1. Recommended Design Changes

2. Three questions asked for each recommendation
3. Will it have a negative impact on safety?
4. Will it have a negative impact on capacity?
5. Will it delay the project?

After the meeting on June 29th, NORCHOA developed a set of design change recommendations and submitted them to council members Russ Stephenson, Rodger Koopman and Nancy McFarlane.

On Aug 17th a meeting was held with Rodger Koopman, Russ Stephenson, Mayor Meeker, representatives of NCDOT and the Department of Public Works. This meeting was held to discuss these design recommendations. This was a closed meeting, so representatives from NORCHOA were not in attendance.  Three questions were asked about each of the proposals:
1. Will it have a negative impact on safety?
2. Will it have a negative impact on capacity?
3. Will it delay the project?
NORCHOA requests that the council members consider these design changes individually and not as a package.

WE WOULD ALSO LIKE TO REQUEST THAT THE VOTE ON THESE ISSUES BE POSTPONED UNTIL ALL MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL ARE AVAILABLE. Councilman Stephenson and Koopman are not able to be here tonight. They are the two members of council most familiar with these issues. So, it seems unfair to take a vote without them being available to clarify any issues for the other members of council. 
Realign Roadway
Realign the roadway between DeHijuston and October Road

Fairness to residents on both sides of the road.
Capacity


No impact 
Safety



No impact     
Project Delay


Environmental Impact

Environmental approval in Dec 2008
I am going to address the design changes as they affect the road starting from the intersection with Raven Ridge and heading north.  Realign the roadway between Dehijuston and October Road. This section of the road was moved to the west from the original design so that no additional land would be taken from the historic Mount Pleasant Baptist Church. This was done to the detriment of the historic farmland on the west side of the road which is located in the protested watershed.
If a realignment was necessary, it should have been done equitably and not favor one historic property over another. This is especially true when one of the properties is located in the protected watershed.

We propose that the road should only have been moved to the west the MINIMUM amount to save the majestic tree in front of the church. But no more than that.  There should be no additional movement of the road to save the sign that was recently added in front of the church and could be moved.

The answers to the three questions were: 
Safety      No impact     Capacity      No impact     Project Delay     No Impact

A claim was made that to move the road and would cause a delay for environmental impact approval.

NORCHOA challenges this claim. Environmental approval has already been obtained for a roadbed wide enough for 6-lanes. There was no delay in getting the approval for the newer 4-lane version of the road. There would not be any reason for a delay to move the road back towards its originally approved position. 
Traffic Light at Coolmore

Add a traffic actuated signal at Coolmore Road

• Added Safety

• Provide breaks in Traffic for Whittington access

• Adequate Spacing between signals exists

Safety 
     No impact     Capacity      No impact     Project Delay 
     No impact

Traffic volumes are questioned 

Councilman Koopman has asked for traffic projections

We recommend adding a traffic signal at Coolmore Road.  Without this signal, there will not be adequate breaks in north bound traffic to allow for safe entry and exit of vehicles at Coolmore or at Whittington Drive per the Aug 17th meeting there is adequate space between Coolmore and Dunn Road to allow the signal.  The answers to the three questions were:

Safety      No impact     Capacity      No Impact     Project Delay      No Impact

So, there is no reason NOT to INSTALL this light.  Traffic volume justification was questioned.  Councilman Koopman has asked for the traffic projections from models to be produced and reviewed prior to dismissing this request when it will have no NEGATIVE impact on the road and will have a positive safety impact.  The light can certainly be set to operate most effectively based on time of day traffic volumes.

Pedestrian Signal at Whittington
Add a pedestrian controlled signal at the intersection of Whittington and Kings Grant for safety reasons.
Safety      No impact     Capacity     No impact      Project Delay      No impact

Suggest walking to Dunn Road to cross

• Asking children to walk to Dunn Road is unrealistic

• Asking elderly pedestrians to walk to Dunn Road is unrealistic

We recommend adding a pedestrian controlled crossing signal at Whittington Drive & Kings Grant. The River Oaks community is divided by Falls of Neuse Road.  There are homes on both the east and west sides of the road. The recreational facilities for the neighborhood (swimming pool, hiking trail, tennis cowls and community club house) are on the west side. Residents who live on the east side of Falls of Neuse Road must be provided a safe method for crossing the road.  The answers to the three questions were 
Safety no impact 
Capacity 
No impact 
Project Delay 
No Impact

So, there is no reason NOT to INSTALL this light.

It was suggested that the residents could easily walk to Dunn Road where there will be a traffic light (but, not a pedestrian crossing light).  Asking children to walk to Dunn Road is unrealistic. Children will attempt to cross at the closest location they find.  And, as the population ages, it won’t just be children crossing the road. This is a safety issue. Throughout this process safety has been the overriding concern of EVERYONE involved in this design including the city and NCDOT. This is not the time to abandon safety in order to save a few dollars on a pedestrian crossing which will have no negative impact on the road. Denying a safe pedestrian crossing would be nothing short of hypocritical. 

Change Access to Falls Dam to RIRO
Allows for reduction of the width of the median to 8 feet from Dunn Road to Lake Villa/Tabriz.

• Original design from Dec 2008 was RIRO

• Minimize impact to existing neighborhoods

• Savings applied to both east and west side

• Conforms to AP-FON 1
Safety 

No impact
Capacity
No impact
Project Delay
 No impact
Suggest there may be issues with obtaining land from the Corps of Engineers

• Two truck deliveries per week

• Falls Dam visitors and employees can do u-turns
We recommend changing the access to Falls Dam Road BACK to Right In/Right Out and eliminate the left turn access that was recently added. This will allow the median width from Dunn Road to Lake Villa I Tabriz to be reduced from 17 34 feet to 8 feet because there would be no breaks in the median.  The original plan proposed by the city and approved by NCDOT last December did NOT have this left turn access.  This will minimize the impact on existing neighborhoods. The 9 % foot savings should be applied equally to both the east and west side.  This conforms to policy AP-FON-1 which is to maintain and respect the character of the corridor.  The answers were:
Safety      No impact 
     Capacity 

No impact      Project Delay
 No Impact

So, there is no reason to NOT implement this request.  It was suggested that eliminating the left turn may cause problems for the city in acquiring the necessary land from the Corps of Engineers. We are currently checking to see if the Corps has the power to refuse to sell the land as individual landowners have no such power.  The Corps says they need this access for two truck deliveries per week. These trucks can avoid left turns by arriving from the north and departing to the south.  Convenience for visitors to the dam has also been cited. The visitors and Corps employees can do u-turns just as easily as the residents will be forced to do on this road. Their convenience should not be considered more important than the conditions the residents will be living with 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. 
Pedestrian Signal at Falls Dam
Add a pedestrian controlled signal to access the Falls Dam Visitor’s Center from the Multi-use path

Safety 
     No impact 
     Capacity
No impact    Project Delay 
No impact

We recommend adding a pedestrian controlled crossing signal at Falls Darn Road. This location would likely be the only other location where pedestrians would want to cross the road from the east side multi-use path to get to the west side. This issue wasn’t discussed at the meeting on the 17th• But, I would guess that the answers to the three questions would be the same as they were for the other pedestrian crossing. And, those were:
Safety 
     No impact     Capacity 
No impact      Project Delay 

No Impact
So, there is no reason NOT to INSTALL this light.

Just as with the other pedestrian crossing we are talking about safety here and a modification that will have no impact on the road. This crossing area would likely be used by children possibly with their grandparents and families with pets and strollers. All of these conditions make this issue even more important.

Traffic Light at Lake Villa/Tabriz
Add a traffic actuated signal at the Lake Villa / Tabriz intersection

• Added Safety

• Adequate Spacing between signals exists

• No breaks in Traffic from the north

Safety      No impact     Capacity
No impact     Project Delay 

No impact
We recommend adding a traffic signal at the Lake Villa Tabriz intersection.  Without this signal, there will not be adequate breaks in south bound traffic to allow for safe entry and exit of vehicles at this intersection or for vehicles coming from High Holly to make a safe u-turn to head south.  Per the Aug 17th meeting there is adequate space between this intersection and Dunn Road to allow the signal.  The way the intersection at Wide River Drive and New Falls of Neuse is planned; there will be no breaks in the traffic coming from the north. That intersection is planned as nothing more than a “toggle switch” to allow continuous traffic flow from either Old Falls of Neuse or New Falls of Neuse. And, in the future, the amount of traffic is only going to be made worse by the city’s plans to funnel traffic from both the future 98 Bypass and Capital Blvd down both of these routes to get to Falls of Neuse Road and access to 1-540.  This light was not discussed at the meeting on the 17th.  But, the answers to the questions should be no different than for the other requested light. 

Safety      No impact      Capacity      No impact     Project Delay 
Impact
So, there is no reason to NOT INSTALL this light.

The light can certainly be set to operate most effectively based on time of day traffic volumes.

Reduce Median Width
Reduce the median width to 8 feet from Lake Villa I Tabriz to Waterwood Court

• Minimize impact to existing neighborhoods

• Apply savings to west side of road
We recommend reducing the median width from 17 ½ feet to 8 feet from the Lake Villa/Tabriz intersection to Waterwood Court. There are no breaks in this portion of the median. So, there is no reason for it to be 17 ½ feet wide.  This will minimize the impact on existing neighborhoods.  The 9 1/2 foot savings should be applied to the west side of the road.  

Policy AP-FON 7 — Falls of Neuse Road Frontage Lots - Small frontage lots on Falls of Neuse Road should be recombined for development rather than redeveloped individually.

From the Comprehensive Plan, Policy AP-FON 7 states the city’s intention to change the property on the east side of the road at this location from residential to commercial.  
The area we are talking about is between the blue arrows on this map between Lake Villa and Waterwood denoted as Area 3.  There is no reason to use any of the 9 1/2 foot savings to the benefit of future commercial property. It should be used to the benefit of the actual residents of the road on the west side.

Reduce Median Width
Reduce the median width to 8 feet from Lake Villa / Tabriz to Waterwood Court

• Minimize impact to existing neighborhoods

• Apply savings to west side of road

• Conforms to AP-FON 1
Safety No impact
Capacity No impact
Project Delay Environmental Impact

Environmental approval in Dec 2008

This conforms to policy AP-FON-1 which is to maintain and respect the character of the corridor. The answers to the three questions were 
Safety      No impact     Capacity      No impact     Project Delay     No impact
A claim was made that to move the center line of the road would cause a delay for environmental impact approval.

NORCHOA challenges this claim. Environmental approval has already been obtained for a roadbed wide enough for 6-lanes. There was no delay in getting the approval for the newer 4-lane version of the road after the original 6-lane approval. There would not be any reason for a delay to change the center line of the road when it wouldn’t move it outside the originally approved 6-lane path.  So, there is no reason NOT to implement this request.  
Policy Changes

NORCHOA is also making several policy recommendations. We are not sure whether this is the appropriate time in this project for council to approve these changes. But, we want to make sure these recommendations are put on record and we request that you notify us when the appropriate time to review these is, if it isn’t now.  

Policy Changes - Landscape Plan
• Current Policy — one tree planted each 50 feet

• Existing wooded buffers should be replaced with like materials

• New wooded buffers should be created

• Conforms to policy AP-FON 1

The current policy of planting one free every 50 feet along the completed road is not adequate.  Wooded buffers that are removed for construction should be replaced with similar buffer materials as originally existed to protect the current residents.  New wooded buffers should be created.  This recommendation conforms with policy 
AP - FON-1 which is to maintain and respect the character of the corridor.

Policy Changes – Entrances
Replace Existing Entrances

• Replace even if they encroach

• Original plan would have saved these structures

• Extend existing wall to property lines

• Install a brick wall outside of Woodbridge

We recommend a policy change to replace existing entrances affected by the road widening (walls, fences, signs, street name signs, landscaping, lighting, irrigation systems) even if they encroach on the existing right of way. Although some may encroach on the right of way, if the road had been widened to the original five-lane design, these structures would have been saved. The expense of replacement should be borne by the city for the newly expanded road design.

Many of the entrances have decorative light poles and street name sign poles. These must be removed and re-installed or replaced with the same style as currently exists. When asked about these a city employee threatened NORCHOA that HOAs would have to save them themselves or the city would just PLOW THEM DOWN.  This doesn’t sound like a city employee with an attitude of wanting to work in cooperation with the residents along the project route.

Rebuild affected walls — extending the length where needed to the property line.  An EPA study titled “Traffic and Meteorological Impacts on Near-Road Air Quality:

Summary of Methods and Trends from the Raleigh Near-Road Study” states “Mobile monitoring results suggested that the presence of roadside structures, such as noise barriers, do affect air pollutant concentrations in the vicinity of the structure, Data from this study suggest a significant decrease in pollutant concentrations n9mediately behind the barrier with winds from the roadway.

A brick wall should be built outside of Woodbridge at High Holly Lane to protect the homes next to Falls of Neuse Road. These homes are going to end up very close to the widened road. This should be built in a manner consistent with the neighborhood aesthetics.

Policy Changes - Retaining Wall
· Faced with brick to maintain the appearance of Streetscape

We recommend that the retaining wall bordering the River Oaks Community Center be faced with brick veneer to maintain continuity to the neighborhood aesthetics and the overall appearance of the streetscape per the policies referenced.

Policy Changes - Assessments

Assessments
• Eliminate ALL assessments

• Multi-Use Path on the east side — City Park System

• Eliminate sidewalk on the west side

• No sidewalk exists on the west side south of Raven Ridge

We recommend a policy change to eliminate all assessments for the proposed multi-use path I sidewalk and curb and gutters.  It is our understanding that the city does not normally charge an assessment for a multi-use path as it is considered to be part of the citywide park system. As such, these paths are a benefit to the entire city and not a property improvement for an individual landowner. We have not been able to get a definitive answer as to whether the city plans to charge assessments for the multi-use path. We don’t believe an assessment should be made. We have also asked that the sidewalk not be installed on the west side of the road. No residents on that side of the road want or see any use for it.  There is no sidewalk installed south of Raven Ridge opposite the multi-use path along that road segment.

Policy Changes
Watershed Protection & Impervious Surface Policies

· Individual homeowners are having their property rights taken without compensation
Watershed and Impervious Surface Policies

The individual home owners located west of Falls of Neuse Road in the River Oaks community use commonly owned property that is managed by the Home Owners Association to meet the City/County percent imperviousness limitations for parking space requirements; size of rooftops and out buildings; street and driveway width/lengths; patio and pool deck sizing, etc. The widening of the road beyond existing road easements will cause individual HOA members to be in violation of the Raleigh municipal code, which defines impervious surface in the zoning ordinance. These individual homeowners, that are not fronting the Falls of Neuse corridor, are having their property rights taken without compensation.

This same condition exists for other homeowners who will be having individual property taken from them for this project.

Thank you for the opportunity to address City Council.  At this point I would to ask all citizens here tonight to stand and show your support for these recommendations. 
Approximately 50 people stood in support of his recommendations. 
Lisa Dunn, 1920 Dunn Road, 27614 - stated she has two concerns the traffic flow on Dunn Road and signal lights.  She pointed out to come to the meeting they left Dunn Road at 6:00 p.m.  Being the sixth in line only three cars were allowed to turn.  She expressed concern on the lighting and timing in the p.m.  She is in the habit of cutting through Durant Road to get to Falls of Neuse.  Dunn Road traffic is very hectic.  She expressed concern about the widening of the road in the area of her home church. As a Mount Pleasant Baptist Church member she feels there needs to be a plan in place because this is a dangerous area with the general traffic.  Ms. Dunn concluded she is about change and she is aware this is a funded project.  She gave a brief history of Dunn Road and reiterated her concern on traffic flow, signal lights, and safety.  
Tom Robertson, 11200 Trescott Court, 27614 – stated this location is a part of River Oaks Subdivision and he is a board member of River Oaks HOA.  He stated he lives in River Oaks West and they have no outlets other than Falls of Neuse Road and they are not given full access to Falls of Neuse Road.  He travels north on this road and is one of the few that want to travel in this direction.  He stated he is now going to be forced to go travel three miles of unnecessary route.  He feels they should have full access to the road which brings him back to the issue of the five lane four plus one.  He talked about the statistics he has reviewed from the State and pointed out within the modeling area there is no difference.  He stated if some one tells him a .25 is a meaningful difference of accident rates its just unbelievable.  Those of us trying to access the road will have innumerable delays if they don’t spread the access the entire length at every intersection and every drive.  He concluded they are basically putting the safety of the children interior to their subdivisions at risk for the benefit of the high volume traffic traveling north to south and south to north.  He feels the safety factor for the children and residents that are at bus stops should be considered well over the safety of a truck doing 55 mph coming from Bypass 98 to go to I540.  He doesn’t feel they need truck traffic on Falls of Neuse Road and using it as a through-way is not desirable. He concluded he supports everything stated by the NORCOA group and he believes this project has unleashed a tremendous amount of community activity and interest.  He does believe in the process.    
Linda K. Strother, 10805 September Court, 27614 – stated she is from the Autumn Hill Subdivision and she resides on the corner of October Road and Falls of Neuse Road.  She stated she is here to say thank you.  She stated she will say she likes to be associated with NORCHOA but there are some things she does not agree with.  I say thank you to the East boundary in this plan and I know things are subject to change.  She requests that the group will not change the East Boundary from the church to October Road.  This is the disagreement she has with NORCHOA.  She pointed out they want to change this alignment but she would like for the Council to keep it in this plan and thanked them for undoing the U-turn alley at October Road.   She appreciates this very much and she is requesting to keep this.  NORCHOA has put forth some very excellent recommendations.  The recommendation for the stop light at Coolmoor is one that should be very seriously considered.  The stoplights are not synchronized and you will understand this if you’re in the neighborhood trying to get out and this needs to be considered strongly.  They support no sidewalks on the west side if this will help the people on that side with more land.  She concluded she and her spouse support the landscaping plan, restoring the subdivisions as they are, and the assessment recommendations.  One result from the water easement project is the water flow has been tampered with so there is great concern when the project starts to correct this issue. 
Robin Reid, 1413 Whittington Drive, 27614 – read the following statement:

I live in the Woodspring Subdivision.  I would like to expand on some of the areas in which the 25% road plan is lacking.  The key phrase is “depending on local conditions” The problem with the 25% design is it doesn’t take into consideration the local conditions of this 1.3 mile stretch of road.  In fact Ed Johnson of CAMPO made the following statement when NORCHOA met with him last December and I quote 
“NCDOT is not concerned about the safety of neighborhood streets.  The only concern is for the safety of the road they are designing.”  
You all are well aware of the road condition.  One of our key considerations is that Fire or Police vehicles have access to the neighborhood since no studies have been provided and there have been no emergency employees giving statements at these meetings.  One can only believe this is not a safety issue that this Council values.  We have also been concerned with how limited access to Falls of Neuse will affect traffic through our neighborhood at those key times when children will be outside, again no studies have been provided to our knowledge. Again we can only conclude that the safety of our children is not a safety issue that you all value.  We only have one signal light intersection servicing 3000 or more residents on this 1.3 mile stretch of road and it is obvious that one traffic signal will not create the necessary break in traffic at key traffic hours for residents to safely manipulate the U-turn lane.  During the evening hours residents in Woodspring will have less than three hundred feet to safely access a U-turn lane with cars moving pass at 45 miles an hour.  Signal lights or access points at both Coolmoor and Lake Tabriz will solve some but not all of these problems.  Because a median glided highway promotes faster travel commuters will be less aware, cautious, and courteous.  More residents will be able to access a traffic light instead of traveling through neighborhood streets to access the light on Dunn.  There will be breaks in traffic for residents whose only access is the u-turn.  Emergency vehicles will have easy access to our neighborhood.  
She concluded expressing a great concern for the traffic lights in the neighborhood.  She also thanked Mr. Stephenson for all his help. 
John Yacono, 1420 October Road, 27614 – stated he lives at the intersection of Coolmoor and October.  He is a member of the River Oaks HOA.  He stated he was not aware Coolmoor is being considered for a traffic light until now and he strongly recommends a study be performed prior to moving forward with this.  He stated NCDOT said that all the involved communities communicate easy.  He said they do not he lives here.  He stated Coolmoor is a small subdivision street.  If we make a change and there is a traffic signal at Coolmoor all the traffic will come through.  He expressed concern that the norm will be to go to the traffic light to get through and he strongly recommends this be evaluated.  It would seem to make sense that the other exchanges Kings Grant and Whittington Drives would be secondary to the safety concerns. He concluded NCDOT showed guidelines and he would like to reiterate these are only guidelines.  
David Cox, 1902 Stoneytrace Court Raleigh, NC  27614 - submitted the following statement:
I ask council to make the proposed intersection of Wide River and New Falls of Neuse Rd a full access intersection.  The current design shows it to be right turn only.  People desiring to turn left onto Falls of Neuse Road to go south in the mornings will not be able to do so.  Instead they will need to turn right and then travel another quarter mile to negotiate a U-turn.  An alternative will be for people to travel through the neighborhoods to exit at Dunn Road.  This will add to the congestion to Dunn Road and unnecessarily increase the traffic through the neighborhoods.  This will increase the risk of accidents in the neighborhoods particularly with children.

A traffic light is already designated for the proposed intersection with Wide River.  According to official traffic counts, at peak times it can be expected that 700 vehicles per hour per lane will pass the intersection going either north or south.  This volume will be divided between traffic coming from New Falls of Neuse and from Old Falls of Neuse.  It can be expected that the proposed traffic light will need to cycle to allow traffic from both directions to flow through the intersection.  The optimum cycle time is likely to be 60 seconds with 30 seconds of green time.

The Signal Timing Manual from the Federal Highway Administration gives a formula for calculating the queue length based on the amount of green time and cycle time for the light.  Using this formula the expected queue length for the above traffic volume and cycle and green times is 6 vehicles.  Making the intersection full access might increase the cycle time to 80 seconds.  In the worst case scenario the green time would remain at 30 seconds.  This would increase the queue length by 4 from 6 vehicles to 10 vehicles.  It is likely that there would not be a steady flow of traffic from Wide River which would decrease the cycle time and increase the green time.  One can therefore predict that the queue length would more likely increase by 2 from 6 vehicles to 8 vehicles.

Consequently, making the intersection full access will in the worst case increase the number of vehicles waiting at the traffic light from 6 to 10.  In most cases the increase will be less than this.  Surely, this does not adversely affect the flow of traffic.  Nor will it impact safety and it will not cause a delay in the project.  It is possible that a full access intersection will increase safety particularly with high school students attempting to turn right into oncoming traffic.  A full access intersection will stop traffic to allow safer right turns.  There might be an increase in rear-end collisions.  However, these are preferable to more dangerous side collisions.
Lastly, I would like to point out that of the eight side streets that intersect New Falls of Neuse, seven of those streets are cross streets and every one of those intersections is a full access intersection.  I can think of three of these intersections with traffic lights.  Yet nobody has suggested that these full access intersections or traffic lights are a problem or detriment to traffic flow or a safety hazard. 
Robert Wilson, 1216 Rocky Toad Road, 27614 - stated he started with the first meeting when this was a magic marker.  He has become an expert on this road even though he is a teacher assistant in kindergarten.  He explains to the children how government works.  The word access and the words of safety are hugely important.  He showed the map and elaborated on all points of access. He pointed out every access point is already there.  He stated access is not being controlled it is being denied.  Someone wanting a driveway in the future will have to come to the Council and ask for permission to have access to the road.  The roads or driveways are not going ask for permission it’s already been granted.  He stated this is why this type of project in this spot does not work and is also the reason it does work when it goes through the woods on Phase 1.  He pointed out Council will control the access that will work.  He expressed concern on traffic, safety, lane design, etc.  He stated either design has four lanes going both ways and neither one makes no difference.  The one with the design in the middle gives his family a safe choice when they come out their drive way to make a left when it is safe.  There has to be some point besides the little needle end of it at Ravenridge that it can began to be a five lane road with a center lane.  He read the following:

I feel like Christopher Columbus tonight, despite what the experts are explaining I do not believe the world is flat.  As a citizen and despite what experts say this specific one mile of Falls of Neuse should be a five lane road because it will be safer.  No study says that in every case a median is safer because in some cases it is not.  Every study says that decision should be made on a case by case basis and this one mile is a case.  In the case we don’t have four way intersections.  Access is not controlled it is already there.  Opportunities to make a safe turn are deemed denied.  A huge majority of the traffic is simply through traffic at rush hour.  They are not turning in and they are not turning out. We are waiting on the sides to come out one way or the other.  A center turn lane will give us two choices and we will choose the safest one. A median will give many a forced first choice and will be forced to make a dangerous second choice.  
In December City Council listened to the experts explain how they would build a six lane new Falls of Neuse Road through the woods for one mile and they called it Phase 1.  They were going to throw out the five lane existing plan for widening the next mile of Falls of Neuse and do it the same way and that was going to be Phase 2.  To do this they would take a front off of a church, have to clear-cut both sides of the road, tear down walls and homes.  The six lane road would only be four lanes for now because the experts were just guessing.  On their guess they would have saved the unmaintained grass in case it was really another Capital Boulevard.  They would put in curbs and gutters and charge the original residents who would be losing half their yard or farms and $32 a foot for a curb and $6 a foot for a sidewalk because no one else in the world could afford this. Enough was enough at that point and the City Council approved payment to the experts for Phase 1. 
City Council rejected the guesses of the experts and they rejected Phase 2 design.  The DOT said they were going to need more time and URS was going to need more money.  The citizens felt represented by City Council and thought a five lane road would be presented as planned for this corridor that our forefathers knew needed to be widened.  They had a plan.  They knew one side would be watershed with no more development in the future and the other side was developed out with planned, allowed access points based on a five lane road of avoiding the dangers of median.  Such dangers as u-turns, emergency vehicle limitations, increasing neighborhood traffic to look like rats looking for a hole in a maze.  
DOT decided to use its time to get a few citizens in these different neighborhoods that he knows and talked with.  They just met with us privately and divided.  They picked a few citizens and got them to speak out but those few citizens don’t speak totally for everyone in their neighborhood despite what they may say.  URS will need more money to take an eleventh version of a one mile drawing from 65% down to 25% in the last eight months.  In the last eight months they have been able to go from 65% to 25%.  URS would like to be paid for 75% more and DOT has settled on their final key word, safety.  They started with suicide but that did not hold up to the facts.  Then traffic flow did not hold up to the facts then individual cases could not be discussed and no crossroads could be found.  Market Street in Wilmington didn’t compare and any representation of expert had already been voted down by the Council.  We choose a government of City Council not a government by the DOT.  Each of you needs to stand up for a five lane road in this case or have DOT clearly defend this particular case by showing you one unsafe spot on a five lane drawing.  Neither is perfect but one of them is right and so was Christopher Columbus.  
Marilyn McGregor, 11612 Midlavian, 27607 – stated she lives in Dalton’s ridge and she is President of the Dalton’s Ridge HOA.  We are members of NORCHOA and it was one of their residents, Tim Niles who presented the recommended design changes if in fact the group decides on a median.  She stated she stood in support of those changes but more enthusiastically she stood earlier when Fred Chauncey spoke in favor of a center turn lane.  There were a couple of reasons for a center turn lane that she mentioned.  DOT and City Planners have talked on projections of the future.  She pointed out one thing that hasn’t been mentioned in which is an inevitable occurrence in the future is road repair.  If we are concerned with traffic flow in the future a center turn lane will allow when roads need to be repaired a shift in traffic to happen and the center turn lane can be turned into a travel lane.  Traffic will not have to be reduced during road repairs.  In regard to safety which everyone claims is important.  She related to Ms. Reid addressing emergency vehicles.  If an emergency vehicle has to go up and find a u-turn at a place wide enough for a fire engine, etc. and come back down the street someone lying on their living room floor having a heart attack could be dead by the time they arrive.  She stated another concern is the median being forced upon them.  She referred to an email from Mayor Meeker in the spring.  She said the mayor stated in his email medians are more attractive and she couldn’t get the statement out of her mind recently as she drove down Creedmoor Road from Strickland Road almost to Crabtree.  Yes there are some pretty bushes planted here but if you look under them there are weeds, bare spots and there is silt all along the edge and it is not attractive and she has great concern for what the appearance of the median will be.  She concluded when she thinks of negotiation she thinks of what it will be, what its maintenance schedule will be, and the type of materials that will be planted and how they will be watered, fertilized, weed controlled and maintained is a big factor before she is very excited about accepting a median.  
NO ONE ELSE ASKED TO BE HEARD, THUS MAYOR MEEKER CLOSED THE HEARING.  
Mayor Meeker requested the item be placed on the August 4, 2009 City Council agenda.  He stated if Councilmen have any questions please try and send those in by July 28, 2009 so there can be a response from Staff in a timely fashion.  He concluded unless Council had any questions they would take action on this item at the August 4th City Council meeting.   
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 9:55 p.m.

Daisy Harris Overby 
Assistant Deputy Clerk 
Dho/07-21-2009 
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