ZONING MINUTES

The City Council and the Planning Commission of the City of Raleigh met jointly on Tuesday, July 20, 2010 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 stated Pastor Paul Anderson was scheduled to attend the afternoon session but was tending to another elected body and will do the invocation tonight. 
Mayor Meeker recognized and thanked Marvin Butler (Chair) and Linda Harris-Edmisten (Vice Chair) as new Chair and Vice Chair to the Planning Commission.  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.  He concluded the members have had a virtual tour of each case.  

CP-1-10 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE – HEARING - REFERRED TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

Assistant Planning Director Crane – stated this is the first six-month update to the 2030 Comprehensive Plan. This proposes to amend the Comprehensive Plan to consider citizen-requested Future Land Use Map amendments submitted prior to the Plan’s adoption, but following the Planning Commission’s review; and to consider several Staff-proposed amendments arising from Staff’s experience with applying the new plan during the past six months.
Paul Brant, 4919 Shallowbrook Drive stated he would like to talk about the text changes first because there are a number of things that strikes him about the proposed changes that he would like to comment on.  He talked about the designation of the Rural Residential Land Use category.  He stated he does not have an issue with changing the one unit per acre and taking out the less than but one thing that came up during the Comprehensive Plan is the fact that the low density residential category originally included RR zoning.  In other words all the verbiage in the zoning code said rural residential is really a low density category.  He stated this change does not recognize that anything less than an R-2 belongs in the low density residential.  He feels this is wrong.  He pointed out originally the comprehensive plan category that is now designated rural residential was called conservation management.  He feels this is a better term so he would like to see recognition that the low density residential category includes RR zoning even though it would be better if it was R-1.  This would relieve some of the confusion out of the RR land use category versus the zoning.  He stated a change that was made is instead of overall densities it was changed to gross densities removing overall.  One of the concerns he has is this is different in every one of the rural residential low density, medium density, etc, and it uses a combination of those terms and he would really like to see for the simplicity of reading this they understand what gross overall densities are and that there is a glossary definition for it.  Currently there is no definition and he knows it contains street allocations and sidewalks because he is familiar with this but he doubts most citizens would understand this.  This is a clarification he would really like to see.  He talked about the new map on interchange locations.  He stated unless he is mistaken Skycrest crosses 540 and is within the City of Raleigh’s ETJ and is not designated on the map as a future interchange location.  He feels the public needs to know what the plan is for that interchange to go in this location even though the land around it has already been purchased and set aside.  
Mr. Brant stated they have spent a long, arduous two years going through a NCOD process to try and designate and protect their neighborhood from being changed to something that it currently is not.  He read and explained the Landuse Policy LU8.5 Conservation of Single Family Neighborhood.  He pointed out they are trying to add diversity in their neighborhood to the vanilla environment they find around them.  He stated they have been here for thirty years while others have developed around them.  He referred to a statement given by Staff that stated the reason for the recommendation is the other neighborhoods that have been developed around them have streets that have interconnectivity and maybe some time in the future his neighborhood will look like the rest of them.  He stated this is what they do not want.  He stated they are trying to keep what they have and preserve the character of a neighborhood that’s been there for thirty years and he believes LU8.5 suggests this is possible.  He stated they all must remember this group made the recommendation for him to come back with rural residential if it was his desire.  He submitted a petition from the Homeowners Association with twenty plus names on the list.  He stated they are a relatively small subdivision but they have a very solid group of people who live in the neighborhood and want to see it preserved.  He showed a map of lots explaining some of the lots are 18 to 20 acres.  Over a period of time this land has developed.  He showed pictures of the streets and homes in the subdivision.  He expressed concern of how they keep their neighborhood.  He stated he feels very uncomfortable with what is being proposed.  He showed a picture of what LDR looks like and it is not their subdivision.  He concluded while he appreciates the good work that Staff does he would also say they are wrong in this particular recommendation.  He commended the Police Department and referred to the school board meeting he attended earlier today.      
Thomas Worth, Jr., PO Box 1799, 27602 stated for the benefit of three of the Planning Commissioners who did not go through the agony of the eighteen months Mr. Brant previously described he would like to give a brief history on this.  NCOD was filed by Mr. Brant and others in October 2008.  It went through a long process and was finally denied in February 2010.  It came to Council with a split Planning Commission vote and had been in the Comprehensive Planning Committee a tremendous amount of time.  On the July 26, 2009 the Comprehensive Planning Committee voted 3-0 to deny the NCOD that was the subject of this long process.  It went to Council February 2, 2010 and a unanimous denial was met at this time.  A week later Mr. Brant filed a citizen’s petition seeking to accelerate this comprehensive plan process given everybody acknowledges the administrative process to which he eluded.  This was considered and it was denied roundly by the Council on February 16, 2010.  He stated he represents Tommy and Alice Dunn and showed the location of their property.   He stated he also represented the Cardin family and in addition to the 18 plus acres that the Dunns own the Cardins own another 9.5 acres. Mr. Ben Kuhn is representing Saint Mary’s Coptic Church and they own 10.13 acres.  This is a total of the ninety plus in the subdivision of over thirty-seven acres.   Mr. Burke’s horse farm is fourteen plus acres.  There are significant properties that have not been developed any where close yet to an R-4 mode, the present zoning.  The process of the NCOD was enormously taxing emotionally and costly to his clients as well as Mr. Kuhn’s.  They had hoped with the turning back of the citizen’s petition effort they would not hear about this again.  However, on April 30, 2010 Mr. Brant individually not in HOA capacity filed what is currently before the group.  He concluded they are here again and they don’t know how long this will take but they will continue to protect their client’s property interests and the integrity of their property.  He read an excerpt of an email that Mr. Brant sent Mr. Bowers in the Planning Department on May 2, 2009.  This was the errant email that disappeared and did not get where it needed to go when it needed to.  He showed a graphic of map amendments. He stated Mr. Brant is trying to basically carve out whole in the doughnut.  In their opinion the result of this is merely the preamble to a downzoning effort that will follow at some point in time if this is approved.  It may follow any way but as we all know the Comprehensive Plan is the fore runner or any change like this.  He concluded Mr. Brant and his followers are seeking to control a significant amount of property they do not own and lay the ground work for designating its future.  They feel its poor planning and there are public streets abutting up to this on three sides east, south and west. The benefits of these public streets they are using but are not City taxpayers and they are getting the benefit of emergency services.    They are not paying for municipal services and utilities in immediate proximity on at least three sides of this property.  Poor planning in their opinion is definitely in prospect if this goes forward.  Mr. Kuhn has expressed on numerous occasions that it is an anti annexation move and a poison pill.  He stated Mr. Kuhn previously sent a letter via email to the Council expressing his concerns and submitted the letter to the Clerk dated July 20, 2010.  He stated Staff has taken a position with which they agree that it is a low density area and they ask that the group deny this effort at the earliest possible time in this process. 
Paul Brant, 4919 Shallowbrook Drive stated the record will show the application was on behalf of the Homeowners Association and not him as an individual.  
Michael Birch, 4350 Lassiter Mill at North Hills, Suite 300, 27609 stated he is here on behalf of American Asset Corporation and Brier Creek Associates Limited Partnership.  He is speaking on item 2.6 which concerns the property in the southeast corner of T.W. Alexander Drive and Sporting Club Drive.  They agree with Staff on one point and that is the fact they feel the Future Landuse Map Designation should be changed but they disagree on the proper classification for it. Staff is recommending moderate density residential.  Based on the property’s current zoning, Thoroughfare District, its parcel size and its site features and a long term vision for the Brier Creek community since its initial zoning in 1996 they feel the more appropriate designation is Neighborhood Mixed Use.  He explained the location of the property and explained some history of the property.  It is kind of a parcel to it self. Given the site constraints greenway reservation on there Neuse buffer to the east you have a little more than an acre of developable property.  The property is not consistent with a moderate density residential designation.  He described the property to the north and east of Little Brier Creek Lane.  He pointed out this is designated Regional Mixed Use.  The properties within the two thousand acres for the Brier Creek community are not currently site planned or subdivided for residential uses. Most of it is designated regional mixed use but given the proximity of residential to the south and west they don’t feel regional use is appropriate but maybe neighborhood mixed use. Division for Brier Creek was a horizontal mixed use, pedestrian oriented development. Carving the property which has been marketed for commercial uses since at least 2003 would sort of further this and allow retail services in close proximity to residential uses. He concluded their recommendation would be to change the Future Landuse Map but to change it Neighborhood Mixed Use.      
Tommy F. Craven, Priest Craven & Associates, 3803 Computer Drive stated he is representing Forever Home LLC.  He stated he is here tonight to address Item 1.7 of the Transportation Element T9.1.  He did an overview of the following:  
This amendment includes the establishment of Map T-5 Future Interchange Locations within the City to identity proposed interchange facilities.  We understand that there is a future interchange and the extension of Lynn Road on the south side of Glenwood Avenue.  This is a carry over from the Glenwood Corridor Plan with the 70 Corridor Plan. 

Given That:

Previous City Council actions in 2003 removed the extension of Lynn Road through to Poyner Road to the south.  Construction of I 540 and the built out nature of the corridor, traffic volumes along Glenwood are exhibiting little growth.  There are many more pressing capital improvement needs within the City.
The current and continued decline in economic activity, and associated tax revenue is going funding for this type of a project very difficult to muster in the future.  The excessive structural costs of the proposed interchange and the Conflicts with the Turkey Creek greenway and the environmental problems associated with a potential road crossing of Turkey Creek.

We believe that there is a better transportation alternative at this location than the interchange and extension. 
Ramey Kemp and Associates has prepared a traffic study to illustrate that there are far more economical ways, in terms of both private and public dollars, to meet the current and future traffic needs at this intersection.

We are in ongoing discussions with Public Works Transportation staff regarding this study.  We would like to ask that as this Comp Plan amendment moves through the process, you will entertain discussion of alternatives to the proposed interchange and extension of Lynn Road at this intersection and this amendment can be modified accordingly.  If the Council wants to make the plan to remove or delay those plans can be made at that time.  
Thank you. 
Ben Spangler, 7912 Flanagan Place stated he is speaking about the proposed interchange at Lynn Road. They have talked about the long term plans at Lynn Road and he feels it would be hasty to make a decision changing this designation right now. He lives in the neighborhood just one intersection out at Westborough Drive.  Traffic is pretty severe and this needs to be kept in mind as they move forward.  He pointed out Mr. Craven is talking about specifically developing a piece of property.   Removing access at Lynn Road would remove access to the property that would provide members of this community a left turn access that is out of their community onto Glenwood Road. It would increase traffic in a relatively quiet neighborhood.  Traffic would double.  They are looking at adding 168 townhomes to a neighborhood that has fewer than 200 single-family homes.  He concluded he has not had a chance to look at the Traffic Impact Analysis but he is anxious to see how this will impact the neighborhood and the people down Lynn Road.  
REZONING - Z-11-10 - HILLSBOROUGH STREET – HEARING - REFERRED TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

MAYOR MEEKER STATED THERE ARE TWO VALID STATUTORY PROTEST PETITIONS.  MAYOR MEEKER STATED FOR THE RECORD DOTTIE LEAPLEY IS THE CITY ATTORNEY FOR THIS MEETING AND RUSS STEPHENSON IS ABSENT AND EXCUSED.  MAYOR MEEKER STATED THIS CASE IS A VALID STATUTORY PROTEST PETITION. 
MAYOR MEEKER OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS.  

Assistant Planning Director Crane – stated this is located on the  south side, east of Park Avenue to Morgan Street, west side, north of Tryon Hill Road and Wakefield Drive, west side, being Wake County PINs 1703290807, 1703198695, 1703199501, 1703195540, 1704109162, 1704109027, 1704108049, 1704108117, 1704107141, 1703197985, 1704106017, 1703196982.  There are approximately 6.67 acres is being requested by FMW at Hillsborough & Morgan LLC, to be rezoned from Residential-20, Office and Institution-2, Buffer Commercial, Neighborhood Business and Industrial-2 to Industrial-2- Conditional Use, all with Pedestrian Business Overlay District. The proposed conditions prohibit certain uses. The associated Streetscape and Parking Plan addresses streetscape standards, facades, parking, building heights, setbacks and transition yards. Mr. Crane submitted a memo from the Appearance commission dated July 16, 2010.  
PROPONENTS

Ted Van Dyk, New City Design Group, 1304 Hillsborough Street stated Staff’s report was based on their initial submittal back in March.  They submitted a second set of comments on June 23, 2010 and he wants to offer some updates and go over some of the issues Mr. Crane talked about.  He stated they are here tonight because they have a developer who is proposing a large mixed use development on the site.  There are two phases to this site.  Many of the conditions that are offered are based on this two phase proposal.  He stated they are both offering a PBOD and a streetscape parking plan.  They have many controls that a typical zoning case would not have.  Street trees, wider sidewalks, controls on materials, controls on lighting etc.  There is any number of controls that a case would not have very similar that a typical case like Hillsborough Street or Glenwood Streetscape would not have.  Since the initial filing they have offered new conditions considering open space.  He pointed out they have a 10% open space requirement and they have added as well as a 10% publicly accessible open space requirement.  He showed the two phase approach on the aerial. He pointed out some of the zoning conditions are specific to this party of the site.  He talked about existing conditions, the PBOD, (they have written a seventeen page document which covers the items over the entire area of the development) streetscape and parking plan - building heights pertaining to the 45 ft height requirement, building form, the existing zoning on the I-2 and R-30, building configuration, open space, pedestrian connection, and industrial uses.   He stated there will be no nightclubs fronting Hillsborough Street and the Wakefield parcel.  They have considered a pedestrian connection within a large part of the site and identified the active uses.  They have taken off quite a number of industrial uses as part of this case.  He stated they have committed in there June 23, 2010 conditions to active uses along Hillsborough and Morgan Streets and 75% of their frontage would be active uses.  Since these have been filed they have feed back that some folks don’t feel that residential is an appropriate active use so they are considering removing this as a main use on these main streets.  They have committed to 50% active uses even on the secondary streets.  He showed the areas where he feels commercial uses would be appropriate and they are in the process of revising these conditions and look forward to Council’s input on this.  He went over parking design extensively.  He briefly talked about building facades.  He pointed out building facades fronting public rights-of-ways will have no more than 50 feet of broken plane without a balcony, bay, or step back any where in the development to encourage articulation and breaking down scale in larger buildings.  No more than 30% of the total number of dwelling units located within any single “group housing development” or “multi-family dwelling development” as defined by the Raleigh City Code shall contain more than two bedrooms. This is a specific response to a concern about a student housing development possibility.  They have had several discussions with various stakeholders on pedestrian connectivity.  A pedestrian path connecting Ashe Avenue and West Morgan Street shall be constructed and maintained. This pedestrian way shall be a minimum of fourteen feet in width, with a minimum five foot wide paved sidewalk. The path will incorporate green space, patios or other similar features along its’ entire length. This pedestrian path shall not be closed to public use, except for repair or maintenance.  Inclusion of this path in the project is contingent upon abandonment of Whitley Street.   He pointed out a minimum of 10% of site area within development East of Ashe Avenue will be green space- planting areas and/or grass.  An additional 10% of private open space in the form of balconies, courtyards, and other amenities will be provided for tenant/resident use. This condition is contingent on abandonment of Whitley Street.  This condition does not apply to 106 Wakefield Avenue, PIN 1703-19-5540.  Development on the site area East of Ashe Avenue will have a maximum of 285 residential units, and a maximum of 20,000 sf of street level retail/commercial space. This condition does not apply to 106 Wakefield Avenue, PIN 1703-19-5540.   He stated they do have some work in progress they are going to refine the definition of “Active Use” to ensure Mixed Use Development, set additional conditions offering retail/commercial minimums, and refine transitions and appropriate buffering at Wakefield Parcel.  He concluded as a summary they are trying to reposition property in keeping with the Small Area Plan and Hillsborough Street revitalization efforts.  The industrial and non-neighborhood friendly uses are removed.  It is residential, retail, and commercial entitled.  Active uses are assured at street level. They have a new streetscape including wide sidewalks, street, trees, and amenities.  There is 20% open space east of Ashe Avenue, .3 acres publicly accessible PBOD sets standards for construction quality, materials, and character.  This sets the stage for new investment and revitalization of the Hillsborough Morgan District.  They have a very large multi-family project with an estimated project somewhere in the range of a forty million dollar budget on the phase one site.  This is our first step toward being able to realize this project and he hopes he will receive support in this effort and they look forward to working together to get it done.  
Arthur Gordon, 901 W. Morgan Street, Irregardless stated everybody saw the Sunday paper last week which supports the fact that Wake County is growing faster than any other county.  We have the option of growing out or growing up.  This seems like a wonderful piece of property to let grow and citizens don’t have to spend any extra money for roads, sewers, gas, utilities and the bus lines are already in.  Its obvious more revenue is needed.  They have someone that wants to develop this property and change it from what looks like and change it to something that would be a real opener for the City.  He referred to the French Revolution.  He stated it was fought and founded on three principles, quality, justice, and fraternity.  He has always had issues with the fraternity and has come to realize fraternity really means the ability to sit down and discuss each others position and he feels what is found is they agree on much more than they disagree.  It is real easy to put everyone in black and white camp.  He would like to encourage that they take the fraternity position and the consensus will lead to what is really good for the City and what would really be good for West Morgan and Hillsborough Street at this time.  

Van Fletcher, 201 Park Avenue stated he has moved to the Pullen area with his wife and three kids and he feels this project is tremendous and he supports the rezoning and moving forward with this.  He stated currently the strollers don’t make it down to the property now because it is pretty much of vacant waste land but the opportunity to have great development and a place for people to gather is a wonderful thing for this neighborhood and Pullen Park.  In his estimation he feels the neighborhood would be blessed with an in flex of good development.  He is in full support and feels his wife and kids will benefit from this project going forth.  
West Reynolds, 900 W. Morgan stated he is a local property owner on the residential side as well as the commercial side.  He stated he feels they all want the same thing in life.  They all want a better place for family, to see improvement, safer environment, improve the quality of life, and see local businesses prosper as well as the community grow in a positive way.  With this prospective in mind he wanted to objectively look at this from above and looking down at the property.  He stated if you look at its condition now then to the east it is a nice residential community and on the west there is a mixed use of residential and business.  He described the area extensively.  Both east and west there are schools and to the north and south there are some good businesses.  From his prospective as a residence owner and as a business owner he feels like this new proposed site in its rezoning with its residential and mixed use application would really compliment surroundings and add a lot of value to the community and is positive growth in the direction he feels would benefit everybody with regards to the quality of life and some of the comments made previously.  He concluded the folks that will be occupying this space have the same goals and are career oriented and will bring in some families and income base that he feels would generate some additional income for local business and the City.  As an added benefit they are looking at a lot of green space and open space that will add value and bring in some high quality retail.  This will more than likely reduce some of the crime and decrease loitering and he is in support of this.    
Gene Davis, 2204 Byrd Street, stated he owns a property at 120 Ashe Avenue and he would like to say how much he has seen the neighborhood improve over the last six or seven years.   Thanks to the actions of the Council with some traffic calming measures and with the new traffic circle the neighborhood has continued to improve.  He thanked Council for their efforts.  This is just one more step in the revitalization of this important and wonderful neighborhood.  It is a special place and with this project it can become even more special.       

Peter Pace stated he owns two properties that are contiguous to this property.  He has owned these properties for seventeen years and he has lived in Cameron Park for ten years.  He feels it is a great time to continue what the City has been doing on Hillsborough Street.  He feels the developer has been very up front about what he‘s planned to do.  He pointed out the developer has been talking to the community for a couple of years and he feels the plan is reasonable with residential retail and mixed use here.  He fully supports this and hopes the Council does as well.   
OPPONENTS 

Anna Duncan Pardo, Hillsborough CAC Chair, 804 West Morgan Apt. W3A stated she is a resident of the West Morgan Neighborhood.  Their CAC voted on Thursday last week and this discussion has happened for a very long time.  They have talked about this parcel since last year and they have had at least one informal presentation this year and three formal presentations.  The case has seen the most neighborhood involvement in her experience as the Chair.  She finds it significant that in spite of the extensive discussion that has taken place the residents of the Hillsborough CAC voted 31 to 12 against this rezoning as it is currently written.  

Betsy Kane, 804 West Morgan Street stated this development is opposed because it is not urban enough.  They are residents of four neighborhoods Pullen Park, West Morgan, Cameron Village and Cameron Park Neighborhoods.  They have at the request of Councilor Stephenson and Councilor Crowder put together a consensus document representing their views of what urbanity and urbane development should be.  They hope that their thirst for better urban fabric is recognized.  She went over the following summary of issues: 
Summary of Issues

1. TRAFFIC Full Traffic Impact Analysis for the entire rezoning

2. PARKING Maximize on-street parking; strictly limit single-use parking; develop a parking management strategy for area

3. ACTIVE GROUND-FLOOR USES Along all public streets

4. GREEN SPACE Significant green space (match existing ratio/types in area)

5. HEIGHTS Match heights of adjacent and facing quality buildings; limit to 3 & 4 stories with step-backs; relate 1: 1.5 to street width on Wakefield St & Tryon Hill Drive

6. SETBACKS Only townhomes west of Wakefield Ave with 35’ building height and 35’ rear yard building setback with a landscaped transitional protective yard (buffer) with either mature trees or 6’ stone/brick wall

7. WHITLEY STREET Keep Whitley St open and extend it, with movement controls

8. MASSING Break up massing into groupings of units; multiple entries onto the sidewalk; no monoliths

9. HOUSING TYPES Mix of housing types; significant proportion of ownership products; life-cycle housing; amenities geared to long-term occupancy

10. STREETSCAPES - Streetscapes emphasize public realm as outdoor room, with significant connection to the ground (or outdoors) for all housing 11. RETAIL Reasonable neighborhood retail minimums on streets

Ms. Kane stated the following matrix was just to compare to the points they have made what is currently in the FMW proposal.  They have had to update this to the changing standards the applicant has proposed.  Not a whole lot has changed substantively but there have been a few tweaks here and there.   She stated this may not be perfectly up to date but it’s their best attempt of comparing what they have to what has been officially filed with them.  
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Ms. Kane concluded the Traffic Impact Analysis is missing.  There is not an urban parking Management Plan proposed, the applicant, the green space is deficient when it is compared to what is present in the neighborhood, and the heights are to looming compared to the surrounding setting.  They understand Whitley Street is going to be proposed for abandonment and they feel the development should respect the public street network that is in place rather than the public street network being removed for private development.  She discussed the type of traffic impact analysis they would like to see, parking, active ground floor uses along all public streets, a mix of housing types, opportunity for Whitley Street, massing and layout (no monoliths avoid the affect of a UFO, mix of housing types and street as outdoor rooms, and a connection to outdoors.  Ms. Kane asked everyone in four neighborhoods to stand in support of her statement.  Approximately 25 people stood.    
Ron Aycock, 1200 Park Drive, Vice-President, Cameron Park Neighborhood Association made comments specific to Cameron Park and highlighted the following information:
A committee of the Cameron Park Neighborhood Association has been studying issues related to future development along our neighborhood’s edges. We ask you to consider these comments as they relate to the zoning case Z-01 1-2010.  We are in favor of a well designed development in this area. The present site has potential for the development of a substantial blighted area. Current regulations on the tract do not encourage responsible development.

Before the Planning Commission considers this case, we ask that the City complete a traffic impact analysis that examines the impact to our neighborhood and all of the surrounding neighborhoods. It is important that this study review all the potential traffic impacts of the proposed rezoning. The current proposal considers 270+ residential units on phase I (along with an undetermined amount of retail) and either more residential units, or a small hotel on phase II. One traffic concern which we have is that the development could result in “cut through” traffic through our neighborhood via Park Drive. In order to restrict that “cut through” we suggest extending the Hillsborough Street “boulevard” to the Morgan Street Roundabout with an appropriate street divider to prevent turning onto Park Drive from Hillsborough when vehicles are traveling east toward the State Capitol. This extension would have the additional positive effect of anchoring the Hillsborough Street improvements all the way to St. Mary’s School.

We also ask that the city require the petitioner/developer to provide adequate parking either on-site or on-street to prevent “spillover” on-street parking along our residential streets.  In order to cohere ‘with the residential character of the surrounding neighborhoods, we suggest that the retail uses allowed under this conditional-use zoning case should discourage entertainment retail uses, such as bars and nightclubs; and encourage neighborhood service uses, like groceries, cleaners, and restaurants.

We also suggest that the scale and character of the development fit with the surrounding neighborhoods. The zoning case should clearly spell out how this development will transition between the office and retail uses along Hillsborough and Morgan Sts. and between the single family residential uses along Ashe and Park Ave. The developer/petitioner should clearly articulate setback and step back limits in the PBOD Streetscape Plan and in the zoning conditions.

Those who developed the Cameron Park neighborhood about 100 years ago wisely planned and provided for lush green park spaces for those living here. Likewise, the developers/petitioners of this case, perhaps in partnership with the City of Raleigh, should commit to providing significant green space for the future residents of this revitalized area.  We appreciate this opportunity to comment.

John Gilbert 311 Forest Road stated he feels this rezoning petition relates to a subject close to his heart and that is schools in Raleigh.  He pointed out he was on the school board for sixteen years.  He thanked the Council for their expression some weeks ago that they realize there is good reason for the Council to be very concerned about the direction that the current majority on the School Board proposes to take.  After thirty five years of following a different policy and quite a successful policy they are repeatedly told that they should locate denser housing near future transit locations and he agrees with this.  He feels it is also important to locate housing for families with school children within easy walking distance of existing schools and other family resources such as parks.  Over the past twenty five years Wake County taxpayers have invested hundreds of millions of dollars in not only the building of new schools but at the insistence of the school board.  They have insisted attention should also be paid to the older schools.  He stated every school has received renovation funds and where appropriate additions have been added.  They have increased over the years the capacity of schools.  He does not think you would find another city in the United States comparable to Raleigh which has experience what this City has in the last twenty-five years.  He pointed out not one school has been closed in the core City and have added very substantially to elementary, middle and high school capacity.  He compared enrollment as it has increased in the past 25 years.  He stated the map he submitted is a map of Wiley Elementary attendance area.  The reason for submitting this rezoning proposal has an impact on Wiley.  There have been a number of new in the Wiley attendance area.  He described locations for Wiley Elementary and Broughton as it relates to the map.  They have had eleven substantial residential dwellings erected in the Wiley attendance area in the past few years.  He does not think any of them were designed to attract families.  He stated there seems to be a notion abroad that families with children are supposed to live in the suburbs and not in the city. He concluded if this is going to be a healthy city this needs to be changed and the policies the Council makes while they have no direct responsibility for the schools impact the schools.  He does not believe in this proposed development at this point and he is glad it is open for change because he shares the views that most people have expressed.  There should be development here but it is not where it needs to be in his opinion in terms of family friendly housing.  If he had been in the City he would voted along with the majority to deny this request.          
Paul Shannon, 212 Cox Avenue stated the majority of his neighborhood does not support the current rezoning for all reasons that have been currently outlined.  This is a work in progress but thy are stalled with the developer currently in getting this moved forward and they need the group’s support to not support this rezoning so they can come back to the table and they can make this a better project for everyone. Almost everybody in the neighborhood wants something there and it needs to be improved and there is a lot of common ground to be found but they are not there yet.      
Mayor Meeker stated this is a high and important case to the City of Raleigh and encouraged every one to keep the lines of communication open to see if they can get closer to a middle ground fairly soon.   
No one else asked to be heard, thus the hearing was closed and the matter automatically referred to the Planning Commission.
REZONING – Z-12-10 - CAMERON VILLAGE NEIGHBORHOOD – HEARING - REFERRED TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

MAYOR MEEKER OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS.  

Assistant Planning Director Crane, stated this is generally between Smallwood and Wade Avenue, east of Daniels Street and west of Sutton Street, being multiple Wake County PINs. He stated approximately 36 acres is being requested by the City of Raleigh, to be rezoned from Residential-6 and Residential-10 to Special Residential-6 and Residential-30. 
PROPONENTS

Will Allen, 803 Woodburn Drive, and President of Cameron Village Neighborhood Association stated they have talked about this issue before at length.  They originated this before the City took it over and continue to support this.  Approximately twenty people from the audience stood in support.  

OPPONENTS 

Phil York, 3219 Sussex Road, stated he is the owner of 611 Woodburn Road which is a lot located on the perimeter of the proposed rezoning area.  He is part owner of Cameron Village Apartments which adjoins the entire southern perimeter of the proposed rezoning area. He stated he believes the group has a letter he wrote to Mr. Crane in their packet. Because of the proximity to the currently zoned R-30 property he is requesting that 611 Woodburn Road not be included in this rezoning and remain R-10.  The original request for this rezoning was presented to the Council on March 16, 2010 by Kevin Bowden, Secretary Treasure of the Cameron Village Neighborhood Association.  The request specifically excluded those properties for which the owners had not signed a petition to rezone.  He stated 611 Woodburn Road was one of the properties not to be included.  He concludes he believes the Planning Department decided all lots would have to be included in the rezoning to avoid spot zoning.  Because of its location he feels even taking the 611 address out of the rezoning request would not constitute a spot zoning condition.  He does not object the neighborhood to rezone the rest of the lots in this rezoning and only ask that his desire as a property owner is considered not to be included. 
REBUTAL 
Will Allen, 803 Woodburn Drive, and President of Cameron Village Neighborhood Association stated they will defer to the Planning Commission’s recommendation but have no objection to Mr. York’s request.   

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

REZONING – Z-13-10 - DIXIE FOREST 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 south side, between its intersection with Spring Forest Road and Litchford Road., being Wake County PINs 1716897263, 1716896200, 1716894290, 1716893280, 1716892281, 1716891198, 1716890178, and the portion of 1716796254 east of Spring Forest Road.  There are approximately 6.47 acres are requested by John and Anita Acton; James Rogers III, Bruce Gulley, Bland Pruitt and Ronald Kupfermann; Roger and Karen Williamson; David and Peggy Hall; and Austin Family Properties, LLC to be rezoned from Office & Institutional-1 Conditional Use District to Shopping Center Conditional Use District.  The proposed conditions prohibit certain uses, provide a 6’ - wide sidewalk and coordinated streetscape along the south side of Dixie Forest Rd., offer cross-access to adjacent lots, provide bicycle racks, and limit access points.  
PROPONENTS

Mack Paul, K & L Gates 4350 Lassiter Mill at North Hills, 27609 stated he is speaking on behalf of Sandy Atkins and Glenwood Properties as well as other property owners who are along Dixie Forest Road.  The property is in a bit of a transition currently and is triangle bordered by Dixie Forest, Spring Forest, and Atlantic Avenue.  The alignments were changed a number of years ago and as a result of this some of the single family homes have been demolished and are in transition.  In 2005 there was a rezoning case which rezoned the property on the southern part of the triangle to Shopping Center on the balance that is subject to the current rezoning request with O&I-1.  As Mr. Crane mentioned during the 20/30 Comprehensive Plan a lot of analysis was done of the City and those transportation corridors in the Comprehensive Plan changed the future land use category to community mixed use which is primarily a retail category which is consistent with the rezoning to the south.  The property owners have come together and proposed a rezoning to bring this into consistency with the 20/30 Comprehensive Plan and have followed the conditions that were adopted to the balance to the south which applies to the shopping center.  He pointed out when this was rezoned it was for a very specific use, Walgreens Drug Store which has not come to fruition but there were some very specific conditions in this such as approximately 14000 square foot retail.  There are things that related specifically to that case that they have not adopted in this case essentially trying to make it compatible.  Some of the feedback from Staff has been incorporated into zoning conditions since the initial analysis.  These address the pedestrian connectivity, sidewalks bordering all public streets, walkways from any establishment to the street, benches bordering the sidewalks, bike racks etc.  He pointed there was a concept plan that was adopted back in 2005 and they still adhere to this plan which provided interconnectivity among all of the properties.  Another key issue is traffic and there was a traffic study done in 2005 and Staff has requested they abide by the thresholds in the TIA (Traffic Impact Study).  They have added a condition to not exceed the threshold of this traffic study.  He concluded with talking about suggested conditions.  
Richard H. Stearns, Title: Vice-Chairman, North CAC, 6812 Perkins Drive

North CAC Rezoning Case Report 


Rezoning Case:  Z-13-10

Date of Report:  July 20, 2010

The North Citizens Advisory Council at its July 1, 2010 meeting voted to approve this rezoning request. The official motion was to recommend to the City Council that the North CAC favor the rezoning as presented.  The official vote was: 10 in favor and 0 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-15-10 - FORESTVILLE ROAD – HEARING - REFERRED TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

MAYOR MEEKER STATED THIS IS A VALID STATUTORY PROTEST PETITION. 

MAYOR MEEKER OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS.  

Assistant Planning Director Crane stated this is located on the east side, south of its intersection with Louisburg Road., being Wake County PIN 1747597962.  There are approximately 1.55 acres is requested by Donald and Charlotte Thaxton to be rezoned from Residential-4 to Residential-6.  This is a General Use case and there are no conditions submitted.  
PROPONENTS

Charlotte Baxen stated she is the property owner.  She stated she had a couple mobile homes on the property that were rentals and with the development of Lowes, Inc it shook the ground and disturbed the wells on the property.  She is doing what she feels is best for her and the community.  She stated she removed the mobile homes and felt it would be best to make this R-6 and she develop, or sell, or let some one else develop.  She pointed out she would want something that would look better than mobile homes and she would appreciate if Council and the Planning Commission would agree with the rezoning.  
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-16-10 - WADE AVENUE – HEARING - REFERRED TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

MAYOR MEEKER OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS.  

Assistant Planning Director Crane stated this is located north side, at its intersection with Faircloth Street being Wake County PINs 0794366962, 0794367848, & 0794368823.  He pointed out approximately 0.9 acre is requested by Country Club Homes, Inc. to be rezoned from Residential-4 to Shopping Center Conditional Use District.  The proposed conditions limit uses to those in R-4, surface parking areas, and access drives; provide sidewalk through the site; provide larger plantings in transition yards; and limit lighting, trash/recycling facilities, curb cuts, building height, density, and right-of-way reimbursement value. 
PROPONENTS

Jason Barron K & L Gates 4350 Lassiter Mill at North Hills, Suite 300, 27609 stated his firm represents the petitioners.  He stated the owner of the property and shopping center as a whole is here with him tonight.  He stated Ms. Nancy Olson and some of the other merchants in Ridgewood Shopping Center who he believes will express their support for this proposal.  If you have been to Ridgewood in addition to the really unique and collective blend of merchants that are out there it is a unique shopping opportunity.  A couple of challenges stand out:  The site access to the property from Wade Avenue is a bit unusual.  It doesn’t create a kind of perpendicular entrance to the site; it comes in at an angle which leads to a couple of traffic movements that really aren’t in the best interests of motorist or pedestrians.  He explained situations of people traveling west on Wade Avenue when the light is green tend to merge in the shopping center rather than having to slow down and enter the shopping center.  People coming out of the shopping center and turning right onto Wade Avenue, heading West creates a blind view and with the cars coming up even though Wade isn’t  supposed to be a race way it tends to be especially during the peak hours.  One challenge the site has is access into the shopping area and another challenge is parking.  There really is no way to get around this issue for the owners.  Whole Foods has been tremendously popular with a successful establishment along with the other tenants there for a long time and plan to be there for a long time.  Part of what this plan allows the owners to do in addition to realigning the entrance to make it more perpendicular and allow for a safer vehicular movement in and out of the shopping area is also to add some much needed and critical parking.  He stated it will add it into a portion of the site that’s going to be convenient for people getting to it.  This is really the purpose of why they are bringing this zoning case forward. He pointed out the uses that are proposed as part of this case as well as Mr. Crane’s presentation as it is related to it the only change is to have the surface parking areas at the front of the site.  The homes that are there currently would have to come down as part of this realignment and after the case is approved and once they can go through the site plan process this will be the next step in the development process.  He briefly went through the proposed conditions.  He concluded the CAC has not had its vote on this case and they are hopeful for a positive outcome.  

Nancy Olson, 5005 Hermitage Drive stated she and her husband have lived in Raleigh since 1981.  She stated they are the owners of Quail Ridge Books and music.  This is a twenty-five year old business that’s been located in Ridgewood Shopping Center since 1994.  She stated she is speaking on behalf of the tenants who are uniformly in favor of this project.  She stated some are here tonight.  She stated many of them are locally owned businesses and they have always looked for ways to improve and enhance the shopping experience for customers to be good neighbors to surrounding property owners and residents and to be good stewards to the community.  A few of the reasons they favor this plan are important. She feels it will be a better functioning and safer entrance that is easier for cars and pedestrians to access.   It is an extremely awkward dangerous intersection where numerous accidents happen.  She pointed out various scenarios involving accidents at the intersection.  She stated they will have improved accessibility for guests with disabilities.  There will be new sidewalks for pedestrians and bike parking for cyclist. There will aesthetic enhancements to Ridgewood’s main entrance and additional public art within the shopping.  She concludes three rental houses adjoining the center will be relocated. She pointed out there will be a generous buffer zone with landscaping that exceeds the City’s requirements.  There will be approximately eighty parking spaces which are desperately needed for all of these businesses.  She loses business constantly because of the limited parking.  A new charging station for electric vehicles will replace the old gas station near the entrance. They will coordinate their changes with the City of Raleigh to insure that Raleigh’s planned work on Wade Avenue and their proposed changes will provide a better connected intersection of their shopping center and they ask for support of the project. 
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-17-10 - LEXINGTON DRIVE – HEARING - REFERRED TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

MAYOR MEEKER OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS.  

Assistant Planning Director Crane stated this is on located on the south side, being Wale County PINs 0794212060 and 0794214042. He stated approximately 1.26 acres is requested by Holly Spring Association, LLC to be rezoned from Residential-15, Neighborhood Business Conditional Use District and Shopping Center to Shopping Center Conditional Use District. The proposed conditions prohibit certain uses and hour of operations. 
PROPONENTS

David Brown, J. Davis Architects stated he is representing the property owners and regrets to ask but there has been a change in this project’s course and they respectfully request denial of the rezoning. He stated a great deal of energy and momentum has occurred to date and they are very hopeful they may be able to come back sooner rather than later and pick this back up.   
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-18-10 CENTURY DRIVE – HEARING - REFERRED TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

MAYOR MEEKER OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS.  

Assistant Planning Director Crane stated this is on the located the south side, south of its intersection with Lead Mine Road, being Wake County PIN 0795797800.  He stated approximately 4.5 acres is requested by the City of Raleigh to be rezoned from Residential-4 and Office & Institutional-2 General Use with Special Highway Overlay District-2, to Office & Institutional-2 General Use with Special Highway Overlay District-2.  
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-19-10 NEW BERN AVENUE – HEARING - REFERRED TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

MAYOR MEEKER OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS.  

Assistant Planning Director Crane stated this is on located on the east of the intersection of New Bern Avenue with I440, being Wake County PINs 1724447360 and 1724449824.  He stated approximately 18.71 acres is requested by Debnam Properties, LLC to be rezoned from Industrial-1 and Neighborhood Business with Special Highway Overlay District-1, to Thoroughfare District Conditional Use with Special Highway Overlay District-1. The proposed conditions prohibit certain uses. 
PROPONENTS

Michael Birch, 4350 Lassiter Mill at North Hills, Suite 300, 27609 stated he is here on behalf of Debnam Properties, LLC.  He pointed out the owner could not attend.  The property owner acquired the property in 2006 for the specific purpose of developing an office research and development facility with a manufacturing component.  During the development process the North Carolina Department of Transportation denied access onto New Bern Avenue which essentially stopped the development process and was a kind of game changer for the development of the property.  The property owner is now trying to determine the highest and best use for the property and wants to rezone from Industrial – 1 and Neighborhood Business with Special Overlay District -1 to Thoroughfare District Conditional Use with Special Highway Overlay District-1.  He stated his position in the case represents a down zoning in terms of intensity.   Conditions they sent to Staff limit the number of residential units to 250 units.  He went over cross access extensively.  There is a smaller developer area for this property. Because they are introducing residential uses in this area they are inconsistent with the Office and Research development designation but those residential uses are consistent with how the area is built out for single and multi-family dwellings.  He stated there is an easement running along side of the property that will insure any development on their property will be buffered and will buffer those existing properties.  He concluded they had a neighborhood meeting with no attendees.  He pointed out Mr. Brant was here earlier and he can confirm they have received a favorable vote from the NCAC of 17 in favor and 0 opposed.   
OPPONENTS 

None

No one else asked to be heard, thus the hearing was closed and the matter automatically referred to the Planning Commission.
TC-4-10- FLOODPRONE AREA REGULATIONS – HEARING - REFERRED TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

MAYOR MEEKER OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS.  

Planning Administrator Hallam stated this amends the City Code to increase restrictions for the development of property located within designated floodplain areas (Floodway Fringe and Future Conditions Flood Hazard Areas) by limiting uses and development to that currently permitted within the floodway area (i.e. parking, agriculture, recreation).-+  
PROPONENTS

Suzanne Harris Homebuilders Association of Raleigh Wake County stated she wanted to speak specifically about the part of the proposed regulation that includes the future conditions flood hazard areas.  Her understanding of this area that it determined the future condition hydrology which is essentially to some extent a guess of what future flood plains would look like if all of the areas in Raleigh were developed 100% at the current zoning they are at.  This is something based on modeling and something that could take thirty years to build out if it is ever built out the way it is currently zoned.  They feel that restricting development essentially 100% takes away the developable ability of the land.  Whether or not the area will be in the future flood plain some number of years in the future they look at this as a taking of the land and if a person is in the market for buying land she guesses one question they would have is how would they know that the land that they are purchasing is included in this additional area that the City is determining as future flood prone areas.  There is a potential unlikeness that you will be completely restricting development in areas that may never actually be in the flood plain so she is asking them to reconsider the degree of the restriction that is being proposed in this future flood hazard area so that land is not unnecessarily taken out of development.   She concluded when she read back through the materials it said that there was opportunity for some hardship types of variances if some are unable to develop anything within the area and they ask the hardship availability be allowed.  
OPPONENTS

None

No one else asked to be heard, thus the hearing was closed and the matter automatically referred to the Planning Commission.
Planning Administrator Hallam stated to reply on Ms. Harris’s comments the Stormwater Advisory Commission is proposing to retain the current procedure for allowing the City Council to approve variances for certain hardships when there would be practical difficulties on individual properties for development.  

TC-5-10 - STORMWATER REPLACEMENT FUND – HEARING - REFERRED TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

MAYOR MEEKER OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS.  

Planning Administrator Hallam stated this is a follow up to TC-14-09 which was denied as requested by the City Attorney. This text change amends Raleigh City Code Sections 10-5006(a)(11)d, 10-5007(c) and 10-9027(b) to place the requirement for maintenance covenants for stormwater control facilities which serve more than one lot into one City Code section, 10-9027(b).  This repeals in its entirety City Code Section 10-9027(c), and its requirement for a three-party stormwater contribution replacement agreement.  He concluded this repeals Section 10-9003(b) in its entirety relating to entities exempted from Part 10 Chapter 9 regulations. 

PROPONENTS 
Eric Braun, 5319 Landguard Drive, 27613 stated he was involved a little with TC-14-09 and when this text change went through the process there were two issues that came about.  There was some concern about the treatment of facilities located on one lot versus facilities that serve multiple lots.  The other issue is how existing escrow funds held by the City were going to be handled because under the proposed text change TC-14-09 the City was only going to require 20% to be escrowed at the front end.  The reincarnation TC-510 goes well beyond any of this.  He concluded the direction that was given by the Planning Commission in their certified recommendation was to bring back a revised text change and to have a companion resolution explaining the policy of the City for refunding stormwater replacement payment paid to the City under previous ordinances in contracts and this was always the intention of discussion that occurred during that time and the Council adopted that certified recommendation.  He stated there is no companion that he has seen and there is no companion resolution accompanying resolution for TC-5-10.  In addition, rather than reimbursing any money the way the text change is being proposed is the developer is going to be required to put in 26% to the general fund.  Rather than being reimbursed going back to the homeowners association to be held in a separate fund to be treated exactly the same way it’s being held by the City.  They can’t do anything with it except for repair.  The City hired a consultant that said if the City required 26% of the replacement cost to be escrowed this is sufficient even for extraordinary storm events.  It would give the City enough money to start this process and then local legislation which is what started all of this would kick in and if the City needs additional money they could assess the property owners.  This proposed text change is well beyond this.  It makes residential property owners, individual lot owners, jointly and separate liable for all the repairs and it doesn’t reimburse any money at all and he does not feel it is consistent with what was directed by the Council and he hopes as this moves forward the Council and Planning Commission will take a careful look at this.    
Suzanne Harris Homebuilders Association of Raleigh Wake County stated if the opportunity is provided to consider the text change and referred to TC-11-09 which was dealt with a little while ago with the soil and sedimentation control issue and the option that was being discussed that related to design storm and detention requirements.  TC-11-09 was passed and the direction was given to Staff to work on a text change that dealt with providing for that option. She knows the timing did not work out perfectly but she would like to point out that the text change being sought out here for the stormwater maintenance is the appropriate place to include that option into the extent of that this could possibly be done she would encourage and she fears there would be more time wasted trying to go back and craft another text change instead of handling it all at the same time so if there is an opportunity during the reworking of the text change  she would like for this to be considered if not possible then they can follow the same course.  
OPPONENTS

None

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

TC-6-10 - TREE CONSERVATION ORDINANCE – HEARING - REFERRED TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

MAYOR MEEKER OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS.  

Chris Crum, Forestry Inspections Division gave a brief introduction of TC-6-10.  He stated the tree conservation ordinance became effective May 1, 2005.  The forestry specialist staff recommended changes in December of 2006 as part of a two year review of the ordinance.  The City Council had a public hearing on January 9, 2007.  As result of the recommended changes and the public hearing the Tree Conservation Task Force reconvened to create recommendations that would address the concerns.  The Tree Conservation Task Force recommendations went to the Comprehensive Planning Committee.  The original recommendations under went a few more changes, deletions, and conditions before being approved.  The Tree Conservation Task Force can be summarized into four categories being ordinance modification, some increased flexibility, ordinance simplification, and protection of the right trees.  These recommendations are now presented in the form of a text change.  

Based on a detailed review of the ordinance by the Tree Conservation Task Force and extensive amendments to the City’s Tree Conservation Ordinance are proposed. Proposed changes include improvements in the flexibility and effectiveness of tree conservation, and significant rewrites of Code sections on: pre-development tree protection (Tree disturbing activity except minor tree removal), tree cover requirements, delineation of tree conservation areas, documentation of tree conservation areas, and alternate means of compliance.  Portions of tree conservation areas previously accepted without any trees (i.e. greenways, stream buffers, Conservation Management areas) would require tree planting if established as tree conservation areas.  Tree conservation areas for Metro-Park Overlay District and the Conservation Management District are being clarified.  Incentives for conserving Heritage Trees (Shade Trees 24 dbh and greater) are proposed.
PROPONENTS

David Brown, J. Davis Architects stated he’s here on behalf of the Tree Conservation Task Force.  He pointed out the remaining members of the Tree Conservation Task Force are still committed to helping the Council and Planning Commission see these changes through and will look forward to working as a group at the Text Change Committee. 
Suzanne Harris Homebuilders Association of Raleigh Wake County stated she wanted to take the time to thank the people who have taken the time to work on the revisions.  She personally has not had the opportunity to get into some of the details of some of the changes that are being proposed but will take a look at the changes to the extent that it is helping out the ability to save the best trees and also move the development process forward in a timely fashion. This was one of the largest issues they have as far as the delay of the work that is being done and they appreciate the work that is being done.  
OPPONENTS

None

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

TC-7-10 - CAMERON PARK NCOD – HEARING - REFERRED TO THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

MAYOR MEEKER OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS.  

Assistant Planning Director Crane this text change was born from the Neighborhood District Overlay process.  There was a Council direct and study performed Results were presented to Council and Council further directed Staff to craft a text change to codify the study results.  This text change proposes to amend the Built Environmental Characteristics and Regulations for the Cameron Park neighborhood regarding building height, setbacks for attached garages and vehicular surface areas.

PROPONENTS

Rob Aycock, 1200 Park Drive stated he is glad that they had this item last because he was able to sit all the way through the cases.  Only remaining with him is the Terrill’s but before this they had a large crowd that was in support of this.  This is a combination of almost a decade of work.  He concluded they have tried and amended and they can finally say with this reservation there is not a single person who owns property in Cameron Park who is not in favor of this.  It is an effort that has involved a whole neighborhood through many, many, meetings.  They hope they are finished.  
None

OPPONENTS

None

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

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business before the Mayor Meeker announced the meeting is adjourned at 8:55 pm.

Daisy Harris Overby

Assistant Deputy Clerk
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