ZONING MINUTES 

The City Council and the Planning Commission of the City of Raleigh met jointly on Tuesday July 16, 2013, at 6:30 p.m. in the City Council Chamber, Room 201 of the Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 West Hargett Street, Raleigh, NC, for the purpose of conducting hearing to consider applications to change the zoning ordinance which includes the zoning district map, text changes, and Comprehensive Planning amendments as advertised.  The following members were present:

City Council





Planning Commission

Mayor Nancy McFarlane, Presiding


Linda Harris Edmisten, Chair

Mayor Pro-Tem, Eugene Weeks


Eric Braun
Mary-Ann Baldwin


 

John Buxton 

Thomas Crowder (Absent/Excused)


Quince Fleming

Bonner Gaylord 




Mitchell Fluhrer

John Odom (Absent/Excused)


Erin Sterling Lewis

Randall Stagner




Joseph Lyle
Russ Stephenson 




Isabel Mattox








Steven Schuster 









Adam Terando 

Mayor McFarlane called the meeting to order 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 on-site inspection of each site under consideration for rezoning.  She explained that prior to each zoning case, a Planning Staff member would refer the proposed zoning application, pointing out locations of Raleigh, present zones, proposed zones, usage and conditions as applicable.  She stated that following the hearing each case would automatically be referred to the Planning Commission.  Mayor McFarlane stated that due to the length of the agenda each side has a total of eight minutes to present their case.  
*******

CP-3-13 AMENDMENT TO THE 2030 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TO ALIGN LANGUAGE WITH THE UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE
MAYOR MCFARLANE OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS 

Planning Manager Crane – explained this is the final zoning hearing.  He stated there are three cases tonight.  He gave a brief introduction of each case on tonight’s agenda as follows. 
CP-3-13: Amendment to Comprehensive Plan to align language with UDO

CP-4-13: Amendment to the Future Land Use Map in Crabtree Valley area

Raleigh Street Design Manual: Revision to the “Streets Sidewalk and Driveway Access Handbook”

CP-3-13: AMENDMENT TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN TO ALIGN LANGUAGE WITH UDO
Planning Manager Crane pointed out that CP-3-13 is a series of Comprehensive Plan amendments that would reflect the recently adopted Unified Development Ordinance (UDO).  He briefly talked about the following information
Transportation Manager Lamb gave an overview of the following information:
Amendment to the language contained within the 2030 Comprehensive Plan related to transportation.
Would alter several sections 

Most amendments would replace “thoroughfare” with UDO street cross section equivalent. 

Example:

Policy LU 7.3 - Single-Family Lots on Thoroughfares Major Streets
No new single-family residential lots should have direct vehicular access from thoroughfares major streets, in an effort to minimize traffic impacts and preserve the long-term viability of these residential uses when located adjacent to thoroughfares major streets. (3. 4)
Would alter language in:
· Land use categories
· Policies 
· Actions
· Narrative text
· Complete rewrite of Sections B.2 and B.3 in Transportation (Roadway System and Complete Streets)
· Removal of completed actions: completion of Design Manual; transportation studies
· Largest portion of the amendment is new Map T-1
· “Street Typology” Map
· Would replace Arterials, Thoroughfares and Collectors Map
· Identifies existing , future roadway classifications
· Largely a translation
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Councilman Stephenson stated Mr. Lamb has referred to Neighborhood Collector streets as being Neighborhood Street.  He questioned if this falls into the rental category of local streets.  
Mr. Lamb answered in the affirmative.  
MAYOR MCFARLANE OPENED THE HEARING TO THE PUBLIC
Proponents

David York 434 Fayetteville St Raleigh 27601 stated the following:  

As has previously been mentioned, the UDO establishes some new street typologies that the city has yet to experience. One such new street type is the multi-way boulevard with parallel and angled parking. I believe I am correct in observing that the proposed street typology map does not show any existing or proposed streets with either of the multi-way boulevard types. The owners of a substantial portion of the frontage along Strickland Road east of and near its intersection with Leesville Road interested in implementing the multi-way blvd with angled parking street type — streetscape. They have commissioned a traffic impact analysis that addresses the functionality of such a street type in this location. Accordingly, on their behalf, I respectfully request that council strongly consider classifying at least a portion of Strickland Road east of its intersection with Leesville Road as a multi-way boulevard with angled parking for a distance of approximately 1,400 feet. 

Opponents

No one spoke in opposition to the request.

No one else asked to be heard thus Mayor McFarlane closed the hearing and the matter was automatically referred to the City Planning Commission. 
CP-4-13: AMENDMENT TO THE FUTURE LAND USE MAP IN CRABTREE VALLEY AREA

MAYOR MCFARLANE OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS 

Planning Manager Crane – gave a brief overview of the following information:

· Would amend the “Regional Mixed Use” category in the Crabtree Valley area

· Category envisions intense development; retail, office, residential with large service areas

· Direction to amend Map given recent legislative zoning decisions; recent traffic analysis
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CP-4-13
Category
Intensity
Office/Residential Mixed Use
3-5 stories

Medium Density Residential
3-5 stories

Commercial Mixed Use
3-12 stories

High Density Residential
5-12 stories

Moderate Density Residential
6-10 units/acre

MAYOR MCFARLANE OPENED THE HEARING TO THE PUBLIC.

Proponents

None

Opponents

Charles Grantham expressed great concern about issues on Edward Mills Road.  He explained the road is a two lane road that whines up the hill for about six blocks and turns right in the middle of a commercial office building and for about one block it runs into Creedmoor Road.  He stated from Crabtree Valley it is a winding narrow road.  He feels Crabtree Commons will be wonderful once it is finished.  After you pass the Pinnacle Apartments and before you get to the office center at the top of the hill there are 4 blocks of duplexes.  He owns 8 duplexes that he improved and repaired.  He stated anyone that knows the area knows that there is a market difference.  They are designated Regional Mixed Use. Under the new UDO the entire area will be designated Medium Density Residential Use.  Given the City’s goal in reducing retail developments in the area he understands for the most part as a group keeping the area residential makes good sense.  He is concerned about the duplexes directly on Edwards Mill Road.   He pointed out the City will eventually have to expand this winding road which will probably result in a 4 lane road.  He stated Edwards Mill Road plans are basically still in the air.  He is sure the road will have to become expanded and will become a more important thoroughfare with more traffic.  He pointed out rezoning duplexes on the left hand side as Medium Density Residential would be inappropriate.  He requested leaving the side of the road involving these duplexes that are directly on Edwards Mill Road as Regional Mixed Use Only.       
Bryant Figueroa, 4507 E Edwards Mill Road stated this is located in the proposed Office and Residential Mixed Use section of the section of the map adjacent to the Medium Density Residential Use section. He sees development in the Crabtree Valley Mall area like a gym that is unhidden from the rest of the world.  By changing the designation of the regional use section of this will limit the area’s potential.  If looking at the drag strip section to the public facility area.   He feels the use of Regional Mixed Use can be a positive thing for the area.  He feels as a homeowner the area has not been maintained very well.  He feels this area can become a bigger potential with a developer in the future than what it is currently.  He concluded by changing the use from Regional Mixed Use to Office and Residential Mixed Use will not provide for an opportunity for this.  His suggestion is to leave the area as a Regional Mixed Use. 
No one else asked to be heard thus Mayor McFarlane closed the hearing and the matter was automatically referred to the City Planning Commission

*******
RALEIGH STREET DESIGN MANUAL 

MAYOR MCFARLANE OPENED THE HEARING FOR COMMENTS 

Planning Manager Crane – explained this is something that is foreign to everyone. He pointed out the Raleigh Street Design Manual is a manual that would replace the Raleigh Streets and Sidewalk Design Access Handbook. The information contained within the new manual is intended to align with the adopted Unified Development Ordinance. Some new development-related fees will also be presented. He gave an overview of the following information:
With the adoption of the Unified Development Ordinance, staff has taken the opportunity to enhance the existing Streets, Sidewalk and Driveway Access Handbook. This handbook is currently used as a supplement to the zoning code. It provides engineering specifications related to street and sidewalk construction. These details are not appropriate for a zoning code and are more appropriate for inclusion in a technical manual. Along with these updated regulation, staff proposes some new development related fees. City Council action is required for the adoption of these new fees.

Regulatory Content
The UDO contains new street cross sections and requirements. The content within the revised Street Design Manual is similar in nature to the existing Streets, Sidewalk and Driveway Access handbook. There are some enhancements in the new Manual that are precipitated by the regulatory content contained within the UDO. The major changes contained within the new Raleigh Street Design Manual more detailed standards that coincide with the new UDO street cross sections, along with overall changes to that align the document with language contained within the UDO.
The UDO also introduces new street types that mirror existing multi-family development patterns while maintaining a public street. These new street sections, known as “Multi-family Streets”, must have a posted speed limit and associated street signs. A fee is proposed to recoup the cost of a speed limit sign for these developments. This fee is based upon the length of the street where the signs will be posted.

Design Manual – 
· Two components of discussion item

· Regulatory standards in new Manual

· Suggested fees to address UDO development

· Rewrite of the “Streets, Sidewalks and Driveway Access Handbook”

· Incorporates street cross sections from the UDO

· Contains design-related standards for construction of public improvements

· Public review period; comments received
· Street cross sections

· Engineering specifications

· Solid Waste/Transit access standards

· Streetscape design standards

· Thresholds for traffic studies
Fees
With the redesign of the Raleigh Street Design Manual, staff proposes a few new development related fees. The proposed fees fall into one of three categories: fees-in-lieu of construction, fees associated with development, or review fees. These fees are shown below, with an explanation that details the need for the fee.

Three categories of fees:

· Fees-in-Lieu

· Development related fees

· Review Fees
Fees-in-Lieu
There are three proposed fees-in-lieu: two for street trees and one for sidewalk. The City currently has a fee-in- lieu for sidewalks; however, the amount is increasing. Currently, sidewalks are required on one side of the street. The UDO requires sidewalks on both sides of the street. Additionally, the standard width of sidewalks is increasing from five feet to six feet.
After September 1, developers will be required to install streetscape improvements. These streetscape improvements are contained within Chapter 8 of the UDO. In an urban context, a wide sidewalk and urban street tree would be required. In a suburban context, a detached sidewalk and tree lawn would be required. In the event that a street tree cannot be installed due to unique circumstances, the Planning Department may require that a fee-in-lieu be paid. This fee-in-lieu represents the dollar amount equal to the purchase and installation of the street tree. This fee-in-lieu would only be requested if the installation of the facility is not practicable. The amount of each fee-in-lieu was developed by the Parks and Recreation Department and they represent actual purchase and installation cost.
Fees-in-Lieu
Amount
Street Tree
$1,650 per tree

Urban Street Tree
$5,533 per tree

Sidewalk
$15.40 per linear foot
Development Fees
The existing zoning code requires sidewalk attached to the curb and gutter. Street trees have typically been installed on private property and maintained by the private property owner for the lifespan of the tree. The UDO alters the streetscape layout. The sidewalk would be detached from the curb and gutter, with a tree lawn that separates the travel lane and the sidewalk. The street trees will now be located within public property and will be maintained by the City. To offset the maintenance associated with the street trees, the City proposes a onetime maintenance fee for every installed street tree. The benefit to the property owner is continued maintenance for the street tree after the warranty period has expired. 




Development Fees
Development Fees
Amount

Street Tree Maintenance
$600 per tree

Street Signs (for certain streets)
$0.60 per linear foot of street

Review Fees

The UDO abandons the preliminary site plan approval process. After all legacy zoning is retired, all site plans will be administratively approved. Staff proposes to institute the same fee schedule for UDO site plan review as is currently used for the preliminary site plan review process. The UDO site plan review process is extremely similar to the preliminary review process in terms of staff involvement and time expended to process the applications. The UDO site plan review process will provide a three-year entitlement.




Review Fees
Review Fees
Amount
Site Plan Review (< 2 ac.)
$340

Site Plan Review Prelim/Admin. 2-4 ac.)
$909

Site Plan Review (> 4 ac.)
$1,763

Multi-Unit Housing 
$854

Post-approval Name Change
$57

Sunset Extension Letter
$57

Evidentiary Hearing
$200

Carole Meyre, 1516 Hanover Street, 27608 stated she knows the UDO is coming down the home stretch and commended everyone for a good job.  She would like to make a comment and does not have a specific recommendation.  She found out the handbook and the map is really hard to get through.  This has been a fast process.  She does not want the group to feel that silence from neighborhoods means agreement because they are trying to pour through the 135 pages to understand the changes.  It would be helpful if there were some indicator of what has changed.  She pointed out the map shows dotted lines for proposed streets but is not very clear.  For example an old street would have been X that is now Y.  
Denny Murphy, 2338 Airline Drive, 27607 stated the Task Force for Curb and Gutter presented a report to the City last Spring and one of the recommendations was the City do away with the requirement for curb and gutter everywhere in the City and Staff made a preliminary response to this.  To his understanding the report was not as well written as he had hoped because they assumed it was talking about narrower streets and wider right of ways and most of it was not dealing with this.  In any case he would like to point out that in this manual the requirement for curb and gutter everywhere is still in there.  He feels this is something that could be considered to be tabled by resolution of Staff so the report will be answered in the future.  
Councilman Stephenson stated they have put out a Request for Proposal for a consultant to look at LID best practices.   Is the issue of alternative to curb and gutter street section a part of their scope of work?   Staff stated they are not sure.  He asked if the consultant has been hired.  Staff stated they are under negotiation of the scope right now.  He would like Staff to report on the issue of the curb and gutter to see if these are included in the scope of work.  If it is not they need to discuss the issue some more.  
Mr. Stephenson stated they have had a total of five months of discussion they resolved yesterday about thoroughfares, Major Street connecting to neighborhood streets.  It used to be a street like Daniels Street was referred to as a neighborhood collector or a collector and what he understands is this terminology is going away and it will be just straight neighborhood.  His concern is to find out if there are similar parallel neighborhood streets to the major streets that might be subject to this sort of through block connection that they have spent all of this time discussing that will be exempted in the future.  He pointed out they will be called neighborhood streets but they will be exempted from the prohibition of the connection.  He questioned how many of those are in the City.  How many cases need to be studied?  Changing the name from neighborhood collector to neighborhood is kind of an opportunity for confusion.  Now Staff is saying they are not going to call it collector anymore and change the public’s expectation about the level of service of that street by taking the word collector away and he feels this could confuse people.  He referred to the section Street System with the six major categories that is headed “Local Streets provide access to primarily residential areas.” in the backup and questioned whether the new neighborhood street type, old neighborhood collector type is considered a local street.  
Transportation Manager Lamb answered in the affirmative.  

Mr. Stephenson stated but not local enough to be exempt from private through block driveways.  He stated they did not want to include the new neighborhood street category in the restriction.  He stated either it is or it isn’t.  
Mr. Lamb stated the language the City Council adopted yesterday applied specifically to the neighborhood local and neighborhood yield streets and did not apply the neighborhood street, formerly residential collector nor to the multi family streets.  
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 7:13 p.m.

Daisy Harris Overby

Assistant Deputy Clerk
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Crabtree Valley - Proposed FLU Designations
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