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COUNCIL MINUTES
The City Council of the City of Raleigh met in a work session at 11:30 a.m. on Tuesday, May 17, 2016 in Room 305 of the Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 West Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present:

Mayor Nancy McFarlane

Mayor Pro Tem Kay C. Crowder
Councilor Mary-Ann Baldwin

Councilor Corey D. Branch
Councilor David N. Cox

Councilor Bonner Gaylord

Councilor Russ Stephenson

Councilor Richard A. “Dickie” Thompson
Mayor McFarlane called the meeting to order at 11:40 a.m. and the following items were discussed.
TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS - INFORMATION RECEIVED
City Manager Ruffin Hall indicated this report is in response to a request by the Council made at their February meeting.

Transportation Planner Todd Delk indicated the Council asked for a report from staff regarding when Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA’s) are required when the Council heard rezoning cases Z-39-15 on Trailwood Drive and Z-45-15 on Poole Road.  He stated the Unified Development Ordinance as well as the Street Design Manual address the question regarding when TIA’s are required.  He used a PowerPoint presentation to illustrate his report, the outline of which is as follows:

Why Do We Need TIAs?
UDO Article 8.2.1 Infrastructure Sufficiency
A. To lessen congestion in the streets and to facilitate the efficient and adequate provision of transportation, …every subdivision plan and site plan shall be subject to a determination of the sufficiency of infrastructure.
B. Infrastructure shall be considered sufficient where it is demonstrated to have available capacity to accommodate the demand generated by the proposed development as well as other approved developments and PD Master Plans.
C. …the applicant may propose to construct or secure sufficient funding for the facilities necessary to provide capacity to accommodate the proposed development at the adopted level of service. 
Traffic Studies
· Trip Generation Reports  project AM/PM peak hour traffic.
· Staff performs or reviews for any rezoning case/ site plan in conjunction with Envision analysis.
· Traffic Assessments reviews queueing and delays.
· Council can request these of applicant or staff.
· Traffic Impact Analyses combine both calculation of trips, delay, queueing and capacity at intersections.
· Staff can require TIA per City’s adopted criteria.
· Council may request TIA for any rezoning case.
TIA Process
1. Is a TIA required?
2. What should the TIA include?
3. Does the TIA show the network can handle the site traffic?
4. What improvements can be made to ensure traffic operates at acceptable LOS?
Traffic Studies Required for Zoning
Required for Trips 
· Peak Hour Trips ( 150 vph
· Peak Hour Trips ( 100 vph if main access on 2-L road
· Peak Hour Trips ( 100 vph in peak direction
· Daily trips ( 3,000 vpd
· School proposes increased enrollment
Required for Site Context
· High crash history
· Highly congested locations
· New 4th approach at signal
· Main access to Major Street (4- or 6-lane)
· Other specific locations based on access or difficult situations
Traffic Studies Required for Site Plans
Residential
· 150 Single Family Homes*
· 240 Apartments 
· 300 Condo/Townhome 
Commercial
· 23,000 SF Shopping Centers*
· 20,000 SF Supermarkets 
· 29,000 SF Pharmacy w/ Drive-Thru 
Office
· 64,000 SF General Office* 
· 47,000 SF Medical Office 
High Generators
· 11,500 SF Drive-In Bank
· Convenience Market w/ 6+ Gas Pumps
· 6,000 SF Fast-Food w/ Drive-Thru
Example TIA Worksheet

[image: image1.emf]6.23.3Land Uses Meets TIA Conditions? (Y/N)

A Single Family Residential Developments ≥ 150 Dwellings

B Apartment Developments ≥ 240 Dwellings

C Residential Condo/Townhome Developments ≥ 300 Dwellings

D General Office Buildings ≥ 64,000 sq.ft.

E Medical Office Buildings ≥ 47,000 sq.ft.

F Shopping Centers ≥ 23,000 sq.ft.

G Supermarkets ≥ 20,000 sq.ft.

H Convenience Market w/ Gas Pumps: 6 or more Fueling Positions

I Pharmacy w/ Drive-Thru ≥ 29,000 sq.ft.

J Drive-In Bank ≥ 11,500 sq.ft.

K Fast-Food Restaurant w/ Drive-Thru ≥ 6,000 sq.ft.

6.23.4Trip Generation Meets TIA Conditions? (Y/N)

A Peak Hour Trips ≥ 150 veh/hr No, the change in average peak hour trip volume is 118 veh/hr

B Peak Hour Trips ≥ 100 veh/hr if primary access is on a 2-lane road Yes, this segment of Rock Quarry Road is a two-lane street (no curb, gutter or sidewalk)

C More than 100 veh/hr trips in the peak direction No

D Daily Trips  ≥ 3,000 veh/day No, the change in average daily trip volume is 1,678 veh/day

E Enrollment increases at public or private schools Not Applicable

6.23.5Site Context Meets TIA Conditions? (Y/N)

A Affects a location with a high crash history [Severity Index* ≥ 8.4 or a fatal crash within the past three years] Yes, there was a fatal crash at Rock Quarry/ New Hope in August 2013

B Takes place at a highly congested location [volume-to-capacity ratio  ≥ 1.0 on both major street approaches] No

C Creates a fourth leg at an existing signalized intersection No

D Exacerbates an already difficult situation such as a RR Crossing, Fire Station Access, School Access, etc. No

E Access is to/from a Major Street as defined by the City's Street Plan Map [latest edition] Yes, Rock Quarry Road is classified as a major street (Aenue, 4-Lane, Divided)

F Proposed access is within 1,000 feet of an interchange No

G Involves an existing or proposed median crossover No

H Involves an active roadway construction project No

I Involves a break in controlled access along a corridor No

6.23.6Miscellaneous Applications Meets TIA Conditions? (Y/N)

A Planned Development Districts No

B In response to Raleigh Planning Commission or Raleigh City Council concerns None received by Transportation Planning as of May 10, 2016

*According to NCDOT’s Traffic Engineering Accident Analysis System manual, a severity index of 8.4 is the threshold for locations that have more serious crashes.

Z-X-2016 Traffic Study Worksheet

For Rezoning Cases,

Use criteria below


TIA Evaluation
Standard “Four-Step” Travel Demand Process

· Trip Generation determines number of trips using ITE Trip Generation Manual or approved alternative method
· Trip Distribution counts existing traffic; uses travel patterns plus assumptions to determine where trips go
· Mode choice determines how trips will be made
· Trip assignment uses previous steps to forecast where the trips go
TIA Process
· Existing Laneage

· Existing Traffic

· Trip Generation/Distribution

· Trip Assignment/Mode Split

· Evaluation & Improvements
Evaluation Scenarios
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6.23.1. Purpose of Traffic Studies

6.23.2. Initating Traffic Studies.

6.23.3. Land Uses

6.23.4. Trip Generation

6.23.5. Site Context

6.23.6. Miscellaneous Applications

6.23.7. Study Area

6.23.8. Access Points and
Intersections

6.23.9. Traffic Study Scope.

6.23.10. Traffic Model Analysis
Programs.

6.23.11. Preferred Analysis Programs

6.23.12. Existing Conditions

6.23.13. Existing Conditions Data
Requirements

6.23.14. Non-Site Traffic Forecast

6.23.16. Internal Capture Trips

6.23.17. Pass-by Trips

6.23.18. Alternative Mode Trips.

6.23.19. Site Traffic Distribution and
Assignment

6.23.20. Analysis
6.23.21. Measures of Effectiveness

6.23.22. Traffic Analysis Default
Values

6.23.23. Traffic Impact Mitigation
asures.

of Raleigh Street Design Manual

6.23.20. Analysis
:s only. Analyses shall be submitted for each of the following scenarios:
uses
se used TABLE 6.23A: ANALYSIS SCENARIOS

ithe

Scenario Rezoning Site Plan/Other
Existing Year Yes Yes
Background/Horizon Year Yes Yes

Build-out under current

. Yes Yes
zoning
Build-
uﬂ_d out under proposed Yes No
zoning
Build-out in phases No Yes
Build-out with proposed No Yes

mitigation

67
January, 2014




Multimodal Considerations

Multimodal Level-of-Service (MMLOS; Bike/Ped/Transit) reviewed using ARTPLAN software by Florida DOT

· Bicycle & Ped LOS ( user’s perception of environment

· Transit LOS ( service frequency

Alternative Mode Trips considered case-by-case
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Traffic Impact Mitigations
Improvements considered:
· Roadway improvements/widening required by Street Plan

· Changes to signal timing/phasing

· Additional turn lanes

· Turn/access restrictions

· Multimodal improvements 

· Payment in lieu

Exemptions

TIAs are exempted in Downtown Mixed Use (DX-) zoning.

Traffic mitigation may be exempted if:

· City project within 5-year CIP 

· State project within first 4 years of NCDOT TIP 

· Within ¼ mile of transit stop served by rail/BRT or 12-minute bus service in peak hour

· Trip budget zoning condition with prior 20 years

Mr. Cox expressed concern staff looks at potential impact on current zoning rather than impact on current traffic conditions with Planner Delk indicating the issues are usually addressed during the site plan approval process.  He went on to state if no previous development existed then the issue would be addressed in site plan approval.  Mr. Cox expressed concern that would be a case of a comparison made to something that didn’t exist previously.

Discussion took place regarding traffic impact from existing to proposed zoning as addressed in the UDO rather than impact on existing conditions prior to development with Mr. Stephenson expressing desire to not confuse citizens as to how TIA’s are generated and indicated he wanted more information made available to the public.
Mrs. Crowder questioned how the UDO specifies TIA’s per street structure with Planner Delk responding the UDO uses what is proposed on the site plan.  
Mr. Cox talked about amount of square footage used for grocery stores to require TIA’s, noted the Trader Joe’s on Wake Forest Road is only 12,000 square feet, and questioned whether a TIA could be required for a store of that size with Planner Delk responding if staff knows there will be a grocery store on the proposed site they will request a projected traffic count; however, if there is no specific tenant specified, no projection is required.  Mr. Cox suggesting lowering the threshold for grocery stores to 12,000 square feet to require TIA’s as he is concerned smaller grocery stores can generate a lot of traffic.

Mr. Branch noted separate businesses within a development may not be large enough to generate a TIA, however, if their sizes were combined a TIA would be required and questioned how that issue could be address with both Planner Delk and Transportation Manager Eric Lamb talking about examples where staff asked applicants for adjacent rezoning cases to file a joint TIA.
Mr. Thompson questioned whether traffic generated on a weekend greater than that on a weekday is taken into account with Mr. Cox expressing concern that only weekday traffic counts are considered.  Mr. Thompson asserted there is greater traffic in shopping centers on weekends with Transportation Manager Lamb indicating staff has found that traffic on the weekend was better than at 5:00 p.m. on weekdays.  Mr. Branch pointed out traffic at Crabtree Valley Mall is much worse on the weekend than on weekdays.

Mr. Cox expressed his concern regarding additional traffic brought into surrounding neighborhoods on weekends.

Mr. Thompson questioned whether more people go to North Hills on the weekends than on weekdays with Mr. Gaylord responding it would depend on the weekend and what events are scheduled.  Mr. Gaylord noted if traffic impact degrades an existing signaled intersection from grade C to D on a weekend, then that same intersection most likely would be degraded from D to F on weekdays.

Discussion took place regarding various categories of grocery and drug stores the amount of traffic generated.

Ms. Baldwin questioned the number of staff available to review TIA’s with Transportation Manager Lamb responding Bowman Kelly is the staff person whose primary responsibility is TIA review.  Mr. Lamb went on to state if the square footage threshold were lowered, then addition staff or outside sources may be required to handle the additional volume.
Licensing requirements for agencies to perform TIA’s were discussed with Mr. Stephenson questioning whether Staff considered using outside contractors to generate TIA’s with Transportation Manager Lamb indicating the Town of Cary has outside agencies under contract to generate TIA’s with the developers being billed for the service.  Planner Delk pointed out the contractor works for Cary and not the developer and that the scope of work and fees are negotiated between Cary and the engineers.  Mr. Cox questioned who pays the engineers for the TIA’s with Mr. Delk responding the developers pay the engineers.  Mr. Stephenson pointed out this gives the Town more control over the process.  

The amount of time need to generate a TIA as well as Cary’s business model was discussed with Mr. Gaylord pointing out Cary has 4 agencies under contract to generate TIA’s whereas Raleigh requires developers to hire their own engineers.  Planner Delk pointed out Cary’s contractors probably produce the majority of the TIA’s submitted to Raleigh.
Mr. Branch questioned where Raleigh’s Level of Service (LOS) falls in the intermodal graph with Planner Delk responding Raleigh’s LOS falls in the C/D category.

Planner Delk talked about trip budget exemptions stating the Council will receive such as case on Rock Quarry Road and indicated it will be the last case of its kind.

Discussion took place regarding highly congested locations and whether Hillsborough Street would fall under that category with Planner Delk indicating staff would require a TIA if they believe the Planning Commission or Council would have questions regarding the rezoning request.  
Discussion took place regarding how streets and corridors are considered highly congested with Mr. Cox questioning whether the public has access to future plans on the City’s web portal and Planner Delk responding in the affirmative.  Mr. Cox questioned how often the plans are reviewed with Transportation Manager Lamb responding the plans were last reviewed during the 2009 Comprehensive Plan update.  Discussion took place regarding when the Comprehensive Plan is scheduled for an update with Mr. Cox expressing concern with the timing of the future review and how a rezoning may impact the plans regarding traffic, transit, etc. and Mr. Delk noting Section 8.2 of the UDO addresses infrastructure sufficiency.
It was agreed to hold the item for further discussion.

EAST COLLEGE PARK DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES – INFORMATION RECEIVED; REPORT TO BE PRESENTED AT THE JUNE 7, 2016 MEETING
City Manager Ruffin Hall gave a brief overview of the item noting the Council recently approved the Neighborhood Revitalization Plan.  

Housing and Neighborhoods Director Larry Jarvis summarized the following staff report:

What is requested:
For City Council to consider development options on City-owned sites in East College Park and provide staff with direction on the preparation of an agenda item to select the preferred option for the June 7 City Council meeting.
Background:
The City of Raleigh owns more than 140 properties in the East College Park neighborhood, primarily vacant lots where single family structures or small multi-unit structures once stood. Overwhelmingly, the structures provided rental housing and most of them were considered deteriorated or blighted when they were acquired.
The creation of mixed-income housing opportunities for both homeowners and renters is a specific objective of the approved Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Area (NRSA) Plan for the area, as is achieving diversity.  Achieving those objectives requires a mix of housing product types and the broadest band of price points possible for affordable homeownership.  In addition to providing some rental units which would reflect the historic tenure mix and possibly serve populations with special needs, including both townhomes and single-family detached homes would provide for a broader range of homeownership affordability.
In February, Council approved the contract for the replacement of water, sewer and storm water lines in East College Park.  The contract is funded in part with HUD Community Development Block Grant funds which carry with them expenditure deadlines.  The contractor will focus first on the stormwater improvements before beginning the replacement of water and sewer lines.  Because of the requirement to move the work forward to meet expenditure deadlines, the “default” design for water and sewer services (laterals) assumes that single family detached homes will go back on existing lots of record.  The infrastructure contract however provides a window of opportunity to adjust services locations now to accommodate other residential unit types.  Making a decision on unit types now would avoid having to cut into a newly paved street to provide services for townhouses in the future.  It should also be noted that smaller rental properties typically have only one service per building.
At the work session, alternative development options will be presented including a “community consensus” option prepared as a result of a neighborhood walk thru with residents and staff.  The options depict variations as to the number and locations of single-family detached units, townhomes and rental units.
Mr. Thompson clarified it would be better to address any changes to the water and sewer infrastructure at this time with Mr. Jarvis indicating that is correct.
Senior Business Program Manager Niki Jones used a PowerPoint presentation to illustrate his report.  The presentation included aerial photographs of the subject neighborhood, maps showing area zoning, City-owned properties in the neighborhood, as well as proposed maps for each development alternative discussed.  The presentation is outlined as follows:
EAST COLLEGE PARK DEVELOPMENT PATTERNS

Meeting Chronology 

Date


Event 




Location
 

March 3, 2016

ECP Mapping Open House

TRCC

March 8, 2016

North Central CAC meeting

TRCC

April 14, 2016

ECP Mapping/Housing 

TRCC




Preferences Public Meeting

April 20, 2016

ECP Walking Tour


ECP area

April 27, 2016

ECP Mapping Meeting

TR
Alternative A – Single-family centric with medium yield (Apartments, Townhouses, and Single-Family)
Apartments

24
15%

Townhouses

50
25%

Single-Family

104
60%

Total


178 
Housing Units
Alternative B – Medium yield with Commercial (Apartments, Townhouses, and Single-Family with Commercial)
Apartments

24
15%
Townhouses

56
30%

Single-Family

94
55%

Total


168 
Housing Units

Alternative C – High Yield (Apartments, Townhouses, and Single-Family)
Apartments

24
15%

Townhouses

98
30%

Single-Family

75
55%

Total


197 
Housing Units

Alternative D – Neighborhood Walking Tour Consensus (Duplex, Townhouses, and Single-Family with Commercial)
Duplex

8
5%

Townhouses

34
25%

Single-Family

99
70%

Total


141 
Housing Units

Discussion took place regarding various locations for apartments, townhouses, and single family residences for each of the Alternatives with H & N Director Jarvis talking about potential commercial development for the corner of Raleigh Boulevard and New Bern Avenue under Alternative B.
Discussion took place regarding proposed housing prices for each Alternative as well as potential City spending in each Alternative with H & H Director Jarvis reminding the Council CDBG funds will cover the infrastructure costs.

City Manager Ruffin Hall encouraged the Council to focus on the types, number of units, as well as possible unit distribution for the Alternatives with Ms. Baldwin noting the total number of housing units range from 141 in Alternative D to 197 in Alternative C.

Discussion took place regarding City Council goals for the East College Park neighborhood as well as results from discussions with neighborhood residents over the type of housing desired with H & N Director Jarvis pointing out the Council could pick and choose the number of units to construct as well as where the units may be located with Mr. Gaylord expressing his desire to include a park in the development.

Mr. Branch indicated area residents are not keen on density with H & N Jarvis pointing out the residents did agree to have townhouses in the area.  

Mrs. Crowder talked about having sufficient residential development in the neighborhood to support transit.

Mr. Gaylord questioning whether the proposed units would be owner-occupied with H & N Director Jarvis responding in the affirmative; however the apartments are the exception.
Mr. Cox questioned whether the City would retain ownership of the lots with H & N Director Jarvis responding the City will sell the lots prior to development.  Mr. Cox questioned whether the City would retain control over what could be built on those lots with Ms. Baldwin questioning how development would be monitored Mr. Jarvis responding Requests for Proposals (RFP’s) could be made developer-specific i.e. townhouses, single family residences, etc.

Discussion took place regarding alterative residential unit locations with Mayor McFarlane suggesting switching out the park in Alternative B for single family residences.

Larry Zucchino, JDavis Architects, talked about land grading issues and the kind of infrastructure improvements needed to accommodate the redevelopment.

Mr. Stephenson questioned whether the City would have some control over what would be built in the commercial/retail lots with H & N Director Jarvis stating buffers would be maintained to minimize neighborhood impact.  Discussion took place regarding possible vertical development on parcels located along New Bern Avenue.

Discussion took place regarding the number of single family residences could be built in pace of the Park in Alternative B with H & N Director Jarvis stating 2 single family residences could be built where the park was proposed.

Mayor McFarlane talked about the Council’s commitment to build affordable housing units in the neighborhood with Mr. Gaylord suggesting combining portions of Alternatives B, C, and D to maintain buffers with the commercial lots as well as retain a park area.  He suggested selecting Alternative D and include Block B from Alternative B, and Block C from Alternative C.  H & N Director Jarvis indicated staff could bring back a sample of the revised Alternative D to the Council at a later meeting.
Ms. Baldwin pointed out the revised Alternative does not include apartments and expressed her desire to have them included in the plan with Mr. Gaylord responding by adding the apartments along Oakwood Avenue as shown in Alternative A be included in the new Alternative D.

Mr. Branch pointed out the area residents only want single family residences in the neighborhood with Ms. Baldwin suggesting there could be a compromise negotiated.

Mr. Thompson questioned whether any of the residential units will be handicap accessible with H & N Director Jarvis responding in the affirmative noting several of the apartments will be handicap accessible.

Discussion took place regarding a possible deadline for Council to make a final decision on the project with Mayor McFarlane expressing concern the proposed changes result in only an increase of 7 residential units.

Mr. Branch expressed concern the existing residential units on Block C of Alternative C will be removed with H & N Jarvis pointing out the City owns those lots.  In response to questions, Mr. Jarvis indicated the units are currently rented and occupied.
City Manager Hall suggested that Council hold off from making a decision until staff could bring the requested information back at a future work session.  Discussion took place regarding additional changes to Alternative D with City Hall indicating staff will bring back 2 additional options for the Council to consider.

Mrs. Crowder reviewed the proposed changes to Alternative D clarifying that townhouses would be located next to the proposed commercial lots and apartments located on Oakwood Avenue as well as Block C from Alternative C with Mr. Gaylord indicating that is correct.

Whether staff should bring the revised options back to Council at its June 7 meeting for consideration or to the next scheduled work session was discussed briefly.  The discussion included whether a public hearing was required prior to selecting an Alternative.

Following further discussion, City Manager Hall stated staff will communicate with key stakeholders in the neighborhood and will present the revised alternatives for consideration at the Council’s June 7, 2016 meeting.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, Mayor McFarlane announced the meeting adjourned at 1:02 p.m.
Ralph L. Puccini

Assistant Deputy Clerk
