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COUNCIL MINUTES
The City Council of the City of Raleigh met in a lunch work session at 11:30 a.m. on Tuesday, September 20, 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 (Arrived late)
Councilor Russ Stephenson

Councilor Richard A. “Dickie” Thompson (Absent and excused)
These are summary minutes unless otherwise indicated.

Mayor McFarlane called the meeting to order at 11:40 a.m. and indicated Councilor Thompson would be absent and excused from today’s meeting.

The following items were discussed.
2030 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE – INFORMATION RECEIVED
This item was previously discussed at the City Council’s July 12, 2016 work session and was referred back to work session at the regular City Council meeting on August 2, 2016.  

Planning Staff have completed the first two phases and most of the third of the three-phase scope of work to update the Comprehensive plan, as set forth in Policy IM 3.1.  Work to date includes an initial round of four public workshops to gauge progress and identify issues; input from all relevant City departments; the drafting of a White Paper to summarize proposed revisions to the Comprehensive Plan; and vetting and refining these recommendations through a further round of four public workshops alongside on-line engagement.

Staff seeks authorization to prepare and bring forward Comprehensive Plan amendments consistent with the recommendations of the white paper.

City Manager Ruffin Hall gave a brief overview of the item to be discussed at today’s meeting.

Planning Director Ken Bowers used a PowerPoint presentation to provide following information, outlined as follows:

2030 Comprehensive Plan Update

Adopted Polices on Updates

· Policy IM 3.1 – 5-Year Updates
· Update the Comprehensive Plan every five years to remain current and relevant, with a particular focus on the Plan’s policy actions (3, 6)
· Policy IM 3.2 – Annual Amendments

· Amend the Comprehensive Plan on a yearly basis so the Plan may address changes in demography, economic markets, and public priorities (1, 3, 6)

Three Phase Scope of Work

1. Due diligence

· Updated Data book & Policy Audit

2. Outreach and In-reach

· Boards & Commissions

· Departmental Focus Groups

· Public Workshops & On-line Engagement

3. Plan Drafting

· Recommendations White Paper

· Public Open House

· Draft Plan

Round 1 Public Workshops

· 4 meetings

· Publicized by GovDelivery, Twitter, project page/MindMixer

· Presentation, breakout, discussion

· Approximately 100 attendees

· Summary report posted to website

Round 1 Public Input Themes

· Sustainable, transit-accessible development

· Increased affordability throughout Raleigh

· Resiliency reflected in polices on transportation, infrastructure, local food, and neighborhood conservation

· Watershed protection and environmental quality

· Great urban design

· Communication and transparency

Round 2 Public Engagement

· 4 meetings

· Publicized by GovDelivery, Twitter, N&O, project page/video

· Presentation, group, Q&A, open house

· Approximately 45 attendees

· 65 comments from 30 individuals, including on-line

· 3 CAC meetings to 71 attendees

Round 2 Public Input Themes

· Communication

· Transportation

· Sustainability

· Quality of Design

· Parks and Public Space

· Economic Development

· Downtown

· Housing and Affordability

Goals for the Update

· Respond to the latest trends

· Integrate recent planning initiatives, including the Strategic Plan

· Incorporate new and emerging best practices

· Refresh stale policies and actions

10 Significant Changes

1. Graphic redesign

· Streamline and modernize the document for print and online display

· Renumber pages for easier updating

2. Key Policies

· Key Policies are relevant to determining zoning consistency

· Projects violating one or more key policies may be found inconsistent

3. Heights and Transitions

· Resolve conflict between Edge and Transition locations in General + transition

· Add additional transition policies to expand on UDO transitions

4. Transit Plan

· Update Key Maps:

· T-2: Planned Transit Facilities

· Urban Form Map

· Growth Framework Map

· Amend Transit Policies
5. Resiliency

· Enhance capacity and infrastructure to:

· Identify trends, threats and opportunities

· Acquire and use resources efficiently

· Adapt/respond/withstand/recover from shocks and stressors

6. Affordable Housing

· Incorporate new Affordable Housing Strategy

· Incorporate new Affordable Housing Location Policy

7. Water Supply

· Reduction in per capita use

· Stronger focus on rehabilitation and repair

· New supply options

· Green Infrastructure and Low Impact Development

8. Local Food Systems

· Expanded access to quality foods

· Updated policies for urban agriculture

9. Downtown Element

· Incorporate Catalytic Project Areas

· Parklets, food trucks, temporary uses, tactical urbanism

· Housing diversity

10. Area Plans

· Renamed to “Area Specific Guidance”

· Provides a location for area-specific policies and maps

· Incorporate selected post-2009 area plans

Next Steps

· Public Workshops

· On-line Review of White Paper

· White Paper presented to City Council

· Drafting of specific Changes

· Planning Commission Review and Recommendation

· City Council Review and Adoption
Mr. Stephenson talked about recent conversations he had with the Mayor and staff and expressed his belief the city should give greater effort to visionary and strategic items.  He noted certain best practices in comprehensive planning have emerged submitted copies of an executive summary published by the American Planning Association outlining comprehensive plan standards for sustaining places with the following 10 best practices highlighted:
1. Livable Built Environment: Ensure that all elements of the built environment—including land use, transportation, housing, energy, and infrastructure—work together to provide sustainable, green places for living, working, and recreating, with a high quality of life. 

2. Harmony with Nature: Ensure that the contributions of natural resources to human well-being are explicitly recognized and valued and that maintaining their health is a primary objective.

3. Resilient Economy: Ensure that the community is prepared to deal with both positive and negative changes in its economic health and to initiate sustainable urban development and redevelopment strategies that foster green business growth and build reliance on local assets.

4. Interwoven Equity: Ensure fairness and equity in providing for the housing, services, health, safety, and livelihood needs of all citizens and groups.
5. Healthy Community: Ensure that public health needs are recognized and addressed through provisions for healthy foods, physical activity, access to recreation, health care, environmental justice, and safe neighborhoods.
6. Responsible Regionalism: Ensure that all local proposals account for, connect with, and support the plans of adjacent jurisdictions and the surrounding region.
7. Authentic Participation: Ensure that the planning process actively involves all segments of the community in analyzing issues, generating visions, developing plans, and monitoring outcomes.
8. Accountable Implementation: Ensure that responsibilities for carrying out the plan are clearly stated, along with metrics for evaluating progress in achieving desired outcomes.
9. Consistent Content: Ensure that the plan contains a consistent set of visions, goals, policies, objectives, and actions that are based on evidence about community conditions, major issues, and impacts.
10. Coordinated Characteristics: Ensure that the plan includes creative and innovative strategies and recommendations and coordinates them internally with each other, vertically with federal and state requirements, and horizontally with plans of adjacent jurisdictions.
Mr. Stephenson talked about how these best practices should be implemented in the Comprehensive Plan noting staff scored the city regarding its best practices, and stated this is a great opportunity to implement these best practices and urged more conversation on how that could be accomplished.  He talked about the UDO adoption, land use changes, and the former Comprehensive Planning Committee’s discussions on how to implement the UDO.  He noted since the last election cycle there are several City Council members who were not engaged in the UDO development and talked about getting all Council members engaged these issues to ensure proper UDO implementation.  
Mr. Branch questioned the city’s current rating with regard to best practices with Planning Director Bowers responding the ranking was determined based on a 22-page matrix and stated that Raleigh scored a “silver” rank under that system.  

Discussion took place regarding how Raleigh could improve its ranking with Ms. Baldwin suggesting the city could make improvements with regard to resiliency dealing with brownfields, transparency, participation, etc.  

Mrs. Crowder noted the Growth and Natural Resources Committee hears concerns with regard to transition areas, transportation, etc., and questioned whether there was a process in place to better address issues that recur, with Planning Director Bowers responding staff is looking at the transition issue and may bring proposed policy changes for better implementation. 
Ms. Crowder questioned why stormwater issues were not addressed in the current update with Mr. Bowers responding the did not come up in the internal audit; however, staff is willing to look at the issue further with regard to stronger stormwater protections.  

Mrs. Crowder talked about situations on Tryon Road and on Hillsborough Street where certain businesses flood every time there is a heavy rainfall.

Mr. Branch suggesting that staff also address construction stormwater runoff issues with Mrs. Crowder stating the Comprehensive Plan needs to address stormwater issues more strongly.

Mr. Gaylord arrived at the meeting at 12:05 p.m.
Mr. Cox indicated he wanted more time to study the White Paper and proposed changes.

Planning Director Bowers indicated staff can bring a report back to the Council regarding stormwater policies and best practices.

Mrs. Crowder suggested staff hold additional workshops on transitions.

Mr. Cox stated he would like to see annual updates on portions of the Comprehensive Plan. 

Discussion took place on what items to include in the annual updates with Planning Director Bowers noting the Plan must be kept up to date to keep it viable and indicated the updates could be issue-specific.  He stated staff can bring a proposal on the updates back to Council.

Mr. Stephenson talked about the update presented at the City Council retreat and also talked about recent conversations regarding best practices.   He stated he would like a process where items could be prioritized and discussed accordingly.

Ms. Baldwin thanked and commended staff on their work in developing the Plan updates over the years, encouraged them to “keep up the good work,” and stated she looked forward to working with them in the future.  She also indicated she liked the idea of issue-driven updates.

The Council received the information.
Mrs. Crowder noted the City Attorney was not in attendance at the meeting with City Manager Hall indicating the Attorney’s presence was not needed for a work session.

USER FEE POLICY – DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENTAL FEES – INFORMATION RECEIVED
The City has continued to move forward with work efforts surrounding the Development Services Department User Fee study.  Key stakeholders were engaged in a series of sessions in August which focused both on the methodology as well as proposed structural changes to the existing fee schedule.  These stakeholder sessions were facilitated by the Azimuth Group, Inc., serving as one of the consultants in this study.  Staff will provide an update on the feedback from the stakeholder engagement sessions, benchmark the city fee comparison examples, and proposed next steps.

Development Services Director Tom Hosey and Assistant Financial Officer Allison Bradsher used a PowerPoint presentation to provide the following information, outlined as follows:

City of Raleigh Development Services Department User Fee Study

Key Topics

· Stakeholder Engagement

· Fee Benchmarking

· Proposed Next Steps

Project Timeline

· January 2016 - Project Kickoff - MGT & Azimuth Group 

· July 2016 - Council Update: Project Approach & Methodology
· August 2016 - Formal Stakeholder Engagement #1

· September 2016 - Council Update: Stakeholder Feedback & Benchmarks

Key Stakeholder Groups

1. DSAC (Development Services Advisory Committee)
RCAC* (Raleigh Citizens Advisory Council)
* Staff and RCAC chair coordinating information share
2. HBA (Home Builders Association)

TCC (Triangle Community Coalition)

3. UCC (Utilities Coordinating Committee)

AGC (American General Contractors)

Hospitals 

Schools

4. Raleigh Chamber of Commerce

DRA (Downtown Raleigh Alliance)  

HSCSC (Hillsborough Street District)

5. Stakeholders

ASCE (American Society of Civil Engineers)

AIA (American Institute of Architects)

Approximately 60 leaders attended 5 stakeholder engagement sessions.
Consultant General Observations

· Participating members were appreciative of the opportunity to have their voices heard.

· Attendees were active and attentive participants in the dialog.

· The tone of the conversations was constructive, positive, and issue-driven versus personality focused.

· The relationships among participants and staff were respectful and professional.

· The City staff attendees added significant value to Q&A sessions.

Stakeholder Theme 1

· Policy and Pricing 

· Expect that the City will consider the totality of the beneficial impact that development has on the tax base when setting new fees. 
· Concerned that a move to 100% recovery of both direct and indirect cost does not account for the increase in general revenues growth.
· Stakeholder Feedback
· “Consider tax base value-additions and economic impact produced by development”

· “Don’t forget the community benefit provided by development”

· “Ensure that fee revenue is used to support quality development services”

Stakeholder Theme 2

· Customer Service

· Positive cultural change is underway within Development Services.

· While the sense that top level leaders are approachable, accessible and helpful, the shift has yet to fully permeate throughout.

· Stakeholder Feedback

· “Provide opportunities for more face-to-face interaction between applicant and staff”

· “Need to invest in staff training”

Stakeholder Theme 3

· Quality Service
· Means timeliness, predictability and consistency of the development review and approval processes.
· Less concern about potential fee increase when tied to the improvement of service levels.  
· Stakeholder Feedback
· “No fee increases without more services.”
· They want to see the nexus between any fee increases and service level improvements
User Fee Benchmarking
Benchmark locations chosen based on geographic proximity or population size and were limited to no larger than twice the size of Raleigh.  Many of the locations have fee structures similar to Raleigh.

North Carolina
National

Asheville
Austin, TX


Cary
Denver, CO


Charmeck (Charlotte/Mecklenburg)
Loudoun County, VA


Durham
Nashville, TN


Greensboro


Wilmington


Winston-Salem

· Pricing & Cost Components

· Development Services operating budget - $13.9M
· Cost applied to all fees
· 3rd party time and motion validation
· Fees recovery 100% operating budget
· Exception: Market competitiveness
· Technology adder -> 4%
· Benchmarking

· Raleigh – Current
· Raleigh – FY17
· Potential Fee Range
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Staff Recommendation
In response to the stakeholder sessions and acknowledgement of the additional time needed to price and cost potential service enhancements staff recommends:
· July 1, 2017 effective date for fee and structural changes
· Longer lead time for stakeholders
· Aligns changes with annual budget process
· Connects enhancements with price changes
Proposed Next Steps
· November/December 2016
· Formal Stakeholder Engagement #2
· January 2017
· Council Work Session: Final Policy & Fee Schedule
· Council Meeting: Adopt Policy & Fee Schedule 
· Spring 2017
· Development Services  Planning & Implementation Efforts
· July 1, 2017 
· Fee and Structure Changes Effective
Mr. Hosey pointed out that the land development and commercial permitting fees are set to recover direct costs, whereas single family residences, after each meeting, and staff would leave so that the stakeholders could engage in candid conversation regarding the meeting and the topics discussed.
Mr. Branch questioned which services the City were said to be lacking with Mr. Hosey responding issues such included face-to-face services, plans review process, etc. with discussion taking place regarding the possible suggestion that better services would be based on what developers were willing to pay as well as staffing levels service issues.
Mr. Cox requested examples of indirect costs with Ms. Bradsher responding indirect costs would include payroll processing, IT services, etc.  Discussion taking place regarding the potential fee range with Mr. Hosey pointing the FY 17 figures on the charts represent the break-even point for direct costs; however, the FY 17 figure for single family residences represents about 70% recovery in order to remain competitive with other municipalities.  Mr. Hosey also pointed out that Raleigh’s fees are in the bottom half when compared to other municipalities.

Mr. Stephenson questioned whether other municipalities recover 100% of costs through their fees with Mr. Hosey responding that was not taken into consideration when the comparison was performed.  Mrs. Crowder questioned whether there was the potential to find out whether other municipalities recover 100% of their costs with City Manager Hall responding all municipalities have some methodology of cost recovery noting each municipal methodology is different.
Mr. Branch questioned whether there were services Raleigh offers that were not offered elsewhere with Mr. Hosey responding some municipalities offer premier services; however, those services were not included in the study in that the study covered only basic services.

Mr. Gaylord questioned whether the additional services would ensure a more efficient process with Mr. Hosey responding in the affirmative with discussion taking place regarding how fee structure determined the level of service received.
Mrs. Crowder indicated if Raleigh offers a menu of services, then the city would have to make sure employees are trained to provide these “elite” services.

Mr. Cox stated he would like additional information on indirect costs indicating he wanted to share this information with his constituents.

Discussion took place regarding whether there was a plan in place for annual updates regarding fees and recovery methodology.

The Council received the information.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, Mayor McFarlane announced the meeting adjourned at 12:45 p.m.
Ralph L. Puccini

Assistant Deputy Clerk
