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Central West Focus Area: Steering Committee Meeting 
Meeting Date/Time: April 18, 2013, 7:00 p.m. to 9:30 p.m.  

Members Present: Keith Billy, Mia Burroughs, Anthony Carey, Lucy Carol Davis, Eric Hyman, Julie McClintock, Sarah McIntee, Firoz Mistry, Bruce Murray, Michael Parker, Whit Rummel, Amy Ryan, Mickey Jo Sorrell, David Tuttle, and Buffie Webber
Members Absent: Jeff Kidd and Abby Parcell
Staff Present: Mary Jane Nirdlinger and David Bonk


Council Members Present: Councilmembers Ed Harrison and Jim Ward
Consultants Present: Deana Rhodeside, Meredith Judy and Rebecca Finn, Rhodeside & Harwell
	Agenda Item
	Discussion Points
	Motions/Votes
	Action

	1. Introductions and Opening Remarks
	Mary Jane Nirdlinger, Chapel Hill Director of Policy and Strategic Initiatives, opened the meeting and welcomed attendees.  Key announcements:
· The April 25 Community Report-Out Session will be from 5:30-7:00 p.m. at the Chapel Hill Public Library at 100 Library Drive, off of Estes. Please distribute flyers and announce to your network.

· April 30 SC meeting is scheduled for 7:00-9:00 p.m.

· The May 7 SC meeting is scheduled from 4:30-6:30 p.m. in order to avoid a conflict with the Planning Board meeting time.
	No SC members expressed concerns with the announced meeting dates and times.
	

	2. Public Participation/ Comments
	· There were no public comments.

	
	

	3. Presentation of Combined Planning Principles
	Meredith Judy, Rhodeside & Harwell, requested feedback from the SC on the revised planning principles that were distributed by e-mail prior to the SC meeting.  In particular she asked if there are gaps in the principles, and noted the goal of gaining general agreement on the direction of the principles.  There will be time to continue to refine the principles following the April 25 public report-out and feedback session.  Additionally, the consultants will prepare a version with draft objectives for the April 30 SC meeting.
	
	

	4. Committee Discussion about Planning Principles
	General Comments/Noting Gaps:

· Missing a traffic principle that links land use and traffic. There is limited capacity on the roadways.  
· Should the uses serve only the local community?  

· A walkable community means you need to bring more people into the residential area so that there are people to walk to the uses (especially since you need volume of people to maintain a business).

· Any development should not exceed the carrying capacity of the existing roads.  Mitigate the traffic issues currently on Estes.

· There should be a commercial balance on both sides of Estes in order to help balance the traffic.  Now there is traffic on one side only, so many have to travel from or thought the study area to get there.

· If nothing happens, traffic will be worse in 10 years.  May need to create new roads, etc.  Can’t have a goal that Estes Drive traffic can’t get worse, since it is going to get worse anyway.

· Mitigation of traffic problems should be included in plans for the area.

· Economic viability should also be in the principles.  Does the use cost the Town more than the benefits/income it brings into the Town?

· There is not enough on the experience of being in the area—the quality of the experience for pedestrians, including noise, health issues.  The area should be welcoming to pedestrians.

· Consider an architectural excellence principle/objective.

· Consider smart city/technology principle/objective.

Comments by Draft Principle:
1. “Gateway to Carolina North” rather than a gateway to downtown.  Central West is an institutional center of Town.

2. No comments.

3. Comments:

· Design relating to the street; buildings that address the street.  Want street/streetscape system, and connecting streets networks.

· Delete “multi-modal”—it is jargon.

· Encourage the permeability of bikes and pedestrians, but not for autos.

· Neighborhoods are not permeable now.  No safe routes to school.

4. Cater to pedestrian/bicycle comfort, not cars.  Comfort and convenience.  Relationship to greenways.

5. Make “urban design pattern” clearer.  Better to use a phrase like “village feel,” etc.  This can be more easily understood by the average person.  Need sufficient density to support bus routes.  Consider smaller, convenient buses that are more frequent.  This might encourage more ridership

6. There is a difference between regional and local destinations—support local ones.  Encourage local destinations.  Form-based code would limit big box, etc. (other regional users) by limiting form and size. There is not a consensus on local or regional destinations for the area.  Not agreement on the definition of local or regional either.
7. Add natural areas and trees (green); also include street trees.

8. Add affordable housing.  Give developers an opportunity to provide affordable housing here (a new model nationally).  In clued integration of diversities—e.g., auxiliary units, mother in law apartments, fully integrated.
9. Add low impact design.  This principle should be about design. Clustering development.
10. OK.
	There were no motions or votes.  SC members expressed interest in devoting further time at the next SC meeting to the principles.  
	· SC members will submit comments on the principles to Loryn Clark, Chapel Hill Planning Department, by noon on Monday 4/22.

· The consultant will revise the principles according to the SC meeting and written feedback prior to the April 25 community report-out.
· The consultant will revise the principles further and add draft objectives prior to the April 30 SC meeting.

	5. Presentation of Draft Planning Concepts
	Deana Rhodeside and Rebecca Finn, Rhodeside & Harwell, made a presentation of a baseline concept, three land use concepts, an open space concept, pedestrian/bike facilities ideas, and several street/circulation ideas.  These were all rough drafts for discussion and did not represent the only possibilities for the area.  


	
	

	6. Committee Discussion about Draft Planning Concepts
	SC members began discussion of the principles.  Comments included:
· Make sure there is a “heart” to the area.

· Request for a sense of the density and numbers estimated for these concepts.

· Put the heart not at the major intersection (MLK and Estes), but off the side on Estes (as is shown on the draft concepts).

· Like the “restaurant row” concept for the first part of Estes, just east of MLK.  Is there enough space?  This pattern of development could signal to traffic to slow down.

· Would NCDOT allow us to plant street trees?  How large?

· Are there studies that say retail should be clustered together in order to be successful?  Clustered retail is good for promoting walking and for a “park once” strategy for shopper.

· One story retail does not have the “walkable” feel.

· As we tie these concepts to our principles, should we recommend a planted median (for atmosphere, safety, pedestrian refuge)?  

· Rather than specify a specific number of feet for a setback, it is better to say “setback buildings from the street in order to allow xxx.”  

· Are we looking at parcel ownership or planning across ownership lines?  (Answer—both)

· Look broader when considering the pedestrian/bicycle facilities.  How will they fit into a larger network?  Show how the campus connector plays into the ped/bike recommendations.

· Integrate the transportation plans with what the Carolina North development has committed to provide.

· Look at what is possible for the street connections, without harming the streams and natural features of the area.

· MLK and Estes are arteries of connectivity in the area.  Keep this in mind.


	There were no motions or votes.
	· SC members will submit further written comments on the draft concepts to Loryn Clark, Chapel Hill Planning Department, by noon on Monday 4/22.  
· Non-SC members may also submit comments on the concepts.

· The consultant will revise and add further detail to the concepts, according to the SC meeting and written feedback.  



	7. Next Steps and New Business
	Next Steps: The next meeting will be held on Tuesday, April 30, 7:00 – 9:00 p.m. at the Siena Hotel’s Tuscany Room.  During the 4/30 meeting, the SC will discuss the feedback received at the 4/25 community report out, and provide guidance to the consultant for further refining the planning principles and draft objectives.  
New Business: 
Property Owner Comments: Each property owner was offered a few minutes to add to/comment on the interview notes distributed to the SC members.  The interviews of property owners were conducted by the consultants on 3/27/13.

· Bruce Ballentine, speaking on behalf of the Chartwell property owners/developers:  
· Consider what this plan means.  How will the plan/final concepts be used?  After the Town Council receives the recommendations/plan, it will need to be turned into code. 

· The marketplace will determine what happens and when.

· It will be a long time before office can happen on the Northeast Quadrant (Chartwell property) in a significant quantity.  

· UNC said that they would like to see safe and well managed student housing in the Town, especially on bus routes.
· Whit Rummel

· Concern about airport hazard district was not clearly represented in the notes.   For clarification—the airport used to be very busy, but now there are 3-4 flights per day.  Maybe it no longer makes sense to control the development patterns around the airport if the airport has little use.  It may be more beneficial to the community to have the best development, rather than control the development pattern just for 3-4 flights/day.
	Steering Committee members expressed interest in focusing the 4/30 SC meeting on the planning principles and objectives.  This would mean that the revised concepts would come to the SC at the 5/7 meeting.  
	· Staff will revise the meeting schedule according to this SC recommendation.  

· Consultants will focus on the draft principles and objectives for the next meeting.    

	8. Public Participation/ Comments
	·  Focus on the principles—these are not finalized yet, but the SC is already moving into concepts.  Make sure we don’t eliminate the institutions as part of the future development concepts.
· Show how these concepts impact Estes as it moves towards Franklin Street.  

· Don’t forget the small group principles in developing the compilation of principles.  The Glen Lennox principles were more pithy than those currently in the draft for CWFA.

· Need a feedback loop from what is in the concepts back to the principles.  The principles will probably evolve through the course of developing the concepts (as the principles are “tested” in the land use/design ideas).  The concepts are the first phase of evaluating the principles to find out what the community really wants.

· For principle #6, change it to say “a complete mix of activities should be provided within the Central West community, including office, retail, residential, etc. Remove the statement about automobile traffic.  It is better to focus on a balance of uses.

· Very important for Estes between Caswell and MLK—need roadway with the correct number of travel lanes, as well as bikeway, sidewalks.  Add to the concepts the number of travel lanes approved as part of Carolina North.  See how this will impact the environment.  This will create huge barriers to crossing the street and change the environment of the area very much.  

· Concern that the SC is trying to rush through the process.  Why bring the principles to the public when the SC members have divergent opinions.  Response from SC member: this is the accordion process—we don’t want to wait until we are finished developing the principles before bringing them to the public.  
	
	

	9.  Closing
	
	
	The meeting adjourned at 9:30 p.m.
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