Central West Focus Area
Comments received from the community participants during the June 4, 2013 Steering Committee meeting

# 1
Density Comments 
· Dense development on MLK & Estes is okay provided the increase in height density is balanced by increased green/ public space
· The main section of the senior housing is in environmentally sensitive areas.  The entire core senior housing area where it is currently planned is a bad idea.  The area represents some of Chapel Hill’s last remaining intact forest in close proximity to town center and the forest should be preserved.  Other areas in less sensitive areas (never Estes & MLK) can be built denser/ higher to account for the loss of housing in this central core area.
· The conversion of the core sensitive area south of Estes to a conservation zone is recommended.  The forest in the area possesses rare plants species and mature trees – both indications of areas of high conservation status.  Trials planned for the area can increase public access/social good though they should be minimal in extent to account for the sensitive nature of the forest.  
· This area possesses potential champion trees, including one of the largest pine trees in Orange County (81 cm dbh) and some of the tallest White Oak & Tulip Poplar trees (35 to 40 m)
· The area “above” Estes (bordering Shadowoods) is completely hilled & preserves no existing green space or vegetation.  There is scarcely no buffer from street. 
· Although not as bad as #2 and #3. Need larger tree buffer between development and existing neighborhoods.  
· Please widen Estes Road. 
· Not in keeping with adjacent areas, senior housing.
Retail only on MLK

· This is the only one with any viability, combine with citizens concept map, retail only on MLK
· Add citizen’s idea of keeping tree buffer along MLK & Estes, don’t need buildings on street ( keep green entranceways into Chapel Hill) 
· Best plan (after citizen’s map) would still like to see less single family housing around Huntington. Would like to see more green space in replace of ‘mixed use’ single story retail and multifamily 
· Too much retail on the corner of MLK & Estes
Traffic/ Family Home Concerns 

· Too many single family homes crammed together

· Single family homes along Estes is not economically viable

· Whit Rummel Townhouse development incompatible with safety, existing neighborhoods, traffic patterns, where is natural corridor & bike and pedestrian access through Rummel property? 

· Additional traffic from multi-family development will make existing traffic on Estes (already stop and go during rush hour) even worse.

· 10 new parking lots! We are trying to move to transit including bike & ped. Increased use. 

· Connecting Maple to MLK & creating in-fill between is problematic because, increased traffic, inability to exit already, area at tip of Maple in a steep ravine, road spur going east is on very small ridge, building in that area ignores steep slopes, RCP buffers, without streams, like development shown on NE corner MLK/Estes which were compatible with existing traffic & neighborhood patterns. 

Tree Buffers

· need more tree buffers with older neighborhoods

· there should be bigger tree buffers between new development and existing neighborhoods
#2
Density Comments 

· Way too dense X6

· Not in favor, it would totally change the character of the area

· It doesn’t fit with the existing neighborhood

· Incompatible with Carolina’s North look –n-feel 

· Too dense don’t like office space moved up to street, Weaver St. is set back from street and it doesn’t hurt their business but encourages gathering on the lawn.
Traffic Concerns

· Drive connection to Shadowood not feasible, the drive on MLK N. of Estes is too close to Estes.
· Traffic on Estes is bad enough already as I travel it multiple times a day.  PLEASE consider widening the road west of Phillips to accommodate ANY of these plans.
· Connecting Maple to MLK will hurt Mt. Bolus 
Retail/ Buffer

· Not in favor of having ANY retail
· Eliminating the greenways makes the area along MLK & Estes very different from other proposed development ideas for Chapel Hill. 
· Add citizen’s plan idea of keeping green tree buffer MLK entranceway into Chapel Hill. 
· There seems to be almost no open area near the retail/apt. complexes. That will not result in an inviting area for visiting the retail stores – as proposed with the walk ability concept. 
· 13 new parking lots – this is a joke?  Where will all the new residents children go to school? (guess that’s not a problem for the consultants that live in another state) 
#3

Density 

· Way too high density, almost a continuous wall of apartments on Estes
· Not in favor, way too dense
· way too dense , looks like Cary, no Chapel Hill charm 
· way too dense, the single family homes off of Maple are UGLY
· Much too dense, no neighboring buffer or transition to existing homes. 
· Way too much density and would greatly increase risk of flooding/ adverse environmental issues and also would accelerate traffic problems 
Environmental issues

· Absolutely unsupportable  - economically, environmentally, incompatible with Carolina North , way too dense this in a concept that Obey Creek or Southern Village would reject

· Eliminating the greenway along Estes is contrary to the general development principles discussed for Chapel Hill. Taking away the trees and putting building on the street takes away one of the features that makes Chapel Hill so attractive and unique. 

· don’t like offices on street- need some space, no consideration of existing green space or preserving some existing nature
· As someone currently living in an apartment, I would never consider living in an apartment complex this dense.  Sticks out from existing community, will add to traffic congestion, and decrease over all sense of community in neighborhood.
· add citizen’s idea of keeping tree buffer along MLK & Estes ( keep green entranceways into Chapel Hill) 
Retail

· This is just absurd! Now you have 16 new parking lots! Too many new streets, too many intersections on Estes

· Retail and offices are high traffic generators

· All three concepts detract from the quaint (small gift shops, small specialty restaurants, small health food store, multimedia multipurpose open communal space etc.) that residents desire in Chapel Hill.  The less dense concept does not even come close to expectations.  

· Ridiculous a city in itself

Citizen Comments

· This is the best plan so far.  It is much more consistent with the ambiance of the existing neighborhoods
· This plan is unrealistic given the need for Chapel Hill to maximize land values and create additional tax base. Chapel Hill is already too residentially for long term economic viability. Short sided use and plan. 
· Best plan would be open to removal of park

· I like keeping the tree buffer along MLK and Estes

· I like the single family homes along North side of Estes and would like to see it extended instead of townhouses.  I like the tree buffer between the new development and existing adjacent neighborhoods.

· This is the best of the plans.  The single family homes North of Estes are more compatible with the existing neighborhoods than the residential in the other plans

· Keep the green entranceway of MLK into Chapel Hill Preserves.

· Best plan keeps closest to current conditions, keeps in mind safety across the board.  Love the park and green spaces! 

· Like that retail is mainly on MLK and Estes is residential with relatively low density

· This plan is the best of all the alternatives.  It allows new development while respecting the character of the area.  To avoid additional congestion, it is important to route as much traffic as possible to MLK and NOT Estes.

· This plan reflects where this process should have STARTED! You need to go on from here; a consultant should NOT be designing the concept plans that were never the charge.
· Single family on Estes is not economically viable, office & retail uses are very high traffic generators, not the best location for a park, Carolina North will provide 600 + acres of undeveloped open space for this part of town. 

· This plan protects the value of Chapel Hill

· # 0 is a perfect name as any future plan should start here; this is the only plan that incorporates the community feedback as presented.

·  Have higher end single family homes on Estes Dr. (more tax revenue) and fits with neighborhood.  

· Still too dense along road spur East of YWCA road spur N&E of YWCA and building footprint completely incompatible with RCP, steep slopes and streams

· Best plan for Chapel Hill 

· This plan presents a new livable community in Chapel Hill

· This is a wonderful rethinking of this area especially contrasted with disappointing concepts 1-3

·  I like this plan gradient of density form low to higher

· Poor interconnect ability of streets

· This concept and concept 1 are the only plans that should be considered moving forward.  Concept 2 and 3 are too densely developed and do not mesh well with the feel of the current community. Retail should face MLK ONLY, not Estes Dr. 

· Like this concept the most so far; more green space along streets and potential for some bio diversity; like the park area new Shadowood

· I like this plan a lot! Not too dense. Like the single family homes to the right of Somerset.  I love the thick tree buffers on Estes and MLK. Also, the large buffer where the senior housing would be located is wonderful.
· I like the idea of filling a community need like senior housing 

· The addition of additional green space makes this map superior to the three others, the conservation south of Estes and east of MLK should be even better conserved than this map indicates and senior housing should be more concentrated along roadways. This area possesses rare plant species mature/ extremely tall trees and as such is precious resource in need of better preservation. 

General Comments 

· Add bike/ped/greenway plan map to each option that connects to major facilities – existing and planned – including impact area

· Ask that Council refer the draft plans to advisory boards for comment, including greenway, bike/ped and t-bd, prior to public hearing 
· Avoid outflow of traffic on to Estes. Retail is high density residential should flow into MLK

· Creek flooding is a serious problem already.  Additional paving will exacerbate problem.  All ground slopes to creek and paving will increase run off. 

· Should acquire church site to all access to MLK and reduce impact on Estes.

· Evaluate each plan and land use effect on traffic generation. Office and retail are high peak hour traffic generation.

· I think the two maps show more density than the area can handle.  Again, traffic congestion on Estes.

· The chosen concept should be economically viable.

· Preferred uses should be low traffic generators to Estes – such as senior living, hotel and student housing ( not office and retail)

· No market for offices in Chapel Hill at present. 700,000 + sq feet approved awaiting tenants.

· Must widen Estes or only allow exit/entrance on MLK.  Impossible for an “F” rated road to handle this.

· Traffic calming critical on already too fast and over loaded roads Estes and our neighborhood roads like Curtis, Clayton and N. Elliott.  Don’t understand why bigger focus area is not shown on maps to put it in real context ( i.e. connect to library, Estes Hills and Phillips and other in situations that exist)

· Only plans 1 and citizen concept should go forward as they’re the only ones that might respect the principle of celebrating natural space, nature, existing neighborhoods MORE CITIZEN INPUT opportunities are needed as these plans go forward! 
· Send 3 or more concept plants to Council as interim June 24th report to be analyzed for impacts.  

· Building footprints should allow for imagination and creativity of site design to achieve mixed use

· Improve bicycle access along Estes from Caswell St. to MLK

· Disappointed RCD buffers and Jordan Lake buffers shown as same, they are NOT the same especially behind YWCA

· All 3 staff concept plans to dense, where is a continuum of options between correct base and option #1

· Concept plans ignore natural features  - steep slopes east of birthing center and 40 foot deep ravine end of Airport Drive and streams – be honest 

· Connecting Maple Dr. to MLK so close to YMCA a big problem

· Mt. Bolus neighborhood already has problems exiting  - where is traffic plans
· Technical criteria for justifying buildings in RCD lacking 

· Where is economic baseline justifying options 1-3, how much revenue will that development raise? 

· Looks like all the CH2020 growth is concentrated in few areas - how much of option # 1,2,3 handles CH 2020 development goals? 

· Options 1,2,3 seem to be an attempt to justify the chartable development – where is the balance? 

· These comments may be too early in the process but it’s not clear yet what consideration has been given to run off and traffic.  Also, are the traffic count data up to date for 2013? 

· Prefer citizen concept plan and its low density 

· All 3 staff generated options show a decided lack of creativity, lack any sensitivity to Chapel Hill’s heritage and history, are clearly incompatible with Carolina North’s transportation and visual design aspects

· Undeveloped areas represent opportunity to increase Chapel Hill’s tax base and economic development. Community option is just “more of the same” and not realistic in keeping with adopted 2020 plan. 
· MLK/Estes corner is an gateway to Chapel Hill. UNC recognized this with their Carolina North design. Why don’t options 1-3 reflect the unique character of this corner? The example architectures for option 1 thru 3 are not reflective of Chapel Hill’s character, heritage and history. 

Individual Comments (on sheets of paper)
· Jarrett  - 121 Westview Dr. # 106 Carrboro  - First choice  - citizen’s concept plan.  Second choice – concept plan #1 my opinion  is that only these two plans should be considered moving forward

· Becky Jepson – 503 E Noth Greensboro St. Carrboro NC. 27510 – my first preference is the citizen’s concept map as it reflects a plan of least development which will produce least traffic and pose least danger to school children, residents, runners, bikers and drivers.  I like the park! My second preference is the concept map #1 then 2, then 3

· Margaret Harrington  212 Huntington Dr. Chapel Hill  - first choice citizens concept, second choice planning committee

· Rose Marie D’Siba of the 4 concepts presented the initial citizen’s concept map was by far the best. Of the other 3, concept map 1 is one that has possibilities to work with. concept maps 2 and 3 not acceptable with 3 completely not appropriate

·  Preserve area stated for senior housing 1 only viable one of the 3 need more green spaces. 1 one person disagrees to single family house detail only on MLK 3 way too dense. 
· Cheryl Filpus 109 Huntington Drive Cheryl@filpus.org my first choice is the citizen’s concept map. Of the other three, the first is the least objectionable.  Number 2 and 3 are unacceptably dense. 

· Elise Fradin 204 Huntington Dr. Chapel Hill 27514 The citizen concept plan and the 1st concept plan are closer to representing the Lower Density that I think is appropriate along N. Estes Dr. Concept plans #2 and #3 represent absurdly high density that are in direct conflict with the principle of respecting adjacent neighborhoods. I would like to see the residential nature of Estes Drive preserved  - single family homes and limited townhouses would be the preferred way to accomplish this.  This would also help reduce the already congested traffic on Estes, would be less likely to overburden the local schools which are at capacity and improve pedestrian safety.  I would definitely like to see an impact study done on the lower density concept maps, i.e., citizens concept map and concept map #1. I assume even these will present detrimental effects to the adjacent neighborhoods. 
· Helen Tauchen 107 Huntington Dr. Chapel Hill 27514 – The citizen concept plan and plan #1 are consistent with Chapel Hill as a livable community with a mix of development uses.  Plans #2 and #3 are out of place for the neighborhood and the broader Chapel Hill community.  For all of the plans, there are questions about traffic and run off.  Based on the presentation of the plans it appears that such studies will be done.  
