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Central West Focus Area: Steering Committee Meeting 
Meeting Date/Time: June 11, 2013, 7:00 p.m. to 9:50 p.m.  

Members Present: Anthony Carey, Lucy Carol Davis, Eric Hyman, Jeff Kidd , Julie McClintock, Sarah McIntee, Firoz Mistry, Abby Parcell, Michael Parker, Whit Rummel, Amy Ryan, Jared Simmons, David Tuttle, and Buffie Webber
Members Absent: Mia Burroughs, Bruce Murray, and Mickey Jo Sorrell
Staff Present: Megan Wooley, David Bonk and Rae Buckley
Council Members Present: Councilmembers Donna Bell, Ed Harrison, Lee Storrow, and Jim Ward
Consultants Present: Deana Rhodeside and Meredith Judy, Rhodeside & Harwell
	Agenda Item
	Discussion Points
	Motions/Votes
	Action

	1. Introductions and Opening Remarks
	Megan Wooley, Chapel Hill Planning Department, opened the meeting and welcomed attendees.  She provided an overview of the upcoming meeting schedule:
· June 24 Presentation to the Town Council, 7 p.m.
· Work Plan for Milestone #3 document outlines next meeting dates.  It also notes that the analysis for the concepts will occur in July.  This document will be distributed to the SC at today’s meeting.  At a future meeting the SC will vote on the document.
 
	
	 

	2. Public Participation/ Comments
	· Thank you to the SC for hearing public comment at the 6/4 meeting, particularly regarding presentation of the “citizen concept map.

· Thank you for reviewing the comments received on concepts 1-3 and the “citizen concept.”  
· Thank you for the SC’s work and the opportunity for comment.  Frustrated by how many people are missing in the meetings.  She has tried to bring people to the meetings (young couples with children, students, those who cannot attend 3 hour work sessions on Saturday), but it is difficult to get this representation at the meetings.  Some people are asking whether there is room for them in Chapel Hill in the future.  It is ok if Chapel Hill in the future looks different from Chapel Hill in the past.  Just wants to keep Chapel Hill a vibrant place.

· Representative of five property owners in the area (total of 65 acres of land in Central West).  This is a rare opportunity for Chapel Hill to create an urban environmental for walking to destinations.  Need people to move to CW in order for this idea to be successful.  It is unusual to have this much contiguous developable land in so few hands one area in Chapel Hill.  Very few people ever want change, but once it happens many times people like it.  

· We need to look at the long term view and make sure we don’t cause undue harm to the environment, safety and community welfare.
	
	

	3. Committee Discussion of Policy for Accepting Public Input
	Amy Ryan, SC co-chair, introduced this agenda item noting that the chairs discussed how to consider the “citizen concept” for a long time prior to the 6/4 meeting.  Ultimately they decided to allow presentation of the concept during the public comment period and to put a copy of the plan on each small group table.  Some members of the SC were upset with this approach.  Amy requested that each SC member take a few minutes to explain how they felt about the 6/4 meeting and how future decisions should be made about the method for public input.  Comments from SC members:
· Felt the meeting on 6/4 focused too much on one special interest group.  The Chapel Hill 2020 process sent a clear mandate for high density corridors and transit service on those corridors.  Those supporting the 2020 vision are also special interests that need to be heard.
· Confused by the “citizen concept.”  Felt like he was being threatened at the 6/4 meeting.  Didn’t like how the “citizen concept” was presented to the SC.  

· Appreciated the organized submittal from the neighbors, and feels it merits consideration.  The SC is here to listen.

· The flow of information should be liberal because the more the SC hears, the more the members can process and the more likely the committee can develop a better idea for the CWFA than what is there now.  Right now it is unsafe for bicyclists and pedestrians.  Liked receiving the information from the neighbors, but didn’t like having it presented side-by-side with the consultant prepared maps.  The Town hired professionals for a reason.  The SC must listen to everyone, not just the neighbors.  There is a balance of interests.  She is pro neighborhood protection and enhancement.  Chapel Hill is not a little town anymore.
· Glad for citizen input and glad for new faces at tonight’s SC meeting.  We have the opportunity to think about the future of Estes and MLK.  Chapel Hill is not an affordable community—many people who work here cannot afford to live here and this is increasingly true.  She had no problems with the citizen input on 6/4.

· Welcome citizen input.  Presentation of the citizen plan was nebulous—felt like an aside.  The process and structure of that input was confusing.  Was confusing whether the comments from the 5th table (table set up for non-SC participation) would be considered by the consultants in the same way as the comments from the SC member tables.  It is an unfounded claim that the SC is not considering the interests of the neighbors.

· Want this to be an open and honest process.  The SC should think about the whole town and not just a small area when making decisions.  It is important to think about how the central west area ties into the rest of the town and its future.  Fearful that central west is becoming an unsafe place.  

· Don’t want to discount the “citizen concept” because of a process problem.  The committee is bogged down in process.  

· If people don’t come to the SC meetings, they are happy with the status quo.  The “citizen concept” should be considered with the consultant plans.  Condos are not necessarily affordable.

· The accordion process is important and should be maintained.

· Not clear what the concept maps are.  Not clear that pieces in the concepts are interchangeable.  This is not a development application.  Wants to discuss the tradeoffs and values. Was good to see the “citizen concept map” for comparison, but would have been better to know ahead of time that this was part of the plan for the evening.  Agree that the SC needs time to talk about the concepts and give clear direction to the consultants.
· Was surprised to have the “citizen concept map” sprung on the SC at the 6/4 meeting.  Need to follow a process that is established.  Want a variety of comments from the community, not the same ones over and over.  The “citizen map” should not have equal weight as the consultant concepts.  Felt like the SC expanded in size for the meeting on 6/4.

· It is critical that we all listen to each other and talk to each other so that the SC can come to some agreement.  At another meeting the SC can decide what the process will be going forward.    
	
	

	Agenda Change
	
	Motion by Michael Parker to adjust the agenda to allow for the meeting to conclude at 9:00 as scheduled.  Motion: move agenda item #8 in front of agenda item #5 then revisit the agenda again for any further adjustments needed.  Second by Eric Hyman.  Full agreement by SC.
	

	4. Presentation and Committee Discussion of Planning Concepts
	Meredith Judy, Rhodeside & Harwell, briefly presented on the reasons for using an internal street network in new development and the factors that create walkability.  She then summarized the components that are included in both of the new draft concepts.  Deana Rhodeside, Rhodeside & Harwell, presented two new draft land use concepts based on feedback received at the 6/4 SC meeting.  The SC responded to the concepts with comments and questions:
· What is the acreage of the park spaces?

· How detailed will the concept from the SC ultimately be?  The SC needs to decide.  

· What will be presented to council on 6/24?

· The most recent concepts do not capture what we started out the process trying to create/dream.  This is not the “core village” idea.

· The more specific we are on the concept plans, the fewer options are available in the future.

· The concepts are regimented, utilitarian, lack “life.”

· Not enough green space, not Chapel Hill in character.

· Not enough density in senior housing area to justify the amount of infrastructure shown.

· We are losing sight of the 2020 plan—high density on major transit corridors.  These concepts do not sufficiently reflect that plan.
· Need retail and municipal uses in this area.

· The presentation to council on 6/24 should be a snapshot of the SC work to date.  It is ok to show a range of ideas that the SC is considering.  It does not need to be one concept.  

· Would like to design the site concept during an SC meeting—use the principles and a blank sheet of paper to begin the SC discussion.

· Want to hear Town Council advice on the two extremes in concepts and share the principles and objectives with them.

· Concern that the concepts are getting to detailed too quickly.  Need to straighten out the transportation issues first.  Estes is broken.  We should be at the bubble diagram stage now.  

· Need to go through the economic analysis before we can create our own map process.  

· We need more than one plan.  We should show low and high density concepts in order to analyze and understand the potential impacts of each in our analyses.  


	
	

	Moved Agenda Item (#8): Public Participation/ Comments
	· Concern that the Shadowood connection could not actually happen.  
· Need to add retail and food options to the southern area on MLK.  That was what everyone in this person’s small group agreed on at the public workshop on 5/18.  Daycare would be good there too.  The concepts need to be bold.  Love the idea of transit.  Need a town/gown village and connectivity and pedestrian access.  Need to be more visionary in the concepts.

· Young people aspire to live in an area where they can walk to home/work/play.  The University Mall area out 15-501 and the current downtown are the best places for this type of environment.  There is not enough room in central west for an urban center.  It is too small and too far from services.  There is a deficiency in how we are going about the central west process.  We are losing sight of what happens in other areas of town.  This process should take into account the whole town context.  

· Concern that Estes is a unique connector.  Estes has two schools.  The constraining factor should be how well Estes can handle high density.  New growth—what impact will this have on how many people will drive on Estes?  Figure out how much this roadway can support first.  

· Disturbed that a teacher at Estes Hills didn’t know this effort is going on.  Principal didn’t really know either.  If squeeze Estes Drive, traffic will go elsewhere and could be more of a problem in other locations.  Concern that looking at focus areas and not whole area impacts.
· Central West has a rare forest for an urban area.  Caution against moving too quickly because can’t “undevelop.”  Tremendous forest and park potential.  Can do better than what currently showing.  Need something for generations to come.  Be smart to comply with proposed principle #13.  

· Was on visioning task force before 2020 process and did a lot of public input.  Concerned about “Duke versus Chapel Hill” analogy in describing the interaction between the SC and the neighbors.  It was a very diverse group of people that put the “citizen concept” ideas together.  How will the SC integrate community input and get past the “us versus them” idea?


	
	

	
	
	Motion to keep the meeting going for another half hour (Whit Rummel).  Second by Eric Hyman.  Vote of support from SC to continue meeting for another half hour.  
	

	5. Overview of Presentation to Council on June 24th 
	Megan Wooley described the presentation strategy for the 6/24 presentation to Town Council.  Conversation from SC members:
· Need to show council something so that they can respond.  Most comfortable with principles and objectives because the SC has provided the most input to those.  
· Suggest showing a series of the concepts that have evolved over time and show citizen concept too. Then show what will do next.  

· Ideally the presentation will be 15-20 minutes total.

· This is simply a report to council to show that the SC is doing something and show where we are at this point in time, and the process used to get there.  

· Afraid these plans will end up in the press because they show pretty pictures.  Maybe we should just explain where we are in words.  

· Important caveats—the concepts are not yet clearly linked to the principles, not yet analyzed.  

· Lead off with where we are headed then show background of how we got there.  

· Don’t show the concepts chronologically.  

· Principles and objectives should be the primary portion of the presentation.  

· Should there be another meeting between now and the 6/24 council meeting?

· All concepts will be shown and for each there will be a few bullets highlighting the key features.  

· Show the different ideas the SC has considered without opinions expressed.  Include the “citizen concept” plan.

· Consider with the Council what’s happening at Horace Williams Airport.  
	
	Staff, the Committee Co-Chairs and the consultants will prepare a presentation for the Council meeting on 6/24 that shows the principles and objectives, and all the concepts developed to date.  

	6. Committee Discussion of Proposed Principle #13
	·  Tabled until a later meeting.
	
	

	7. Presentation and Discussion of Work Plan for Milestone #3
	· Tabled until a later meeting.
	
	

	8. Public Participation/ Comments
	· Moved before agenda item #5.  See notes above.
	
	

	9.  Closing
	
	
	The meeting adjourned at 9:50 p.m.
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