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Flagstaff Regional Plan – Development Scenario Working Group
MEETING NOTES
January 18, 2012 – 4 to 5 p.m.
City Hall, Staff Conference Room

Attendees:  Betsy McKellar, Tish Bogan-Ozmun, Rick Miller, Judy Louks, Jerome Naleski, Julie Lied, Marilynn Weismann, Bob Caravona, Kimberly Sharp, Darrel Barker

Meeting Notes

1) Discussed updated Scenario Maps ‘A’, ‘B’ and the new ‘D’:
A. Refinements from previous version:
1) All county communities receive ‘Infill’ for existing vacant parcels zoned for residential.  This infill equals previous ‘new’ development.  NO Federal land exchanges needed.
2) Review of proposal with existing County Area Plans.  Priority conservation areas or growth type integrated into scenarios.
3) Review of proposed scenarios with existing infrastructure; highly unlikely growth (ex. denser in Villagio area) was swapped with more likely and available growth areas (ex. Butler Avenue contiguous to Little America property).
4) Scenario ‘D’ developed from Working Group suggestions, in able to comprehend an even more ‘dense’ urban center, a few small but tight rural ‘activity centers’ and implications in the measurements or indicators.
5) New place type added – Suburban Neighborhood Light (SNL) – represents the existing Flagstaff neighborhood density of 3.5 units per acre.
B. Comments from these scenarios:
1) Where is the Belmont, Forest Valley and River Dale infill for all three scenarios?  There is a substantial amount of existing vacant parcels currently zoned for residential.
2) Please provide examples of scenario densities at next Development Scenario meeting (update the Place types with graphic illustrations).
3) Please add existing Urban Growth Boundary to Scenario maps.
4) Suggestion to add the Walnut Canyon Proposed Study area to the Scenario maps.  Label other important items (Walnut Canyon NM, Picture Canyon, Observatory Mesa, etc.).
5) Which one seems to be a palatable one for the voting public?  They still seem very similar.  
6) When and if the Development Scenario Working Group could begin to lean towards ONE scenario, the hot issues can then be addressed.
7) ASU Decision Theater is useful tool to decide upon the difficult issues (example – preservation of open space AND development of industrial land).
2) Discussed List of Agreed upon INDICATORS – as supplied by Kimley-Horn and Associations.
A. Clarifications requested for:
1)  ‘Leisure Expenditures’ (guessed it as Parks, Recreation and FUTS)
2) Roads, water, sewer and data – is this “Environmental and Development Expenditure”?
3) Please identify what is included in the listed Fiscal Impact Analysis measurements.
4) Indicator: Proximity to Parks – please correct as to “Proximity to Parks, Recreation, Open Space and FUTS”)
B. List of potentially missing measurements – need further discussion with KH:
1) Education costs, schools (does it make a difference if it is public or charter?)
2) Fiscal Impacts – HOA’s and their ability to provide services in existing foreclosure market, how this cost is passed onto remaining homeowners and new homeowners.
1. This might be addressed more appropriately in “Cost of Development/Economic Development” Element.
3) Reviewed Scenario Measurements – as supplied by Kimley Horn and Associates, 1/12/12
A. Do the ‘Bike Trips’ take into account inclement weather?  Some would assume when the weather gets bad, that trip would transfer to public transit.
B. Trips Generated in Congested Areas – please clarify.
C. Water Usage – what is going on here?  The Total Water Demand goes up with each scenario?
D. In the end, need to clearly understand what the community is GIVING, and what will we GET in return?
E. Do these numbers correlate to the spreadsheet we used at the Community Design Charrettes in July 2010 – regarding population, jobs, etc.?
4) How a Scenario Plan could be a SECTOR PLAN
A. Reviewed what a sector plan is from a 2009 presentation to the CAC.  
B. Benefits of sector planning – generalizations for simplicity; do not overly-constrain future growth (with specifics of HOW to grow) while clearly stipulating conservation areas for resource protection and where to invest in public infrastructure for growth areas.
C. Concern with Section 30 – discussion of State Land Department’s expectations and community’s expectations for this area.  Community member’s request for Walnut Canyon Study Area’s boundaries to be shown on the Regional Plan map – needs CAC discussion.  Request for Regional Plan (2001) Growth Boundary to be shown on the updated land use map.  
D. Conservation areas – working with both City and County Open Space Commissions, Parks & Rec Commission, as well as AZ Game and Fish to define areas of priority conservation.  This will produce the ‘green spaces’, which can overlay the scenario maps and be used on the sector plan.
E. Az Game and Fish produced a report on Wildlife Corridors.  Wildlife Connectivity Assessment.
F. As a mapping exercise, we will turn Scenario ‘B’ into a Sector Plan Map DRAFT for review and discussion at the next Development Scenarios Working Group meeting.
5) Next Meeting (February 1, 2012) goals:
A. Apply sector planning to scenario map ‘B’
Is it clearly represented what is intended for:
1) Conservation areas
2) Growth areas
3) Existing urban development

B. Discuss how scenarios translate into Land Use, Growth Areas and Circulation
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