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Flagstaff Regional Plan – Development Scenario Working Group
MEETING NOTES
February 29, 2012 – 4 to 5 p.m.
City Hall, Staff Conference Room

Attendees:  Judy Louks, Julie Leid, Betsy McKellar, Tish Bogan-Ozmun, Rick Miller, David Wessel, Kimberly Sharp, Darrel Barker, Brian Foley, Marilyn Weissman, Charlotte Welch, Sue Pratt.

Meeting Notes

I.  As the group moves forward in discussing how the land plan might look and how to evaluate and evolve the scenarios it was decided to revisit the purpose of the group and answer some basic questions: 
1.  Why are you here
· Love flag – live & work here.
· Passionate about sustainable development.
· Growth will happen – manage smartly.
· Develop (3) scenarios that showed a difference. Wanted to bring practical real life experience to the table.
· Bring growth potentials that are “financially feasible” to the local community.
· Do not know how we get beyond “bogged down” with the details.
· Need to come to the common denominators that bring us all together.
· Big group/full CAC – how to fully yet succinctly communicate ideas back?
· Pleased to participate at this level of plan
· Want input from the largest group of citizens possible
· Passion: Conservation of Natural resources
· Would like to see this group avoid the problems of things being re-written at the council level
· I worked on the last Regional Plan and OSGWP and have maintained the interest
· This is a VISION process - these are tools used to discuss this vision (visualize it) and they are so important.
· Want to contribute to a document we are going to be voting on
· Concerned with Sustainability – water/energy conservation
· Support infill - not sprawl – democratic infill
· Need to phase growth  - next 10 years
· Need to pick & choose for next 10 years
· Concerned with historic Preservation
· Smart Growth that supports historical preservation

2. What do yo wish to accomplish?  Staff presented the purpose & mission of development scenarios working groups from a presentation to the CAC last May.  These include:
i. Synthesize public comments and CAC discussion so far to create inputs –outputs 
ii. Focus on Severe (Habitat, water, energy use) and Political Issues (Jobs, Affordability, traffic)
iii. Prepare to lead discussion on Balance and Tradeoffs

The group felt that the natural environment and place types as developed remained appropriate inputs.  They felt the indicators are appropriate outputs reflecting those endorsed early on by the CAC and that the efforts of the group remained reflective of what has been shared with the public.

When asked if there were emerging issues that needed to be added the group responded:
· Growth boundary/Phased growth  – it was decided that this is a strategy discussion
· Water – general discussions on total supply capacity that should be added.
· The fact that we currently have no “urban areas”.  If these scenarios / smart growth / sustainable growth say we will need urban areas – what does that mean?
· Infill (and redevelopment) where it is appropriate – how to infill?
· Protection and revitalization of Historic Neighborhoods
· Industrial opportunities, the economic group is looking at a geographic range from Williams to Winslow.  Are we providing sufficient opportunities here to maintain a good range of wages?
· Fiscally – how much to do what the community wants and who is going to pay for it?
· Visionary vs. Practical document:  A general question was raised as to what is the correct balance between these two?
When asked whether we are using the correct indicators, as requested many months ago, and if any new ones are needed the group responded: 
· YES, but I am surprised, because I thought there would be more difference between scenarios.
·  Please review the conservation study forum paper for development scenarios to adapt or add scenarios as appropriate.  It was noted that some of these may be best left for making adaptations to a final scenario.
· Consider an affordability indicator.  It was noted that an index between housing mix and transportation might be developed. 
· Consider the relationship of each scenario to current zoning.  Jim Cronk offered that Zoning Code did not rezone anyone’s properties because prop 207 and that the Regional Plan is not subordinate to the zoning –zoning can be amended. 
· Concern that goals and policies emerging from other elements like economic development could render one or more scenarios irrelevant. These various working groups need to communicate with each other.

3.  What information must be presented to the CAC?
This is a point for more discussion.  There is consensus on:
1.  Multiple scenarios – including and perhaps limited to – the original three should be presented.
2. Strengths and weaknesses of each according to the indicators and other goals and objectives (e.g., economic development and industrial land availability).  This is part of an education process.
3. No policy language will be developed.  That is left for the full CAC.
4. The final land use map to be included in the plan will come from the full CAC.
There is need for clarification on preparing and presenting:
1.  Adaptations and evaluations of existing scenarios and development of hybrid scenarios.  There is concern about managing the full CAC through the development of hybrids and multiple iterations in a timely way.
2. Presentation of a “best fit” scenario either as a recommendation or as the results of an optimization process.  If this is the case the process and its presentation to the full CAC needs to remain transparent.  Reasons for rejecting or advancing scenarios should be clear.  The presentation should allow for the CAC to not only disagree with the findings, but to easily back up through the process to the point of disagreement and then discuss how outcomes might change as a result.


II.  Area Type maps.  The group briefly reviewed the maps presented and decided or were informed:
a. If there is a conflict between the goals & policies and the map,  the text overrules
b. The maps can help understand Macro issues like growth boundaries but micro-issues should be left to the text.
c. Are they communicating policy generally speaking including treatment of the natural environment?
d. Suburban patterns seem to be broadly written.
e. The group generally like thes  •) )  )   )    )  the concentric circles describing density - the spacing of circles.  Bring back options showing no circles as it approaches the urban-wildland interface.  Different gradations for different types of activity centers.
f. The group generally agreed that the distinction between industrial and other uses is not sufficient.  Options include splitting industrial, business park and institutional.  Add “commercial” or “mixed use” to the activity center labels.

III.  Indicators – were not discussed and per the group it was decided to put the map discussion on the back burner for a while and focus on KH numbers and inputs/outputs to understand the difference 

IV.  Future Discussion:
· Much future meeting – hybrid of scenarios; urban growth boundaries; phased growth.
Adjourned
Next Meeting: March 14, 2012 
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