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What is the Urban Land Institute?

Mission:

Provide leadership in the responsible
use of land and in creating and

sustaining thriving communities m
worldwide.

30,000 members worldwide:

A Developers

A Investors, Bankers and Financiers
A Architects and Designers

A Public officials

A Academicians

ULI expertise:

A Research

A Education

A Best practice
A Advisory panels
A ldeas exchange




Daniel Rose Center for Public Leadership in Land Use

Mission:

To encourage and support
excellence in land use decision
making. By providing public
officials with access to
information, best practices, peer
networks and other resources,
the Rose Center seeks to foster
creative, efficient, practical, and
sustainable land use policies.

Daniel Rose



Daniel Rose Fellowship

A Four cities selected for yearlong program of
professional development, leadership training,
assistance with a local land use challenge

A Mayor selects 3 fellows and team coordinator

A 2010-2011 class: Charlotte, Detroit, Houston,
Sacramento



http://www.uli.org/sitecore/content/ULI2Home/ProfessionalDevelopment/Rose Center/10_11RoseFellows/Anthony Foxx.aspx
http://www.uli.org/sitecore/content/ULI2Home/ProfessionalDevelopment/Rose Center/10_11RoseFellows/Dave Bing.aspx
http://www.uli.org/sitecore/content/ULI2Home/ProfessionalDevelopment/Rose Center/10_11RoseFellows/Annise Parker.aspx
http://www.uli.org/sitecore/content/ULI2Home/ProfessionalDevelopment/Rose Center/10_11RoseFellows/Kevin Johnson.aspx

City Study Visits
A Based on ULI Advisory Services Program

A Assembles experts to study land use challenge

A Provides city’s fellowship team with framework and
ideas to start addressing their challenge




The Panel




A Co-Chair: Hilary Bertsch, Associate Principal, EEK Architects, New
York, New York

A Co-Chair: Carlton Brown, Chief Operating Officer, Full Spectrum of
New York, LLC, New York, New York

A Cathy Crenshaw, President & CEQ, Sloss Real Estate, Birmingham,
INELETNE!

A Karla Henderson, Group Executive of Planning and Facilities, City of
Detroit, Michigan (Rose Fellow)

A The Honorable Glenda Hood, Hood Partners LLC, Orlando, Florida
(Rose Center Advisory Board)

A Jeremy Klop, Principal, Fehr & Peers, Denver, Colorado

A Thomas Kronemeyer, Associate Principal, Community Design +
Architecture, Oakland, California

A Mike McKeever, Executive Director, Sacramento Area Council of
Government, Sacramento, California (Rose Fellow)

A John Sedlak, Executive VP, Houston METRO, Houston, Texas (Rose
Fellow Alternate)



ntation steps to
tion, and ensure the
I(}ng -term viability of development in the
Independence Boulevard study area?




Panel Process

A Panel briefed by
Charlotte’s Daniel
Rose Fellows

A Toured the
Independence
Boulevard/Monroe
Road corridors

A Interviewed
stakeholders

A Opportunity to visit
both proposed Central
Avenue Street Car
route, ride South
Corridor Blue Line
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General Observations

A A lot of good work
has been done by
city

A Cooperative spirit
between Charlotte
and NC DOT

A Project uncertainty
and timeframe Is
harming local
market




Area Plan

Draft area plan captures consensus about needs:
A start implementing, stop just planning

A need more highway capacity

A need more transit

A need local economic development

But lack of agreement on details of key issues is
creating uncertainty, slowing progress and funding:

A BRT vs LRT
A Specific roadway design



Challenges of Hybrid Approach

A Hybrid/compromise solutions are hurting
chances for synergies

A Roadway + transit + land use plans don't
necessarily reinforce each other

A In some cases may even be at cross purposes
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Concepts — Transportation Framework
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Concepts — Community Structure
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Concepts — Community Structure
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Transportation Context

Needs identified locally are valid

Functional long distance connection
to Uptown

Important regional connection —
nearby counties as well as the coast

Freight activity higher than other
connectors in the region

Adjacent parallel “spokes” and
connecting roadway network create
multiple options
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Transportation Context

N ., / " \,* ™
Express regional (long distance ,,;f“ _ o &2
commuter) service on #“3‘4‘\“‘0
Independence ~') "\.‘\" ol
Local neighborhood (within the .'A -
corridor) service on Monroe and ‘
Central ;
Monroe and Central are two of the "
highest ridership bus corridorsin | '}
the entire CATS system e

Development occurring along
neighborhood convenient transit




Transit Options _

Highway LRT




Transit Options

South Corridor LRT
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Transit Options
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Transit Options

Streetcar




Transit Options

Fully dedicated guideway

Commuter rail

Partially cedicated
guideway/priority
treatment in mixed traffic

Pricrity treatment in

mixed traffic

3} buses and

Mixed traffic e

Transit Speed Rellabllity
Slowagt —————m— Factest




Transportation Concepts

A Go with what’s working in Charlotte

A Honor the commitment to rail by building streetcars on Central
and Monroe

A Build BRT/high-quality express bus for long-distance
commuting in the Independence Corridor

A Refine future designs to combine transit lanes with HOV/HOT
lanes for long distance commuters

A Consider a streetcar loop connection via Sharon Amity

A Support local streetcar transit connections with feeder bus,
bicycle, and pedestrian connections



Concepts — Transportation Framework
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Transportation Benefits

A Potential to narrow roadway footprint by
approximately 50 feet

A Reduce ROW acquisition costs
A Provide faster travel time with fewer stops

A Create new revenue source through High Occupancy
Toll (HOT) lanes dedicated to transit, bicycle, and
pedestrian improvements that enhance neighborhood
livability



Community Benefits

A Preserve commercial properties

A Reduce property, neighborhood, and environmental
iImpacts

A Build on existing economic assets

A Support neighborhood economic opportunities with low

speed walkable, livable street environments along
Central & Monroe

A Support auto-oriented commercial opportunities along
Independence (auto dealers, WalMart)

A Support neighborhood connector “Complete Streets” to
connect across Independence and to connect to the
region







Economic Development Opportunities

Independence Boulevard Concept Plan

INDEPENDENCE BOULEVARD:
Independence Business District (Auto-Oriented Highway Commercial)

CENTRAL & MONROE STREETCAR CORRIDORS:
Neighborhood Core, Neighborhood Node and Transit Node (Central & Monroe Streetcar Mixed-Use)

NEIGHBORHOOD CONNECTORS (N-S)
Neighborhood General, Neighborhood Core and Neighborhood Node

Green Connections Employment Distr_i_qv ‘Independence Business District
: 3 i mmmm  Fyture Street Connections

= Existing Streets

2

)¢
N\



o< oL oL oL oL L



