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Chairperson Hunt called the meeting to order by asking everyone to stand for a moment of silent meditation.  The following items were discussed with action taken as shown.

Item #01-61.  Rezoning Z-40-02 – Rock Quarry Road Conditional Use (VSPP).  Planning Director Chapman pointed out this case was reviewed at the last meeting.  The applicant has submitted revised conditions dated October 15, 2002.  The revised conditions provide for direct access to the southern boundary street, addresses limited hours of operation, landscaping, signage, etc.  The new conditions do not restrict the use of drive-thru service windows which was discussed at the last meeting.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out the window of opportunity for making changes to the conditions has lapsed therefore the Committee would have to recommend approval or denial of the case with the current conditions.

Thurston Hicks, 11704 Man of War Trail, went over the history of the case as described at the last committee meeting.  He explained the conditions have been amended several times over the last six months.  He went over the conditions dated October 15, 2002 touching on prohibited uses, and the addition of a 20-foot natural protective yard.  He stated under the proposed Neighborhood Business zone there would be a 30-foot transition protective yard and they feel that builds in a sufficient buffer.  He stated Conditional #11 relating to cross access has been added.  Mr. Hicks pointed out he had discussions with his clients relative to prohibiting drive-thru windows.  He stated with the uses today which employ drive-thru windows such a banks, drug stores, laundries, etc., they felt prohibiting drive-thru windows would limit the use of the property.  He stated however they did add a condition about notifying adjacent property owners of site plans.  He stated the CAC has now voiced support for the proposal.

Mr. Kirkman indicated at the CAC meeting the one thing that they felt they had overlooked was prohibiting drive-thru windows.  He stated in most cases they are a nuisance to the adjacent neighborhood pointing out he personally makes a point not to patronizing cleaners which have drive-thru windows.  He stated people who live near Cameron Park next to the drive-thru bank windows are always complaining about people coming to the ATM and drive-thru windows, etc. at 3:00 a.m. with their boom boxes going and it happens on a regular basis waking the people up.  He stated he will have to vote against this case.
Ms. Cowell pointed out she had received calls of concern pointing out this whole area and quality of development is very important.  She stated we have talked about a mixed-use development at this location but does not feel what is being proposed is exactly the way she wants to go.  Mr. Hunt stated if the Council is going to rezone property it should be for the benefit of the area and needs to have reason.  He stated it has to be development that is a vision for the area and it should be a first class development and the conditions do not reflect what he envisions for the area; therefore he would make it unanimous for denial.
Item #01-64 – Rezoning Z-15-02/MP-2-01 – Strickland-New Lead Mine Road.  It was pointed out that the applicants are present to make a full presentation.

Attorney Tom Worth, Jr., representing Michael Sandman and the White family, gave a brief description of the history of the work on this requested rezoning and master plan including the meetings with the CAC, mediation efforts pointing out that occurred prior to his involvement in the case, the five official changes in the master plan, the enumerable changes that have been made in the development of this plan.  He explained they are presently in the 15 day window for changing conditions.  Attorney Worth stated the plan and the rezoning does comply with the Comprehensive Plan, it is in the Six Forks City focus and most of the property is included in the Six Forks Small Area Plan.  The proposal complies with all 27 key items of the urban design guidelines.  He talked about work on the stormwater plan and the seminar that was held pointing out their plan meets or exceeds all stormwater regulation requirements.  Attorney Worth talked about the low impact design guidelines which are under study by the City and pointed out many are utilized and were a part of this plan prior to discussion of the guidelines by the City.
Frank, Little & Associates, stated it is their desire to provide a unique project for the City of Raleigh.  He talked about the topography and rural nature of the site and how that was incorporated into their plan.  The plan calls for retail, office and housing on the same piece of property both side-by-side and vertically.  He talked about the topographic which includes a draw which provides the perfect location for a pond which will be located at the corner of the property which is a corner everyone wants to save.  He talked about the retail and housing component around the pond, the location of the office and retail, pedestrian walkways, open space explaining the proposal is a true village center.  He talked about the village center concept pointing out the transitions within and to adjacent neighborhoods, touched on some of the 27 elements of the urban design guidelines and how this plan complies.  In response to questioning from Mr. Kirkman, he talked about the three types of open space, passive open space, active open space and urban open space pointing out examples of all three concepts in their plan.  He talked about the multi-level parking deck and the fact that very little parking can be seen from the street level.  He talked about the experiences a person would enjoy and the proposed village center pointing out the locations of vertical mixed-use and the proposal for the various buildings.  He called this concept the forefront of the village center which will be unique to the Triangle and will be a place that others will come and visit and say that is what they would like in their city.

Mr. Kirkman expressed concern about the lineal line of parking adjacent to the apartments pointing out he feel that should be broken up.  It was pointed out the residential component has been decreased from 454 units to 305 units but that is not reflective in the conceptual drawings the Committee is viewing.  The deletion of those residential units will address Mr. Kirkman’s concern.  
Willie Hood talked about revisions to the plan and actual commitments to vertical mixed-use in the master plan documents.  He talked about the location of the vertical mixed-use components, talked one acre natural area which is proposed adjacent to the pond but not shown on the conceptual drawing.  He spoke to the sidewalk circulation and spoke to the information included in the master plan document, how the master plan document is organized and went through the index of the master plan document.  He talked about the ongoing changes to the master plan and pointed out they are updating the master plan document to include commitment to the vertical mixed-use in specified buildings and the natural area adjacent to the pond.  He stated they are working on the updated draft of the master plan document.
In response to questioning from Ms. Cowell, it was pointed out the revised plan includes 305 residential units, 335,000 square feet of office space, 115,000 square feet of retail.  Discussion about the process that would have to be used to change these numbers or increase these numbers took place.  Mr. Kirkman questioned assurances that the phasing plan and all components will be developed.  Mr. Hood pointed out the code is clear about those responsibilities and pointed out they have a detail phasing plan in the master plan document.  Mr. Kirkman questioned if they plan to construct all of the streets or infrastructure or will they be requesting to pay a fee in lieu.  Mr. Hood pointed out the internal streets they will be constructing.  He stated they will make available additional right-of-way on Lead Mine and Strickland Roads and it may be in that situation they will put up the money so it could be done when the City is making the improvements.  He stated they will meet all code requirements.
Discussion took place on the need to clarify a section of the master plan document that refers to increasing open space if they increase retail and how that would work.  Mr. Hunt asked what percentage of the residential is within ¼ mile of the retail component with spacing and mileage and relationships of the retail and residential being pointed out on the conceptual drawing.  Ms. Cowell talked about the City focus area being two tiers pointing out this particular location falls more in the median intensity use and expressed concern about a big box retail development.  It was pointed out the largest retail opportunity in the proposed development according to the Comprehensive Plan would be something like a grocery store of some 50,000 square feet.  The Super Walmart or big box stores are in the 200,000 square foot range.  The retail caps of the various focus areas was talked about.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out everyone keep saying this proposal is in compliance with the comprehensive plan but the CR says the Comprehensive Plan would have to be amended if the proposal is approved.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out there is one small portion of the property that was for some reason left out of the focus area.  Focus areas generally follow property boundary lines but in this case a property was split and pointed out the location of the small portion of the property that is outside the focus boundary line.
Stuart Jones, Civil Engineer, 106 West Chatham Street, Apex, NC, gave information on the stormwater plan for Copperleaf.  

Mr. Jones talked about the drainage pattern of the land and explained the stormwater plan will have a post development flow for a 25 year storm not to exceed the predevelopment flow for a two-year storm.  He talked about the ponds having enough storage to collect water from a two-year storm without going across the spillway.  He talked about the handling of 10-year storms pointing out the plan will reduce the post development flow below the predevelopment flow in all five drainage basins.  He talked about the unique opportunity to address stormwater within the residential areas.  He stated low impact development guidelines provide great tools for stormwater management and pointed out they have exceeded the guidelines in many situations.  Mr. Kirkman talked about the opportunity for making significant improvements over what is there now.  He stated he is not saying this development should correct what has occurred in the past but there are significant opportunities to correct mistakes in the past and talked about his desires on stormwater management pointing out we have had a couple 100 year storms in the recent past.  Mr. Jones stated he feels what they are proposing will make dramatic improvements in the area and they will be working with the City staff on best management practices as it relates to quality of water in the pond.
Mike Horn, Kimley Horne, talked about the excellent access of this property speaking of the two major thoroughfares and talked about current improvements.  He talked about the major thoroughfares and the collector streets and said they will take the full 12 feet of widening of Lead Mine Road on their side.  He stated he does not see any need for fee in lieu of on the internal streets but pointed out since the City is in the process of making improvements to Strickland and Lead Mine Roads, it could be that their development could provide upfront money to help with those improvements.  Mr. Horne presented traffic information on the existing traffic, projected traffic for 2007 without this development and 2007 traffic projections with the development.  He stated they have traffic simulation models if the Committee would like to see those.

Attorney Worth pointed out this development had earned the unanimous vote of the Planning Commission even before some of the improvements that they are working on now.  They have support or no opposition of many of the surrounding property owners.  He talked about the potential of this development raising the bar for development.  He referred to a recent Newspaper article in which this area ranked third in the sprawl and talked about how development such as this would help eliminate the sprawl.

K. C. Dowd, 909 Vestavia Woods Drive, stated her property is about ½ mile from the proposed development.  She stated she is very opposed to this rezoning.  She explained her neighborhood backs up to Baker’s Lake and talked about the wild life, fish, etc.  She pointed out last year for the second time since they have lived in the area the lake had to be drained and dredged because of erosion from development upstream.  She stated what is being proposed is wrong.  It was pointed out many people walk along Lead Mine Road with their children and their pets.  Traffic is already so bad it is hazardous and crossing the street is risky business.  They fear that their peace, serenity and quality of life will be negatively impacted and to develop at the expense of the neighborhood is not right.
Daniel Saylor pointed out a lot of the comments have been centered on the west side of the development and stormwater runoff in that area.  He talked about problems on the east side, the recent rains and how far the water comes up.  He pointed out that area feeds Baker’s Lake and he does not think that has been addressed.  He expressed concern about the proposal.

Nancy McFarlane, Selfridge Ridge Court, pointed out page 3 of the proposed master plan says it conforms to the small area plan.  She read from the small area plan which talked about how the horse farm should be developed.  She talked about the possibility of drive-thru pharmacies and how she does not feel the plan is in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan.  She stated this is not an urban area.  She talked about the intersection of Six Forks and Strickland Roads being the core and how the apartments next to Harvest Plaza would act as a buffer and how this proposal jumps over the buffer and puts high density in.  She stated Mr. Hunt had talked about rezoning being for the benefit of an area but there is no benefit here.  The existing area will suffer from increased traffic, water runoff, oil runoff, crime, noise, air pollution, over crowded schools, etc.  She stated one thing they had concern about was retaining the rural feel of the area but she hasn’t seen anything in the plan that would indicate that.  She stated what they had hoped for was a development more like Farrington Village where you can still see the rural area incorporated into the development.  She stated they had presented a petition with over 750 signatures in opposition to this proposal and pointed out the neighborhood does not feel their concerns have been addressed and they don’t feel they have been listened to.
Bob Scallion, 1317 Bridgeport talked about their “downtown.”  He expressed concern about leapfrogging over the buffer areas and their area being infringed upon.  He has concerns about traffic cutting through their area to get to the shopping center.  He stated they already have their shopping area.  They do not feel additional retail will benefit the area and they are concerned about increased traffic.  They feel this development will have a detrimental effect on their neighborhood.

Bill Padgett, 1213 Dixie Trail, pointed out he is not particularly addressing this case but the process in general.  He stated it is very difficult for a neighborhood to have the expertise to help protect probably the highest investment they ever make and that is their homes.  He stated when you change an application from 454 units to 305 residential units that is a whole new thought process and information process.  He stated many times people have to spend 50 to 100 hours each time a case or an applicant changes conditions.  He talked about the possibility of having a way that people would know what the changes mean to them, that is, if a property were all developed single-family what the “R” would be.  That way, they can look at the impact of the change.  He stated looking at the process may help in the future, that is, get an idea where we are starting and what that impact would be and then one could weigh the impact of the development better.
Mr. Kirkman pointed out most of the time when there is opposition to a development the people who are opposed have alternatives and he knew that this neighborhood had some alternatives.

Nancy McFarlane pointed out if this property could be developed in R-4 that would probably be the majority of the adjacent property owners’ desire.  She stated they would like to see the greenway come through the property to connect up to Baileywick Park, that is, they would like to see the greenway go through the horse farm.  She stated they are not against some sort of mixed use development but something that is much lower in density than what has been proposed and something that conforms better to the neighborhood.  Mr. Kirkman applauded the greenway concept pointing out when he first got on the City Council he pushed for the greenway system to become a part of the transportation planning.  Ms. Cowell talked about the need and necessity of moving toward mixed-use development.  She stated there is a need for high, medium and low intensity.  We have to look at what works on a site.  You have to look at the value of the property.  She stated in this location it seems that medium density would be best but the proposal before the Committee seems like high density.  She stated in terms of open space the proposal doesn’t seem to present the “village” concept it seems more like a “city.”
Mr. Hunt stated he is not ready to make a decision.  There have been a number of changes and pointed out it does seem we are headed for the right mixed-use development on this property.  It sounds like what is being proposed improves the stormwater situation.  He stated however, he feels the Committee needs an opportunity to study conceptual drawings of what is proposed now, not several versions ago.  Mr. Kirkman stated there are some positive elements being introduced but pointed out he is concerned about the overall intensity.  He stated the visuals the Committee is seeing were several revisions ago.  He also asked to hear from staff as to how the circulation plan fits in with access to I-540.  Transportation Engineer Lamb pointed out the Lead Mine Road extension will take some traffic off of the intersection of Six Forks and Strickland.  He talked about the time schedule for the completion of the Lead Mine Extension.  He stated Lead Mine is fairly underutilized for a five-lane road and talked about the traffic projections.  He stated with the proposed development the site and the intersection function will be adequate.  Engineer Lamb talked about the cul-de-sac development in this area.

It was agreed to hold a special meeting on Tuesday, October 29, 2002 at 8:00 a.m. in order to give the applicant a chance to make any revisions they would like to prior to the Committee voting on the issue.

Item #01-65 – Rezoning Z-61-02 – Falls River Avenue/Dunn Road (VSPP).  Planning Director Chapman pointed out the Planning Commission recommended denial of this case.  The Commission felt that the master plan calling for commercial services at this location is still valid and the applicant had not made a case for why it is not.  He stated the case attracted a great deal of opposition from the Homeowners Association; however, the opposition appeared to be directed to other dissatisfactions with the developer rather than the specifics of the case.  At the Planning Commission meeting, the representatives of the Homeowners Association stated their issues were being addressed and they withdrew their opposition to the case.  Mr. Hunt moved approval of Z-61-02.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out he had a communication dated October 22, 2002 from residents of the development who believe the existing master plan should be upheld.  He believes that is feasible and should be done.  Ms. Cowell stated she feels we need to look for a mixed use development as a mixed-used development was approved and people brought in understanding that retail would be in this location.
Roger Perry, Chapel Hill, stated it is usual for a developer to come in and request a change from retail to residential.  He talked about his reputation and developments in the area.  He explained Falls River was the first community to use the smart growth concepts and obviously if the property is used for retail it would be more valuable.  He stated in 1994 when Falls River was approved the village center had a small pocket of retail.  He stated development started and in 1997 the City Council chose to rezone the corner of Falls of Neuse and Durant Road to allow over one million square feet of retail.  He stated when they developed their own plan they envisioned that area to be O&I or a small commercial area.  He stated however that has not occurred and now there is no need for retail in their project.  He stated everyone would prefer that it develop commercial or retail but they do not think that is going to happen.  We are talking about only 30,000 square feet of retail and with all of the adjacent retail they see no need.  He stated the rezoning would allow him to use the property and pointed out however he would not get as much out of the property.  He talked about the negotiations and work with the Homeowners Association and pointed out it is not necessarily that they want to change their plan but because of the change of plans on the adjacent property there is a need to change their plan.  He talked about the history of this case.
Ms. Cowell pointed out she understands that maybe the property is not viable as a retail area but the Council approved a mixed-use development and people bought into that concept and now we are going to say we are sorry it will not work.  She questioned if there is some other public amenity that could be placed on the property.

Mr. Perry pointed out the adjacent piece of property will be a park.  He stated he has agreed to give the Homeowners Association $30,000 for improvements to the park.  He stated there is a tremendous amount of open space incorporated into the greenway system and the area has a lot of diverse type residential uses.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out he understands the concerns about the adjacent retail development and he opposed that rezoning.  He stated he hates to see that being the stumbling block to this retail development.  He stated he just cannot believe there is not an opportunity for some type service retail or mixed-use retail.  He knows that some of the people are not opposed to this going residential but there are others who would like to see service retail in their development as they do not want to have to drive to the ugly big box to shop.  Ms. Graw stated she was convinced and she would second the motion to approve the rezoning.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick pointed out Condition #4 of the master plan specifies that large specimen trees would be preserved and he suggested that the caliper size be named and it was agreed that Condition #4 of the master plan would say 30 to 36 inch range trees will be preserved.  The motion to approve the rezoning was put to a vote which resulted in Mr. Kirkman voting in the negative.
Item #01-66 – Rezoning Z-53-02 – Tryon Road.  Planner Hallam explained the case and pointed out the Planning Commission recommended approval by an 8 to 2 vote.  He stated there were concerns over stormwater and water quality as the case is generally located within the Swift Creek Watershed.  The request has been amended to limit the overall density to less than 4 units per acre.  That is in compliance with the Swift Creek land management plan that designates this area as “new urban” allowing up to six units per acre.  This development would be required is to meet all of the standards of the watershed protection overlay district including requirements for stormwater detention, buffer, impervious surface limits, etc.  Conditions were provided to maintain the existing tree canopy around the perimeter of the project.

Bob Anderson gave a brief history of the development of this rezoning request including meeting with the neighborhood, listen to their concerns and amending the case accordingly.  He stated the biggest concern related to the townhouses and they decided to restrict the number of units and will put in a deed restriction to keep the number of units at 43.  He stated they incorporated a fence into the conditions.  They got the endorsement from the Golf Association and will maintain the impervious surface at 20 to 21 percent.  He stated low intensity guidelines have been brought up and they are looking at incorporating those into the condition.  He stated they are open to incorporating some of the land use guidelines if that is staff’s recommendation.  He stated they feel they have been very responsive to everyone’s concerns.  Planning Director Chapman talked about applying low impact design standards as a possibility but at this point we do not know where that is possible.  Whether curb and gutter would be used was discussed.
Mr. Kirkman stated he has some major problems with this proposal.  He believes it would be an exception to the Swift Creek Land Management Plan.  He stated any time he sees any up zoning on this side of Tryon Road he has a problem.  He knows that this site has problems already as it relates to runoff.  What is being proposed to him is a little too much like infield we are getting in the center city.  He stated presently what we are doing to protect Swift Creek Water shed is not working.  Ms. Cowell stated she had similar thoughts and she knew the people at the CAC had concerns and there was discussion about the stormwater.  Mr. Kirkman stated he did not understand the Golf Association endorsing this proposal pointing out he can see golf balls hitting and breaking the windows of the residential units.  Ms. Cowell stated she would like an opportunity to talk with the neighbors a little more.  Mr. Anderson questioned if low intensity development is an issue for this site in general.
Robert L. Johnson, 2507 Tryon Road, stated he lives next to this property and he is opposed to having the number of proposed residential units.  He stated it is a low property and he does not see how you can put that number of houses in such a small space.  He talked about problems that would come with a development of the proposed density and expressed concerns about the negative impact on his property including the trash, noise, people wondering onto his property, using 4-wheel vehicles on his farmland, etc.  He stated he had just heard about a fence but he hadn’t heard anything about a fence on his side of the property.  He stated he just does not see why large lots with nice homes wouldn’t work in this location.

Mary Belle Pate, 2506 Crestline, stated her concern is protection of the watershed.  She does not feel that Swift Creek Watershed has had the same attention that has been given to Falls Watershed and she would like to see development in the Swift Creek watershed suspended until some of the issues can be resolved.  She stated when this property develops she would like to see a condition that the entrance to the property will aligned with the entrance of Cherryfield as that is the only decent traffic grid that could be created.  She stated she does not feel this case is doing enough to protect the watershed.  Ms. Anderson stated they would take a look at aligning the entrance with Cherryfield and if the City would allow that, it would be fine to work into the conditions.  Mr. Kirkman again expressed concern about the case in general and moved denial.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Cowell and put to a vote which passed unanimously.

Ms. Cowell stated she would talk to some of the neighbors prior to the Council meeting and if there is any new information she could relate that.  It was pointed out the applicant has until October 30 to submit new conditions.  If new conditions come forth that are satisfactory the item could be considered again.
Item #01-39 – Definition of Family – Zoning.  Planning Director Chapman indicated at the last discussion the City Attorney was asked to draft an ordinance that would limit occupancy of single-family detached dwellings and duplexes to no more than two unrelated individuals and their related family.  He stated Committee members received a proposed draft in their agenda packet pointing out the ordinance would also require that nonconformities created by the ordinance to register with the City within 8 months of the adoption of the ordinance in order to maintain their status as a legal nonconformity.  They would also need to provide information each six months thereafter as to the occupancy of the unit.  The ordinance would apply to all such units throughout the City.  He stated due to the widespread applicability, staff recommends if the Committee chooses to go ahead to public hearing that it be for the January hearing.

Deputy City Attorney Botvinick explained the proposed ordinance he had drafted.  He described what a family is and the proposal that no more than two nonrelated people could live in a single-family home or a duplex.  He stated there were two questions or two points he was not sure about.  One related to how to handle a situation such as a man and two children who wanted to live with another adult and that person’s children.  You would have more than two unrelated people.  The same situation would occur if a person and their parents wanted to live with another adult and their parents, you would have more than two nonrelated people.  He stated the ordinance has an exception for owner occupied homes and allows the rental of two rooms.  He stated the question relates to when you have two groups of families such as the man and two children or parent living with a woman and two children or parents.  The Committee agreed it would be two unrelated people and their children or parents.  Attorney Botvinick indicated he had put in the $50 civil penalty for violation of the ordinance.  He pointed out the City has increased the penalty for violation of other ordinances such as the landscaping ordinance and questioned what penalty the Committee would like to see in the proposed ordinance.  Mr. Hunt suggested working on the ordinance now and talking about increasing the penalty later.
Attorney Botvinick pointed out the proposed ordinance has no amortization period.  It does have a registration requirement which would grandfather in the existing situations and explained the reporting requirements which would be twice a year.  He stated it is felt that the City should notify all owners of single-family residences and duplexes of this requirement by first class mail so that everyone would be aware of the proposals if adopted.  Attorney Botvinick indicated he explained to the Committee at the last meeting that we could not establish an amortization period without the economic data which would require hiring a consultant to determine a reasonable amortization period.  Mr. Hunt questioned if similar studies have not been done by other municipalities with Planning Director Chapman pointing out one would be required for the City of Raleigh because of the different market conditions, etc.  The fact that the other municipalities have this kind of regulations and have amortization periods and whether that information could be borrowed was talked about with the staff advising against that as economic conditions are different in different cities as is markets.  The possibility of just setting a certain period such as a 10-year period was talked about with Planning Director Chapman pointing out staff would advise against that.
Mr. Hunt stated when this issue first come up he thought it was a pretty straight forth issue and there is a lot of ramification.

The resident of 716 Merwin Road stated she does not agree with a write off period.  She spoke against an amortization period and talked about the need to have proof in zoning.

Robin Miller, 3317 Octavia Street, stated she is a rental property owner and is in support of anything that will improve the neighborhoods and make the landlords more accountable.

Amanda Abram, North Carolina Housing Coalition, spoke in opposition to the proposal pointing out it is felt it would limit the amount of affordable housing.  She stated she feels there are other options other than the proposed ordinance.  She talked about her personal situation and stated she feels the proposed ordinance is a little big brotherish.  She stated there are some people who just do not want to live in an apartment complex but cannot afford to live in a single-family house by themselves.  Ms. Cowell talked about situations she is familiar with people living together and buying their first house together and in order to make the mortgage payments plan to rent a room and that type situation would not be allowed if the couple were unmarried.  The exception for group homes and group housing was talked about.
Robert Gardner, 1409 Dellwood Drive, pointed out rental property in a neighborhood spreads and ruins the neighborhood for families.  He spoke in support of the proposals and talked about problems with absentee land owners and pointed out a lot of people buy single-family homes for the purpose of rental.

David Creech, 3816 Yadkin Drive, had questions about the proposals and talked about diversity in housing styles and types.  He talked about problems that would come about with the proposed ordinance and the affordability if only two unrelated persons are allowed to live in a single-family home.  He talked about lowering the density contributing to sprawl and asked about the possibility of limiting the number of occupants to the number of bedrooms in a single-family home.  Discussion took place about the present vacancy rates in apartments which provides other housing alternatives.  The amount of housing provided by NCSU was also talked about.

Bryan Turner, 1815 Farmington Grove, pointed out he is single, 24 years old and had purchased a home with four bedrooms.  He stated when making the purchase he had looked at the possibility of supplementing his income by having two roommates.  He questioned if that would be allowed under the proposed ordinance, various scenarios and what would and would not be allowed was talked about.

Jerry Goldberg, O’Neill Road, stated he is a City employee but he is speaking as an individual.  He stated he is concerned about the undertones of this proposal and those proposing it and talked about the groups this proposal would impact particular students and Hispanics.  He called on the City to enforce the current laws.  Mr. Goldberg spoke in opposition to the proposal and the process being used.  He talked about the number of current vacant dwellings pointing out that invites blight.  He talked about the current rental market.  He asked if the views of the voting students and other ethnic populations have been considered.  He asked if students and renters are members of the CAC or are members or have been invited to participate in the Southwest Assembly.  He talked about outreach programs and encouraging students and others to join the CAC and the various advocacy groups.  He talked about Mr. Kirkman’s suggestion that we forego any discussion on the licensing approach but he feels we should proceed and look at that approach.
Herman Langford, Plantation Road, told of his personal situation and area in which he lives.  He stated he is seeing a lot of homes being subdivided and rented out to individuals and the low interest rates now are promoting that practice.  He stated there are many neighbors where it would not sit well for a lot of students living in a single-family home.  He stated however students do have to have somewhere to live.  He talked about his support for the ordinance and some of sunset clause.

Matthew Spence, 2000 Morning Forest Lane, pointed out many students are up in arms about the proposal as they feel they are being discriminated against.  Choice is important.  He stated housing choices are a must.  He pointed out no one is in favor of students or anyone parking their cars in their front yards, disturb the neighborhoods but that is not what this proposal is addressing.  He feels it is a blanket solution that the students will not tolerate.
Natalie Duggins, 6328 Rock Quarry Road, stated she is a college student who makes good grades and doesn’t cause problems.  She stated the proposal creates an ordinance for the exception but applies to all.  It is unfair and discriminatory.  She stated she may want to live in a house and save money.  She urged the Committee to listen to the students.  She invited the Committee and the Southwest Assembly and others to visit their campus and they would bring in students from the other campuses and have a discussion on this proposal.  She asked the Committee not to exclude students from the discussion.

Ted Shear, 928 Ravenwood Drive, talked about what constitutes a family and what makes people a family.  He expressed concern about amortization periods and why that is such a problem.

The resident from 408 Hatley Court spoke in support of the proposal.  She stated it is not anti-student or anti anything.  It is just a desire to keep single-family areas single-family.  If the students are concerned about affordable housing they should talk to the University and get the University to meet their needs.  Mr. Kirkman stated he still has some concerns and many regards on both sides of this issue.  He thinks we are getting closer to something workable and he talked about the need to proceed judiciously.  He stated he is willing to go to any campus or any community and discuss the issue.  He stated there are many universities that provide housing that students fight to get into but here the University doesn’t see that need.  He talked about the trade off of people’s rights and talked about Attorney Botvinick doing a good job with this proposal.  He stated we need to get the word out and get discussions on the issue.  He stated there are many landlords who do a good job but there are others that do not.  He stated a proposal had been made to limit the number of occupants to the number of bedrooms but then he could see people adding bedrooms onto their house.  He stated there is always a downside.

Ms. Cowell pointed out the Committee is doing its best to get good debate and input and she feels it would be a good idea to have future meetings at the University or North Raleigh or other parts of the City.  She stated she would be glad to work with the students and other groups to help them to develop their vision on the best way to approach the issues.  She stated she is very concerned about nontraditional families and she is willing to continue to listen.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out this is an issue that is not related just to students and Hispanics.  After discussion on how to proceed the Committee agreed to recommend that the proposed ordinance go forth for public hearing in January but hold the item in Committee and possibly schedule some meetings in the neighborhood to further discuss this issue.
Item #01-40 – Downtown Planning Studies.  Planning Director Chapman presented Committee members with a listing of additional representation to the Livable Streets Partnership Committee.  He stated this mainly relates to the religious institutions pointing out there are already some churches represented but additional representation is desired.  Whether the City employees could serve on this committee was talked about briefly.  Mr. Kirkman moved that the Committee recommend appointment of the listing as submitted.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Cowell and put to a vote which passed unanimously.

Item #2-PA-38 – 97 – NCSU Meat Processing Facility.  Committee members received a letter from the University asking that this item be withdrawn from further consideration.  Mr. Kirkman moved the item be withdrawn from the Agenda.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Cowell.  Mr. Kirkman stated he is sorry to see this as the original site plan met many low impact development guidelines.  The most logical place to put this facility would be next to the Vet school.  The motion as stated was put to a vote and passed unanimously.

Adjournment.  There being no further business, Mr. Hunt announced the meeting adjourned at 1:05 p.m.

Gail G. Smith

City Clerk

Jt/CP10-23-02
3
12

