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

Item #01-16 – Tree Conservation Task Force.  David Brown, Tree Conservation Task Force, reported that the group recommends that TC-8 be amended as follows:  Major Thoroughfares: 50 foot average tree preservation yard (0 foot to 100 feet range).  If averaging is chosen then a tree inventory will be needed.  The second recommendation is that minor thoroughfares would have 30-foot average tree preservation yard (0-60 feet range).  Exceptions will be directed to the Planning Commission for a decision.  There would be no exemption for focus areas.  These projects can comply or go to the Planning Commission like all others.  The second recommendation is that the issue of tree preservation within floodplain be directed to the Text Change Committee of the Planning Commission as they are currently reviewing flood plain development items.  They are going to be reviewing the recommendations to preserve 40 percent of trees in watershed areas with the Swift Creek exception accommodated.  It is recommended that the Text Change Committee evaluate if a tree preservation standard of 40 percent as suggested warrants further discussion in light of their knowledge of development within the floodplain.  The Task Force also recommends that 100 percent of the trees within identified Neuse River Riparian Buffers be retained unless approved otherwise by the Planning Commission.  This would work the same way as TC-8.  As the limits or extents of the Neuse River Riparian Buffer are field determined, it is not feasible to map, obtain NC DENR certification and rezone as Conservation Management.  Mr. Brown explained the recommendations.  Mr. Hunt moved that the items be forwarded to City Council and the City Attorney draft the appropriate ordinances for a public hearing in January.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Cowell.
Deputy City Attorney Botvinick indicated this proposal would make every single thoroughfare in the City have tree preservation efforts and all would have to come before the City Council.  He stated most text changes limit the number or names specific thoroughfares but this would be city-wide and would be far encompassing.  He stated the City is trying to get new legislation and stated what is being proposed is very far reaching.  Every single development on a thoroughfare would have to be looked at by the Planning Commission and/or Council.  Mr. Hunt questioned if Attorney Botvinick could think of language that would be better.  Attorney Botvinick explained TC-8 had a 2 year sunset.  It will sunset in about 14 months and he does not feel it is wise to go out and pass another temporary law while we are trying to get the enabling legislation.  He stated the General Assembly will be in session in February and hopefully we can get some new authorities at that point.  He stated all the City would be asking for is that Raleigh be treated as the other towns in Wake County are treated.  What we are asking for is very limited.  He pointed out the City Council is in the process of hiring a lobbyist.  He feels this proposal would not give the City’s efforts a chance.  He stated everything else has been selective but here we are talking about every single thoroughfare in the City.
Planning Director Chapman presented a map showing the affected areas.  He pointed out TC-8 relates to only Residential Thoroughfares and pointed out the SHOD and Thoroughfare Districts.  The map showed all of the other streets that would be covered by this proposal.

Deputy City Attorney Botvinick indicated this proposal if approved would dramatically increase the Planning Commission and the City Council’s workload.  He stated since we are in the process of getting new enabling legislation the Council may want to wait and not pass new temporary ordinances.  Mr. Hunt questioned if the Tree Task Force is recommending a sunset.  Mr. Brown stated the proposed ordinance could sunset along with TC-8.  He explained this recommendation was not made lightly.  The Task Force includes members with different backgrounds ranging from Sierra Club to homebuilders.  He stated what they are hearing from everyone is to protect the views along the thoroughfares.  Ms. Cowell stated she appreciates Attorney Botvinick’s concern but she feels it would be best to go ahead to public hearing to see what type comments we get.  She stated there maybe better ideas brought forth at the table.  Mr. Kirkman stated this maybe pushing the envelope but the only way we can get ideas is lay something on the table and he feels we should move forward with the public hearing.  Attorney Botvinick spoke again in opposition to the proposal.  Mr. Kirkman made a substitute motion to approve recommendation to go to public hearing with a sunset with the same date as TC-8.
Planning Director Chapman pointed out the staff that would be responsible for implementation of this proposal if approved has looked at it and they have a good deal of concern.  He stated if this is approved there would be three different standards on thoroughfares for tree protection.  A 30-foot minimum in SHOD, 40-yard in residential thoroughfares and 50 feet average on major thoroughfares.  He stated it would present some difficulty.
Traffic Engineer Ed Johnson pointed out the map doesn’t show any nonexisting thoroughfares.  He talked about how to apply the standards in roadway reservation that is on roads to be built in the future.  He took for example Falls of Neuse in Wakefield and explained the standards there which will call for a 400-foot corridor and then this proposal could add another 100 foot tree preservation yard.  He talked about how the new proposal would be applied pointing out we are talking about 50 feet outside the construction limits and that is an issue that would have to be addressed.
Attorney Botvinick talked about a proposal relating to the Neuse River Riparian Buffers.  He stated that should not be looked at lightly.  He talked about the State requirements and pointed out staff would have to make judgment calls and would have to go through very cumbersome deliberations to make this proposal work.  He pointed out for example City utility lines run parallel to water courses and questioned if this proposal is passed if the waterline would have to go outside the 50-foot buffer.  He stated he feels approving this recommendation will require the City to hire additional staff to carry it out.  He pointed out we would be going beyond what the State requires or allows.  He does not know how that would go over with the State.  Here we have a situation where EMC says 30 feet is needed but the City says 50 and he does not know if that can be defended in the courts.  A motion to direct the City Attorney to draft a text change for a January hearing was put to a vote and passed unanimously.
Mr. Kirkman questioned if the Committee wanted to look at the draft ordinance before it is advertised.  Discussion took place concerning the time line, schedule, etc., after which Mr. Kirkman moved that the Committee rescind its previous action and recommend to the City Council that the City Attorney be directed to draft a proposed ordinance to present back to the Committee for scheduling for the March Zoning Hearing.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Hunt and put to a vote which passed unanimously.

The fourth section of Mr. Brown’s report was the Task Force recommends that they be allowed to be develop the following draft letters for the City Council review and comment:  request NCSU to fence off stream channels in livestock areas within the Swift Creek Watershed and request the Legislative Committee of the Appearance Commission to assess landscape standards in vehicular service areas adding more or larger tree islands; incentives for saving existing trees in parking areas, parking ration limits or caps, with additional landscaping and/or stormwater mitigation for those who elect to add beyond the cap.  Mr. Hunt stated without objection the Task Force would go forth with those recommendations.
Item #01-67 – Rezoning Z-55-02 – Hillsborough Street (SSP-2-02

Item #01-68 – MP-3-02 – Stanhope Village.  Planner Greg Hallam made a detailed presentation of the rezoning request, Streetscape Pedestrian Business Overlay District and the Master Plan for Stanhope Village.  He explained the request in detail including number of dwelling units, height, parking requirements, open space, etc.  He pointed out the Council had recently adopted the Stanhope Small Area Plan and pointed out the proposal is consistent with the plan in general but there were a couple of areas that should be considered.  One is the southwest corner of the property where the building height is 85 feet.  The Small Area Plan envisions something a little less than that height.  He pointed out the Small Area Plan talked about levels of parking and talked about the height of the parking deck proposed.  He talked about the conditions outlined in the Master Plan document and talked about the wrap and the requirements of a finish on the parking deck.  He talked about the Planning Commission’s discussion on the logistics of construction.  Mr. Hallam pointed out revised plans have been presented relating to the connection to the east and the maximum percentage of parking spaces that can be limited to commuters.  Planner Christine Dargess talked about the roundabout at Stanhope/Concord pointing out the latest revisions would shift to a new configuration.
Bob Anderson, representing NC Equipment Company, Wilmington pointed out the small area plan as he understands follows the plan developed through the charette and neighborhood process.  He stated the plan doesn’t show any of the roundabouts being on North Carolina Equipment land and that is their understanding.  He talked about the plan in general and North Carolina Equipment Company’s plans for the future.
Tony Morrison, 1111 Oberlin Road, explained their work to make sure that they did not obligate anyone else to any particular development scenario.  Terry Gleason talked about the parking deck is proposed to hold 896 cars with 300 parking spaces for commuters.  The deck is to be built to accommodate parking for the entire project.  How parking will be controlled in the deck was talked about.  Discussion took place on the size of the deck, height of the deck, how parking will be controlled, and the wrap, the finish on the building and incentives and/or requirements that the entire project would be built not just portions.
Caleb Smith, 3131 Stanhope Avenue, presented the following prepared statement:

“Thank you for allowing me to share the feelings of the Stanhope neighbors with you today.  I also thank the Hillsborough Street Partnership and Integrated Design for their cooperation and support.  Since April of this year we have all worked hard to insure that Stanhope Center is the best that it can be.

First, the Stanhope neighbors support the concept, if not every detail, of Stanhope Center as it is proposed.  There are a few people who have opposed this project outright and a few who have supported it outright.  The majority, as usual, have been somewhere in the middle.  So, that’s what we have here-a project that is neither as bad as some might have feared, nor as perfect as some might have dreamed.

On the one hand, this parcel will NOT remain as a dusty, polluted parking lot just off a blighted section of Hillsborough Street.  The fact is SOMETHING will be constructed at this spot, hopefully to breathe new, vibrant life into this quirky little section of town.  On the other hand, this project could possibly be just “business as usual.”  By business as usual, I mean it could be an 8-story student apartment building and a 7-story parking deck.”  We all agree that virtually anything is better than what is there now, but the question is: how can we build something that improves my neighborhood.

What we need, what you (and everyone else who has been watching this process) needs…is a neighborhood CENTER that provides office, retail and residential opportunities without being cheap or tacky.  This town pleads for a compact, diverse and pedestrian-oriented urban redevelopment that strengthens the surrounding area and addresses the City’s goals for substantial growth.  THIS COULD BE THE ONE!!

I have provided each of you with a document that outlined my neighbor’s concerns about Stanhope Center as of September 17, 2002.  You also have a letter from my neighbors to the Planning Commission that addressed our concerns approximately eight days ago.  These documents tell the story of what we have wanted.  You have a third document (written by yours truly) that compares what we want to what we have been promised.  If you look Page 2 you’ll see a table that depicts how we have fared in this process.  Each of our concerns from September 17th is labeled either MET?, PARTIALLY MET?, OR NOT MET?

A quick glance indicates that 9 of the 14 concerns, or 64%, have been MET, 3 out of 14 have been PARTIALLY MET, and only 2 are NOT MET.  This is pretty impressive, and is a testament to the generosity of the developer, the patience of the Hillsborough Street Partnership, and the stubbornness of the Stanhope neighbors.

So…we are THIS close to realizing the full potential of Stanhope Center.  Unfortunately, the 2 concerns that have not been met may be the most important.  Number r4 is the concern that Stanhope Center will be only student housing.  Number 6 is the concern that all the phases of Stanhope Center may not be built-that there will not be any retail, office, and non-student housing.  If this project ends up being ONLY students and a parking deck…we have all failed.

Thank you for your time.”

Peggy Seymore, 4125 Stanhope Avenue, presented statements and pictures and expressed concern the request does not follow the major characteristics of the Stanhope Village Small Area Plan and referred to height of building and deck, footprint of buildings, phasing of construction for middle section, phasing of construction for Hillsborough Street buildings and parking during construction.  She presented information relative to their concerns and whether the concerns have been met.
Tom Erwin, 1305 College Place, pointed out he supports the plan and he has been fascinated by the process that was followed.  He talked about development of the project but expressed concern about whether it will meet the guidelines of the small area plan.  He stated we don’t want to see a car dependent or car dominated development.
Mr. Erwin talked about the market for mixed use, student housing, need for parking and the interaction as well as the timing and phasing of the project in conjunction with Hillsborough Street improvements and the existing Hillsborough Street businesses and the part they play in the phasing.  Interaction with the proposed and existing development and how to make sure all of the development does indeed take place was talked about at length.  Incentives to make sure that all the development occurs was talked about.  How to make sure that the wraparound was not targeted to students and if there are any conditions to that affect was discussed.  It was agreed that the wraparound would be 140 condos or townhouses but there could be no condition to indicate that it could not be for students.  What would be done to encourage a mixed use residential wise was discussed.  Whether the proposal meets the small area plan as developed in the charette, the step down to the east with the developers indicating they would be happy to have a step down.  Whether this type process has been used before was talked about.
M. E. Valentine and his son were at the meeting pointing they developed University Towers.  Mr. Valentine stated they hope to sell the condos to young professionals and would probably discourage the student market pointing out that is only a 9 month income stream.  He talked about the need to have this synergy of young professionals and talked about work he has done to make sure this is a viable project.  He talked about the phasing, the type of retail he hopes to have, the parking deck and their vision for the project.
Mr. Kirkman asked about access to Wolfline and the CAT System.  Transportation Engineer Eric Lamb pointed out running transit service through the site would be a possibility and gave his idea of how the pedestrian flow would work.  He stated the roundabout is not necessarily for the traffic benefit it is mostly aesthetic.  Planning Director Chapman talked about the compromise for the roundabout and explained the roundabout concept in the small area plan and how it came out in this proposal.  He stated it is primarily a traffic calming device but it does provide opportunity to expand to a full roundabout and could be connected with development on the adjacent site.  He told of the compromises to get the roundabouts in and at the same time hold the adjacent property harmless.  Traffic Engineer Lamb talked about the traffic analysis that has been done in the area and the role of the Hillsborough Street Plan and connections to Dan Allen Drive.  Whether the University has agreed to the connections was talked about with Traffic Engineer Johnson pointing out they are part of the Hillsborough Street Partnership which has endorsed the Hillsborough Street Plan.  Mr. Johnson briefly talked about traffic circulation.
Ted Shear pointed out he lives about four miles from campus and in his area students are buying $200,000 plus homes and a number living together.  He stated adoption of the proposed text change that would limit to 2 the number of unrelated people would help in that situation.  Mr. Hunt questioned if the 140 wrap units could be restricted to non-students or for sale.  He also asked about the step down provision.  This step back and how that relates to phasing was discussed.  Mr. Valentine talked about a baseball stadium and the hope that could be an amenity and the buffering and responding to marketing conditions and development of the field playing a part in the step back concept.  In response to questioning from Mr. Hunt, Mr. Valentine pointed out they have addressed the issue of light from the parking deck in their conditions.  He stated there has to be enough light for safety but he feels that lights from the ball field would be of more concern than lights from the parking deck.  He explained the topography and the fact that this area is down in a valley so they are really the lowest point in the neighborhood.  He talked about what part landscaping and topography would do to buffer light and pointed out he would be glad to donate and plant trees along Stanhope if that is a problem.  Other discussion took place concerning screening of the heat and air conditioning equipment and whether that has been accomplished with it being pointed out that is required by code.  Mr. Valentine pointed out all of the utilities will be underground.

Deputy City Attorney Botvinick made the following points.  If there is a plan to eliminate the Dan Allen connection the conditions should be amended as they require the connection.  He stated on Page 5, Condition 15 would have to be deleted.  Page 12 talks about the size of the roundabout with Planning Director Chapman pointing out it is based on a 100-foot diameter.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick stated the applicant may want to delete the last paragraph of the Stanhope Street Plan.  He pointed out the list on Pages 11 and 5 should be identical.  Mr. Botvinick stated as far as the conditions on the rezoning is concerned he heard the applicant say that Page 4 would indicate “140 condos or townhouses.”  Page 5 under “Amendments” line 4 which indicates “occupied by them under a ground lease of at least 75 years in duration” should be deleted as only the property owner can file a conditional use case.
Mr. Hunt moved approval of Z-55-02, SSP-2-02 and MP-3-02 with the amendments suggested by Mr. Botvinick and revised conditions submitted by the applicant.  Discussion followed again relative to phasing incentives or some type requirement on the part of the developer as it relates to the phasing.  The possibility of having a letter of credit until such time as the wraparound is constructed or a condition or requirement that exposed portions of the parking deck are obligated to have some type finish until the wrap around other than concrete until the wrap around is put in place was talked about.  Mr. Hunt’s motion was seconded by Ms. Cowell and after Committee members made comments on their feelings on the concept in general the motion as stated was put to a vote and passed unanimously.
Item #01-39 – Definition of Family – Zoning.  Planning Director Chapman explained the Council has now authorized a public hearing for this proposed text change for January 21, 2002.  The committee had suggested a process for conducting public forums or information sessions prior to the actual hearing.  You may wish to give direction to the staff on this.

Staff suggests that you hold a minimum of three informational forums which would present the proposal and would allow public input and an opportunity to raise questions and seek clarification. Each session could span a two hour period with the first hour conducted as an “open house” with tables set up to provide copies of the proposals, a summary of factual information concerning housing patterns (focused on the section of the city in which the forum is held) and maps of housing patterns.  The tables might be staffed by persons knowledgeable on enforcement issues, development regulations and procedures and the like.  Following the open house, an opportunity would be given for attendees to express their questions and concerns in an environment that would attempt to be less formal than a typical hearing, but not set up to engender debate.  Staff would suggest that the forums be held in Southwest Raleigh, in or near the NCSU campus; in North Raleigh, near the US 1 corridor just outside the Beltline; and in Southeast Raleigh, perhaps in the Garner Road corridor.  These locations would enable residents and property owners to attend at a time and place convenient to them.  5 to 7pm on a Monday, Wednesday and Thursday evening the first or second weeks of January are suggested.  Please consider your calendars and advise the staff as to your preferences, if this plan is acceptable.
Charlie Madison talked about the initial draft of the proposed text change.  He stated hopefully we can avoid trying to reinvent the wheel.  He pointed out a lot of other cities have done this same thing and he hopes that the City will investigate and can use what has been done in other cities that is make sure we benefit from what other towns have done.  We can look at what type track record they have and rely on their work.  Planning Director Chapman explained Staff did a lot of that before developing the text change.  He stated the City Attorney’s office and Planning Department relied on a lot of sources to gather information.  Mr. Madison pointed out a number of people had said that what we do with this proposed text change could adversely impact affordable housing opportunities and maybe we could get information from other towns as to the impact.
Mr. Kirkman pointed out he and Ms. Cowell appeared on a local radio show discussing this item recently and it is obvious that there is a great deal of education that needs to be done across the board.  He stated we have to take into account those unintentional consequences and no one wants to fast track this and let it have detrimental affects.  He stated he is sure there are some things we haven’t thought about and we have to move carefully.
Ted Shear, Ravenwood Drive, stated what is proposed as an educational effort looks good.  He talked about Attorney Botvinick’s determination that we would need to have economic impact studies before any type amortization period could be put in place.  Ms. Cowell questioned the grandfather or sunset issue pointing out she understands the proposal is “grandfather” as we do not have the authority to “sunset” without some type economic development strategy.  The need and the requirement for and economic development study as talked about.
Nancy Joyner-Kay, 716 Merwin Road, presented the following prepared statement:

“The proposed clarification in the definition of what constitutes a single family should not include any accommodation of affected investors beyond a sunset horizon of one year.  These investors have used single-family housing to rent to four unrelated individuals in order to maximize their rental income.  By virtue of this, the properties in question are de facto mini rooming houses.
The very question of how to determine some form of compensation to these investors as a result of this change is clear evidence that the properties in question are not in fact being rented to (or intended for) a single family.  It is clear then that these investors are operating outside the spirit of the law for which this ordinance was intended.  Grandfathering investors who are engaged in this activity would be a grave mistake on the part of the City of Raleigh since it would provide economic advantage to this “mini rooming house” enterprise.  Grandfathering would also be aiding and abetting activities that lie outside of the spirit in which this ordinance was written.  In light of this, a sunset horizon of one year is more than generous.
Let me then be succinct in this matter, the City of Raleigh must not engage in any compensatory activities that reward individuals who are operating outside the spirit of the law, especially when these activities are discriminatory (because of heir pricing structure) against a protected class (single families) for which this housing is intended.  Clearly, these investors are operating outside the intent of this ordinance and hence should be subject to a cease and desist order.  The sunset period of one year being offered by the entities seeking this text change is more than a generous accommodation to these affected investors.”
Jessie Sorrell, Rhyne & Associates, 5623 Duraleigh Road, stated he was at the meeting to try to gather information on what is being proposed.  He stated there is a huge lack of knowledge and understanding among the people who own investment property.  He stated he and most people fully understand and appreciate the problem and he totally disagrees with some of the things he sees going on as it relates to rental property and it should be dealt with.  He pointed out however, there are hundreds of individuals and developers who own duplexes and they have two to three bedroom units on each side and many times rooms are rented simply to make ends meet.  He stated this proposal could have far reaching impact on investors and this needs to be dealt with but dealt with carefully.
Phillip Poe questioned if something could not be done over the short time to increase enforcement.  He asked if there was some way we could enforce the current regulations without spending an arm and a leg.  He stated there is an educational component that is needed.  Mr. Hunt pointed out enforcement many times is triggered by citizen participation and called on the citizens to be involved.

Bruce Spader pointed out a lot of conversation has been focused on an economic impact study.  He talked about problems in the Brentwood area where in many cases people invest in property and rent it to a group of transient workers it is not just Hispanics.  He talked about the increase in crime in the Brentwood/Capital Boulevard area and pointed out they were told by the Police Department that we have a Police Department for a City of 200,000 but the City of Raleigh is no longer 200,000.  He talked about problems with enforcement and efforts to buy property and sell it back to single family homes.  He talked about the record number of foreclosures and investors snapping these homes up.  He asked the Council to get something in place to help protect zoned neighborhoods.
After brief discussion the Committee agreed to go with three of the dates as suggested by the memo with Committee members pointing out they had conflicts on some of the days.  It was agreed that it would be best to hold the session after the students are back in class so possibly the second week would be best.  It was agreed to leave it up to the Planning Director to set the dates and notify the Council.  It was also agreed that the City would try to do radio ads, newspapers, CAC notifications, etc., to get the word out about the informational sessions.

Item #01-69 – Swift Creek Watershed – Protection Issues.  Council members received a copy of the adopted Swift Creek Land Management Plan and the excerpt from the City of Raleigh Comprehensive Plan that is relevant.  Committee members also received copies of State legislation that affects this area.  Planner Watson Brown was available to answer questions.
Mr. Hunt stated Committee members were fairly familiar with the existing plan.  He stated we have zoning cases relating to the new urban area.  He pointed out the reason the item is in Committee is to answer the question “Are current regulations for the Swift Creek Watershed which were put in place in 1988 sufficient to protect the area or do they need to be revised.”  Planner Brown pointed out the Committee received information on the Comprehensive Plan and the Watershed Management Plan.  He pointed out if any changes are made to the Swift Creek Land Management Plan it would require interjurisdictional changes.  Planner Brown pointed out the new urban areas which will allow up to six units per acre.  He talked about the differences in the type of plan that was developed for Falls and Swift Creek.  It was pointed out the areas that will allow six units per acre are approximately 6 to 7 miles away from the water supply area and so it is not felt that would impact our waters supply.
Planning Director Chapman pointed out the differences in the Falls Lake regulation and the Swift Creek regulations.  He explained all of the Swift Creek Basin is in one county.  Falls is split.  The Swift Creek Land Management Plan looks at the entire watershed and basin.  The location of the new urban areas, balance of economic development and protection of the watershed, how the rules and regulations are applied and what it means was talked about briefly.  The State regulations and how they are applied was talked about.
Mary Bell Pate, 2506 Crestline Avenue, talked about the property at the intersection of Lake Wheeler and Tryon Road and the intersection of Gorman and Tryon Road.  She talked about the development in that area and how developing in that area would not be beneficial for the watershed.  She stated she does not feel we are protecting the watershed enough.

Mr. Kirkman agreed he does not feel the regulations are sufficient to protect the watershed and talked about decreasing the density to 2.5.  He stated Garner now drinks Raleigh’s water and he feels they too would fight for its protection.  He stated maybe the City should ask Garner to reexamine what they are doing and what they allow.  Planning Director Chapman stated since the Swift Creek Land Management Plan was adopted a number of actions have taken place to strengthen the regulations.  Standards have been reviewed, approved and endorsed by the State.  He talked about the regulations that are in place.
Elizabeth Byrd, Pineview Drive, stated she fears we are not going to see anyone come in and develop in those areas less at a density less than R-6.  She stated she does not feel development in those areas would be good.  She talked about the NCSU proposal and what is subject to the City’s regulations.  The information about NCSU farm property and how that could develop and how it is addressed in the plan was talked about.  Mr. Hunt questioned if we could not simply ask DWQ if our regulations are sufficient.
Public Utilities Director Dale Crisp talked about studies which have been conducted and explained he had not seen that much difference in water quality between the 1987 studies and the recent studies.  The work of the Upper Neuse, target build outs and studies that have been done on Swift Creek was talked about.  Mr. Hunt suggested that the City simply ask DWQ if they have done any type study to determine if the water quality has changed or the Swift Creek Land Management regulations are protecting the watershed.
Next Meeting.  Discussion took place on the schedule for the next meeting with it being pointed out November 27 is the day before the Thanksgiving holidays and the day the agenda goes out for the first Council meeting in December.  It was agreed the meeting would be scheduled for Thursday, November 21st at 10:00 a.m. and the November 27th meeting would be cancelled.

Item #01-40 – Downtown Planning Studies.  Planning Director Chapman indicated members of the Convention Center Authority had asked to be made members of the Livable Streets Partnership.  He read the list.  It was pointed out Mr. Odom had expressed concern about too many members.  The way the Committee works and the Steering Committee’s work was talked about briefly.  The need to have as much public input and partnership as possible was talked about.  Mr. Hunt moved that members of the Convention Center Authority be named to members of the Livable Streets Partnership.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Cowell and put to a vote which passed unanimously.
Adjournment:  There being no further business, Mr. Hunt announced the meeting adjourned at 1:05 p.m.
Gail G. Smith

City Clerk
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