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Planner Stankus
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 #01-91 – SP-122-02 – Walgreens.  Planning Director Chapman indicated this is a site plan which requires Council approval as it would allow more retail use in a focus area that has been specifically designated by City Council as exceeding the guidelines in the Raleigh Comprehensive Plan for retail uses at this location.  He stated at the Council meeting the Council asked for some additional information.  He stated the Planning Commission voted 6-4 to support the site plan.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out he provided Committee members with some additional information relative to the questions asked at the Council table.
Planner Christine Dargess indicated the memorandum being referred to by Mr. Chapman includes three issues the Council asked about.  She explained the location which is at the corner of Falls of Neuse and Spring Forest Road.  There is an existing office building that was originally a part of the North Ridge Shopping Center plan; however, it was divided out some years ago.  This Walgreens would go in front of that existing office building.  She stated the proposed Walgreens will have a drive thru on the front facing Falls of Neuse Road.  There would be a new driveway entrance from Spring Forest Road.  She stated this issue is before Council because of the size of the focus area.  This is one of four focus areas in the City that exceeds the retail cap; therefore, any additional retail in this focus area would require City Council or Planning Commission approval.  She explained at the time of adoption the focus area included 633,917 square feet of retail or 11.9 percent over the guideline of 566,280 square feet.  She stated since the oversize designation, better inventory methods have become available to staff and have resulted in a more accurate reflection of the focus area retail of showing 631,185 square feet or 11.4 percent over the guideline.  She stated this was designated an oversize focus area in January 2002.  With the approval of SP-118-02 which was a conversion project of a property across the intersection 16,255 square feet or 2.87 percent has been added to the recommended guideline totaling 647,440 square feet.  If this site plan is approved it will add another 14,490 square feet of retail or 2.56 percent over the guideline.  At this point the retail for the focus area would total 661,930 square feet or 16.8 percent over the guideline.
Ms. Dargess talked about sidewalk connection that extends from the public sidewalk along Falls of Neuse Road into the site and located on the north side of existing shared driveway that currently accesses the North Ridge Shopping Center.  She explained there is a 10 foot sidewalk proposed on Falls of Neuse Road which the Planning Commission felt would be a good connection.  She indicated the sidewalk connection is included on the revised site plan by the applicant.  She stated the revised site plan does not propose preservation of existing trees.  Ms. Dargess pointed out Planner Mark Stankus visited the site recently and determined if a sidewalk connection is to be installed along the drive to save the existing Bradford Pears it would need to be located a minimum of 8 feet from the existing curb.  She stated the existing condition of the trees reflect some damage, trunk splitting and perhaps installation of new trees at a minimum size of 3 inch caliber could provide a streetscape to meet concepts of the urban design guideline.
Planning Director Chapman again indicated there are four oversized focus areas.  Only one other has been expanded since it was designated oversize and that is at the Lynn Road/Millbrook Road intersection.  He stated when that determination was made it was the result of a recombination of two focus areas.  He stated there have been three small additions in that focus area which has increased the percentage by only a modest amount.  The other two focus areas have not been expanded since their designation and this expansion if approved would be the only new construction in an oversized focus area.  In response to questioning, Planning Director Chapman pointed out there are about 40 focus areas in the City.  We have City, neighborhood and regional focus areas.  In the regional focus areas there is no limit on the retail but the City and Community focus areas do have limits.  Mr. Hunt questioned if there is certain criteria that needs to be met before approving an addition to an oversized focus area.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out the Comprehensive Plan contains policies by which the oversized focus areas could be exceeded.  In addition to the ten elements that the Council normally looks at in a site plan there are several other including environmental resources, transportation systems both pedestrian and transit, infrastructure, driveway limitations, citing building, limiting visual clutter, etc.
He stated there are seven categories outlined as objectives that should be met prior to exceeding the retail limitations.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out in reality the criteria was a threshold that if criteria is met could be exceeded but are actually minimum criteria for the Council to consider in making a decision.  The criteria was talked about.

Don d’Ambrosi stated they have made a number of modifications to this plan even as the plan transitions from the Planning Commission to the Council.  He stated the property under consideration is an existing parcel zoned shopping center.  He stated the staff report indicates that the minimum threshold for approving a plan that exceeds the focus guidelines have been met.  He presented additional findings indicating as far as environmental resources is concerned the criteria is now met.  Recent plan adjustments to reduce parking and driveway with have resulted in the retention of existing trees along Falls of Neuse Road; therefore they feel the plan protects existing vegetation along road corridors.  The second criteria relates to transportation systems/pedestrian and transit.  He feels the criteria has been met as it extends capacity of public infrastructure.  The improvements already made to Spring Forest Road and the proposed median to improve safety.  He feels the criteria of enhancing pedestrian mobility has been met as the project is providing sidewalk connections to both Spring Forest and Falls of Neuse Road.  In turn these sidewalks then connect to the existing office building and adjacent shopping center properties.  The criterion of more efficient use of infrastructure has been met as the project hooks to existing water and sewer line.  The criterion of limiting driveways he feels has been met as the project does not seek driveways above the minimum as a single shared driveway is being added to serve two existing parcels.  Currently, neither of these parcels contain any portion of a driveway that connects directly to a public street.  He stated he feels additional criterion has been met as the project extends the capacity of public infrastructure.  A recent analysis by Kimley Horn reveals that with the improvements to Falls of Neuse Road the project will make the traffic that exist plus that which will be added by the pharmacy results in improvements to the level of service of the intersection.  He feels the enlarged urban sidewalk/plaza/bus stop fulfills the criteria of enhances urban design strategy.  The project takes an existing vacant lot and puts it to use without extending water and sewer; therefore he feels the criterion of enhances the efficient use of land is met.  The criteria of limiting visual clutter has been met as the project is reducing allowable sign area from 300 square feet to 185 square feet of total area and will utilize a low profile sign.  Civic benefit criteria has been met with the project diagonally across the intersection that resulted from Z-42-01 which was credited with the same item.  This project promotes a mixture of uses by placing retail and office together on this corner resulting in a more compact development.  In response to questioning, Mr. d’Ambrosi pointed out the property presently is the location of a parking lot and the initial proposed plan would only increase the impervious surface by .7 acres but they have made some modifications.  Mr. d’Ambrosi utilizing illustrative maps talked about moving of the parking, the retention of some of the large trees at the corner, the location of the curb and the efforts they will make to keep the trees.  He stated they have been working with Dr. Jim McGraw as it relates to the health and retention of certain trees.  He explained the tapering of the drive-thru to a single lane but retention of a by-pass lane.  He pointed out where the existing parking spaces would be reduced and the trees that would be saved and ones that would be removed.  He talked about the character and the status of some of the Bradford Pears and Dr. McGraw’s advice about avoiding construction in the grassed area to stay away from the root line.  He presented photographs of the cluster of oaks on the site, pointing out if they are retained they feel that will provide the needed screening.  He talked about the movement of the sidewalk and the location of the sewer line in an effort to avoid the root line.  Mr. Kirkman talked about the large Maple which is a functional shade tree with Mr. d’Ambrosi pointing out with the movement of the other features that Maple may have to go.  He stated Dr. McGraw has been on the site since the trees have started leafing and the maple may not be as healthy as all had thought.
Dr. McGraw talked about the health of the Bradford Pears and the impact that has already been made on the cluster of oaks.  He talked about the location of the Bradford Pears and the feeling that their roots maybe intertwined with the oaks.  If the Bradford are removed he would suggest that be done by cutting them down but leaving the roots in place to avoid further negative impact on the cluster of oaks.  He talked about the location of the sidewalk impacting the root system and pointed out he feels we must make a decision between the sidewalk location and saving the Bradford Pears.  He talked about the health of the large tree at the corner of Falls and Spring Forest pointing out a utility vault has been placed at the base of the tree so we have the nibbling affect on the root system.  He stated however that tree has somewhat stabilized and does not show that much die back but everything possible should be done to avoid further nibbling of the root system.  He talked about the trees with die back, bouquets of mushroom, widow makers and the health in general.  The location of the bus stop and the sewer system and the impact that would have on the health of the trees were talked about.  The possibility of routing the sewer in a location where trees have to be removed to avoid further nibbling of the root system of the Bradford Pears and/or cluster of oaks was talked about.  The health of the trees in the existing parking lot were discussed.  Caliber of some of the existing trees and the feeling that the best method maybe to remove those that are already negatively impacted and replace them with the substantial new trees to avoid further root impact on the cluster of oaks and the azaleas.  The possibility of having a non-paved segment in the truck loading zone to avoid further negative impact on existing tree root system was discussed.
Mr. d’Ambrosi presented a new rendering to reflect trees that would be retained and reflecting the two signs on the building.  He stated the location of a new bus shelter would force the sewer to come between the existing 13 inch and 17 inch oak with Mr. d’Ambrosi pointing out if the bus shelter could be moved closer to the existing shared driveway from Falls of Neuse it would help protect the trees.  That would also allow them to reroute the sewer and better save the cluster of oaks.  He talked about the planting of shrubbery while trying to stay out of the root zone of existing trees and the need to have some latitude in that area, pointing out they would compensate by installing at least six 6 inch trees on Spring Forest Road rather than relocating the existing trees.  He talked about the CP&L easement that is off the public right-of-way which will limit the type of plant material that can be put in the area.  Discussion took place as to why the CP&L easement is outside the right-of-way with it being pointed out an easement was granted by the existing property owner to allow the installation of the utility line to a final place pending the widening of Falls of Neuse.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out this is happening frequently and in this case when CP&L approaches the property owner the private property owner allows that to happen.  The need to work with CP&L to avoid that in the future was discussed briefly.
Planner d’Ambrosi pointed out the site plan does calls for the installation of some 41 new trees along with a number of shrubs.  He stated they have shifted mainly to ornamental shrubs to deal with the various situations.

Mike Horn, Kimley-Horn, presented information on the signalized intersection level of service.  He presented information on the a.m. and p.m. peak hour of the original geometry, updated geometry which includes dual lefts on all approaches and the added northbound exclusive right turn from Falls of Neuse onto Spring Forest.  He stated with the proposed Walgreens and the improvements they plan one would not be able to tell the difference in the traffic.  He stated it would actually be a slight improvement based on the northbound exclusive right-turn.  It doesn’t add to capacity but would add overall efficiency and safety.  He feels this proposal will increase the traffic safety in the area.

Mr. Kirkman expressed concern about traffic flow at the proposed curb cut on Spring Forest Road and how the traffic movement from the bank and the proposed new facility would merge and enter Spring Forest Road.  He expressed concern about creating conflicting movements.  Mr. Hunt asked about traffic movement and circulation if a vehicle were traveling west on Spring Forest Road and how it would access the shopping center.  Whether the facility could move forward without the new curb cut on Spring Forest Road was talked about.  Mike Horne pointed out NCDOT and the City of Raleigh DOT have agreed with the proposed curb cut.  He stated if that curb cut were taken away we would be concentrating all of the traffic into existing driveway.  The new curb cut provides for more access.  If the new curb cut is not allowed the traffic would be concentrated at the existing exit and would be setting up or call for the need of signalization.
Beth Trahos, 4601 Six Forks Road, representing Chelsea Property Group was at the meeting in opposition to the plan.  She stated there are some concerns about the project beyond Chelsea’s concern.  She questioned the need for an additional bus shelter and the public benefit.
Cathy Hartshaw, Chelsea Property Group, pointed out drivers and pedestrians tend to create their own traffic patterns.  They do a B-line in and out and follow other cars.  She stated she feels the new curb cut will create a U-turn situation on Spring Forest Road.  She presented a plan of the shopping center and outlined the existing pedestrian movement, traffic movement, delivery truck flow and stacking possibilities.  She expressed a fear that people will use the shopping center as a cut-through from Spring Forest Road to Carlos Drive to hit the signal.  She talked about the location of the Heritage Retirement Center on Carlos Drive and how people walk from that facility into the shopping center, expressing concerns that the additional traffic and stacking will provide conflict of pedestrian and traffic movement.  She expressed concerned about the flow of the delivery truck pointing out she knew a Walgreen would not have large delivery trucks, but they would have vendor service trucks on a daily basis.  She expressed concern about the proposed traffic pattern for delivery trucks which would require backing into the facility which she feels will create problems.  She agreed that their proposal would add improvements along Falls of Neuse and Spring Forest but her concern is all of the cars, delivery trucks and pedestrian and the conflict of movements in the existing shopping center.  Mr. Kirkman asked about the occupancy of the bank building with it being pointed out that building does not belong to the shopping center so the representatives are not sure if it is full or not.
Ken Durham, 6707 Brookmeade Place, stated he is not so much opposed to the Walgreen proposal as he is to approving an increase in the retail cap.  He stated the other increase of the retail cap in this focus area related to the building across the street which retained its original footprint.  He stated he believes there is a little more going on than having to remove a few trees for the Walgreen site.  He is not sure how many of their trees are going to survive.  He pointed out there will be substantial grading, retaining walls, etc. which would get into the root system of the existing trees.  He stated the proposal may eliminate some traffic hazards with the concrete medium but pointed out there is a Bank of America across the street and talked about the traffic flow from that facility.  He stated we may be eliminating some of the traffic problems but he feels they will probably just be shifted northwardly.  He pointed out there is a vacant Houlihan’s building that could be used for this purpose.  He feels there is available retail and he does not see any compelling reason to raise the retail cap.
Marty Chamoff, stated he is the owner of a retail store in the North Ridge Shopping Center.  He questioned the statement that the Walgreen could be built and not increase traffic that much.  He stated his estimate is a Walgreen would have at least 1,000 trips per day and during peak business season such as Valentine’s, Mother’s Day, Christmas, Easter, etc. it would probably be more than that.  He talked about the closeness to the intersection and pointed out he feels that could cause some traffic problems as people would be riding by, see the facility and make an impulse stop by slamming on their breaks causing traffic problems.  He stated North Ridge Shopping Center took a risk when it went into this area.  It was out there by itself, now it is built up all around.  People used North Ridge as a cut-through.  He stated at first he welcomed the traffic by his store but then the shopping center put in speed humps and the cut-through stopped.  He stated however, if the new curb cut is put in he fears the cut-through traffic will occur again.  He expressed concern about trucks backing into the delivery area and talked about the site distance.  He stated this proposal doesn’t add anything to the area.  They will be selling the same cards, groceries, medicine, etc. that the existing stores sell.  He questioned the need for the facility.  He stated he had heard a lot of information about signs, trees, etc., pointing out he had not heard comments about the fact that people all over the country are opposed to Walgreens and their activities in many areas.  He stated the suits come in with their pretty pictures and grandiose ideas and then they disappear when the construction phase starts.  He pointed out there are reports from all over the country of what occurs such as tearing down historic buildings by mistake, not being environmentally friendly, etc. when building their stores.  He stated he had talked to a lot of residents in the area who oppose this facility.  The CAC had a unanimous vote against the proposal.  He stated there was a petition with over 1500 signatures in opposition and pointed out people don’t just sign petitions anymore, they ask questions, get information and make a conscientious decision to sign a petition of opposition.  He pointed out North Ridge Shopping Center has been there over 23 years, it has a good working balance of stores, pointing out he has seen what happens to shopping centers when that balance of stores is destroyed.  Shopping centers end up with empty stores or less desirable tenants.
Mr. Hunt asked if there is an existing transit stop in the area with it being pointed out there is one on Carlos Drive.  Mr. Hunt questioned if another transit stop is necessary with Planning Director Chapman pointing out the Transit staff had recommended this stop but he feels there is flexibility in the exact location.  Whether the bus stop on Carlos would be eliminated was talked about.  Mr. Chapman pointed out the bus stop on Carlos is a CAT connector.  He stated the specific location of the bus stop was the point of a lot of discussion by the Planning Commission.

Mr. Hunt asked about the comments that the new exit onto Spring Forest Road would create a cut-through.  Mr. Horn stated the proposal includes putting in a right-turn lane on Falls of Neuse; therefore, he does not see the practicality of anyone turning off of Falls, going through the shopping center and onto Spring Forest Road when they could do the unrestricted right-turn.  Mr. Horne pointed out his firm designed North Ridge originally and pointed out one of the things that makes North Ridge work is the number of access points it has and this would create another.
Mr. Kirkman stated he keeps going back to the cap on retail in the focus area and whether there is a need to exceed that cap.  He pointed out there is an existing drug store in the shopping center one across the road and at least three additional ones in the general vicinity.  He stated if we are going to exceed the cap, he feels it should be for a service that is needed or adding a new service to the area.  He stated he feels the proposal has met the criteria for exceeding the cap but his question is do we really need another drug store in the area.  Do we need a drive-thru drug store on every major corner in our City.  He stated the existing pharmacy in the shopping center seems to be doing a good business without a drive-thru.  He talked about the other drive-thru pharmacies in the general vicinity.  He stated he understands there are two other Walgreen proposals to come in.  He is glad to see the competition but questioned if we need another pharmacy in an already oversized focus area.  We are already over the cap and if we are going to exceed the cap he feels it should add a service.  He stated if this proposal was for a Ben and Jerry’s or a service that is not available in that quadrant he may feel differently.  He stated much as he likes the design he just feels there are too many conflicts.
Ms. Cowell pointed out she had told people who contacted her that she couldn’t or would not make a decision based on competition.  She stated she thinks the whole civic benefit question has to be addressed.  She stated she had heard conversations about competition, putting existing stores out of business etc., but what she has to base her decision on is the need to exceed the cap; therefore, she would have to err on the conservative side.  Mr. Hunt stated he thought everyone had made the extra effort to comply with the criteria to exceed the cap but he does not see the benefit for doing that.  Mr. Kirkman moved denial of the plan.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Cowell and put to a vote which passed unanimously.

Item #01-60 – Subdivision - Site Plan Approval Process.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out Committee members received a summary of the results of the process of assessment workshop that was conducted last week.  He stated the Committee may wish to give staff guidance as to priorities in addressing these issues.  He stated the Planning Commission is already assessing the PDD and is expected to make recommendation soon.  Mr. Chapman stated the Committee may want to refer the other items on conditional use zoning and preliminary subdivision approval to the Planning Commission for their recommendation with guidance as to the Committee’s or Council’s priorities.  Mr. Hunt suggested taking the issues one at a time.
Conditional Use Zoning Process - Mr. Hunt stated he does not feel that process is broken.  He stated he feels it would be a real benefit if each CAC had a zoning subcommittee so that they could get all of these plans, etc. before hand and be able to make recommendation at the CAC meeting.  He stated he doesn’t have a major hang-up with the zoning process.

Thomas Crowder indicated one of the things that sticks out in his mind relates to the fact that each zoning classification has a menagerie of uses.  The people at the CAC or the people in the neighborhood hears what a developer is not going to put in a particular location but no one tells the people what they are going to do.  He stated one has to go through a tremendous amount of documentation to see what would be allowed if a case is approved.  He stated it would be good to spell out the litany of things that would be allowed so it would be more graphic in nature.  He stated another concern is all of the terminology, details, etc.  He stated for example many times a neighborhood is told that the proposed building façade would be masonry.  Everyone just assumes that the total outside of the building would be masonry; however, façade refers to the front of the building not the entire exterior.  There is a lot of room for mistrust.
Mr. Kirkman stated he feels we need a better way for the public and the Council table to conduct a reality check.  He talked about a recent case on Tryon Road in which the property was zoned Thoroughfare District Conditional Use.  The request was to rezone to R-6 so everyone thought it was a down-zoning.  In reality the thoroughfare district conditional use had conditions to the extent that only R-4 and a golf range would be allowed.  He stated another concern is neighborhood business.  The uses are wide open and a lot of times it would be better to zone a piece of property shopping center rather than neighborhood business as there are many more controls and restrictions on shopping centers.  He stated many times we see conditional use zoning cases come in with the two standard conditions – reimbursement of right-of-way and CR-7107 and some others that are meaningless as they are required by Code and everyone expects the CAC or the surrounding neighborhood to craft conditions rather than the petitioner crafting the conditions.  He stated when we have a conditional use case and there is a request to rezone it he feels we should have the existing conditions italicized or highlighted in some way so that everyone would see them.

Ms. Cowell stated she agrees with some of the recommendations.  She stated she feels it will be good for the CAC’s to have some type guidelines by which to measure a proposal.  She questioned if there is a way to improve that such as some type matrix by which a case could be judged.  She stated it would be good to have some type web base tool or guide as to how to approach or analyze a zoning case that is have those type tools on line or some type guide handbook to give people.  She stated she still favor the idea of a score card as she thinks it will help everyone make a better or more efficient decision including the City Council.
Mr. Hunt stated it seems that the Committee has right many ideas that they would like to explore and maybe it would be good to let the Planning Commission look at this and come back with some recommendation.  Mr. Hunt moved this item be referred to the Planning Commission.

Ms. Cowell pointed out Mr. Kirkman made a good point.  When someone is evaluating a zoning case they need to know what the current conditions are, what the proposed conditions are and the impact of the change.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out the neighbors do not have the time to go out and drive-thru every area that is proposed for rezoning.  He talked about his work and on-site visits, walking through businesses, etc. in the Walgreens case but pointed out he doesn’t have that much time to spend on each case.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out the Council has an appointed body of 11 people which develops that type of communication.  He stated evidently the communication between the Planning Commission and the City Council is not adequate to support the level of confidence in those recommendations.  He stated the majority of the Planning Commission does on-site business of each zoning case.  They spend many hours in meetings and going through information.  He stated he thinks the communication as to what discussion they have and how that information reaches the Council table needs improvements.  He stated many times the questions have already been asked and discussed.
Mr. Kirkman pointed out another concern he has is many times a petitioner holds back conditions or information until it gets to the City Council and down to a final vote and he does not like to see that.

The Committee talked about the need for better labeling of the zoning cases providing information for a possible key on the write-up that would include information about base zoning, existing conditions, etc.  The Committee indicated they would like to look at giving the CAC more guidance or tools by which to evaluate cases.

Subdivision Process – Brief discussion took place on problems and the Landover Lane situation was discussed.  Mr. Kirkman pointed out there are some problems in our system that should be addressed.  He talked about the need for an appeals process, that is when a subdivision is approved Administratively or by the Planning Commission that there be some avenue of appeal to the City Council.  Having the issues on the CR’s was talked about.

The need to refer these issues to the Planning Commission for study and recommendation was again suggested by Mr. Hunt.  Mr. Crowder pointed out he sure the Planning Commission would want to discuss these issues but he does feel they may need some direction.  Mr. Kirkman stated he would like for these issues to be referred to the RCAC to look at and make recommendations.  He stated many of the RCAC members have gone through many plan approvals, subdivision process, etc.  The Committee agreed under subdivision process that one of the things they are interested in is some method of appeal.  Ms. Cowell talked about notification and broader notification possibilities.  Also discussed was the threshold of triggering Planning Commission/Council approval as opposed to Administrative approval.  Mr. Crowder talked about a performance based code and the need to look at something along those lines.  Mr. Kirkman stated his concern would be the threshold for triggering different levels of approval.  He again talked about the Landover Lane situation and how different thresholds or standards may have helped address that situation.
PDD – Planning Director Chapman pointed out the Planning Commission has not concluded their work and made their recommendation.  Ms. Cowell stated she would like for them to look at performance based standards, form based zoning, what does that mean, what is the impact, what are the advantages.
By general consensus the Committee agreed to recommend that the item be referred to Planning Commission and RCAC and hopefully the two groups could have a joint meeting and make recommendations back to the full Council.

Item #01-82 – CORE Work Group.  It was pointed out the center of the Region Enterprise plan has now been published and included in Committee members’ agenda packet.  Mr. Chapman stated the Committee may want to make copies available to all Council members and recommend specific items that should be addressed.  One issue might be the development of a small area plan for the Village Center at Brier Creek.  A second would be continuing work to identify specific infrastructure improvements that the City should pursue to implement the plan.  These might include greenway trail connectors to link the area with surrounding jurisdictions.  Another might be an effort to secure and protect the rights-of-way for the transit loop recommended to serve the airport.  He stated because of the time he would not get into all of these issues; however, one thing the Committee may want to take up is adoption of the resolution to expand the CORE group to include the Towns of Morrisville and Cary.  Mr. Hunt moved approval of the interlocal agreement and resolution.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Kirkman and put to a vote which passed unanimously.  Mr. Hunt pointed out that would be the recommendation made to the full Council, but the Committee would hold the item on its agenda for further discussion.
Adjournment.  There being no further business, Mr. Hunt announced the meeting adjourned at 12:15 p.m.
Gail G. Smith
City Clerk
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