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COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING COMMITTEE

The Comprehensive Planning Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, August 18, 2004, in the City Council Chamber, Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 W. Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present.
Committee





Staff
Mr.  Crowder




Planning Director Chapman
Ms. Taliaferro




Deputy City Attorney Botvinick






Planner Powell






Assistant Planning Director Betts






Assistant City Manager Howe







Planner Brantley

Council member Crowder called the meeting to order indicating Mr. Hunt would not be present as he is not feeling well.  Mr. Crowder asked everyone to stand for a moment of silent prayer.  The following items were discussed with action taken as shown.
Item #03-14 – Downtown Master Developer Process.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out this item was timed to give an opportunity for the committee to respond to the presentation by the consultants on the convention/cultural district development strategy made at the last meeting.  Assistant City Manager Howe pointed out they had a series of meetings in early August which was attended by about 50 people.  There was a lot of good information.  He talked about the preliminary schedule for the Charrette in September.  At that time they will be bringing people up to speed with the Livable Streets program and try to come up with plans for the south end conceptual reviews, etc.  He stated the economic consultant has taken an initial cut at what might apply or happen in the Downtown area and sees a mixed entertainment retail development, housing, boutique hotel and possibly a health club.  The consultant feels that these are the things that could happen.  He is seeing a number of really positive indicators pointing out the consultant has talked to a number of local developers whom have been thinking about the same type development.  The consultant is confident that we will have people interested in doing these projects.  Mr. Howe questioned if there was any information the Committee would like to provide to the consultants as it relates to this process.
Ms. Taliaferro indicated the Council had asked staff to write up a memo outlining how many blocks are available for development/redevelopment as well as what type densities per block we will need to get to the critical mass of 10,000 units.  She pointed out this was a figure which was talked about when the hotel development was being discussed.  Planning Director Chapman cautioned the committee not to focus on the number 10,000 as he does not feel that anyone has come up with a number that is appropriate or desired.  He stated while that is a number that has been used he would caution the committee to be careful not to establish that as a specific goal.  Ms. Taliaferro stated one of the things that would help us determine the appropriate number is what is available for redevelopment.  She stated another thing relates to the whole issue of parking, where our next parking structure should go and when.  Mr. Howe pointed out there has been a lot of conversation this week about parking as it relates to the hotel and convention centers.  He stated one of the things we have been talking about is the number of parking spaces that will be displaced with the City’s efforts for the hotel/convention center.  He stated the Council would be hearing at the next Council meeting or Budget & Economic Development Committee information relating to engaging consultants to look at the parking, look at what we know and how to address parking needs.  He talked about the fact that we will need 200 parking spaces specifically for the hotel and another 200 available for their use and convention center parking needs.  Ms. Taliaferro encouraged the Staff to use one of our existing consultants to do this work.
Mr. Crowder talked about coordination with the County and State, the amount of land available in the downtown area and uses that are needed.  He talked about looking at the option of using the Convention Center for meeting space or the civic space as talked about so we do not end up taking up valuable land for additional meeting space.  He asked if there have been conversations or involvement with the State as well as the County.  Planning Director Chapman indicated the City staff is engaged with the State on various project including the North Blount Street master plan and talked about the status of that work.  He pointed out Mr. Crowder has been appointed to the oversight committee relating to the Dix Master Planning Process but that group has not met as yet.  He pointed out there is an ongoing relationship in a number of different efforts engaging the State and the consultants need to look at that or make sure they keep all of those efforts in mind.  Mr. Crowder talked about the Southwest Planning effort and coordinating the various efforts and making sure the consultants are aware of the various efforts and coordinating those efforts.  Mr. Howe pointed out the consultants have not been asked to go further than the southern end but staff is making sure that they are aware of all of the ongoing planning efforts so that can be pulled together.  Mr. Crowder stated he wants to make sure that the consultants are looking at this holistically and make sure all the efforts are taken into consideration.  Mr. Chapman pointed out there is growing interest in the eastside to take a more comprehensive look at their area.  He talked about the various efforts that are ongoing such as Moore Square, West side, Shaw, Southeast Raleigh Assembly, etc.  He stated we have to stay focused on the various items.  The comments were received.

Item #03-36 Rezoning Z-41-04 - Prospect Avenue.  Assistant Planning Director Betts explained this case pointing out the Planning Commission recommended denial but also recommended that the Comprehensive Plan be amended to place this property on the residential side of the policy boundary line in the area.  He talked about zoning case Z-20-93, where the residential uses were limited, Green Street and a fence which was called for and explained how the new conditions differ.  He talked about the Southern Gateway plan which was adopted in the 96-98 time frame and where the policy boundary line was placed at that point and the recommendation in this case relating to moving the policy boundary line to the western side of this property.
Tom Rouse representing the applicant pointed out the Planning Commission did recommend denial.  He stated the property is currently zoned business and they want to use this structure as an office.  He talked about the location of the policy boundary line.  He pointed out his client would be happy to add conditions that would make the property hold the residential flavor pointing out they do not want to change the flavor of the neighborhood.

Margaret Rose Deans, Secretary of the Community Watch, pointed out this is a residence and they want it to remain in residential use.  She talked about bars being put on the windows and talked about the action, the community’s desire to keep this as a residential use and moving the policy boundary line.  She pointed out they have worked hard and want to keep the area residential.
Mary Bell Pate, Crestline Avenue, Southwest CAC, stated the Council heard her presentation at the zoning hearing.  She stated had they developed the Southern Gateway Corridor Plan prior to the previous zoning it would have been a mute issue.  She pointed out she recently saw the Mayor on TV talking about a need for housing for the workers as it relates to redevelopment in the downtown area.  She stated their area is prime for that.  She pointed out the Appearance Commission did write in about the conditions but pointed out what the Appearance Commission wrote was based on years to come, that is, if this property become commercial those were the conditions that should be placed on it.  She called on the Committee to uphold the Planning Commission’s recommendation.

Jim Gerardi, 1316 Green Street, indicated the comments he made at the public hearings still apply.  This is a residential community and he has lived in it over 30 years.  He feels strongly it is a residential community that should be protected.  The arcs is not only for people with lower incomes even though that type housing is needed all over.  He talked about the historical significance of their neighborhood which has been there since the late 1800s.  He expressed concern about bringing in business or letting business encroach into the neighborhood.  He stated everyone recognizes that everything fronting on Saunders Street is business and that is okay.  He called on the Council to keep the core setup in what was approved in 93’.

Dr. Benson Kirkman, 3712 Eakley Court, stated he has a long history with this property and the Southern Gateway Corridor Plan.  He stated he doesn’t even recognize this case not because they have made positive changes but because every time he hears about the case the applicants are presenting a different story.  He stated this is a viable part of our community and it should be protected.  He talked about the work Mr. Gerardi has done to improve his property and called on the Council to deny the case.  
Ms. Taliaferro indicated from all of the information she has seen it is very clear that this property is to remain residential.  She stated this is a land use case and she feels it is important to retain the residential use and let it provide that transition between commercial and residential; therefore, she would move that the Committee recommend upholding the Planning Commission’s recommendation for denial and moving of the policy boundary line as recommended by the Planning Commission.  Her motion was seconded by Mr. Crowder and it was agreed that would be the recommendation made.

Item #03-25 – SP-128 – 03 – Lee Brothers Tae Kwan Do.  Planner Betts pointed out this site plan was recommended for denial by the Planning Commission.  The Committee previously discussed the item as it relates to issues about compliance with the Falls Corridor Plan.  The applicant was asked to work with the adjoining neighbors to address concerns and consider changes to the site plan relating to shifting the building further toward Falls of Neuse right-of-way or re-oriented to allow a more substantial buffer adjacent to the residence Mr. Betts stated no revisions have been submitted.
Attorney Tom Worth pointed out he was retained by the neighbor many months ago relating to the zoning case on this property.  He stated however he has not been involved in the site plan; however the adjacent neighbor Sid Moye asked if he would become involved in the case to try to come to some resolution that would be satisfactory for the applicant, the neighborhood and the City.  He stated the case has been dormant since May of 2004.  He hopes he can get in, work with all involved and assist resolution of some of the problems.  He stated he understands the location of the dumpster was part of the problem as was the issue relative to adjacency to Falls of Neuse Road.  He stated he was before the committee to ask the committee to carry the item over and give him an opportunity to look at it and meet with Master Lee and others to try to resolve some of the issues.
Ms. Taliaferro pointed out if the Committee recommends denial of the site plan that would not preclude the applicant from coming back with a new plan.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out that is correct.  If the plan is denied a new plan could be submitted and it would go through the process with notification to adjacent property owners, etc.  Attorney Worth pointed out apparently a lot of money has been spent to get to this point and they would rather not have to start the process all over.  He would simply ask that the Committee carry it over and allow him an opportunity to work with all involved.  Ms. Taliaferro suggested that the issue be extended for one cycle that is there would be further discussion at the next Comprehensive Planning Committee which is presently scheduled for September 14.  It was agreed to follow that course of action.

Item #03-31 – Subdivision S-111-03 – Stillwood Subdivision.  Planner Betts pointed out this subdivision was before the Planning Commission because the preferred buffer conditions of the ad hoc tree conservation ordinance had not been observed and the plan provides for disturbance within the riparian buffers which requires Planning Commission approval.  The Commission recommended approval by a 6-4 vote.  He stated this item has been discussed by the Committee and the Committee ask the applicant to work with the neighborhood.
David Lasley, 8366 Six Forks Road, Piedmont Land Design, pointed out they had worked with staff and looked at the options and the direction they could take with the plan.  He stated last night he had an opportunity to work with the developer, Richard Stockett, and they concluded there are four options available.  They could move forward with the plan as is and the Committee could recommend voting it up or down and if the Committee and Council decided to deny the plan they could file a new plan.  Another option would be to revise the preliminary subdivision plan in a manner that would no longer require Planning Commission or City Council approval.  That is, have a plan that meets all code requirements and not get into the riparian buffers.  They could ask the Committee to vote this out with no action with the condition that a revised plan would be submitted for administrative approval.  He stated that option would allow the applicant and adjacent neighbors to savage what has been done, allow honoring the agreements with the neighborhood and save the $1,200 resubmittal fees or he could withdraw the preliminary plan.  They could submit a revised plan or agree to revised conditions today and continue through the process.  He stated late yesterday he met with the developer and went through the options, reviewed the risks, advantages and disadvantage of each option.  He stated it is felt it would be in their best interest and the best interest of the immediate property owners and allow salvaging what they can and end up with a win-win solution if they went with the option of revising their plan to a point that it would no longer require Planning Commission and City Council approval.  He stated therefore they are requesting that the Council take no action on this plan and allow him the opportunity to submit a revised plan which complies with all code requirements and seek administrative approval.  He stated that would keep in tact the terms of the agreement with the adjacent property owners which are over and above code requirements.  He stated they would like to proceed in that manner.

Ms. Taliaferro questioned if the Committee went with that option of no action and no revised plan comes forth, what would happen to this subdivision.  Would it just die a natural death or what would happen.  Planning Director Chapman pointed out we could continue to hold this plan until a revised plan has been submitted and based on that revised plan being submitted and approved, then the Committee could recommend no action on the existing pending plan.

Brief discussion took place as to whether this is an appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision or exactly why the issue is in committee.  It was pointed out it is not an appeal, it is before Council because of the intrusion into the riparian buffers and conditions relating to the Adhoc Tree Conversation Ordinance.  Discussion took place as to how to proceed, whether the item remains in Committee or is withdrawn with it being pointed out the practical difference relates to whether a new fee is required.
Ms. Taliaferro talked about the private agreements relating to this particular subdivision pointing out she was looking for a way to salvage those agreements.  She stated the City is not a party to the agreements but hopefully all the work can be salvaged.  She stated she would be comfortable as long as we keep the item in committee and make sure that a new plan is submitted.  Mr. Crowder pointed out at the last meeting there seem to be some tension between the applicant and the neighbors.  He questioned if there is concern with the agreements that have been made.  He stated it seems that the concern came about from downstream property owners and whether the 10-year storm retention is adequate.  He thanked Mr. Lasley and his clients for trying to come up with a win-win solution.  He questioned however if any consideration has been given to going beyond the 10-year storm requirements and helping the people downstream.  Mr. Lasley pointed out that was one of the points of discussion last night when he and the applicant were looking at the options.  He talked about the straw that breaks the camel’s back.  He pointed out if they come in and revise the plan for larger storm retention rules have and could be changed and they would end up with a larger retention basin which would cause them to lose more lots.  He stated they would like to utilize the 10-year permanent structures as temporary sediment control.  He stated they did not want to get into a situation where they have to build something during construction and then tear it out.  He stated the solution he had suggested he feels will keep a lot of the measures and agreements intact.  They feel the 10-year retention is sufficient and they have agreed to that.  He stated you could add more and more retention but that enlarges the pond requirements and takes away lots.  Mr. Crowder talked about the steep slopes and the situation occurring in his neighborhood on similar property.  He pointed out silt fences had been built and they can deal with the sediment but doesn’t deal with the volume of water which is what causes some of the problems.  He asked about the possibility of talking to staff to see if larger stormwater retention facilities would be helpful downstream.  Stormwater Engineer Ron Brown talked about the 10-year retention which they feel will be adequate pointing out however that would be post-construction.  Rules or lack of rules during construction was talked about.
Marsha Deans questioned what would happen to riparian buffers if they come back in with an administrative approval type plan with Ms. Taliaferro pointing out they would have to stay out of the riparian buffers.  Ms. Deans stated she understands the economic ramification to add protection during construction but pointed out damage that can be caused downstream during construction is very expensive also.  She talked about a 25-year retention.  She talked about the culverts that are presently not adequate and the fact that they can stop up during construction and they could have structural flooding with it being pointed out by Mr. Brown that there is no structural flooding downstream now.  She asked that someone look into putting something in place during construction to prevent downstream flooding during construction and then have the 10-year post construction retention.  Ms. Taliaferro pointed out that is a whole broader issue that is, how to manage sedimentation during construction.  She stated may be we should look at whether there is some type ordinance that should be put in place during construction to help protect.  She does not know who should look at it but she feels that is something that should be studied.  Engineer Brown pointed out City staff is in the process of doing an analysis and they will bring that report back to City Council.  Attorney Botvinick pointed out that was studied by the Public Works Committee last year and was referred to Administration to look at alternatives and bring a report back to committee.
Mr. Crowder stated it seems like the Stormwater Advisory Commission should earn its keep and he was wondering if Mr. Lasley would act as a poster child and utilize this subdivision plan as a way to look at problems, suggestions, solutions, etc.  Mr. Lasley pointed out they have held this up for a year now and they would like to get moving.  They have the road ahead of them of revising the plan for administrative approval.  He stated if there is anyway he can offer help and participate that would be one thing but he would like to proceed with the subdivision without additional hold ups.  Ms. Taliaferro encouraged Mr. Lasley to participate with the Stormwater Advisory Committee but before this issue that this subdivision brings up goes before the Stormwater Advisor Commission, she feels the Council needs to receive the report and information from staff.  She stated in this particular subdivision there are several options available.  Her goal would be to preserve as many of the agreements that have been made with the adjacent property owners as possible.  She stated if the Council continues to hold up this subdivision, the applicant could simply withdraw and re-file.  Mr. Crowder stated he is not asking Mr. Lasley to hold up the subdivision but may be utilize what has been learned in this subdivision to help on the Stormwater Advisory Commission.
Marsha Deans stated she would like for everyone to come out and walk the creek and see for themselves what the neighbors are talking about.  There is a 160 foot drop down to the ponds.  She stated she is already getting sedimentation in her pond and will get more.  There is going to be sedimentation coming from the property during construction again asking every one to come out and walk the creek and called on the Committee to do whatever possible to help prevent further damage to these downstream properties.

Ms. Taliaferro pointed out Mark Senior has looked into working with the state as it relates to wetlands reclamation.  She stated most of the ponds being discussed are on private property and this may be a project to be looked at as it relates to wetland reclamation.  She stated she does not know where we are in that process and may be we need to follow-up.  She stated this is only one small project and there will be others in the area.  She stated the discussions will be continued with the Stormwater Advisory Commission.  Ms. Deans pointed out presently they are in the County but probably in 10 to 15 years they will be in the City.  She stated they have problems now and when they come into the City they do not want to be a problem for the City such as the Brentwood and North Shore Lakes.
Candis Fuller, 5300 Castlebrook Drive, encouraged Mr. Lasley to reconsider the issue and think about letting this project become a poster child.  This is something that is very important and they are committed to trying to address the problem now.  She stated she does not have property on the creek so she has no vested interest but this development will be a problem for downstream property owners.  She encouraged everyone to talk about the issue and pointed out she feels Mr. Lasley has made a good start working with the neighborhood and encouraged him to continue.  She stated they have a lot of confidence in staff but we do need to do something relative to the runoff during construction and post construction and encourage everyone to work together.  She stated no one wants to fight they want to work cooperatively.

Mr. Lasley talked about his company being involved in a number of jobs in the area and throughout the community.  He stated they have found the erosion control requirements to be very effective.  He pointed out they have a number of jobs that anyone can go out and look at and see all that they have done to address any possible erosion and sedimentation problems during the construction process.  He stated a lot has to do with the care the contractor on the job takes and how they maintain, keep the facilities clear, clean, etc.  He stated they must keep the structures in place and operational and when that doesn’t occur, that is when you see sedimentation and erosion during the construction process.  Mr. Crowder pointed out the sediment may not necessarily come off of this site but talked about the volume issue which causes erosion.  The sedimentation or silt fences may work fine on a particular site, no silt goes off the site, however the increased volume of water picks up dirt and carries it to other locations.  Mr. Lasley pointed out water will not be bypassing these facilities.  He talked about the element of detention that would occur with the retention ponds.  Mr. Crowder stated he had seen some of the retention ponds overflow with Mr. Lasley pointing out that probably relates to a design flaw and that should not occur.

Ed Brandle stated he feels there will be a win-lose situation here.  He stated he has seen ponds half the size of the Council Chamber that have been filled with sediment.  He stated he knows there is no way to channel the water enough to keep the silt from building up.  He stated that is a dog of another fight.  He pointed out what has been done on this particular subdivision and work with the adjacent neighbors is fine and they do not want to interfere with that work.  The people with him are just concerned about what will happen downstream.  He asked about the possibility of having the area surveyed now and surveyed after the construction is complete to determine what damage had been done downstream.  If damage had been done, the developer could bring in a drag line and clean the ponds.  It was pointed out that would not be allowed under State Law.  Mr. Lasley agreed that he did not think they would be allowed to bring in a drag line and clean out anything.  He stated he had worked a number of years in this area and they have not only abided by the City of Raleigh’s standards, they have normally exceeded them.  He stated the only reason he is going through this process is they were attempting to utilize a procedure to try to lessen the impact.  He stated in hindsight however he sees that was a mistake.  They should have continued on and not made the suggestion of getting into the riparian buffers and try to help lessen the impact.  He stated they had tried to resolve the problem in every way they could.  He stated this subdivision cannot bear additional regulations.  He stated he still has the option of withdrawing the subdivision and filing a new subdivision.  He stated that would require another $1,200 filing fee and they were trying to avoid that.  He stated they are not being disrespectful of anyone’s concerns.  They have tried to work with the neighborhood.  They have gone over and beyond the requirements as it relates to stormwater, traffic, aesthetics, buffering, etc.  He pointed out in trying to lessen the impact on the surrounding area and adding restrictions they have already lost 40 lots and the subdivision cannot afford to lose additional lots.  Ms. Taliaferro pointed out what they are talking about is a private agreement that the City is not involved with.  Mr. Brandle stated $1,200 is cheap compared to what it would cost the downstream neighbors to repair the problems.  He stated the last resort would be legal.
Jack Coffey, Stillwood Subdivision, stated he and his neighbors have been working with the developer and he hopes that the results of that work can be protected.  He stated he shutters at the thought of having to go through the subdivision process again and go through all of the work regulations, etc.  Discussion took place as to how to proceed.  Mr. Crowder commended Mr. Lasley for all that he has done to go beyond what is required.  He stated however he does have concerns relative to runoff and erosion during construction and asked Mr. Lasley if he would be willing to participate with the Stormwater Advisory Committee by looking at this particular plan and using it as an example and coming up with possible solutions.  He stated he is not suggesting holding up approval of the subdivision just wondering if Mr. Lasley would be willing for the plan to go before the Commission.  Mr. Lasley stated he would be glad to work with the commission on various aspects.  After brief discussion as to the best way to proceed, the Committee agreed to report to the Council that it is holding the subdivision in committee with the understanding the subdivision plan would be revised and submitted to staff within 30 days from consideration of administrative approval.  The Committee also recommends that erosion control methods during construction be made a priority of Administration.

Item #03-35 – Inclusionary Zoning.  Planning Director Chapman explained Council members received in their agenda packet materials on this issue.  The Council has discussed the issue in the past but does not have a policy for dealing with the concept of inclusionary zoning.  Some direction from the Committee or Council is needed before substantial staff resources are directed to this effort.  The agenda transmittal memo indicated key issues in the past have included how a local program can function in the absence of a regional approach to inclusionary zoning, the necessity of developing an implementation strategy for increasing the supply of low and moderate income housing along with a policy of distributing it throughout the community and the potential for such a policy to effect the overall cost of housing in the community.  Mr. Crowder stated he would like to hold this item until the next meeting.

Ken Kirby, Wake County Homebuilders Association, 6510 Chapel Hill Road, stated he was sorry that the people from ROAR are not here.  He stated he and his organization want to commend them in their efforts in trying to bring affordable housing to the area.  He talked about work of other groups such as Habitant for Humanity, the Homebuilders’ Association, etc., and talked of their work in building affordable housing in the area.  He stated however he would have to express concern about inclusionary zoning as he feels requiring that may drive some of the development folks away from our area.  He stated the only place in North Carolina which has inclusionary zoning is Davidson.  It has not been challenged in courts but pointed out it has not created a lot of affordable housing in Davidson.  He talked about inclusionary zoning and how it works.  He pointed out when you have inclusionary zoning which would require certain percent of homes in a given development to be for affordable housing, it may dictate the price of these homes to stay affordable.  When that happens one may not be able to accept appreciation in their investment.  That is, if the house has appreciated or area has appreciated in value and you have to keep it at an affordable level it could not be resold at a higher level pointing out that concept goes against the American dream of homeownership.  He stated the concern he has relates to some of the unintended consequences of inclusionary zoning.  That is, a developer would be asking those who buy the more expensive homes in their development to pay more so they could subsidize the low price home.  He indicated another unintended consequences may be the promotion of a higher percentage of attached units and talked about how that would work.  He stated he feels there are other ways to solve the problem and promote more affordable housing than the inclusionary zoning concept.  He pointed out the Homebuilder’s Association would like to work with ROAR or anyone else, sit down with them, and try to come up with the best way to provide affordable housing.  He talked about land cost, regulations and other issues that drive up the cost of housing.  He stated however they welcome the opportunity to work with anyone to try to promote development of more affordable housing but feels inclusionary zoning is one of the least attractive ways to do that.
Ms. Taliaferro stated we want to make sure that we have all price housing available.  She stated one of the things included in the staff report relates to how much affordable housing we have.  She stated a lot of the affordable housing is concentrated in one area.  She stated however before we go down the road with regulations, the Council needs a better understanding of what our needs are.  Mr. Kirby talked about discussions that were held on an intercity visit to Ottawa, Canada in which the Mayor of that City stated they do not know where and how they are going to build until they know how much product they need and he feels that is very important.  
Mr. Crowder talked about the affordable housing issue and agreed that a lot of our affordable housing is lumped together.  He stated we need to look at ways to provide opportunities for the affordable housing to be integrated into other areas.  He stated in addition to housing, transportation is the second largest cost to a family.  He pointed out in his district and Mr. West’s district, and he is sure in Ms. Taliaferro’s district, there are pockets where there are no job opportunities and people have to travel aways to get to their work.  He indicated he is not saying we are not providing enough affordable housing but he does not feel it as being integrated throughout the City properly.  He stated we still live with the stigma that affordable housing decreases a neighborhood’s property values.  Mr. Kirby stated it is very important to have mixed use subdivisions and developments and talked about mixed use developments which provide a place to live, work and play.  The fact that this is a land use issue and the fact that we need to have a wide variety of housing choices was talked about with Mr. Kirby pointing out he concurs 100% but for government to force developers to have 15% affordable housing in all their developments is probably not the best way to go.  Mr. Crowder asked what Mr. Kirby thought about as it relates to financial incentives.  How incentives and what type incentives would work was touched on.  Ms. Taliaferro stated many times we talk about affordable housing but that doesn’t necessarily have to be homeownership.  A lot of people are not ready to own a home.  She indicated transit is another way to get to the issue.  We have to look at bus connections, etc.  She pointed out we do need to have a mix of all priced homes in the same community and the mix could include rental and homeownership.  She stated we can’t forget to look at the transit issue and the bus connections issue and pointed out the City is talking about the bus system and whether we want a regional versus a local system.  She stated in her opinion one of the best ways to affordable housing is to encourage density.  Mr. Kirby agreed and pointed out there needs to be a wide variety and wide choices.
It was agreed to hold the item in Committee and invite representatives of ROAR one more time to give the opportunity to further discuss this issue.

Adjournment:  There being no further business Mr. Crowder announced the meeting adjourned at 9:35 a.m.

Gail G. Smith

City Clerk
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