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COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING COMMITTEE MINUTES
The Comprehensive Planning Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Friday, October 15, 2010 at 11:00 a.m. in Room 305 of the Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 West Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present.
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Deputy City Attorney Botvinick
Mr. Gaylord – Part of meeting

Planner Hallam
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Public Works Director Dawson







Planner Alley

Chairperson McFarlane called the meeting to order indicating Mr. Gaylord would not be able to be at the meeting because of a family emergency; however, he would like to participate in the computer application/WRAL proposal via telephone.  Because of his circumstances, he would not be able to participate until later in the meeting; therefore, she plans to switch the agenda and hear the rezoning case first if there are no objections.  No one objected.

Item #09-15 – Rezoning Z-11-10 – Hillsborough Street – Conditional Use.  It was pointed out this site is located on the south side of Hillsborough Street between Park Avenue and Morgan Street, extending southerly to Wakefield Drive and Tryon Hill Road.  The subject property consists of multiple lots, 6.6 acres in area and is currently zoned Residential-20, Office and Institution-2, Buffer Commercial, Neighborhood Business and Industrial-2.  The request is to rezone the 6.67 acres to Industrial-2 Conditional Use with Pedestrian Business Overlay District.  The rezoning request is consistent with identified policies in 2030 Comprehensive Plan and land use guidance in 1989 Comprehensive Plan.  The Planning Commission has recommended approval of this request on a 7-1 vote finding that the rezoning was reasonable, compatible with surrounding properties and in the public interest.  The Commission’s stated concerns were associated with comprehensive plan consistency, zoning conditions which mitigate impact from surrounding properties and the possibility for stimulating redevelopment in this area of the City.  It was pointed out this case was discussed at the September 29 and October 5 committee meetings.  At the October 5 Committee meeting, the applicant offered additional conditions which the committee agreed to. The case was deferred to allow the applicant to officially amend the zoning conditions and streetscape and parking plan.  The final conditions dated 10-6-10 were included in committee member’s agenda packet.  
Deputy Planning Director Bowers indicated a new draft to Hillsborough/Morgan streetscape and parking plan dated October 14, 2010 was received by staff and was provided to Committee members at the table.  He stated Elizabeth Alley is present and would explain the changes and respond to questions.  Mr. Stephenson and Ms. McFarlane stated they were not prepared in terms of something they had not received until meeting time.  Ms. Alley pointed out the changes were the result of recommendations made at the last meeting and explained the following changes.
Page 7:  Pedestrian Path – Should a pedestrian path be provided as indicated in zoning case Z-11-10, the path will offer one shade tree, three inch minimum caliper, a minimum of one per every fifty (50) lineal feet on center, and a minimum of three benches along its length.  Refer to Z-11-10 for other parameters concerning publicly assessable pedestrian paths.”  Mr. Stephenson questioned why this was written in the plural pointing out he thought we were talking about one pedestrian path which would serve as an interior connection with Attorney Paul indicating that could be written in the singular.

Ms. Alley stated the next change is on Page 11 – Building Facades Commercial/Retail.  A fifth bullet read as follows was added:  Exterior building materials will conform to the standards in the below “Durable Materials” section and a new section entitled, “Durable Materials” has been added which reads as follows:  “New building facades on publicly accessible rights-of-way shall include durable materials in keeping with surrounding buildings – brick/masonry (no concrete block) hard coat stucco (no EIFS), cementations or wood siding (no vinyl), and assorted trim elements of quality construction such as wood, aluminum store front, and similar systems.
Furthermore at the ground floor along (1) public rights-of-way and (2) the pedestrian path referenced herein on Page 7, exterior structural building elements including structured parking will be clad with brick and/or traditional hard coat stucco.”
Under Residential Structures on Page 7, the following sentence has been added at the end.  

“Exterior building materials will conform to the standards in the below:  “Durable Materials” section.  

Mr. Stephenson indicated what he was talking about was not just on façade on public rights-of-way, it would include any paths or rights-of-way assessable or available to the general public with Attorney Paul pointing out that is covered under the second bullet under Building Façade with Mr. Stephenson stating we should do something to say any building façade.
Planner Alley pointed out the next change is on Page 12 “Vehicular Parking Areas” has which has been added words and now reads:
“New parking areas, including additions to vehicular parking areas existing prior to the application of the Pedestrian Overlay District shall comply with 10-2055(e)(2).  Landscaping must comply with 10-2082.6(b).”
Ms. Alley pointed out on Page 12 “Structured Parking,” second sentence has been amended to read “Openings in structures will be designed to be in scale with window fenestration above, and will be softened with architectural screening such as metal, lattices, mullions matching building patterns or similar features.  A Sentence reading “Exterior building materials will conform to standards and the above “Durable Materials” section” has been added at the end of the section.  Mr. Stephenson indicated he was hoping to see this refer to occupied space with Planner Alley pointing out that would be the intent.  Debate followed as to the intent, what is trying to be accomplished, wanting to tie this down and to make sure that the openings, will have the same fenestration all along the façade.  How to change this to make sure that parking decks do not look different was debated.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers gave his interpretation pointing out if you are satisfied with the fenestration on the rest of the structure he thinks this language would work, if you are not satisfied with the fenestration on the rest of the building, it would not work.  How to make sure everything on the same building face matches was talked about.  It was agreed to add words to the second sentence to read “Openings in the structures will be designed to be in scale with window fenestration of occupied space on the same façade of the building and”
Bob Geary, 202 East Park Drive, read the following from a recent blog:

“I am about the most rabid anti-NIMBY you will find.  I supported Coker Towers, I supported Cameron Village Development.  What the neighborhood is asking for here isn’t NIMBY at all.  You’re not complaining about height; you are not complaining about density; nor is there even one breathless word about “destroying the character of the neighborhood.”  You’re simply asking for a commitment that the development of this site be broken up into blocks, with meaningful public space between.  For such a large site, this is absolutely essential.

Chairperson McFarlane requested clarification relative to percentage of open space.  She stated as she understands the zoning conditions will be private open space for use by the residents.  These same conditions offered an additional 10% which will be accessible by the general public and she just needs to know how that 10% is going to be utilized.  She stated she wants to make sure we do not end up with this little grassy green spots scattered out but will it be usable open space.  Mr. Geary stated the community would like answers to that also.  They need to see where the open space is going to be.  
Van Fletcher, 201 Park Avenue stated he is not a real big detail guy.  He is a real estate agent who lives on Park Avenue and loves the downtown area.  He stated he just recently sold a house on Ashe Avenue which everyone thought would go to a single, professional type; however, a family with two kids purchased it and they almost wrote it up that buying it would be contingent upon the building of this development.  He told about the house which has a shared driveway, is selling for around a half a million, talked about the negotiations and the fact that the sale is connected to the success of this project.  He stated he is creating a voice for the people who may want to come to the area.  He feels personal stories such as this are very important and he does not want the Council to lose sight the fact that people are excited about the project, they want to live where they can look into this project.  
Ms. McFarlane stated it is her understanding that a concept plan can not be enforced that is why the committee is not getting a plan.  We must make sure that whatever details we want to see or included in the narrative and that is why she is requesting clarification.  

Assistant Planning Director Bowers explained the current code, the fact that we have approved conditions, the fact that under the regulations that this plan was submitted there is no concept plan so the streetscape plan serves as the concept plan.  The streetscape plan is regulating building setback, massing, design standards and other design criteria and mandating standards.  It is not as detailed as a site plan but if a mixed use development comes forth on this property a site plan will be required to go to the Planning Commission.  If the Planning Commission approves it, it can go forward unless there is an appeal at which time it would go to the City Council.  He talked about development regulations, zoning entitlements, how the plan would have worked through the process under different scenarios.  He talked about the differences in approval under current code versus UDO.  He also talked about a text change that was passed a couple of years ago relative to open space and open space standards in the UDO.  Lengthy dialogue followed on how the open space will be arranged, how the additional open space which would come about if Whitley Street is closed, the different approval process administrative verses discretionary which goes to the Planning Commission and/or Council and how those processes worked.  Comparison of this proposed project to 712 Tucker Street was talked about.
Anna Duncan Pardo, 804 West Morgan Street, talked about the 712 Tucker Development and how open space in commercial differs from open space in residential with Planner Bowers talking about the difference in this project and the Tucker project, pointing out however, the different interpretations pointing out however he was not with the City when the Tucker Project was approved.  

A lengthy round table type dialogue followed on the approval processes under different scenarios.  Mr. Stephenson talking about the importance of the minimum conditions that are being approved pointing out if the economy changes and this goes to another developer, how the development could change from what is being proposed, his feeling that if the applicant is willing to present a condition saying if Whitley Street is abandoned they will provide additional open space; therefore he feels they must have their plans defined to the point that they could show where and how that open space will be utilized.  The discussion also included the applicant Jim Zanoni, Manager of FMW Hillsborough and Morgan, LLC, Brevard Street, Charlotte; Ted Van Dyk, Bob Geary, Mack Paul and various community persons debating what is meant by minimum average 20 foot wide pedestrian way, how that is figured, how much green space that would give the development, how the closing of Whitley Street and the amount of real estate that would provide the development versus the amount of green space that the public would receive and whether that equals, what is mandated on the site, the fact that a street closing petition has not been presented, what the proposed zoning would allow, urban density, how Whitely Street is used as a pass through now, whether the pedestrian path is for an internal cut through or internal circulation or is to provide a destination point, definition of functional equivalent of a street, block size standards, general quality of the open space, fear the pedestrian path with a minimum average 20-foot width could create a tunnel effect, why the change of the conditions and the fact that they cannot be changed further and various scenarios.  How the applicant had tried to respond to the concerns, urban versus suburban amenities, clarification on minimum average, minimum separation of buildings adjoining the pedestrian path and concern as to what is being offered and the extend of that offering in exchange for the closing of Whitley Street.  Some of the neighbors indicated they do not feel they are getting anything in exchange for the closing of Whitley Street.
John Farnum, 213 Park Avenue, indicated a pedestrian path that people don’t want to use is useless.  They have access now utilizing Whitley.  He stated he is not an attorney but he has some suggestions that they could use to think about how to have a path that people will want to use and that will function well.  He read the following statement:

In the event of the closing/surrender of any public held rights of way within the subject parcels the applicant shall supply and maintain landscaped green space (hereafter referred to as designated green space) of an equal square footage to that encompassed by such rights of way as determined by a certified property survey.  The designated green space shall be both accessible and usable by the general public and shall be in addition to any streetscape, buffer or other required open space.  Access by the general public shall be on well lit sidewalks of six to eight feet in width with the center line no closer than fifteen feet from any structure.  Mechanical equipment shall be installed a minimum of twenty feet distant from the surveyed perimeter of the designated green space.  The minimum dimension of the designated green space at any location shall be thirty feet.  The façade of any structure facing the perimeter of a designated green space shall have at any point a height no greater than 1.75 times the shortest distance of the structure from the center of the designated green space.  Paved areas other than sidewalks required for access by the non-resident general public shall not be counted as fulfilling this agreement except for recreational facilities (i.e. basketball and tennis courts, picnic areas, etc.), seating areas adjoining general public access walkways and special features such as fountains and sculpture gardens readily accessible by the general public.  At grade parking structures or surface lots facing a designated green space shall have a fully planted and well maintained vegetative buffer of not less than ten feet or architectural screening that obscures the interior of the parking structure and meets all other requirements established for the control of light from within the structure.

Ms. McFarlane asked about active use outside such as patio seating, etc., in the open space and how pedestrian way would be measured, how much open space, what is considered in the open space, step backs, whatever to prevent the tunnel effect. 
Ms. Padro talked about the potential trade off pointing out the closing of Whitley Street has not been applied for.  She stated her points have been made in writing and pointed out closing a public street should be vetted fully.  They would like to see a final agreement and feels we should not proceed without written agreement on what the trade offs allow, etc.  She stated if we move forward as this being considered we would be giving tacit approval to the closing of a street without going through the public process.  She talked about the next set of revisions should include information about parking facilities on-site, off-site, what will happen to the Whitley Street right-of-way, etc.  

Ted Van Dyk indicated there would be two more separate opportunities to discuss this further, one would be site plan and one would be a street closing public earring should they decide to go forth with that.  They put the conditions about additional open space should they go forth with the Whitley Street closing idea.  He talked about public process that would followed explaining we are at the zoning point now.  He talked about all of the required parking will be managed on-site and there was an exchange between he and Mr. Stephenson as to whether the on-site parking is public parking, what constitutes public parking and shared parking.  The streetscape concept addressing two roadway types as outlined on Page 5 was put forth, that includes how Whitley Street would be considered if not closed. If Whitley Street remains open the different scenarios as to how it would be handled was talked about with it being pointed out it depends on whether the buildings remain or redevelopment occurs, with Planner Alley talking about the triggers as to what would occur.
The round table type discussion continued that different persons from the audience and committee having questions concerning how and what triggers changes in the streetscape along Whitley, the process that has to be followed for a street to be closed, etc.  
Mr. Stephenson talked about Mr. Gaylord’s feelings about not giving up public right-of-way and other elements of this plan that Mr. Gaylord may want to weigh in on.  He also talked about Ms. McFarlane’s concern relative to the character of pedestrian connection or open space.  Mr. Fletcher questioned if Mr. Stephenson is trying to shoot down the project.  Mr. Stephenson talked about his various concerns and wanting to make sure we have adequate narrative to address the parking arrangement, the quality of the green space, what we get in return or exchange for the right-of-way closing, quality of open space, etc.  He stated he feels we are getting real close but he would like for Mr. Gaylord to have an opportunity to weigh in.  He stated he respects Mr. Gaylord’s expertise as a developer, understands his concerns about Whitney Street and talked about the need to balance the plan and the comprehensive plan goals.  Staff members talked about the various standards in the plan, current language in the zoning case, various triggers which would cause different standards, open space standards, rehab versus demolition standards, the approval process, the alternative method of compliance as it relates to landscaping and how that comes into play, the fact that here we are talking about a streetscape plan that has the force of law of a site plan under the current law, problems of having conflicts between a zoning case and streetscape standards and which would trump.  The possibility of adding supplemental conditions, design questions, massing, setbacks, buffers between the sidewalk and building, pedestrian adequate minimum setbacks, what will become public space, space between the pedestrian path and buildings and what type space that will be, concept plans and why they could not be presented at this point, the call for general statements of where the buildings would be as it relates to the pedestrian plan, what would occur if a street closing is requested, when a street closing would need to be submitted and what could be stipulated by the applicant.  
Mr. Van Dyk pointed out they could stipulate a minimum distance of 25 feet between the buildings along the pedestrian path with the average being 20 feet.  Minimum averages, what that constitutes, whether there would be public gathering space along the pedestrian path, the fact that we are talking about high end rental space that will be attractive to all, the fact that the pedestrian trail has always been thought about by the applicant as a cut through to address the massing not a designation or a center piece of the development.  As the dialogue continued with different scenarios and questions being put forth, the need to maintain flexibility but have all of the issues put forth, it was agreed that on Page 12, Building Setbacks along the pedestrian path or paths would conform to the underlying zoning case and on Page 7, words would be added to Pedestrian Path as follows:  “Any buildings along the pedestrian path would be a minimum distance apart of 25 feet and an average minimum distance apart of 30 feet.  
The following prepared statement of Bob Mosher was presented. 

STREETSCAPE CONCEPT: Generally approve of the overall concept.  Primary Streets, where the most retail and pedestrian traffic will be has the most pavement (14 ft. in width, tree gates).  Secondary Streets that are mostly residential in character should have more greenspace/planting area. (Sidewalks 5 to 8 ft. in width, tree lawns & landscaped area between the sidewalk and the residential building.)
The pedestrian way/path/connection should also be described in this section: A sidewalk a minimum of 6 ft. in width, with a minimum width of pedestrian corridor (20 ft.) which will be landscaped, pedestrian scale lighting, and be ADA accessible.  Also, this connection will connect to the public accessible greenspace or courtyard areas.

SIGNAGE PLAN: There should be some mention that as part of the site plan approval process a “unified signage plan” will be developed.

BUILDING FACADES: Because the majority of commercial and multi-family buildings in the area are brick, there should be a standard that requires a percentage of these buildings to be brick.  So in addition to the standard related to the buildings being constructed of durable materials, I would suggest that 50% of the buildings’ facades will be brick.  

BUILDING SETBACKS: The first sentence in this section states that “Building setbacks from the street right of ways will be 0.”  This works along Hillsborough St. and Morgan St. if there is a minimum of 14 ft. between the back of curb and the building face.  But, a more generous setback would be appropriate along Ashe Ave. and Park Ave., which already have setbacks that are more residential in character.  Wouldn’t it be appropriate to have a standard that allows a transition to the neighboring residential uses?  How about a standard that states that along Ashe Ave. and Park Ave. structures will be setback a minimum of 5 ft. and a maximum of 15 ft. from the edge of 14 ft. wide pedestrian zone?

PROPOSED BENCH: The proposed “Austin” bench from Landscape Forms is not appropriate for this area.  Too space-age!  I would recommend the “Scarborough” from the same company, Landscape Forms, which is more reminiscent of the benches on Capitol Square.  These are available in the same anodized finish as the proposed bench.

PROPOSED BIKE RACK: This rack, the “Flo” Bike Rack, takes up a lot of space and is not generally recommended for low maintenance use.  The “Swerve” Rack, which is illustrated on the Proposed Air Pump sheet, would be easier to install and maintain.

The Committee agreed with the changes that had been suggested and agreed to forward the streetscape and parking plan to Council without a recommendation.  The City Clerk pointed out the committee needs to take action on the zoning case after which the committee agreed to recommend approval of the zoning case with the revised conditions dated 10/6/10.
Item #09-13 – Computer Application/WRAL Proposal.  It was pointed out this issue was raised by Councilor Gaylord and refers to incorporating the use of social media for citizens to easily report nonemergency issues to the City Administration.  This item was discussed at the August 11 Committee meeting.  Mr. Gaylord was unable to attend that meeting and after some discussion the item was deferred to allow the City Attorney’s office to gain a better understanding of the City’s current processes of responding to reported issues and potential legal exposure to the proposal.

Deputy City Attorney Botvinick indicated once notice is given to the City relative to a defect in public property, the City assumes liability.  That is true no matter how the notice is given to the City.  He stated we already have that liability.  He stated it is a matter of how we get the information to the responsible party and how quickly that information can be provided.  It is somewhat a management decision as to how much liability exposure or how much the City would like to put into the program to manage the liability.  He stated in the ideal world the information comes into a place that works 24-7 and that information is directed to the appropriate party on a 24-7 situation that would guarantee that the information is received and passed on quickly and the problem corrected.  He stated that is the financial aspect; how much the City wants to put into a program that would provide instant reporting, etc.  He stated it is really no different than where we are today.  It is just the methodology of how the claim or report is handled.  

Public Works Director Dawson talked about ClickFIX that has been received so far.  He pointed out in a lot of the issues there is a question as to whose responsibility, a problem is, such as street maintenance, is it a City street or NCDOT or private street.  He stated we have to forward the information as soon as possible.  First you have to determine the responsible party.  He talked about how it is handled now.  With ClickFIX you would have to have a process in place and the person who receives the messages to be able to get them to the correct operational department to handle the issue.  He again stated some of these reports are not very clear as to whose responsibility the problem relates to.  He stated in addition to potholes, street signs, etc., you have manholes or manhole lid covers that are off and the question is; is it a sanitary sewer or a storm sewer.  He stated his department has people on call and Public Utilities have people on call.  ClickFIX comes into his email.  Ms. McFarlane had questions as to how the calls are handled now with Public Works Director Dawson talking about the incidents he received mostly relate to police emergencies.  Ms. McFarlane questioned if we could have some kind of disclaimer.  Mr. Dawson pointed out you have to have someone to determine the emergency and the correct department and how it is transferred, when it is addressed, etc.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick indicated that is a managerial issue just as it is now.  He talked about 911 calls being somewhat different as they are usually medical emergencies, fire, etc.  He stated what we are facing relates to the fact that technology has changed but the legal landscape has not changed.  He stated we need to look at it, change the way we address things, get it done, accept the liability, etc.  It is a management and a financial issue.  Mr. Dawson pointed out the concern relates to the length of time between notice being given and the correction being done.  ClickFIX may provide for more opportunities for people to report concerns and may set people up for immediate response expectations.  

Council Member Gaylord, via telephone, talked about how the system works now.  He stated it comes in to his assistant and it really is the same as what occurs now but this just provides better information.  It is geologged so you have better information on which to act.  He does not feel this changes anything it just adds better information.  He stated for instance in his private job they use a system that is not quite as sophisticated but it works well.  He explained how it works in his private situation, how the email goes out to the responsible parties, how he has copied how a sweep is made if something hasn’t been addressed within a specific time period, etc.  He agreed it is a management question of how it is setup but he doesn’t think it increases liability.  He talked about how Donna Hale in his office distributes the ones that comes in to him and pointed out the ClickFIX seems to make it easier if she gets a call she has everything she needs to know and it can be forwarded to the correct party.  She doesn’t have to recreate the situation, explain it to someone, she just passes it on and it saves time, effort, etc.  He feels this just makes us more responsive and makes it easier for us to respond.  

Deputy City Attorney Botvinick indicated he thinks every one agrees, again stating he feels it is a discussion that management has to be in on and take steps to make it happen if that is what the Council wants.  Mr. Stephenson pointed out he had signed up and the things that he is receiving are emails that he would have received anyway.  Public Works Director Dawson talked about the problems he had seen where some ClickFIX emails not responded to quickly and it became a discussion or somewhat of a chat room issue rather than addressing the problem.  He questioned if there is some way we can keep that from happening with Mr. Gaylord pointing out if we address the problems immediately that would not happen.  If we do not address problems that could become an issue and could create problems for staff but if we are not responding it should create problems.  Mr. Stephenson pointed out he feels one of the biggest problems is if people do not get a response in a timely matter.  Public Works Director Dawson pointed out another concern relates to the fact that when cell phones became popular the City would get 75 calls on the same problem.  Mr. Gaylord talked about how that could be addressed with Mr. Dawson pointing out may be we are not familiar with all of the attributes of the system.  Mr. Stephenson talked about disclaimers, whether there is someway to guarantee the identity of the person calling in case we were to be loaded up with malicious or improper postings.  Mr. Dawson pointed out we have been successful so far using the email mailbox.  He stated it is our policy to respond within 24 hours.  If someone sends an e-mail you have a way to contact them but questioned if that is possible with the ClickFIX.  Mr. Gaylord talked about setting up various email addresses for different type situations and how you could address and how that was different from the ClickFIX.  
Mr. Stephenson talked about the sustainability of a system over time questioning if we got ready invested in one way of doing (handling) the complaints or concerns and wanted to change how much cost would be involved.  He stated he understands WRAL has said they will underwrite the cost but if they chose not to do it anymore how much it would cost.  Mr. Gaylord stated with this proposal there is no out-of-pocket expense for the City.  WRAL is willing to pay he thinks their interest has a lot to do with accountability.  He stated if they were not underwriting the cost it’s his understanding it is not that expensive, may be $5,000 a year for the service.  He stated however he understands it would be very challenging for us to set up this system without WRAL’s partnership.  The promotion piece, integration cost, entry cost, maintenance cost was talked about.  What WRAL would get out of this partnership was talked about.  Whether we would want a system that had the City of Raleigh brand or WRAL brand was talked about.  Why WRAL was willing or wanted to form this partnership was touched on.  The need for the City Council to be unanimous in its effort to partner with WRAL was talked about by Mr. Gaylord.  Mr. Stephenson again questioned the possibility that this turned into some sort of chat room with Mr. Gaylord pointing out that is a down side risk; however, if the City responded timely and appropriately that would not become a problem.  Mr. Gaylord again talked about this being a reporting device and stated he feels the potential of chat room would be the same as any blog.  He stated basically he thinks there are self reporting provisions if someone puts on something maliciously or in bad taste the management would get emails and it could be deleted or abuse reported.  In response to questioning Mr. Gaylord stated he thought it was ClickFIX who got the flags.  
Mr. Stephenson questioned if we were getting into first amendment rights; that is, taking someone’s post off without their permission.  Mr. Gaylord pointed out many other cities are using this and they must have addressed those questions.  Ms. McFarlane stated she sees where this type system would have advantages but questioned if it is worth the problems it may cause.  Mr. Stephenson stated he feels it would be good once we get all the bugs worked out.  Public Works Director Dawson pointed out the other thing we need to do is to check to see if our own system is robust enough to handle this.  Mr. Stephenson stated as he understands this is being used by a number of other cities and he sees no need to reinvent the wheel we could touch base with some of those cities and see if these questions have been addressed.  The possibility of having the Chief Information Officer weigh in was talked about with Mr. Gaylord stating he thought that was why the item was held.  He had assumed we would hear from her, and would have included her in these conversations.  Ms. McFarlane pointed out her overriding concern is about people having access to all of the information such as who makes the reports and whether the reports spawn more similar actions, etc., such as gangs, graffiti, etc., how that type thing is addressed now was discussed.  Mr. Gaylord pointed out it is all public information.  He stated once a report comes in, the problem is fixed and then the issue is closed out.  If the issue sits out there and people start commenting then he could see the down side but if we address the concerns in a timely manner he does not feel we would have those problems.  

Mr. Stephenson stated as he understands once an item is closed out, it is no longer accessible.  He stated may be we should hear what CIO Roper says about the proposal.  Ms. McFarlane questioned if there is a time frame involved.  Mr. Gaylord stated WRAL may lose interest.  He stated he had some preliminary discussions with Ms. Roper and he thought that she was going to be at the meeting to discuss the item or that staff would have had the discussions with her before today.  How to proceed was talked about.  Whether to report the item out to Council for discussion at the Council table was touched on with Ms. McFarlane pointing out if the Committee came up with as many questions as they had today, she feels sure the full Council would have more.  She feels it would be better to hold off and have a vote on the item in committee.  Mr. Stephenson stated he would like for Ms. Roper to provide the Committee with information on how other cities deal with the issues such as first amendment issues, taking someone else’s post down, what standards would apply, what we could do to address the chat room use/abuse, problems with taking topics out of context, etc.  It was pointed out the Falls of Neuse blog has been quite active.  Mr. Gaylord stated he would be glad to provide Ms. Roper with contact information and with the Committee pointing out they felt it would be best for Ms. Roper to make the contacts.  Mr. Gaylord stated he agreed pointing out he couldn’t run point but he does have some connections that he could provide Ms. Roper if she so desired at ClickFIX as well as WRAL.
Adjournment.  There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 1:15 p.m.

Gail G. Smith

City Clerk
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