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LAW AND PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE 
The Law and Public Safety Committee of the City of Raleigh met on Tuesday, November 12, 2013 at 3:00 p.m. in the Room 303, Raleigh Municipal Building, 222 West Hargett Street, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present: 


Committee   




Staff

Mary Ann Baldwin, Presiding

Assistant City Manager Howe 

Mr. Randy Stagner



City Attorney McCormick 

Mr. John Odom 



Major Dean (RPD)







Captain Council (RPD)







Sergeant Perry (RPD







Sergeant Marx (RPD)






Senior Planner Crane






Emergency Management Coordinator Remer

Chairperson Baldwin called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m. and the following item(s) were discussed with action taken as shown. 

Item# 11-30 Hookah Bar Concerns — West Peace Street - Chairperson Baldwin stated she would like to hear from the Raleigh Police Department for an update on this issue.  

Captain Council (RPD) stated there have been some parking restriction in and around the neighborhood that he believes has made a difference.  He pointed out they better managed the crowds over there when they were having some concerns.  They have worked very hard with the Hookah Bar and they have a new manager and have stepped up in terms of making changes.  He pointed out they have staff outside, signs around the building, added bathrooms, and are monitoring situations.  In terms of calls for service they have reduced significantly.  There are less than 5 calls that RPD can attribute to since September 3, 2013.  This shows the progress that has been made.  There is still more progress to come.  There are still crowds that are from Glenwood South that are parking in the area.  
Chairperson Baldwin asked Captain Council if they are still aggressively ticketing in the area.  
Captain Council stated they have done about 15 tickets but they have given warnings and implemented a 30 day warning period and did not ticket at all.  He pointed people are starting to really understand that there is a time restriction.  He stated RPD made attempts at the business and the business has worked with the department tremendously.  They have people come in and educate the customers on the parking restrictions.  He pointed out there is an employee in the lot and this has really helped. He concluded they have seen some improved cooperation.
Mr. Philip Poe, Co-Chair of the Five Points CAC, stated the consensus is the problems have been reduced.  He did express some concern of the parking in corner between the no parking sign.  Obviously this is a violation and it was bought to his attention.  He stated there is not much trash anymore.  The new manager does make a difference.  The establishment has put a sound wall behind the building. The two bathrooms decrease outside urination.  The signs on the building help.  He pointed out there is a lot more onsite management.  The question is whether this is a sustainable fix.   He talked about this with Sergeant Marx. The message to the residents is if you see anything that escalates the problem again call RPD.  This is not the right place to have a night business.  Mr. Poe concluded he feels the UDO has a lot of potential if areas are mapped correctly the businesses can not be applying to residential neighborhoods.  He feels the mapping exercise will be extremely important to make sure the right mapping is in the right places.  He pointed out in the UDO they also have the new transition rule that applies between a mixed use district and a residential neighborhood.  He stated Dan Gearino was planning to attend the meeting but could not.  He stated Mr. Gearino does have concern about the figure issue as it relates.  He has done a lot of research on the Hookah Bar.  He talked briefly about the definition of an establishment of this sort.  He pointed out Mr. Crane stated it is a lounge.  He feels there are some grey areas that is needing clarification.  
Mr. Odom motioned to move the item out of Committee; it was seconded by Mr. Stagner and put to a vote that passed unanimously.  
The Committee recommends reporting the item out of committee with no action taken. 

Ms. Baldwin thanked the Raleigh Police Department for working together for the successful outcome. She feels the police department has been extremely attentive and done a terrific job.  She thanked the department.  

Item# 11-37 - Sign Ordinance - Chairperson Baldwin stated she would like for the discussion to continue from their last meeting relating to the proposed text change.  
Senior Planner Crane stated the Committee asked Staff to look at Glenwood South relative to new ordinance and then look at the specific property on Glenwood and Peace.  
He gave an overview of the following presentation:-
Signage Text Change

• Proposed change to both Part 10 zoning code and UDO

• Clarify definition in Part 10

• Signage is “situated indoors or outdoors”

• UDO contains regulations for window signage as separate category

Staff Direction

• Survey Glenwood South — how many properties would not comply with proposed regulations?

• Research northeast corner of Glenwood & Peace

Glenwood South Analysis

• Window signage counts as wall signage

• Allowed 2 square feet of signage for each I linear foot of wall

• “Open” or “Hours of Operation” not counted
• Staff surveyed 75 properties

• Does building have window signage?

• If so, would signage comply with maximum allowed?

# of properties without window signs 


24


32%

# of properties with window signs 



51


68%

Total number of properties surveyed 



75


100%

UDO regulates signage inside glass specifically.  Proposed text change does not distinguish between indoor and outdoor.  

“Permanent” signs 





39

“Non-permanent” signs 




12

Properties with window signage


51
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Of the 51 properties with window signage, 7 would exceed allowable allocation; 2 of these signs are “permanent”

NE Corner of Glenwood/Peace

• Staff asked to review property

• Would display comply with maximum signage allowed?

• Exceeds maximum allowed

• Does display exceed lighting output?
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Unified Development Ordinance

Sec. 7.3.7. Window Signs





Non-Conformities?

• UDO sign code does not apply until property is zoned with a UDO district 
• If sign is non-conforming; 5% year amortization period (Part 10 and UDO)

• Proposed text change has 90-day amortization period for certain non-conforming signs

City Attorney McCormick stated the proposed text change does make the definitions of what is a sign the same.  

Mr. Crane summarized stating how many properties in Glenwood South would not comply. There were 75 properties surveyed.  He pointed out 51 had window signs and 7 exceeded allowable signage.  There are 2 “permanent” or difficult to remove.  As it relates to Peace Street the lighting output conforms (doesn’t really come close).  The size however is non-conforming.  As it relates to the UDO the maximum cap is 30% of window area, and no more than 5% in the area 4’-7’ above grade.  He stated part of this is for safety and part for aesthetics.  He pointed out they won’t apply regulations until the UDO is mapped.  If non-conforming there is a 5.5 year amortization period.  The proposed text change had a 90-day amortization.   To define non-permanent it is like cardboard, etc. or a flashing sign needs to be removed or stop flashing.  The Solas sign would not be required to comply within 90 days.  It would have 5.5 years from the time the property is mapped in order to comply.  He concluded the other example would have to comply within 90 days.  

Mr. McCormick stated without the text change the Peace Street sign would not be a sign.  Otherwise if you pass it, the 5.5 year amortization period would apply. He stated if they wish to regulate this sort of thing, you would have to pass the text change.

Neil Reimer, 204 E. Park Drive, Cameron Park Neighborhood Association President, urged the group not to allow large LED in their community’s pedestrian mixed use districts.  He stated they are basically a host to third party advertising.  They need to focus on LED signs as it relates to brightness and flash.  For example, Glenwood and Peace is capable of brightness and flash.  He stated he is satisfied with the way the UDO is written.  He pointed out this type of sign is inconsistent with the pedestrian scale and orientation that they are seeking in these kinds of districts.  This is a safety issue because it is very distracting to drivers.  Signs may impair drivers.  This is not pedestrian friendly.  There is an aesthetic issue as well. He feels it should apply in the current code in the same way or a number of signs may proliferate before the UDO becomes in effect property-by-property.  This is not consistent with what is to be accomplished in the UDO.
Phillip Poe, 620 Devereau Street stated the police are here related to the wrapping of the inside. With wrapping of the inside of window there have been safety concerns in the past as expressed by police department.  He feels clarity would be good and there is a need to go ahead and put the ordinance in place.  It would be good to bundle these ideas together amplified entertainment, etc., and talk to them all together as a community.  There is a question of what they want their downtown to be. He pointed out he does not have anything against LED signs but not to over do it.  He pointed out Smart Glass is a new technology that will allow images to be transmitted directly through glass not a different medium behind glass. It is called LCD’s.
Ms. Baldwin pointed out recently Wake County initiated new regulations on LED signage and questioned whether the City of Raleigh’s conform.

Mr. Crane stated they have not looked at this at this point.  

Mr. Poe briefly explained Wake County’s regulations.  

Doro Taylor, 222 Glenwood Avenue stated she was told by a zoning inspector that anything inside glass has not been successfully regulated.  This is a matter of interpretation.  These signs were expensive and were never so bright as to exceed the ordinance.  She has never done off-site advertising.  Once at installation there was a 6 minute test that involved an advertisement and she doubts within the 6 minute period this was noticed.  She stated she has spent a lot of money.  She stated if this sign is not allowable then all the other TV’s in Glenwood South are not allowable.  She questioned if they are concerned about safety why hasn’t she been asked to take the drapes down?  She pointed out the business below her is a recording studio with no street visibility.  She reiterated that City Staff allowed her to place this and found her in compliance with the existing Code.  

Mr. Odom stated the group is here to determine whether or not to approve new text change.  He stated if they move this out either for or against Ms. Taylor’s sign is still where it is and according to Zoning Administrator Fulcher it is in compliance with the current Code.  
The group briefly discussed the definition of a sign.  

Ms. Taylor stated Mr. Fulcher is considering it to be a flashing sign that can’t change more than 4 times a day and this is the reason he allowed it.  
Mr. McCormick stated this is an interpretation.  He stated the Code would actually call this a sign.  He stated because of the interpretation made by the zoning inspector before Mr. Fulcher he does not think the City of Raleigh should feel comfortable trying to take this to court to try to enforce something when they have been telling people over the years they are in compliance.   The text change would simply clarify that something inside a window is a sign.  He pointed out another provision of our sign ordinance regulates flashing signs.  The flashing signs regulations would not apply because currently it is not a sign.  He explained if they want things like this to be signs, they need to pass something.  The second question is if you want the standard amortization period to apply.  He stated the text change amends both the current Part 10 Code and the UDO to make it clear that something like this is a sign.  

Chairperson Baldwin questioned whether or not under the UDO if this clearly states inside the window.  

Mr. McCormick answered in the negative. He reiterated if they look at the ordinance there are 2 sections and one amends the current Part 10 Code and the other amends the UDO section to make it clear that something like this is a sign.  

Mr. Crane pointed out the section of window signage in the UDO does make it very clear.  The definition would further help this.  He briefly explained the description and discussed diameter.   
Mr. Odom motioned to deny this text change and keep the sign ordinance and all general related things and have stakeholders to come and discuss the LED signs as it relates to brightness.  He feels it will truly be a problem down the road. He would like this addressed in a different way rather than individually and widen the circle to deal with the larger text change with a broader section of the affected stakeholders.
Chairperson Baldwin stated she is concerned as well as the neighbors about the proliferation of these signs between now and when mapping is complete.  Her question is how they can achieve the goal of not allowing this without impacting this particular situation. She stated she does not want to punish anyone who has followed the City’s regulations and rules and turn around and say they changed their minds.  This would not be fair.  
Mr. McCormick stated the issue before Council is to authorize a public hearing.  He pointed out everyone was subject to 5.5 year amortization and a lot of people either lost investments or are trying to recover investments.  

Mr. Stagner approved the text change for hearing.  He stated they need to have a discussion.  It will wind up with a better product overall.

Mr. Odom: stated he cannot support this.  

Ms. Baldwin asked Staff for another solution?  She would like Staff to come back with modifications based on conversation today?  

Mr. McCormick pointed out if proliferation is the primary issue, delete the UDO amendment and let that ordinance take effect as it is.  This would then simply address the issue immediately. .  

Ms. Baldwin asked what about TV’s.  

Mr. Crane stated the TV is not an advertisement because the business does not sell TV’s.  

Ms. Baldwin questioned whether the 90-day amortization in the proposed ordinance will affect Ms. Taylor’s sign?  

Mr. Crane answered in the negative.  They are not selling TVs. 

Ms. Taylor stated she is not selling signs she sells real estate.  

Ms. Baldwin confirmed that Mr. Odom’s motion was not to move ahead with this text change and convene a group of stakeholders. 

Mr. Stagner stated they have to make sure they get to the end of the day with this and have the public hearing.  He pointed out they may be able to get beyond tweaks by having this. 
Mr. Odom stated he totally disagrees with this.  He does not feel this should be done.  
Mr. Reimer stated the current situation is very uncertain; the text change will put that uncertainty in an official direction.  He feels before adopting this text change they should consider adopting something else.  
Mr. Odom reminded if the text change is approved 90% to 95% of businesses would be out of compliance.  

Ms. Baldwin wanted to clarify the amortization period in the proposed text change.  Ms. Baldwin questioned if this would impact Ms. Taylor if this passes?  

Mr. Crane answered in the negative.

The group summarized what the text change entails with a brief question and answer period. 
Mr. McCormick stated amortization periods should relate to the value of the thing being amortized.  

Ms. Baldwin asked if the text change is passed with the 90 day amortization period for certain and a non conforming sign is Staff prepared to enforce.  

Mr. Crane answered in the affirmative with a new position that has been funded.  

Mr. Stagner motioned to move forward with the public hearing to discuss the text change and receive public input and suggestions. 
Ms. Baldwin seconded Mr. Stagner’s motion to move forward to public hearing and ask Downtown Raleigh Alliance to convene business owners to get suggestions and public input and have a public hearing in February.  Also work with Raleigh Merchant’s Association Hillsborough Street Community Services Corporation, Southeast Raleigh and various others.  She stated they really don’t understand the full impact. It was put to a vote and passed 2-1 with Mr. Odom voting in the negative. 
The Committee recommends authorizing the text change as included in the agenda packet for public hearing the first meeting in February 2014.  The Committee requests that Staff prepare a non-conforming analysis of signs and request the Downtown Raleigh Alliance to convene a discussion with stakeholders, the Raleigh Merchants Association, Southeast Raleigh, Hillsborough Street Community Service Corporation, and various businesses throughout the City of Raleigh to provide input/suggestions on the proposed text change. 

Item# 11-38 - Road Race  - Exceptions General Policy and Communication – Chairperson Baldwin asked Staff to update 
Assistant City Manager Howe stated they had an existing item in Committee submitted by Councilor Stagner about a specific race and an exception to the 100 race.  He pointed out at the last Law and Public Safety meeting they took the general issue of policy discussion for these type of special events and communication issues surrounding special events.  He reminded the group they do not have a general policy on special events for the City of Raleigh.  The only policy currently is for road races and parades.  He stated Derrick Remer has the task of pulling this together over the next few months as they try to frame up a Special Events Office to manage this issue.  
Derrick Remer reiterated that there is only a policy for road races and parades, not for general events in downtown.  He stated there are limits on the total number of races as well as races in any location on successive days or weekends.  He pointed out they are at the 100-race limit.  They are hoping to take a new look at a broader policy to address specific issues such as filming on City properties or streets.  He stated communications have been scattered.  There are a lot of channels out there now between Downtown Raleigh Alliance and the City’s web pages and email lists.  They are not all coordinated.  They are looking to expand this coordination – maybe standardizing their door hangers and mailings – working with Public Affairs. 
Ms. Baldwin asked if they have access to Reverse 911.

Mr. Remer stated as it relates to thinking more about social media, GovDelivery, reverse 911 they have used this with the garbage collection change issue but it is land-line based.  Maybe use it for larger events to avoid over-saturation.  Currently race organizers send out mail to property owners along the route and it is usually a letter.  
Mr. Stagner questioned whether there is a standard notification process. 

Major Dean and Mr. Remer confirmed there is currently no standard method for mailings.  
Ms. Baldwin stated certain neighborhoods complain that too many events go through the same neighborhoods.  She requested that Staff look at the numbers and when they are being held and present number for specific districts such as Downtown, Oakwood, Hillsborough Street, etc. 
Mr. Howe pointed out that when the current policy was adopted it was made effective July 1, 2013 and it has not been in effect that long.  When this went into effect Staff grandfathered all of the events that were already on the calendar so no one was bumped off.  A number of those dates created problems.  Successive dates caused problems pointing out he remembers 3 events in North Hills because they were all grandfathered under the original policy.  This is causing problems in the popular areas because people had already picked out the dates for popular locations and they grandfathered them in.  He feels this is why they experienced this for this year but he feels there are new events that added more to the number of events.  

Ms. Baldwin stated even though this item is being discussed today she does not feel they will come to a conclusion.  She feels strongly about looking at the numbers and when the races are being held. If she remembers correctly the last time this was discussed there were 13 races on Hillsborough Street.  
Mr. Howe briefly explained the events that happen on Hillsborough Street and how Staff handles these.  They do need to engage a broader group from the neighborhood for discussion on this issue.  He does know that Staff has worked hard not to make it worse.  

David Diaz, Downtown Raleigh Alliance stated for the number of events that are occurring in the City they have there are very few problems.  He pointed out there has not been a lot of pre-discussion of big outside events, which were often negotiated without a lot of open discussion ahead of time.   He pointed out standard format postcards are a good tool to use for notification.  He spoke briefly on national races.  

Ms. Baldwin pointed out she has a feeling they won’t be having too many national races.  She agreed with Mr. Diaz that the standard format postcards are a good tool for notification.  She pointed out and the City is not doing this currently which results in people not opening the letter.  
Ms. Paula O’Neal stated progress has been made but the 100-race cap is not working.  She pointed out 8 months are prime months and the other 4 are very lightly used.  She stated they should consider both locations and months to allow exceptions to 100-race limit, especially for smaller organizing groups wanting to do events in not popular locations in off-months.  She feels location is important.
Mr. Remer stated there is Staff time associated with each event that sometimes takes a month or two to organize a safety plan in addition to the number of officers handling the events themselves.  

Mr. Stagner stated this does need some flexibility to allow things to take place in less popular locations and to comply with all policies.  He moved they allow an exception above the cap but only for times and places that are not seeing a lot of road races.  
Mr. Howe stated he is going to have to defend Staff and suggested they pick off 1 or 2 or 3 at this point and say for these they will grant an exception in an unpopular location and not one of the popular locations.  He hopes Staff can have time to develop this policy a little more fully before they do anything blanket because they may have 15 or 20 people come in and want to do off peak events and he is not sure they have the amount of officers to actually staff these events on the weekend or staff in the office that can develop safety plans for these events.   They are maxed out at a 100 and he does not feel they can take on another 25.  He recommends giving Staff a few months to develop a policy that they could stand behind and that would allow some exceptions in certain circumstances to the 100 race and try 1, 2, or 3 specifics.   
Mr. Stagner stated he is also trying to not to have people come to the Committee to ask for exceptions.  The exception would be the USO Benefit Race to occur in March 2014. Mr. Stagner moved to have the exception approved.  Ms. Baldwin made a friendly amendment which was provided the group follows all rules and regulations and also they speak with the Homeowners Association.  Mr. Stagner stated this is being done now.  
Jim Michaels, City of Oaks Marathon stated people come to him as a resource and questioned what would be the process for other races to come.  He pointed out he wants to make sure there is equity.  

Ms. Baldwin stated that is why they said they would not make any exceptions now and they are asking Staff to develop a policy and are only making this one exception. They are trying not to over burden the police department.  She pointed out they need to give Staff time to really think this through.  She asked how much time would Staff need.   She stated there would also be budget issues and asked Staff to prepare a budget note.   

Mr. Remer stated this would take some time because there are a number of stakeholders and they want to make sure they cover all of the stakeholders and try to come up with a comprehensive plan that balances interests with citizens as well. 

Mr. Howe pointed out it would take approximately 6 months to amend the policy carefully and make sure all the stakeholders approve.  
Mr. Odom stated Staff said 1, 2, or 3 and questioned this.  

Mr. Howe stated the more you allow the more people come and the fewer you can grant the better input they will have on the policy from an equity standpoint.  
Mr. Stagner stated this race should not be grandfather to receive any additional consideration.  

Ms. Baldwin stated she wants to see standardized communication immediately.  This is something that can be done without waiting.  This will be discussed as part of the budget process.  She wanted to make sure Staff meets with organizers of the Color Run to make sure issues that occurred last year are addressed.  This needs some special attention. 
Major Dean (RPD) assured the Color Run issues will be addressed. He stated it may be a different set up in some far out place and it won’t be the same as last year.  
Mr. Stagner motioned to make a one time exception and allow the USO Benefit Run as requested with Ms. Baldwin making a friendly amendment stating provided the neighborhood is notified as well as the Homeowners Association and they meet all other rules and regulations and to have Staff continue to work on standardizing communication strategies and begin the process of developing policy changes relating to all events, meet with organizers of the Color Run to make sure they address issues that occurred at last year’s event, prepare a budget note on the new Special Events Management Program with a new policy and the staffing requirements, and prepare a report to bring back to City Council with the location and number of races in each neighborhood.  It was seconded by Ms. Baldwin and put to a vote that passed unanimously. 
The Committee recommends making a one time exception and allow the USO Benefit Run as requested provided the neighborhood is notified and they meet all other rules and regulations.      

The Committee recommends the following:

· Staff continue to work on standardizing communication strategies and begin the process of developing policy changes relating to all events.  

· Staff meet with organizers of the Color Run to make sure they address issues that occurred at last year’s event.     

· Staff prepare a budget note on the new Special Events Management Program with a new policy and the staffing requirements.  

· Staff prepare a report to bring back to City Council with the location and number of races in each neighborhood.
The item was reported out of Committee.
Item# 11-39 - Amplified Entertainment – Chairman Baldwin stated a lot of people are unhappy about how this process works.  A number of issues have come up at the Downtown Raleigh Alliance meeting that was convened with other staff members about the whole process that people go through to get an amplified entertainment permit.  Nobody is happy with the process.  She explained the residents were not happy because of an evidentiary hearing and the merchants are not happy because it automatically puts the residents against them.  The police are not really happy about the current process.  She questioned how many evidentiary hearings have been held.  She would like to discuss the process.  
City Attorney McCormick stated there have been 3 in the last two weeks.  

Captain Council (RPD) stated they have been talking with DRA about this.  He pointed out there have been some complaints especially in Glenwood South dealing with noise that includes other issues like trash collections in the middle of the night or traffic.  There is a significant increase in complaints and how the police department should address these issues.  There are times when the Police Department is put in the middle, and they want to be there to make it equitable for all but it becomes sometimes difficult when complaints are made.  They try to address businesses that have received the most complaints.  The ordinance is difficult as it is and when changes are made the residents come to the RPD to ask why they are changing their policy.  They look forward to receiving information to help address this issue.  He stated Sergeant Marx can speak on sound meters and how they need to be addressed. They put the police in a precarious situation sometimes.  
Ms. Baldwin questioned whether there is any new technology that has been developed.  

Captain Council stated he is not aware of any new technology.   

Sergeant Clem Perry (RPD) stated sound meters are very difficult to use effectively, because time of day, location of measurements are very tricky.  He pointed out they need to look closely at this.  

Sergeant Marx (RPD) stated there is not any new technology that they know of. It is hard to get an accurate reading where there are a number of clubs in the same location (like in Glenwood South).  
David Diaz Downtown Raleigh Alliance stated he has some information from Jim Peters, President of the Responsible Hospitality Institute, a non-profit agency that helps cities manage their entertainment districts.  They understand methods, ordinances and permitting processes.  He has an example for Columbia, SC. He pointed out sometimes “entertainment districts” have been established where more active uses are allowed and tolerated during certain hours and days.  He stated this group charges a $30-40k range to do an analysis.  He pointed out they would like to partner with the City to perhaps bring them in.  They recently agreed on a planning committee that involves residents, business owners and other stakeholders.  He pointed out this would deal with all aspects of these issues.  He stated a lot of residents complain not about the clubs but about a bunch of people all coming out of bars at the same time, along with cabs, etc.  He suggested maybe staggered closing times would help this.  He concluded they need to look at this comprehensively.  
Ms. Baldwin asked if a motion was needed for co funding to have this group to come here. 

Mr. Diaz feels this is needed.  

Mr. Odom stated some may be against this.
Mr. Diaz stated this does not have to happen right now they could come back with a motion.

Mr. McCormick stated the Code already allows for creation of an entertainment district.  He stated the City just has not designated one, and the Special Use Permit is only there because Council wished for it to be there.  He pointed this could be an administrative permit with conditions. There is no hearing for that.  He pointed out he does not know how they could ever mandate staggering closing hours.  

Mr. Diaz stated they could have this group focus on the boundaries of the entertainment district to determine expectations under the current entertainment district. 
The group discussed extensively discussed policing, enforcement, hiring outside agencies, education of current law, noise, sound meters, new technology, permits, conditions, food and beverage taxes, night life,   etc.

Ms. Baldwin stated she does not want the item to sit in Committee.
Mr. Odom stated giving direction he hopes the stakeholders will come back with specific issues.  They need to know the specific problems.  He stated he feels this should be held in Committee and come back with the specifics. 
Mr. Diaz stated they are having stakeholder meetings all over and they are purposely inviting all the different stakeholders, residents, property owners, merchants and government staff.  He asked if any one has related complaints please feel free to have them contact DRA and a situation may be able to be resolved before becoming an issue for the City of Raleigh. 
The Committee recommends that Staff work with the Downtown Raleigh Alliance to form a stakeholder group that would identify opportunities for changes to be considered to the Amplified Entertainment Permitting Process.

The Committee also recommends the item be held in committee to allow Staff to report back with findings in 3 months.  The item was held in Committee. 
Ms. Baldwin stated she would like to acknowledge Mr. Stagner’s service on Law and Public Safety Committee and thanked him for this service.  

Adjournment:  There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 5:05 p.m. 

Daisy Harris Overby 

Assistant Deputy Clerk
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