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The Public Works Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, September 14, 2005 at 4:30 p.m. in the City Council Chamber, Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 W. Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present.
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Chairperson Taliaferro called the meeting to order by introducing the Committee members, staff and explained the procedure of the meeting.  The following items were discussed with action taken as shown.

Item #03-66 – Sewer Assessment Roll – Chapel Hill Road.  Public Works Director Dawson indicated this item was last heard on July 27th at which time the Committee asked staff to go back and do some research on how often this type assessment situation has come up.
Assessment Specialist Upchurch indicated they had reviewed the utility assessment projects that were confirmed since July 2000 and determined that 48 percent of all utility assessment roles confirmed during that time had at least one nonresidential property assessed with a duplicating service and allowing only an exemption of 150 feet for a duplicating service.
Mr. Craven stated he is still at the same point he was last time.  The way our assessment policy is setup the property owner who is closest to the existing utility is bearing the blunt of providing service.  The property owner at the far end of the project would get more value added to their land as less cost.  He stated he does not know at this point that he is advocating rewriting the whole policy but feels we should take a look at it.  He talked about the residential exemption and pointed out he feels strongly that in these instances the property owner had an assessment that didn’t necessarily match the value added to their land.  Public Works Director Dawson pointed out in residential and in this case properties being discussed were large enough to be subdivided.  Mr. Craven stated he understands the scenario.  He stated if we were talking about a 10 acre or more vacant tract of land he may feel differently but in the case we are discussing here we have a developed tract of land which has a viable use.  The property owner doesn’t plan to subdivide and because of the economic viability they will probably not tear down the property and redevelop.  He stated it would be the same if it were a single-family home.  The existing economics are such that with the existing home or business the numbers of the neighborhood will not work for tearing the property down and redevelop.  Ms. Taliaferro questioned if Mr. Craven is saying the built environment or if the property is vacant should determine what the assessment will be.  Mr. Craven stated that is not necessarily what he is saying.  He is simply saying that here is an example where our assessment formula doesn’t seem to work.  He stated he is thinking about one or two cases that bore similarities.  The assessment did not seem just and the property owner appealed to the City Council.  He stated he feels the City Council should exercise some judgment on the fairness.  He stated what he proposed the last time is a viable solution.  The question came up as to whether this sets a precedent and he does not feel it would set a precedent.  He feels it is the City Council’s responsibility to hear appeals and make a case-by-case decision.  The second question is whether we need to adjust our assessment policy so staff will know what the City Council’s intent is and he does not know how to articulate his intent but here we have a case where he feels the conditions of the existing properties should figure in to the decision but not dictate the decision.  Here we have a property owner who has a fully developed site for which he bought a sewer line to the site for a multi-building project and the City has now run an additional sewer line to the area that may or may not provide any benefit to the property owner.  He stated his suggestion last time was to take the total assessments of $26,281, back out the $3,700 paid for the easements which would leave $22,581 for installing the lines, split that in half which would be $11,290.50 add back the $3,700 for an assessment of $14,990.50.  He does not feel that solution would set a precedent as he feels this site has extenuating circumstances.  He put his suggestion in the form of a motion.  Ms. Taliaferro stated she would second the motion for the sake of discussions.

Ms. Kekas stated she agrees with Mr. Craven but would like to ask if staff feels this is a precedent setting action.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick indicated Mr. Craven is saying that the property owner made a significant investment to install a line at a time when the City didn’t have a policy that would allow a property owner to prepay the cost and the City would install the line and the line would be assessed against the abutting property owners.  In this case the line was 100 percent financed by the property owner.  The installation of the line he understands cost the property owner between $100,000 and $150,000.  He feels that is a critical point.  If this situation were to occur today the property owner would pay money to the City, the City would install the line and assess against all the property owners.  The significant investment by this property owner, the fact that the installation was done prior to the current City policy he feels would possibly make this a unique situation.  The motion as stated was put to a vote which passed unanimously.
Item #03-69 – Woodlawn Memorial Gardens – Right-of-Way Dedication.  Chairperson Taliaferro pointed out the Committee will hear a brief staff presentation but would not take action on this item as the applicant has requested that it be deferred to allow time for the attorney to confer with his client.
Public Works Director Dawson pointed out the Committee had asked the staff for a design for a thoroughfare that would keep the road right-of-way out of grave locations.
Transportation Services Manager Lamb pointed out they have completed a review of a potential asymmetrical widening of Creech Road relative to the existing cemetery plots on the Woodlawn Memorial Gardens’ property.  He stated they have been able to determine a “best fit” for widening the roadway using the existing curvature of the road that may be acceptable.  He presented an illustration of this possible design.  The backup information indicated we had originally anticipated the use of reverse curves, however, they adjusted the centerline of the roadway southward across the property frontage in a manner that avoids encroaching into the burial plots and the houses located across the street.  All curves and contingencies in the design meet current roadway standards for major thoroughfares.  He explained how they could start at the existing centerline and pointed out the location of the grave sites that have been laid out but not sold.  It was pointed out there is a sidewalk proposed which would be roughly 2 feet from the back of the sidewalk to the toe of the grave plots.  In response to questioning, Engineer Lamb pointed out they have not done any cross sections.  Mr. Craven pointed out this looks like a great solution and suggested while the attorney is discussing this issue with his client that staff look at some typical cross sections for consideration when the item is discussed at the next meeting.
It was agreed to defer the item to receive a report from the applicant and staff at the next meeting.

Item #03-70 – TC-5-05 – Tree Conservation Permit Fee.  Chairperson Taliaferro explained this item and pointed out it was referred to Committee as there was some feeling that the fees were on the high side.  Inspections Director Ellis pointed out this item went through the Planning Commission and there was a lot of discussion at the Text Change Committee.  He went over the proposed fees for a tree removal permit, tree pruning permit and other tree disturbing activity permits.  He spoke about the tree conservation area and the tree buffer protection and explained the differences.  He pointed out the policy in the Inspection’s Department, as directed by Council, is that the expenses of development type activities should be borne by the development community.  He pointed out in this particular case we are trying to recoup somewhere in the neighborhood of $100,000 per year to fund two forestry specialist positions authorized for the program.  He explained the development of the proposed text change and pointed out the Text Change Committee recommended revisions to incorporate a 10 percent cap on fee calculations so not to penalize tree preservation in excess of that required by the ordinance and to establish a maximum tree conservation permit fee so larger projects are not severely impacted on both loss of large land areas devoted to tree conservation and extremely high fees.  He explained the caps and how the Text Change Committee came up with the numbers.  He explained how the tree conservation area fee would be calculated as well as the tree buffer protection fee.
Mr. Craven pointed out the fee that caught his attention was the tree conservation area.  He pointed out we require a 10 percent tree save and utilizing a 50-acre subdivision spoke to the different scenarios.  He stated he did not realize the City was trying to recoup or generate $100,000 to cover the two forestry specialists.  He stated he does not fully understand the additional work requirement or the additional personnel as our personnel would already be walking the perimeter of a property before we issue a grading permit so from a standpoint of inspections he does not understand how this ordinance would add a lot of additional work.  Mr. Ellis explained the review process pointing out Inspections has to go over the plans on three separate occasions, talk with the applicant, work out any differences, etc.  He stated we also have a policy that after the construction is done there will be on-going inspection activities.  Mr. Craven questioned if the same people are not doing this work.  Ms. Taliaferro questioned what we will be doing differently than we do now and questioned whether we are going to be slapping fees on a project for things that we are currently doing.  She stated during discussion of the tree ordinance there was talk about hiring new personnel.  She stated she does not feel the development community should bear 100 percent of the cost as the tree ordinance was put into help protect our trees for the entire public benefit.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick indicated the permit fees the Committee is looking at are based on the directive of City Council.  Mr. Craven again stated we are already on the construction site and he is not sure we would be doing a whole lot differently.  He stated here we are talking about a 50-acre subdivision which would have a $5,000 fee.  He pointed out if we apply the hourly rate to our Inspection staff that would not be completely out of line, if we are talking about some 50 hours to process the plans.  He stated that figure seems a little high.  He stated if we are trying to derive $100,000 to pay for the new positions that could be done with 20/50 acre subdivisions and that would not include the other fees such as tree pruning, removal and other tree disturbing activities.
Mr. Ellis stated we are in uncharted waters.  This is a new fee and it was difficult to determine how to finance positions.  He stated in Text Change Committee he recommended that we take another look at this in January 2007 to see the amount of money the fees have generated, etc.  He stated his direction was to recoup the staff cost of the program and the only experience or real thing he knew to look at to judge was the grading permits.  He stated in the last two years grading permits were issued for disturbing approximately 1,000 acres.  He pointed out many times you have a subdivision that will come in but it is developed in different phases so the tree conservation area fee may not apply and we could not say that 20/50-acre subdivisions would automatically generate $100,000 in fees.  Mr. Craven questioned if the tree preservation would be applied to the entire area not just the disturbed area.  Mr. Ellis pointed out we would be charging only for the area being preserved and again stated the only analogy he could come up with was the grading permits.  He pointed out of the hundred thousand dollars generated by grading permits a lot of that was for properties under two acres of the tree conservation area fee would not be applicable.
Ms. Taliaferro again stated one of her concerns is that we are trying to recover the full cost from the development for something the Council put in place to benefit the entire public.  In response to questioning, Inspections Director Ellis pointed out they did not have any input from the industry on setting the fees even though industry representatives were invited to comment.  He stated as far as Ms. Taliaferro’s concern it is the Council’s policy that the Inspections department try to recoup the full development cost.  He stated no matter where the fees are set he would still recommend that it be reviewed in approximately a year to see if we are on target.  Ms. Taliaferro stated she thought the policy was to try to get an 85 percent return for development activities from development.  Mr. Ellis pointed out presently 85 percent of the Inspections department cost are covered by fees.
Ms. Taliaferro stated it would be helpful to see some practical applications of this fee as it would help her to understand.  She would also like to see what additional work would be required.  Mr. Craven stated what he sees are numbers that feel high.  He stated he appreciates the hard work that staff has put into this and questioned if there is anywhere in our data base on grading activities that we could go back and recapture additional information.  He stated he understands we have only tracted by land disturbance and questioned if there was any way to get additional information.  It was agreed to hold the item so staff could provide some practical applications or examples and provide information on fees if we used an 85 percent recapture date.
Item #03-73 – STC-6-05 – Varnell Avenue.  Ms. Taliaferro pointed out this is a petition to close a portion of Varnell Avenue.  Transportation Services Manager Eric Lamb pointed out the portion of Varnell Avenue that is requested to be closed explaining it actually has never been opened as a street.  He explained the surrounding area pointing out it is unopened right-of-way basically in the Beckanna Apartment parking lot.  He stated at the request of Council they had discussed with NCDOT the potential of having Varnell connect to Glenwood Avenue.  He pointed out actually the right-of-way never connected to Glenwood.  If it were extended to Glenwood it would intersect on the ramp and NCDOT would not allow a connection there.  He stated the public street actually stops at the property line of Beckanna Apartments.  There is no cross access agreement on file.  A traffic count show approximately 550 cars per day use the street through the parking lot to access Glenwood Avenue or vice versa.  He explained there is a slight spike in the morning but it is basically spread out through the day it is pretty much evenly distributed.  Folks from Beckanna Subdivision are using the route to access Glenwood Avenue and the people from Beckanna Apartments are using it to access Ridge Road.  He stated the actual closing of the right-of-way is not actually needed as the property owner under the present conditions could go out and chain it off as the public has no legal right to use the right-of-way.  He went over the 1994 zoning case on the property pointing out Condition No. 17 indicates, “The site plan for the office building site will include design features to impede the vehicular traffic from such site passing directly through the Beckanna Apartment site to Varnell Avenue.  Alternatively, or if at any time so directed by the Raleigh City Council, the owner of the property will take action which will bar the direct ingress and egress of vehicular traffic to and from the office building site via Varnell Avenue through the Beckanna Apartments.”  He stated evidently there was some type gentleman’s agreement that the public be allowed to circulate through the Beckanna Apartment site.
Planning Director Silver pointed out currently Beckanna Apartments is only about 50 percent occupied.  When it becomes fully occupied there will be more traffic and it is his understanding the applicant wants to eliminate safety concern, provide more parking, etc.
Steve Simpson, 2721 Town Ridge Court, representing Beckanna Apartments, expressed surprise at the traffic count being that high.  He stated his client had purchased the property and are in the process of doing some major renovations inside and out.  He stated when the property was purchased he was walking the property and had to get out of the way two or three times because of traffic circulating through the area.  As they get more occupants in the building they plan to use the front side for parking and the getting in and out of the parking spaces will be impeded by the traffic circulating through the area.  Mr. Simpson stated he saw the traffic counter and it was basically on the right side and didn’t pick up traffic on both sides of the right-of-way.
Heath Yarborough, 1811 Varnell, pointed out there have been several meetings with the neighborhood and there are some residents who do not object to the closing of the right-of-way but others have different opinions.  He stated he is representing the concerns of most of the people in the neighborhood.  He stated access from the Beckanna Subdivision to Glenwood Avenue has been available to them for over 40 years.  He stated emergency vehicles use the access.  He has seen Wake County Sheriff’s cars and school buses using this access.  The access through this piece of land has been well documented.  He stated if this access is closed off they would be the only subdivision along Glenwood Avenue that would not have access to Glenwood.  He stated if this access to Glenwood Avenue is denied it will have cars circulating through the neighborhood.  He stated in inclement weather it is extremely difficult for residents to get up the hill to Ridge Road utilizing Manuel or Varnell.  He talked about the safety problems in inclement weather including children sledding on the streets, etc.  He stated they feel that closing this portion of Varnell would increase the nonlocal traffic through the other streets in the neighborhood.  He stated the convenience of utilizing this area is one thing but they are also very concerned about the deliver of emergency services to the neighborhood.
Randy Mason, 3712 Dade Street, stated he has lived in this area some three years and one of the reasons he chose the house was the access to Glenwood Avenue.  He feels that access provides for better appreciation of the property values in the neighborhood.  He pointed out the alternate route to get on the Beltline provides for access at a merge point which is a safety problem.  He stated he does not know what the new owners plans are but questioned the necessity or requirement for a multifamily development having more than one entrance and exit.  He stated emergency vehicles use this route and there is at least one resident in Beckanna who is a student in the Wake County public schools.  He questioned the access onto Glenwood from this area and whether that access belongs to Highwoods or Beckanna and if there is an ability to do something different there.  He stated the neighborhood’s big issue is access to Glenwood Avenue.  He stated one of the early speakers stated there is no record of Varnell right-of-way going all the way to Glenwood Avenue and presented a copy of an I-maps which he got off the City web site showing the right-of-way going to Varnell.
Malcolm Grandy, Swan Drive, spoke in support of the two previous gentlemen’s remarks.  He reiterated the concerns voiced at the Council meeting, talked about the need for this access to provide emergency services, the fact that if this right-of-way is closed there will be only one entrance for the Beckanna Apartments, safety concerns and pointed out if the access is closed there would be only one point of ingress and egress to the Beckanna Subdivisions.  He talked about an easement that was in the area when he purchased this house in the 60’s and how they would get through the easements to Glenwood and Ridge Road.  He talked about problems in inclement weather and pointed out it just doesn’t make sense to tear up an easement or something that is working for an entire neighborhood just for the benefit of one property owner.  It doesn’t make sense to close the street.  He stated he understood the street closing had been voted down previously and pointed out for the City to close the street there must be a compelling reason and he hasn’t heard one.
Mary Cates, 1807 Manuel Street, pointed out the people in the neighborhood did a good job of representing the neighborhood’s desires.  She questioned what leverage the City has to prevent this road from being closed as the road is actually private property.  Ms. Taliaferro pointed out it is not a public street Varnell is a public street that ends in a private parking lot.  Transportation Services Engineer Lamb pointed out the public maintenance ends with the Beckanna Apartment’s property line.  The right-of-way extends through the Beckanna Apartment’s property but it is not a public street.  In response to questioning he pointed out for multifamily dwellings there is one access point required for each 150 dwelling units.  Beckanna has some 254-dwelling units presently and they could go up to 300-dwelling units as they have two points of access.  Mr. Lamb pointed out what is before the Committee is not technically a street closing it is an abandonment of a right-of-way.  He stated nothing would prevent the people from the Beckanna Apartments having access to Varnell Street.  They could have some type gated access.  He stated abandonment of this right-of-way wouldn’t physically change any configuration of access.  Nothing today would prevent Beckanna Apartments from putting up a gate to keep outside people from coming through the property and they would still have two points of access.  He stated actually the public doesn’t have a right of access with it being pointed out by several that the public is actually trespassing across Beckanna property when they use this access to Glenwood Avenue.
Deputy City Attorney Botvinick indicated one option to resolve this issue is to improve Varnell through the property.  He stated that would require additional right-of-way.  He stated as has been said the landowner could install gates and not allow the public to come through the property or the City could improve the street.  The fact that right-of-way would have to be acquired to get access to Glenwood at the present point that is being used was talked about.  Mr. Craven questioned if there are parking spaces in the Varnell right-of-way and if those are required spaces to meet code.  Mr. Lamb pointed out he would have to check into that but at this point he would guess they would be excess or overflow parking.  Ms. Taliaferro pointed out if the owners of Beckanna chose to add another apartment building they would still need two access points but they have them now and the apartment dwellers would have a right to go through the neighborhood but the neighborhood would not necessarily have a right to come through the apartment property.  Mr. Lamb pointed out they could add apartment units now and go up to 300 without additional access.  He stated nothing would prevent the owners of Beckanna from filing a site plan to build additional units assuming the right-of-way is closed.
Ms. Cates pointed out Jyles Coggins developed the Beckanna neighborhood and the Beckanna Apartments but at that time the Beltline had not been constructed.  She stated her request is that whatever action the Council takes to please find a way to guarantee that the Beckanna neighborhood will have access to Glenwood Avenue.  She stated she knew that the Beckanna neighborhood is trespassing on the Beckanna Apartment’s private property.
Ms. Taliaferro questioned if there is any way the City could go in get access for the Beckanna Subdivision to Glenwood Avenue.  She stated the City keeps talking about the need for interconnectivity and here we have a neighborhood wanting interconnectivity.  Ms. Cates stated all she is asking is that the City not abandon the right-of-way until something else is worked out so that the subdivision will have access. 
Discussion followed as to where another point of access from the subdivision to Glenwood Avenue could occur or if there is a location for a right-in/right-out from Glenwood anywhere in the area.  Whether there is another location that a street come off of Glenwood Avenue and provide access to the neighborhood was talked about.  The fact that the right-of-way was dedicated but never built was also discussed.

Ms. Taliaferro stated this problem is not going to be solved today.  She stated she is not ready to abandon the right-of-way and pointed out it is very refreshing to have an established neighborhood saying they want interconnectivity and she feels we must figure out a way to provide for that.  It was agreed to hold the item and let staff look at whether Beckanna Apartments have enough spaces to meet parking requirements without using the right-of-way, if there is parking ongoing now in the right-of-way of Varnell, if there is a possibility to condemn the right-of-way through Beckanna to gain access to Glenwood, what can be done to make sure the public has access, what the right-of-way cost would be to build a street or if there is an alternative solution that will provide access.
Item #03-74 – Street Improvements – Freedom Drive/Rhyne Court.  Assessment Specialist Jimmy Upchurch explained the history of this project pointing out he received a request from a property owner who wanted improvements to Freedom Drive.  He pointed out Freedom Drive is classified as a commercial street and under current code improvements would be a 41-foot back-to-back with sidewalks on one side.  He pointed out there are three residential properties on Freedom Drive.  Assessment for the commercially zoned property would be $64 per lineal foot and $32 for the residential.  All would pay $6 per lineal foot for sidewalk.  He pointed out the total cost would be approximately $955,000 for street and the estimated assessment cost is $338,000 or 35 percent.  The sidewalk estimated total cost is $79,000 with assessment to the property owners being some 38.4 percent or $38,000.  Out of the percentage the three residential properties would pay approximately 6 percent of the street cost and 14 percent of the total cost for sidewalks.  He explained the petitioner must get signatures of at least the majority of the property owners who represent a majority of the lineal footage for it to be a valid petition and we did receive a valid petition.
Rich Morgan pointed out he was the petitioner.  He stated he has five or six property owners with him who are in favor of the improvements.  He pointed out he moved his business to this area in 1986.  He stated the road is now in terrible shape.  He stated he didn’t ask for curb and gutter just wanted paving but was told that curb and gutter would be required and they would have to bring this street up to City standards.  He stated there are 10 to 12 businesses on the street and all have employees, clients, freight deliveries, etc.  The street is very small and it is hard for the large rigs to get in, make the turns, etc.  He presented a photo album showing the condition of the street.  About one-third of the street is dirt.  They would like to have a paved street.  He stated he does not feel that anyone questions the need for street improvements but money is the issue.  He stated he thinks the Committee can see from the photographs that it is needed.
Ray Barker, Ray Barker & Associates, pointed out he has been in the appraisal, sales and development business some 50 years.  He expressed appreciation to the work of the Council.  He talked about appraisal principles and looking at the highest and best use of the property.  He stated in making appraisals you look at the condition of the streets, etc., and pointed out the narrowness of the street, the ditch and gutter and this situation is real dangerous.  He stated he thought school buses also use this road.  He called on the Committee to look at the highest and best use and spoke in support of the improvements.
Mr. Bridges with C&D Equipment, 18-B Freedom Drive, talked about the number of potholes and how many times the street has been patched.  He stated all they really wanted is new pavement but if they are required to bring it up to standard that would work.  He pointed out he had seen school buses in ditches and talked about the problems with tractor trailers, etc.  He stated the road is in terrible condition and talked about the use of the road by BFI, drainage problems, etc.  He stated as far as Rhyne Court is concerned that will not benefit his property and could not speak to that.  He stated if leaving Rhyne Court out of the project would lower the cost maybe that could be done.
Pat Robertson, C&D Equipment Service, explained problems her company had when one of their employees suffered a heat stroke.  The emergency people were delayed some 10 to 15 minutes because of the condition of the road and the fact that a tractor trailer was blocking their access.  That is a concern and should be a concern to anyone who lives in the area.  She stated she has been driving this road some 13 years and something needs to be done.

Mr. Bridges pointed out it was his understanding when Pike Electric was located in this vicinity they were going to have a back entrance and Wake County was going to curb and gutter the whole road but that didn’t occur.  He talked about what was supposed to happen or the rumors he had heard but nothing had occurred.
David McCall, 1005 Freedom Drive, pointed out he is a resident on the street.  All of his land is opposite Rhyne Court.  He stated he had been in that area for quite some time it was a dead-end street.  He talked about access to Pike Electric.  He also explained some time back he was annexed into the City of Raleigh and he has yet to reap any benefits for being in the City.  He stated if the road is improved the trucks will just speed even more.  It is the big trucks that tear it up and he does not understand why he should have to pay to improve the road.
Kirk Bunch, 1816 Sharon Harris Lane, Knightdale, read from the booklet that he was sent from the City of Raleigh when annexation was about to occur relative to keeping the streets in good condition, cleaning the streets, repairing potholes, maintaining drainage systems, etc.  He stated he worked at Mallinckrodt for a number of years and had his work been what he has seen on his street he would have been fired.  He stated the only drainage they have is a ditch.  Someone started cleaning it out and it stopped before it got to his property.  He stated they would probably have to sell their property if the street is installed.  He stated there had never been over four or five children at one time in the trailer park and while he does not doubt that someone has backed in the ditch he just does not feel the cost matches the benefit.  He stated the street needs to be paved there is no doubt about it but questioned who was going to walk on the sidewalk.
A Mrs. McCall, 1005 Freedom Drive, pointed out she has lived in this area for a long time.  She stated her children grew up, walked on the street and went to school and never had any trouble.  She told of situations where she has had to have emergency care and that was no problem.  She stated they have a problem with paying for these improvements it will be a financial hardship on them.  She stated she does not blame the businesses wanting the street improved but pointed out they get income from their property to help pay for the street.
Ms. Taliaferro pointed out she sees the need for the improvements curb, gutter and sidewalk with Mr. Craven agreeing.  There is needed improvements and the citizens are getting it at a bargain price.  The improvements will add significant value to the property.  Mr. Craven asked about the installment payment plan with it being pointed out the payments could be made over a 10-year period.  In response to questioning from Mr. Craven, staff pointed out they did not know of any time that has been extended.
Faye Partin pointed out the location of her vacant property.  She questioned if she would have to pay for the whole improvement with it being pointed out her property would be assessed.  Whether the business owners would agree to pay for the whole project was questioned with Ms. Taliaferro pointing out that would have to be an arrangement between the property owners.  Mr. Craven moved approval to proceed with the street and sidewalk improvements and assessment as advertised.  His motion was seconded by Ms. Taliaferro and put to a vote which passed unanimously.

Adjournment:  There being no further business, Ms. Taliaferro announced the meeting adjourned at 6:25 p.m.
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