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Dan Becker, Historic Districts 
Chair Taliaferro called the meeting to order introducing Committee and Staff present and explained the rules or procedures of the meeting.  The following items were discussed with action taken as shown.

Item # 05-38- New Market Way No Parking Zone – Parking Administrator Hale highlighted the following memo: 

On August 1, 2005, Ms. Burch representing Professional Properties Management Inc. contacted the City requesting to have no parking installed along both sides of the remaining portion of New Market Way. She stated that there are a lot of children in the neighborhood and the residents felt that parked cars along the road created a dangerous situation. Ms. Burch also stated that ample parking exists within the community and that the on street parking was not necessary. At this time, the petition process was explained to her.

In April of 2006, the City received the petitions from Ms. Burch.  Staff reviewed the petition and noted that the all the signatures were from the condominium units which are only located on the west side of New Market Way. Due to the request for both sides to have no parking installed, staff informed her that she would need to have property owners from the east side of New Market Way sign the petition as well.  This portion of New Market way contains 3 properties along the east side and an overwhelming amount of condominiums along the west side. Staff explained to her that it wouldn’t be fair to present this petition since the condo units out number the homes by a large number.

In August, 2006, a final petition was received containing signatures from the three homes along the east side. With these signatures, the petitions represented more than 70% of the properties which is consistent with past practices and eliminated the unbalance between homes and condos.  At this time, staff proceeded to put together an agenda item.

Staff continues to recommend that the parking be prohibited on both sides of New Market Way as indicated in the Council agenda.  This will help with safety along the road for children and pedestrians.

The Committee briefly discussed concerns of no parking on both sides of the street, notification of the change, traffic study completion, the number of residents that signed petitions and guidelines used to determine the recommendation. Ms. Taliaferro stated the cul-de-sac concerns her because with no parking on both sides of New Market Way it will result in people who have been parking on New Market Way to park in the cul-de-sac and not allow access.  She pointed out she has concerns about having the only public parking available on the street in the cul-de-sac.  Mr. Hale stated he would check with the homeowners in the cul-de-sac to see if they were contacted and if they were a part of the process.  
Mr. Craven added he has sometimes as many as 100 kids show up at his house and they park all over the place and stated if one of his neighbors were petitioning to remove the ability to park on the street he would be concerned about it.  Mr. Hale and Public Works Director stated they are very cautious about this and they have a procedure they follow.  
Ms. Taliaferro requested information on the number of streets in the City of Raleigh that have absolutely no parking on both sides of the street and where they are located.  Mr. Hale stated he would report back with this information.
Mr. Stephenson referred to the map shown by Mr. Hale previously to question if the red dots mean they were not contacted or that they did not sign petitions.  Mr. Hale stated the red dots mean they did not sign the petition.  Mr. Hale responded to the question of slow velocity streets and the volume of similar request that are received pointing out the City rarely have these type requests and they try and show the advantages and disadvantages this type of change entails.  Public Works Director Dawson pointed out these people asked for this restriction.  Ms. Taliaferro stated the item would be held in Committee and requested Staff to follow up with the requested information.

Item # 05-39 -Backyard Trash Pickup-Hilburn Townhomes Area – Assistant City Manager Howe explained townhomes are the most difficult thing they have to deal with for a number of reasons.  He pointed out the following reasons:

· They are considered single-family homes and require single family service as opposed to apartments where Staff is required to do Commercial Service (Common Dumpsters, etc.)

· They require pick up unit by unit by unit.  

· The trucks are not designed to accommodate where there is a development that is preexisting 96 gallon service.  In this case there was a lot of grading at this site and explained the process.  (Very Steeped Area)
· It is very hard to haul a 96 gallon cart up the slope.  

He pointed out Bianca Bradford has done a great job with working with all the townhomes and most of them are on their standard service where they are rolling trucks out to a place where the truck can get to them.  He stated in some other developments they have offered the opportunity where there were some slope related issues to allow people to bring there trash out to the front of their doors in whatever container they want to use or whatever the homeowner’s association would okay and they would pick up as long as it is in the court yard.  He stated they feel this is an appropriate solution and they have talked to the residents about this.  He stated the downside is this is an issue of costs and physical labor on the employees and in order to service the area instead of using the one armed truck they will have to send a three man crew.  He pointed out only the units with slope related issues will be allowed to bring garbage out front of their doors.  They will encourage everybody else to continue to use the 96 gallon cart.  He pointed out you’re still putting the workers in a position where they will lift bags to throw it to the back of the truck and there is a cost issue.  He stated this entire development would need to be put into the needs assistance group and send out trucks that are already going to needs assistance customers in the northwest part of the City and the truck would be sent to this development when the normal route would bypass this area and now two trucks will pick up the trash.  He pointed out they are putting the workers in a position where they will have to lift again but they can’t find another alternative better than this.  He stated the other alternative is for the community to use a common collection facility which will cost them less per month than the backyard service the City provides.  He explained dumpster costs on a monthly basis and the disadvantage of the common collection facility as it pertains to the homeowners association.  He stated he feel this is the right way to go and they have the agreement.  He pointed out the resident stated he wanted to reserve the right to come back to petition rear yard pickup.  He stated they don’t feel like rear yard pick up is good at all because it puts the workers at risk and they have to carry that heavy load up a difficult slope which could result in a lot of workmen’s comp issues and injuries to the workers.  

Ms. Taliaferro stated it sounds like they have a solution and Mr. Howe stated they have a solution and pointed out after meeting with the association both parties agreed it would be appropriate to say they have reached an agreement.  
Public Works Director Dawson questioned if this would be a pulp truck.  Mr. Howe pointed out they will need a bigger truck than a pulp truck.  A representative for Solid Waste Services stated a pulp truck would help the situation but would still place extra burden on the crew.  He explained the working conditions in townhomes developments and working on one way streets.  He pointed out there are not enough automated trucks and explained the type of resources needed.  

Ms. Taliaferro questioned how they are dealing with this currently.  Mr. Howe stated they are receiving fully automated services currently.  She confirmed that automated trucks will be in on December 1, 2006.  A representative for Solid Waste Services stated this is a tentative date but he can’t confirm this.  Ms. Taliaferro stated this will be a temporary inconvenience but it also sounds like the best option for this community.  Mr. Howe commended Bianca and the Solid Waste Services Staff and gave them a lot of credit for there extended efforts.
The Committee recommended reporting this item out with no action.
Item #05-40 Tryon Road Widening – Ms. Taliaferro stated there were three outstanding issues and the first issue is about property at 5400 Tryon Road (Adams-Edwards House).  
Jeff Moore, Kimley Horn – stated there is a house on the north side of Tryon Road and it was constructed in the 1850s and pointed out the property owner has not attended any public hearings. He pointed out a developer is under contract with the property owner; Mr. Pritchard wants to construct single-family homes on this property and adjacent properties. He stated Mr. and Mrs. Woodall, the property owners across the road at 5309 and 5401 Tryon Road desire to purchase the house.  He pointed out Mr. Woodall has applied for the house to be placed on the National Register of Historic Places. He stated he spoke with Dan Becker with the Historic District and pointed out it is a normal property until it is put on the register and they need to do their best to minimize impact to the property until it is approved for the register.  Mr. Moore made the following points:

5400 Tryon Road
· The road widening is not touching the house and there is 32 feet of frontage between the road and the front of the house and stated the sidewalk is about ten feet and three feet deep. 

· There is a road that goes to the church parking lot and the easement was purchased as a private easement.  A lot of existing road is already in proximity to the house leading to the church by the Pritchard property.  

·  No grading activity would disturb the foundation.  The hatch area is the sloped easement.  Tryon Road is a little lower than the house and the front yard and when they widen to the north they would have to build up a few feet that would extend closer to the house than the road and that is why the hatch area is there.  This would be a temporary construction easement to allow the contractor access to build the road.  

·  The problem with moving the house further north would require a little more property and there is an agreement between Mr. Woodall and Mr. Pritchard for the developer to buy a very small portion of the house and moving it to north would require more access or more property.  Moving it to the south is an option.  
· Mr. Pritchard is under contract with a second developer and that developer has submitted site plans.  Mr. Pritchard has not had any concern about the road widening. 

· There are six houses across on Tryon Road on the south side of the road and he showed on the map that the road is perfectly straight in this area and if they shifted the road to the south it would encumber additional impact, additional r-o-w, and cost associated with the six houses.  The road is in place according to what is called symmetric widening and it is a fair widening going from the existing two lanes to a four lane divided facility and it is being done so there is proper balance between the impacts. 
· Along the north side there are three properties that have already dedicated forty-five feet of r-o-w when they developed the property.  Most of the impact is incurred within the existing r-o-w and the City is planning  to only acquire five feet of r-o-w through this entire area taking advantage of the existing r-o-w that has already been dedicated and possibly paid for by the City. 
· From an alignment standpoint if they had to shift the road to the south it is a straight shot to the Cary project and there is along curve and one at Silver Lake and by moving the road to the south the change to the project would start at Silver Lake and take you into the Town of Cary project that has recently been widened. 
· It is a major thoroughfare and in talking with NCDOT the City Staff believes that NCDOT would not approve or accept an alignment such as this on a major thoroughfare.  

· The proposed new and widened curve is ten feet inside of the existing r-o-w and the widening could be done without requiring additional r-o-w.  They would need to acquire a temporary construction easement to give access.  

· There is a sixteen foot landscape median.  NCDOT’s minimum median width is 23 feet and they were able to achieve the 16 feet because the City widened Tryon Road and used 16 feet and the Town of Cary widened their section using 18 feet.  The 23 feet allows a direct crossover to be placed.  
Public Works Director Dawson pointed out the original developer is no longer in control of the property and agreed with Mr. Woodall to allow him to purchase enough of the land to keep the house there and stated now the original developer is no longer in the picture.  He stated Mr. Woodall’s great grandfather owned the house originally.     
Dan Becker, Historic Districts - stated the house is in the jurisdiction of the Wake County Historic Preservation Commission in terms of any local landmark designation because it is in the ETJ.  He stated if anyone wanted to designate with just the National Register the ordinance would be processed through the Wake County Preservation.  He pointed out in regard to the option of relocating the building that would have some effect on the national register eligibility and this is not to say it can’t be done.  He pointed out moving the house slightly back on the same side of the street, keeping the same orientation and if the building is being designated for its architectural significance the national register would be more open to allowing it to be listed because it is keeping the same historic relationship.  He explained moving it across the street to Mr. Woodall’s property so it’s facing north instead of south would make a greater struggle to register the property.  The group had lengthy discussion on local designation, criteria, and impact.  Mr. Becker stated it is an important resource and reminded the group as the City grows this area was not populated with a lot of buildings and if the house had been on the National Register it would not have had any affect on this project.  He explained it is more of a question as to how open the City is to accommodate historic resources.  

Mr. Dan Woodall, 5401 Tryon Road – stated his property across the road is part of the original 112 acres that goes back to 1850 and his great grandfather purchased the house in 1874 and there has been some member on some portion of the land since this time.  He pointed out Silver Lake and this property and back up to Dillard Lane was considered for rezoning in 2004.  He stated he talked to Centex and they got into the rezoning process and explained before they were to appear before City Council they backed out.  He stated he talked to Mr. Pritchard in the interim and he had 3.89 acres but he pointed out he did not need all of it and before making an agreement with Mr. Pritchard Mr. Chadwick was contracted on the same property that Centex had previously contracted out.  He stated Mr. Chadwick came to City Council to rezone the same request and pointed out he filed a protest petition personally because he had enough land to qualify and at this time he was in negotiation with Mr. Chadwick to get a contract and purchase a lot around the house. He stated they did just that and he tried to withdraw his petition and the rules at this time wouldn’t allow it.  He stated Mr. Chadwick succeeded in getting R-6.  He pointed out Mr. Chadwick let his contracts go to MI Homes and pointed out his contract with Mr. Chadwick had a clause that says he still has a contract if Mr. Chadwick doesn’t stay in the contract.  He described how much footage he owned around the total location of the house pointing out he has a very minimal lot and any question of moving the house would require a modification with MI Homes.  He stated moving the house brings an additional cost of $10,000.00 to $15,000.00 and the option of moving it across the road has been considered many times but there are two drawbacks from his prospective.  He explained across the road is zoned Watershed R-40 and no water and sewer which means there is a forty 1000 sq. foot requirement to have a well and septic tank and he does not want to give up this free space.  He explained the distance of the property.  He pointed out he does not see how he can make it financially viable if 40% of the front yard is taken.
The group briefly discussed temporary slope easements, temporary construction easements, permanent slope easements, tree removal, footage, and landscaping.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick explained the easement process.   
Andrew Sprouse, Wake County Historic Preservation Commission – explained there is a local designation and they are waiting for this issue to be worked out.  He stated the designation committee has reported favorably on this and the National Historic Committee will hear the designation on Thursday, October 12, 2006.
Deputy City Attorney Botvinick discussed the arrangement with MI Homes pointing out the property is zoned R-6 and talked about the requirements of R-6, the area being a watershed area, and how to create a conforming lot.  The group had lengthy discussion on nonconforming uses, subdivision approval, cluster unit development, lot sizes, stormwater devices, acquisition process, secondary reservoir regulations, impervious surfaces, and compliance issues.  
Ms. Taliaferro stated they need to take up the issue of the road and impact today.  Mr. Woodall stated the representative from MI Homes is out of the country.  He stated if as far as impact of moving to the south he has offered approximately 627 feet for this purpose.  
Mr. Craven questioned whether the existing tree would be in conflict with the proposed sidewalk and if this means the existing tree is in the existing road.  Project Engineer Sudano answered in the affirmative.  

Ms Taliaferro stated with the road alignment Mr. Woodall has very generously offered to give additional r-o-w across the street and she does not see there is benefit to the greater public by changing road construction at this location and she does think it is a historic location that needs to be perfected but the other issues are much more problematic.   
Mr. Craven agreed with Ms. Taliaferro and questioned how much of a retaining wall it would take along the proposed r-o-w line.  Mr. Moore stated a three foot retaining wall should be fine.  Mr. Craven questioned the approximate cost of the wall with Mr. Moore stating the cost is between $30,000 and $40,000 and explained this would be a modular type wall with tiebacks.  Mr. Dawson stated the area that would be most affected would be the slope easement.   

Mr. Stephenson questioned whether there is potential for some type of screen to try and buffer the property from a preservation aspect.  Mr. Becker pointed out from the National Register point of view the house is being nominated for its architectural significance and shifts the evaluation to different criteria more to the building and a little bit less from the site explaining the site’s already been compromised.  He stated the National Register is far down the process to have it listed and it will be listed based on the way it sits today.  The group had lengthy discussion on the retaining wall and the existing row.  Attorney Botvinick stated his concerns on the cost to the City.  Mr. Moore stated the purpose of the wall would be just for the (Adams-Edwards House) at 5400 Tryon Road.  
Mr. Craven motioned to hold the existing alignment and ask Staff to look into the benefits of considering a retaining wall to minimize the impact of this property.  His motion was seconded by Mr. Stephenson and passed unanimously.    
Campbell Road
Mr. Moore, Kimley Horn - stated the Town of Cary has widened Tryon Road between Kildaire Farm Road and Campbell Road to a four lane divided section with a four foot island and explained there is a left turn lane close to Jones Franklin Road.  He stated the City of Raleigh will start at this location and head east.  He explained when the Town of Cary instructed the project they put a four foot island revising Campbell to a right in right out movement.  He stated the public property owners that used to be able to take a right on Campbell now must take a right and turn left at Prince Road.  He stated the public has asked that the City of Raleigh consider building a directional crossover at Campbell Road.  He stated the issue the public has is to get to Campbell Road today heading west you must do a U-turn at Jones Franklin and a right on Campbell.  He stated the problem is there are cars heavily turning right and there is a problem with this movement.  Mr. Dawson pointed out NCDOT is the one who required Cary to build this median across the intersection.  Mr. Moore explained the location of Jones Franklin and Yates Mill Pond and pointed out this is a major intersection describing the distance between the two intersections.  He explained NCDOT’s median crossover policy.  He stated they have gone to NCDOT to request that the City consider opening this access point for left in but right out.  He stated they are not asking for a full movement and pointed out this cross over could be built.  He pointed out NCDOT has issue with the left turn along Jones Franklin.  Ms. Taliaferro questioned whether when Cary did there project and it went to public hearing if this was an issue with them.   Mr. Moore stated according to the public this hearing showed the crossing open.  Mr. Dawson stated they have not done research on the Cary project and pointed out the issue is a concern but the City can’t control their procedures.  Attorney Botvinick pointed out it is an existing condition.  Ms Taliaferro stated it is an existing condition that should not exist and needs to be corrected.  Mr. Dawson explained they went through a long and torturous process that cost the City $700.000.00 and explained the surrounding accesses at this location.    
Robert Bell,  5941 Fordland Drive - explained the location of Fordland Drive on the map explaining there are issues at the light for the Yates Mill U-Turn and pointed out you have to turn tight to make a U-Turn at this location.  He stated they have been to NCDOT and did not get results.  He stated he has called Senator Dole and others have called to try and see what can be done.  He stated Campbell Road has been a rural collector since the 50s.  He pointed out it’s not Raleigh’s fault.  

Margaret Campbell, 2816 Campbell Road stated she has two businesses on Campbell Road.  She expressed concerns and stated she bought properties on the corner of Campbell and Tryon Roads and has been involved with the various issues on Campbell Road.  She pointed out when she bought the property she did not know anything about any type of median to be put in this location.  She stated she has a retail garden center here.  She expressed concern on the fact that Baileys Landing and other places could get the directional crossover but they couldn’t.  She stated it is a safety issue for her business and explained the issue with the surrounding traffic and the problem with EMS vehicles getting through the traffic.  She pointed out she has witnessed five rescue squads using the U-turn and go toward Cary and expressed this is an issue.  She pointed out if a few issues could be straitened out there is an opportunity to do it. 

Joe Thompson, 9520 Penny Road – stated they do have an opportunity to fix this because if this is not fixed when Prince Drive is blocked it is going to create more problems.  He expressed concerns of traffic through the shopping center and explained an abandon road from the map and pointed out maybe this is something they can look at.  

Ms. Taliaferro questioned if Staff looked at the ability to crossover Prince Road and do a leftover on Prince Road.  Mr. Moore stated they looked at the traffic for Jones and Yates Mill Pond when the original design was done and clarified the reason why Bailey’s Landing was allowable because of the distance between Dillard Drive and Baileys Landing it is about the same as Yates Mill and Prince and the traffic is not heavy at Bailey’s Landing.  The group had lengthy discussion on traffic at these intersections.  Ms. Taliaferro stated they are dealing with some difficult preexisting conditions and stated it would be interesting to hear from Fire and Police because emergency vehicle access is critical.  The Committee posed a series of questions on encroachment approvals and r-o-w requirements, crossover approval process, and median sizes.  Mr. Dawson pointed out the key action that the City Council need to take is to authorize the project and allow Staff to move forward on acquiring r-o-w.  Attorney Botvinick suggested various options to be taken by the Committee.  

Bu consensus the Committee agreed to move forward on the Campbell Road crossover and direct the Staff to work with NCDOT and the adjacent property owners. 

5517 Tryon Road Yates Mill Pond 
He stated the property owners live in Tennessee and have sent a letter and summarized the following issues:

The City plans to widen Yates Mill Pond Road and Tryon Road symmetrically at the 5517 Tryon Road property. This balances the impact between the north and south sides. The property owner at 5517 has expressed concern over the apparent disproportionate impact to her property compared to the townhouse development to the north.

Progress Energy plans to relocate their distribution line on the south side of Tryon Road to accommodate the road widening. They require a 14-foot easement outside right of way for tree clearing. This easement as shown on the hearing map crosses the snail building on the property, but does not directly impact the building. The City plans to construct curb and gutter along Yates Mill Pond Road in this area. Using curb and gutter keeps the construction limit 10 feet away from the small building.

The townhouse development to the north of 5517 Tryon Road dedicated 45 feet of right-of-way, a 10-foot permanent slope easement, and a 10-foot yard easement to the City. The townhouses are located farther away than these easements which allow the City to widen Tryon Road without impact to the townhouses.

Ms. Taliaferro stated Staff has clarified the issue and briefly discussed easements and construction and pointed out this particular item does not need any action.  The Committee recommends adoption of a resolution directing the street improvements on Tryon Road between Dillard Drive and Campbell Road as advertised with the understanding Staff will review the benefits of a retaining wall to minimize impact to the property at 5400 Tryon Road (Adams-Edwards House) and will continue to work with NCDOT relating to a median cut at Campbell Road. 

Item #05-36 – Penmarc Drive Extension - Project Engineer Percival stated since the last Committee meeting Staff has met with Empire Properties and members of the Caraleigh Community.  He stated they came up with two ideas.  He showed on a map the area in question pointing out they came up with creating a small retaining structure along the South side along Penmarc Drive.  He pointed out this would create an additional nine feet of space which involves an encroachment agreement between the City and Empire Properties.  He stated the second idea is to create a shift in the curve to allow for additional space of about twenty feet.  He stated this will result in additional cost for this project.  He highlighted the area showing the shift in right-of way.  He stated Empire Properties is attempting to contact Progress Energy to find out what costs are involved with at least one power pole and Staff knows this power pole will have to be relocated and pointed out this is one of the larger power poles.  He explained the slope length line based on the City’s proposed project.  He stated Empire Properties has hired a consultant to look at this and they were not able to create a cross section to show the intended slope.  
Ms. Taliaferro questioned whether this is a location on our Park Site and if the change would affect the park.  Ms. Taliaferro stated the realignment is not in the best interest of the Community.  She questioned the retaining wall possibility as it pertains on the Empire side and asked if this alternative would change the alignment of the road. Mr. Percival stated it would not change.  She pointed out this would have the revision of a retaining wall that would take away from the slope easement and give Empire Properties a little more frontage with Mr. Percival agreeing.  
The group briefly discussed the retaining wall cost, which entity would bear this cost, and impact.  Mr. Stephenson stated pertaining to alignment there is impact on the park.  Ms. Taliaferro stated this road extension went to public hearing and it sets a precedent.  She pointed out if this alignment was agreed upon and the property owners at the time agreed to this and it is understandable that Empire Properties have some needs now that they did not anticipate when they started.  She stated she is not sure the public should have to realign roads to accommodate a private development sand pointed out what they asked Staff to do with Empire Properties was to sit down with the community and come up with some creative ideas on if there is a way to help Empire Properties without hurting the public.  She stated the answer is the retaining wall and not the realignment of the road.  She stated she doesn’t know if the Committee wants to focus on the retaining wall or on realigning the road and would like for the group to think about this as they receive comments.  
Andrew Stewart, Empire Properties, 133 Fayetteville Road stated they have met with the City, various departments and the community to go out on site to see and make decisions.  He stated they were trying to understand what the key constraints are and what was the real issues are that they could deal with to a solution that would work for the community, the City and property owners.  He stated from their point of view the goal on this project is to rehabilitate a historic structure which was built in 1939 to create a front door that is sufficient to the monumental status of this building.  He stated he talked to engineering and the community and what they found out is one of the key constraints is one of the power poles and they came out of this meeting with an understanding that the community is interested in the Bain property being renovated.  He pointed out they also came out with the understanding that the piece of park land has a small impact itself and is a unused part of the park currently.  He stated they tried to understand all the various constraints and hired a traffic engineering consultant to come up with a creative solution in order to get full frontage to the building and have a road that is workable and take a minimal amount of the park.  He stated they came up with what Mr. Percival presented today and stated they found this could potentially work.  He pointed out it brings some potential benefit to the community and explained the alignment to the road.  He stated it does not affect historic trees and it preserves the front door of the water works property that the community wishes to preserve and redevelop as an industrial site.  He stated the key constraint that needs adjusting would be the power pole and stated they had committed to paying Progress Energy to make sure the pole was moved and compensate Parks for that land that would be taken on the realignment.  Ms. Taliaferro confirmed that Empire Properties would pay for the redesign and the additional construction cost.  Mr. Stewart answered in the affirmative and pointed out they have already started redesigning the road and they would like to continue flushing out this design at their expense.  He stated they are requesting two weeks to flush out the design at their expense.  

Ms. Taliaferro stated she does not have a problem with the extension of time but she does have a real problem with not following the public hearing process and a private developer knowing the process and expecting a change in the rules.  She questioned if they make a change would it have to go back to public hearing.  Mr. Dawson answered in the affirmative and pointed out they would have to go back to NCDOT for the driveway permit for the encroachment of their r-o-w  and it is likely this process alone would delay the project three to six months.  Mr. Stewart questioned the right-of-way process with Mr. Dawson explaining briefly the State’s r-o-w process.  The group briefly discussed driveway access, permits, the public hearing process, what type of time this entails, land quality, additional cost, and location.
Senior Project Engineer Lynn Rayon - stated he would like to clarify what has been said particularly pertaining to the retaining wall.  He reiterated Empire Properties committed to paying the additional cost and stated they were not in possession of the property at the time of the public hearing.  

Mildred Flynn, 149 Prospect Avenue – stated Penmarc alignment had no bearing on this community and pointed out it will not take traffic out of the neighborhood.  She stated they are willing to work with Empire on whatever they need and they just don’t want any impact to the park and stated there will not be impact on the park.  She stated the trees can be replaced.  She stated they have to have the water plant fixed period pointing out the community wants the change and they want Fayetteville Road paved.  She stated she understands Mr. Hatem and she wouldn’t want her business this close to the road.  Mr. Percival added the reason they reduced the length of Fayetteville to this length is because of the input they received from the citizens in Caraleigh relative to traffic concerns.  The group briefly discussed the Mount Hope area and looking at a smaller street side.  

Ms. Taliaferro stated she has a concern if this develops out mixed use with residential there will be a problem. She stated this would be held over for further discussion.  She requested a map on how far Penmarc Extension goes and how this intersection will work.  She stated Empire Properties can say it doesn’t affect the park and pointed out her concern is that the City has very little park land and they will need this park land.  
Senior Project Engineer Raynor - pointed out every week this item is discussed will cause an impact to their schedule.  He stated the citizens have emphasized they would like to see the project move forward.  The group briefly discussed how long r-o-w acquisition would take.  

Vic Lebsock, Parks and Recreation Planner – stated he does not know if he can really add anything more to this discussion and pointed out road widening to the north will affect to park land however the adjustment does not affect the proposed utility included in the current adopted Master Plan.  He pointed out it has been clearly stated at the park meetings that a loss of land is value to the City and would have to be compensated.  He stated they don’t have a dog in the fight and in the timing either.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick questioned whether this park has any federal funding associations with Mr. Lebsock answering in the negative.  Ms. Taliaferro stated this item would be held over one more time to make a decision because it is time sensitive for the City.  The Committee agreed to hold this item.  

Adjournment - There being no further business, Ms. Taliaferro announced the meeting adjourned at 3:20 p.m.

Daisy Harris-Overby

Assistant Deputy Clerk
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