
Raleigh Zoning Minutes


March 15, 2005

ZONING MINUTES

The City Council and Planning Commission of the City of Raleigh met jointly on Tuesday, March 15, 2005 at 6:30 p.m. in the City Council Chamber of the Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 West Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, for the purpose of conducting hearings to consider applications to change the Zoning Ordinance which includes the Zoning District Map, Text Changes and Comprehensive Planning Amendments as advertised.
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Mayor Meeker called the meeting to order and explained the procedure for the zoning hearings, information and comments that could be made, and explained the City Council and Planning Commission have made an on-site inspection of each site under consideration for rezoning.  He explained prior to each zoning case, a planning staff member would review the proposed zoning application, point out locations involved, present zones, proposed zones, uses and conditions if applicable.  He explained the procedure for a statutory protest petition and indicated he would announce prior to each case if a statutory protest petition had been filed.  Mayor Meeker reported following the hearing each case would automatically be referred to the City Planning Commission.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT CP-6-05 – MAYWOOD AVENUE ALIGNMENT – HEARING – REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION

Transportation Engineer Eric Lamb referred to a map enclosed in the agenda packet indicating this hearing is in regard to removing a proposed realignment of Maywood Avenue opposite Centennial Parkway at Lake Wheeler Road as included in the Comprehensive Plan.  He stated in the time since the plan was adopted environmental regulations were enacted by the State which could make such a connection unfeasible.  He stated Staff recommends deleting the proposed realignment of Maywood Avenue as a proposed minor thoroughfare aligning opposite Centennial Parkway and upgrade the remaining portion of Maywood Avenue to a minor thoroughfare.  

Mayor Meeker opened the hearing to the public.  No one asked to be heard, thus the hearing was closed and the matter automatically referred to the City Planning Commission.
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT CP-7-05 – NEUSE RIVER – RICHLAND CREEK WATERSHED PLAN – HEARING – REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION; TEXT CHANGE TC-7-05 – URBAN WATER SUPPLY WATERSHED PROTECTION OVERLAY DISTRICT REGULATIONS – HEARING – REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION.

Planner Greg Hallam indicated CP-7-05 is a proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment to establish watershed policies for the drainage area north and south of the Neuse River upstream and draining to a water intake on the Neuse River west of Capital Boulevard.  He stated TC-7-05 is a proposal to amend the City Code to add a new watershed protection overlay district regulating Class WS-IV waters only which is divided into 2 areas: a primary and a secondary water supply watershed protection area.  He outlined the proposals utilizing the following PowerPoint presentation:

(A HARD COPY INCLUDING POWERPOINT PRESENTATION IS AVAILABLE IN THE CITY CLERK’S OFFICE)

Ms. Taliaferro stated there are a number of actions the City is pursuing at this point and requested an update with Deputy City Attorney Botvinick stating there are two tracks the City could take; one is to seek a WS-5 classification and the other is to require rezoning to meet WS-4 classifications.  Ms. Taliaferro questioned the amount of time remaining for the City to seek WS-5 classification with Attorney Botivnick responding about 60 days.
Mayor Meeker opened the hearing to the public.  No one asked to be heard, thus the hearing was closed and the matter automatically referred to the City Planning Commission.

REZONING Z-5-05 – GARNER ROAD AND CROSS LINK ROAD CONDITIONAL USE – HEARING – REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
Planner Hallam stated this is a request by Bobby Norris and Josephine Norris to rezone approximately 1.5 acres on the southeast quadrant of Garner Road and Cross Link Road being Wake County PIN 1702948392 from Residential-10 to Shopping Center Conditional Use. He stated proposed conditions prohibit certain uses and limit floor area per use to 8,000 square feet.

Mayor Meeker opened the hearing to the public.

PROPONENTS

Bob Mitchell, 3737 Glenwood Avenue, representing the applicant, reviewed the request pointing out they held a series of meetings with members of the community and tried to address their concerns.  He stated the aim of the project is to create a small community center to bring small businesses to the area.  He pointed out the impact on area infrastructure would be insignificant and transit would be available.  He stated the architectural style would reflect the surrounding residential area with brick facades and singled roofs.  
OPPONENTS

No one was present to speak in opposition.

No one else asked to be heard, thus the hearing was closed and the matter automatically referred to the City Planning Commission.

REZONING Z-12-05 – DOWNTOWN OVERLAY DISTRICT – HEARING – REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION; TEXT CHANGE TC-6-05 – DOWNTOWN RESIDENTIAL HOUSING OVERLAY DISTRICT, OFF-STREET PARKING EXEMPT AREA AND DOWNTOWN SITE PLAN APPROVAL AREA – HEARING – REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
Planner Hallam stated Z-12-05 is a request by the City to rezone approximately 734 acres, being various Wake County PIN's, from the Downtown Residential Housing Overlay District to Downtown Overlay District pointing out this site is bounded by the Mordecai neighborhood to the north, the Oakwood neighborhood to the northeast, the East Raleigh-South Park neighborhoods to the east and to the south, Boylan Heights to the southwest and the Glenwood South neighborhood to the northwest.  He stated TC-6-05 amends the City’s Zoning Code to remove these districts from the Code in order to allow one district, the Downtown Overlay District, to govern increased densities, building placement, building intensity, parking reductions and the approval process for properties located within a designated downtown area.  He explained the details of these requests utilizing the following PowerPoint presentation:

(A HARD COPY INCLUDING POWERPOINT PRESENTATION IS AVAILABLE IN THE CITY CLERK’S OFFICE)

Mr. Crowder questioned if these provisions could be made to apply to the Hillsborough Street area including St. Mary’s Street with Planner Hallam responding in the affirmative.

The Mayor opened the hearing to the public.

PROPONENTS
Attorney Tom Worth, representing Peace College, stated the proposed plan and text change benefits and is welcomed to most but he fails to see how these will benefit Peace College.  He stated he looks forward to reviewing the proposals with the Planning Commission.

OPPONENTS

Nicole Sullivan, 743 Ellington Street, read the following prepared statement:
“I have a number of concerns about the DOD and other policies that are likely to be forthcoming as the city speeds head first into revitalizing downtown for an elite few.  Yes our downtown is becoming an elite enclave, not at all in character with a city that purports to be welcoming to everybody!

My first set of concerns deal with something that continues to be a problem between the city and residents and that’s basic communication.  I chair the Central CAC and we meet on the first Monday of each month at the Top Greene Community Center.  This issue barely made it to the March agenda.  Why, I’m not really sure since we’ve been meeting on the first Monday since forever but we almost were sidestepped in this process.  At the meeting’s presentation, city staff gave an overview of the proposal, distributed a summary and told us about a couple of public information sessions occurring in 2 days where we could get our questions answered.  They also informed us about tonight’s public hearing.  Now, I ask you when was time allotted for the community to become knowledgeable about this proposed change, time to assess its impact on our neighborhood?  The answer is there wasn’t any…and so goes the development train speeding through our neighborhoods.  
My next set of concerns are related to the DOD where it would amend the site plan approval process to allow city staff to approve changes of use less than 10,000 sq. ft.  With all due respect to the hard working staff of this city, I have concerns about this provision.  One because my neighborhood already has a glaring example of what can happen when sites are approved administratively.  I’m speaking of the duplex sitting on the hill at the corner of MLK and East.  Most would agree that approving that development was a poor decision on all accounts.  Second, I’m concerned about the pressure that city staff will feel – not may – but will feel to continue the development train’s route through our neighborhoods rather than hold up progress.  I don’t think we should put hard working employees in the difficult position of trying to please everyone, which we know is impossible.

My last set of concerns are about “streamlining” the development process and the wisdom of such an approach when there’s been no thorough examination of what impact development may have on existing neighborhoods, especially those historically African-American neighborhoods east and south of downtown – neighborhoods which are experiencing a significant amount of distress right now.  I dare speak of all my neighbors when I say that we want positive change to happen in our area.  But we are gravely concerned about a complex set of conditions and factors that appear to be aligning against our very existence.  We want policies that promote equitable development not gentrification.  And my working definition of gentrification means the process by which lower income residents in an area are replaced by higher income residents in that same area.

Therefore, we’re requesting a study group be given the time and space to examine this policy’s impact on neighborhoods with dedicated staff to assist us in this knowledge-seeking process with the outcome being an initial blue print for equitable development in or neighborhoods.  Do not make a decision tonight.  Delay this item for more input and discussion.  We want a productive conversation about what’s happening in our neighborhoods and I hope that’s something you want to.  Thank you.”

Martel Perry, representing Shaw University, stated she is very concerned with the speed and the lack of participation and how the new provisions would impact Shaw University.  She stated Shaw University has not had any opportunity to provide input on the matter.  She pointed out the University’s Child Development and Research Center is greater than 10,000 square feet.  She urged the Council to form a group to study the proposals.  
Discussion took place regarding whether or not Shaw University has a master plan on file with the city with it being pointed out a master plan was submitted to the City Manager and the Mayor. 

Mr. West questioned if Shaw University was part of the Central CAC with Ms. Perry responding in the affirmative.

Frances L. Williams, 802 South East Street, requested the hearing be continued to allow the residents from South Park the opportunity to provide input.  She expressed concern over the lack of community input on the matter.

Matt Brown, 601 East Lane Street, expressed his thanks for the effort to improve Downtown.  He expressed concern that part of the proposed overlay envelopes part of Oakwood.  He pointed out Oakwood consists mostly of single-family homes.  He pointed out R-10 allows for rooming houses.  He stated the proposed provisions would allow those restrictions to be lifted to allow rooming houses without anyone knowing.  He requested the section of the proposed overlay district enveloping Oakwood be removed.
Janet Wellman, 405 Polk Street, read the following prepared statement:

“Tonight I’m a representative of the Society for the Preservation of Historic Oakwood (Oakwood).

Oakwood applauds downtown development, smart growth and mixed use (Oakwood is all of these).  We also applaud the city’s helping to increase the impetus toward improving the vitality and livability of the downtown area.  Oakwood, and all five of the locally designated historic districts, enjoys the protection offered by the Raleigh Historic Districts Commission.  This protection, however, is limited to the built environment.  The RHDC cannot deal with use type or use density (issues that Matthew Brown addressed).  

Having looked over the information that was sent to neighbors (because they are either in or next to the new district), we certainly don’t pretend to understand the specifics of the proposal.

However, there are two things we would like to suggest that deal with public hearings.  Oakwood is a strong proponent of public hearings.  Over the years we’ve seen many projects strengthened by information that is offered during this process.  And there is the sense of inclusion that comes from the process itself.  A person may or may not like a decision made, but with a public hearing, he or she has had the opportunity to present his or her point of view.  Without a public hearing element it is easy for a citizen to feel disenfranchised.  
Our first suggestion is this: if any site plan approval, use change request (or anything else in this proposed downtown overlay district) now requires a public hearing, we would very much like to see the public hearing requirement remain in the code for the new district.  

The second suggestion has to do with recombination of lots.  Any new construction, certainly in Oakwood, and probably in most of this downtown district fits the common sense everyday definition of infill.  Recombination of infill lots requires a public hearing, yet the highly limited definition of infill that’s in the city code exempts many properties from the public hearing requirement.  We’d like to see all properties in developed areas of this downtown district to be considered infill for the purposes of recombination.  

Thank you very much for your time and attention.”

Bob Mitchell stated he is in the process of developing all of the warehouses north of Peace Street by Logan’s Trading Company.  He discussed how the proposed overlay district will impact his development plans. 

John Brooks, 516 North Blount Street, pointed out his property is part of the Blount Street Historic District.  He stated the State put out a Request for Proposals for redevelopment of the Blount Street area which involves areas on Person Street, Salisbury Street, and the parking lots on Blount Street.  He presented for display a copy of one of three volumes of the RFP issued by the State.  He pointed out the project represents a possible $100 million to purchase the land and another $50 million to develop.  He stated there has not been an undertaking this large by private developers in years in Raleigh.  He expressed his concern over how fast the City’s proposal is moving toward approval.  He suggested removing the area to be developed by the State from the proposed overlay district.  

Greg Hatem, Empire Properties, stated the majority of their properties are located in the proposed overlay district.  He stated it is a fair reconstitution and supports its adoption.  He suggested a study be made of the area immediately surrounding the proposed overlay district.

Mr. West expressed a need for more education to be provided for Shaw University, the Central CAC, the South Park area etc.  He stated he attended the CAC meeting adding the fears expressed at tonight’s meeting are real.  He stated when the item is referred to the Planning Commission the request for the formation of a study group should be honored with a member of staff dedicated to working with the study group.  He urged any decision on the proposed district should not be made until the study group has an opportunity to provide input on the matter.
Ron Batchelor stated he had no idea this was going on until this afternoon.  He stated the South Central CAC was not informed about this proposal.

Discussion took place regarding the availability of staff to work with the study group with it being pointed out members of the Planning Department working with the Planning Commission would be made available.
No one else asked to be heard, thus the hearing was closed and the matter automatically referred to the City Planning Commission with the direction that a group consisting of members of the Central and South Central CACs, Shaw University, and South Park areas be set up to study the proposal and offer input.

REZONING Z-14-05/ETJ-1-05 – STRICKLAND ROAD CONDITIONAL USE – HEARING – REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
Planner Hallam stated this is a request by Curtis D. Dean to rezone approximately 7.29 acres on the north side of Strickland Road, being Wake County PIN's 0798340250 and 0798342150, from Wake County R-40 Watershed to Rural Residential Conditional Use with Watershed Overlay District. He stated the proposed condition limits vehicular access from Strickland Road to one driveway.  

The Mayor opened the hearing to the public.

PROPONENTS
Attorney Jason Barron, Kennedy, Covington, et al, representing the applicant, reviewed the request pointing out this property was recently annexed into the City and this is the first City zoning to be applied to the property.
Jay Gudeman, Northwest/Umstead Community CAC co-chairman, stated the CAC voted 6-0 in favor of the request.

OPPONENTS

No one spoke in opposition to the request.

No one else asked to be heard, thus the hearing was closed and the matter automatically referred to the City Planning Commission.

REZONING Z-15-05 – AUBURN CHURCH ROAD CONDITIONAL USE – HEARING – REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
Planner Hallam stated this is a request by John and Marie Baucom to rezone approximately 328 acres on the west side of Auburn Church Road, being a portion of Wake County PIN 1721842021 and PIN 1721660566, from Industrial -1 Conditional Use with Special Highway Overlay District -1 to Thoroughfare District Conditional use with Special Highway Overlay District-1 to remain. He pointed out the property was formerly the Eaglecrest Golf Course and stated proposed conditions include right-of-way reimbursement and requires mixed uses and a minimum of 50 acres will be designated as open space.
Mayor Meeker indicated a Valid Statutory Protest Petition was submitted against this request.  He opened the hearing to the public.

PROPONENTS

Attorney Clyde Holt, Holt York McDarris and High, representing the applicant, passed out a packet of information on the subject property.  He stated a mistake was made in the 1980’s in zoning the property Industrial as it did not take into account the residential development on both sides of the property.  He stated the property owners at the time did not know Industrial zoning does not allow residential development and also did not know Thoroughfare District designation was available.  He stated enough time has passed to reconsider the zoning of the property and stated Thoroughfare District is the right zoning for the subject property.  He displayed a copy of the original Comprehensive Plan stating the subject property was not part of the plan whereas the property is part of the present Comprehensive Plan.  He stated he and the applicants spent approximately 2 months talking with the CAC and other area groups pointing out they like the concept of mixed use but want more information.  He asked that the Planning Commission defer consideration of the matter to a later date.  He pointed out a petition of support from an adjacent property owner is included in the information packet.  He stated he is continuing discussions regarding buffers with the owners of the adjacent quarry.  He cited the Gresham Lake area as an example of similar development.  
OPPOSITION

Attorney Lacy Reaves, Post Office Box 1070, Raleigh, representing Pepsi Bottling Ventures, introduced George Suddath, a vice president with Pepsi, and read the following prepared statement:

“We are here tonight to oppose this proposed rezoning, which, if approved, would authorize the construction of more than 9,000 dwelling units in an area a short distance from the large manufacturing facility operated by Pepsi on Auburn Church Road in southeast Raleigh.

This site was selected by Pepsi at the urging of elected officials of both the City of Raleigh and the State of North Carolina.  It was selected following a search by Pepsi which extended throughout several states.  Pepsi was recruited to this site on the basis of representations that it was in an area designated for industrial use and was largely surrounded by property zoned for industrial purposes.  It was also noted that the site selected by Pepsi, as well as the property which is the subject of this case, is within an area designated by the comprehensive plan as an Employment Area.

On this basis, Pepsi acquired its Auburn Church Road property and within the past seven years it has expended $45 million in developing its state of the art manufacturing facility.

Pepsi’s manufacturing facility employs more than 320 workers in good-paying jobs; 143 or 44½ % of these employees are minority.  The base hourly starting rate paid new employees is $10.26 per hour and they are allotted at least 45 hours of work each week.  This results in a starting salary of $25,342 paid Pepsi’s workers.  56 of Pepsi’s 157 route salesmen are minority individuals, all of whom are paid at least $40,000 each ear.  Eight of Pepsi’s managers are minority employees.  Pepsi’s manufacturing facility is therefore a significant economic asset for Southeast Raleigh.
At its facility, Pepsi produces soft drinks and other products which are distributed in a multi-state area that extends into the northeast.  Pepsi’s manufacturing facility operates 20 hours each day, 343 days per year.  As with any manufacturing facility, its operations generate an extensive amount of noise and light.  More than 150 trucks, many weighing 80,000 pounds, visit and leave Pepsi’s facility each day.  Those trucks enter and leave Pepsi’s facility via Auburn Church Road, which is the only means of vehicular access to the property dealt with in this case.

Pepsi believes a residential community with as many as 9,000 residences is simply not in harmony with its manufacturing facility.  Such a community would generate significant volumes of residential traffic which simply would not safely mix with the truck traffic serving the Pepsi facility.  Also, the noise, light, and long hours of operation of the Pepsi facility create a situation where there would certainly be conflict between Pepsi and residential neighbors.

In 1988, a case very similar to this, which proposed residential development of this property, was considered by the Council and Planning Commission and was denied.  That denial was for the reasons I have discussed with you tonight.  Since that time, Pepsi has expanded its operations at its Auburn Church Road facility.
We respectfully request that you deny this case.  A large residential community such as that proposed here simply does not belong in an area of heavy industrial activity.”

Kacey Ragsdale, Poyner & Spruill, representing Martin Marietta Aggregates, stated Martin Marietta owns 400 acres south and west of the subject property.  She presented a letter from Donald Moe, senior vice president of Martin Marietta Aggregates, opposing the rezoning due to issues with the proposed buffer.

REBUTTAL

Attorney Clyde Holt stated the Council did deny an earlier rezoning case on this property.  He stated at that time 600 acres were involved and included land adjacent to Pepsi.  He stated under the present request the closest residence would be located 1,200 feet from Pepsi pointing out homes on Jones Sausage Road are closer than that.  He stated the CAC and the Planning Commission supported the rezoning request at that time; however, Council denied the request with a 5-3 vote.  He cited the North Carolina General Statutes regarding perpetual zoning.  He talked about the Comprehensive Plan outlining various uses for the area.  He stated they will continue to work with the CACs and the industrial neighbors to address their concerns and submitted that the proposed residential development will not result in a net increase in traffic volume on Auburn Church Road.
No one else asked to be heard, thus the hearing was closed and the matter automatically referred to the City Planning Commission.

REZONING Z-16-05/MASTER PLAN MP-5-04 – CENTENNIAL PARKWAY CONDITIONAL USE – HEARING – REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
Planner Hallam stated Z-16-05 is a request by the State of North Carolina and North Carolina State University and Board of Trustees of the Endowment Fund of NCSU to rezone approximately 130.8 acres on the east side of Centennial Parkway, being Wake County PIN's 1703051169 and 0793779519, from Office and Institution-1 (84.9 acres) and Thoroughfare District Conditional Use (45.9 acres) to Planned Development Conditional Use Overlay District (Spring Hill – MP-1-2005).   He stated the proposed plan calls for 577 dwelling units with proposed conditions including open space, vehicular access, parking, unity development, and transit, stormwater management, landscaping and to provide a 50 foot protective yard from the Kirby Bilyeu neighborhood. 
Mayor Meeker indicated a Valid Statutory Protest Petition was submitted against this request.  He opened the hearing to the public.
PROPONENTS

Jason Hibbets, 2140 Ramsgate Street, reported the Southwest CAC voted 6-0 in favor of the rezoning request.

Michael Harwood, North Carolina State University, stated the University met with its neighbors to address their concerns which resulted in the following additions to the conditions:  1) Kendall Circle would be preserved in its entirety to preserve the mature trees; 2) Urban Design Guidelines will be used; 3) 50 foot planted and 50 foot no-build buffers will be utilized; and 3) building height restrictions to 25 feet.

Aly Khalifa, 617 Kirby Street, stated he and his neighbors filed the petition in protest of the rezoning; however based on the changes committed to by the University they wish to withdraw the petition.  He stated the neighbors are very pleased with the changers offered by the University and thanked Mr. Harwood and the University, the Mayor for encouraging the compromise, and Mr. Crowder for facilitating the meetings.

City Attorney McCormick stated once a Valid Statutory Protest Petition has been submitted and certified it cannot be withdrawn.

OPPONENTS

No one spoke in opposition to the request.

No one else asked to be heard, thus the hearing was closed and the item automatically referred to the City Planning Commission.

TEXT CHANGE TC-5-05 – TREE CONSERVATION PERMIT FEE – HEARING – REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION

Planner Hallam indicated this text change amends the City Code to adjust the tree conservation permit fee from $100 to $200 per acre of the site, rounded to the next highest acre.
Discussion took place regarding where in the permit process the fees would be applied.
The Mayor opened the hearing to the public.  No one asked to be heard, thus the hearing was closed and the matter automatically referred to the City Planning Commission.

TEXT CHANGE TC-8-05 – NORTH CAROLINA ELECTRICAL CODE – HEARING – REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION

Planner Hallam indicated this text change amends the City Code to adopt the 2005 version of the North Carolina Electrical Code.

The Mayor opened the hearing to the public.  No one asked to be heard, thus the hearing was closed and the matter automatically referred to the City Planning Commission.

TEXT CHANGE TC-9-05 – GROUND SIGNS IN PLANNED DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS – HEARING – REFERRED TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION  

Planner Hallam indicated this text change amends the City Code to permit Planned Development Districts to erect ground signs on the perimeter of the development when buildings do not meet the minimum 30-foot setback requirement.  
The Mayor opened the hearing to the public.

PROPONENTS

Attorney Lacy Reaves, Post Office Box 1070, Raleigh, read the following prepared statement:

“As Staff has reported to you, Raleigh’s Sign Ordinance has historically prohibited ground signs on parcels where a building is situated 30 feet or less from a public right-of-way.  Apparently it was felt at one time that where buildings were so situated, a wall sign could be used to identify the building or business upon the property.  This ordinance predates the creation of the Planned Development District and the adoption of the Urban Design Guidelines.  As you know, the Planned Development District is a zoning district which encourages mixed-use development.  The Urban Design Guidelines were adopted with the express purpose that they would be utilized in the Planned Development District.  The Urban Design Guidelines strongly encourage the placement of buildings close to the street in order to create an urban streetscape.  Thus, if a developer develops property in a Planned Development District in accordance with the Urban Design Guidelines, it forfeits the ability to utilize a ground sign.  This is an unfair result which would be mitigated by the adoption of this text change.  Particularly in today’s retail business environment, ground signs are greatly favored by merchants and are, in fact, anticipated by consumers.
An example of where the current ordinance unduly penalizes a developer is Crosland’s Oberlin Court development now under construction along Wade Avenue.  As you will recall, a portion of that development will ultimately front Oberlin Road and will consist of mixed retail and residential uses.  A public street is being constructed by Crosland through the project between Wade Avenue and Oberlin Road.  Because Oberlin Court is being constructed within a Planned Development District in accordance with the Urban Design Guidelines, its buildings are situated less than 30 feet from the right-of-way of Wade Avenue.  The current ordinance prohibits the use of a ground sign encouraging Wade Avenue motorists to drive through the development and patronize the retail businesses which will be constructed along Oberlin Road.  Obviously, this situation would be corrected by the adoption of this text change.
We believe that the text change is well founded and urge its adoption.  I have discussed this text change with Staff and Staff did not have an issue with the proposed change.”

OPPONENTS

No one spoke in opposition to the request.

No one else asked to be heard, thus the hearing was closed and the matter automatically referred to the City Planning Commission.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 8:15 p.m.

Ralph L. Puccini

Assistant Deputy Clerk
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