'ABSENT Counc1lmen Sandy Ra- Jordan and John H. Thrower.'

in zoning classifiecations concurrently with the City Council, with the
‘following members present: Mr, Sibley, Chairman, Mr. Gamble,'Mr.-Lakey,

EBSENT: Mr, Ashcraft Mr, Jones, Mr. Stone, Mr Toy and Mr. Turner.

MINUTES OF LAST MEETING APPROVED.

ment is at the intersection of Glenn Street and Centrsl Avenue, and along

. in the area is B-l from Glenn Street down to Eastway Drive and on both
.gldes of Eastway Drive leading northward from Central Avenue. The subject
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A regular meeting of the. City Ceouncil of the City of Charlotte, HNorth
Carolina was held in the Council Chamber, City Hall, on Monday,  June 20,
1966, at 2 o’clock pei., with Mayor Stan R. Brookshire presiding,. and 5

Councilmen Claude L. Albea, Fred D. Alexander, Milton Short, Jerry Ca Tuttie

and James B. Whlttlngton present.

The Charlotte—Mécklenburg Plannlng Commlssion sat W1th the City Council
and, as a separate Body, held its public hearings on Petitions for changes

Mr, Ollve and Mr.. Tate.

TR R AN E -

INVGCATTON.

The invocation~was"given by Councilman Claude L. Albea.

Upon motion of- Councllman Albea, seconded by Counc1lman Tuttle and unanl- %
mously carried, the Minutes of the last meeting on June 6, 1966 were
appraved as sukbmitted to the Clty Council, .

HEARING ON DETTTION NO. 658 BY M. T.. MORGAN & H. M. HOUCK FOR CHANGE IN |

ZONING FROM O-6 TO B-1 OF SIX LOTS LOCATED ON THE EAST SIDE OF. GLENN STREET

BEGINNING APPROXIMATELY 215 FEET NORTH OF CENTRAL AVENUE.
The public hearlng was held on the subJect petltlon. B '

Mr, Fred Bryant, Assistant Planning Director, advised that this is a
request for a change of property located on Glenn Street running off
Central Avenues, Glenn Street being the first street on the City side
parallel to Eastway Drive. There is one house on the. property, the rew
mainder being vacant; it is adjoined on the nerth side by a building used
by the T. B. Association as an office; there are single family homes down |
at the end of Glenn Street on both sides of the street; the property across
from the subject property is. vacant, and a laundry-dry cleaning establishe

Eastway Drive at the intersection with Central Avenue, there are a variety
of business uses, including service stations on three corners. The zoning

property is zoned 0-6 as is the property on both sides Glenn Street and on
out to Central Avenue on the west side of Glenn Street.

Mr. Henry Harkey, Attorney representing the Petitioners, pointed out that
the petition is not for the rezoning of property fronting on Eastway Drive
the property faces on Glenn Street, and he pointed out on a map of the i

area the location of Mr. Morgan’s home and stated he also owns thesenmmestatlon
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on the corner. He stated that Mr. Houck is losing much of his footage at
the front .of his Print Shop due to the widening of Eastway Drive 28 feet,
and he must incregse his business use to the rear of his building for hls‘
parking and entrance, and he must buy the lots to.the rear for this purpose.

Mr, Harkev stated he has neither seen nor heard of any opposltlon to the
proposed change. in zoning, and he. thinks Council would be entirsly justified
to join this buslness zone to that which exists on three 51des of his property.

- Qouneilman Whittington asked Mr. Harkey 1F they have considered Condltlonal
Parking at the rear rather than changing the zoning to B-1l, and Mr. Harkey
replied that they will not only have to have parking—but.unloading and some
open storage space that would require Business zoning.. That the-area to
the rear is at the rear of a Dry-cleaning Plant facing on Central Avenue.
Mr. Phlllp Forlldas stated he 1s appearing for this brother Angelo Forlldas
and himself. That he did not know there was a Petition before Council
affecting this area until this morning or he would have filed a formal
protest. That six vears age they bought a lot 237 feet on Glenn Street,
or about one acre, which he pointed out on the map. That they redquested
a change in zoning of the property from R-8 to O-8, which was granted.
That just this week they have firmed up their plans for constructing a
$165,000 apartment. Now, if this property across the street is changed ta
Business zoning it will detrimentally affect their property and the entire
neighborhood. He stated that since this morning he has contacted two Past
Presidents of the T. B. Association, Mr. Wally Cochran and Mr. Bob Stokes |
and neither of them had any knowledge that this property would be up for |
rezoning today, even though they did sell these people 50 feet on the sidé
of the T, B. Association Building property. - That last week he"talked with
their Executive Director, and he told him-about that transaction, but he |
did not have any knowledge of this request for regoning. He stated further
there are two nice houses on Glenn Street, but he did not have time to |
talk to those people; however "if this property is rezoned Business, it :
will affect them also. Also, there are 22 acres of Merry Oaks Schoel pro-
perty, which he pointed out on the map, and this School has been added ontc
this year ~ again, he dld not tave time to talk with anyone on the School
Board. : - , .

Mr. Harkey stated that -his. clients did not know of any opposition,-and
Mr. Forlidas is in error on one point. That about Christmas time last

. year Mr. Houck bought 50 feet of the property from the T. B. Association
“with their fll knowledge of his plans to put his.parking back on the Lot
next to them ~ and they, themselves, are making a business usage of the |
property at this time, as shown on the map, for the T. B. Association office.
He stated when zohing first went into effect, this entire area was zoned
Business, and at some future date, according to these people’s memory,

it was changed - now his clients are asking that the zoning be put kack

as it was when they establlshed thelr buslness there. '

'He atated that the erux of this: matter is 1f there was ne w1den1ng of Eastway
Drive they would not be here-today, But progress cannot be slowed down, and
the question is - should the City pay them $100,000 damages to the Prlntlng
Plant or should the City permit them to go to the rear on vacant land for

the most part? . :

Council decision was deferred for one weék.




and other than that the zonlng down Eastway Drive is R—BMF.

| - Station back and remodel 1t.

- The publlc hearlng was held on the subject petltlon.

‘Gouncil -decision was,deferre&,for one'week.
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HEARING -ON PETITION NO. 66-59 BY REECE S. KEESLER FOR CHANGE IN ZONING FROM
0-6 TO B-1 OF A LOT LOCATED AT 616 EASTWAY DRIVE. L

The publlc hearing was held on the subject petltlon.

Mr. Fred Brvant, A551stant Plannlng Dlrector, stated the property is removed
one lot from the intersection of Eastway Drive and The Plaza, and it is
adjacent to a service station located at this intersection. - There are
service stations on. three of the corners at this intersection with Eastwood
Golf course fronting en The Plaza in the immediate area, and single famllys
structures on both sides of Eastway Drive *o the east for as far as one cah
see. . Aoross from the subject property there is a building used for a Day
Mursery. All four corners of the Eastway Drive-Plaza intersection are

zoned for Business, ard the property is surrounded by transiticnal Offlce§
zoning on down-Plaza and down Eastway. The subject property is zoned O-8 |

Mr. George. Keesler, representlng hls father the Petltloner, stated they
make the request for rezoning the property +o Business because 30 feet of
The Plaza side of their service station property, located at The Plaza and.
Eastway Drive, will ke taken in the widening program, along with what they
will take on the Eastway. Drive side, and they want to move the Service

No ob}ectlons wWere expressed fo the proposed rezoning.“

Councll declslon was deferred for one Week-a‘.;r.

HEARING ON- PETITION NO. 66-80 BY AMERICAN LEGION, WOODLAWN POST 68, FOR
CHANGE IN ZONING FROM R-6MF TO C-6 OF PROPERTY FRONTING ON THE SOUTH SIDE
OF YORKWOOD DRIVE, BEGINNING 1200 FEET WEST.OF THE RIGHT OF WAY OF GENERAL
YOUNTS EXPRESSWAY AND EXTENDING SOUTHhARD TO THE CENTER LINE CF THE SOUTHERN
RAILROAD.

Mr, Fred Bryant Assistant Plannlng Dlrector,_stated that the property

is leocated in the Interchange area of UWoodlawn Road, South Tryon Street and
General Younts Expressway and is vacant, as is much of the property in the
area; there are single-family homes along both sides of Pressley Road and i
also one small unoccupied business structure. All of the property in the |
immediate vicinity is zoned R-BMF, and there is B=2 zonlng along South
Tryon Street-at the- Interchange.

Councilman Whittington asked what the Legion Post intends to put on the
property, and Mr. Bryant replied they stated they planned to put an American
Legion Building to be used for their various activities of the Post and for
use by civie, P. T. A.-and similar groups, which is permissible in Owb zonad
districts. That he asked about an access road and they stated they intended
te use an existing dirt road as far as it goes and then cut a road from
that point on down to their property.

No objeetion34were_expreseed to the proposed rezoning.



st stated further there 1is no opp051tlon to this petltlon that rather they
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HEARING ON PETITION NO., 66<61 BY R. D: MORGAN FOR CHANGE IN ZONING FROM R_§MF
IC I-1 OF THREE LOTS AT .THE NORIHEAST CORNER OF NEVIN RCAD AND LAXE SHORE
CIRCLE. :
The public hearlng was held on the subgect petltlon.

Mr. Bryant, Assistant Plannlng Dlrector advzsed that the property is

- located at the intersection of Nevin Road and .Lake Shore Circle in the

Derita area; it is an irregularly-shaped tract consisting of three separate
lots, and there is located on the property a-house and the petitioner
operates a small trucking company on the property .as well. Down Nevin
Road there are three-homes, dirsctly across-Nevin Road from the property
there is -a distribution company; -down Lake Shore Circle there are three
houses which are to the rear -of the property, and other than that all of
the property in the area is vacant. The property is zoned R-9MF, as is
everything located to the north of Nevin Road and.east of the Railroad;
across Nevin Road it is zone B=-2 and along Brown Road the zoning is Multi-
femily, and to the rear of the property, the srea is zoned R-9 ;

Mr. James L. Cole, Attorney for the Petitioner, stated they are awars that
to jump from a Residential classification to an Industrial classification
on its very face calls for some concern, and they want to present the facts
as not only the Petitioner sees them bul as his friends and neighbers and |
the abutting landowners see them. That it is true when you get into an
Industrial classification you have to protect the abutting and adjacent
landowners, and you must have good access to transportation and,preferably,
boundaries such as topography, water or vegetation which-will protect the
abutting landowners -~ and they respectfully say that they have met these

. reduirements., He stated that Mr. Morgan acouired this property in 1944

and since then he has operated on the property a small trucking business.
He desires this change because this general area is in what could be :
called transitional to some other purpose, be it-business, office or Light
Industrial. In his general area, across from “him there is .a Light. Industrial
complex and on down Nevin Road there is a business concern, and over on the
Railroad there is an Industrial complex which is bullding up. He stated
that Mr. Morgan has taken out of his property. the back 100 feet to preotect
any property owners lying behind him. Mr. Cole passed to the City Council
some photographs of the general area, p01nt1ng out the dlfferent structure
and their usages.' : : - -

¥

have a petltlon whlch he read and asked that 1t be made a part of the record -
#To the Charlotte—Mecklenburg Plannang Commission and MEmbers
of the City Council of the City of Charlotte
We the undersigned residents-of the Derita Area in close proximity
to the. intersection of Niven Road and Gibbon Road are neighbors of

- Mr. R. D. Morgan who has petitioned the Planning Commission and City

Council for a change in zoning of a. tract of properiy owned by him . |
from R«9MF to I-1l classification. We support the petition filed by
Mr. Morgan and have read and examined his-position and are din agreement
with the reasons stated by him for requesting the change in zoning
‘classification. The general area with which we are conderned and
interested, inecluding Mr. Morgan’s property is becoming increasingly |
unsuitable for use or development as residential property due to the
increasing industrial area which is beginning to develop in the Niven
Road-Gibben Road area. We believe that our interest in addition to
Mr. Morgan’s interest will best be served by a change in classification
of his property so as to permit an orderly transition in growth fer
our community.




'Councllman Tuttle asked what Mr. Morgan has planned for this property, and
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i

The trend in our area is towards the development of a light 1ndustr1al
district. In the case of Mr, Morgan’ S property such a change in zonlng
classification will not infringe upon any. residential area close by !
because they. are adequately protected by reason of heavy vegetatlon ‘

_ roads, etc. . . ) . o - § o

e slneerely believe that changing Mr. R. D. Morgan’s three lots to | =
I.1l zoning classification will reflect due con51deratlon for the future o
growth development and cbvious changes which are oceuring in this’
general area. We also heartily endorse Mr., Morgan’s petltlon because
we believe it will assure this general area of the development of a |
. future enviromment that realizes the greatest possible use and enjoyni
ment of his land, balanced at the same time against the necessary :
protectlon of the values of the buildings and land and future enjoy- §
ment of lands on other propsrties in his neighborhood.” ‘ ?
The petltlon is slgned by the follow1ng - j
Mr. & Mrs. B. W. Finger, who own four lots directly to._ the northeast
of the property in questiocn.
- Mr. Eugene A. Moreau, owner and presidnet of the Atlantic Steel Supply
. Company across the strest. !
Mr. Guy.V. Soule and Mr. Quentin A. Soule, offlcers of Soule Steel ;
Corporation and joint ownérs of the property adjacent to property in |
question, )
Mr. Bragg McLeod who owns all the property whlch is presently zoned
R-9MF.
Mr. & Mrs. Henry Stephens and Mr. & Mrs. 001te thtle, nelghbors of |
Mr. Morgan and Mr. Little keing the occupant of the property immediately
" to the rear of Mr. Morgan’s property and will be protected by the 100-
foot buffer. ) l
Mr., Cole stated the buffer zone did not come from any suggéstion from these
people who now petition for the approval of the petition of Mr. Morgan; that
it came from Mr, Morgan before the petition was filed; he went to each of
these people and discussed it with them, and teday they have these people
who would be most affected by it to come in in support Of this petltion-

Mr. Cole replied that right now he cannot say, butithet,under I-1 he has |
a rather broad latitude and he has indicated he hopes to sell this property
and it is in the hands of a real estate agent now for perhaps a very light
warehousing cperation. Mr. Cole stated the property is totally surrounded_
by light industrial operation and it is not an area where you would build

.a home so it is absolutely impossible to- sell the property as residential

prOperty, that he has had a non~conforming use prior to the zoning. ordlnance.

- No opposition was expressed to the. proposed rezonlng. X

Council decisiop_was deferred for_one week._:

HEARING ON PETITION NO. 66-62 BY THE CHARLOTTE-MECKLENBURG PLANNING com&-
SION TO AMEND THE TEXT OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE BY ADDING A NEW SECTION 23-36.1
TO CREATE A NEW MULTI-FAMILY DISTRICT TO BE KNOWN AS R-20MF DISTRICT, DESIGNED e

- AS A CONDITIONAL APPROVAL OF LOW DENSITY MULTI-FAMILY USE DISTRICT.
The public hearing was held on the subject petition..

- Mr. Fred_Bryant,'Aesiefaﬁtiplanning.Director;:stated'some time ago at Council’s

request, the Planning Commission began consideration of a new multiwfamily



§ able to retain control of the use of the property to a cvertain extent even :

ward without any question, and it might be that on that basis there would
. Mr. Bryant stated that first of all an application for rezoning to R-20MF

multi-family district shall be accompanied by schematic plans (that he thinks

~and large the requirements as listed in the ordihance can be provided for
' through the provision of" a plot plan and then some sort of sketch or rendering
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district to be 1nserted into the ordinance; this to be a district that WOuld

. be designed as a low density multi-family district with requirements that

would make it more compatible in & good many instances with surrounding single-

. family uses and with the present maximum zone, the R-15MF district. When

they started work on this, they very early rezlized that in order to come |

up with something meaningful, they really had to be thinking about scmetinng
that would be comparatively more stringent with the existing R-15MF dlstrlct
also, in order to be effective it had to deal with more than just increasing
the amount of land area that would be required because to be well-planned f
does not mean just low density, you have to take into consideration whether

or not it embodies good site planning,- and whether it is providing’ protectlon
for adjoining single-family property and soforth. - That when they began _
thinking along these lines,they came up with the idea and they are recommendlng
today that the ordinance be amended to include a new district that would be

§ _not only a low-density district as far as the number of units permitted on

a given tract of land, but that it would alsd be a conditional approval dis-
trict. By this they mean that the multi-family uses that would go in this
district would be permitted only after approval of the plan itself; particularly
a site plan and a sketch of what the buildings and soforth would look like;
this would be part of the approval process. In this fashion, they would be

after the zoning was changed because it would mean that the property would
have to be developed in a manner that was prescribed and shown on the plan
at the time it was approveds

That l{a) states the purpose of the district and it says the purpose of the
R-20MF multl—famlly district is to provide for low-density apartment develop-
ment in areas which would be unsuited for multi-family use on & higher dens;ty,

less restricted basis. By having high dimensional standards and requiring

site plan approval, maximum contrdl of development ecan be achleved through
this district., The following procedures and requirements are established
for the development of QPZUMF multl-famlly dlstrlcts.

Councilman Whittington asked if he is talking about areas other than the
high rise that we have just passed downtown,'and is talking primarily about
residential neighborhoods? Mr. Bryant replied we are talking very deflnltely
about something quite different from the high rise downtown situation; we

are talking about areas where you could logically require a high conventional
standard - luxury type - where you could have large lots cn which you would
permit overall a comparatlvely low denslty develcpment :

Councilman Whittington asked- im " ¢onnection with the large apartment pro-
jects which have beéen recertly turned down by Council if this were approved,
could those same people then come back under this plan without waiting the
twoayear period? Mr. Bryant stated he- would refer to Mr. Kiser on that, kut
he believes they could as it would be a separate request That any that’®
Council might reconsider they would at least have an opportunity te reccnsider
them on the basis of a definité proposal that would have to be ¢arried for-

be some that were more acceptable than ‘at the time they were considered.

the word schematic is improtant as they are not:saying by this that there

: . has to be detailed engineering or -architectural drawings prepared or presented

but they are saying there must be encugh plans presented so they can under-
stand and realize what this will look like when it is completed). That by

of what the buildlngs are proposed to look llke and flnally bY some very brief
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 typewritten or written text. That first of all the schematiec plan must
show the proposed locations of buildings and their- general exterior dimensions.
{2} The proposed use of all land within the area requested for rezoning;
that would be, indicate where the parking is, where any recreational facili-
ties would be and so forth. (3) Dimensions between all buildings and from
buildings to property lines; that would be on the plot plan. (4) Traffie,
parking and circulation plan; that would also be on the plot plan as shown
in the illustration. (5) Proposed locationand material of any screening
walls, fences, or plantings; by this they mean if they are going fto show
any screen planting or screen walls around the exterior of the property or °
anywhere on the property they want them to show that and show- what material it is

. going to be of; and keep in mind that this pertains only to screen plantlng and
screen walls not to the four walls of the building. (6) The proposed exterlor
of the design of the building; that would be just a sketch showing what the |
exterior of the building would look like. That (7) Schedule of number and §

size of apartments within the project and (8) Proposed time -schedule and

staglng, if any, Ffor construction of the project, could be in the form of

 just scme wrltten material. That this is the type of information they Would
provide. L o _ -

" Councilman Tuttle asked in the schematlc plan if the fine prlnt will contaln
somethlng to the extent that what they do ultlmately build must resemble the
_ plan, and Mr. Bryant replied there is a requlrement in the ordinance thet '
when they do develop,lt must be in .accordance with the plans as approved.
Mr. Bryant continued with the explanatlon of the ordlnance and stated the f
development requlrements are as follows: {13 The minimum area requirement |
shall be 20,000 square feet for the first dwalling unit in the project:
- and 5,000 square. feet- for each addltlonal dwelling unit. That this compares
. with the R-15MF classification which requires 15,000 for the first unit and
. 3,500 for each other unit., As an example, if you toock a five=acre tract ;
. under the present R-1SMF classification, you could put 71 units on that tract.
- Under the proposed R-20MF you would be able to put only 49, so it does con— |
stitute a reduction in the number of units that would be permltted. j

',é Ccuncilman Short asked how many unlts you could get on R-S s1ngle family,

| and Mr. Bryant replled about.seven units per acre, so about 35 units for the
five acres. 3 ~
_ . Mr. Bryant continned with the ordinance (2) The minimum setback from street

| and minimum side and rear yards shall be 40 feet. (3) The minimumn unobstruqted
“open ‘space shall be 70 per cent of the total lot area. (4) The height re-
quirements are the same as they are on any other dlstrlct with a basic 40
foot height limitation and yon can go to any helght provided vou provide |
additional setback on the sides. (5) Every building shall be separated from
any other building by at least 25 feet and fimally (6) Parking of motor :
vehicles shall .not be permltted w1thln the required setback.

! That permitted uses would be only multl-famlly use. If this 15 going to be
T a condltlonal use the only logical thing to do is to say that it must be ;
used for that purpose and that purpose only. In approving an application
for -R-20MF multi~family districts, the Council shall find that the proposed
| development will be compatible with general neighborhood development plans, |
 will not place excessive traffic loads .on local streets and that the site
can be developed according to a site plan that will minimize adverse effects
on any adjacent single-family residential areas.

. That site development within the R~20MF Multi-family District shall conform .
to the schematic plan and a55001ated requlrementsapproved by the City Council.
Modification of the development plan and associated. requirments may be made
by the City Counc11 subsequent to their initial approval upon application

thereof by the owner of the property. That this is saying in effect when
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the developer gets into the project he finds that some part of this that he
has originally shown in his plan-just is not working out, then he may come
back before Council to request reapproval or modification of hls plan, and
this can be done w1thout addltlonal publlc hearlngs -

That flnally following City Councll approval of an R-20MF multi~family -
district, the property for which approval was granted shall be Tabeled

,”R 20MF M.D.J on the Offlclal Zonlng hap.

Mr. Bryant stated that is the extent of the ‘recommendations which they brlng

'é; today. That they do think it is a district that can meet some of the re- ;

quirments that we are experiencing for additional multi-family space and can
very easily be quite a bit more compatlble Wlth adjacent 51ngle~famlly ‘
development. -

Mr. William P, Allan with Trotter and Allan Construction Company stated
they have built soite multi-family projects, and he is speaking individually
and not for the firm. That they think this conditional approval is probably
too much power to grant to the Planning Board or to refer to the City Council;
they feet it is unwarranted restriction to have to bring plans and specifi-
cations of buildings in for approval; they also. feel that prohibition of
parking in the regquired setback area could in some cases prove a hardship |
when the topography cf the ground is such that it would be better off there.
That they have seen and built such a case. That he thinks Council needs ;
to think long and hard about whether any governing body wants to assume the
power to approve plans and layouts of a private developer’s apartment pro-
ject. That thesé things have a habit of growing over the years. They =~
would like to ask that they be governed in a City by a government of laws
and not by the whim of the present City Council or the present Planning
Board and they would like to ask that that section be opposed

Councllman Short stated to Mr Allan that this conditional feature w111 apply
if adopted only to a new zoning- category called R-20MF,- and it will net apply
to the present multi-family zoning categories, and he asked -if he understands
that? Mr. Allan replied he does understand this, and it is more the prlnclple
of conditional approval as such which they are asking recon51derad That it
does not -look as 1f it will be much of a hardship on anyone but these condl-
tional approvals are dangerous precedents._

Councilman Tuttle asked if this is not something that could work in his favor
and at the present time it cannot work to his detriment because this is scme-
thing that he is prlvileged'to come and ask to be allowed to do whereas now

you cannot. Mr. Allan stated that is true, but they would like to see Counc11

5_ pass the R-ZGMF section without the condltlonal approval.

Councilman Short asked Mr. Allah-if ‘he would like to’have'hié zoning petitﬁon
judged on the basis of the very nice plans you might have in mind to use for
your particular plot of land rather than on the basis of the cheapness and |

| the least and the worse that the law would allow, which is the basis it weuld

have to be judged on now? He asked if he does not think hé has a better chance
of getting a petition approved? -Mr. Allan replied he thinks they would buf

he thinks the precedents and the principle of the Planning Board and Counc;l
approval here-at least in the beglnnlng of baslc plans and speclflcatlons
autweight that advantage, :

Mr. Phillip Alexander presented the- follow1ng reccmmendatlon.

“The Zoning Committee of the Charlotte Board of Realtors recently com~
pleted an extensive study of the proposed R-20MF-planned multl—family
-district zoning classification and respectfully recommend your approval
- of this additior to the existing zoning ordinance of the City of Charlotte.”
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' Mr. Alexander stated this recommendation is made by-the Zoning Committes

of the Charlotte Board of’ Realtors, and he is Chariman- of that Commlttee

: w1th Mr., John R. Broadway. --

Mr. Ralph waie, President of Home Builders Association, asked how close
you have to follow to the schematic sketch and diagram submitted from the
standpoint that this is all conditional;. vour permit or your conditicnal

has been entered and some neighbor objects saying yvou are not adhering com-

pletely to your sketch plan as submitted, how much leewsy will you have?.

.Other than that, they do endorse this as being good, but they need a clarif:

cation as a legal aspect. .That they had an instance where the project was
. stopped, an injuction was taken out by the adjoining property owners and
: they would not want to see this type thlng happen agaln.

Mr. Kiser, Clty Attorney replied that baSICally he would have to follow the

schematic design plan as submitted. That it is possible and conceivable
that some questions could arise among reasonable men as to whether they are

following every detail but assuming that he is-reasonably. following the sche

¢

%matic plan“as submitted, he would'say that ﬁbuld zatisfy the requirement.

Mr. Bryant stated he agrees with Mr. Kiser that he would have to comply

© with what was shown on the schematic plan, but again he would emphasize tbat

the word schematic’is- important when you are dealing with your dimensions,

general exterior dimemsions: Again, the word general would bear with it
some implication that there would not be, or the idea at least is not to
have precise tothe inch dimensions reguired nor shown on the plans - that
at least is the way it has been visioned, and if there is any change in the
wording that is needed tc make that clear, they w1ll be glad to do s50.

Coun01lman Shert stated this is something that he thlnks we very much need

If you go from the highest density.of single family now to the lowest den-
sity of multi-family, which is R-19MF, vou have an increase of aboult $8 per
cent in the density, and he thinks this is too much of a jump and what is
proposed here now.would give according to his arithmetic about a 16 per

| cent increase in- the density - that he figured about five families. in the
five acre tract which Mr. Bryant mentioned. That he thinks this is defi-~
' nitely needed and that this category will be used, and the Planning Come
‘mission has worked it out exactly right, and he moved the adoption of

Ordinance No. 485 Amending Chapter 23 “Zoning”, Article III, Division 3,

'by adding a new Section 23-36.1 R-20MF Multi-Family District. The motion
was seconded by Councilman Tutlle and carried unanimeusiy.

The ordinance is recordaed in full in Otdinance Book 14, beginning at Page 338.

HEARING ON PETITION NO. 66-62 BY CHARLOTTE—MECKLENBURG'PLANNING COMMISSION
TO AMEND THE-TEXT OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE BY ADDING NEW SECTIONS-TQ PROHIBIT

 OFF-STREET PARKING BEING LOCATED IN THE REQUIRED SETBACK ON ANY LOT USED FOR!
‘MULTI-FAMILY PURPOSES IN ANY RESIDENTTAL DISTRICT, REQUIRE PARKING PLAN
APPROVAL FOR MULTI-FAMILY DEVELOPMENTS, AND REQUIRE BARRIERS TO PREVENT
PARKING ENCROACHMENT IN SETBACK AREA.,

The publlc hearing was held on the subject petltlon

?Mr Fred Bryant Assistant Plannlng Director, stated this deals w1th the
.general or overall requirement for prohibitiing parking in setbacks in all
imulti-family districts, That this is something that some Council members

in the past have expressed concern about, but this petition comes. .
by way of the Planning Commission rather than by Council request. That in

S

‘as in Part 1, dealing with the proposed location of the buildings and their §

I
{




_Planning.CommiSSion is recommending that this be taken to reguire that any
- parking for multi-family uses in multi-family districts be located kehind
“the setback line. This does not necessarily mean that ne parking would be
‘permitted from the street all the way up to the building as we are talking

plan be approved. for multi-family districts. But Paragraph two would now
"say that this plan must be approved in order that 1t can be checked to see
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congidering this ‘matter of parking in setback there is already existing ln

the ordinance this same type of prohibition in the office district. In

the office distriet you may not now park in the setback. That he thinks |
this was really an oversight on the part of all who had a hand in drafting
the ordinance not to, at the same time, recommend that this apply in the ‘

multi~family dlstrlcts,as well., That:he oould point out a number of lnstances

where the entire front vard of multi-family struetures have keen-paved and
used for parking, and that does not present a. very good appearance for a

regidential neighborhood to have these wide strips of asphalt all the way
out to the street for parking purposes. That with this thought in mind the

about the requlred setback and not the setback as it mlght actually be on
the ground. T . : R

For instance in the R-EMF distriet there is-a requlred se+back of 25 feot.
Someone might set a building 35, 40 or 50 feet back-from the street, and
if this is done, he could park in that last part of the area but he could |
not park in the first 25 feet., That this applies all the way down the line,
all the way .down to the R-15MF district which requires a setback of 40 Ieet

‘but in this R-15MF distriet he suspects that you will find the majority of

buiidings are setback more than that, and there would be some room for
them to park but. they would not be- able to park in whatever the requlred
sethack is.

That the ordlnance states as follows‘

“Ho parking of motor vehlcles shali be permltted in the requlred set~§
back on any lot used for multi-family purposes in any residential
district. The space within the required setback shall not be used as
maneuvering space. for the parking or unparking of vehicles, except
that driveways providing ingress and egress-to.the parking area may
ke installed across the setback area.- Cn corner lots parking shall
not be permitted within-the side yard and rear yard adjacent toc the
street for a distance back from the street right-of-way as follows:
R-1,0MF, R-6MF-H, R-6MF, R-9MF Districts-- 6 feet; R-12MF, R~ ISMF
Dlstrlcts ~ 10 feef "o

That concernlng the maneuverlng -~ in the OFflce dlstr;ct where parklng is
prohibited in the - setback we do not have this specific requirement forx

prohibiting maneuvering areas and have had some instances where people have
just placed their parking immediately behind the 25-~foot setback and then |
paved the intervening area to be used for maneuvering space to get in and
out of the parking spaces so that when you look at it on the ground there
is no difference between it and the actual spaces used for parkind. So if !
we are golng to keep parking out of the setback they feel that thls secoﬂd
part is also necessary.

That where you have corner lots, they felt that some smaller space.'should
be kept free of parking on the side vard, next to the street, out . of-
deference to the uses that might be locatéed across the street. Paragraph
two is @ follow-up -~ saying that Parking plans must now be approved for a
multi-family use. Up %o now, since there was really no prohibition against
parking in a multi-family district, we did not even require that a parking

that it complled w;th Paragraph ONS o
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“Mr. Allan stated he is glad to know thls, but agaln he would like to say

- Mr. Edward M Cibson stated he would llke to oppose the portion mentioned

~of course, their primary concern here is with the multi-family parking
and plan approval, not necessarily with the duplex situation. That the?
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. Mr. Willkiam P. Allan stated again he would like to object. That he‘feels

this is just one more invasion of their -rights to build.apartments as they
choose. That they would like to at least see if there cannot be included |
a provision where the Zoning Board of Adjustment could in some cases waive
this requirement where the topography of the ground and other factors meke
it utterly impossible to use any place other than the front yard., If they |
cannot get it knocked out, they would at least like to have SOme - flex1b111ty -
in jit. | (-

That he would llke to mentlon ohe prOJect of theirs - . Yorktown Garden Apart-
ments - where they do park in the front vard in the required setback area.§
They have in front of each building a space for twelve automcbiles, and they
feel that is the only practical way they could have built it, and this may :
come up again and they would at least like to have some method where the
Zoning Board of Adjusiment, in cases where it is impractical, would be
allowed to waive that regquirement. '

Councilman Whittington asked the City Attorney to speak on the question,
and Mr. Kiser stated the Zoning Board of Adjustment now has authority to
grant variances in cases where the strict application provisions of the
ordinance would result in-a hardship. or practical difficulties.

Mr. Bllan asked if the Planning Commission would object to including in the
language, “except where waived by reasons of hardship by the Zoning Board
of Adjustment.” Mr. Kiser replied that would not be necessary in view of
the brdinance already. in effect

they do oppose it in its entlrety

about side parking in O-6 or any apartment areas because a man owning a

small parcel of property to build apartments on, can only put so many

square feet; and if it does not allow side parking, it is-only natural thaﬁ
4t will cut down on the number of units he can put on his tract. When you
do that, it no longer makes it feasible to build because of the cost
1nvolved for the land.. That he has had to work pretty hard to pay for his
land, and if this is passed and he camnot use side parking, then his entlrg
project is dead. That if you can talk with:the Insurance Company and get §

“them-to up the valuation of allowance for apartments units to be built

when you are knocking a fellow out of five or six units on a piece of pro—g
perty, then he says let’s pass it; otherwise, leave it alone.
Counc11man-Short stated he would raise the question whether we are requiring
more room for automckiles whieh just means that we have smaller bedrcoms i
and dens and livingrooms for the pecple. Also, he would like to hear some!
comments from Mr. Bryant and Mr. Sibley as to. whether a parking plan for
two families that just decided to live in a duplex is not too much regi-
mentation - that it seems to him they could work out their own parking
arrangements.  He asked if this does not.require that a parking plan be
flled for a duplex°

Mr. Bryant replied that it wnuld requlre that a parklng plan be filed, and§

discussed this with the Traffic Engineering Department, which is the ; R
agency which approves these parking plans, and it was partially at their .
request that they included the duplex in the parking plan approval because
they say they are having some difficulty with just what has been indicated -
a very informal sort of parking in duplex situations where it makes it
difficult to ckserve - keeping in mind that many of the duplexes are built




"in areas where you have your roll-typs curb and gutter without any formal

"lIN IBE R-12M¥ AND R-10MF DISTRICTS.

: rihe public hear*ng was held on the third-Section of Petition No. 66-62.

-is a great deal of parking in streets around the projeets, and this, in

" Mr. Edward Gibson stated a man is allowed to put so many units on a

T R
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driveway entrances, ‘and this makes it difficult to maintain and to enforcé
the driveway reguirements that they have, so it is partially at their request
that the duplexes were included in the parking-plan approval process. ks far
as a parking plan for a duplex, it is a very simple matter to very cquickly
draw wp a few lines on -what they are already -showing as their plot plan.
And in order to get the permit, they must already have some sort of plot plan.

Councilman Whittington moved approval of an ordinance entitled: Ordinancg

No. 486 Amending Chapter 23, Article IV, Division 1, and Article V, Division 1
with Respect to Off-Street Parklng . The metion was seconded by Councilman
Tuttle and carried unanimously. : :

.The-ordinance is recgrded in fu1ll in‘Ordinance‘Bookil4;'at Pagezaﬁs.

HEARING ON PETTTION NO. 66-62 EY CHARLOTTE MECKLENBURG PLANNING COMMISSION
T AMEND THE TEXT CF THE ZNING ORDINANCE BY AMENDING SECTION 253-62.T0 REQUIRE

2,0 OFF~STRERT PARKING SPACES PER DWELLING UNIT FOR MULTI-FAMILY DWELLINGS
N THE R-6MFH, R-6MF AND R“QMF»DISTRICTS AVD 2 5 SPACES PER DWELLING UNIT

Mr. Fred Bryant stated-the‘flnal section’ of"thls proposal_deals WLth inereasing
the requirement for parking in multi-family developments. It has been the

- feeling of the Planning Commission for some time, based on cbservaticns that
‘all have made on apartment projects around town, that there is an inadesuate

number of parking spaces provided. That on- some of the newer ones, there

some instances, has caused a great deal of discontentment within-neighbeorhceds
and complaints within neighborhoods. - For this-reason, the Planning Commission

© is proposing that the parking requirements we increased so that basically in

the R~6 and R-8 districts the space be increased frem 1.25 to 2 spaces ver
dwelling units, and in the R-12 and R-15 districts that it be increased fronm
1.25 to 2.%. This merely relates to the plan approval whereby if you put
this in the proper context of the ordinance,.you would find that you are
required to install barriers around parking areas; that you would be reguired
to place them not only around the exterior property as you do now, but you
would also have to place them in such a way as “to prevent the cars from
being parked in the vard space where they are prohibited.

tract, and this means with a 21 unit garden type.apartment he would now .
have to have 26 car spaces; under the proposed ordimance, he would have to
cut that and allow 2 car spaces per unit - he could no longer get 21 unltb

on that same property, and he would be cut down to approximately 14 or :
perhaps 12 units. If you do, the cost of your project has gone up so high
you cannet build an apartment house or anything else on it - you are knoeking
the City out of tax-money because obviocusly the more units you put on it,

the more taxes you are geing to pay. You have to have proper parking spanes
for it, but he does not think vou need any twe or two and one half na'k;ng

‘ unlus per apartment in any place in Charlotta. - - -

Councilman Tuttle stated one of- the problems is not Just a.-case of whether
you have 20 cars or not, but yeu must make some allowance for weekends wyon
people are having company; vou have fo have-a place for the guest to park.
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. Mr. Gibson stated 52 car perking spaces would be ridiculous for some 21 unlts,
| and if you put the 52 parking spaces, then you have to cut down on the amount
§ of units, and the insurance companies are not going to allow or loan you ]
. any more money on that piece of property; in fact, they are going to lend you
. less as they only allow you so much per unit. This makes it so a man cannot e
. afford to build on it, and you just do not need any two or two and a half car :
| spaces per apartment. %
: . . i
| Mr. W, J. Elvin stated the City Manager and the Planning Board should find
| out what is being done in other cities in regard to parking - it is as
- simple as that, and this is the result of what they call experience.

. Mr. Bryant stated as part of the bkasis for this study, they tock a lock at
" all the ordinances of other cities they have in their files. That by and |
- large the parking reguirements range scmewhat with the size of the City and |
- with the areas in which the various districts are placed. For instance, |
- a City like New York because of their space limitations cannot require off-
| street parking, and in many of their zones they do not. In other cities more
similar to our own they range anywhere from one space per unit up to about |
. what we are doing now. That based on the information which is avallable,
what we are talking about here is not out of the ordinary, but it is towards
. the top of the requxrements as you. compare them with other cities. That '
 Atlanta does not require quite as much parking; theirs is down about one and
‘& quartser to one and a half spaces per unit. That over all we have a little
‘more area to work with. - e ;
Mr. A, J. Forlidas stated this requirement is sort of excessive. The reason
. that it is excessive is it is going to be based on the apartments that will |
be built in fthe City in the coming vears, and the population is such that _
half of the people in the United States will be under 25 years of age; conse-
- quently, it is in the low income bracket now - some of the people will be ; Lo
¢ living in these areas here, and he does not think they will be able to afford e
two bedrooms and two cars and soforth,. so ‘they will be staying in one bedroom
apartments. That he would like to make a recommendation to the Planning 5
;Board and the City Council that the requirement be one space for parking for,
- every bedroom in lieu of every unit, so if you had a project consisting |
Estrictly of one bedrcom units, then you would have one parking space for
. every unlt ‘ahd if .you had a mix-up,then you would have consequently more
! spacdes. .

‘Mr. Ralph Howie stated he is speaking this time on his own behalf and not
 for the Home Builders Association, and he i5 reguesting that this be post-
'poned until they cah make a little further study. That this could penalize
‘particularly smaller oné bedroom and two bedroom apartments, so he would
érequest that this be posipohed until a further study can be mads.

Mr. George Trotter, Trotter and Allan, stated he is concerned with aesthetics.
That this parking will encroach on the bedrooms, livingrooms and other areas:
.of the building. That if they eliminate apartment units, they not only
eliminate the tax base, but also inerease  the street lengths in the City. |
That Mr. Bryant brought out the fact that Atlanta had only one and a quarter,

‘or one and a half units as a requirement and that two would only be slightly

" lover this + that actually two is about 40 per cent over this, and in his lifeﬁ

40 per cent is a long way. That 40 per cent will not only cost loss of units, —
it will éauge ellmlnatlon of the nany extensive zonings that we have in R-QMF. P
‘That what they are trving to do'is to get Council to think about this a little

bit and give it some due consideratlon.. That he requests that judoment be
deferred at this time. ' i
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Councilman Short stated he does not believe that anhy motion lS requlred and
he would suggest that actlon be deferred 1ndef1n1tely

Councilman Whittington asked Mr. Howie how long he would like Council to
wait? Mr, Howie yeplied thevy sghould have a recommendatlen back from thelr
Association within- thlrty days.

. Mayor Brookshire asked if they could have their recommendation sconer asgr

Council does not like to leave things pendlng that long. That Council will
meet on the 27th but w1ll not meet on July 4th, s0 lt wilil be three weeks
1f lt is postponed longer than a week. ‘

Mayor Brookshlre stated without any obJectlons thls w111 be on the Councll
Agenda for July llth '

CONSIDERATION OF PETITION NO. 66-57 FOR CHANGE IN ZONING FROM R-8 TO R—SMF
OF A TRACT OF LAND FRONTING ON THE EAST SIDE OF - PARK ROAD, BEGINNING NORLH
CF TOWNES ROAD DEFERRED ' -

Councilman Whittington stated 1n ‘contiection with the sub;ect petltlon that

there are several people in the audlence who are interested. That Councilman v
Jordan is away because of a death in his wife’s family, and Councilman Thrower

is out~-of-town, and in deference to these pedple, he moved that this matter
not be acted upon today. The motion was seconded by Councilman Tuttle and
carrled unanimously -
RESOLUTION CONFIRMING THE ASSESSMENT ROLL FaR LOCAL IMPROVEMENTS ON GALA&
DRIVE LEAFMORE DRIVE, CLINTUCOD DRIVE AND BARRYMORE DRIVE

. The scheduled hearlng Was held on the Preliminary Assessnent Roll for

improvements completed on Barrymore Drive, Cllntwood Drive, Galax Drive .

and Leafmore Drive by installing storm drainage fac;litles, roll-type qurb and
gutter and paving with base course and surface cours a, at a total project

cost of $19 575.20, of whlch ‘the City’s share is $1,983.30 and the share |

to be assessed against the oWners of the property abuttlng the 1mprovements

is $18,503.90, of Whlch $912.00 is bo¥ne by the City for cérner lot exemptions

; Cand is included in the City’s share of $1,983.30, with the asseSSment rate

$6.08 per front foot,

Mrs. Raymond Avant, 4931 Galax Drlve,'stated she has lived at this address
for eleven years and was out there before thls was taken 1nto the city.

‘That the other property ovners . were really not 1nvolved when Mr. Trotter=

came in and decided to develop the area Wlthln the last’ two or three years
and this is when the street improvements took place.” That they were bene—
fitted by what. the County had done as they had paved the street up to thelv
driveway which was sufficient and met thelr needs. When Mr. Trotter Look
over the deveIOpment of this area, he bought up more than 50. per cent of

~ the prcperty and then could promote this 1mprovemeﬁts. That 125 feet of

their ares was involved in the pro;ect s6 they have been assessed. One |
part she does. not like is after the date of the notice you_ are allowed
thirty days to pay the assessment - when you are assessed neally a tHousand
dollars that is a good bit of money to fork out within that time. If you
pay on the installment plan, your interest rate involves a great deal more.
That she thinks 1t is asklng an awfully lot for them as it was more or less

pushed down their throats when they had not asked for it. That Mr. Michael

Plumides owns property across the street, and he has a good bit of frontage
which was paved and guttered on the Barrymore side. That she does not keow
what his views are now, but he said at one time he was not in favor of
having to pay for the assessment since he did not ask for it. Although Ehe
thinks the improvement is fine, she did not ask for it and since Mr. Trotter

- wanted to bulild these houses and thought it necessary to pave the street?
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Upon motion of Counc1lman Albea, seconded by Councilman Whlttlngton and
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and gutter, she feels he should be responsible for improvements.

Mayor- Brookshire remarked that the City had no alternative on the mafter és
74 per cent of the property owners on the street petitioned for it. That
the work has been carried out exactly as proposed. : ; I

i

Mr. Veeder, City Manager, stated the notice which Mrs. Avant regeived reaés - i{

"The law provides that your assessment may be paid in full, without 1nterest —

within thirty days from the date of publication of notice on the assessment....
or at your option, may be paid in-not less than two nor more.than ten equal
payments, bearing interest at 6 per cent.” .That Mrs. Avant certainly has

the privilege to spread this over a ten-year period, which will be due and
payable on October lst of each.year. That the interest rate is not somethlng
that is dlscretlonary Wlth the Clty Council, it is a:fixed rate.—‘ ~

Upon motlon of Councllman Whittlngton, ‘seconded by Councilman Short and
unanimously carried a resclution entitled: Resolution Confirming the ‘
Assessment Roll for Local Improvements on Galax Drive, Leafmore Drive,
Cllntwood Drive and Barrymore Drlve, was adopted at_ 3:35 p ml.

The resolution is recorded in full in Resolutlons Book 5, at Page 279.

ORDINANCE NO..487—X ANNEXING 60,79 ACRES OF PROPERTY IN CRAB ORCHARD TCWNSHIP,
- .TO THE CITY OF CHARLOETE N PETITION CF JOHN'CROSLAND COMPANY' ADOPTED.

The public hearing.was held on Petlt;on of John Crosland Company for the
annexation of the City of Charlotte of 60.79 acres of property in Crab
Orchard Township, located on Plaza Road -Extension, adjacent to Hampshire |
Hills Subdivision, and contiguous to the City Limits. Council was adv1seﬁ -
that no outlay of funds will be required Ly the City this fiscal year and e
the Developer has indicated that only a portlon cf the land will ke deVeloped
during the next fiscal year. - s N .

No oppesition was expressed to the proposed annexatlon- ;

unanimously carried, an ordinance entitled: Ordinance No. 487-X Annexing
60.79 Acres of Property in Crab Orchard Township to the City of Charlotte!
on Petltlon of John Crogland Company, WEs adopted

The ordinance is recorded in full in Ord;nanoe Book 14, beglnning at Page: 339.

ORDINANCE NO. 488-X ANNEXING 30.46 ACRES OF PROPERTY IN CRAB ORCHARD TOUWNSHIP
TO THE CITY OF CHARLOTTE, ON PETITION OF JOHN CROSLAND COMPANY, ADOPTED.

The scheduled hearing was held on Petition of John Crosland Company for the
annexation to the City of Charlotte of 30.46 acres of property in Crab
Orchard Township, located on Plaza Road Extension, adjacent to Hampshire
Hills Subdivision, and contiguous to the city limits, the Council having
been advised that no ocutlay of funds will be required by the City this
fiscal year, and the Developer has indicated that only a portlon of the land
will be developed durlng the next fiscal year.

Ne opposltlon was expressed to the proposed annexation. ' _ f ?'i

Motion was made by Councilman Whittington, seconded by Councilman Albea, |
and unanimously carried, adopting an ordinance entitled: Ordinance No, 48:-X
Annexing 30.46 Acres of Property in Crab Orchard Township to the City of
Charlotte, on Petltlon of John Crosland Company «

The ordinance is recorded im full in Ordinance Book 14,'beginning at Page%ﬁél.
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MEETING RECESSED AT -3:45 -P.M. AND RECONVENED AT 3:5% P.M.

Mayor Brookshire ecalled s ten mlnute recess at 3 145 p.m,. and-reconvened the
meeting at 3:55 p.m. .

MR. We J« ELVIN STATES OBJECTIONS TC THE APPOINTMENT OF MR. INGERSOLL AS
CHIEF OF POLICE. ’ .. . . ;

Mr. Via J. Elvin stated he would like to make a few comments on the appolnt—
ment of the new Police Chief. That he had recommended: very highly, and
still does, the appointment of the County Chief of Police, George Stephens,
as Chief and Mr. Jake Goodman as Assistant Chief. That he thinks Council:
has made a serious mistake.  First of all because Mr. Ingersoll is whoily
inexperienced; that he has had no experience whatsoever. That he also :
has to agree with the very well recorded words of John Thrower - something
to this effect - “that the cards were stacked, That it had fo be one of |
the International Council of Chief of Police who got the job.” .And looking
from the other side of the fence it looks that way to him.  That he wishes
My, Ingersoll esvery success, but he does not have the experience for the |
job and we will wait and sees - . :

ORDINANCE NO. 489-Z AMENDING CHAPTER 23, SECTIOM 23-8 OF THE CITY' CODE
CHANGING THE ZONING FROM R-9MF AND IT.1 TO R-6MF OF THE BLOCK BCUNDED BY
CEDARHURST DRIVE, WOODSTONE DRIVE AND DALECREST DRIVE, AND OF A LOT ON
THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF DALECREST DRIVE AVD WOODSTONE DRIVE.

Councllman Whlttlngton moved the adoptlon of - the subject ordlnance changlng
the zoning of the property, as recommended by the Planning Commission. :

The motion seconded by Councilman Tuttle and carried unanimously.

The ordinance is recorded in full in ordinance Book .14, at Page 343.

ORDINANCE NO. 490-7Z AMENDING CHAPIER 23, VSELTfCN 23-8 OF THE CITY CODE

CHANGING THE ZONING FROM R-6MF TO O~6 or A LOT LOCATED AT 4131 CEN”RAL

AVENUE, ADOPTED.

Upon motion of CounCLIman Short, seconded by. Counc11man Whittington, and
unanimously carried, the subject ordinance was adopted changing the zonlng
of the property, as recommendsd by the Planning Commission. .

The ordinance is recorded ir full in Ordinance Book 14, at Page 344.
PETITION NO. 66~51 BY MRS. JOHN H. LITTLE AND MISS SARA LITTLE FOR CHANGE:

IN ZONING FROM B-1 TO B-2 OF A TRACT OF LAND ON THE NCRTHWEST CORNER OF
ALBEMHRLE ROAD AND DRIFTWOOD ROAD DENIED,,

Councilman Tuttle moved that the subject petitlon be denled. The motioné
was seconded by Councdiiman Ihlttlngton. . -

" Councilman Albea made a- substltute motion teo approve the petition as recom-

mended by the Plannlng Comm1551on which motion did not recelve a second

The vote was taken on the orlglnal mstlon and carrled by the followlng
regorded vote:

YEAS: Councilmen Alexander, Short, Tuttla and Vhlttlngton. -
NAY3: Counileman Albea. e
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PETITION NO. 66-54 BY H. E. HALL FOR CHANGE IN ZONING FROM R-6MF AND B-1 TO
B-2 OF THREE LOTS AT THR SOUTHWEST CORNER OF EZAST 5TH STREET AND EAST 7TH |
STREET DENIED. 5

Upon motion of Councilman Albes, seconded by Councilman Whittington and
unanlmously carried, the subject petition was denied as recommended by the
Planning Commission, -

APPROVAL OF AGREEMENT WITH Je Na PEASE &- HSSOCIATES FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF
A MODEL OF THE PROPOSED GOVERWMENT CENTER, DENIED.

Councilman Albea moved approval of an‘agreement with J. Na Pease-& Associates,
for the constructicn of a model of the proposed Government {enter, at an
expenditure-of $2,750,00. The motion was seconded by Councilman Alexander.,

Councilman Whittington stated Council has seen the plans which have been &
presented,. and he questions if the model is nesded.. That we have the plan,
and it is the same; that basically we know in which dlrectlcn we gre headed
and he questions the feasibility of the need for such a model, and the ‘
nece531ty of such.an expenditure. R

Mr, Veeder, City Manager, stated this is taking that Plan which shows the
Year 2,000, and making a model out of it to a scale of 1% equals 50’ and
end up thh something about 47x 5’ with an appropoiate cover over it, and
it could be placed for viewing by anyone who is interested. That this is
nothing more than doing something similar to the concept of the model of
the Downtown Project so that people can actually see something in three
dimensions. That this was contemplated by the Planning Gomm1ss;on when it
initiated this project.

Councilman Whittington asked if the money for the model of the Downtown
which Mr. Odell is preparing has already been appropriateds - Mr. Veeder
replied that it has.

Councilman Tuttle stated he thinks this would be wasted money, and asked
why the City is picking up the whole tab? Mr. Veeder replied we would not
be picking up the whole tak as it is something out of the Planning Commis.
sions’s budget, recognizing that the County participates in their budget.

Councilman Tuttle stated he does not see this. That he does see the one
for the Downtown because. the public has to be sold, but the proposed Govern
mental Center is pretty much set, and he does not think much can be done
with it.. That a few hundred dollars of artist drawings on this would
accomplish what the $2,750.00 would accomplish.

Ccuncllman Sbort stated he also questions whether this is needed and therei
are three Councilmen who are not enthusiastic about this,

Councilman Whittington asked Mr. Veeder to state for the record whether he |
thinks this is necessary. That he thinks the members of Council are certai@ly
on record as not being opposed to Urban Renewal, not being opposed to .the
Governmental Plaza and all are on the same team in trying to develop this
City - not only the Downtown core but all over. That as we appreach budget
time all are concerned with expenditures, and if this is nol a necessity,
why should this be authorized« Mr. Veeder replied %o speak right to the
point of ”is this necessary * that in the context of is it essential, he
carnot say that it is. That it would be helpful but he cannot say it is
essential. : '

The %ote was taken-on the motion end lbst'dﬁ'the following vote:

YEAS. Councilmen Albea and Alexander.
NAYS:; Councilmen Short, Zhrewer, Tuttle and Whittington.

47 - Page 262
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CHANGE ORDER NO, 1 IN CONTRACT WITH J. N. PEASE & ASSOCIATES FOR ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES ON EASTWAY DRIVE AND THE PLAZA APPRGVED .

At the request of Councilman Whittington, the City Manager explained the
subject change order, and stated it was daused by the splitting of the coriginal
contract for the engineering design from North Tryon Street to Independance
Boulevard and cutting it off at Arnold Drive.

Councilman Short moved that Change Order No, 1 in Contract with J. N. Pease

& Associates for Englnee ing Design Serv1ces_on Eastway Drive and The Plaza

in the amount of $4,534.64, be approved. The motion was seconded by Councilman
Tuttle and carried unanimously. 3

I:ENCROACHMENT AGREEMENT WITH THE PIEDMONT & NORTHERN RATLWAY COMPANY FOR TEE
CONSTRUCTIONEND MAINTENANCE OF A RAILROAD SIDING ACROSS JAY STREET, BETWEEN

TUCKASEEGEE ROAD AND THRIFT ROAD APPROVED.

Upon motion’ of Coqn011man Whittington, - secended by Councilman “uttle and
ungnimously carried, ‘an encrogchment agreement with the Piedmont & Northexn
Railway Company for the construction and maintenance of a railroad sldlng

- across Jay Sfreet betwean Tudkaseegee Road and Thrift Road was apDIOVed-

RIGHET OF WAY AGREEMENT WITH N. C. HIGHW&# CDMMISSION’FOR THE INSTALLATION

- OF WATER MRIN Iy SOUTH SIDE OF N. Ca NC. 27 APPROVED,

Councllman Tuttle moved approval of a right-of-way agreement w1th the N.
Highway Commission for the installation of 1,150 feet of water imain in th
south side-of N. C, No, 27, from Enderly Road East: The motion was secod
by Councilman Whittington and carried unanimecusly. :

T T s Rt

CONSTRUCTION OF SANITARY SEVER MATINS, AUTHORIZED.

Upon motion of Councilman Short, seconded by Councilman ﬁhlttington, and
unanimously carried, the construction of saﬂltary sewer mailns, 1n51de the
city llmlts was approved as follows.

{a) Construction of 1,012 feet of sewer main in Garden Park at the request
of Nance-Trotter Realty, Inc. The cost is estimated at $4,995.00, ard
"will ‘be borne by the: -applicant, whose deposit of this amount has been
recelved and” w111 be refunqed as per terms of the contract.

(b} Construction of 2,660 feet of sewer main in Lake Plaza Subdivision, at
request of C. D. Spangler Construction Company. The cost is estimatéd
at $23,425.00, and will be borne by the applicant, whose deposit of
this” ammunt has been rncelved and wall be refunded as per terms of the
contract. :

SUPPLEMENTARY CONTRACT WITH ED GRIFFIN DEVELOPMENT CORPORATIOV FOR INSTALLATION
OF WATER MAINS N HOPE VALLEY SUBDIVISION.

Councilman Tuttle moved approval of a Supplementary Contract with Ed Gr1ff11
Development Corporation, to contract dated March 1, 1965, for the 1ns*a11a~
tion of 1,065 feet of additional water mains in FOpe Valley Subdivision,
inside the city limits, at an estimated cost of $3,700.00, with the City §
to finance all construction costs and the Applicant to guarantee an annual
gross water revenue egual to 10 per cent of the total construction cost.
The motion was seconded by Councilman Short and carried uwnanimously.
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APPRAISAL CONTRACIS FOR RIGHT OF WAY IN‘CONNECTION WITH NORTHWEST EXPREssw
WAY AND THE EASTWAY DRIVE WIDENING.

Upon motion Councilman Whittington, seconded by Councilman Tuttle and
unanimously carried, contracts for the appraisal of rights of way, were
approved, .as-follows: . . ‘

{a} Contract with Robert R. Rhvne, Sr., for the appraisal of one parcel of
land at 632 Central Avenue, for the Northwest Exp:essway. -

{b) Contract with W B. Gammage, for the appralsal of one parcel of land 7
at 3500 Eastway Drive, for Eastway Drive Widening. : :

{c) Contract with Harry Brown, for the appraisal of one parcel of land ai
3500 Eastway Drive, for Eastway Drive Widening, and of one of land on
East 12th Street, for the Northwest Expressway. .

STREETS TAKEN OVER FOR CONEINUGUS MAINTENANCE.

Motion waskméde by Councilman-Albea, seconded by Councilman Whittington
and unanimously carried, taking over the following streets for continuous
maintenance by the City: .

(a) Cascade Circle from Billingsley Road 165 feet south of Billingsley Rbad.

E (b) Cascade Circle 165 feet sSouth of Bllllngsley Road sotuh to end of
: Cul- de-sac.

{c} Pondella Drive from 185 fest. south -of Hughes Drive 115 feet north of
Hughes Drive. '

(d) Hughes Drive fromzpéndelia Drive east to end of Cul—derac;

"(e) Bilmark Avenue from 230 feet north of Clnderella Road 131 feet north
of Hughes Drive. :

- {f) Snow White Lane from 95 feet west of Bilmark Avenue to 137 feet east
,of Bilmark Avenue, .

(g} Westone Drive from 180 feet north of Ridgevalley Drive to Faraday Stéeet

(1) Ranch Road 165 feet south of'Westrldge Drlve to 150 feet south of Faraday
StIEEt .

(1) Ridge Vélley ﬁ;tve #rom Ranch Roaq_tofWésﬁéng Drivé.
(i} Mapleleaf Lane from Ranch Road to 125 féet'éast.

(k) Millb;idge Drive ffom‘Ranch Road 100 feet east.

(1) Millbridge Drive from Westone Driv;.156 feét west.

(m). Maplelsaf Lane from Westone Drive 150 feet west. .

{n) TFaraday Street from Ranch Road 150 feet east.
{o) Faraday Street_froﬁfWéstone,Qri&e 50 feet west.
(p) Telestar Lane from Fairview Road south to end of Cul-de-sac..

{q) Colebrook Road 140 feet west of Slagle Drive to 630 feet east of
Tipperary Place.

{r) Oak Forest Drive 150 feet east of Slagle Drlve to 417 feet east of
Slagle Drive.
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REAPPOINTMENT OF GEORGE L. SIBLEY AND JOHN -C. TURNER TO THE CHARLOTTE-
HMECKLENBURG PLANNING CCMMISSION FOR THREE-YEAR TERMS: - -

Councilman Albea moved the reappointment of Mr. George L. Sibley to the |
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Commission to succeed himself for a term
of three years. The motion was seconded by Councilman Whittington and
carried unanimously.

Councilman Tuttle moved the reappointment of Mr. John C. Turner to the
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Commission to succeed hlmself for a term
of three vears. The motion was seconded by Councilman Whlttlngton and !
carrisd unanimously.

CONTRACT AWARDED BLYTHE BROTHERS COMPANY FOR CONSTRUCTION OF’QANITARY SLWER
IN EASTWAY DRIVE.

Upon motion of Councilman Albea, seconded by Councilman Whittington and
unanimously carried, contract was awarded the low bidder, Blythe Brothers
Company in the amount of $34,902.00, on a unit price basis, for the con-
struction of sanitary sewer in Eastway Drive, -as specified, : :

The following bids were received:

Blythe Brothers Company =~ - - $34,902.00
Crowder Construction Company _ _ 39,750.00

LETTER OF AGREEMENT WITH EASTERN AIRLINES FOR PAYMENT OF RENTS IN ORDER fO
PROCEED WITH THE CONSTRUCTION ON THE WEST CONCOURSE AT THE AIRPORT. - ‘

Upon motion of Councilman Albea, seconded by Councilman Whittington and §

unanimously carried, a letier of Agreement with Eastern Airlines for the‘

- payment of rents in order to proceed with the constructlon of the west
Concourse at the Airport, was authorized. ’

 PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS IN CONNECTION WITH PLAZA ROAD WIDENING, EASTWAY DRIVE
'WIDENING, SHARON AMITY ROAD WIDENING, WOODLAWN ROAD WIDENING, AND NOPTHWEST
EXPRESSWAY AUTHDRIZED,

Upon motion of Councilman Albea, seconded by Councilman Tuttle and unanl—
mously carried, property transactions were authorized as follows s

(a} Acquisition of 712 sq. ft. of property at 4259 The Plaza, from Josse
* Lathan Allison, Jr. and wife, at $248 60, in conhiection with the Plaza
Road Widening Project.

{b} Acguisition of 869 sg. ft. of property at 43038 The Plaza, from ;
Mrs. Josephine Black Smith (widow) Jr. R. Black Heirs, at $500.00, in
'connectlon with the Plaza Road Widenlng ProJect Z

{c) Acquisition of 616 sg. ft. of property at 4313 Plaza Road, from LUClll€
M. Duncan (widow), at $549.34, in connection with the Plaza Road |
‘Widening Project.

(d) Acquisition of 830 sq. ft. of property at 4325 The Plaza, from Trady
Tallon Johnston and wife, at $585.70, in connection with the Plaza |
Road Widening Project.

{e] Acquisition of 827 sq. ft. of property at 3343 Eastway Drive, from

- Mary B. Rumph (widow), at $500.0G,'in'conﬁebtion with the Eastway

Drive Widening Project. o
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{f) Acquisition of 600 sy. ft. of property, at 2835 Eastway Drive, from
" Boyce B. Kiser and wife, at $600.00, in connection With the- Eastway
Drive Widening Proiect. . i

(g) Acquisition of 823 sq. ft. of property at 2843 Eastway Driﬁe, from % Y
Mason Withers Daniel and wife, at $1,000.00, in connection with the | :
Eastway Drive Widening Project.

{h) Acquisition of 640 sg. ft. of propérty at 3337 Eastway Drive, from
Brabham Wilcox Owens and wife, at $350.00, in connection with the
Eastway Drive Widening Project. -

(i) -Acquisition of 275 sﬁ. ft. of properfy'atrEastﬁay Drive and Burgin
Street, from Lillie H. Johnson (widow}, at $250.00, in connection
with the Eastway Drive Widening Project.

(3) Aoquisition of 840.02 sq. £, of property at corner of Eastway Drzve;
-and Shamrock, from American 0Oil Company, at $1,625.00, in connectlon
with the Fastway Drive Widening Project.

(k) Acquisition of 1,332 sq., ft. of property at the scuthwest corner of !
. Independence Bculevard and Sharon Amity Road, from Amity Investment
. Company, Inc., at $2,610.00, in connection with the Sharcn Amity
Road Widening Project. ' . .

-(l) chﬁisitioﬁ”of 349,37 sg. ft. of prdpe;ty in.the 2500 block of Sharon
_ Amity Road, from Nancy A. Reid and Ervin Construction Company, at
$1,000.00, in connection with the Sharon Amity Road Widening Project.

(m) Acquisition of 98,9 sq. ft. of property at 2116 North Sharon Amity
Road, from George F. Turner and wife, at $150.00, in connection with
the Sharon Amity Road Widening Project. -

(n) Acquisition of 518.63 sq. ft. of property at 2531 Sharon Amity Réad,
from Thomas Pauls and wife, at $2,600.00, in ccnnection with the
Sharon Amity Road Widening Project.

{o) Acquisition of 9,859 sq. ft. of property at $13 Maple Street, from:
Luther Layton Caldwell, et al, at $4,000.00, in connection with the
Northwest Expressway.

(p)  Acguisition of 24,506 .sq. ft. of property at 448 Beaumont Avenue
{corner of Independence.Boulevard), from Mrs.-Mae R. Propst, w1dow at
$59,000. 00, in connectlon with the Northwest ExXpressway. . §

(qi Acqu131tlon of constructlon easement at 1315 Woodlawn Road, from !
Lucille D. Bevis, at $1,800.00, in connection with the Woodlawn Road
Widening Project. . :

(r) Acquisition of permanent drainage:éésement on North Church Street
(800 block, adjacent to railroad tracks), from Seaboard Airline :
Railroad Company, at $1.00, in connection with the Northwest Expressway.

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING CONDEMNATION PROCEEDINGS FOR ACQUISITION OF PROPER&Y
OF G. E. VINROOT CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, LOCATED AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF .
SHARON-AMITY AND MONROE ROADS FOR SHARON-AMITY WIDENING PROJECT. “_J

Councilman Albea moved the adoption of a resolution entitled: Resolution
Authorizing Condemnation Proceedings_ for Aequisition of. property of

G. E. Vinroot Construction Company, located at the Northeast. Corner of
Sharon-Amity and Monroe Roads for Sharon~Amity Widening Project. The
motion was seconded by Councilman Tuttle and carried unanimously.

The resolution is recorded in full in Resolutions Book 5, at Page 281,
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RESOLUTION AUTHDRIZING EXECUTION OF GRANT HGREEMENT FOR RAW'WATER LINE;

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING EXECUTION OF
GRANT AGREEMENT FOQ RAW WATER LINE

WHEREAS, the City of Charlotte, organized and existing under and
by v1rtue of the laws of the State of North Carolina (herein called
the. "Applicant”), has heretofore submitted an application to the !
United States of America, acting by and through the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development {herein called “Government”}, for
-a grant undér Section 702 of the Housing and Urban Development Act
of 19865, for the purposes d931gnated 1n the said appllcatlon, and

WHEREAS, the Government has approved the sald application subject
to certain conditions and has-submitted to the Applicant a cerualn
Crant -Agreement dated as-of June 14, 1966 (herein called the "Grant
Agreement”), for approval and executien by the Applicant, which
sald Grant ﬁgreemant 1s satlsfactory,

NOW “THEREFQORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE City Council of the Appllcant
-that the said Grant Agreement; copy of which is attached hereto, :
be and the same is hereby approved. The Mayor is hereby authorized
and directed to execute the said Grant Agreement in the name and om
behalf of the Applicant, in as many counuerparts as may be necessary,
and the City Clerk is hereéby authorized and directed to affix or |
impress the offical seal of the Applicant thereon and to attest the

- same,. The proper officer is directed tc forward the said executed
counterparts of the said-CGrant Agreement to thé Government, together
with such cther documents evidencing the approval and auihorlzatlon
to excute the same as may be required by the GCovernment,

'APPROVED AS TOTFDRM:

J. W, Klser, Clty Attorney
Counc1lman Albea moved the adoptlcn of ths resolutlon, Whlch was seconded
by Councilman Whlt ington, : ‘

-Mayor Brookshire commented that he thinks that Council will take some;

satisfaction in the fact that, according to the information given him by
the Atlanta Regional Office last Wednesday, Charlotte is the only city

in the scutheast doing business through the Atlanta Regional office that
has secured any of the Water and Sewer money under the 1965 Housing Blll
and at the present time, they have scme 700 applications. They did not
hegsitate to point out that Charlotte, in getting a $1,080,000 Grant secured

"1 per cent of the total Grant in this current flscal Year, Whlch is

$100,000, 000 for 1966. ~ = -

The vote was taken on the motion and unanimously carried, and the rosolutlon
was adopted.

SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT REGARDING LEAGUE OF MUNICIPALITIES STAND ON THE
REVENUE STRUCTURE OF THE STATE PRESENTED BY THE MAYJR. ' <

Mayor Brcokshire’stated<that the North Caroiinq”héague of Municipaiitiés
last December submitted statements with the Commission of the study of the

‘revenue structure ‘of the State of North Carolina. That the League_hel@
- regional meetings - aboult eleven of them during the months of March and

April — and based cndisoussions coming out of these meetings, the Execuﬁive
Committee reconsidered the position of the League and its previous state-
ment filed with the Tax Study Commlssion and authorized a supplemental |
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-statement, which has beeh made to the Commlsslon and is as folloWs»

The North Carollna League of Mun1c1pa11t1es during March and April,

1966, conducted eleven regicnal meetings across the State. At :

¢each meeting the Staff presented in depth and in detail each proposal T

made to the Commission in the League’s statement of December 15, 1965. ¥

The same attention was given to those proposals made to the Commission

by others which bear directly upen Municipal Tax and Revenue structu&e.
.-The findings of these meetings were presented tothe Executive Committee

of the North Carolina League of Municipalities at its meeting on Maytlg

1866, As a result, the Executive Committee unanimously voted to submlt

to your Commiss1on,as an addendum to the League’s original statement

of December 15, 1965, the following statements which reflect the preeent

thinking of Mnnlclpel offlcials throughout the state.

1. Towns and cities firmly snpport_contznued stanlllty of the - |
property tax base and are opposed to granting any additional :
property tax exemptions,. exolu51ons reductions or preferential g
classlflcatlons‘ . B :

2. Municipal'officiale were strong in the opinion that squity in |
fairness to the municipal citizens required increased municipal §
shares of the State collected utilities, franchise tax and the |
gasoline tax. : - ‘

3. The municipal offiecals believe:that the increasing gross needs |
of local government can best be met by an increase of 1 per cent,
in the present state sales tax; with revenue derived therefrom to
be allocated to municipalities and counties on a per capita basis
(He opposed the per capita distribution of the tax, but the people
in the eastern part of the state orerruled him.} and favored E
joining with the N. C. Association of County Commissioners in this
approach rather than seeking a lccal option sales tax as proposed
by the League in its statement of December 15, 1965,

Councilman Albea stated he is opposed to the increase in sales tax as it E

hits too many people who are not able to pay it, and there are other ways
that we can get taxes.

Mayor Broockshire replied the League takes the consensus of all the member+
ship, or those who attended the eleven regional meetings, -and then they
represent the majority opinion. Councilman Albea stated he is not critizing the
League, he is just-cpposed to the sales tax;-and he is not opposed to

getting new revenue, he is not in favor of puttlng it on real estate, and
he thinks there is an easiler: way. : - @

.'CITY MANAGER TO HAVE THE 9TH STREET AREA CHECKED AND POSSIBLY WET DOWN TO

KEEP LCWN THE DUST

Coun01lman Alexander requested the City Manager to look into the. dust
problem from all the construction work in the 9th Street area and see if
something can be done, possibly by wetting down the street. R

ROAD, BETWEEN INDEPENDENCE BOULEVARD AND CENTRAL AVENUE AS TO WHETHER THERE
IS A UNIFORM OR COMPREHENSIVE ZONING PLAN ALONG THE STREET.

Councilman Short moved that the Planning Commission be requested to give
some consgideration to the section of Albemarle Road, between Independence
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Boulevard and Central Avenue, as he can think of six zoning petitions aléng

~ there in the last few months, one of which was decided today. That it

appears there is not exaetly a uniform or comprehensive plan along there,
and is perhaps zoned with tco little restrictions in relation with other,
zoning that has beer arranged along there. That he would like for them to
consider that entire strip and see if it is tangible and uniform or whether
further changes should not be made. The motion was seconded by Councilman
Whittington. : - : . R

Councilman Short stated what he is enviszoning mlght result in some land
that -is now B»2 becomlng B-1

_ The vote was taken -on the motion and carrled unanlmously.

SUPERINTENDENT OF POLICE OF CHICAGO COMMENDS COUNCIL ON THEIR APPOINTMENT
OF IACK INGERSOLL AS CHIEF OF POLICE.

Councilmen Tuttle stated.he wrote Mr. 0. W’ Wilson, Superintendent of Pollce
in Chicago, a thank-you note for the time given to Mr. Thrower and him

~when they were up there, and he has a response, and as he commends Council s

appointment of Mr. Jack Ingersoll as Chief. of Pollce he requests that the

- Following note be read into the reaordﬂ

Dear'Mr. Tuttle

I was pleased to hear foom vou following vour visit to our city
~and Headquarters. I am glad. that vou were successful in securing
Jack Ingersoll as your new chief--I knhow vou have a gdod man.

We were happy to have you with us, and if we can be of service to
vou or vour department, don’t hesitate to call on us.

- 7 Sincerely vours,

0. W. Wilson
Superintendent of Police

DISCUSSION OF MEDIAN STRIP TO BE PLACED ON EASTWAY DRIVE.

fact that Mr. Hoose is running it down several hundred feet, and scme ofk
the people arg objecting. That Council was nof golng to strip zone out
there but use corners for business, and the median is going to be so 1ong

I they will not be able to get into their shops. - He asked if the City

Manager has checked this.

Mr. Veeder replied he has already looked into this and has a report: w1th
some maps which they have provided to some people who have expressed

interest to show them various ways to get inteo the business property.

Upon metion of Councilman Albea, seconded by Counc1lman Tuttle and unani-
mously carried the meeting was adjourned. -
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Futh Armstrong, eputy Clty Clerk






