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A regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Charlotte, North 
Carolina, was held in the Co~ncil Chamber in the City Hall, on Monday, 
August-2l, 1967, at 2:00 o'clock p.m., with Mayor_Stan R .• Brookshire 
presiding, and Councilmen Fred D. Alexander, Sandy R. Jordan, Milton 
Short, Gibson L. Smith, James B. Stegall, Jerry Tuttle and James B. 
Whittington present. 

ABSENT: None. 

The Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Commission sat with the City Council, 
and as a separate body, held its public hearings on Petitions for changes 
in zoning classifications concurrently with the City Council, with the 
following members present: Chairman Toy and Commissioners Albea, Gamble, 
Godley, Sibley, Stone,Tate, Turner and Wilmer. 

ABSENT: Commissioner Ashcraft. 

* * * * * * * * 

INVOCATION. 

The invocation was given by Reverend Dwight L. Barker, Minister of East 
Presbyterian Church. 

MINUTES _APPROVED. 

Upon motion of Councilman Jordan, seconded by Councilman Tuttle, and 
unanimously carried, the Minutes of the last meeting of August 7th were 
approved as submitted. '- ---, , 

HEARING ON PETITION NO. 67-45 BY CHARLOTTE TELEVISION CENTER, INC.; FOR 
CHANGE IN ZONING FROM R-6MF TO B-2 OF TWO LOTS AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER.OF 
STEWART AVENUE AND ROZZELLS FERRY ROAD. 

The public hearing Was held on the subject petition. 

Mr. William McIntyre, Pla'tming- Director, advised the subject property is o~ 
Rozzel1:s Ferry Road in the vic-inity of- the Belvedere Homes and consists of I two 
lots, one of which is occupied by a dwelling, and the other is vacant. 
Immediately to the west of the property is the existing television repair! 
shop and td,thewestof that isa duplex;- on the 'town side, it is adjoined I 
by single family development with some vacant lots; directly across -, 
Rozzells Ferry Road is a single family development and. some vacant land, 
but the area is pr.idominatety residential- in the near vicinity; across I 
Stewart Creek are two_coinIIiercial establishments - Macke Vending Company and 
a candy manufacturing establishment. 

He advised the property is 
industrial; immediately to 
along Rozzells Ferry Road, 
tho; s,"bject property. 

zoned R-6MF 
the rear is 
it is R-6MF 

and is adjoined on the west by light 
. ' . • I 

light industrial, and on the town side 
as is the zoning directly across from 

¥~. Bud Coira, Attorney for the petitioner, stated immediately to the rear lof 
the subject property is light industrial, and it extends all the way from I 
Stewart Avenue to one block toward town. Light industrial extends in a ' 
westerly direction along Rozzells Ferry Road, and although it is zoned R-6MF 

i 



August 21, 1967 
Minute Book 49 - Page 83 

along Rozzells Ferry Road east of this pOint, it would make an excellent 
buffer - with industrial and on one side and the B-2 zoning on the other 
which would provide an appropriate buffer between the industrial and the 
There is a bUilding on' the corner lot with the adjacent lot not being 

i 
sid~ 

R-6~IT' .. 

occupied and the petitioner has no immediate plans for erecting a building at 
that po;i,nt. If this request is allowed, the business use will be on the con>,,-, 
with a vacant lot, and then the R-UMF wi;JT continue on that side of Rozzells i 
Ferry Road towards the city. . 

No objections were expressed to the propo2ed change in zoning. 

Council decision was deferred for one week. 

HEARING ON PETITION NO. 67-46 BY MRS. LOUISE C.'STEPHENS ET AL, FOR A CHANGE 
IN ZONING FROM R-6MF TO 0-6 OF PROPERTY ON THE NORTHEAST SIDE OF LEXINGTON 

, AVENUE EXTENDING F.ROM EUCLID AVENUE TO ORIOLE STREET. 

The scheduled hearing was held on the subject petition. 

The Planning Director advised the subject property extends from Oriole Avenue 
across Myrtle Avenue and up to Euclid Avenue along the northerly side of 
Lexington Avenue and is predominately occupied by Single family residential 
structures with a couple of vacant properties within the area. The LeXington 
Avenue area is adjoined along the rear property line by businesses that have 
their frontage on Morehead Street, between Oriole Street and Euclid Avenue. 
That the bl:ock from Oriole Street to Myrtle Avenue is behind Shoney's. 

Mr. McIntyre stated the property directly across Lexington Avenue from the 
two subject blocks is almost totally developed with single family residents 
with some duplexes and apartments in the near viCinity and one vacant lot. 
Coming up Lexington Avenue are sev.eral office structures that have been 

, built on both sides of the street, between Euclid Avenue and Caldwell StreeL 

; The property is zoned R-6HF; immediately behind this property toward Morehead 
,Street the property is zoned B-1; the property across the str.eet and extendi~g 
; on down Lexington Avenue to the east is R-:6MF and the property to. the west i~ 
, zoned 0-6 where the offices have recently been built. 
i 
'Mr. Sam Williams, with Herbert, Jones and Williams, stated the petition 
is brought by his firm for the property owners in the two blocks, and they 
are asking for a continuation of office zoning down to the corner of 
Lexington Avenue and Euclid Avenue for fourteen lots - 10 or.12 of which.are 
occupied by single family residences which are over 30 or 40 years. old. 

Councilman Short asked Mr. Williams if he is asking for some rezoning of 
property without the participation of the' owner of. the land? Mr. Hilliams 
replied without the written consent; all have been 'approached; he has 

,fourteen properties with about 75 to 80 per cent. signing of the petitions,-
• some are actual owners and some. did not express themselves one way or the other. 

;No opposition was expressed to the proposed rezoning. 

Council decision was deferred for one week. 
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HEARING. ON PETITION NO. 67~47 BY ~IN~VILLE INVESTMENTS, INCORPORATED FOR 
A CHANGE IN ZONING FROM B-2 AND R-9MF TO 1-2 OF A. TRACT OF LAND AT THE 
SOUTHEAST CORNER OF PINEVILLE ROAD AND SHARON ROAD WEST, AND FROM R-9MF 
TO 1-2 OF A TRACT OF LAN~ FRONTING ON SHARON ROAD WEST BEGINNING EAST OF 
PINEVILLE ROAD. 

The public hearing was held en the subject petitien. 

Mr. McIntyre,'Pi~nning Directer, stated the preperty is a1eng the seutherly 
side ef Sharen Read West and extendsh~ck ~leng the seutherly side ef the 
street frem Pineville Read in an easterly directien. The property is on the 
edge ef the perimeter and the area immediately south of the area covered by 
this petition is outside the city'sperimeter and is in ;tnunzoned area. 
The pr.eperty is vacant and the proposal for rezoning is -a breken proposa:!. 
in terms of cOIlctinuity along the seutherly.sideof Sharon Road West~ It 
extends back from Pineville Road some 500, feet and is interrupted by prepe:tty 
that is net proposed to be rezoned in the middle of which is a single fami:!.y 
house. The proposed rezoning picks up again on. the other side of the single 
family house and extends ever another 150 feet. At that peint the property 
is adjoined by a single familyheuse and additiona:i. single family heusing 
and vacant land immediate.ly to the wesi of the property along Sharon Road on 
both sides of the road., Directly across Sharon Road the land is 'vac,ant; 
coming up Pineville Road from Sharon Road West some few hundred feet is 
the Huntley Ford COjllpany anc!some distance above that along Pineville Road 
towards the city is LaI'I:Y Smith Chevrolet Company. Lance industrial 
establishm¢nt is diagonally to the ,north and west across Sharon Road and 
Pineville Road frejll the subject property. Immediately to. the south of the' 
property in question along Pineville Road, Terrill Machine COjllpany has 
already initiated co.nstruction of a new est?-blishment on a fairly large 
tract .. ofland. 

Ceunc.1:J.j!1an Whittington asked it the, first house Mr. McIntyre jllentioned on 
Sharon Road West is apart of the family that owns the corner property? Mr. 
McIntyre replied he undex-stands that is the .. case. 

Mr. McIntyre stated'the 
Pineville Road frontage 
across Sharon Road West 
property extending frem 
property immediately to 
in um:oned territory. 

present zoning of the property is B:"2 extendingfrqm 
in an easterly direction and then R-9MF. Directly 
the preperty near Pineville Road is zoned B-2 and t;he 
there back along Sharon Road West is' R-9MF. The ' 
the south of the area included in the petition is 

Mr. Tom Creasy, Attorney fer t,he petitiener" stated as pointed out the 
a,rea seuth of the perimeter which is out.side the perimeter area is being 
subs,tantially redeveloped' 'for industrial purposes, and the ,area is well 
qualified and well-equipped for-industry, and is being so develeped; also. 
aleng the Pineville Road <l,rea it is being developed for industry. Tha.t it i 
would be of great benefit to. the industrial developjllent south of the perim~ter 
area tp have access to the Sharon Road West streets. In order to give 
protection to the sjllall house which Mr. HcIr:tyre ref;'rred to, the petitioner 
has given an 8S':'foot buffer zone areund the house. extending out frojll Sharon 
Road all the way back 8S'feet around. The 'granting of the petition would 
greatly improve the development of the industrial area by the access of 
I-2:1,nto Sharon Road West giving a good, buffer to the small house. They 
feel the area is suited and well-equipped for industrial development, and 
industrial development is prevalent, within the area. . 

Councilman Tuttle asked what is p:!.anned for this development, and Mr. Creasy 
replied primarily it will be used for parking and a driveway entrance into. 
the industrial develepment which is outside the perimeter. Commissioner 'ltoy 
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asked what is planned for the lOwer section and Mr. Creasy replied there 
are no specific plans at this time for the corner area. Commissioner Turner 
asked if the property is all under one ownership, and Mr. Creasy replied 
the house is not under this ownership, but the 'buffer zone and the subject 
area is under one ownership. ' 

Councilman Tuttle asked if the owner of the house is objecting, and Mr. 
Creasy replied he does not know. 

No objections were expressed to the proposed change in zoning. 

Council decision was deferred for on'", week.' 

HEARING ON PETITION NO. 67-48 BY' SHOPPING CENTER DEVELOPERS, INCORPORATED 
FOR CHANGE IN ZONING FROM R-9MF AND B:"l TO B-1 SCD OF A TRACT OF LAND 
NORTHEAST OF THE INTERSECTION OF EASTWAY DRIVE MID THE PLAZA HAVING A 
FRONTAGE OF 622 FEET ON EASTWAY DRIVE AND 357 FEET ON THE PLAZA. 

The scheduled hearing was held on the subject petition. 

The Planning DIrector advised this is 'a large tract of land .. !: the nort:heast 
corner of the Eastway-Plaza Road intersection,ahd the property does not 
actually come out to the corner; it 'is 'vacant' property with one or two resi­
dential structures. A small shopping center has been established adJacemt to 
the property in question between it and the cotner af,Eastway and Plaza Road, 
and has several stores and shops located in the center. The development 
around the Plaza-Eastway intersection is commercial over and above that 
which he has just mentioned. 'Extending north along EastwayDrive is a 
mixture of single family, duplex and business uses on the westerly Side of 
Eastway across from the subject property; on the northerly side of the' property 
the land is vacant and some short distance through that vacant property is 'the 
Southern Railroad line. To the northeast of the subject property the land 
is vacant; directly to the southeast is a duplex 'home development about 
100 feet distance from the boundry line of the subject property. Directly 
across The Plaza is a church and a development of duplex homes' on Blenwood and' 
Camrose Drives; Eastway Golf Course occupies a very large area across The 
Plaza from the subject property. ' ' 

Councilman Tuttle asked approximately how man:;' feet down Eastway Drive from 
the subject property the present shopping,center is? Mr. McIntyre replied 
about 600 feet. Councilman Tuttle stated this is 600 feet down Eastway Drive 
which Council has repeatedly said it would not turn into another Independence 
Boulevard? Mr. McIntyre replied the zoning of this area as established in 
1962 zoned all the land from The Plaza along Eastway on the easterly side ou~ 
to the railroad for business and put' office zoning on the other side expectipg 
fairly comprehensive cOlllllierdal development in this section of Eastway Drive. 

Councilman Smith asked if this has not already been a'pproved' but it elapsed 
before the shopping center was completed? I1r. HcIntyre replied the petition 
was heard by Council more than two years ago and was favorably conSidered at 

, that time but no plariwas filed to serve as a guid,e f'or the development of 
the property so therefore the petition whieh had been favorably considered 
was voided. 

~;r. ,kIntyre advised the Eastway side of the property is zoned B-1 and the 
t'ear of the property going back off of Eastway is R-9MF; directly across 
The Plaza is zoned R-6MF covering the' duplex development in Blew..rood-Camrosei 

Drive area and office zoning on the frontage of the E~stway Golf Course and 
business zoning of property immediat'ely adjacent to To's Plaza-Eastway 
intersection with office zoning on the westerly s'ide of Eastway gOj,ng up to 
the railroad tracks. ' 
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Mr. Roy 'McKnight , Attorney 'for the petitioner and landowner, Mr. L. L. Herrin, 
stated this petition was before Council in September 1963 at which time tne ' 
Planning Commission recommended the requested change and Council agreed to 
but for some reason plans were not submitted. Mr. McKnight advised they 
have provided for a buffer zone consisting of 'approximately 100 feet on 
the south side of the property which backs into the existing residential 
area. That the remainder of the property is pretty well surrounded by 
business and business use. That this property was recommended by the general 
development plan of the City as a shopping center area. He called attention 
to a drawing which he had given to Council and stated the 150-foot lot frontin, 
on The Plaza is excluded. That it haD. been their plan to petition the 
Council Simultaneously for a rezoning of this ISO-foot lot from its 
present R-9MF to B-1 zoning. Through a misunderstanding they thought the 
three residents next door to this property were ,also zoned residential and 
consequently they preferred to file a joint petition; and after further 
discovery they found those three houses were zoned for B-1. That there is 
a pending petition which should come up next month on the area which they 
have marked excluded which is also under the same lease as the subject propert: 

Councilman Short asked' if there is any connection between the present 
shopping center operation at the corner and the new one which would, wrap 
around it.? Mr. McKnight replied none that he has any knowledge of. ' 
Councilman Short asked if they do not object to being wrapp'ed around, and 
Mr. MCKnight replied he does not know; that the three residents are not 
objecting to the request but he has not approached the existing shopping 
center. 

Councilman Whittington' asked if Mr. Herron owns'-the remainder of the 
property up to the' railraod, ''and Mr.' McKnight, replied he owns all the land 
on the north and the east. 

Councilman Whittington asked if the petitioners are required to bring a 
shopping center plan to Council, and Mr. McIntyre replied yes and there 
was no plan submitted in 1963 and that is why action never was accepted; 
that the plan presented at that time was not aeceptable. That once they 

'have made the' necessary revisions in their plan and the ordinance is past, 
the planwfll De filed as part of Council's action and the development of 
the property cOIJ1d proceed only in accordance with the plan. 

No objections' were expressed to the change in zoning. 

Council decis'ion was deferred for one week. 

RESOLUTION CONFI~ING THE ASSESSMENT ROLL FOR IMPROVEMENTS COMPLETED ON 
SHERIDAN DRIVE, PROM CENTRAL AVENUE TO CENTRAL AVENUE, AND ON LANGHORNE 
DRIVE, FROM SHERIDAN DRIVE TO SHERIDAN 'DRIVE. 

The public hearing was held on the preliminary assessment roll for improve­
ments completed on Sheridan 'Drive and on Langhorne Drive, a total of 
5,251. 68 front feet by installing storm drainage facilities and constructing 
roll type curb and gutter, at a total project cost of $79,253.79, of which 
the city's share is $58,677.76 and the share to be assessed against 
abutting properties is $20,576.03 at $3.918 per front foot. 

No one spoke for or against the assessment roll. 

Councilman Smith asked what per cent of the property owners petitioned for 
the improvements, and Mr. Veeder replied 57.8% of the property owners 
representing 51.2% of the footage. 
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Upon motion of Councilman Whittington, seconded 
unanimously carried, the subjec.t resolution was 
p.m. confirming thj: preiiminary assessment roll 
roll. . 

by Councilman Tuttle, and 
adopted at 2:38 o'clock 
as the n,nar assessment 

The resolution is recorded in full in Resolutions Book 5, at Pages 471 and 
472. 

MEETING RECESSED A'l; 2:45 P.N. AND RE~ONVENED I\T3:_00 O'CLOCK P.M. 

Mayor 'Brookshire called a IS-minute :recess at 2 :'45 '0' clock p.m., and 
reconvened at 3':00 o'clock p.m. ",,," ,,' 

RESOLUTION CLOSING A PORTION OF SOUTH HYERS STREET IN THE CITy 'OF CfiARLOTTE! 
MECKLENBURG COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA. 

The scheduled hearing was held on the p"etition of the Red'evelopment Commissior' 
to close certain portions of South Myers Street lying between East Trade 
Street and East Fourth S):reet, and East Fourth Street and East Third Street. 

Mr. Vernon Sawyer', Director of "the Redevelopment. CommiSSion, advised the 
Redevelopment Commission is the petitioner in this "2ase and fHedthis 
petition iri'accordance with the Redevelopment' Plan which in turn follows 
the government.al center plan for the ultimatf'- development of this area, 

He reviewed the history of the governmental center plan advising it'has been 
in existence for some time. On April 13, 1966, the, plan was firs,tpresented 
at a joint meeting of the City Council, County Boarel of Commissioners, 
Planning Commission, School Board and the Redevelcipment Commission which 
was held in the County Commissioners Room in the Courthouse. That this was 
the first public presentation, and at .. that time a considerable number of 
the printed booklets contai;'ingthe plan w-cre presented to members of the 
Council, County CO)!lmiss10ners and. every official membe. of every board 
represented there that day. There, were a limited number of the booklets 
printed and j. N. Pease who was the contractor preparing the plan did" make' 
extra copies at its .own expense and dis,tributed thcm fairly liberally to 
members of the public upon request, There was quite ahii: of pJ,lblicity 
at that time and there has been since. Following this presentation, at 
the request of the City and County, the governmental ",enter plan was 
incorporated as a part of the Redevelopment Plan for Project No. 3 which 
by amendment had the block abutting Myers Street added to it. Also on 
the basis of this plan, the County proceeded to prepare ph.ns for the jail 
to be located as proposed by the governmental center plan. 

Mr. Sawyer presented an illustration and pointed O\.lt Myers Street .ii.nd the 
block bounded by Trade Street, South McDowell Street, Fourth Street an!,! 
Myers Street which was added by amendment to this Project. That the portion 
of Myers Street as illustrated on the miip was "in!iicated tha.t it would have to 
be closed because the 'jail building would sit astride this str,eet. Upon 
completion of the Redevelopment Plan"amendment, 'thee Redevelopment Commission 
approved it following a public hearing and 'following the ,redevelopment 
8.PIJro'!al, it was presenl;"d and recommended to tIle City .Council whicn also 
approved' it following another public hearing which was held on Oct(}ber .31, 
1906. There were no objections rais'ed at eithe.r of these hearings' con.cerning 
the proposal to close the street. 
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Following approval of the redevelopment; plan," Council approved a contract 
with the Redevelopment Commission -' referred to as a Cooperation Agreement 
for the carrying out of the' project. This agreement provides for the City 
to vacate the streets as shown in' the Redevelopp1ent Plan. 

He present.ed two maps which were taken from the Redevelopment Plan which are 
official exhibits that go with the' text of the Plan. The first is entitled 
the Project Area aod B'oundry Map and the second is'the Land U~e Plan. The 
first map shows the boundry that'goes down Myers Street and shows a portion 
of it between the ",dsting property liIle and that boundry. The second map. 
shows that the initial block' is designated for public use and the portion of 
the street to, be cl9sed is included in that public land use. 

That it was on the basis of the provisions PI' the Redevelopment Plan. which 
incorporated the governmental center plan and approved by Council and this 
cooperation agreement,that the Redevelopment Commission has petitioned to 
have this portion of Myers Street closed - that portion lying between East 
Trade Street and East Third Street. " 

Mr. SaWyer stated' this' is only the cumulation o{ several actions that the 
Redevelopment Commission has taken - has been required' to take in connection 
with carrying out the Redevelopment Plan approved by Council. There have 
been two formal adverUsed publ:ic h,earings and at· neither one of these public 
hearings has there been objectOioris, raised; 'therefore, they request that the 
petition be approved.' , 

Mr. John Bjlrnett, Manage~ of the East Trade Branch of North Carolina National 
Bank, stated they are not opposed to clos1ng Myers Street; they do want the 
Council to give consider>l'tionto additional parking. There are approximately 
80 parking spaces presently.ahd with the new law enforcement building, there 
will be 37 spaces .. That presently they-have a lot from the Redevelopment 
Commission' that parkS ;t5 automobiles. If t'he plan goes through, there will 
be 37 spaces, 12 have' been allocat'ea to one of the buildings in the next 
block which leaves 25 parking spa,ces for the Law Building and for the 
customers of North Carolina National Bank. That he believes 'this will hur,t 
the b'usiness of-their B'ranch -in the'Law BUilding because about 25 per cent' 
of their !JUsiness uses the parking lot at the rea~ of the Law Building. 

Mayor Br~okshire advised on the subject of parking, the puildfng that wil~ 
straildle Myers S'treet is a county building; 'the City's Law Enforcement 
ceni:er ~ the Police Building - will be just east of that. so he believes it 
is the County Board of Commissioners with whom Mr. Burnett will want to 
discuss the. subject of parking:, ' 

General Paul Younts, representing the Charlotte Law Building, stated his 
stockholders have directed him to oppose the. closing of My'ers Street. The 
Charlotte Law Building is the owner of approximately 25% of the frontage 
on Myers Street afYected by this proposed closing; they are the only non~ 
government_ owner of property on this particular street; 'the owner of all the 
improved property on the stree>t; while privately owned, the Charlotte Law: 
Building provides spaces for parking for a hundred or more lawyers and fot 
offices of a branch of the North GarolinaNational Bank. It is used 
extensively by members of the public;' anything adversely affecting 'the 
building affects the members of the publ{c who come to use it daily. The 

"Charlotte Law Building has recently compr'eted an extensive program of renovatio 
spending a considerable amount of money to improve it and to bring it into 
keeping with the structures that the City contemplates putting in this area. 

,----
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It is the rule of the appraisers normally to recognize that corner lots by 
reason of the extra access which two streets provide are more valuable 
than interior lots. The extra valu'e assigned to corner lots is from 15 
to 20 per cent of the market value that the'Cha~lotte Law'Building will be 
depreciated. By 'this amount it is at once apparent that the owners' of 

',,--, this property object to the closing and they feel the members of the City 
Council will \lot,,,ithout their consent, take an action which "ill deprive 
them from their property rights. There is a side door to the Building 
opening on to Myers Street; this w~s planned so th?-t the ehtrance to 
the building from automobiles could be affected ,by sto'ppingon tne opposite 
side of the street at the entrance. The entrance is alsO useful for 
delivery trucks because 6f the'heavy' traffic, including busses that stop 
right in front of the building pn East Trade Street. That it is 'impractical 
and inconvenient for people 'and for deliveries to rely exclusively on the 
front entrance at the Trade Street side. As the traffic on Trade Street 
increases the usefulness of the side entrance on Myers Street becomes 
increasingly important . the Charlotte Law Building has an' easement off 
Myers Street along the rear of its building which unnl recently wa's the mea?:ts 
by which coal was delivered' into the hasement' of the building. If Myers Str,et!. 
was closed and if the new jail constructed as proposed, this easement will 
be lost to vehicular traffic and this will constitute another depravation of, 
the legal rights of the Law Build'ing which would be'lost by the closing of 
Myers St,reet. ". , 

Mr. Younts stated' he questioned the ar'chitect and the attorney about the 
rights the Law Building had when they saw these plans, and they stated that 
they had not read the rights the Law Building had and were not familiar with 
them. He cannot see how buildi;lgs oj' this nature can be constructed without! 
finding out all the facts. Myers Street has been a city street and' public 
thoroughfare since the City of Charlotte was laid out. The oldest maps sho"~ 
Myers Street; While traffic on Myers Street is pbviously not as' heaVy as 
on Trade and Fourth Streets, traff:j.c is SO substantial that at the present 
time the traffic, department of the 'city has erected signs "no parking at 
anytime" • It is well known to the ,members of the City Council that ,the 
movement of traffic in the downtown area is it maj"r problem. 'The number one 
recommendation contained in the recently published City of Charlotte Central 
Area Plan is for improved vehicular circulation,withip the centrararea. , 
Exhibit A of that report shows as a city street 'and as' a part 'of that traffic 
plan, Myers between Fourth and Trade Streets. The land use Exhibit B shows 
Myers Street open between Fourth and Trade Streets. That Exhibit F of the 
governmental center does show the jail in a position 'which would obstruct a 
portion of My~rs Street. That it do'e:s not appear that those responsible 
for traffic planning in respect to the gre,ater Charlotte central area plan 
contemplated that this section of Myers Street should be closed to the 
public's use. The City of Charlotte at present is implementing the Wilbur 
Smith report - a master highway transportation plan for the" Charlotte­
Metropolitan area. An examination of the recommended expressway arterial 
streets and highway sY,stems on Page 16 of that report' indicates that it 
contemplates the use of 'Myers Street and FC'lrthStreet along _with Trade 
Street. That report states that when all 'of Cl-iarlotte grows', factoTs are 
combined arid they add up to one big transportation planning problem. A 
problem whose solution is contingent ~pon confprehensive and Ii coor-dinating 
planning approach that embraces every means moving people and goods in ,,-nd out 
ef the urban area. That the closing of 'Myers Street between Fourth Street 
and :'rade is contrary to ,the. expectations of those who prepared t.be master 
plaI~ for Charlotte traffic and tho,se who prepared the plan for, the traffic 
in respect to the greater Charlotte area .in their particular report. ' 
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The Charlotte Law Building was not consulted at the time these plans were 
made. TheY knew nothing about this until plans were completed although they 
h~d heard rumors from various sOurces to locate the new jail in a position 
which would occupy a por'tion of Myers Street and require its closing as 
publ'ic thoroughfare. The architect's plans indicated they 'were drawn in 
June of 1966. It was January of 1967 before a representative of the county 
contacted anyone representing the Charlotte Law Building in respect to the 
construction of the proposed jail and the 'closing.of Myers Street. 

The stockholders of the Law 'Building at their annual meeting some weeks later 
expressed grave concern about the' closing, of Myers Street, and this concern 
was immediately expressed to the officials of Mecklenburg County. Considering 
the very substantial interest that the Charlotte Law Building has in this ' 
street they should have been consulted before the plans for the closing of 
the street were made, and not therea:her. While they'do not profess to be 
architects or planners, to them as laymen it would appear that the jail of 
the dimensions and of the size and proportion could be reoriented and be ': 
placed on th:e propertieg which the Redevelopment Co_is'sion has acquired :on 
the east side of Myers'Street. The jail building proper appears to be 150 
x 120 feet' or l8,DOO,'square feet. It' appears that the Redevelopment COlllll!issio­
has acquired f-rom'E. C.,Griffith property,which would not:be used in the fLaw 
Eri:forcement Building; approximately'Z5,000 square feet; and from the McR,,!e 
property - an- additional 25,000 square feet. It thus appears there is 
available on the east side of Myers Stteet for the jail construction in : 
excess of 30,000 square feet of land not required for the Law Enforcement 
Building, arid' that should be sufficient to accommodate a bulld'ing of l8,qOO 
square £e,e1::. ' 

They understand the reason the jail was put in' this particular position "fas 
that'some man by the name 'of "Hamor"'made a statement that it should be 
between' 300 and '400 feet from the County Court House. The jail is proposed 
for this location to accommodate the transfer of prisioners' into courtrooms 
at the Courthouse. 'The'proposal is for a tunnel extending from the C9urt 
House to the Jail b;,dlding. Under the proposed plan,' the tunnel appears 'to 
be apprOXimately 100 feet long. There is' no reason why the length of this 
tunnel could not be increaged to pass beneath Myers Street with the jail 
building',located entirely on the eas't side of the street~ in addition to 
leav'ing Myers Street open, this would leave available land for the badlyneede' 
short-term parking for'Mecklenburg County Courthouse , the' Law Building and 
County Office Building'. c, But of more importance,would leave the northwest 
corner of Myers Street and 4th Streetavallable for 'tIre expansion of the 
court facilities. ' 

Mr. ,Younts stated'they have'studied the jail plans:and they believe if this 
building is put here; it could not be expanded in future years. All the' 
buildings are being jammed into one particular area. In the City Hall 
complex there are 1154 people who work back and forth;, in the block of 
the Courthouse are 184 people, hot counting the jurors. 

That plans prepared- by the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Commission several 
years ago designated this corner for the expansion of the Courthouse to 
provide additional courtrooms. To their knowledge repr-ese!ltatives of the 
Bar Association have not been consulted about the plans for these new 
governmental buildings, and the need 'which will exist which can hardly 
be predicted at this particular time. Statements have been made that the 
Charlotte Law Building holds the key as to whether the jail can be 
constructed. That they are not this kind of peopie; they want to deal f~irly 
and above board at all times; they did not bring this situation to a hea4; 
they have not been in the papers at all. There have been several comments 
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in the paper where they have agreed on certain situations; they tried to 
work out a solution; they did their best. They are asking now that they . 
be allowed to let this street remain open and some of the City's outstanding 
lawyers are here to ask the Council the same thing. Mr. Younts. stated 
they.hate to oppose anything that is for the. progress of 'the City of 
Charlotte but they do not believe this is for the progress of the City 6f 
Charlotte. 

Mr. Johp. Small stated he is speaking on behalf of the Civil Court facilities 
of Mecklenburg County and the whole area including especially the new 
Appellate Court, which he thinks should have an office in Charlotte, and 
in behalf of the district c·Durts 'which are !lot here yet. He stated he must 
confess that these maps have been around. for a long time and to that fP(tent 
they have been on notice. But he is astonished that. the Redevelopment 
Commission of the City of Charlotte should have come today ap.dprel'Lented 
as the only argument why their request should be. approved is the fact that 
there has been notice published, at previous times. He stated there has 
been no public hearing of any kind. on the !llerits of this matter in any 
degree whatever, and Council is now asked to pass·on a question that is not 

. really the City, but the County. Commissioners, and they in turn a.re in. 
a. quandary because these plans were prepared before they were elected. It 
has been handed to them and they are handing it to the City Counci·!. That 
he can see no reason why, until the matter. has been properly pres.ented to 
the public and all ideas considered, there should be "my decision on the 
matter. That this is not the time for a decision. . 

Mr.' Small stated for t:hree years he was Chairman of a. Planning Commis.sion 
for the preparation of court facilfties for the federal courts in this city 
and they made tremendous studies over a three year period of time. That 
the general services administration has a book published on what.~s needed 
for federal court faCilities. He stated he wrote a memorandum to Mr. Younts 
on Friday and. one paragraph from it is as follows: "Look at some of the 
lacks in our present civil court facilities,.. There. is .no court library 
with adjoining offices for the judges and law ,clerks which they ought. to have. 
There are no conference rooms where attorneys and clients.and witnesses can 
confer, work on trials. and negotiate settlements; there a.e no hearing 
rooms fo.r dispositions, adverse examinations and so forth. There is no main 
jury assembly room with refresrnnent facilities. The toilet situation 
generally is deplorable. There is one office now for two judges and we 
already have three, and there will be other. district judges, and rooms for 
them and their secretaries are necessary,· Facilities. for court reporters 
are already inadequate, and I am sure this lis,t is not c9mplete •. But 
especially I call attention to the fact that we of the capital of Piedmont, 
North Carolina that our new immediate court of appeals is bound to meet in 
other places than Raleigh and we .. should be forward looking in making arrange­
ments to provide facilities which we can rent to the State an~ make ourselves 
a judicial center." . 

He stated in 1927 the County Commissioners made a mistake when they would nQt 
buy adequate land for the courthouse, would not buy the land where the law 
building now stange, would not .. buy the residences .. l!ehind, which. they.had 
to buy at triple its price later on. Now they are asking the City's 
permis"ion to be boxed in again by building ii' co"rthouse·· across the street, 
i:8.king . away faciiities in the front which should be used for civil court 
facl~ities instead of being occupied by the jail and the law enforcement center 

~1r. John D. Shaw,' former City Attorney, stated we are spending millions of 
dollars to increase the flow of traftic, and block one street which serves 

·Dl 
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a ten-story office building' thq~ is the connecting link of a part of the 
traffic plan of the City; it is',oIle of the few'streets in thl.s section 
of town that goes north any distance at all. As more one-way streets 
are created, you will have to circle blocks and come out to accommodate 
yourself to the traffic plan' of' the city as referred to by'General Younts 

That the question before Council is whether it is in the public' interest , 
that Myers Street be closed for the purposes for which' it is being closed? 
They concede a new jail house is needed but as p'ointed out'by moving it a ,few 
feet "ast it will not crowd the law enforcement building at all, this can' 
be built with- the street' there. Then' the question comes, how will you get 
the incarcerated ove'r to the court' house, if, that is where the court building 
eventually will be located. That he'was in Venice once'and saw a little 
bridge that went from the palace oVer- to the square building in the middle 
of the 'block - it- was called the Bridge of Siz'e. That he is sure the stocik-

, holders of the law building would have no protest if a bridge of size was 
put over Myers'Street, or if'you want to tunnel it, ditch a trench and put 
the tunnel in it and cover itback'over. 

Mr.$haw stated he is opposed to closing this particular street at this time 
because'he'does not think it'is :in the public interest. The law building is 

, there and other facilities" arE' there and cannot be moved. Here is a building 
that :is going to he built _ and it- does not' cost much to move it. -, 

He'askedif'it is in the public interest that this street be closed at 
this time' ahd in the manner and for the purpose for which it is being clo~ed? 

'They say it' is- not.' 

Mr. Frank Kennedy, Attorney, stated he helped build the law building about 
40 years ago. The Law Building has paid to the city and county over thos" 
40 years-a tremendous amount of money in taxes. 'That he mentions this 
because here is an injustice about to be done to an -important taxpayer 
by the city and county. 'That he does not think it should be don". That 
neither the Redev"lopment Commission nor th" County governm"nt had the right 
to close that street, but th-ey went along with their plans. So far' as publiC 
notice gOes he got the impression that simply' because the Redevelopment 
Commission had published som" notices and 'nobody had objected that is the 
complete answer to it. He stated this is the first time that this matter has 
come up' for consideration,': 'rhat it seems to have originated becauSe neither 
the Redevelopment Commission nor the county authorities can close this street, 
So after getting themselves in a situation they come to the city and ask that 
it be 'closed for them. He stated before such a strange request is granted, 
it seems it should be examined from two points of view ~ (1) The interest 
of the Law Building.' Consideration is, due the taw Building merely becaus~ 
of the injustice and damage that would be done the Law' Bul.lding. It was 
built with a, side- entrance and, that entrance is used a great- deal. If the 
street is closed it will b'e a tremendous incenvenience to everybody that 
has an effice in the 'building and, to everybody that goes, there. He stated 
he has the statute geverning the right of a county to clese a street, and 
the county does,not have a right'te close a street' inside a municip'ality. 
The statute provides If it appears to. the-satisfac,tion of the Ceunty 
Cemmissioners that the clesing efsaid road is net centrary to. the public 
interest and that no individual ewning property within the vicinity of the 
said"street er subdivis:i.on will net be depriv'ed ef a reasonable means of 
access.' Mr. Kennedy stated he is- not saying if the, street is clesed the 
Law Building will be without an access as it -still has the front deer, 
but-the street in frent cannot be used' for the purpose that the side entrance 

,is mainly used. 
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This is an old street and is only six hlocks from the square, and is much 
in. use today and will continue to he so and even more so than it is now 
after the redevelopment plans go through. If it was in th.e public interest 
to close this street, why has it not heen closedhefore nqw? He stated 
there is a church on the corner and he is. sure the memhers of that church 
<lOuld not relish the closing. That he thinks it is more in the p~hlic 
interest to continue to use tlb property in hack of the Law Building for 
the purpose which it is now used - for parking. The county should provide 
some parj,(ing for the many, many, people that go to the county court house 
and the county huildings .. 

Mr. Fred Helms stated if the side entrance of J. B. Ivey and Company were 
heing closed in the same way that this w.ill effectively close the side 
entrance to the Law Building, it would he incredihle. This is a· huilding 
that represents on today's market at least a million dollars iU11£stment. 
The recent improvements to the building would cost over 3/4 of a',million 
dollars. If it 'wascontemp~ated all along that Myers Street was going to 
be closed along. side this office building, good,citizenship and good 
conscience would have dictated that'somebody should have gone to' the private 
owner of the building and said we are going to close Myers Street, and before 
you spend 3/4 of . a mi;Llion dollars in bringing the building up tc) date, 
you should' take a second look. He. stated it is the only substantial 
privat.e development in the whole area. The only one that has beep made in 
the Whole area of a private nature in 40 years. To just move in and' close 
the side of the building, t"hich is the most important entrance to the build:l!)!: 
seems to be very unfair to say nothing of lac~ of consideration. That he 
understands there.would be 12 fee,t left, of Myers Stre.et and. one car could 
not go in and turn around in that 12 feet to say nothing of the wives and 
children of a half dozen younger lawyers coming in there'. to pick up the lawyer 
at the end of the day's work. 

Coming in in the· morning on Fourth Street, traffic for the· Law Building 
can cut into Myers and get out of theW!l,Y. You can imagine in heavy traffic 
in the morning a half doz,en cars stopping - what a mess we would have with 
the police department tryip.g.to handle that traffic situation.· You can 
imagine a haU dozen cars stopping traffic on, East Trade Str,eet at the peak 
in the afternoon when the wives are trying. to pick up their husbands and 
the whole' line .of tr.affic blocked up for two or three blocks. " 

He ,knows that.inRedevelopment and in planning progre"s you can put down a 
lot of beautiful little blocks and make a very beautiful'pictur.e, but there 
are some practical needs in a situation, and one of those needs is 
accessibility to the Law Building by the hundred or so lawyers who are in 
th,ere everyday to say no.thing of the secretaries' .and 'the ,hundreds of,. people 
who go to the Law Buildip.g. To. say you are going,to close the only' real 
access to it and take your chance, hit,or miss, sink or swim, live or die 
on the traffic peaks on East Fourth Street and East Trade Street, it seems 
to him you are completely disregarding the public interest ap·art from any 
question of fairness to· the Law BuildiIlg .. 

Mr. Helms stated w.eare told to mov·e this jail a few feet further east 
aIld put it in·. the bloc.k and leave Myers S,treet open will cost spme money. 
He stated projected parking for the. GoverIlmental Center would cost 
$380,000 for elevated· walkway; and yet if we say spend $100,000 to-move 
the j ail a few feet east it shocks the conscience and financial concern 
of the planners beyond repair .. He stated it is projected that the p,arking 
building at the Court hous,e will. cost $100,000,; west parking builliing 
$720,000; south parkiag building $900,000; law ento):"cement -parking $180,000; 
jail facility parking $270,000, and east parking area $25,000; la·ndscap:j.ng 
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and walks $100,000; lakes and ponds $150,000; east parking,building 
$1,250,000; landscaping and walks $50,000; district court, house parking 
$225,000; law enforcement additional parking_$130,000; landscaping and 
walks $25;000; all adding up to $4,505,000 fQr parki!1g al()ne, and yet 
to keep one of the_oldest streets in Char],otte, a very important traffic 
artery; open by just the a,dditional grading and extension of the tunnel 
is amply b~yond reason. 

He stated it is not fair to the property owner to take a step lil<e _ this; 
to depreCiate not merely the value of the propertY but its usefl\lness. 
From the time the building was built _-40 years ago when he moved in there, 
the side entrance is fa~r more important than the front entrance to that 
building. 

Mr; Erwin Jones,-representing Hamilton-C. Jones Estate - a substantial 
stockholder in ,the Charlotte Law Building Corporation, stated he is not 
a member 0; the board nOr an attorney. That he would like to protest ,the 
closing of -this street as it would gravely affect thl"_yalue_of the principle 
asset of the Law -Building Corporation, mainly the building. _ that it is 
grossly un,fair after s6 much -has been put_ into the building. '-,With so mucp 
talk about revitalizing the downtown part-of Charlotte, here is a group 
that on its own has done something; they have Put well over 3/4, million 
dollars into it, a:nd the interior of the building is just_as modern-as 
tomorro~,and it will 'be there_for a long time to come. That it is a 
tremendous asset to the building that you can come out of it and go in 
either direction you w.ant to - north or souih for a long distance. 'There: 
willlle ~uch more traf~ic - in the area as one whole part of Charlotte has 
-~een"cleaned out a~4 they presume_it was, cleaned out for some purpose, 
which,meanmor~ people and more traffic.- You have to have more traffic 
coming from the other end' 'o-f _ the street with the large housing development 
there as Myers Street runs r1ght"down to Earle Village, --

0" • _ __.' 

Dr. j. Nathaniel Tro_ss stated he nas 'a vital- and b"udec! interest in the 
welfare of the City and in'that interest he has come, this afternoon 
without consulting anyone: Already m;'ch access -to institutions of vital 
interest are closed to a large number-of people; it is hard for them to 
get access to the 'people and the institutionbetweenwhicb, Jheir destiny 
hangs. That the pendulum of human -destiny swings between the -law and the 
church :"-the law and religion. 1:al<e your churches oui: ofi:he cities and 
you have a wilderness; an oasis of 'nothing:- Take a iaw:il1stitution that 
-has establish,ed- itsen as the custodian and guardilipon the destiny of . 
the -people of that area; arid if you inte:r£ere with the right -arid the processes 
by which -they regulate their busines~ and maintail1thidr' business, he 
feels we do vital harm to the City and ,we sb,ouldthink t~ice before we 
make any effort or come to any conclusion to grant the request of the 
Redevelopment people. The citizens of this city, thepeop~e who hold , 
the position -of the City, who guard it and who will die for it and who are 
contributing so much to it - to preserve its dignity and its userulness 
and its beauty, their voice should be of paramount importance. The 
unvoiced voice of ,the multitude of our people who are already cut off from 
thi_s most vital interest and most vital relationship of the law_ ani! the 
church. That you 'are attempting to reduce crime, to control ii:, arid there 
are only two agencies that can do that effectively - it is the law and 
the church. Dr. Tross stated he comes as the voice 9f the people whose 
voice is not heard at this time. 

Mayor Brookshire stated he would like to direct a few comments to Mr. 
Younts as President of the Law Building Corporation Association. If the 
accuracy of the news media reporting is to be given any degree of confidepce, 
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ithe crux of this matter seems to be a disagreement between the directors of 
ithe Law Building, Incorporated and the County Commissioners over parking. 
;Some reference has been made to the plans for straddling Myers Street 
~ith the jail building which would call for the closing of it. That Mr. 
'Helms even exhibited a copy of the Plan as adopte,fby Council in a 
'public hearing as advertised on April 13, 1966'" Mr; Sawyer told us there 
'were two subsequent public heaiing~{ on the said 1>.lan, both advertised., That 
!he is sure the newspapers - one or both - printed a diagram of what was 
proposed for the law enforcement ceriter aUd the jail with reference to 
!the alignment of the Central Law Enforcement Center to the jail and to the 
'court house. During the preliminary studies on the Governmental Center 
-a brochure dated October 1958 shows the closing o~ Myers Street. This 
afternoon is the first time 'anyone has raised any objections to the closing 
of Myers Street, after the drawings were already completed and Goritracts 
,about ready to be awarded-on these,gov~rnmenta1 structures. A request at 
this eleventh and a half hour puts'Council in a very difficult position 
'in its efforts to proceed with the development of the Government Plaza 
land for supplying this community with ,the law enforcement center and the new 
'jail. Again, the crux of the matter' seems to be a disagreement between 
!the members of the County Board of Commissioners end the La; Building Corpor­
:ation over the amount of.parking that should be provided or that the'Law 
'Building Corporation wants provided. Inasniuchas the Board of Commissioners 
were elected last· fall 'on the platform of cooperation in the communitY, he 
would be hopeful that the disagreements can be worked out'.between them. 

:Mr. Joe Grier stated it seems to be entirely contrary to the facts to put 
,the blame on those protesting this afternoon when in fact, ,if it is to be 
'placed at all, it belongs not here, but elsewhere. To suggest that the plan 
'of the Governmental Center has been firm and established and' that they should, 
'have known so for a long time, completely' ignores the "fact. ' Three months ago: 
!there was a great spread on the editorial page of one paper that no one knew 
~hether the plan had been adopt.ed or not - some said it had and some said 
iit had not. Mr. Younts made reference and he emphasizes that the plan for 
!Downtown Charlotte that was used in the proniotion of that p'lan last fall had 
ia traffic plan in it that shows Myers Street open at this point and a part 
'of that plan. There,was a way by which the matter could have been officially 
!!:mught to the attention of' the people concerned and that was to have done 
'sometime ago what they now do, and put the issue to the people wlio hcIVe the 
control of the street. Until,Cthat has come about'there is no occasion.fo'r 
,them to know for sure whether it is to be done or' not,and no occasion for 
ithem to come here and protest s~~ething that may be changed and may not come 
labout. Mr. Younts' had· made an effort to reconCile and work out a way by 
~hich the Law Building might not object to tllis. It is apparent from what 
ihe has been hearing this ,'afternoon that it has not been possible to satisfy 
Ithestockholders of the Law Building 'or the County to ·do what was asked of 
ithem in a reasonable expectation of minimizing· the damage that h~s' been done .. 
IThat we come to ·tlie point. wh~re the. issue having been presented for the firs t 
!time by someone with authority tOde'sl with it instead of at the time the 
'Planning was begun as it should have been presented, that the Couricil must 
inow make the decision as to whether t't will 'recognize the l.egal rights the 
ttaw Building has in this, and the larger interest of keeping Myers Street 
lopeno 

)'11'. Grier·stated-the Law Building will suffer from the loss of; the street and 
'there is no reason why the jail cannot be bU:~lt on the property east of 
!Xvert; Street without closingthat·sti'eet. 
1 • 

Mayor' Brookshire asked Mr. Grier if he has seen the. brOchure Mr '. Helms had 
'in his hands on which a public hearing was held Aprilt3, 1966; showing the 

us 
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closing of Myers Street, and if he has seen the preliminary plan which was 
prepared in 1958 which shows the closing of the street? Mr.' Grier repliecl 
he does"not believe the. brochure Mr. Helms had was prepared in 1966: 

.. April 1966, was when Mr.' Sawyer, said the Redevelopment Commission held a 
hearing on its plan and at tha..t,time'this block of Myers:Street was not 
even a part of ,the Redevelopment Plan, having been included as recently 
as late last fa11. that certainly he saw the plans that went forward then. 
When itwasfiro;;t publ,ished, the corridor back of the Law Building.and 
Court house was, c\esj,gliated for court expansion. 'How that got out, he does 
not koow. Tile PQint he makes, is t~ese plans were not firm iii terms of 
legally closing Myers Street,' and at the same time there were' other plans 
circulated last fall that showed Myers Street open. Which should they 
believe? -

Mayor Brookshire advised that Council has not held a public hearing on 
the Centrai,CityDevel0l'ment'Plan. Mr. Grier-'stated that"'is right and 
Council is the'only one,with the authority to close the street, so until 
Council does. have that authority, the matter .. is not an issue. Mr: Helms 
stated this is the first time anyone objecting to this has had any right 
to, object, and they are here at theyeryfirst opportunity • 

. Mayor Brookshire ask~d Mr. Sawy~r to give the dates of the advertised 
hearings before Council, that ha4 to do with the location of the jail and 
law enforcement,cente",and the closing of Myers Street. -Mr. Sawyer replied 
the dat;e ofcApril 13,1966 was the date at which the so-calle.<'l Pease Plan­
the, Governmental Center, Plan"; was presented to a joint meeting of the 
City Council, County COl1,lmission" School Board and Redevelopment Commission. 

Councilman Whi\:ttington asked if this meeting was advertised? Mr. Sawyer 
replied it was" not. officially advertised, but did re,ceive. some publicity 
in .the,. newspaper, prior to' it being held but they did not run an ad which 
they are required to do, in an official notice of'a public hearing. 
Councilman. Stegall asked if' this is the exac t plan as shown today, and wal; 

· it said at the time that Myers Street was to be ~losed? Mr. Sawyer replied 
· it is an, exhibi,t fr'om the Plan; 'the plan was' presented and he does not, ref'a11 
that it' was specifically said. that Myers Street would be closed; this is pne 
.of several. streets that were to ',be closed under. the Pian, and Myers Street: 
and_Alexander Street, '!>etw"en Third Street and Independenc'e Boulevard, ha've 
already been closed. Councilman Stegall statedMr." Sawyer answered his 
question when he said it was. not specifically laid out that Myers Street 
Was to be. closed; the, plan did' not specifically say this,; "it "'CIS assumed 
tha~everyone knew this. ,', ' 

Mr .SClwyersta~ed further"' the, first official publiC: hearing :was advertised 
in the newsPaper once a week for three consecutive weeks prior to the' 
date of the he1!Xing held by the Redevelopment Commission,about a month 
prior to it being presented to the City Council.,. It "'CIS submitted to 
the City Council which also advertised and l;an the: proper number of 
advertisements inth~ newsPaper anc\ the' hearing was held 'O'ctober 31, 1966. 

Councilman Smith stated for practical purposes this is 'the first time the 
· other side of the picture has been presented to Council, and he. thinks it 

wOJ.\ld behoove Council to'take it under advisement and stJ.\dywhat they have 
had to saY,rather than make a decision today. ,. 

Mr. Tom R;;ff, County Attorney, stated the County has the legal responsib:i!lity 
of providing a jail. It is the direct responsibility of the county govern­
ment and is a necessary expense. A bond issue has been voted to provide' 
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the funds; a decision was made by the Board of County Commissioners who 
at the time had the authority to make a decision as to the site. The 
decision as to the location took into account a desirable organic relation-i 
ship between the location of the court house and the interest of the city 
in their plans for the construction of the City Law Enforcement Center 
Building. Authorit'ies, individuals, officials of ' various kind and standing' 
recommended that 'the location selected be the site of' the new jaiL The 
location of the jail and the law enforcement building were in accord with 
the Governmental Plaza concept which had 'been adopted by the City of 
Charlotte, County of MeckJ:enburg and'other governmental agencies. 

Mr. Ruff stated he 'does not,mean to 'say that everyone has done everything 
that should have 'been done;, if everybody had anticipated some of 'the things 
that might have been done; we would 'not have this'sharp and difficult 
problem before us. The initial plans called for the ramp down or entrance 
from Trade Street into the lower level of the jail. At the time plans' 
for the jail came into his hands, within 24 hours or less a copy of those 
plans was delivered by him to representatives of the Law Building Corporation, 
At the time these plans were presented it became apparent that the Law ' 
Building interests objected to the ramp down which'was planned in the path 
of Myers Street itself. Based upon a concern of this feeling, the ramp 
down was moved over so,that its path would be entirely on property 
which would be'bwned by the County and which would not he in the portion 
of Myers Street which 'would go to the Law Building. It was moved a second 
time to be entirely beyond the path of Myers Street. This still left 
concern with the Law Building. Then they~went back again for, purposes of 
determining if it were possible to avoid or abandon the ramp'down entirely. 
Therefore, they went to the owners of the Law Building 'and said if the 
County can get by and abandon the entrance from Trade Street, will you 
forbear? From that point on they have made some assurances that any' 
damage to the building would be taken care of and they were requested to 
provide parking facilities equal to the amount of parking now available. 
This the County has not'been able to do; for'60 or more days they have 
sought in every possible way to provide it. Mr. Ruff'sta'ted the: horrible 
contemplations of one who appeared befo,re Council in his anticipation of 
wool would happen if this street were closed, did not happen when it was 
closed for a year or a half. These indivadua1s - lawyers and laymen - who 
have appeared to oppose say this is not in the public interest. He would 
say it is up to Council to determine what is in the public interest. The 
law says the ~treet may be closed provided there is reasonable m'eans 0:E 
ingress, egress and regress to the property concerned.' It is up to'Council 
to determine as a' fact whether or not there is sufficient ingress, egr'ess 
or regress to the Law Bu:l,lding. General Younts has suggested that the 
County has violated his interest. It may be insofar as -the easement to 
the back or backside' of 'the Law Building. That the instrument'recorded 
in the Court house in Book 614, Page 78 gives a right~of-wayeaSefilent ' 
8 feet wide at the rear of ,the Law Building on condition that nobody 
construct any structure or 'structures over'or on it.' The County has no 
intention of violating this right. There might be 'a change in the elevation 
insofar as access, to the Law Building side door is concerned. The petition 
before Council provides for the withdra,,,a1 of Myers Street which meanS that 
half of the tftled property will become vested in the Charlotte Law 
lluildingCorporation. It would have more access than tbe sidewalk provides 
and adequate means of getting to and ,from it. 

Mr. Ruff stated the' County proposes to be good neighbors. 'Tnaf it is up 
to Council to decide what is in the, public interest; that he feels as 
General Younts, Joe Grier or any other tenant that lives ahd practices 
law there the need for ~ub1ic parking in this area. These people who come 
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there are attending to public business. These facilities are. a matter of 
public concern and public -necessity. - He is sure the Council will seek some 
means of meeting this public requirement. However, it is unfortunate that, 
the necessity for public parking at this time should be raised in oppositi9n 
to the provision of a jail which is necessary io protect society, from those 
who need to be incarcerate-d. Bearing in mind that we gotto-this place by 
normal methods which have brought us to this point, he says that the hand pf 
many individuals, agencies, governmental agencies, public servants is in 
the developm~nt of the Goverrimental concept,inthe provision of the jail, 
in the anticipated provision in the court house itself for the implementation 
of the- court reform prog"am which is to begin in December 1968. The constructi, 
of the jail was-keyed to the anticipated provision of these additional court 
room facilities. 

Without reflecting on anyone who may have had a part in-any decision that 
brought us to this place; without "eflecting on anyone who-may have informed 
someone else,the hard fact of the matter is that if the jail can be built' 
here then the contract can be le-t and they -"an undertake to' make the jail 
facilities available for public necess-ity and the courtroom reform as required 
by law and as necessary. If H cannot be built here then it must be built 
somewhere. If it must-be built somewhere else, plans and specifications 
will have to be prepared at additicinal cost, at additional delay which 
means we will have to do without the jail and the court reform 'facilities 
until it can be buil-t. 

Mr. Ruff stated there have been ommissions, perhaps there should have been 
better notice by-the people at orie time or another; it is not his place to 
point the finger-~f criticism towards anyone, and he sympathizes very deeply 
for those who are concerned with the public necessity- for-parking. He say~ 
they should weigh the matter of parking against the matter of the court room 
facilities which are necessar-'j1 under the law, and the public demand for 
security as far as the jail, foundations are concerned. 

Mr. Paul Braswell, President of the Charlotte Section of -Nor_th Carolina 
Chapter of the American Institute of Architects, stated on July 27th of 
this year he wrote-a letter to the Board ~fCounty Commissioners, with 
copies to the -Mayor and- Mr. Veeder, concerning the Governmental Center and 
the County Jail,'- which is as: follows: 

.~ -

-"The Charlotte Section - North Carolina Chapter, The American Institute 
of Architects has observed through its Environmental Design Committee 
past- and- current developments concerning the Governmental Center and 
County Jail projects. In light of tke present situation concerning site 
acquisitian and location of the county jail, I refer to the Report to the 
City of Charlotte and Mecklenburg Countv (1966), prepared by J. N. -Pease 
Associates in which IMPLEMENTATION, l'age,43,paragraph 2, states and I 
quote. 

'Primarily, a Governmental Center Commission must be established. This 
should be a small group of men with the power to make recommendations and 
to see that they ~re carried out. This group must be augmented by a 
professional organization_of planners, architects and-engineers that would 
be responsible to the Commission for the overall planning, for the archi­
tectural continuity and for the 'engineering coordination on a continuing 
basis •• 

Such a commission under the direction and control of the city and county 
should be established as expeditiously as possible. The existence and 
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functioning of such a group would have perhaps alleviated difficulties 
experienced in the location of the Education Center and could influence 
the current situation in regards to the county jail. 

Regarding the jail and its rela,tion to the Center the followip,g points 
are emphasized. 

(1) Functionally, the site, north of Fourth Street, has the 
unique advant.age of physcially connecting the courthouse, the 
new jail and the new Law Enforcement Center. This central 
location is essential if the city and county are to haye an 
efiicientcourt, ja:i,l and law operation ... 

(2) Moving the jail site south o-f Fourth Street would necessi.tate 
a major redesigning of the Governmental Center Plan. Such a 
move would be unfortunate as it would be expensive, .time consuming, 
would probably result in an inferior plan functionally 
and aesthetically and would establish the undesirable precedent 
of unwarranted compromise of ·_the Governmental Center Plan. 

(3) The owners of adjoining properties should be encouraged to 
respond favorably to the plan and construction in a public 
spirited manner. The architects for the project have consci~ 
entiously -worked towards the end of beautifying the northern 
boundaries of' the site adjacent to existing building in keeping 
with the standards of the Governmental Center Plan, The owners 
of adjacent properties, as in fact all of Charlotte, stand to 
benefit upon realization of this first phase of the Center Plan. 

(4) Hovement of the Jail would necessitate time consuming and costly 
redesign of .the jail architectrual plans. This expense and delay· 
should be avoided. 

(5) Plans for loca,ting the jail in its present site were init·iat·ed 
two years ago. The progress towards acquisition of the necessary. 
property plus the closing of Myers Street has been painfully slow . 

. No· effnrt should be spared to expedite this process .. 

(6) A realistic look should be taken at the . time table' for occupancy by 
the new.c.ourts of the present jail facilities. - Because of delays 
already encountered, I suspect that it will b_e impossible to meet 
the December, 1968, deadline and that temporary courtrooms will 
have to be developed until construction is completed on the new 
jail and the renovation of present jail-facilities into· .new courts. 

·These commen·ts""hile re:iterating· the obvious, ·are made .with a very deep 
feeling of CiviC responsibility. And in this spirit I urge the County 
Commissioners in the absence of the Governmental Center Commission referred 
to above, to doggedly persist with its efforts to comply with the Center 
Plan. so that the citizens of this county may' realize the benefits of 
well planned public facilities to which they are entitled." 

Councilman Tuttle stated. public interest has -been the ,big point made today 
hy th'J opposition to the closing of Myers Street. That it is in the public 
interes t that construction of the new jail begin immediately andH' is 
theref<1re in the public interest that he moves the adoption of the, su.bject 
Resolutio!l 'closing portions of Myers S_treet. The motion was secon4ed_by 
Councilman Whit ti.ngton. 

(,1'8:, 
... Jt1. 
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Councilman Stegall made a substitute motion to postpone the adoption of 
the 'resolution until the next Council.Meeting as we have heard a lot of 
things today that we were not aware of before; that this group of men 
who have been against the petition to close the street are some of the 
finest people in Charlotte, and he does not think they want to stand in 
the way of anything that is going to be progressive to this city;also 
those who spoke, for,it h,,\v~ been sincere ,in their 'opinion.' But he , 
believes that several things have been said which to him makes good common 
sense. One is what will be the depreciation to the Law Building so far 
as dollars and cents in closing this street. Another is what would be 
the actual cost of moving this building over, a few feet to leave }lyers 
Street-as it is? No one has actually said. 'That he feels too many things 
have been said, and Mr. Ruff himself admits all has not' been done that should 
have been done ,or could have been done to ,e,nlighten, this group of people. 
If this is not the"case,' then he thinks Council owes it to these men not 
because they own the Law Building but because they are good, honest, 
forthright citizens of this community and they f",e1, the Council would be 
depriving them of their rights; plu;; the fact he does not like the idea 
of Council being put' on the 'spot pfhaving to be the ones to make this 
decision whe~ this should have been done back inthe days when this plan 
originated. C~ncilman Smith seconded the substitute motion and stated he 
sees no reason n~"to delay thifi for two, weeks and get the ,benefits of 
the remarks that h~, been made. ' 

The vote w&s taken on the substitute motion and lost by the following votei: 

YEAs: 
NAYS: 

Councilmen Stegall and Smith. 
Councilmen Alexander; Jordan, Short, ,Tuttle and Whittington. 

The vote was taken on the original motion to adopt the resolution closing 
the portion of Myers Street as outlined, and carried unanimously. 

The resolution is recorded in full in Resolution,s, Book 5, beginning on 
Page 473. 

ADMINISTRATIONQF REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION REQUESTED TO NOTiFY PERSONALLY , 
ALL ABUTTING PROPERTY OWNERS AND OCCUPANTS OF'LOCATIONS WHERE STREETS ARE 
TO BE CLOSED PRIOR TO TIME OF PUBLIC NOTICE. 

~ . " . . . 

Councilman Short stated intheGovernmental 'Center Plan there, were originally 
eight blocks to be closed- 4 in Alexander Street and 4 in Myers Street. 
The previous petition closed two of them and one block in Alexander has already 
been closed, but apparently there are several other blocks that will.come " 
up for closing. He stated he believes ,that all of those involved along these 
blocks should be notified personally by the administration of the Redevelop­
ment Commission - the, owners and occupants - that this poasibility exists 
and there may bea publicheaiing in the off.ering to close more hlocks. 
That we would riot want another situation.,where it would, be possible for 
gentlemen to come here and say they did not get the type of actual notice 
in time that they should have received, regardless of the legal notice. ' 

Mr. Kiser, City Attorney, advised on November 7, 1966, the Council voted to 
close South Myers Street, from East Third Street to Independence; South 
Alexander, from East Third Street to Independence; East Second Street, frdm 
Davidson Street to South McDowell Street, and East First Street, from 
South Davidson Street to South McDowell Street. 
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Mr. Sawyer, Director of the Redevelopment Commission, stated normally they 
do not petition to close a street until they own all of the property on 
either side of the street to be closed. 

Councilman Short stated regardless of what is normal, he thinks anyone 
involved in this situation should be notified specifically and definitely 
regardless of any advertisement that might occur. ' 

ORDINANCE NO. 676-X ORDERING THE DEMOLITION AND REMOVAL OF A BUILDING 
LOCATED AT ll07EAST 'FOURTH 'STREET PURSUANT TO' THE BUILilING CooBOF TlIE CITY 
OF CHARLOTTE, AND SECTION 6.61, ARTICLE IV, CHAPTER 6 OF THE CHARTER OF THE 
CITY OF CHARLOTTE. 

Councilman Jordan moved the adopti.on of the 'subject ordinance, whi.ch was 
,seconde'd by Councilman Whi,ttington, and carried unanimously. 

The ordinance is recorded in full in OrdmanceBook '15, a't page ,Sl. 

ORDINANCE NO. 677-X ORDERING THE REMOVAL OF AN ABANDONED MOTOR VEHICLE 
LOCATED ON EUCLID AVENUE EXTENSION, PURSUANT, TO ARTICLE 13-1.2 ,OF THE CODE 
AND CHAPTER 160-200 (43)' OF THE GENERAL STATUTES OF NORTH CAROLINA. 

Motion was made by Councilman Tuttle; seconded'by Councilman Whittington, 
and unanimously carried, adopting the subject ordinance. 

The ordinance is reCOrded in full in Ordinance Book 15, at Pag~ 82. 

ORDINANCE NO. 67S-X ORDERING THE REMOVAL OF AN ABANDONED MOTOR VEHICLE 
LOCATED AT 1517 EASTCREST DRIVE PURSUANT TO ARTICLE 13-1.2 OF THE CODE AliD 
CHAPTER 160-200 (43) OF THE GENERAL STATUTES OF NORTH CAROLINA. 

~1otion was made by Councilman 'Jordan, seconded 'by Counc:l1man Tuttle, 
and unanimously carried, adopting the, subject ordinance. The ordinance 
is recorded in full in Ordinance Book 15, at '~ge in. 

RESOLUTION Pll:oVIDING FOR PUBLIG HEARINGS ON SEPTEMBER IS ,ON PETITIONS NO. 
67-49 THROUGH 67-54 AND' '67-57 THROUGH 6.7-61 FOR ZONING CHANGES.-

Upon motion of Councilman Tuttle, seconded by Councilman Alexander, and 
unanimously carried, the subject resolution was adopted and is recorded in 
full in Resolutions,Book 5,'at Pa~e 475. 

RESOLUTION PROVIDING FOR PUBLIC HEARINGS, ON SEPTEMBER 25 ON PETItIONS NO. 
67-54 THROUGH 67-56 FOR ZONING GHANGES. 

Councilman Whittington moved adoption of the subject resolution which «as 
seconded by Councilman Jordan, and carried '\111animously: The, resolution 
is recorded in full in'Resolutions Book 5, at Page 476. 
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102 

August 21, 1967 
Minute Book 49 - Page 102 

CONTRACTS FOR INSTALLATION OF ~ATER MAINS AUTHORIZED. 

Upon motion of Councilman Short,~ ~seconded by Councilman Stegall, and 
unanimously carried, contracts were authorized for the installation of 
water mains, as follows: 

(a) 

(b) 

Contract ,with, Ervin Industries~, Inc. for j:he installation of 
830 feet~of~ain a;"d orie fire hydrant in Northwood Estates 
Subdivision No.3, i~side~ the 'city, at an estimated cost of 
$2,900.00. The city will finance all construction costs and 
the applicant will guarantee an annual gross water revenue 
equal to 10% of the total construction cost; 

Supplementary contract to contract dated July ~15, 1963 with 
the American Investment Company for the installation of 
1,880 feet of main and one hydrant, in Olde Providence 
Subdivision' No. 6,~outside' the city, at an estimated cost of 
$8,100.00. The applicant will pay the entire cost of the 
mains and hydrant and will own same until such' time as the 
area is incotporated i~to the city at which time the mains 
will become the property of the city without further agreement 
in connection therewith; 

SUPPLEMENTARY CONTRACT~WITHSHARON UTILITIES FOR WATER MAIN INSTALLATION 
TO SERVE MONTCLAIRE SUBDIVISION NO.5 AUTHORIZED. 

Motion was made by Councilman j?rdan, seconded by Councilmlm WhittingtOljt, 
and unanimously carried approving a supplementary contract to contract 
dated August 8, 1966 with Sharon Utilities for the i.nstallation of 
605 feet of main and one hydrant to serve Mon1;claire Subdivision No.5" 
outside the city, at: an estimated cost of$3,50Cf;OO; with the applicant 
to finance all pipe lines and' system and Will own,operate and maintain' 
same and retain all revenues derived from their customers until such time 
as any pa~t or all of~ th~' system will b!'cotne the property of the city without 
cost or further agreemellts arid the city will then operate that part of the 
system under the'city's'rules and'regulations. 

SANITARY SEWER MAINS AUTHORIZED. 

Upon motion of C6unciltilan Alexander, s!,conded 'by CquI'tC1lman Tuttle, and, 
unanimously carried, construction of sanitary sewer mains were authoriz~d, 
as follows: ~ 

(a) Construction of 1,580 feet of 8-inch main to serve Green Meadows , 
Subdivision, inside the city, at the request of Evans Construction: 
Company, at an estimated cost of $7,385.00. AlE cost of the 
construction will be borne by the applicant whose deposit in the 
full amount has been received and will be refunded as per terms 
of the agreement; 

(b) Construction of 250 feet of 8-inch main in DeWolfe Street, 
, inside the city, at the request of W. D. Holland,~ at an~estimated 
cost of $1,290.00. All cost of the construction will be borne 
by the applicant whose deposit in the full amount has been received 
and will be refunded as per terms of the agreement; 
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(c) Construction of 895 feet of 8-inch trunk and 1,340 feet 
of 8-inch main, to serve Lincolnshire Subdivision, inside 
the city, at an estimated cost of $11,573.00. All cost of 
the construction will be borne by the applicant whose 
deposit in the full aniounthas be'en received and wiil be 
refunded as per terms of the agreement; 

(d) Construction of 320 feet of 8-inch trunk and 1,240 feet of ' 
8-inch main, to serve a portion of Robinhood Woods No.5, 
inside the city , at the request of Marsh-Br.oadway 
Construction, at an estimated cost of $8,055.00. Allcost 
of the construction'wil1 be borne by tneapp1icant whose 
deposit in the full amount has been received and will be 
refunded as pe'r terms of the agreement. ' 

APPRAISAL CONTRAC~S AUTHORIZED. 

Motion was made by Councilman Jordan, seconded by Councilman Short, and 
unanimously carried, approving the following, appraisal contracts: 

(a) Contract with Lionel D. Bass, Sr. for-appraisal of one parcel 
of property for the Eastway Drive Widening Project; , 

(b) Contract with Harry G. Brown" for appraisal of nine parcels, of 
property for the South Boulevard Intersections; 

(c) Contract with Henry E. Bryant for appraisal of two parcels of 
property for the Airport Clear Zone; 

(d) Contracts with Stuart ~J. Elliott for appraisal of nine 
parcels or property for, the South Boulevard Intersections, 
and two pa~ce1s of property for the East Third Street-Project; 

(e) Contract with Leo H. Phelan, Jr. f~r appraisal of two parcels 
of property,for the South Boulevard Ini:ersections; 

(f) Contracts with Alfred-E. Smith for appraisal of one parcel 
of property for the East Third Street Connector and four parcels 
of property for the South lloulevard Int~rsections.' 

LEASE WITH CIVIL AIR PATROL FOR BUILDING NO.. 284 AT AIRPORT AUTHORIZED. 

Councilman Whittington moved approval of a lease with ,The Civil Air Patrol 
for Airport Building No. 284'containing approximately 3,400. square feet 
at $0.53 per square foot per year, to be el'fective July 1, 1967, at 
$150..0.0 per month. The motion was seconded by Councilman Stegall and 
carried unanimously. 

CLAIM OF WILLIAM' L. BROOME FOR LOSS OF MOTOR SCOOTER APPROVED. 

Claim of Hr. 'William L. Broome, 163:3 Browns Avenue, in the amount of $150..00 
for the loss of motor scooter was reCOlllmended denied by the City Attorney. 

Mr. Broome stated this motor bike was a Christmas gift to his son; he 
tvorked pact of the summer and saved half the money and he gave him the 
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other half to p~rchase the scooter for a gift. Mr. Broome stated he 
made two attempts to recover the'bike from the Police Department after 
it had been recovered when stolen on March 23, 1967. He was first told 
it was being held for evidence, and on the second attempt to get the bike 
from the police garage he was told that he would have to seethe arresting 
officer and he was not on duty on that particular day; on the third attem~t 
to recover the vehicle from the police, they informed him' it had been stolen 
from them. He stated 1;he City is due him some reimbursement Sincehehad 
made an effort to recover the vehicle from them afterfhey had recovered it. 
This appeared in the Charlotte Observer on Saturday and much,to his surprise 
he found the Attorneywas recommending the claim not be paici. At no time' 
in talking with this office have' they told him they were going to recommend 
the claim be denied. That the article in the paper stated he was suing 
the City of Charlotte for $150 and he has not sued the City. On the advice 
of Chief Goodman, he wrote'a letter to Mr, Veeder making a,claim for the 
vehicle. He stated he llliide a claim for $136.00, depreciating the vehicle 
even though only a couple of months old. It originally cost $151.00, 

Councilman Short asked if Council would run a risk of being personally liable 
if this money were paid to Mr. Broome1 Mr. ~iser, City Attorney, replied .the 
City is not authorized to pay any claims for which it has no l:Lability in 
the eyes of the law; the moral aspects do not enter the picture; in their 
opinion the City is not liable for this claim; there .is no evidence of 
negligence on the part'of the City. That is the basis for the recommendation. 

Councilman Stegall asked if Mr. Broome' came twice to-recover his motor scooter 
and (one) they were holdingritfor evidence and (two) the,arresting officer 
was not there1 If so,' the slip is over there and he could sign in front of 
the record's clerk to,.repQssess it. If he did come for it and was denied it, 
he thlilks it should be paid • 

Councilman Tuttle, stated the fact that the City took this, man's property and 
held it for its own'use after it was recovered to.be used as evidence in court 
and thefa':t the City was h~lding the property an:d the,C1ty,subsequently could 
not deliver it, he thinks the City is liable for it and moved that the claim 
in the amount of $136.00 be paid. The motion was seconded by Councilman ~tegal 

Councilman Short made a substitute motion that the claim be denied as 
recommended .. The motion did not receive a ,second. 

Councilm,;n Smith .. asked if the motor scooter i.s recqvered a.fter the city, pays 
the claim will the city have to take it and sell it1 That; Mr. Broome bought 
the vehicle new for $151.00, what about depreciation1 The city does not want 
to lose money on it. Mayor Brookshire replied Mr. Broome has stated that he 
has depreciated it and is asking $136.00 and not $151.00.Mt. Kiser stated 
a report from the Police Department indicated that a check with the Boat 
and Motor Center revealed that the purchase price was originally .$149.50 and 

,that the fair market price at this time is approximately $115 to $125. If 
Council decides to vote 'to pay the claim, then it becomes important that 
t1!e fair market value b(i! deterll)ined. That l1r. Broome indicates in his opinion 
it is $136 and the Boat and Motor Center indi~ates that it is $115 to $125. 

Councilman Tuttle stated all the Boat and Motor Center does is take an aVerage 
they get. Apparently Mr. Broome has taken depreciation into consideratio~ and 
he thinks he has been fair and he thinks the City should be fair and if he 
is asking for $136 that is what he moves be paid. Mr. Kiser replied he has 
never seen the motor scooter and has no way of determining the value of the 
motor scooter as it is not here. 
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Mr. Broome advised he talked with the Boat and Motor Center and they gave 
him the price of $136.00. 

Councilman Alexander stated he underst"od Mr. Broome to say that on one 
visit'to the Police Department they could not find the slip, and by them 
not being able to find the slip if it means he could not recover the 
vehicle? Councilman Stegall replied if they did not have the' tow-in slip" 
for it he could not have gotten it even, if it had been there; he would have' 
to sign a release tow-in slip before johey would allow him' to have it. , Mr. 
Kiser advised this was a'mot6r bike,. that was st"len and s.ubsequently , 
recovered' by the Police Department which wasc~edng held for evi~e1}ce. 
Councilman Stegall·stated it does not make any difference, there would be 
a tow-in slip. Councilman Alexander'stated whatever type of' slip is required 

, to release it and the Po!iceDepartnJ.ent could not find the slip, is there 
any liability there that he could not recover his vehicle because of some 
negligence on the part of the City? Mr. Kiser replied at that point 
there'was no neg.ligence sufficient to allow the individual to'r'ecQver from 
the City if the motor scooter was still in the area; '1;hat does'not make 
negligence sufficient to make the city liable for the value Of the motor 
scooter. Councilman Alexander stated if the slip had been there'forMr. 
Broome to sign, then' he could have car:ded it on away and' it would not have 
been left to be stolen. 

The vote"was taken on the motion to pay the claim in the amount' of $136.00 
and carried by the following vote: 

YEAS: 
NAYS: 

Councilmen Tuttle, .StegalL .Alexander, Jordan, Smith and Whittington. 
Councilman Short. 

CLAIM OF MRS. JEAN ELLIOTT FOR LOSS OF RUGS DENIED. - '- ' 

Councilman Jordan moved that claim of Mrs;"Jean Elliott, 617 Ideal Way, in 
the amount of $21.42 for the loss of ten rugs on"May 17, 1967when. rugs 
were placed on top of the garbage can and Motor Transport personnel picked 
up the refuse and the rugs and carri~d them to the'landfill site'and dumped th' 
be denied, as recommended by the City Attorney. The motion was seconded 
by Councilman Tuttle, and carried unanimously. 

CLAIM OF W. J. STEVENS DENIED. 

Upon motion of Councilman Tuttle, seconded by Councilman Whittington, and 
unanimously carried, claLm of Mr. W. J. Stevens, 2823 Selwyn Avenue in the 
amount of $7.10 foidamage'to restroom door lock was denied as recolilmended 
by the City Attorney. 

CLAIM OF' JAMES STITT DENIED. 

Motion was made by Councilman Ttittle that claim filed by Mr. James Stitt, 
6H Seigle Avenue, in'the amount of $335.00 for personal inJudes'and property 
damage' sustained March 25,1967 On North Harrill Street, be denied as 
recommended by , the City Attorney. The motion ,,,"s se(!onded by Councilman 
Shori: and carried unanimously. 
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SUBROGATION CLAIM OF TRAVELERS INSURANCE COMPANY FOR JAMES LOFTIN DENIED. 

Councilman Whittington moved that-subrogation claim filed by Travelers 
Insurance Company ,in the amount of $156.06 in behaLf of Mr. James Loftin, an 
employee of The Heart of Charlot-te Motor Inn who stepped on ~ide of water 
meter box lid cau",ing it to slip and Mr. Loftin to fall, be denied as 
recommended by the City Attorney. The motion was seconded by Councilman 
Stegall and carried unanimously. 

CLAIM OF MR. RANDOLPH NEAL AUTHORIZED. 

Councilman Jordan moved that claim be paid as, recommended by the City Attorney 
which wa,s filed by Mr. Randolph Neal, 3100 Cricketeer Drive, in the amoun~ 
of $428.42, for damages to his house and furnishings on March 28, 1967 when 
city 'forces were inst;'lling a sewer line in front of the claimant's house I 
and dynamite was used to blast which threw rocks from the 'ditch which went 
through claimant's picture window. The motion was seconded by Councilman 
Short, and carried unanimously. 

CLA,IM OF MRS. ROBERT W. CUFF AUTll.ORIZED PAID. 

Upon motion at Councilman Tuttle, seconded by Coun~ilman Whittington, and 
unanimously carried, claim of Mrs. Robert W.-Cuff~ 3000 Finley Place, in 
the amount of $1.50 for flat- tire caused when she ran across a spike used 
to install traffic counter, was authorized'paid as recommended by City 
Attorney. 

CLAIM OF MR. B. R. TAYLOR AUTHORIZED PAID. 

Hotion was made by Councilman Jordan authorizing payment of cIa,im as 
recommended by the City Attorney to Hr. B. R. Taylor, 1905 Anderson Streeq, 
in the amount of $58.25 for damages to sewer drain. The motion was 
seconded by Councilman Short, and carried unanimously. 

Councilman Tuttle stated the 'claim paid Hr. Broome substantiates his argunient 
against a high limit which Council would authorize the City Manager to 
settle. Not questioning the City Hanager but the City Hanager would be, 
inclined to abide by the decision of his legal department. Th:[s case 
accentuates the fact that on a fairly substantial sum he thinks it should :be 
the obligation of the Council to pass on them. Councilman Smith stated if, the 
City Manager had denied it, Mr. Broome would have been dawn, -h-ere anY'<ay add 
talked to' Council and this would have been an opportunity to reverse the 
decision. 

PRIVATE DETECTIVE LICENSES APPROVED. 

Councilman Jordan moved approval of license applications, for Mr. Earnest ~. 
Howell, State License No. 174, and Henry F. Maness, Jr., State License No.: 
125, covering the classification of "Private Detective". The motion was 
seconded by Councilman Whittington, and carried unanimously. 
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ORDINANCE NO. 679-X AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 655-X, THE 1967-68 BUDGET 
ORDINAi~CE AUTHORIZING THE TRANSFER OF A PORTION OF THE AIRPORT FUND 
UNENCUMBERED BALANCE. 

Councilman Tuttle moved the adoption at the subject ordinance transferring 
$2,~47.0l to Airport Fund-Non-Departmental Expense-Legal Services CAB to 
he used for payment to James Verner for legal·ser"\(ices rendered before the 
CAB. The marion was seconded by. Councilman Short, and carried unanimously. 

The ordinance is recoraed in full in Ordinance Book 15, at Page 84, 

CHANGE ORDER NO. M-l IN CONTRACT WITH A. Z. PRICE AND ASSOCIATES, INC. FOR 
HOSKINS FILTER PLAN ADDITION APPROVED. 

Motion was made by Councilman Jordan approving. Change Order No. M-1 in 
contract with A. Z. Price and Associates, Inc. for Hoskins Filter Plant 
addition for installatio·n of mechanica1 equipment reducing the total amount 
of the contract by $51. 45. The motion was seconCied by Councilman Alexander, 
and c.arried unanimously. 

CHANGE ORDER NO. P-l IN CONTRACT WITH SHANKLIN AIR Cm..1nITIONINGCOHPAJ:olY 
FOR MINT MUSEUM ADDITION APPROVED. 

Councilman Stegall moved approval of Change Order No. P-l in contract with 
Shanklin Air Conditioning Company for Mint Museum Addition for relocating 
floor drain in equipmerit room to accommodate air conditioning unit . 
adding $49.54 to the. contract price. The motion was seconded by Councilman: 
Short, and carried unanimously. 

SPECIAL OFFICER PERHITS AUTHORIZED. 

Upon motion of Councilman Tuttle, seconded by Counc·i1man Stegall, and 
unanimously carried, the following Special Officer Permits. were appro\'ed: 

(a) Renewal of permit to Mr. Walter C. Thomas, for u~e on the premises 
of Sharon Memorial Park; 

(b) Renewal of permit to Mr. Paul E. Halberstadt, for use on the prE!l11ises 
of Sharon Memorial Park; 

(c) Renewal of permit to Mr. Leonard W. HedricK, for use on th", premises 
of Sharon Memori_al Park; 

(d) Renewal of permit: to l1r. Howard W. Halberstadt ,_ for use on the premises 
of Sharon Hemoria1 Park; 

(e) Issuance of permit for one year to Charlie King, for use on the premi£J:es 
Qf Johnson C. Smith University Campus. 

TF)JqSFE.~ OF CE}ffiTERY LOTS AUTHORIZED. 

l1oi:ion was made by Councilman Jordan~ seconde~ by 'Councilman ShDrt ,_ and 
unanimously carried, authorizing the Mayor a.nd City Clerk to execute deeds 
for the transfer of the following cemetery lots: 

(a) l)eed "'ieh Mrs. Grace Mann NeithB'Cdt, for Graves No.4, 5 ana 6, in 
Lot No. 176, Section. 2, Evergreen Cemetery, at: $180..00; 

continued 
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(b) Deed with Earle F. Spaugh for Lot No.8, Section 2, Evergreen 
Cemetery, -at -$p76.60; 

(c) Deed with F. S. Henderson and Edna L. Henderson, for Lot No. 
466, Section 6, Evergreen Cemetery, at $240.00; 

(d) Deed with W. L. Capps and Ethel B. Capps for Lot No. 440, 
Section 6, Evergreen Cemetery, at-$240.00; 

(e) .Deed with James N. Grant and wife, LaRose W. Grant, for Lot 
No. 238, Section 4-A, Evergreen Cemetery, at $189.00. 

CONTRACT AWARDED JOINT & CLUTCH SERVICE, INC. FOR AUTOMOTIVE BATTERIES. 

Motion was made by -Councilman Whittington awarding contract to the low . 
bidder, Joint & Clutch Service, Inc., in the amount of $5,307.69 on a un;'t 
price basis for 364 automotive-batteries. The motion was seconded 
by Councilman Short, and carried unanimously. 

The following bids were received: 

Joint & Clutch Service, Inc. 
B & H Battery_Company 
Dayton Tire Sales Company 
Southern Bearings & Parts Co. 

$ 5,307.69 
$ 5;587.56 
$ 7,007.54 
$ 8,125.48 

CONTRACT AWARDED BURNER PARTS, INC. FOR ONE FOUR-WHEEL DRIVE TOWING VEHlqLE. 

Councilman Whittington moved award of contract to the only bidder, Burne, 
Parts, Inc;,' in the amountof $2,611.28, on a unit price basis for one 
4-whe~l drive towing vehicle. The motion was seconded by Councilman 
Stegall and carried unanimously. 

CONTRACT AWARDED BLYTHE BROTHERS COMPANY FOR CONSTRUCTION OF DIAMETER 
DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM WATER 11AIN IN PRESSLEY ROAD. 

Upon motion of Councilman Jordan, seconded by Councilman Short, and 
unanimously' carried, contract was awarded the low bidder, Blythe Brother$ 
Company in the amount of $32,516.00, on a unit price basis -for the -
construction of a 16 inch and 6 inch diameter distribution system water 
main in Pressley Roael, crossing the proposed reloc<\tion -of U. S. 21 Soutl?. 

The following bids were received: 

Blythe Brothers Company 
Boyd & Goforth, Inc. 
C. W. Gallant 
Noll Construction Co. 
Saunders Brothers 

$32,516.00 
$33,604.60 
$38,491.50 
$41,445.00 
$41,945.00 
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CONTRACT AWARDED PRISMO SAFETY CORPORATION FOR HIGH VISCOSITY PAVEHENT 
Y~KING COMPOUND. 

Motion was made by Councilman Whittington awarding contract to the only 
bidder meeting specifications, Prismo Safety 'Corporation in the amount of 
$30,900 on a unit price basis for 6,000 gallons of high viscosity non­
tracking, fast-drying, pavement marking compound. The motion was 
seconded by Councilman Jordan. ' 

Councilman Tuttle stated he believes Council was told this new method 
was so popular that other manufacturers would 'be getting into this, and 
he questions the one bid. The PurchaSing Agent stated as indicated in the 
beginning other people would probably be getting into this business. This 
is not a paint, it is a special compound, made to go into the piece of 
equipment we have now. That he' has done a good bit of checking with 
numerous other cities and other users and there are two other companies 
who are getting into this manufacturing. From the information ,he has , 
received they cannot tell him whether it is good or bad, and suggested 
that tests he made. Mr. Brown stated this is what the City proposes to 
do; they want to get some of the other material and during the course of 
the year test it and by next year will ha~Je the infOrmation need~ed. 

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

Bids received not meeting specifications: 

William Armstrong Smith Co. 
Baltimore Paint &,Chemical Corp. 

$29,787.60 
$25,079.60 

CONTRACT AWARDED COOPER TIRE & RUBBER COMPANY FOR TIRES AND TUBES, 

Councilman Tuttle moved award of contract to the low bidder, Cooper Tire 
and Rubber Company, in the amount of $24,795.64 on a unit price basiS for 
1,334 tires and 1,192 tubes. The motion was seconded by Councilman Whittingt( 

Councilman Stegall asked if these are 100 level tires, 'and Mr. Brown replied 
they are 110. Councilman Stegall stated he does not understand the 
differences in the bids; there are some $2,000 to $3,000 difference in 
the first four bids. Mr. Veeder stated some of ,the unit prices are - 775 
by 14.4 - $10.67; 775 x 15.4 - $10.32. 

Councilman Stegall asked who the local dealer is for Cooper Tire & Rubber 
Company, and Hr. Brownrep'lied they do not,have a dealer in Charlotte; 
it comes ,direct from the factory. They ship out of Richmond; you put in 
an order today and it comes out-by truck. Councilman Stegall stated a 
Michelon tire is the highest price tire you can buy and they are guaranteed: 
on automobiles for 40,000 miles. You can buy a tire for $10.67 that tire 
may only run for 4,000 miles ,the same tire and same size for $12.50 might 
run 8,000 miles. Mr. StoTNn stated: there is quite a bit of discussion, 
by the Governmenc, and the specifications used for tires are ~ard to 
understand. l-lritten into the contract is that these tires can be sent to 
a te:~ti!!g laboratory. Mr. Veeder stat.ed we sometime buy tires based on 
performance rather ,than any other standard, Councilman Stegall said if 
you have a testing laboratory and you took fourtire!l of each one of the 
perspective bidders and sent them to a testing laboratory to see what kind 
of mileage you get, -ehe third tire may be the highest price ti!;e but it 
could give you twice as much tire wear; therefore, you cut down the cost 
considerably. Mr. Brown stuced the records he has is put on a cost per mile 
basiS. 

lOrY 
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The vote was taken on the motion artd carried unanimously. 

The following bids were received: 

Cooper Tire & Rubber Co. $ 24,795.64 
Griffin Bros. Tire Service $ 26,634.22 
L & N Royal Tire Co. Bidlf2 $ 27,480.19 
Miller Tire Service $ 30,494.28 
Delta Tire Service $ 31,159.49 
General Tire Service $ 31,279.90 
Goodyear Service Stores $ 33,229.21 
Firestone Stores $ 33,617.04 
Gordy Tire Company $ 35,765.50 
B. F. Goodrich Company $ 36,443.16 

PROPOSED GOVERNMENTAL CENTER ADVISORY COMMITTEE APPROVED. 

Mayor Brookshire advised Mr. McIntyre, Planning Director, has recommended 
a governmental center advisory committee in a report dated July 11, 1967 
with the following membership: 

Chairman, Board of County Commissioners 
Vice Chairman, Board of County Commissioners 
Mayor, City of Charlotte 
Mayor Pro tem, City of Charlotte 
Chairman, Board of Education 
Chairman, Planning Commission 
President, Chamber of Commerce 
Members-at-large (four) 

Councilman Short moved approval of the recommendation, which was seconded 
by Councilman Stegall. 

Mayor Brookshire stated the County Commissioners in adopting the recommenda­
tion this morning indicated this advisory commission to be named would not 
have any responsibility or authority over the government buildings alre~dy 
approved and located. Councilman Tuttle stated he hopes his recommendation 
will be considered to include the Chairman of the Beautification Commission 
as a member of this committee. 

The vote was taken on the motion and carried unanimously. 

Councilman Short stated Mr. McIntyre did not include in the responsibilities 
for the Committee to set some sort of order for the priority of the 
building of various things, and he hopes they will take it upon themselves 
when they are activated. 

Mayor Brookshire stated in the final analysis it would recommend to the 
city, county, school board or other governmental agency, but the elected 
authority would still have the authority to make decisions. 
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CHARLOT"rE 
INTEH-Oj-FICE COIV'iiv1UNICATION 

Mayor Stanford R. Brookshire 
Chairman James G. Martin 

DATE: 

FROM: 

. July 11, 1967 

tJ. C. .ltc.JJ(0 
.' 7"-"-'· W. E. Mcln:tyre, ' 

Planning Director 

SUBJECT: Organization of Governmental Center Advisory Commission 

Pursuant to your request there is attached hereto recommendations con­
cerning the establishment of a Governmental Center Advisory Committee. 

In the course of developing these recommendations I contacted several 
cities and the American Society of Planning Officials extensive 
reference files to learn of experience els'ewhere on this' type of 
matter that might be helpful to us. I was unable to locate any such 
experience so the attached recommendations are developed entirely out 
of what appear to be the needs and requirements of our own situation. 

If further elaboration or discussion of the matter would be helpful 
please let me know. 

WEMc:mc 



PROPOSED GOVERNMENTAL CENTER ADVISORY CCMMITTEE 

Proposed Authority and Responsibility of the Committee 

1. As occasion requires to review the Governmental Center Plan and to make' 

any necessary modifications to it so that there will exist at all times a , 

current, coordin~ted plan to guide the long range development of the Govern­

mental Center. 

2. Prior to the development of plans for any major buildings or structures, 

in the Governmental Center to recommend to the appropriate governmental 

authority criteria for the buildings or structures to assure development 

that will conform to the approved Governmental Center Plan and contribute 

to the coordinated, functional and esthetic development of the Center. 

3. To review and make recommendations on plans for all new major buildings 

or structures in the Governmental Center to assure that they will contribute 

to the coordinated, functional and esthetic development of the Center and 

to assure tha,t they will conform to the approved Governmental Center Plan. 

4. As needed to recommend that professional advice and assistance be 

secured on matters involving the modification of the Governmental Center 

Plan and the establishment of'criteria to guide the development of major 

facilities in the Center, and to work with the professional advisers in 

the development of recommendations to the governmental authorities on such 

matters. 

5. To review and make recommendations on all facilities and improvements 

proposed to be installed in the Center, such as parking lots, landscape 

plantings, street improvements, utilities, sidewalks, exterior lighting, etc. 
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6.. To make recommendations' on the use, financing, administration and 

maintenance of common facilities such as parking, building space, parks, etc. 

7. To meet at least once a year, in March, to assess the status of develop-

ment and the needs of the Center as they may relate to budget appropriations 

for the next fiscal year and to make recommendations th~t will further the 

Center's proper development, maintenance and use. 

8. To administer and stimulate the use of appropriate parts of the Govern-

~ental Center for civic, fraternal, cultural, educational or other public 

and quasi public activities. 

9. To make recommendations to the City government, County' government or 

School Board on any matters it judges to be in the interest of the best 

development, use or maintenance of the Governmental Center. 

10. To require agencies of the City or County governments or the School 

Board to provide it with any information they may have 'available which would 

assist the Committee in discharging its responsibilities. 

11. To adopt rules and procedures for its organization and the conduct of 

its business. 

. , 
, 
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Hembership 

. At the present time it is expected that the Committee will have the 

. following membership: 

Chairman, Board of County Commissioners 
Vice Chairman, Board of County Commissioners 
Hayor, City of Charlotte 
Hayor Pro tern, City of Charlotte 
Chairman, Board of Education 
Chairman, Planning Commission 
President, Chamber of Commerce 
Hembers-at-large (two) 

It appears that this membership· may be functionally weak in one ·respect. 

At times there might be a lack of continuity in a Commission comprised pre-

dominantly of members who are elected to office every year or two. Con-

tinuity in the Committee would be very important since the Governmental Center 

will be developing slowly over a period of many years. To overcome this po-

tential deficiency it is recommended that the members-at-large be increased 

from two to four, that the Chairman be elected from the at-large members 

and that the at-large members be appointed for four years staggered terms. 

William E. Hclntyre 
Julyll, 1967 



GOVERNMENTAL CENTER ADVISORY COMMISSION 

Mr. Charles Lowe, Chairman 
Board of County Commissioners 

Mr. Charles Myers, Vice-Chairman 
Board of County COITL'TIissioners 

Mayor Stan R. Brookshire 
City of Char lotte 

James B. Whittington, Mayor Pro Tem 
City of Charlotte 

Mr. William E. Poe, Chairman 
Board of Education 

Mr. Walter Toy, Chairman 
Char lotte - Mecklenbur g Planning Commi s s ion 

Mr. Ed Latimer, President 
Charlotte Chamber of COll'lmerCe 

Mrs. Oliver Rowe 

Mr. Graeme Keith, 
First Union National Bank 

Dr. William E. Bluford, 
Johnson C. Smith University 

Mr. Hugh Edward White, 
Freeman White Associates 
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FIRE DEPARTMENT PROMOTIONAL POLICY APPROVED AS AMENDED. 

Councilman Whittington stated regarding the fire department promotional 
policy he had told the City Manager earlier that he did not understand 
the guidelines because Council was not furnished with a memorandum that all 
the personnel of the Fire Department would have received. Council was given 
this information on Friday of last week and he is now ready to vote 
for the promotional system as recommended with the following exceptions: 
On the promotion by rank, beginning with Captain and going through the 
Assistant Chief, the promotion guidelines stated a man would serve one year 
in rank. 

He moved approval of the promotional system as recommended with the following 
amendments: a man must serve two years in rank for a Captain, Deputy Chief 
and Assistant Chief. The motion was seconded by Councilman Tuttle. 

Councilman Alexander made a substitute motion to postpone any action until 
the next Council meeting as he would like to make some comments on the 
promotional system and the fire activity. The motion did not receive a secont 

The vote was taken on the original motion and carried unanimously. 

WALTER J. BLACK REAPPOINTED AS CHIEF OF THE CHARLOTTE FIRE DEPARTMENT. 

Councilman Tuttle moved the reappointment of Walter J. Black as Chief of 
the Fire Department to serve at the pleasure of this Council. The motion 
was seconded by Councilman Stegall. 

Councilman Alexander stated when he was first elected to the Council he 
asked a question about the fire problem as he had heard it - first as a 
citizen, and then since being on the Council. He was told at that time it 
was of little import as this is what you expect from fire departments. 
That he has never seen where this matter had quieted down any. It has grown 
by leaps and bounds over the past few years and up to now. He is not against 
an action to rename the fire chief. He is against using an action of this 
type to cover any failure of Council to recognize the problems that lead up 
to what we see of fire department problems. He feels we have certain responsi 
bility to the citizens of Charlotte to give this matter as much considerati';'n.c 

as we can to determine whether or not there are any facts involved in all th~ 
charges we have heard from all these sources. This he does not think Counci~ 
has done. It is owed to the firemen, to the citizens of Charlotte and to 
our administrative officials to do something that would show that we have 
faced the facts that are before us, and have arrived at some conclusion. 
Any action to name any official - if he must be named again - is premature 
against our failure to recognize all the problems before us now. That he 
does not feel he can justly vote at this time to give consideration to this 
type of motion when we have not given consideration to all the facts involved 
that grow therefrom. The promotional plan adoption does not solve the fire 
problems. They are as big as ever; maybe bigger. That until che issues 
are faced as they are, the same problems are before Council. The naming of 
the Chief puts him at a disadvantage before Council has given just considera­
tion to these matters. If that is the case, we are not doing anything but 
throwing the fire chief in a pot of oil and saying "boil all you please 
and we will see what happens to the ashes". 

That he does not feel he can be honest to an offiCial in public capacity or 
the men of the fire department by passing over this matter as lj.ghtly as 

111 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Mayor and City Council Date: July 28, 1967 

From: W. J. Veeder, City Manager 

Subject: Fire Department Promotional Policy 

Attached for your information is a revised promotional policy as 
submitted by Chief Walter Black. 

In his memorandum to me, Chief Black points out that the policy was 
prepared after consideration of many viewpoints and opinions. Yester­
day it was reviewed at length by the chief officers in the department. 

I too have reviewed the proposed policy and am of the opinion that it 
is a distinct improvement over the current policy. It provides a 
framework for promotions that emphasizes merit, ability and fairness 
and is basically sound. If use of the policy points up any areas that 
need to be changed, amendments can be considered. 

I recommend that you approve the policy. 

WJV:aa 

Attachment 
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CITY OF CHARLOTTE 
INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION 

TO: Mr. \'1. J. Veeder, City Manager 

SUBJECT: REVISED FIRE DEPARrMENT PROHGrIONAL POLICY AS REQUESTE Ol:mCIL 
ON 7-17-67. 

The Chief Officers and Administrative Staff of the Fire Department have done 
considerable research and given much time and discussion to revising our 
promotional system. 

On regyest, I received vrritten opinions and recommendations from tvrelve 
Charlotte Chief Officers. 

This procedure represents the best thinking of the Institute of Government 
at Chapel Hill, League of Hunicipalities at Raleigh, Charlotte City Personnel 
Director, other fire departments and from the manual on Hunicipal Fire 
Administration published by the International City Managers Association. 

A sound promotional policy that vrill satisfy everyone and wBintain an efficient 
fire department is difficult to devise. 

In some systems, the difficulty has been that in some cases seniority credits 
have been so excessive that they guaranteed promotions to less qualified persons 
and discouraged able young men from seeking a career "here opportu.nity for 
advancement is chiefly on age rather than competence. It is obvious that this 
tends to have a deadening effect on employees "ho have a capacity for more rapid 
advancement than their seniority iiarrants. 

Competitive promotional tests, in contrast to the type of examinations recommended 
for firefighter recruits) the subject matter of promotional tests for officers 
may be related directly to the technical and administrative elements of fire 
protection 'fOrk. 

T'ne City Personnel Department "ill prepare, administer and rate ,rritten tests 
"ith the exception of tests for assignment to the position of engineer ",hich 
"ill be conducted by the Training Division of the Fire Department. 

The nevr promotional system 1fill be effective upon Council approval. 

I respectfully submit the revised promotional policy attached, believing it to 
be fair and impartial in every ;ray, based on merit, ability and fitness. 

'VTJB:lkt 

Att. 



MEMORANDUM ----------
To: All Personnel 

Charlotte Fire Department 

Subject: Revised Promotional System 

The attached promotional procedure has been recommended: 

The promotional procedure .Jill be administered as follo.,s: 

Application: 

Notification ,Till be made later when application forms are available for those 
who care to compete. 

Hritten Test: 

vlritten test will be prepared, administered and rated by the Office of the City 
Personnel Department. The competitors .,ith the highest grades .,ill form the 
eligible lists in the various categories as follo.;)s: 

Oral IntervieHs: 

Lieutenant 

Captain 

Deputy Chief 

Assistant Chief 

15 

15 

10 

5 

Highest Grades 

Highest Grades 

Highest Grades 

Highest Grades 

Intervie,1S will be conducted 1i/ith all competitors on the eligible list. The 
interview board will consist of appropriate Fire Officials and qualified civilian 
members .• 

t,eights Assigned to Catagories of Testing Procedure: 

Hritten Test 50% 

Oral IntervieH (a rating of 20% Hill be the nummum 
requirement for eligibility.) )0% 

Supervisors Rating (a rating of 15% will be the 
minimum requirement for eligibility) 20% 

Seniority 10% 
(~point per full year of employment as a member of the 
Charlotte Fire Department, for a maximum of ten points) 

The written test, oral intervieH, performance tests, mental test, training and ex­
perience and supervisors ratings are included in the promotional process to allow 
proper selection of material and process for the position to be filled. For in­
stance, if an officer vacancy occured in Training, Fire Prevention, Fire Alarm 
or Nechenical Divisions, it .,ould be necessary to gear the promotional process 
somewhat different than the one offered for a vacancy in the combat division. 
In other ~JOrds, areaS of testing would be announced prior to examination so those 
taking test .. ould have pre~notice of the areas to be used in promotional process 
and the subject mater to be covered in testing. (This is an explanation of the 
phrase "when reqUired" as outlined in the promotional process.) 



PROM0rIONS 

1. Promotion Policy. Vacancies in positions above the la-fest rank in 

"a..l1Y category in the uniformed fire service shall be filled by the promotion 

of employees in the service. 

2. Promotional Examinations. The term "promotional examinations" 

signifies fitness tests to determine the relative standing of applicants 

for positions in the specific class. Promotional examinations are open 

only to employees in the uniformed fire service who are serving in other 

specified classes for such a period as prescribed belo,7: 

A. Lieutenant - In order to be eligible to compete for promotion to 

the position of Lieutenant, a firefighter must have served in the department 

for a period of at least three years by 12:01 A. 11. the date of the promotional 

tests. 

B. Captain - In order to be eligible to compete for promotion to 

the position of captain, a lieutenant must have served in that rank for a 

period of at least one year by 12 :01 A. M. the date of the promotional tests. 

c. Deputy Chief - In order to be eligible to compete for promotion to 

the rank of deputy chief, a 'captain must have served in 'chat rank for a 

period of at least one year by 12 :01 A. M. the date of the promotional tests. 

D. Assistant Chief - In order to be eligible to compete for promotion 

to the rank of Assistant Chief, a deputy chief must have served in that rank 

for a period of at least one year by 12:01 A. M. the date of the promotional 

tests. 

3. Notificatio~. Whenever a promotional examination is to be held, 

notice of such examination shall be published and posted in the deparGment. 

It shall be the duty of the officer in charge at each station where eligibles 

are employed to see that each eligible is notified of the eY~nation or has 

access to such notice. 

4. Apulication. Each eligible who cares to compete for proNotion 

must fill out an application blank as prescribed in the notice of exami-

nation and present this application on or before a speci:fied date. 

). Type of Examination. The fitness tests used to establish a list 

of eligibles for promotion to any class shall cons"ist of one or more bf-_ the 

. following: 

I 

I 

I 
I . , 

II r 

f 
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a. Written Test. This part, wnen re'luired, shall include a written 

~ demonstration designed to show the familiarity of competitors with the knoYT-

ledge involved in the class of positions to which they seek appointments, 

their ability in the use of English, the range of their general information, 

or their general educational attainments. 

Where a written test is included as one part of the examination 

competitors may, during the seven days immediately following the date of 

examination and before test papers are rated, inspect a copy of the exami-

nation along "ith the ans,rer key. Errors or inaccuracies revealed as a 

result of such inspection shall be corrected and the corrected answ'er key 

shall be used to rate test papers. 

b. Oral Interview. This part, ,Then re'luired, shall include a personal 

intervie-,T for classes of positions where ability to deal "ith others, to meet 

the public, or other personal 'lualifications are to be determined. 

c. Performance Tests. This part, when re'luired, shall include such tes~ 

of performance or trade as would determine the ability and manual skills of 

competitors to perform the work involved. 

d. Mental Test. This part, ;w.en re'luired, shall include any test to 

determine mental' alertness, general capacity of applicants to adjust their 

thinking to ne', problems) or to ascertain special traits and aptitudes. I 
e. Training and Ex.-verience. This part, "hen re'luired, shall be marked 

from the statements of the education and experience contained in the appli-

cation form or from such suppleL~ntary data as may be re'luired. 

f. Suuervisors r Ratings. Supervisor r s ratings, 1-Then re'luired, shall be 

for the pUL-pose of determining promotional potential and shall be derived as 

a cOJrrposite of the independent ratings of each applicant r s two most 

immediate supervisors. 

The immediate supervisors to rate a lieutenant will be the applicant r s 

liemenal'lt and captain. 

T'ne immediate supervisors to rate a captain will be the applicant r s I. 
captain and deputy chief. " I, 

The immediate supervisors to rate a deputy chief "ill be the applicant r s 

deputy chief and assista~t chi~f. 

The immediate supervisors to rate an assistant chief will be the applicant r s 

assistant chiefs and Chief of Department. 
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6. Reti.!'lg E}:&-unations. Sound measurement techniClues and procedures 

shall be used in rating the results of tests and determining the relative 

rallidng of the ca'1didates. In all examinations the minimum rating by "hich 

eligibility may be achieved shall be established prior to the date of the 

examination and announced in the notice of the examination. Such minimum 

rating shall apply also to the ratings of any part of the examination. 

Candidates may be reCluired to attain at least a minimum ratL'1g on each portion 

of an examination in order to receive a passing grade or to be rated on the 

remaining parts of the eyzmination. Seniority credit to a maximum of ten 

points "ill be added to the final earned rating of a competitor at the rate 

of -ll- poin"G for each full year of service as a uniformed member of the 

department. 

7. Notification of EXamination Results. Each person vho takes a'1 

examination shall be notified in vrritiniS of his standing and rating on the 

eligible list or of his failure to obtain a ~lace on the _list. Each person 

in an e;a3JYl..ination shall be entitled to inspect his rating and the exami-

nation papers I·rithin ten days of notification of the resv.l ts) but examination 

papers shall not be open to the general public. Clerical errors revealed as 

the result of such inspection shall be corrected insofar as final earned 

rating may be affected. 

8. Promotion 1-rghont Examination. In the event three OT less "Ghat} 

three eligible candidates make application to compete for promotion, the 

Fire Chief may promote from among the eligible applicants ,vi thout further 

e.xamination. 

9. Posting Eli gib1 e 1,ists. The ·Fire Chief shall establish and maintain 

such eligible lists of various classes of positions as are necessary to 

maet the needs of the service. Candidates shall be placed upon the eligible 

list in the relative order of their grades as cletermined by promotional 

examinations. Ties in grades shall be resolved on the basis of seniorit;;T. 

10. Duration of List. Eligibility lists at}d the names appearing thereon 

shall remain in force not less than one year nor longer than t,70 years. Any 

list that has been in effect for longer that} one year or has fe1fer than three 

namas may be abolished and a ne'·r examination held. 

.. _ ~_= ____ .=_~~.,"""=.~.=---".~-~,,---.-,-,,,-,-,~",- ,-,-, "_~~'''-'-C:-:-''~~~.-''' 
_,r="_';~".r='" ~. __ ,r,'=_=T,_TT''''' __ ="''"'_=~~'''U''O_-'~" 
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11. Aopointments. ¥men a vacancy is to be filled by promotion, 

appointment shall be from the three names highest on the appropriate eligible 

.list. In the case of multiple vacancies, the number of names to be considered 

for appointment shall be t1-TO more than the number of vacancies to be filled. 

l2. Assignment of Engineers. In order to be eligible to compete for 

assi~~nt to the position of engineer, a firefighter 

A. Must have served in the department for a period of at least two years. 

B. Must have satisfactorily completed the check-out procedure by the 

Training Division. 

C . Check-out must have been reco=nded by his comPB:ny officer. 

a. Company officer "ill train prospective engineer in areas 

of operation of pump, fire streams, dri'~ng, etc. I 

b. Company officer ,dll fill out request for "Check-Out" 

(Form No. C.F.D. - T.D. 202) and fOri-rards&.me to Training 
I 

I 

I, 

Division. 

c. After being adjudged proficient in all facets of operation 

on a piece of equipment by Training Division personnel, 

the examinee is then eligible to take >lritten test on 

material correlated "7ith the pO,sition. 

d. Applicants >lith the highest 25 scores on the 1'1Titten 

test will receive ratings from their lieutenant and 

captain. Each officer's rating "ill carry up to 10 points 

which will be combined ,lith written test scores to determine 

standings on eligible list. 
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Council is passing it over by trying to say there is no furor; that thete 
is nothing on which to act; that we just have a little bear by the tail! 
and forgetting when the bear has already grown so big that we cannot 
hold him by the tail. 

Councilman Alexander stated he is going to vote "no" to the motion, not 
against the fire chief, but against the manner in which Council is 
shoving the "hole issue of the fire department under the rug. 

Councilman Tuttle stated he does not understand Mr. Alexander's remarks. 
This Council has slept "ith this problem for several months; it has meti 
privately, has discussed it pro and con many times for many hours. Mr. 
Alexander says "e have not met the problem. He stated the problem has 
been met with the pay raise, with this new promotional system and certa~n 
guidelines that are being laid down. This Council has done everything 
it could for the fire department. Whether the decisions here are wise 
or not, time only will tell; he thinks they are. That he does resent the 
fact that inference is made that this Council has acted without taking 
this problem into consideration or considered it seriously. 

Councilman Stegall stated he knows of no official charges placed 
against anyone. The only charge he knows about has been aired in the news­
paper and television. If we have anyone on trial or any charges made, ~e is 
not aware of it. That we have more than slept with it, we have worried, 
with it for three whole months just by innuendos and what we have heard 'in 
round about ways, and all the letters that have been mailed to Council with 
no return addresses. 

Councilman Short stated there were about four items Council had asked the 
Chief and his administration to attend to. The first one was the promo~ion 
plan which is now adopted. That he assumes the Chief understands there' 
are still three to go. 

The vote was taken on the motion and carried by the following vote: 

YEAS: 
NAYS: 

Councilmen Tuttle, Stegall, Jordan, Short, Smith and Whittingtonl 
Councilman Alexander. 

PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS AUTHORIZED. 

Upon motion of Councilman Whittington, seconded by Councilman Stegall, 
and unanimously carried, the following property transactions were authorized: 

(a) Acquisition of 618 square feet of property at the northeast corner 
of Third and Torrence Streets, from ,Central Investment Company, 
at $5,500 for the East Third Street Connector; 

(b) Acquisition of 4,848 square feet of property at 1328 East Fourth 
Street from Katherine Potts Asbury (Life Estate), at $8,500, for 
the East Third Street Connector; 

(c) Acquisition of 2,989 square feet of property at the northeast corner 
of Third Street and Independence Boulevard, from Calvin D. Mitchelf, 
at $25,000, for the East Third Street Connector; 

(d) Acquisition of 2,555.31 square feet of property at 307-09 East 
Sixth Street, from Mrs. C. E. Lambeth, widow, at $6,500.00, for 
the Sixth Street Project; 

continued 



113 
August 21, 1967 
Hinuce Book 49 - Page 113 

(e) Resolution authorizing condemnation proceedings for the acquisition 
of property of Mrs. Raye Rivers Thompson ("idow), located at 125 ~ngs 
Drive South, for East Third Street Extension Project, at a condemnatio\l 
price of $4,500.00; 

(f) Resolution authorizing condemnation proceedings for the acquisition of 
property of Mrs. Mamie {H. G.) McAuley, located on East Fourth Street, 
for East Third Street Extension Project, at a condemnation price of 
$1,500.00; 

(g) Resolution authorizing condemnation proceedings for the acquisition of 
property of C & D Realty Company, Inc., located at 1316 East Fourth 
Street, for the East Third Street Extension Project, at a condemnation 
price of $1,400.00; 

(h) Resolution authorizing condemnation proceedings for the acquisition 
of property of Katherine Lynch Moser et a1, located at 301-03 Nor~h 
Poplar Street, for the Sixth Street Widening Project, at a condemnation 
price of $19,000.00; 

(i) Resolution authorizing condemnation proceedings for the acquisition of 
property of Lawrence E. Alexander and wife, Elizabeth M., located 'at 
422-30 East Sixth Street, for the Sixth Street Widening Project, at 
a condemnation price of $3,850.00; 

(j) Resolution authorizing condemnation proceedings for the acquisition of 
property of Blumenthal Properties, Inc., located at 301-07 N. Brevard 
Street, and 311-13 East Sixth Street, for the Sixth Street Widening 
Project, at a condemnation price of $24,500.00; 

(k) Resolution authorizing condemnation proceedings for the acquisition of 
property of J. P. Hackney, Jr., et aI, located at 427-31 East Sixth 
Street for the Sixth Street Widening Project, at a condemnation price 
of $6,850.00; 

(1) Payment of, one permanent right of way easement (1,494.82 sq. ft.) in 
the amount of $3,500.00, to Lloyd G. Mumaw and wife, Anne C. Mumaw, 
at the corner of Providence Road and Sharon Lane, for Providence R,oad 
sidewalk improvement. 

The resolutions are recorded in full in Resolutions Book 5, beginning at 
lage 477. 

COUNCIL MEETING SET FOR HONDAY, AUGUST 28, AT 3:00 O'CLOCK. 

Mayor Brookshire asked Council to consider «hen the next Council Meeting 
will be held as two weeks from today is Labor Day, and three weeks frOll! today 
there will not be a quorum in the City because of plans some have, to be 
out of the city. 

Councilman Whittington moved that the next Council Meeting be held on next 
Hannay, August 28, at 3:00 o'clock p.m. The motion was seconded by 
Councilman Short, and carried unanimously. 
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CITY MANAGER REQUESTED TO CHECK TEAFFIC CONDITIONS ON STATESVILLE AVENUE IN 
VICINITY OF SCHOOL, AND SPEED LIMITS ON BURTON STREET. 

Councilman Alexander requested the City Manager to check to see what has 
been done about the traffic on Statesville Avenue as school begins in the 
next couple of weeks, and the Traffic Engineer has the request. 

Councilman Alexander stated on Burton Street between Seaboard and Oaklawn 
Avenue there is a speed limit of 35 MPH, and this is too fast, and reque~ted 
the City Manager to investigate having it dropped down to 25 MPH. 

COUNCIL ADVISED BUS SERVICE COULD SERVE STARMOUNT AREA WITH BRIDGE 
CONSTRUCTED OVER ARCHDALE DRIVE. 

CouncilmarfTuttle stated in connection with request of residents of Starmount 
Area for bus service and various things, it develops that a bus line would' 
serve them well with a bridge over Archdale. He asked if the City Manager 
could give an estimate of what the cost of the bridge would be. Mr. VeePer 
replied there was an exact cost in the budget which was cut out, and it ~as 
about $45,000.00. 

WALTER B. MALLONEE NOMINATED TO AIRPORT ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR FIVE YEAR 
TERM. 

Councilman Jordan placed in nomination the name of Mr. Walter B. Mallonee 
for reappointment to the Airport Advisory Committee for a five year term, 
said nomination to remain open until the next Council Meeting. 

CONTRACT WITH ED GRIFFIN DEVELOPMENT COMPANY FOR WATER EXTENSION OUTSIDE 
THE CITY OFF NATIONS FORD ROAD, AUTHORIZED. 

Mr. Kiser, City Attorney, stated he has an item which involves the apprdval 
of a water extension contract ,v.tth Ed Griffin Development Company, outside 
the city limits, for a development called Whispering Pines, located off 
Nations Ford Road; it involves the installation of approximately 4,885 
feet of six inch water main and 250 feet of 21 inch main and four fire 
hydrants at an estimated cost of $20,825 and it is under the new rebate 
policy. 

Upon motionof.Councilman Short, seconded by Councilman Stegall, and 
unanimously carried, the contract was approved as requested. 

CONTRACT AWARDED THOMAS STRUCTURE COMPANY FOR RELOCATION OF SANITARY 
SEWER FACILITIES IN NORTH-SOUTH EXPRESSWAY. 

Councilman Alexander moved award of contract to the low bidder, Thomas 
Structure Company, in the amount of $61,858.80 for relocating sanitary 
sewers in connection with the North South Expressway. The motion was 
seconded by Councilman Smith. 

The City Manager advised this is required because of expressway work, 
between Clanton Road and Woodlawn Road. The major portion of the 
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work will be paid for by the State; there are two sections on it with the 
low bid on Section Ibeing $33,152.50, the portion that will come back to 
the City from the State; and the low bid on Section II being $28,706.30, 
making ,a total low bid of $61,858.80., with Th'omas Structure Company, the 10w 
bidder. 

The vote was taken on the motion and carried unanimously. 

The following bids were received: 

Thomas Structure Company Section I 
Section II 

Howie Crane Service, Inc. Section I 
Section II 

Boyd & Goforth, Inc. Section I 
Section II 

L. O. Chapman Co', Section I 
Section II 

Blythe Bros. Company Section I 
Section II 

ADJOURNHENT. 

$ 33,152.50 
$ 28,706.30 
$ 61,858.80 

$ 40,716.75 
$ 31,137.75 
$ 71,854.50 

$ 35,907.25 
$ 39,639.75 
$ 75,547.00 

$ 41,745.25 
$ 38,580.00 
$ 80,325.25 

$ 44,340.50 
$ 40,931.00 
$ 85,271.50 

. 

Upon motion of Councilman Alexander, seconded by Councilman Short, and 
unanimously carried, the meeting was adjourned. 

ty Clerk 
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