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A "regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Charlotte, North Carolina, 
was held on Monday, March 15, 1971, at 2:00 o'clock p.m., in the Council 
Chamber, City Hall, with Mayor John M. Belk presiding, and Councilmen FredD. 
Alexander, Sandy R. Jordan, Milton Short, John H. Thrower, Jerry Tuttle, Joe D. 
Withrow and James B. Whittington present. 

ABSENT: None. 
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The Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Commission sat with the City Council, arid, 
as a separate body, held its public hearings on Petitions for changes in z~ning 
classifications concurrently with the City Council, with the following members 
present: Chairman Tate, and Commissioners Albea, Blanton, Godley. Moss, 
Sibley, Stone, Toy and Turner. 

ABSENT: Commissioner Ross. 

* * * * * * * * 

INVOCATION .• 

The invocation was given by Reverend H. L. Ferguson, Minister "of Thomasbord 
Baptist Church. 

MINUTES APPROVED. 

Motion was made by Councilman Jordan, seconded by Councilman Whittington, and 
unanimously carried, approving the minutes of the last meeting, on Monday, 
March 8, 1971, as submitted •. 

HEARING ON PETITION NO. 71-13 BY JAMES HUGH MILL TO CONSIDER CONDITIONAL 
APPROVAL. FOR OFF-STREET PARKING UNDER SECTION 23-39 ON PROPERTY NOW ZONED 
R-6MF AT 2030 VAIL AVENUE. 

The scheduled hearing was held On the subject petition on which a protest 
petition has been filed and is sufficient to invoke the 3/4 Rule requiring , 
the affirmative vote of six (6) Councilmen in order to rezone the property; 

Mr. Fred Bryant, ASSistant Planning Director, stated the request is for 
conditional parking approval on property that is now zoned R-6MF on Vail 
Avenue. The subject property is a single lot and is used for a single family 
residential purpose as is all the property immediately surrounding it. He 
stated.at the corner of Chase Street and Vail Avenue is a church and the 
Mercy Hospital is located on Vail Avenue all the way over to Fifth Street. 
Along Randolph Road are several office facilities. With those exceptions, 
the area is predominately used for single family residential purposes. 

He stated the subject property,as is property on both sides of Vail Avenue, 
is zoned R-6MF; the property on Randolph Road behind the property in question 
is zoned 0-6 and this is true along both sides of Randolph Road out to Van i 
Ness. It is basically a pattern of 0-6 zoning along Randolph Road and one 
block of Vail with the remaining part of the area R-6MF. 

Mr. Bryant stated there is a lot directly behind the subject property facing 
on Randolph Road on which he understands the petitioner deSires to build a~ 
office building and uSe the subject lot for parking in conjunction with that 
building. 

Mr. Ned Wallace, Realtor, stated he is representing the petitioner, Mr. Mill. 
That they propose to build an office building On the Randolph Road side of 
the property and to utilize the Vail Avenue property for parking. They 
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understand Some of the houses that~ now exist' on Vail.Avenuewill be utilized 
for parking for Mercy Hospital. There are some office buildings which adjoip 
their property with parking that goes back to the houses that now exist ~on 
Vail Avenue. He stated the neighborhood is changing and office is coming ini on 
Randolph and they feel this will be a very reasonable use of the ~property. . 

No opposition was expressed to the proposed change in zoning. 

Council decision was deferred until its next meeting. 

HEARING ON PETITION NO. 71-15 BY DON'S, INC. AND ALICEDElv COMPANY, INC. FOR 
'A 'CHANGE IN ZONING FROM R-9 TO .0-6 AND B-1 OF PROPERTY FRONTING APPROXIMATELY 
105 FEET ON THE NORTHSIDE OF HUNTLEY PLACE, BEGINNING 250 FEET EAST OF 
PROVIDENCE~ROAD. 

:The public hearing was held on the subject: petition on whh:h protest petitioPs 
;have been filed and found sufficient to invoke the 3/4 Rule requiring the 
~Iaffirmative vote ·of Six (6) Councilmen in order· to rezone the property. 

,The Assistant Planning Director advised,the subject property is located on 
.. 'Huntley Place and has on it a build'ing being utilized for a beauty Shop. 

IHe stated the present business zone line which is defined as 250 feet back 
'from Providence Road goes through the building located on the lo.t so that a 
Ipart of the request is to change the portion of the lot that is affiliated with 
'that building to a B-1 classification and move the :business line about 35 ' 
[feet to include 'all the property that is associated directly with the buildillg 
Ithrough which the zoning line now goes. The adjoining lot is vacant but is 
:being used parttallyfor parking. It is now zoned singlefamily and the 
irequest is to zone that lot 0-6. 

:Mr. Bryant stated beginning with the subject lot and proceeding down Huntley 
',Place towards Cherokee the area is solidly developed for single family residen
Itial purposes •.. Bolling Road intersection is opposite a portion of the subject 
iproperty and down Bolling, it is also single family residential structures. I 
IHe pointed out the' shopping center on ~Providence Road which includes ~ number 
lof: stores, service station and MYers park Hardware. 

:He. stated the B-1 zoning extends down Huntley Place 250 feet~ from Providence 
!Road; there is business zoning along Providence Road adjacent to Perrin Placd, 
Middleton and. Cottage Place. Behind the business zoning is a tier of offiCe 
izoning along Cottage, Middleton and Perrin Place. Along HuntleY' Place, from: 
~he 250-foot business zone line, the single family reSidential zoning begins' 
~lDd. continues down Huntley. There is business· zoning on Providence to 
/lccommodate the shopping center. BaSically; there is a configuration of B-1, 
zoning along Providence Road, and single family reSidential zoning down HuntLey 
!Place. 

Councilman Short stated behind most of the property on Providence Road, there 
~s an office buffer; he asked if that is true of the subject property? Mr. 
Bryant replied Huntley Place is the exception to that rule. There is a spot 
of office zoning on Perrin Place which comes to the rear corner of the subjec:t 
property • 

. ~r. Irvin Boyle, Attorney·for the petitioners,stated'the petiti.on involves 
two lots which have street 'access on HU'ntley Place. The lots are contiguous; 
~he front lot faces the rear of a Shell Oil station which fronts on Providence 
Road; the rear line of the second lot is marked by a brick wall and running , 
lengthwise of thatbt also is a wall. The property was acquired in 1966 and 
in 1968. At that time the front lot contained the old Hemby residence which 
rad been used as a beauty parlor for 12-15 years. The present owners of 
Fhe property are the same'persons who were leasing it and using it as a 
beauty parlor during~ that period of time. The rear lot for that number of 
¥ears has been used for employee parking. 
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Mr. Boyle stated in July , 1970, the present owners applied for a bui1ding~'. 
permit to add a. small portion on the building which was on the front lot.' , 
In September, 1970, the Building. Department; ·after an inspection of ·the··· : 
building, . notified the owner that a portion. of the front lot was zoned.B-1; 
the ·remainder was zonedR-9 and the lot to·.the rear, which had.been used for 
parking, was zoned R-9, and they could not use the rear portion of the front 
10t·and the rear lot for vehicles that.were associated with the business . 
being conducted in the front of the house. 

He stated this is the only lot zoned B-1 from Dartmouth Place all the way to 
. Huntley Place which does not have between the B-1 zoning and the residential 
zoning.a buffer of office zoning~. Thes~ope of the request is to extend-B-l 
zoning on the. front l·ot to the rear line of the lot; and to provide a buffer 
zone between the B-1. and ._theresidentiala:rea by putting 0-6 which would 
permit the ·use of the lot for parking. If that is done, it will place the 
subject property on the same basis as all other property similarly situate4 
on Providence Road, and would elimina·te the discrimination • 
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. MriBoyle stated it would hav.e ·suited them to continue using the property as 
they. had been using it if the city had not cited them for the violation. He 
stated they should be put on the same ba"is as any other property owner. He 
stated it would suit them to, have the·conditional zoning on the property •. All 
they want is to use the front lot as B-1 and the back lot for employee pariting. 
If conditional parking in.stead of office zoning will do it,· the owners will 
be. satisfied • 

. Mr.Edgar Love stated.h ... isare.sident of 223 Huntl .. y Place and is an attorney. 
He .stated h.e is appearing as<a resld.ent with the other r~sidents of Huntley 
Place and Bolling Road. Ite stated they have petitions from every Single 
reSident of.Bolling Road and every single resident of Huntley Place in· 
o.PPosition to the petition for a change in zoning. He filed the petition 
with the City Clerk. 

Mr. Love stated· there.sidents are unanimously opposed to the petition, and. 
many are with him . today • He state4.ehis is the third time this ques.t:ion has 
come before Council for rezQning. ,The line .250 feet back, as bUSiness, was 
established in 1954; in 1960 there· waS .apetition to rezone ·.the back part. of the 
front lot on which Don's, Inc. sits as B-1, and a petition to rezone the vacant 
lot toa different resident·ial use; that petition was unanimously defeated. 

He stated lluntley Place and.B.olling Road are solid residential streets; 
Eastover School is located at one end of Huntley Place and a Library at the 
other end o£ Huntley,. Place; the poine where the lot is situated is- where 
Bolling Road,. a ,turn around atreet, comes into Huntley Place; there is an alley 
from the back of the A & P Store which empties· onto Huntley Place at the· point 
where Bolling· Road comes into. Huntley Place· and :where the lot is; it would· 
crea.te· a terrible traffic situation at the top of the street. That Mr. Boyles 
says that Don's,Incorporated and Alice Dew, Inc. want to use the back lot as 
parking; but he has not filed a conditional petition.·. Mr. Love stated they 
must deal with the: petition as.a petition to rezone the· property B-1 and OJ6 

. and they must c01;lsider ",hat possible uses of the. property can be made with' 
that zoning. Once the prope·rty is zoned, it will not be changed and they 
must consider it as a potential part of a larger purchase; they must conSider 
that the parcel could be added with other parcels behind it and along side 'it 
to.put up whatever the zoning would call for. The petitioner also says that 
rezoning the lot would create a buffer zone between business and residenti~l 
property like the buffer zone. which exists behind other lots· o.n Providence 
Road. That thOSe lots are not zoned the same as the lot on Huntley Place; 
they are zoned R-6MF. Huntley Place is zoned R-9. and no buffer is needed, 

Mr. Love stated the petitioner bought the lot with the zoning line going 
through the house in 1968; now she says. it is discriminatory to have no 0-6 
behind. Why shotild it be changed now? Other people have built relying upon 
that zoning and they should not be penalized by the proposed change. Mr. ~ove 
stated they oppose any change for rezoning; they oppose any conditional use. 
That any parking which has been going on has been in violation of the zonirlg 
ordinance and protests have been made about it. 
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Mrs. Robe+t Howerton stated she is very· interested in EastQver School which is 
located. at the dead-end of Huntley.Placec, between Middleton and Huntley on 
Cherokee Road; the plans are in the making to renovate·the school and to 
add to the school. When that is done, it will cut off all the playground 
area on the side the school is on; and the children will have to' cross ,Cherok"e 

LRoad when they have .theiroutdoor play period. That the increased traffic 
. on Huntley would be very detrimental to the children of Eastover School. 

Mr. Harry Faggart stated he is·an attorney but he is appearing today as a 
resident of Huntley Place protesting the petition. He stated as he understoOd 
the Minutes of the Meeting in 1960, the use of ·the entire house for' business' 
purposes was allowed as long as that building stood. In 1954, it was decided 
that the business zoning on Huntley Place would run no further back thlln 250· 
feet; that was reaffirmed in 1960. That Mr. -B"oyles mentioned there is an 
office zoning strip all the way down to. the bus.iness zoning on Providence 
Road until you reach Huntley Place. He ·stated you should cons-ider the 
differences in the neighborhood and the other streets. There is an 
intersection which is ~100 feet ,from one-of the most heavily traveled inter
sections ·inCharl:otte at East Morehead, Queens ,Road and Providence Road; .there 
is ,a great deal of shopping in the strip of business along Providence Road; r 

_there is. an--alley from the shopping- center going out the rear into Huntley . 
Place; there is a great deal more congestion than you would have at any of the 
other streets. Much of the traffic in Eastover in coming to the shopping 
center comes out Huntley Place. He stated all the 'valid reasons against 
rezoning in. 1960 are still applicable today but to a greater degree; He stated 
the traffic on Providence Road in 1962 was 6400 automobiles, per day from . 
7:00 A.M. to 7:00 P.M. The- traffic in 1970 is 11,400 per day, from··7:00'A.M • 

. to_ 7:00 P.M. ·He referred to an·editorial from the morning's Observer about' 
·,balancing neighborhood wishes 'with community needs, and stated there is no 
• need for further bUSiness in the area; they have all the -business that is 
ineeded in the shopping center and.along Providence Road. He stated if resid!!n
! tial neighborhoods- are to be .maintained then zoning rinesasdrawn must be 
i-defended againat encroachment. 

jMr. A. C. Edwards,- 1030 Bolling Road, stated he ·is.representing the reSidents 
lof Bolling Road, which is a-dead-end turn-around.street, and they are oppose~ 
I to the rezoning because of lOhe. safety of their :children and. their homes • . 

iMr .E·rwin Jones, President of Eastover Resident's Association, stated he is 
representing the Board of the Association and. they 'areopposed to the propos~d 
change in zoning.·' He stated ~in the paper recently he saw where the'Director 

!of the Planning Commis.sion was reported to say "The most important goverrl!iten~ 
[policy that affects the future area is zoning; if zoning policy is firm and 

.Is.table providing a firm commi.!:ment to continual residential" use of the area 
inow zoned for that use, then existing homeowners .and people considering the 
,purchase of homes in that area can have confidence in their residential 

.. iinvestment. The -res.idents of -a particular community should conSider the . 
• formation of .a .citizen' s association for the purpose of preserving and "enhancin~ 
,the continuing livability of their neighborhood." Mr. Jones stated this is 
iwhat they did· two years ago; and they have over 300 families ·involved •. They 
.like their neighborhood and they think they hav~ a fine ·residential area and' 
'they would like to keep it that way. 

Mrs. Susan Summers, of 226 Huntley Place, stated she has two children under i 
:12 and she is speaking as a representative of· 27 children under 12 on HuIitley 
!Place. That they are· counting on the .. Council to not let the zoning request . 
'pass .•. 

iCouncil deciSion was deferred until its next meeting. 
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HEARING ON PETITION NO. 71-18 BY LEWIS H.PARlIAM, JR. FORA ClIANGE IN ZONING 
FROM R-12 TO R-6MF ,OF 43.9 ACRES OF LAND ON THE NORTH SIDE OF ARROWOOD ROAD, 
WEST OF IRWIN CREEK. -

The scheduled hearing was held on the subject .petition on'which a protest 
,petition containing appr.oximately 206 .signatureshas been filed and is .!!2.E. 
sufficient to invoke the 3/4 Rule~ 

Mr.' ·Fred Bryant, Assistant Planning Director,' stated this is a request .for 
a change~ in zoning from single family to multi-family ofa ·tract of land 
located on Ar.rowood Road on the north side extending to Taggart Creek having 
about 1,400 reet of frontage on Arrowood Road and in excesS, of 2,000 feet' 
distance at its deepest point. The property is vacant as is much of the 
property in the immediate 'vicinity or the tract; ·to the west is vacant 
properey;across Arrowood 'Road. is predominately vacant property with a house 
or two located·; to the east is vacant proper'ty along Arrowood Road, . 
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He stated the area is'predominatelyR-9; the exception is neart>he interchange 
with 1-77 where there is' some-B-2 zoning between 1-77 and Taggart Creek on 
the north 'side of Arrowood and on the south side there is some I-I zoning-.· 
The large"a-rea of. I-I is. under theco.un:ty's,jurisdiction and the perimeter 
line is 300 ·feet south of Arrowood Road. Basically. the are'a is'allzoned 
R-9. 

Mr. Lewis Parham, Pe·titioner,stated at the ·time thepetttion was filed, they 
did not anticipate any abjections 'and several of the residents have spoken 
to him about the requested zoning change, and appear to be concerned with 'the 
density probleni. He stated ,it would be satisfactory to amend the zoning' 
petition to request. an R-9MF as opposed to R-6MF. He stated· the reque'sted 
change is .from .single family ,zoning to multi-family zoning. The property 
lies between I~77 and York Road and, is :approximately 1,500 feet from the 
entrance. to r-71, and most of the property is vacant; There ciS a subdivis,ion 

'. , which borders on the creek which is Nations Ford Homes. Except ·for' the one 
spot on the creek at present most of the land is vacant. With the near access 
to 1-77, they. feeL apartment· use· would be preferable; With ,the increased 

· activity in the York ,Road area and Arrowood area, they feel there is, a. need 
", for apartments. . Mr. Parham s·tatedthe topography of the land is such that 

apartments could not be. buil t all over the property; there is a lot of land 
that is unuseable as it is low in the creek area' and the York Road side 'would 
be the only feaSible place to plan any units, Arrowood Road is heavily 
t.raveled now,; it is narrow and ina11. probability something will be done 
concerning it. This is the only means of,a.ccess from South. Boulevard to 
the York Road area further out than Woodlawn Road. He stated there. are no 
immediate plans for the building of any . 'apartments ; a purchaser is interested 
depending upon the rezoning. 

Mayor Belk asked where Arrowood Road would be widened? Mr. Bobo, Acting C,ity 
Manager, replied the road is,. Widened· at the access to Arrowood Road; that to 
his knowledge there are no. plans to widen it- further. Mr. Parham stated 
there. ;lsa 60-foot right ·of way and he did not:: intend to imply there would 
be more than. the 60-foot right of way taken. 

· Councilman Short asked if rezoning flood plans as part of a tract means there 
is an· opportunity to thicken it up in the remaining pottions of ,the tract;, or 
does it bear upon. the recently adopted, apartment ordinance in some undesirable 
way? Mr. Bryant replied to a certain extent both. The allowable density is 
figured on the total land area so that you would get credit for the flood, 
plain. area; however, the recently adopted apartment regulations would specify 
that the site plan would have to ·meet various requirements as to the ' 
relationship of adjoining prope)."ty. Also, the flood plain would count as a 

· part of the required open spa<;e. 
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Mr. Frank Aycock, Attorney"with the law firm o:f Mraz, Aycock and Casstevens" 
stated they represent something over 200 people in the Arrowoo& area. - He 
stated the protest will take three forms. First as to the protest pedfiOl:j 
itself. It has been offered that the petition was insufficient; they do no't 
think it is' insufficient; they think it is entirely sufficient: aSa protest' 
and the six votES will be required. - The sign was not noticed by any of-the 
residents until last Monday as it was in a very difficult -spot to -see it. 
On Monday, someone saw it and a petition was typed On Monday night without 
benefit of Counsel and the next day, Wednesday morning, over 200 people-
signed it; it was then filed and on Friday, after it had been reportedly 
determined as not sufficient, they came to the law office and asked for 
advice. Mr. Aycock stated he has examined the-petition and discussed-the _ 
matter with those who have examined it and -he thinks it is entirely suffici~nt. 
The defect reportedly is that several people signed for their spouses. In 
his opinion, if someone-is sitting around the breakfast table in the'morning 
and says "Honey. you sign that petition for me today", that is agency;- - If 
you hav_e agency, you have a valid petition. His understanding of the law 
is that anyone can appoint an agent to do for him what he cando for -himselif. 

He stated he has been instructed to advise Council if the rezoning is approl\Ted 
by less than six members of CounCil, the matter will be taken to court to 
test the sufficiency-of the protest petition. Secondly, they contend the 
entire perimeter zoning ordinance is unconstitutional; these people cannot 
vote for Councilor against Council; they are being -zoned by people they _ 
cannot vote for or against; the property is being affected by representatiilTes 

- that do not represent them; the Supreme Court has said the only consitutionial 
way to have representation is to have one man, one vote. What you have in : 
the perimeter is one man, no vote. This is unconstitutional. He stated hel 
has been instructed if this matter is rezoned that they will teSt the , 
constitutionality of the entire perimeter zoning ordinance or legiSlation ~s 
passed by the General Assembly.' Third, as to the merit of the zoning itsel'f. 
Most of the property is very low; there is a spot where you can see mud eight, 
ten or twelve feet high by the creek bank. Mr. Aycock stated he is advised' 
by the residents that this property and the adjoining property does not 
drain properly." They have been told by the residents,in their opinion, if 

" a large number of people are p1;lced out there, or any construction -is done,: 
or if it alters the shape of the land in any way, it will have unforseeable 
effects, not only on the land in question but on all the neighboring land. 
They are putting the_ petitioner on notice now, if anything is built on'that: 
property which makes the water come up one inch higher than it does now on 
anyone else's property, or leaves a pool where there has been no pool -before 
on anyone else's property, that they are to go to court with that to s-ee if 
they can abate the whole thing as a common nuisance in the community. These 
people feel very strongly about this' and this is indicated by the fact that' 
over 200 signed the petition in one day. ' 

Mr. Aycock stated the people feel they have notCbeen represented-out there;
there are several things there now they do not like; and they do not like tbiS 
any better. There is a landfill on Highway 49 and every time they driveintp 
town they have to come by the landfill; there is a turnkey development on i 
I-77 and if they come on I-77 they have to look at that, and they don't lik~ 
that. To the west, on Arrowood Road, there is a single family subdivision 

-developing and all those people signed the petition; across the road, Mi-. 
Green, Mr. Ashton and several others signed the petition; the owner between! 
the land and the creek signed the petition. 

Councilman Short -asked Mr. "Aycock to explain about the agency factor; if 
he is saying that a verbal assertion of agency wasno_t allowed by the- City 
Attorney? Mr. Aycock replied he has not~lked to Mr. Underhill; he understand: 
the defect is that one or two people Signed as "Mr. and Mrs." and this has 
been held to be the signature only of the one who signed. If the signatures that 
were put down in that fashion were counted as valid, there would be a 
sufficient resident along one side of the property to have a valid protest 
petition. 
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Mr. Underhill,. City Attorney, :stated his op~m.on is based on court decisions 
as opposed to what the 'code or the Nor4:h Carolina Statutes. ·might say •. To: 
change his opinion, the general statutes on zoning would have to be changed 
to.permit one pe.rson to sign for both residents of that particular proper~y • 
. That it would require a'change in the existing general statutes to permiti 

. this practice. That. Mr. Aycock is right in that there is no North Carolina 
opinion. on the subject. Other state courts have held along the lines 
of his ruling, and that is the reason' for the ruling. 

Mrs. John Ashton stated she lives across the road from the subject proper~y. 
That she has t.alked to the Planning CommisSion, Mr. Parham and Mr. Harris, 
and, they are, trying to compromise; tha t they cannot tell them they cannot 

. use, their land; the land does not 'lie well and she .does not think it would 
eVer be sold for single family housing; a lot of it floods very badly. She 
stated they have been holding out for a low density multi-housing; not 
R-6MF. but probably R-9MF. She stated .she is speaking for· the two nearest: 
prope:rty' owners across the road but she does not know what the adjacent 
property owners feel. .They do not want too many people. That there is so 
much unzoned and vacant land that they will have Some tough decisions to 
make to protect the community. That 1-77, Arrowood and Westinghouse are out 
'there, and split it up; that Choyce Avenue section has 300 houses which were 

.built 20 years ago and is rapidly becoming a slum section. They need the' 
. protection of the zoning commission and Council to build the best possible, 
and not build a slum. 

Mr • . Parham stated it is his understanding whenever there is a requirement 
for any written matter, protest or otherwise, then the authority to sign 
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would have 4:0 be in writing. That he cannot understand where the 206 property 
owners are as the area is not that populated. With respect to theconsti~u
tionality of CouncU to zone .that, he has not investigated that but he would 
aSl3ume' if the.re W.;lS no authority. then there would be. no zoning; and then' 
they could build anything they liked. . 

Councilman Tuttle stated Council hears so often the argument that signs 
are difficult .to see. He asked Mr. Bryant if he has seen the sign, and Mr. 
Bryant replied he has and in his opinion, it was not difficult to see; that 
he knew about where it was located before he went out;· that it was placed' 
at the usual place beSide the road; there. is overgrown bushes in the area 
but to his· eye it was viSible. Councilman Tuttle stated he saw one where, 
the sign was well placed b\lt· the sign was driven into the ground with growth 
coming up halfway over the sign. That he would suggest that the growth 
be cut when the signs are put down. 

. . . 

M •• Bob Hugh stated he lives on Arborwood Lane and the si.gn is in a bad 
place as it is on top of a hill,. and in the bush. That about ISO yards 
prior to where the Sign is located, there is a straight stretch of road with 
no overgrowth where the sign could have been placed. 

Council deciSion was deferred until the next meeting. 

HEARING ON PETITION NO. 71-19 BYA •. H. RODDEN,SR. FOR A CHANGE IN ZONING 
FROM R-12 TO R-MH OF 14 ACRES OF LAND WEST OF NEAL RoaD; NORTH OF MINERAL 
SPRINGS .ROAD, ADJACENT .TO THE I.-R. MISENHEIMER PROPERTY, CONTINUED TO 
APRIL 19, 1971. 

The public hearing was held on, the subject petition on which protest 
petitiOnS have been filed and found sufficient to invoke the 3/4 Rule 
requiring ~he affirmative vote of six Councilmen in.order to rezone the 
property. 

The ASSistant Planning Director advised this request is for a change to Mobile 
Home zoning and is filed under the provisions of the recently adopted 
ordinance to permit mobile homes. The subject property is a 14-acre tract 
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which does not have actual frontage on Neal Road; that he believes the 
petitioner owns the property out to the road and if the development is i 
approved, he will build a street out to Neal Road. The property is vacant;' 
to the south is the Misenheimer Mobile Home Park which is non-conforming; 
to the rear are single family res,idential structures with frontage on Ridge 
Lane Road; to the north is predominately vacant with scattered single family 
houses along Neal Road. 

Mr. Bryant stated there is solid R-l2 zoning in the area. 

He presented the development plan whiCh was filed by the Petitioner, and 
stated it does not meet many of the provisions of the mobile home ordinance! 
requirements and' the petitioner has been so informed. It consists of's ' 
street coming in from Neal Road and a series of parallel private drive 
streets on which the mobile home lots would be located with one way streets: 
being installed. This would be solid back to the property at the back . 
portion of the property. He stated if it is to be approved, the plan'itse1.f 
must be approved.as part of the zoning process. 

Mr. Carl Howard,Attorney, stated he is representing the petitioner, Mr. 
Rodden. He stated the property is adjacent to an existing mobile hoine 
park which has approximately 32 mobile homes on it. Mr. Rodden's land is 
contiguous to ·the Park for a distance of 1,650 feet; the area is not built 
up and developed; the land across the street from the subject property is 
vacant .field; the property on one side is the mobile home parks .and on the 
other Side is a vacant field. The houses in the area are located about,' 
one mile from the subject property; this is more or less a rural are;1," 

Mr. Howard stated Mr. Rodden has owned the property for almost 30 years; thltt 
his home is located on the property and he will continue to live on the 
front portion. He plans a first claSs mobile home development. The area 
is close to the University of North Carolina at Charlotte arid he proposes 
to provide mobile home facilities for the married couples from the, 
University. That he has had many requests from students for this purpose. 
He stated Mr. Rodden intends to comply in every respect to every ordinance 
pertaining to mobile homes; he feelS this would be avery desirable use" 
for the property. 

Mr. Howard stated Mr. Rodden owns the land all the way to Neal Road and 
his home is on the front and he plans a 60-foot wide street runnilg.back to 
the property. 

Also speaking to the petition was Mr. A. H. Rodden, Sr., the petitioner, 
who stated he is building a first class mobile home park and he is going to 
follow the specifications right down the line; that he has been working 
with the Planning Commission. Each mol111e home will have its independent 
tank sewage system. That his daughter will have a home on the back Side 
·of the property, and each of his children will have home sights on the 
property; that he has eight children. ' 

Mr. Charles Henderson, Attorney for the protestants, stated the subject 
property is like the topography of Latta Park; steep, forestwood,with 
a creek in the middle· and a high rise on one side, high rise· on the other 
Side. That Mr. Rodden ownS one short section along the creek as most of 
the creek area is owned by Mr. Jim Thomas who lives there with his wife 
and children. Mr. Henderson presented a sketch of the area to describe 
the location of~the property. 

HE! stated one of the problems' in the area is 'that people cannot get out of 
Mineral Springs Road at peak hours. Another problems is that Neal Road, 
a dead-end road, that comes off Mineral Springs Road,· comes into a traffic 
artery and they cannot get out because· of· the traffic. That the subject 
property lies between Neal Road on one side and Ridge Road on the other Side. 
He pointed out the location of the protestants homes, Mr. Thomas, Mr. Kevins, 
Mr. Faulk and Mr. Blanchette. 
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Mr. Henderson presented a general protest petition containing over 150 . 
signatures of the .neighbors on Ridge Road-, Mineral· Spring; Road and Neal 
Road. He stated there are two beautiful subdivisions on Mineral Springs 
Road with individua.l homes all through the area. He also passed around 
pictures of the homes in the area and explained the location of each. 

He stated the community has not yet developed a road system that will· take 
·care of the dense population in the Neal Road area; they have the two deae!
end situations; that Mineral Springs Road is such that two school buses 
probably cannot meet each other without both having to get off the highway; 
the road is so narrow that it woule! require conSiderable upgrading for 
several miles in order to properly ser~the area •. He stated-he had a long 
conversation with Mr. John Phillips who is in charge ... of ·the elementary 
education and with Mr. Suber and this team tells him that the Derita 
Elementary School is designed at this point for 648 students; they have an 
overload with 805 students in the school at present. Hidden Valley is 0 

e!esignee! for 648 stue!ents ane! it alreae!y has 919 students. He statee! there 
are no schools plannee! in the area for dense population. The only apartments 
in the area is a small apartment complex in the area with the remainder 
being beautiful sparse single family residences. He stated' there have been 
problems on the septic tanks on Mr. ·Misenheimer' s property, and there haVe 
been no tests on Mr. Rodden's property; that an application was filed by . 
Mr. Misenheimer' to put ·in a major sewer system and it'was turned down. 
because the little creek-is simply insufficient to carry· the affluent from 
a major sewer plant. Mr. Henderson stated there are no playgrounds shown 
on Mr. Rodden's plans; there are no open areas shown on the plans. There' is 
no method where property that has this kind of topographycan'be screened; 
therefore,it will sit there like something on a stage. The ingress is poor. 
Mr. Henderson asked that the' creek and the property.owners be protected. 
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Councilman Short asked ifa·,plan does not 'have to be .presentedat the heating? 
Mr. Bryant replied a plan has been submitted·, but it is totally inadequate 
and does not meet.the requirements. That Mr. Rodden was informed of, this. 
Councilman Short asked what position this leaves Council in? Mr. Bryant 
replied in his opinion we.do not have a valid plan filed that would enable 
Council to approve the request. 

Mr. Howard requested that his client be given an opportunity to present a 
revisee! plan. 

Councilman Short moved that the hearing be continued to the next zoning" 
hearing date, April 19, 1971. The motion was seconded by Councilman Thrower, 
and carried unanimously • 

. HEARING ON PETITION NO. 71-22 BY LILLIE W. AND MARY E. HENDERSON FOR A . 
CHANGE IN ZONmG FROM R-15 TO 0-15 OFA PARCEL OF LAND 387' x.613' ON 
THE. SOUTHEASTERLY SIDE OF SHARON AMITY ROAD, BEGINNING 230 FEET NORTHEAST 
OF ADDISON DRIVE. 

The scheduled hearing was held on the subject petition' on which a protest 
petition bas beeniilee! and found sufficient to invoke the 3/4 Rule 
requiring the affirmative-vote of six (6) Councilmen.in order to rezone 
the property. 

Mr. Fred Bryant., Assistant Planning 'Director, stated this is a request for 
office zoning for a five acre tract of land.located on Sharon Amity Road. 
The subject property has one residential structure on it; it is adjoined 
on the northeast side by the Amity Country Club; it is adjoined on most 
of the other sides by single family residential structures .. including 

. directly' across Sharon Amity Road. The area is predominately utilized for 
single fami,ly reSidential purpos,eswithin the immediate vicinity -of the 
subject property with the exception of the Amity Country Club. 
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He s.tated the zoning is all single family residential with' a combination, of 
R-15 and R-IZ. The nearest non-single family zoning is the beginning of 
R-IZMF down Sharon Amity Road at Hardwick and office and business Zoning in 
relation to the Randolph Road intersection. 

Mr. Francis Clarkson, Attorney, stated he is representing the petitioners 
and the Joppa Lodge who has'anoption to purchase the property. He stated 
the purpose of the rezoning is so that a Lodge Building can be constructed 
on the property. There was a protest filed by Mr. & Mrs. C. L. Cheatam • 

. That they have indicated they wish to withdraw the protest and he presented, 
, a written request for the withdrawal. Mr. Clarkson stated the other 
i property owners who are contiguous to the property have signed a statement 

saying they have no objections to the proposed rezoning. To make sure 
the property would be used as the owners have said it would be used, the 
purchasers have indicated to the sellers they would like a restriction in 
the deed so that the property can be used for a Masonic Lodge Hall only 

. during the first five years of their ownership. 

,Mr. Clarkson presented photographs of the existing single. family residence 
on the property and a rendering of the proposed lodge building. He stated 
all the trees with the exception of a few on the right hand side of the 
rendering·are existing and the idea is to integrate the single story 
building into the setting so that it will not disrupt the present landscape.' 
He stated the building will be located 'ZOO feet back from the street line. 
In order to put the lodge building on the property, it is necessary to rezone 
it from residential ,to office; . however , in residential zoning you can build 
a.church, a YMCA or YWCA, a COllege, a country club, a swim clUb, a community 
recreation center,' a hospital, and a nursing home. That this lodge will 
be done in excelI'ent taste suited for the neighborhood'and will be the 
highest and best use of the property. That it would be impossible to use 
this property for one single family reSidence and to subdivide it all the 
trees would have to be cut and grading would have to be done, and it would 
ruin a beautiful piece of property. . 

No oppOSition was expressed to the proposed change in zorling. 

Council decision was. deferred until 'its next meeting. 

HEARING ON PETITION NO. 71-14 BY ROBERT OSCAR BOWMAN FOR A CHANGE IN ZONING 
FROM B-1 TO B-2 OF THREE LOTS FRONTING 150 FEET ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF SHAMROCK 
DRIVE, BEGINNING Z18 FEET WEST OF EAST FORD ROAD. 

The public hearing "JaS held on the subject petition. 

The Assistant Planning Director advised the subject property is vacant; it is 
adjoined on the east side by an existing service station;' orithe westside by 
a service station under construction; beyond that there is a convenience . 
food store under construction;across Shamrock Drive from the subject property 
there is an area of two streets solidly built with duplexes; to the rear of . 
the property and across East Ford Road there is a pattern of single family 
reSidential uses. He stated the Shamrock Elementary School is in the area. 
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Mr. Bryant stated the zoning is predominately residential with the exception 
of the one block of land on which the subject tract is located. Extending 
from East .Ford Road. there is B-1 zoning and with that· exception the· 
surrounding property is zoned R-6MF. A short distance to the east, there is 
the beginning of single family residential zoning. 

Mr. Nelson Casstevens, Attorney for the petitioner. stated the proposed re
zoning of the land has been necessitated because Mr. Bowman and his wife 
desire to build a short order restaurant. That the Inspection-Department 
informed Mr. Bowman that he. would need to have .the property rezoned from 
B-1 to B-2 when he applied for a permit. Mr. Casstevens stated in checking 
with the city code, he ascertained the restaurant which serves the patrons 
inside the buUding,only needs.a B-1 zoning. There is a provision in the city 
code which requires that a restaurant wi,h a drive-in service needs a B-2 
zoning. He stated he is not sure whether the B-1 or B-2 would be required. 
for the propertyas,it is the intention of the petitioner to have' something 
comparable to Hardee's or McDonald's. That he does not intend nor does he 
desire to furnish curb service. According to the plans he has prepared, ihe 
will have some inside seating; there will be no curb service and there will be 
a carry-out. 

Mr. Casstevens passed around pictures showing the surrounding property~, He 
stated the Bowman's have owned most of this property since 1967 and they 
request that the property be,rezoned to enable them to run the short'order 
restaurant.· If there is any way that the short order restaurant can be 
established without requiring a B-2 zqning, they would be agreeable to that. 
There will not be a substantial increase in traf!ic and there will not be , 
an incre.ase in the noise. Because of the physical dimensions of the property, 
it cannot .be used for more of a business property than the petit·ioner's 
intend. • 

Councilman Short asked if the B-2 zoning is needed for the proposed use? Mr. 
Bryant replied he is not aware of that question as it has not -been discussed 
with him; the application was filed for B-2. Before answering the question 

. he would prefer to seethe plans fpr the building. Mr. Casstevens stated 'he 
was informed by the Inspection Department if you have a restaurant in which 
people go in and are seated and served, there is no question about whether 
it is B-1 or B-2 zoning. If you have a restaurant in which there is driVe-in 
and curb service and where people are fed in their automobiles and food is: 
taken to them, that requires a B-2 zone. According to the Inspection 
Department, if you have a packaged restaura.nt in which you pick it up, and: 
carry it off the premises for consumption, a B-I zone would ,be sufficient. 
He stated they are asking for the same type zoning that Hardee's, McDonald's 
and all the other short order restaurants require with no curb service 
afforded. 

The City Attorney stated he is aware of the definition problem and he will 
be happy to look at the request along with Mr. ,Bryant. 

No opposition was expressed to the proposed change in zoning • 

. Council decision was deferred ulltil the next meeting. 

PETITION NO. 71-4 BY B & W REALTY, INC. FOR A CHANGE IN ZONING FROM R-12 TO 
R-MH AND B-1 OF A PARCEL OF LAND ON THE NORTH SIDE OF OLD CONCORD ROAD Ali 
FAIRHAVEN DR.lVE AND AT THE END OF DONNA DRIVE EXTENDING TO THE REAR OF LO'IjS 
ON NEAL DRIVE AND DOUGHTERY DRIVE, D.EFERRED. 

Councilman Whittington stated over the weekelld he went out to look at this 
property so that he could fully acquaint himself again with all the 
d.(lletions the Planning Commission had made and he could not find the signs. 

Coullcilman Whittington moved that the subject petition be postponed ulltil 
he can go back out there with Mr. Bryant, Assistant Planning Director. The 
motion was seconded by Councilman Short. and carried unanimously. 
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MEETING RECESSED AND RECONVENED. 

Mayor Belk called a recess at 4:10 o'clock p.m., and reconvened the meetin& 
at 4:25 o'clock p.m. 

HEARING ON PETITION NO. 71-16 BY SCHLOSS OUTDOOR ADVERTISING TO CONSIDER 
AMENDING THE TEXT OF SECTION 23-83(c) -TO PERMIT ADVERTISING SIGNS ON 
PREMISES OCCUPIED BY OTHER USES PROVIDED THE SIGN IS AT LEAST 50 FEET FROM 
ANY BUILDING AND WITHIN 5 FEET OF THE PROPERTY BOUNDARY; 

The scheduled hearing was held on the subject petition. 

Mr. Fred Bryant, Assistant Planning Director, stated this is a request for 
amending the text of the ordinance. This amendment is in the form of a 
request to change the ordinance to permit advertiSing _Signs in B-2, 1'-1, 
1-2 and I-3 districts where they are now permitted except they would be 
permitted to be located on premises already occupied. At present they are 
not permitted on any portions of property that is otherwise occupied b)' a 

'permitted use. This request is to amend the text to permit advertising' 
signs with some limitations on properties that are now occupied for othe,r 

:uses .. 

Mr. Ben Horack, Attorney for the petitioner, stated Mr. Mark Silverman, head, 
!of Schloss Outdoor Advertising, is present with him; that -Schlossdge,s about, 
160 percent of the Outdoor advertiSing; that he is interested in upgrading the 
:sign industry; further, he is anxious to evolve s-omething tha,t will, tend to 
alleviate signs that have become unsightly d\le to non-conformance and due to 
!unduly stringent and unrealistic regulations-in the existing ordinance.,_ 

!Mr. Horack stated under the existing ordinance advertising s~gtls, <ire 
'fillowed in B-2, B-3T, and Industrial districts. Theya.re no,t ,<illowed in B-1 
or any reSidential districts or in the central bUSiness- ,:\istrict. They do 
~ot propose any change with reference to' the liistricts where advertising Sigris 
~re to be permitted. He stated advertiSing signs are permi.tted on land or ! 
~remises where no other business or permitted use is established-. It, can be, 
put on the premises where an established use exists provided the si.gn is at 
tleast 75 feet awa), from any portion of the existing or established use on'that 
premise. 

He'referred'to the existing Section 23-83(c) and stated advertising signs can 
j>e put where there is no other business or permitted use established. iri 
!>ffect, he gathers it can be put on a vacant premises; a free st<inding V:ilcant 
premise where no other use exists. One of -the problems is tlie lack of ' 
definition of premises. The sign can be placed on another premises where, there 
is another "established" use, including off-street parking, as,long as the 
advertising sign is 75 feet away from it. Under _the existing ,ordinance, it clin 
1;>e vacant land or it must be 75 feet from an established use. He asked is feet 
from what -kind of established use? BaSically any established use.rhilt also:, 
me-ans the existing ordinance says if you have an advertising sign, it must 
~e 75 feet from any 'established ,use which would mean a f~uerfactory; junk yard 
qr a concrete mixing plant or where the concrete mixing plant pa,rks its 
~rucks • Mr. Horack stated this is not protecting homes or B-Iestablishments 
ils the signs cannot-be placed anywhere except in B-2, B-3T and industrial 
areas. The net results of the restrictions have been that loc,ations are, hardi 
to find and there is not much land available,. Urban renewal is taking them 
up, the street Widening is taking-them, the commercial developments are 
taking -them; once vacant land noW is being used for an established use • 

. Mr. Horack stated you can put a sign on a premises that has no' otlier \jse,; if 
~t is on a premises that is partly vacant and partly has' an establis,hed lIS,e, 
then you have to stay 75 feet away. That regulation caters only to the fly 
1>y nighters who, by civcumvention, go right up to the established use and, 
they go to the landlord from whom they rent their Site and get a separate 
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premise created and set a hanky-pank deed to it and record it with 
understanding from the landlord and they get their sign up against the 
established use. He stated that is what Mr. Silverman has not done, and- he 
does not want·to do it, and he thinks there should be. a_more realistic 
regulation and alleviation of unnecessary stringent requirements. 

He stated this past February 1 indicated that Mr. Silverman'-s outdoor signs 
were for banks and -department _ stores 15 _percent; .general business 49 -percent; 
charities 9 percent which is donated space; political about 7 I'ercent; rad;io 
and TV about 6 percent and others about 14 percent. The advertising signs 
have a place in our scheme of things and they should not be unfairly dealt, 
with by unnecessary regulations. ' 

Councilman Thrower suggested that }Ir. Horack,Mr, Bryant and Mr. McIntyre· get 
together and come back with some reasonable proposition that Council can hear. 

Mr. Horack stated he, has discussed thfs in great detail with Mr. Bryant. 
Councilman Whittington stated he thinks this is what these people have been 
trying to do for years. 

Mr; Horacl<; referred to a s.ketch and stated it is his concept of a park4,ng 
lot and relates to the existing ordinance and to the proposed ordinance. That 

. ,under' the proposed ordinance as long as no building is involved, they say a 
sign can come on the boundary within five feet of the ,boundary of the 
established use.. The present ordinance treats the junk yard and parking lot 
the same way as an established use which consists of a building. Under the 
proposed ordinance they think that fifty, feet from the building is sufficient. 

Councilman Tuttle asked if the man who buys the five fOot strip on premises 
actually has to buy and-record the deed? Mr. Horack replied the common 
practice has been to record it with aside. agreement that the landowner can 
get it back. 

Councilman Shor.tstated what he is trying to do is to make a' dis tinction 
between· a housed~-type of use and non-housed use; the non-housed might be 
parking, a 'garden-, . or grapevine or a septic tank. 

Councilman Alexander stated the last' time there was a discussion on the sign 
proposals we were all hoping that the vagueness would be clarified. But it 
looks as though we are still confused with the same element of vagueness. 
Councilman Alexander asked if there is any distinct advantage to be gained 
from the additional 25 feet?- When it was discussed before he was not quite 

. sure he agreed that something could not be done .on a building; that h", has' 
been tickled that Ivey's has come up with a,beautiful psy~hedelic change i~ 
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the side of their building which has added to the appearance of the whole area. 
He asked the'real value of the additional 25 feet? Mr. Bryant replied. if· 
that was all that was involved he would agree. At the time the 75 foot 
requirement was put in se'1eral years ago there was no llermitted signs 
on any piece of prope-rty 'regardless 'of its size if any_part of it had any)lse 
established ort it. It was determined this was excessive and perhaps changes 
should .be made: it wO)lld recognize the 'vacancy of a certain amount of the 
property. 13ut that is not all we are talking about. We are talking about, 
a vast difference between the area in which advertising signs are permitted 
and in which they are not. You are not talking about changing this from 
75 to 50 feet: YO)l are talking about changing it from 75 to 5 feet. That 
regardless of the size of this tract of land, as long as there is no b)lild,ing 
within 50 feet of the side line YO)l can put an advertising sign and any nu~ber 
of advertising "signs down the property line as long as ycm do not extend 
into the prop'erty more than five feet. This would mean if you take a stre~t 
like South BO)llevard which is zoned B-2 and you had a series of 150 foot Ipts 
and the buildings were placed not more than SO feet from each one of the 
property lines, then you could line up advertising signs right down the 
street'on each property line. This would change the whole context of the 
ordinance whereby for the first time, YO)l recognize that advertising signs 
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can go on land that is otherwise used - whether it is parking 10ts,bui~diqgs 
or what not - this is the ba~ic .distinction you are making. Right now that 
use can have only one detached 100 square foot business sign; if you move 
it around and say in effect that in addition to that 100 square foot business 
sign, you can also locate any number of advertising signs on the same piece 
of property, then he questions that you could any longer say they have only 
one 100 foot business sign. That you would be getting into an almost 
uncontrolled sign situation in terms of where a sign might be placed •.. 

Councilman Alexander asked if you could not be more explicit '4ith the 
definition of a building? Mr. Bryant replied the definition of a building 
becomes pertinent only if. you accept the fact that the sign should be 
regulated in relation to the building rather than in relation to other 
parts of the property, such as parking lots. That at present we are .dealing 
not with just building but any use of land which can be any sort of open U$e 
of land as well as structures. If the building size does become a factor, 
it should be defined. 

Councilman Short asked Mr. Bryant if he agr.ees that the term "established : 
use" is a rather vague piece of terminology? Isn't it possible that the : 
term of a concept of a housed established use is much more clearly defineahle? 

Hould this not he a more fair and understandable way to word it and write it? 
That an established use could be a grape vine, a septic tank or something such 
as a Christmas tree lot. Mr. Bryant replied it gets back to realistic 
administration of the ordinance; in his mind, he would not have that 
difficulty; that he would not take a grapevine as an established use; he 
would not take a septic tank as an established used because it is undergro~nd; 
it does get to the point ,;here it becomes a matter of realistic administration, 

. , 

Councilman Alexander stated he would agree with Mr. Thrower's suggestion that 
perhaps there could be a meeting of the minds with the Planning Commission,' 
Mr. Horack and Hr. Silverman to see if we can come a little closer to an 
agreement. 

Mr. Bryant stated an att.empt can be made to see if more approp.riate language 
can be found. Councilman Alexander stated.he would like to see some.type of 
proposal that would,as close as pOSSible, resolve this matter for a long 
enough time for enough changes to take place to re-design the whole sign 
ordinance. That he would hope this could be done this time. 

Hr. Bryant stated he would be interested in finding out just how much 
difficulty has occurred in the administration of the ordinance in terms of 
differences of opinion of the administrators and the people. who are seeking 
a permit as to what constitutes permitted uses. 

Councilman Whittington asked if this is not something that can be done when 
the Planning Commission meets. That all are trying·to find a way to be more 
lenient but at the same time do what is right; that he thinks we .should 
dispense with the. hearing and when the Planning .Commission meets and needs 
more information, then Chai.rman. Tate can call Mr. Horack and Mr. Silverman 
to confer '''ith them and then come back to Council .with.some recommendation. 

Mr. Horack stated he would want it clear that tpeywill be invited in • 

. No opposition was expressed to the proposed text amendment. 

Chairman Tate stated this is being referred to the Planning Commhsion in 
the normal fashion and the Commission will bring a recommedation back to 
Council. He stated they will converse with Mr. Horack. 

Council decision was deferred until its next meeting. 
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HEARING ON PETITION NO. 71-17 BY MARY M. NISBET,ET AL, FOR A CHANGE IN 
ZONING FROM B-1 to B-2 OF THREE LOTS AT THE SOUTHEASTERLY CORNER OF ALBEMARLE 
ROAD AND LAWYERS ROAD. 

The public hearing was held on theCsubject petition. 

The Assistant Planning Director·a:dvised the subject property is located on 
, the corner with 572 feet of frontage on LawYers Road, and 471 feet of 

frontage. on Albemarle Road. There are a number of different types of useS 
on the subject property; there is an auto-parts sales facility; behind that 
on Albemarle ROad, there is one apartment structure; a repair-facility 
and a single family reSidence. On the Lawyers Road side, there is one single 
family residence. Across Lawyers Road there are several retail facilities; 
there is basically single family structures across Albemarle Road. The 
other land use is principally vacant with some scattered single family use 
down Lawyers Road and down Albemarle Road. . 

Mr. Bryant stated th·ere is B-1 Zoning on most of the corners of the inter
section. One corner is B-ISCD; other than that there is 0-6 on Lawyers 
Road and the remaining area isR-12MF. 

Mr. Joe Grier, Attorney for Mrs. Mary Nisbet and the adjoinl.ng property 
owners, Mr. Christenbury and Mr. Hobbs, stated the Nisbet property is the 
Service station property at the intersection of Lawyers Road and Albemarle 
ROad; it was for many years an Esso Station a:nd it is now.a Texaco Station. 
The problem arises that in addition to the service station, they wish to 
operate a business in which automotive parts are sold. It is alright to sell 
automotive parts in a B-t area as retail but it is prohibited to sell them 
as wholesale. The bUSiness as presently operated is majority retail but to 
some extent theysel-l to other service stations. Mr. Grier stated they 
approached the-Christenburys, who have operated·a garage down the road and 
Which requires i B~2 classification and is presently non-conforming; they 
have contacted the Hobbs and they have joined with Mrs. Nisbet in asking for 
the change. The area included in the petition is all presently zoned as B-I; 
the B-2 area which they have requested will not comprise all the pre-sent B-1 
arEll,but will leave a B-1 buffer around it. 

No opposition was expressed to the proposed change in zoning. 

Council deciSion was deferred until its next meeting • 

. HEARING ON PETITION NO. 71-20 BY THE VECTOR COMPANY, INC. FOR A CHANGE IN 
ZONING FROM 1-2 TO R-6MF OF A LOT 50' x 205' AT 221 WEST THIRTIETH -STREET •. 

The scheduled hearing was held on the subject petition. 

Mr; Fred Bryant-, Assistant Planning Director, stated this is a request for 
a change in zoning of a single 'lot and is a follow up on a previous request 
that. was considered sometime ago for the changing of some property from 
industrial in the vicinity of 30th Street, 29th and 28th Street for a 
turnkey hOUSing project. which is now underway. This one lot was mistakenly 
.left out of the original· request and should· have been- included. It is- . 
located on 30th Street and has on it a vacant Single family reSidence; it 
is adjoined on the Tr,yon Street side by another single family residence; the 
remaining property surrounding it is vacant with the property to the north' 
being developed for a housing project. 

He stated there is R-6MF zoning for all the property to the north with the· 
remaining part down to Tryon Street being industrial. This will move the 
residential industrial boundary line one lot nearer Tryon Street. 

Mr. Tom Ruff, Attorney for the petitioner, was present to answer any 
questions. 

No oppOSition was expressed to the proposed change in zoning. 

Council decision was deferred until its next meeting. 
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HEARING ON PETITION NO. 71-21 BY REALTY SYNDICATE,. INC. FORA CHANGE. IN 
ZONING FROM R-9 TO R-9MF OF 39 ACRES OF LAND LOCATED WEST OFSllLLINS .ROAD 
IN THE FOREST PAWTUCKET SUBDIVISION. 

The public hearing was held on the subject petition. 

The Assistant Planning Director advised this is a request for multi-family i 
zoning of a tract of land which is not adjacent to any established. land 
use pattern or road system at present; it is part of a large tract·of land 
that is in the process of being developed as part of the Fo·rest Pawtucket 
Subdivision by Realty Syndicate. The tract is located souttI·of Moores 
Chapel, west of Little Rock Road, and north of Tuckaseegee Road •. The 
request is for multi-family zoning in an area that is presently basically 
vacant .. 

Mr. Bryant stated the zoning pattern is one of solid-aingle family .. residential 
zoning with the exception of the property along Moores Chapel Road, which ~s 
zoned business and multi-family. He stated while this is not a planned u~t 
development, it retains some of the features of that type of development 
inasmuch as there is a full golf course facility planned as part of. the 
project with single family houses around the golf course with.a club house 
and facilities. The area under consideration is adjacent to the club house 
and adjacent to the golf course area. 

Mr. Lewis Parham, Attorney for the petitioner, stated over the past severa~ 
years, Realty Syndicate has acquired approximately 1,000 acres of·land in 
Paw Creek Township which lies to the north of 1-85 and extends to Little 
Rock Road, Moores Chapel Road and on the north side of Moores Chape.lRoad to 
Freedom Drive. The 39 acres in q\5tion is bordered by Number 1 and Number l2 
Fairways and No. 1 Green of the golf course.. In acquiring the land, Realt~ 
Syndicate planned to develop the land in order to provide a total communit~. 
The facility plan consists of single family, multi-family dwellings. church 
and shopping centers. Some of the .areas are alaiost to.tally developed; they, 
have streets and the homes are occupied. There are .about 200 occupied hous~s 
within the 1,000 acre trac.t and .the plans are to construct 700 more. The 
Swim and Racquet Club has become a reality as the contract for theconstructiO! 
of the club house and bath house has been signed. Construction was begun on 
the golf course about five.~years ago; it is· to be an l8-holechampiqnship , 
course. Construction has started on the golf shop, a golf pro and-club 
manager has been hired, and plans are to- open the facility in Mayor June of 
this year. 

Mr. Parham stated the homes are from medium to upper medium price range· and· 
are available to a large segment of the population. The 39 acre traCt 
adjoins am lies to the north of the golf shop; it is bordered on the east 
by Pawtucket Road. He stated they. plan to construct 300 townhouse luxury 
type apartments. Access to them will be from Pawtucket Road (Cross Ridge 
Road) and the buildings will be screened from the road by the woods •. The 
number of units planned will not be excessive. to the extent that it will 
create a traffic or density problem. The location of the apartments should \Ie 
c?nsidered ideal from a planning standpoint because of their location to the 
golf course and the other recreational facilities. These apartments are 
part of the plan for the entire tract. The number or acreS to be used for 
multi-family is small in comparison to the total number of acres of land 
that is being developed. They feel this is a ·good plan and they ask for 
favorable conSideration to approve the petition. 

No opposition was expressed to the proposed change in zoning. 

Council decision was deferred until. its next meeting. 
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H8ARING ON AMENDMENT NO.2, REDEVELOPMENT PLAN "FOR DOWNTOWN URBAN. RENEWAL 
AREA, PROJECT NO. N. C. Aq. . 

The public hearing was held on Amendment No.2, Redevelopment Plan for 
Downtown Urban Renewal Area, ·ProJectNo. N. C. A-3. 

Mr; Vernon Sawyer, Director of the Redevelopment ""Commission, stated this 
is a hearing on the amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for the Downtown 
NDP Project which was originally approved over a year ago for this three 
block ·area. . 

He stated they are proposing six (6) changes to the already approved plan 
which are necessary for the next NDPaction year which will begin July 1, 
1971 and end June 30, 1972. 

Mr. Sawyer explained the changes as follows: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

On page lof the Redevelopment Plan, they have added the phrase 
"Amended March 19, 1971.". 

On Page 2 of the Plan they have indicated the revised date of the maps! 
which are exhibits m the Redevelopment Plan •. 

On Page 6 of the Plan the change is in the middle of the page under 
the column "Common Space Elevation". It was formerly 758 to. 760 " 
feElt, allowing a'tolerance of two feet only in the elevation of" the 
cOiI1monspace~ As agreed wlien the "concept plans for the Civic "Center 
'Were approved, this has been increased to a maximum of 770 feet whi,ch 
is the ElXact elevation: of the plaza level of the Ctv:fc Center; but they 
have dr6ppe"d the 'elevation to 755 :met which is the elevation . at the.. . 
intersection of Fourth· and Tryon Street. They did this in order to 
give maximum flexibilfty to the planners employed by the City to 
deSign a pedestrian system throughout the downtown project area." As 

. soon as the system is designed and approved by Council, then "the" 
plan subsequently can be· amended to conform it to the exact elevations; 
necessary. In the meantime, this gives a full range and a maXimum 

. flexibility to the planners and they can control any ·Structures that 
take place" ·in the meantime administratively. 

On Page "8 of the Plan" tlie change "concerns the off-street loadfug and 
unloading space and amends the plan as agreed at the time the Civic 
Center plans were approved. This adds the phase concerning a special" 
permit being obtained from the City of Charlotte in order to_ conform 
to the"plans already approved. 

On Page l5"of the Plan the change concerns the cost estimate and 
method of financing. This provides a budget for the second NDP year 
of" total "city funds plus cash and non-cash of $1,166,667.00; the total 
federal capital grant of $2;333,333.00 for a total financial assistance 
of special and local to the project of""~3,500;OOO.00. The local grant 
in aid is' broken" down to a cash requirement, which is not really cash 
but is made up of tax credits of $3,667;00 only with the remainder 
of $1,163,000 as credit to be obtained from the structure of the 
Civic Center. itself. 

On the last Page of the Plan the change concerns a boundary change. 
This change was necessary to approve the additional right of way that 
was granted to the city by the Southern Railroad and Charlotte Develop~ 
ment Associates so that the site improvements which go on th~right 
of way will be entirely within the project boundary. That is along 
Fourth Street, the southern boundary of the project and it amounts to 
changing it 13 feet on the Brevard Street and 10 feet on the College 
Street side. 
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Mr. Sawyer stated these are the six~changes proposed at ,this time to conf.orin 
the plan to the. second NDP Action Year. In addition, they have had the. 
relocation plan for the next year on display. . 

Mr. Hugh Casey, Attorney, stated he is representing Denton Furniture Company, 
Home Furniture Company., People I s Furniture Company, Charlotte Fish and 
Oyster Company, Pat Stuart's Clothing, Quick.Wike, Simpson Photo Service. 
of Charlotte, Tanners, Lebo's Shoe Store, Harry Park and Liner's Fine ShoeSi. 
He stated Council has seen the problems that have arisen so far with the 
carrying out of the first year NDP program in the City or Charlotte .•. That , 
he knows they wish to avoid these problems ariSing again. Therefore, he 
urged Council to conSider some of the suggestions that the peoplehe 
represents have made. Some of the suggestions have been made in the fotm 
of pleadings filed in the federal court; some were made in the meeting lasti 
Wednesday with the Relocation Committee. 

Mr. casey requested the Council to not approve the present plan but to 
conSider some of these suggestions and to. urge the Redevelopment Commissioni 
to meet with the businesses in the three block area - these businesses 
that will be affected in the next two years by the plan as it will be 
carried out •. 

Some of the suggestions are to .change the re-use schedule in the Redevelop-' 
ment Plan to provide that the ·first story or two storieso.:f any structure. 
constructed in the area be limited to certain uses, retail shops and stores~ 
eating establishments, repair shops. That developers provide the business 
concerns already in the Downtown area an opportunity of obtaining space 

. in the new development; using such concepts as first refusal. That 'the 
Commission not demolish any structure in a purchased site until the 
Commission has demonstrated an immediate need for them. Not simp.1y to 
demolish buildings and leave land vacant. To go ahead. and buy the building' 
and leave the people there. Then ,.hen you have a developer coming in then 
demolish the building. That present business concerns in the project area 
be i.nformed who will be the prospective develQpers so they will have the 
opportunity of working with .the developers. 

Mr. casey requested that Council not approve the plan as submitted today but 
to give time for the Redevelopment Commission to meet with these businesses 
within the three block area and consider Some of the suggestions. This 
area could serve asa retail shopping center for people of all classes and 
races using public ~ransportation. It could serve as an amusement and 
recreational center, attracting people from all over the city by private or 
publictransport.ation. Such an area could also serve as an office center by 
simply prQviding that buildings above the second or third floor could be 
used for offices. This concept is used in other cities. The presert: federal 
statutes and HUD regulations provide a wide range of tools. 

He stated the basic objective of the 1949 Housing Act under which all federal 
funds are to be spent by the Department of HoUSing and Urban Development 
provides as an objective "a suitable, living environment for every American, 
family". He stated Charlotte. has the unique opportunity-of providing bette-c 
places to live. 

Mr. Dave Pliner, representing the Emergency Effort to Save Central Charlotte, 
stated the second phase of Downtown urban Renewal has no realistic 
relocation plans; it circumvents the fundamental problem of providing 
suitable and adequate facilities for displaced businesses prior to 

. demolition. The Charlotte Redevelopment CommiSsion is primarily a 
, demonstrative agency; the Commission does not have the capacity, the power 
nor the ability to solve the relocation problems of downtown. vlhat .is 

, needed is a realistic, reasonable .and equitable relocation plan formulated 
within the context of the. present conditions. The new s.o-called plan 

, operates under the premises that enough buildings will become vacant next 
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year to accommodate displaced downtown businesses. There is not statistical 
evidence to conform that adequate space will be available. The Redevelopment 
Commission uses square footage as the only criterian for determining the 
suitability of a relocation site; not taking into consideration the multit*de 
of other factors that contribute to the success of a given-buSiness. He 
stated there are acres of vacant land in Downtown Charlotte that could be 
used for the purpose of relocation •. On North College Street, between Sears, 
Roebucks and: East Fifth Street, there is enough land to accommodate the 
majority of Downtown businesses that will be displaced by urban renewal and; 
the proposed municipal parking area. These businesses do not object to 
relocation; they do not object to erecting.their own buildings; but some-
land must be made availab~e for that expressed purpose. There simply are no~ 
enough suitable buildings in Downtown Charlotte to effect the successful 
r~location of every business that wishes' to rema,in Downtown. 

Mr. Pliner stated when they met with the Committee on Assistance in 
Relocating last WedneSday, three bankers from the largest trust department,s 
in the City acknowledged the scarcity of land and building; downtown. The 
few buildings that are vacant are in deplorable shape and they are not . 
suitable for anyone. He stated -the Redevelopment Commission is not empowe·red 
to buy the land and make plans; they act primarLly as the administrative 
unit. Only the City Council has the power to make land available to displace 
merchants. That this is one simple solution to the problem. These people 
woul.d gradly erect new buildings; but someone has to make it available. 
To date nO one has done this. 

Councilman Whittington sratedwhat the Trust -Departments representatives 
said was that at that particular time they had no buildings available through 
their banks; that he does not think they said there was not enough vacant 
property Downtown. Mr. Pliner replied they said they had none in trust 
that they knew 'of and'could be used for that purpose. That he is saying it 
has not been made 'available for this particular purpose. 

Councilman Alexander stated as he understood Mr. Casey, he is suggesting 
that conSideration be given to existing merchants for first offer for 
relocation in this Redevelopme~haerea? Mr. casey stated some of the 
suggestions he mentioned were/the first or second floor constructed in the 
area be made available for retail stores , 'shops and such and 'above that 
level it would be used-for office.' ·CouncilmanAlexander asked to what' 
extent is this proposal at variance with what is planned, H any? Mr. 
Sawyer replied it "is permitted under the plan if the particular developer 
chooses to do ,that. What Mr. casey is suggesting is that the-Redevelopmertt 
plan require atiy developer of property in that first block to devote the 
first two flclorsto shops that might accommodate the merchants." These 'are 
contained in memorandums that have been filed with the courts; the 
Commission has considered these. On this one they considered it too much of 
a penalty to put on the developer of this proPerty. The uses are permitted 
but if a bank wanted to buy the frontage between the proposed 'park atd the 
Home Federal Building and did not want to devote two floors to shops, thiS 
would prohibit' "that type of development. He stated they have learned 
through experience that urban renewal land is pretty heavily penalized anyway 
with all the other requirements that have to go on. This is one they feel 
Would be a penalty that would not only penalize the project but the future 
development of the land. . 

Councilman Alexander asked if there are any restricti'ons involVing timing 
that would prevent any consideration of discussing With" these people this 
pOSsibility? One contElOtion in the present setup was there was no prior 
discussion regarding the development of the area? Mr. Sawyer replied they 
are on a schedUle now that requires- the plan to be submitted by April 1 
in order to be approved by July 1 and to maintain continuity in the two 
years operation. He stated they" met prior to the current plan with the 
merchants; they discussed the plans and no such' .proposal was advanced at 
that time; they maintain a continuing contact with the merchants in the 
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area. Not on a day to day basis, but on a regular basis. That they have 
not held a ,":eeting prior to this plan with the merchants. as a group, 

Councilman Alexander stated in view of the fact that the present law,l\uit 
exists and the same q{lestions come up in the lawsuit, if the plaintiff 
should win in court their position would that mean that the Redevelo.pment 
Commission w.ould have to allocate' the type of propertie$ as suggested 
by Mr. Casey today? Mr. Underhill, City Attorney, replied no; if the 
plaintiff should prevail in the pending case, he. does not think .. the.fact 
that they would prevail in the suit would require the City to adopt that 
particular re-use plan; that this is merely a suggestion on behalf of 
Mr. Casey as how the plan could be amended. That other. suggestions were 
made in his rec.ommendations .. to the court and to the Relocation Commit.t:.ee. 
Councilman Alexander stated if this suggestion has any merit he. canllQt.se~ 
anything wrong with offering these people an opportunity to sit down and 
discuss it •. 

Councilman Whittington stated for the last two weeks on Wednesday,the 
Relocation Committee has met and has had cooperation and has shown the, 
City's concern to. the three tenants and to others who.will be affected 
in the future. He sugg'ested that Council not take any action on this today, 
and ask Mr. Sawyer to meet with these people on the suggestions that Mr. 
casey has made here again today and,if it is feaSible, the item.bfiO ·placed ! 
back on the docket for next Monday; if not, the follOWing Monday. He statied 
he wants it to be known that all, including the Redevelopment Commiss.ion, 
are going the last mile to try to cooperate. If an agreement cannot be 
reached at that time, then obviously, Council wJll have to approve the plan. 

Councilman Alexander :!loved that actiQn on the subject be deferred. The nta:tior 
was seconded by Councilman Whittington. 

Councilman Short .asked Mr. Sawyer to state again the extent to which he h~ 
already discussed this with the merchants? Mr. Sawyer replied Mr. Casey 
speaks for a number of merchants ,.ho are doing bUSiness .within theprojecti 

area. That Mr. Casey has been speaking for these merchants and the 
Redevelopment Commission has . had the recommendations under. conSideration 
because they were filed .with the Court in December. That Mr. Casey did not 
read aU the proposals that he. had made. Mr. Sawyer stated they .. have 
given the proposals consideration both from a practical standpOint and 
a legal standpoint. The Relocation staff in the project area are contacting 
the merchants concentrating on helping' the ones in property that is· ' 
acquired. ·That they have surveyed recently ,the 26 businesses ,which they 
propose to relocate next year. Eleven of the .businesses are in prop.erty 
they have acquired or 1>!il1 acquire this year, .leaving only l5tQ be acquired 
next year. They started this year under a heavy priority to clear the site 
for the Civic Center. He stated they see no such priority next year. So 
tl).eJ:5 do not all have to be relocated'; some of them can remain into the 
third year if necessary and Hit suits their convenience. Mr.· Sawyer 
stated they have mailed out information from time to time. 

Councilman Short asked ·the difference between what is suggested by Mr. 
Whittington and what the Redevelopment Commission,has. been doing1 Mr. 
Sawyer replied he understands Mr. Whittington's motion to call a meeting 
of all the merchants, not just those Mr. Casey represents, and give them 
a chance to speak. Councilman Whittington stated his intent was based on 
Hhat has .been done for the last three weeks; that Council take no .action 
today, and that Mr. Sawyer meet with Mr. Casey and the tenants that he· has 
mentioned, and if Mr. Sawyer thinks it is necessary, other tenants, and 
attempt to present the facts about what the Redevelopment Commission is 
dOing through the NDP Program. If he has not answered their questions by 
the time Council has to approve the amendment, then Council will have tQ , 
approve it. That he is simply saying through concern and cooperation that 
the Redevelopment Commission and Council and Mayor amdoing all they, can 
to cooperate and to be concerned with their prOblems. 
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Councilman Withrow asked if it is possible to buy the property under the 
rules and regulations'of aUD, leave the merchants in the property and sell 
the properties with the buildings there so that the merchants could 
negotiate with the buyers to stay in the area? Mr. Sawyer replied they , 
cannot sell off their obligations for relocation; that they have to complete 
the relocation<of the tenant; that they do not have to demolish; they could 
sel1 the building with the provision that it would be demolished; that 
the merchants are entitled to assistance< that the Commission can give 
them; and they are entitled to certain payments of moving cost and< 
smal1 business displacement payments, if they are eligibile. That the 
Commission has to complete the relocation responsibility. 

The vote was taken on the motion and carried unanimously. 

RESOLUTION PROVIDING FOR PUBLIC HEARINGS ON MONDAY, APRIL 19, 1971, ON 
PETITIONS NO. 71-26 THROUGH 71-32 Fat ZONING CHANGES. 

Councilman Sho,rt moved adoption of the subject resolution providing for 
public hearings on Monday, April 19, 1.971, on Petitions No.71-26 through 
71-32 fa:' zoning changes. The motion was seconded by Councilman Withrow 
and carried unanimously. 

The resolution is recorded in full in Resolutions Book 7" at Page 272, 

,ORDINANCE NO. 46-X AUTHORIZING THE TRANSFER OF FUNDS FROM THE SALE OF 
STREET WIDENING, EXTENS ION AND IMPROVEMENT BONDS TO THE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT 
PROJECT ACCOUNT FOR THE SHARON LANE WIDENING. 

Motion was made by Councilman Whittington, and seconded by Councilman Short, 
to< adopt the s<ubject ordinance' authorizing the transfer of $315,000 to be 
used for the Sharon Lane Widening. The vote was taken on the motion, 
and carried unanimously. 

Councilman Tuttle stated he would assume that the City will, do 'Some 
<replanting out there. Mr. Bobo, Acting City Manager, stated there are 
plans to, replant many trees; where there are no trees now, we would like 
to plant in the planting strip. 

Councilman Short stated it is fortunate that the City has operating within 
the last 3-4 years the beautification department which is much ,mo<re well 
funded that it used to be. They can get baCK into this situation, and he 
is sure they will, and this area will be beautified to the extent possible' 
and as quick\, as possible. 

Mrs. Claire Skurla asked Council to please not cut the trees down on Sharon 
Lane; that there is an alternaHve. That she haS talked to Mr. Birmingham 

'and 'he says that both Sharon Lane and Fairview Road are needed to take care 
of future traffic projections. That she wonders why the City does not try 
to widen and build Fairview Road first and see if we cannot do with the one 
lane street on Sharon Lene and <Wendover< Road. 

Mr. Bobo, Acting City Manager, stated all the faciliUes mentioned by Mrs. 
Skurla are needed now; that it is not a matter of buying time as we are 
running out of time; the extension of Fairview '<Road is needed even; with 
the widening of Sharon Lane; theB'elt Road is also needed; That aU of 
the facilities will be needed in the future to take care of the traffic 
for that area. 

(COUNCILMAN J)RDAN LEFT THE MEETING DURING THE DISCUSSION AND WAS ABSENT 
FOR THE REMAINDER OF THE SESSION.) 
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Mr. Bobo stated all the alternatives have been investigated. That there 
are plans for belt roads further out inthefuttire; all of this will be 
needed to serve the area. 

Coancilman Short stated while the City i~ waitingoti. the state on Fairview: 
Road, tha new trees that will be planted along Sharon Lane will be growing. 

Mrs. Skurla stated the. trees on Sharon Lane are unique and she would rather 
have them; that once you lose all that beauty on Sharon Lane, you can never 
get it back; all you will have is another wider road. That just because 
you cut down on Monroe Road .and cut down on Eastway Drive, does not say 
you have to cut down on Sharon Lane. 

The ordinance is recorded in full in Ordinance Book 18, at Page 112. 

COUNCILMAN WHiTTINGTON LEAVES MEETING. 

Councilman Whittington left the meeting at this time and returned as 
noted in the Minutes. 

ORDINANCE NO. 47-X AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 732-X, THE 1970-71 BUDGET 
ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING THE TRANSFER OF FUNDS FROM THE LONGEVITY ALLOWANCE 
ACCOUNT TO THE 'l'RAFFIC CONTROL ACCOUNT. 

Motion was made by Councilman Thrower, seconded by Councilman Withrow, and: 
unanimouslycart;ied, adopting the' subject ordina.nce authorizing the transf~r 
of $12,200.00 to be used for the construction, materials, and suppl~es for' 
specialized traffic warning devices. 

The ordinance is recorded in:fu~l i~ Ordinance Book 18, at Page 113. 

COUNCILMAN WHITTINGTON ~TURNS TO MEETING. 

Councilman Whitti!lli;tonretl,lrn,edto the meeting at; this time ,anti was present: 
for the remainder of the session. 

AREA. IN OAKLAWNCEMETERY DESIGNATED AS "CITY GROUND". 

Councilman Whittington moved that a site on the west side of Oaklawn 
Cemetery be designated as "City -Ground" (pauper graves), as recommended 
by the Superintendent of Cemeteries and Director of Public Works. The 
motion was seconded by Councilman Thrower, and ,carried unanimously. 

ORDINANCE NO. 48 AMENDING CHAP.TER 7, SECTION 15, "CEMETERIES" OF THE COPE 
OF THE CITY OF CHARLOTTE DELETING CHARGES FOR CITY GROUND GRAVES. 

Motion was made by Councilman Tuttle, seconded by Councilman Withrow. and 
unanimously carried, adopting the subject ordinance deleting the following 
charges for city ground graves: 

"City Ground Graves 
(Ground and opening) 

Infants 
Adults 

$17.50 
27.50" 

The ordinance is recorded in full in OrdinancE). Book 18, at Page 114, 
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CONTRACT WITH LEWIS CLARK ASSOCIATES, LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS FOR DESIGN OF 
LIBRARY PARK, AUTHORIZED. 

Upon motion of CouncilmaJ1 Tuttle, seconded by Councilman ,Whittington, and 
unani,nously carr:i-ed, the subject'contract: in the .total amount of $7,500.00; 
was authorized to' cover the preparation Of preliminary designs, working . 
drawings, cost estimates, bid documents, travel and construction inspection 
for .the t..ibrary Park. ' 

CONTRACT BETWEEN CITY OF CHARLOTTE MODEL CITIES DEPARTMENT AND .EARL M. 
REDWINE AND ASSOCIATES, AUTHORIZED. 

Mr. JimWilson,Director of Mod';l Cities Program stated Model Cities is 
in its 21st First Year Program Month. It has taken 21 months to do what 
was contracted with HUD last year to do in 12 months.. That because of 
their displeasure, HUD has added a lot of stipulations. One of which 
requireS the City to go back and in effect re-do most of what was done in 
terms of plaimingsothey can see the effect of staff administration 
programming, evaluation and management as that effect is not 'reflected in 
what they received for the Second Year Plan. Not only are they not pleased 
with the proposed second year project, but there are some programs which 
opetat:eCl in the fitst year that they will not continue to fund. He stated 
much of this is reflected in their consideration and review of the proposal 
which 'i'ndicated . that: little or no' real effort was made to support this . 
program package. That model cities,although never conceived as such, was 
treated as an iSland unto itself for some time. In fact, the movement 
towards the management and direction of model cities really started after 
the end of what should have been the first program year. Mr. 'Wilson ,,-tated 
they have taken all this into consideration as they look ahead and are" 
already two a.nd half months into the second program year. Charlotte has . 
been approved for an additional $3.168 million which by contract is supposed 
to be programmed effectively and efficiently the same way and spent by 
]Jet_ern, 1971. The difference thiS year is that Charlotte is still 
under an.amendment to that cpntract which says if it is not, and if the 
impact ex:pecUd on the mod~:I. neighborhood has not been required, that any 
funds·lertover will be sent back to HUD. ' 

Mr. Wilson stated he does npt think the proper and efficient use and 
management" ofbe.t:;ter than $3.0 million, plus something like. $150,000 left 
over from that 21li1Ortth year, is going to be done with the established 
group wEi noW have because of its limitations and past experience. There is 
a great deal of potential for built-in second and third year failure in the 
continued extension of previous practices. Not only do we have to do what 
should be done fOr the third year plan, but do what needs to be .done to 
undo the second year plan. It will be impossible to do this without very 
hardnose, highly competent people who have the contact needed in a variety 
of places to get additional resources to support this program and to 
effectively expend the funds this prollram already is ob:l.igated to expend 
in the fisc:al year as stated. . 

He stated mOdel cities monies have always been 'available, in effect, to 
purchase other federal dollars on a matching basis just as if they belonged 
to the City of Charlotte; this is an exception to the usual federal rule. 
This has not been done. That the McManus report es~entially analyzed and! 
evaluated what had transpired previously; it offered a method of operation 
organizationally to begin the process of doing the job correctly. McManus 
provided the reorganizational strategy which is being implemented; they 
provided the beginning of policies and procedures for the department; they 
provided the emphasis needed to effect a marriage with Model Cities 
]Jepartment and the City structure; they provided the deSign for evaluation. 
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Mr. Wilson stated early in his tenure he, began to ,search around for some 
consultant and contract firms who had a history of doing good work in this 
area; that he received about six responses; among them Earl Redwine & 
Associates. That Mr. Redwine has had ,serious and successful eXperience in 
other model cities in North Carolina, and in"other parts of the southeast. 
His records indicate his success not only in other model cities in North 
Carolina, but in other areas of this kind of planning work; he has. 
successfully committed and carried out contracts under his guidance over 
the last several years. 

Councilman Alexander stated in the last 10-12 minutes Mr. Wilson has 
presented Council with more facts concerning conditions of our Model 
Cities program than we have ever had. We must not overlook the fact 
that the model cities program was to do several things 'when it came into 
a community; its chief beneficiary would be ,the development of programs 
that would generate other sources of federal income. This is one of the 
chief purposes. It is evident that our program did not do just that. That; 

I we got all that McManus washired .. to do. But through these new funds we 
are getting more than that and more assistance and more direction from 
actual experience as what to,do with programming, and how to do it and 
who to contact and assistance in bringing in those that would be necessary 
to improve our program. To his mind this is the main thrust of what we 
have before us, and the generation of programs that will direct,into our 
community other federal funds is a point that is utmost here in that we 
will benefit better from it for the investment in this type of consultant 
service which we have not had and should have had from the beginning, 

Councilman Tuttle moved approval of a contract between Charlotte Model 
Cities Department and Earl M. RedwiU!& Associates in the amount of 
$72,{J00.00 for'consultant services in the area of management, planning, 
programming and program implementation. The motion was seconded by 
Councilman Alexander. 

Councilman Short asked if Hinston-Salem had the same problems? Mr. Wilson 
replied Winston-Salem attempted to and was successful in planning, programming 
and budgeting the program to the extent that as it was scheduled, Winston
Salem committed all its funds; started all its projects and has them well 
underway. That within two weeks after receiving their contract, thirteen 
of the nineteen contracts were let and programs were operational; eventheni 
they had monies left over which, they were able to re-program and get 
additional matching funds to do other things. Mr. Wilson stated Charlotte 
has an excellent original first year master plan. Somewhere between that 
and implementation the ball was dropped. 

The vote was taken on the motion and carried unanimously. 

APPRAISAL CONTRACTS, AUTHO~IZED. 

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

(a) Contract with William H. Finley for appraisal of one 
parcel of land at a fee of $125.00 for sale .of city-owned 
property. 

(b) Contract with Charles M. Owens for appraisal of one 
parcel of land at a fee of $175.00 for East,,,ayDrive 
Project. 

(c) Contract with Leo H. Phelan, Jr. for appraisal of one 
parcel of land at a fee of $175.00 for EasC>1aY Drive 
Project. 
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(d) Centract: with B·. Brevard Brookshire for appraisal of one 
. parcel .of land at a fee .of $175.00 fer Eastway Drive Preject. 

(e)Centract with Harry G. Brewn fer appraisal .of Park and 
Recreatien Cemmissien preperty (Rese Garden), at a fee 
.of $500.00, for the Nerthwest Expressway. 

(f) Contract with D. A. Stollt fer appraisal of Park and 
Recreation Commissien preperty (Rese Garden) at a fee 
.of $500.00, fer the Nerthwest Expressway. 

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING CONDEMNATION PROCEEDINGS FOR THE ACQUISITION OF 
PROPERTY FROM HUGH P. CALDl~ELL AND WIFE; BLANCHE G., FOR THE SUGAR 
CREEK IRvlIN CREEK Ol'EN SPACE -PROJECT. 

CounCilman Thrower meved adeptien .of the subject reseluti.on alltherizing 
condemnation pr.oceedings . fer the acquisiti.on .of 22' x 152' x 42' x 100' 
at 801 East Fifteenth Street, ,fr.om Hugh p .•. Caldwell and wif.e, Blanche G. 

, The metien was sec.onded by Ceuncilman Sh.ort, and carried unanimeusly. 

The resoluti.on-is recelided in full in Reselutiens Beek 7, at Page 273. 

PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS· AUTHORIZED-. 

Upon motien .of Ceuncilman Tuttle, secended by Councilman Withr.ow, and 
unanimeusly carried,· the- fe1lewingpreperty -transactiens were autherized: 

(a)· Acquisiti.onef 10' x 189 • 08' .of easement at 1118 Nerthweed . 
Drive. frem \'Jilliam Tr.otter ·Development Cempany, at -$1.,00, 
for sanitary sewer extensi.on to Northweed Park II~ 

(b) Acquisitien cif 100' x 130' x 101' x ISS' at 2200 Wayt Street,"· 
frem Will:tsIrwin Hendersen and wife, at $700.00 fer the .Open 
Space N. C.OSC-51 Preject. 

(c) Acquisitienof 10' x 134 .. 64' .of easement en nine aClies .of 
undeveloped·plieperty adjeining Rama.Read and the Seaboard 
Railr.oad from the First Unien National 'Bank .of N. C.. Trustee· 
under will .of· 1. G. \'7allace, at $135.00, fer sanitary sewer 
te serve MonreeRead and Yardley Place. 

(d) Acquisitien of 18.99' x 75.04' x 16.49' x 75.00' at 3700 
Eastway Drive, frem William Carrell Teague and wife, Winnie 
M., at $2,700.00, for the Eastway Drive Preject. 

(e) Acquisitienof 30' x 139.41' .of easement at 3401 J.ohnny Cake 
Lane, frem Norman D. Zeigler and wife, Eileen L., at $140.00, 
for the Mcl1lll1enCreek- Outfall. 

(f) Acqllisitien .of 30' x 125.68' .of easement at 3339 Johnny Cake 
Lane, from Charles D. Bing and wife, SylviaR., at $125.00, 
fer the McMullen Creek Olltfall. 

(g) Acquisitien .of 30' x 208.41' .of easement at 3405 Jehnny Cake 
Lane, from Lewis H. Parham, Jr. and wife, Elizabeth H •• at 
$210.00, fer the Mcl1ullen Creek Outfall. 
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CONTRACTS FOR EXTE!,SION OF SANITARY SEHER LINES, AUTHORIZED. 

Motion was made by Councilman Tuttle, seconded by Councilman Hhittington 
and unanimously carried, approving extension of sanitary sewer lines_, as 
follows: 

(a) Request of Hebster Oil Company, Inc., for the extension of 
360 lineal feet of 8-inch sanitary sewer main in_Lynwood Avenue, 
inside the city, at an estimated cost of $2,638.90. 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. 

(b) Request of Cities Service Oil Company for the extension of 
695 lineal feet of 8-inch sanitary sewer main in TyvolaRoad" 
inside the city, at an estimated cost of $4,474.25. 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. 

(c) Request of Gowen Oldsmobile for the extension of 80 lineal 
feet of 8-inch sanitary sewer main and 385 lineal ,feet of 
8-inch trunk, in Starvalley Drive, outside the city, at an 
estimated cost of $5,176.49. All cost of the construction 
will be borne by the applicant "hose deposit in the full 
amount has been received and will be refunded as per terms 
of the agreement. 

CHANGE ORDER NO. E-l IN CONTRACT WITH NATIONAL ELECTRIC COMPANY, INC. 
FOR ALTERATIONS AND ADDITIONS TO WATER DEPARTMENT STORAGE FACILITIES AT 
811 FAIRMONT STREET, AUTHORIZED. 

Councilma.I1 Tuttle moved approval of the subject change order reducing 
the contract price of $25,407.00 by $25.00. The motion was ,seconded 
by Councilman Short, and carried unanimously. 

CHANGE ORDER NO. G-3 IN CONTRACT ,WITH LAXTON CONSTRUCTION FOR ALTERATIONS 
AND ADDITIONS TO IvATEl!, DEPARTMENT STORAGE FACILITIES AT 811 FAIRMONT' 
STREET. 

Motion was made by Councilman Hithrow to approve the subject change 
order increasing the contract price by $9,275.00. The motion was 
seconded by Councilman Hhittington, and carried unanimously. 

, AMENDMENT TO LEASE WITH ERVIN COHPANY FOR SPACE IN EXECUTIVE BU;tLDING, 
, AUTHORIZED. 

Councilman Thrower moved approval of an amendment to the lease with the 
Ervin Company for space in the Executive Building occupied by Data Processitig 
on Fourth Floor with the City to pay the utility bill which is an ",~timated ' 
$259.40 per month from May 1,1970. The motion was seconded by Councilman 
Short, and carried unanimously. 

Councilman Hhittington requested the City l1anager to give Council 'the' 
amounts of money being paid monthly and .annually by all these departments 
for outside leases. 
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RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING MR. L. P. BOBO, ACTING CITY MANAGER, TO EXECUTE 
AND FILE ALL DOCUMENTS'PERTAINING TO SANITARY SEWER CONSTRUCTION GRANTS 
UNDER P. L. 660. 

Motion was made "by Councilman Thrower , and seconded by Councilman' Tuttle, 
to adopt the subject resolution. The vote was taken on the motion and 
carried unanimously. 

The resolution is recorded in full in Resolutions Book 7, at Page 274. 

ORDINANCE NO. 49-X ORDERING THE DEMOLITION AND REMOVAL OF A DWELLING AT 
1621 PEGRAM STREET, PURSU~~T TO THE HOUSING CODE OF THE CITY OF CHARLOTTE 
AND ARTICLE IS, CHAPTER 160 OF THE GENERAL STATUTES OF NORTH CAROLINA. 

Councilman Withrow moved adoption of the subject ordinance ordering the 
demolition and' removal 'of dwelling at l621-Pegram Street. The motion was 
seconded by Councilman Whittington, and carried unanimously., 

The ordinance is recorded in full in Ordinance Book 18, at Page,llS. 

ORDINANCE NO. 50 AMENDING CHAPTER 6, ARTICLE VI, ENTITLED "COMMUNITY 
ANTENNA TELEVISION SYSTEM" OF THE CODE OF THE CITY OF CHARLOTTE TO 
PERMIT PROGRAM ORIGINATION AND THE SELLING OF ADVERTISING. 

Upon motion of Councilman Tuttle, seconded by Councilman Thrower and 
unanimously carried, the subject ordinance was adopted, and is recorded 
in full in Ordinance Book 18, at Page 116. 

CLAms ONBBHALF OF DONALD EUGENE GREGORY FOR PROPERTY DAMAGE DBNIBD. 

Motion was made by Councilman Whittington to deny the subject claims in 
the amounts of '$1,226.00 'f'iled by Interstate Fire Insurance ',-:' '" 
Company and $321. 00 filed by Robert F • Rush , Attorney. as reconmiended 
by the City Attorney. The motion was seconded by 'Councilman Withrow, 
and carried unanimously. 

CLAm FILED BY O. E. WALKER INSURANCE AGENCY ON BEHALF OF JOHNNY BOY 
KING FOR TRUCK DAMAGE DENIED. 

Councilman Withrow moved that subject claim in the amount of $184.46 
be denied as recommended by the City Attorney. The motion was seconded 
by Coupcilman Whittington and carried by the foll:owing vote,:, 

YEAS: Councilmen Withrow, Whittington, Short, Thrower, and Tuttle. 
NAYS: None. 

Councilman Alexander abstained from voting as Mr. King is one of his 
employees. 

APPOINTMENTS TO THE PARK AND RECREATION COMMISSION. 

Councilman Tuttle moved the reappointment of Mr. A. Eugene Warren to 
the 'Park and Recreation Commission to succeed himself for'a five year 
term. The motion was seconded by Councilman Short, and carried unanimously. 

Councilman Withrow moved the appointment of Mr. John T. Black to the Park 
and Recreation Commission for a five year term. The motion was seconded 
by Councilman Whittington. 

Councilman Withrow stated Mr. Black is a retired fireman; he lives on the 
~est side on Ashley Road, and will have time to participate in the Commission' 
work. Mayor Belk stated he has done a lot of good work for the young peo~le 
in his church. Councilman Whittington stated he is very active in the 
Calvary Methodist Church; that he is active in scouting and in Little League 
Ball. 

The vote was taken on the motion and carried unanimously. 
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SPECIAL OFFICER PERMITS AUTHORIZED. 

Upon motion of Councilman Tuttle, seconded by Councilman Withrow and 
unanilnously carried, Special Officer Permits were ,authorized issued for 
a period of one year as follows: 

(a) Issuance of Permit to Braxton D. Fincher for use on the premises 
of Celanese Fibers Technical Center, 2300 Archdale Drive. 

(b) Issuance of Permit to Thomas L. Simms for use on the premises 
of Celanese Fibers Technical Center, 2300 Archdale Drive. 

TRANSFER OF CEMETERY LOTS. 

, Motion was made by Councilman Short, seconded by Councilman Tuttle and 
. unanimously carried, authorizing the Mayor and City Clerk to execute deeds 

for the transfer of cemetery lots, as follows: _ 

(a) Deed with Mr. Charles Grier and wife, Sally Jackson Grier, for Lot 
No. 512, Section 8, Oaklawn Cemetery, at $320.00. 

(b) Deed with Charles Ernest Killian for Lot No. 32, Section 10, Oaklawn 
Cemetery, transferred from Mr. and Hrs. AlleIl Killian, at $3.00, {or 
transfer deed. 

(c) Deed with Mr. and Urs. Allen Killian for Lot No. 31, Section 10, Oa.k-
lawn Cemetery, at $3.00 for new deed. 

(d) Deed with Sam ~!cNeely, Jr. and wife, for Lot No. 350, Section 6, 
Evergreen Cemetery, at $320.00. 

(e) Deed with Mrs. Spyridoula Zarkali Triantis fox Lot No. 74, S.ection 
4, Evergreen Cemetery, at $252.-00. 

'{f) Deed with L. A. Murray for Lot No. 254, Section 6, Evergreen Cemetery, 
at $320.00. 

(g) Deed with Hrs. Eliza Bair Bumgardner for Lot No. 295, Section 6, . 
Evergreen Cemetery, at $320.00. 

(h) Deed with Hrs. Sheldon H. Fard for.Graves No. 3 and 4, in Lot 
No. 755, Section 6, Evergreen Cemetery, at $160.00. 

"{i) Deed with Hrs. Sheldon M. Ward for Grave No.3, in Lot No. 754, 
Section 6, Evergreen Cemetery, at $80.00. 

(j) Deed with D. D. St. Clair for Lot No. 934, Section 6, Evergreen 
Cemetery, at $320.00.-

CONTRACT AI,ARDED BEAM ELECTRIC COMPANY, INC. FOR ELECTRICAL WORK FOR FIRE 
ALARM FACILITIES. 

Councilman Withrow moved award of contract to the low bidder, Beam Electric 
Company, Inc., in the amount of $5,808.(J9 on a unit price basis,fo.r electrical 
work for fire alarm facilities. The motion was seconded by-Councilman Tuttle 
and carried unanimously. 

The following bids were. received: 

Beam Electric Co., Inc, 
Driggers Electric Control Co. 
Interstate Electric Co., Inc. 
Air Masters 
The Industrial Electric Co. 
Ind-Com Electric Co. 

$5,808.09_ 
6,352.00 
8,200.00 
8,279.00 . 
9,246,00 

10,135.00 
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CONTRACT AWARDED GENERAL AIR CONDITIONING FOR HEATING AND AIR CONDITIONING 
WORK FOR FIRE ALAlm FACILITIES. 

Mot:lon was made by Councilman Thrower, seconded by Counc:i.lin.an Whittingtortand 
unan:llllously carried, awarding contract to he low 'bidder, General Air' 
Conditioning, in the amount of $3,973.00 on a unit price basis, for heating 
and air conditioning work for fire alarm facilities • 

The follOwing bids were received: 

General Air C'onditioning 
L &H Heating & AlC 
A. Z. Price & Associates 
Air Masters 
Ross & Witmer, Inc. 
Moore Air Conditioning Co. ' 
Shanklin Air Conditioning 
Morris Heating & Cooling Co. 

$3,973.00 
4,463.00 
4,876.00 
4,948.00 
4,970.00 
5,242.00 
5,355;00 
5,761.57 ' 

CONTRACT'AWARDED KENNEDY VALVE MFG. COMPANY FOR GATE VALVES. 

Upon motion of Councilman Tuttle, seconded by Councilman Hhittington and 
unanimously carried, contract was awarded the low bidder,Kennedy Valve 
Manufacturing Company, Inc., in the amount of $24,786.50 otiaunit price 
basis, for gate valves. 

The following bids were received: 

Kennedy Valve Mfg. Co., Inc. 
Pump & Lighting Co., Inc. 
Grinnell Company, Inc. 
American Cast Iron Pipe Co. 

$24,786.50 
27,035.00 
28,388.60 

, 30,943'.50 

CONTRACT AWARDED JOE R. ABERNETHYCONSTRlJCTION COMPANY FOR SANITARY SEWER 
CoNSTRUCTION FOR PINE VALLEY SUBDIVISION. 

Councilman Withrow moved award of contract to the low bidder, Joe R. ' 
I, Abernethy Construction Company, in theamou'nt of $74,599.00 on a unit price 

basis, for sanitary sewer construction for Pine Valley Subdivision. The ' 
motion was seconded by Councilman .Jhittington, and carried unan:llllc5usly. 

The following bids were received: 

Joe R. Abernethy Const. Co. 
Thomas Structure Company 
Sanders Brothers, Inc. 
Propst Construction Co., Inc. 

$74,599.00 
78,108.70 

, 85,409.50 
86,743.60 

TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE AUTHORIZED ESTABLISHED. 

Councilman Thrower presented the following statement: 

"Transpor'tationis of concern to Charlotte, to Mec.\tlenburg County 
and to the regional area in which the City and County ate located. This 
concern has been evidenced in several ways. The City and County have ' 
joined together to finance a professional planning study of public 
transportation that will cover Charlotte-Hecklenburg. In its current 
program of work the Chamber of Commerce has proposed action on the 
development of public transportation in the metrolina Area. At its 
meeting on February first the City Council adopted an action program 
that called for developing a-mass transit plan for Metrolina and the 
Piedmont Crescent of North and South Carolina. On February 12 a 
resolution was introduced into both houses of the General Assembly that 
calls for the creation of a Commission 'to investigate and plan for an 
economical, efficient and rapid means of transportation among. the 
cities,of the Piedmont Crescent.' 

-----~-- -~~~ 
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These wide ranging interests in transportation nOW have no central focus 
in the government of the City or. the government of the County. Yet . the . 
County and City will inevitably be a principal hub in any system of regional 
transportation. If the development of regional transportation facilities 
here follows the same pattern that has been experienced elsewhere. the City 
and County governments may have some responsibilitites in the financing 
of such facilities. 

In the context of the above cited transportation interests and 
activities a transportation committee could serve several purposes. 
It is suggested that a committee be established as a joint City-County 

, agency. It is further sugg.ested that the Committee be the government I s 
. spearhead in "orking towards the development. of regional mass transit 
systems. In this area the committee would cooperate with the Chamber 
of Commerce to further the development of mass transit in the Metrolina 
area. As an agency of the City and County the committee would be in 
a good position to establish communication and liaison with other 
governmental jurisdi'ctions in the 11etrolina area to develop interest 
in and action on improved transportation. 

The development of mass transportation facilities to inter-connect 
the communities of the North and South Carolina Piedmont is a project of 
great magnitude as well· as a project of great importance to the future. 
of the region. A great deal of groundwork "ill have to be laid to develop 
interest in and support for the idea. The proposed transportation committe~ 
could be the source of initiative on this matter in the Crescent area. It 
could, through contact with other governmental jurisdictions develop an 
interest in, an understanding of and support for .. the development of mass 
transportation facilities in the region. 

If the General Assembly acts favorably on the proposal to create a 
mass transit study commission for the North Carolina Piedmont the Charlotte-
Mecklenburg transit committee could lend interest and support to the work ofl 
this Commission and could represent the interests of the City and County in 
the Commission's work. 

While the City and County have vital interests in regional transport~tt'on 
they also have greater interests in and definite responsibilities for the . 

_ effective and efficient movement of people from one part of the community toi 
-the other. These interests: and responsibilities involve several things. They 
involve an adequate network of major traffic. arteries for private passenger : 
vehicles. They involve adeqUate street facilities for the movement of buses. 
They involve concern for the adequacy and effectiveness of the local bus . 
system as expressed in the City-County sponsored study of public transportation 
that is being done by Hilbur Smith. 

They involve concern for Central Business District bus loading, unloading 
and transfer facilities as expressed in the Central Business District study 
now being done by Ponte, Travers and Holf associates •. They involve the Citv~ s 
already expressed concern "7ith the adequacy of parking facilities in the 
Central Business District. 

In these areas of local transportation concern the Committee could serve 
. as an action arm of the governments to push forward the implementation qfthe 
;many existing plans and the prospective plans as cited above that are designed 
,to improve transportation in the community. The committee could develop . 
local interest in and support for transportation improvements. !t could 
pursue ·State and Federal funds for the development of transportation 
facilities and recommend programs that will make maximum use of these 
:outside sources of. funds for transportation improvements." 
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Councilman Thrower stated he would like to' thank Mr.' Short, Mr.'McIntyre 
and Ur. Hoose for their help· in this proposal. 

Councilman Thrower moved approval of the·recommendations in the report. 
The motion was seconded by Councilman Short, and carried unanimously. 

RESOLUTION EXPRESSING SYMPATHY ON THE DEATH OF H. F. KINCEY. 

Mayor Belk read the following resolution: 

"WHEREAS, on the 8th day' of March, 1971,'death brought to a close' 
the active life of H. F. Kincey; and 

WHEREAS, l1r. Kincey' earned 'the admiration and respect of the people 
in the City of Charlotte,being active for almost four decades in 
its commercial and' civic life; and 

loJHEREAS, the stature he attained in this community by his life'and 
achievements was recognized during his lifetime; and 

WHEREAS,the sense of bereavement felt by his family is shared by 
the' City Council, thecitizefiS of Charlotte, and his many friends 
and associates. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Council of the City of 
Charlotte, in regular session assembled on this 15th'day' of l1arch, 
1971, does hereby express its sincere sympathy to the members of 
Mr. Kincey's family, and " 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that ,a copy of this resolution be forwarded 
to his family, and that this resolution be· spread upon the minutes 
of this meeting." 

Motion was made by Councilman Short, seconded by Councilman Withrow and 
unanimously carried as everyone stood for a moment of Silent prayer. 

ADJOURNMENT • 

Upon motion of CouncilmanlUthrow, seconded by Councilman lfuittington; and 
! unanimouslY'carried, the meeting was adjourned. 

\uthAtmstrong , City Cler 
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