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A regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Charlotte, North 
Carolina, was held in the Council Chamber, City Hall, on Monday, April 25, 
1966, at 3 o'clock p.m., with Mayor Stan R.Brookshire presiding, and 
Councilmen Claude L.Albea, Fred D. Alexande~r, Sandy R. Jordan, Milton ~ 
Short, John H. Thrower, Jerry C. Tuttle and James B. Whittingfon present. 

ABSENT: None. 

* * '* * *- * 

II!lvOCATION. 

Tljte invocation 'Was gi venby the' Reverend John Lowder, Pastor of Central 
Atenue Methodist Church.~ 

MINUTES APPROVED. 

Upon motion of Councilman Albea, seconded by Councilman Thrower,~ and 
unanimously carried, the Minutes of the last meeting on April 18th were 
approved as suJ:mi ttedto the City Council. 

RESOLUTION OF REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF CHARLOTTE, CHARLOTTE 
NQRTH CAROLINA, APPROVING AMENDMENT NO. 1, ~ REDEVELOPMEl<"1' PLAN FOR PROJECT 
NQ. N.C. R-37, ADOPTED. 

The public hearing was held on proposed Amendrr.ent No.1, Redevelopment , 
Plan for Project No. N. C. R-37. ~ ~ ~ 

TIlte City Manager commented that this amendment would put into play the same 
restrictions that apply on Sections No.1 and No.2 of the Brooklyn Urban 
R~newal Area. 

NO objections to the proposed amendment were expressed. 

Councilman Jordan introduced and moved the adoption of a resolution entitled: 
R~solutionof Req.evelopnent Commission of the Ci ty~ of Charlotte, Charlotte, 
North Carolina, Approving Amendment No.1, Redevelopnent Plan for Project 
N~. N. C. R-37. The motion was seconded by Councilman Tuttle, ,and un
a~imously carried. The resclution is recorded in full in Resolutions Book 
5) beginning at Page 238. 

DECISION ON THE PROPCSED AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER 23, ZONING ORDINANCE DEFERRED, 
AND THE CITY ATTORNEY INSTRUCTED TO PRESENT TO THE CITY COUNCIL ALSO FOR 
CQNSIDERATION AN AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER 23, ZONING ORDINANCE, THAT WOULD' BE 
A~PLICABLE ONLY TO ZONING PETITION ih'1ENDMENTS AND WIlHDRAWALS WHICH WOULD NOT 
RESULT IN CHANGING THE PERCENTAGE OF THE VorE NEEDED TO GRANT THE PETITION. 

The public hearing was held on a proposed Amendment to Chapter 23, Zoning 
O*dinance, Division 3, Section 23-:96 (b) of the Code of the City of Charlotte, 
r~ading as. follows: 

"A petitioner may amend or withdraw his petition at any time-prior 
to the day on which Council takes action to establish a date for 
the public hearing and to authorize publication of the legal notice 
for the proposed amendment, but not thereafter. The public hearing 
on a petition for an amendment will be held on the proposed amend
ment as contained in the petition for which Council authorized 
advertisement." 
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!1r. Thomas Broughton stated he served as Co-Chairman of a group opposing the 
rezoning of the Graham property on Park Road recently, and they spent a great 
deal of time and money on it and experienced a considerable amount of delay 
because of the amen~ents, withdrawal and refiling of the petition, and they 
¥rge the Council to adopt this proposed amendment, or do anything to prevent 
this type of thing in the future. 

¥X. Benjamine Horack, Attorney, stated he is appearing in his own behalf and 
he is not here at the prodding of anybody, either directly or indirectly. 
That this type of amendment is not one that is apt to generate much abstraot 
interest or objections, because, in the first place, itis not going to apply 
to pending petitions, and in the next place, few if any of our citizens have 
~ny future ~~tters in mind which would induce them to think about this amend
$ant either pro or con, much less' to disturb themselv:es to appear becfore 
~ouricil today. He has appeared before Council, from time to time, in connec
tion with zoning matters, and his interest in zoning and procedures prompts 
him to appear today and express his personal thoughts. 

ae stated his understanding of the current routine zoning procedures runs 
<;Ilong these lines - .and he will.use April filing of petitions as. an example -
the deadline for filing petitions with the Planning Commission was April 13th,l· 
at which time $100.00 filing fee was paid. On the following Monday, April 18th, 
the Council passed a Resolution which set the hearing date on May 16th and ' 
<j>rdered the pUblication of the legal notice of the said hearing once a week for 
two weeks - on April 29th and ~ay 6th - then the hearing on. these petitions 
1jIould be on May 16th. As he· understands this proposed amendment to the ordi- I 
ljIance, it would be that a petitioner who filed on April 13th deadline had 
either Thrusday or Friday or Monday morning within which he could withdraw 
1;Ii8 petition, but thereafter he could ·not, and if he did not do SO ,·,ithin. 
~hat two and a half day period, then the hearing must be held and thePlanni~ 
Commission must make its recommendation and the Council must render its deci- I 
~ion on the petition as filed/whether the Petitioner wants his petition 
qonsidered or not. 

That he thinks he understands the Council's oroblem and the inconvenience the 
Jmendment is designed to minimize. Tn theflrst place, one thing that it is 
intended to minimize is that frequently delegations of interested neighbors 
~nterested in a petition appear at the hearing only to get here and learn that! 
~he petition has been withdra."n and will not be heard after all; secondly, 
they may get here an_d learn' that the petition has been ainended, which negates 
!the previously filed protest of 20 per cent of the adjoining owners owning 
~roperty within the 100_foot strip, which would otherwise have required the 
three-quarter vote of this Council. That he realizes this is an "inconvenience' 
to these busy people who have corne to the hearing, but he would ask Council 
in considering the wisdom of adopting this amendment, that the inconvenience and 
effect of the present procedures be balanced against the effect that this amenki
ment will have if it is adopted. Hhen this is added to the limitations alread~ 
built into our Zoning Ordinance, it is his conviction that the proposed amend.;i 
~nt will too severly circumscribe the right ofa property owner to petition 
~is goverr®ent to determine how he can Use his property. In the first place, 
In his opinion zoning regulations, though necessary, are a most drastic 
~estriction on the normal rights of an owner as to how to use his property. 
Secondly, he thinks that a Legislative Body, such as the City Council, should 
~e restraint when adopting procedures which will impair a property owners' 
rights to have his zoning problems considered when and if he wants them con
sidered. Tha1 he thinks his rights are already drastically circumscribed by 
the so-called 20 percent or 3/4 rule, requiring the affirmative vote of six 
of the seven members of the City Council to approve a change in zoning, and 
j)n his opinion, this is a rather severe departure' from the normal ground rule 
'\ihat a decision by the majority of an elected body ought to control as, indeed 
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it does in most other categories that come before the Council., Secondly, we 
ate circumscribed in the Zoning Ordinance which says that a denied petition 
c4nnot be filed again within a two-year period unless there is some change 
ijl the circumstance s. 

He stated he would suggest to Council that this proposed amendment may 
occasion more inequities than the inconveniences it is designed to lessen, and 
he would suggest there are many good reasons why a petitioner might wish to 
w~thdraw his petition. First, the petitioner may have rushed in in order to 
meet the filing deadline and then realized that he has asked for the wrong 
c:j.assification and did not, wake up until three deys thereafter instead of the 
two and a half days allowed for withdrawal, Or the petitioner may have been 
told by his advisors that he has described his property wrong, or that his 
request is ill-advised; or he maY wish to withdraw his petition in order to 
have more time to discuss the matter more fully with the 'affected neighbors. 
T~at he recognizes that the Council ,is very considerate in granting postponeme*s 
f~r good cause shown, but all petitioners do not know that they will do so, or i 
he may find that he will be out of town, or he may find he needs more time to I 
prepare an intelligent presentation to Council, or he'may have sold his pro
perty or he may have died, hence, having sold his property or being dead he 
w'1'uld have no further interett in pursuing the matter. 

He asked what would be the nature of a hearing in'the case of someone who 
really wants to withdraw his petition but cannot do ,so;, that he cannot help 
but believe when it is heard, by the Council, jointly with the Planning 
Commission, it will be little more than a charade, or in any event, there 
will be a remarkable absence of a sensible and intelligent presentation of 
tlite pros and cons, of the matter. And if the hearing is held,and Council 
does make a decision without an adequate presentation of the pros of the mat
t.j.r, he would prophesy it would result in a denial, then the matter is in'its 
status quo for anothex two years, and the petitioner did not Want to be I 
heard in the first ,place • So, he thinks these possible results must be balanced 
a~ainst the inconveniences, as indeed they are, of protesting neighbors who, I 
fJ' wi'thdrawal was permi Hed, usuallY' get what they wanted in the first place. I 
A:j.though he sympathizes .,ith their inconvenience at coming dowIi here, all , 
c~arged up with speeches and then not be able to make those speeches, but nevet
theless, they go out of here with what they wanted in the first place, the non-l 
p~ssage of the change in zoning. NovI, on partial withdrawals, or amendments. 
to a petition which takes the matter out of the 3/4 rule - that is a little 
sticky, but nevertheless our Legislature has said, in effect, there is a 
IOO-foot strip there, which if the requisite number of protestants come in 
a~d do what they are supposed to do in order to effect their protest, then 
tJlley heve such an immediate and vital interest where they can emasculate the 
u~ual situation of a majority rule of the Council and require a situation wherJ 
it takes six out of seVen to act affirmatively, . 

Mi-. Horack stated it is his belief that the Council should use restraint in 
effecting proc<')dures which frees petitions so that by withdrawal the peti
t~oner is unable to back away from the, IOO-foot area, which requires the six 
votes. Suppose he does back awayJthe Council is still mindful of the force 
and effect of the written protest, and would take it into account in arriving 
at the majority vote. He stated he thinks the dice is pretty well loaded in 
f~vor of limiting the number and frequency of the change, and he would suggest 
that we do not load the dice too much against a person's basic right to come 
before the City Council and have the matter considered or not considered as 
he requests, if he wants to back up and start over, or back up and never 
start over, he thinks that should be his privilege.-

, 

Ccuncilman Albea asked }tr. Horack if he does not think that when a man haS 
spent his $100.00 and has a date set for the hearing, he should have his case 
prepared by that time? Hhy should he go and get the neighborhood all stirred 
up and then when he finds he has a 3/4 vote against him withdraw his petition? 
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If he remembers correctly those are the only ones who have withdrawn their 
petitions. Hr. Horack replied that he intended to- anticipate that he thinks 
it is preswrdng too much to assume that all withdrawals are skulduggery. 
There are too many instances of backing up to double check - and in order to 
get rid of these inconvenient cases where large groups of very busy homeowner~ 
take the trouble to come down- here, he ",ould suggest that Council think of th~ 
other side of the scales and that is- limiting a person's right to come before! 
his elected officials when and if he "'ants to, in order to have matters vital~y 
affecting his property considered - it does not affect the outcome of Councili's 
vote, but it may vitally affect his method or time of his presentation and 
he thinks he should have that -latitude. He remarked that he thinks the_ 3/4; 
rule is awfully drastic and should not- be expanded. - Councilman_ Albea remarked 
that this is the law, and if Hr. Horack wants to go to Raleigh and get the 
Legislature to amend the law, that is his privilege. liT. Horack commented he 
does not suggest that it be changed, but he does suggest using restraint in 
putting it into effect, and backing down and tightening the hatch does even 
more than that drastic rule already does,-",hich emasculates the usual rule 
of the majority vote of an elected body. 

Councilman Short asked the City Attorney if Council could legally_ enact the
proposed Amendment but add to it, -at the end, -the following proviso, and 
he would like to ask 11r. Horack what he thinks of the proviso: 

"provided that a petitioner may amend his petition at any time prior 
to the public hearIng if the amendnient does not result in changing 
the percentage of Council votes required to grant or deny the petition.'~ 

Hr. Kiser, City Attorney, asked Councilman Short if he is asking whether 
Council could adopt that amendnient tod,ay ,:ithout the -requirement of an addi_. 
tional public hearing? Councilman Short replied that he assumed it might 
require a public hearing, but would it be unfair or unconstitutional-or 
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illegal? Hr. Kiser stated that he thinks if he wants to add something like that, 
it might be wiser to change the text of the proposed amendment, rather than addinc 
a proviso to the--amencllllent. Councilman Short remarked that he can sympathiz~ 
with Hr. Horack's point of vfewcn this matte~That some other lawyers have i 
called him aboutJh:ts 'amendment, and they were quite a bit discouraged about; 
it; there are situations that a person cannot help that makes it necessary 
for him to have a partial withdrawal right up almost to the last minute. The 
only thing the Council is aiming at is merely those ",hich changed the vote, 
and he does not see whY we-cannot work our Amending Ordinance -accordingly. . 
Hr. Kiser remarkedthat, of course, we could change the text of the ordinanc~ 
as it is now proposed to take into consideration the point that Hr. Short -
ha .. just mentioned. Councilman Short stated he believes it would be ,.orth 
it because of the inconvenience to those bringing these petitions. He asked! 
Hr. Horack what his reaction is to this? 

Hr. Horack replied that what Yu. Short has said would cover the matter of 
amendments -but much of his reaction -is aimed at the bas-ic matter of complete I 
withdrawal, in addition to the partial withdrawal;-

Hr. Kiser, City Attorney, remarked that with respect to the amendment to 
the petition, what is generally required or desired on the part of the 
petitioner, is to withdraw a portion of the property which was_legallY in
cluded in the petition. And, in some instances, a desire to change from 
the zoning classification that was originally requested in the petition to 
another classification. In situations such as that, Council and the Plan
ning Commission have the authority to rezone toa higher classification all 
or part of the property included in the original petition. That he just 
wanted to point that out so that Council is aware of that consideration when! 
they are thinking of a vote. 
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Gouncilman Tuttle asked the City Attorney how the petitioner knows the dead
line dates? Mr. Kiser replied that the proposal is to prepare information 
dnd instructions to be handed out by the Planning Commission at the time a 
Person comes in to file his petition. This can either be done by a separate 
Jet of instructions or it could be put on the back of the application form 
that he gets from the Planning Commission. Normally the date of hearing on 
l1etitions is set by Resolution adopted by the Council on the day of the 
~earings in the prior month; for example, the third Monday in April would 
be the day on which the Council sets the· date for hearing petitions in ~lay. 

Gouncilman Short moved that we ask Mr. Kiser to reword the amendment in such 
way as to eliminate only those amendments and withdrawals that would result 
~n changing the vote of the Counc·il required to grant or deny the petition. 
That he thinks this is all Council is aiming at anyway, and he thinks it 
",ill help in a lot of situations that Hr. Horack has mentioned, and that"'e 
~eschedule the hearing on the amendment accordingly. The motion was seconded 
by Councilman Thrower. 

GouncilmanAlbea asked Mr. Short if he means that if it takes a 3/4 vote of 
the Council,it cannot be cut down to just a majority? Councilman Short 
!jeplied that he knows Mr. Albea's point of viev' on this matter, that his 
wording was probably not too clear, and he apologies; that he is positive 
~hat it includes exactly what Mr. Albea thinks about it •. 

Councilman Whittington remarked that he would like to comment on what Mr. Short 
has said; he does not .oppose what Mr. Short is attempting to do; however, he . 
would ask him to change his motion and this decision be postponed until the 
qity Attorneyres acopy of what Mr. Short is proposing, and then let him 
Ijecommend whether Council adopt Hr. Short's amendment, together with the 
A!mendment to the Ordinance now before CQuncil. That he does not want to 
yote against ~tl. Short's proposal for he really does not.know what he said; 
neither does he want to vote for it at this time. That he thinks the A!mend
ment to Chapter 23 that has been proposed by the Attorney at the request of 
1;he Council is a very serious, matter and IM.de for the convenience of the 
public who are brought down here on m~tters of zoning petitions and then the 
l1etitiofl€r is able to withdraw h:Ls p€tition after everyone is here. He said 
tio Mr. Horack that this is the inconvenience of the whole thing. And he 
a\Jrees with Mr. Albea that when the $100.00 fee is paid by the petitioner 
dnd he says he wants X lot changed from 1-2 to 1-3, he knows what he wants 
and, obviously, some emergencies might come up, but he thinks the history 
of zoning is that the petitioner has withdravm his potition for his own con
yenience, rather than for the convenience of the people who objected. And 
he does not want to vote against what Hr. Short proposes, but if Hr. Short 
iis not willing to postpone a decision today and ask the City Attorney to 
make a recommendation, then he would be compelled to make a motion that the 
~roposed Amendment to Chapter 23 be adopted. Councilman Tuttl€ asked the . 
City Attorney if after studying Mr. Short's proposal he finds it not to be 
f~asible, could Council then vote on the Amendment before us today? Hr. Kiser 
r~plied that is correct. 

Cbuncilman Short remarked that he does not see the difference between 
M\r. \'Jhittington's motion and his. That he asked that this matter be de
fbrred and he asked Hr. Kiser to present to Council a version or wording 
which would make the proposed Amendment not apply to all amendments and 
withdrawals to petitions but only to those that would affect the vote. 
Cpuncilman Whittington stated he did not know that ~~. Short used the word 
"deferred" in his motion. That he just does not want to vote on Mr. Short's 
s4ggested amendment to the proposed Amendment today, because Vtr. Short read 
h~s amendment, and he does not remember everything that was read. Council
man Short stated he was just hip-shooting and his intent was that the City 
Attorney rewrite his proviso. 
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I~!r. James E. Walker~"·Attorney, remarked that anything he has to say on the 
'subject has nothing to do with any pending petitions for rezoning: In fact, 
!at the end of 1astyear he suggested to the City Attorney that such Amend
'ment to the Zoning Ordinance as is before Council today should be adopted 
!because of the unfairness to people who oppose these zoning peititons. If 
you say that zoning is valid, then the rules and regulations that go along 
:with it are valid too. The thing that perhaps some of the Council may be 
'overlooking is that these last minute withdrawals and last minute amend
[ments ![Iany, many-time"s come as a complete surprise to those who are here in 
:opposition to a petition. Hhen do they ever have an opportunity to know 
Ithat there has -been some change? Now, in a regular law suit when we have 
lour pleadings filed, one party may come in and aJIle:nd his complaint, and the 
Ipeople on the other side get-a copy of it, and they know about it, but in 
:a zoning hearing, when the p",titioner comes in and changes his petition at 
;the last minute, the people who are protesting the petition are caught by 
I surprise, and there i-s no provision for letting them know. That he sees no 
"great inequity in the original motion, as it was read here today, because 
lof this - even though there is no amendment after a certain date, you still 
!have the Planning Cormnission. If" a. -petitioner decides he Wants a higher 
iclassification than petitioned for, he just gets the word to the Planning 
'Cormnission, and they can make their recoJ:lt!!l8nda.tion to Counc:ilthat it be 
changed to the higher classification. It- is not a- question of Yes or No
from that .point on, because there can be withdrawals even after the public 
hearing before the Planning Cormnission, and sO a person seeking a change in 
zoning is protected in: that way. Hr.- Halker stated that he -speaks in" favor 
of the original proposed" Amendment to the" Zoning Ordinance and hopes that 
will be passed. 

Mr. James E. Hartin, Jr. stated he is-with the firm- of Hoore and Van Allen, 
and he is speaking for Mr. Beverly \-Iebb with their firm who is out of th" 
City today. He wishes to- speak aga-inst the proposed Amendment" to the Zoning 
Code. That their idea on the- matter is such that they feel even though 
there is no protest to a petition for rezoning, the p01;,er to amend, or with
draw is taken away by this-proposed Amendment. That they"realize it is 
a problem where-there is a protest, but they feel that the-proposed Amend
msnt goes too far, and they have -attempted, as a mere suggestion, to draft 
an Amendment that more or less expresses what they feel about it, which 
reads as follows: 

" A petitioner" may, "at the petitioner's discretion, amend his peti
tion at any time prior to the public hearing on the petition, 
provided that, "in the event, a timely protest is filed against 
such petition, which protest invokes the requirement of G. S. 
Chapter 160-176 for"a three-fourths majority vote of the City 
Council, all as set-forth in Section 23-96(a) herein, such amend
ment to the petition shall not bar applicability of the afore
said three-fourths vote required. II 

Mr. Martin said,in other words, a man can go ahead and withdraW his petition 
at will, but if the protest is filed, then not withstanding the amendment 
that would withdraw it, the 3/4 vote is still there - a.nd this is Mr. Short 
idea exactly, he thinks. 

Hr. ~~rtin stated they had a similar idea for withdrawals, and their draft 
reads as follows: 

"A petitioner may, at the petitioner's discretion, withdral~ his 
petition at any time prior to the pUblic hearing on the petition, 
provided that, in the event, a timely protest is filed against -
SUGh petition, which protest invokes the requirement of G. S. 
Chapter 160-176 for a three-fourths majority vote of the City 
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Council, all as set forth in Section 23-96(a) herein, such petitioner 
may only withdraw the original or an amended petition once during 
the six-month period commencing on the date such protest is filed, 
without approval of the City Council." 

IMr. Martin said, in other words, if a protest is filed then the man would 
Iget one free withdrawal, but he then could not- withdraw again for six months.: 
'In other words, he could not wear the neighbors down. 

'Councilman Albea remarked that the person would just wait six months and filel 
iagain - that is just giving him a longer time to work on it. Mr. Martin 
istated that is correct, they are just trying to look at both sides, and think~ 
ing in terms that if the petition may not be withdrawn, and it is heard and 
:denied, then the property owner must wait two years in order to refile his 
petition. Hith the way Charlotte and Mecklenburg County are growing, it 
!would seem this would be unfair to the property owners. 

ICouncilman Albea asked if he does not think if no change is made in the com
imunity, then it should be two- years before he comes back. Mr. Martin replied! 
!that it is possible that the property owners may change the situation within -
'the two years _ that what they are trying to do is .to leave some discretion 
·in the individual-property owner, instead of giving it all to the Government.1 

- . , ! 

iCouncilman Alexander stated that what the Council.wants to do is to get arou~ 
~aiting until the last day for these withdrawals, and he is concerned with . 
;this point - he heard Mr. Horack state that by some possibility a person at 
:the last minute may be forced to seek withdrawal - this is the only point i 

at issue at present to his way of thinking as far as the Amendment is written~ 
and certainly it appears to him that if the fee has been paid, a sufficient 
time has elapsed, that a person knows to a certain point ,,,hat may happen or 
happens about a certain situation that-would make him want to withdraw. 
,There are times that something may happen at the last minute that may neces
si tate something of the sort - sickness for example - but certainly just from! 
~ general point of view, he is not convinced that a person waits all that 
~ime and does not know what he wants to do. He are trying to stop this last 
minute withdrawal, which as Hr. Horack u~ed the term, does show skulduggery 
!somewhere. He asked if he is correct? 

~r. Martin 
lis this -
there is a 
offered an 

remarked that Mr. Alexander is correct; that his primary position 
the way the proposed Amendment is written, it applies whether 
protest or not -. that is the whole point, and _Mr. Short has 
amendment to change this, and he agrees with him. 

Mr. Thomas Broughton stated he wants to make one other suggestion - that if 
~ allow Mr. Martin and Mr. Horack too much room,it would be just like 
letting the fox in the hen house. But he thinks the thing Council really 
ineeds is a period of time in which the man who owns the property, from .the 
Pay he buys it until the day he spends his $100.00 and hires a lawyer, must 
make up his mind and then have the hearing thirty days after he definitely 
makes up his mind. If Council can establish a time during which he cannot 
change his mind, then everyone should be happy. That he thinks a man should 
be given the proper time in which to prepare his case, but then have a period 
of time in which he cannot change his mind and he can come up here and be 
~eard on the basis of his petition. 

¥ayor Brookshire asked Mr. Short to either restate his motion, or to advise 
Council if the intent of his motion is merely to defer consideration of the 
proposed Amendment to the Zoning- Ordin;'nce for one week. Mr. Short replied 
!that he would not say "for one week" but rather "until such timeas 11r. Kiser 
~s able to handle it," and there was added to the motion "and that Mr. Kiser 
present to Council also for consideration an Amendment to the Code which 
would not be applicable to all zoning petition amendments or withdrawals 



<\ipril 25, 1966 
¥inute Book 47 - Page 97 

but only to those which- result in chang-ing the- percentage of vote needed." 

The City Attorney asked Mr. Short if he wants the ordinance that he will be 
studying for preparation to include withdrawals as well as amendments? 
¢cuncilman Short replied that he does, Councilman-Albea'comlllented that with
~rawals are the crux of the whole thing, and he cannot vote for- that.' That 
~ are just wasting a lot of time sitting up here talking about withdrawals, 
i;:hat is what the whole issue is up about, and we have just spent thirty 
~inutes or more for nothing. 

the vote was. taken 'on the motion and carried by the following recorded vote: 

UAS: 
NAYS: 

Councilmen Short,Thrower, Alexander,Jordan, Tuttle and Hhittington. 
Councilman Albea. 

qRDINANCE NO. 460-Z ANENDING CHAPTER 23, SECTION 23-8 OF THE CITY CODE 
OHANGING ZONING FRON R-12 TO R-1211F AND 0-15 OF PROPERTY EXTENDING FROM' 
$lARON ROAD TO NEAR lNVER;.'iJESS ROAD AND LYING TO THE SOUTH OF WICKERSHA.11 . 
40AD, ON PETITION OF SHARON LOAN COMPANY AND JAMES J. HARRIS. 

C/ouncilman vJhittington moved approval of the subject ordinance, as recom
$ nded by the Pianning Commission. The mOtion was seconded by Councilman 
Short, and 'carried unanimously. 

~e ordinance is recorded in Tull in Ordinance Book 14, at Page 3.09. , 

PETITION NO. 66-35 BY THE TROPICANA, INC., AND OTHERS FOR CHANGE IN ZONING 
~ROM R-15 TO R-12MF OF IS 1mS LOCATED BETtoJEEN CROSBY ROAD AND BERMUDA- ROAD, 
NjORTHHEST OF vJESTBURY ROAD, FRONTING APPROXIHATELY 206 FEET ON CROSBY ROAD, 
I1ENIED. 

upon motion of Councilman Tuttle, seconded by Councilman Jordan and unani
n\ouslY carried,the subject petition was deIiied,as recommended by the Plan
~ing Commission. , 

oRDINANCE NO. 461-Z AMENDING CFAPTER 23, SECTION 23-8 OF Tm: CODE, CHANGING 
ZPNING FROM R-9 TO R-9MF OF PROPERTY FRONTING ON ROLLING HILLS DRIVE, BEGIN
N'ING APPROXIMATELY 180 FEET EAST OF SUGAR CREEK ROAD, ON PETITION OF MERVJIN E. 
FOARD ET. AL. 

~cuncilman Jordan moved the adoption of the subject ordinance, as recommended 
by the Planning Commissicn. The motion was seconded by Councilman Hhittington 
apd unanimously carried. 

~e ordinance is recorded in full in Ordinance Book 14, -beginning at Page 310. 

i 
ORDINANCE NO 462-Z AMENDING CHAPTER 23, SECTION 23-39 OF THE CITY CODE, 
GAANTING CONDITIONAL APPROVAL FOR OFF-STREET PARKING ON A 10'1' 60' X 258', 
ZONED R-9, LOCATED ON MARSH ROAD, ON PETITION OF MRS.J. H. SPEARMAN. 

UPon motion of Councilman Albea, seconded by Councilman Jordan and unani_ 
ropusly carried, the subject ordinance was adopted, as recommended by the 0 

P~anning Ccmmission. -

TP-e ordinance is, recorded in full in Ordinance Book 14, beginning at Page 311. 
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PETITION NO. 66-38 BY A. A. SHORT FOR ~NGE IN ZONING FROM 0-6 TO B-1 OF 
FOUR LOTS ON THE WEST SIDE OF SUGAR CREEK ROAD, BEGINNING AT CUSHMAN STREET 
AND CHANGE FROM R-9 TO B-1 ONE LOT FRON1'ING 50 FEET ON SOUTH SIDE OF 
CUSHl~N STREET, DENIED. 

Councilman Thrower moved that the subject Petition be denied as recommended 
by the Planning,Commission. The motion was seconded by Councilman Alexander 
and unanimously carried. 

PETITION NO. 66-39 BY P. O. ,JILSON FOR CHANGE IN ZONING FROM R-9 TO I-ION 
TRIANGUlAR SHAPED TAACT OF LAND FRONTING 445,.85 FEET ON THE SOUT1J}IEST 

SIDE OF BELHAVEN BOULEVARD AT GUM BRANCH ROAD, DEFERRED PENDING THE RECOM
MENDATION OF THE PLANNING CONMISSION. 

'Upon motion of Councilman ll1hi ttington, seconded by Councilman Tuttle and 
unanimously carried, consideration of the subject Petition was deferred, 
pending recommendation of the Planning Cominissionfollowing their further 
study of the petition. 

iPEITITON NO., 66-40 BY J. B. S. CORPORATION FOR CHANGE IN ZONING FRON R-12 
'AND R-15 TO I-I OF PROPERTY FRONTING ON THE NORTH SIDE OF PENCE ROAD, 
IBEGINNING'APPROXI~ATELY 1,800 FEET EAST OF BANDY DRIVE, DEFERRED FOR ONE 
II-lEEK. 

'Councilman Thrower moved that the subject petition be deferred for one week 
so that he might go out and look at the property. The motion was seconded 
by Councilman Alexander and unanimously carried. 

PETITION NO. 66-41 BY GLENN R. LANE FOR CHANGE IN ZONING FRON R-9 TO B-1 OF 
FOUR LOTS FRONTING 200.6 FEET ON THE EAST SIDE OF S~TESVILLE ROAD, BEGIN
NING APPROXIMATELY 170 FEET NORTH OF CINDY LANE, DENIED. 

IU!=on motion of Councilman Tuttle, seconded by 'Councilman Jorden and unani
'mously carried, the subject Petition was denied, as recommended by the 
Planning Commission. 

iCONTAACTS AUTHORIZED FOR APPRAISAL OF PROPERTY FOR \~OODLAvJN ROAD lHDENING 
iPROJECT, NORTHIrIEST EXPRESS1'iAY ANDEASTI'/AY DRIVE mDENING PROJECT. 

IMotion was made by Councilman Thrower, seconded 'by Councilman Jordan and 
~nanimously carried, authorizing appraisal contracts for the following 
irights-of-way: ' 

i (a) Contract with Robert R. Rhyne, Sr., for appraisal of one parcel of 
land on 700 Woodlawn Road, in connection with the Northwest ExpresswaY:. 

i 

: (b) 

'{c) 

Contract with Robert R. Rhyne, Sr., for appraisal of one parcel of 
land on North Poplar Street, in connection with the N0rthwest Expresswa~. 

Contract withG. A. Hutchinson, for appraisal of one parcel of land 
at the corner of Eastway Drive and Central Avenue, in connection with 
the'Eastway Drive 1'iidening Project. 

I 

I 

j 
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CONTRACTS AUTHORIZED FOR THE INSTALLATION OF WATER MAINS. 

ppon motion of Councilman Short, seconded by Councilman Jordan, and unanimously 
carried, the folloWing contracts were authorized for the installation of watef 
kins and hydrants, all inside the city limits: . i 

Kal Supplementary contract with S & TDevelopment Company, Inc., to contract 
dated November 18, 1963, for the installation of 550 feet of water mains 
in Robinson Woods Addition No.3 Subdivision, at an estimated cost of 
$1,000.00. The City to finance all construction costs and the Applicant i 

to guarantee an annual gross water revenue equal to 10% of the total cost. 

Contract with Nance-Trotter Realty, Inc., .forthe installation of 870 fe~t 
of water mains and one hydrant, in Coleprook Subdivision, at an estimated 
cost of $3,000.00. The City to finance all construction costs and Appliqant 
to guarantee an annual gross water revenue equal to 10% of the total cosio 

(cl Supplementary contract with Ervin Construction Company, Inc., to contract 
dated November 4, 1963, for the installation of 500 feet or water mains in 
Westchester No.8 Subdivision, at an estimated cost of $1,700.00. The qty 
to finance all construction costs and applicant to guarantee an annual 
gross water revenue equal to 101. of the total cost. 

I 

Contract with Liles Construction Company, Inc. for the installatioriof 
1,650 feet of water mains and two hydrants, in Montford Drive and Abbey 
Place, to serve Abbey Place Apartments, at an estimated cost of .$6,500.00. 
The City to finance all construction costs and the Applicant to guarante~ 
an annual gross water revenue equal to 101. of the total cost. 

~IGHT-OF-WAY AGREEMENT wtTH STATE HIGHWAY COMYllSSION FOR INSTALLATION OF 
DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM WATER MAINS ALONG N.C. NO. 29 BETWEEN EASTWAY DRIVE AND 
9LD CONCORD ROAD, U.S. 29B. 

~ouncilman Whittington moved approval of a. right of way agreement with the State 
~ghway CommisSion, for the installation of a 24.-inch Distribution SystemWatE!r 
main northward toward Mallard Creek area, along N. C. Highway 29, between 
~astway Drive and:Old.Con"ord Road, U. S. 2gB. The motion was. seconded by 
youncilman Thrower and unanimously carried.. . 

tENE~~ OF SPECIAL OFFICER PERMIT TO FRANK W. HAAS FOR USE ON CITY CEMETERIES) 

Councilman Jordan moved approval of ther~newal of the Special Officer 
Permit issued to Mr. Frank W. Haas, Superintendent of City Cemeteries, for 
1).se on the premises of Elmwood, .Evergreen, Pinewood, Fifth Street and Oaklawn i 

Cemeteries. The 'motion was seconded by Councilman Whittington, and unanimous~y 
~arried. . . 

TRANSFER OF CEMETERY LOTS. 

Wpon motion of Councilman Jordan, seconded by Councilman Whittington, and 
unanimously carried, the Mayor and' C;i ty Clerk were authorized to execute 
cj.eeds for the transfer of the following cemetery lots: 

(al Deed with Charles L. Riggs, for Graves No.1 and 2, Lot 172, Section 2, 
Evergreen Cemetery, at $120.00. 

(b) Deed with Boykin F. Williams and wife, Dorothy C. Williams, for Lot No. 
498, Section 6, Evergreen Cemetery, at $360.00. 

~c) Deed with Mrs Elizabeth B. Keck, for Lot No. 34, Section 4-A, Evergreen 
Cemetery, at $378.00. 

~d) Deed with Mrs Jewell C. Harris, for Grave NO.4, Lot No. 161, Section 3, 
Evergreen Cemetery, at $3.00 for new deed. 

e) Deed with Mrs J. A. Grant, for Grave No.3, Lot No. 161, Section 3, 
Evergreen Cemetery, at $3.00 for new deed. 

f l Deed with Mrs Alwilda V. N. Andrews, for Lot No. 27, Section J, Elmwood 
CemetE!ry, at $3.00 for new deed. 
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CONTRACT AHARDED COURTESY MOTORS, INC., FOR ONE I-TON STAKE BODY TRUCK. 

Councilman Thrower moved the a,'m.rd of contract for One I-ton stake body ; 
Truck, as specified, to the low bidder, Courtesy Motors, Inc., in the amountl 
of $1,992.02. The motion was seconded by Councilman Albea and unanimously 
carried. 

The following bids were received: 

Courtesy Motors, Inc. 
Young Motor Company 
G.M. C. Truck & Coach Div. 

$ 1,992. 02 
2,042.31 
2,192.51 

CONTRACT AHARDED LYNCHBURG FOUNDRY COMPANY FOR CAST IRON PIPE & FITTINGS. 

Upon motion of Councilman Jordan, seconded by Councilman Thrower and unani
mously carried, contract was awarded the low biddex, Lynchburg FoundrY 
Company forl,ll6 linear feet of Cast Iron Pipe and 7 Cast Iron 'Fittings, 
as specified, in the amount of $10,055.05., on a unit price basis. 

The following bids were received: 

LYnchburg Foundry Company 
U. S. Pipe & Foundry Co, 

$10,055.05 
10,241.85 

CONTRACT AWARDED HERSEY SPARLING METER MFG. COMPANY FOR ONE COMPOUND WATER METER. 

Councilman Tuttle moved the award of contract to the only bidder, Hersey 
Sparling Meter Mfg. Company, for One Compound Hater Meter, as specified, 
in the amountof.$1,470.45. The motion was seconded by Councilman Albea 
and unanimously carried. 

CONTRACT AvIARDED' DONALD S • LAVIGNE, INC., FOR UNIFORMS AND UNIFORM SHIRTS 
FOR POLICE AND FIRE DEPARTMENT ON A FIVE-YEAR BASIS. 

Councilman Thrower moved award of contract to the 10'" bidder, Donald S. 
Lavigne Inc., on a unit price basis for a period of five years, the first 
year being $76,280.87 for uniforms and uniforms shirts for the Police and 
Fire Departments. The motion was seconded by Councilman Short. 

Mr. Veeder, City Manager, stated that the prices are fixed for five years. 
The only thing that might change is the cost of materials. 

Labor costs have been fixed for five years. That we have just completed 
a five-year contract on this, and this is the seoond five-year contract, 
and it has worked very favorably as far as the City Government is concerned • 

. Councilman Short stated that whenever a contract runs out, you have to 
execute another one at that time regardless of where it falls with reference 
to thsbudget chronology? Mr. Veeder replied yes, and we try to schedule 
these with Lavigne's workload; for instance, we could not bid everything one; 
month and not bid anything the other months.' Councilman Short stated thisi1 

. a goodway to keep the price from going up. . 

The vote was taken on the motion and carried unanimously. 

, The following bids were received: 

Donald S. Lavigne, Inc. 
Fechheimer Bros. Company 

$76,280.87 
88,845.44 
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'Councilman Jordan a'sked if 'this would be the same type uniforms the men 
are wearing now? Hr. Veeder replied that they are. Councilman Jordan stated 
ithere have been quite a few policemen in the past few years who have been to ' 
/different cities artd have seen the different styles of uniforms; and he thinks 
~e has spoken to Mr. Veeder about a change in uniforms; he asked if under this 
'five-year plan, it ",ould be possible to change if they decided to go ,into a 

-' 'different uniform:as we have had the same uniform for many, many years? 
[Mr. Veeder replied yes that could be ,qarked out. ' 

Councilman Tuttle remarked that Hr. Veeder has stated the labor is guaranteed! 
iin this, but some designers might change their labor picture. 
, 
~. Veeder stated he would presume under those circumstances whatever differ
ience there might be in the revisions would have to worked out ",ith the suc
icessful bidder. 
1_. 

'Councilman Tuttle- stated 'he wouid dislike' to tie us down to fiVe years with 
,this type uniform we have now.- Councilman Jordan stated that we are asking 
ifor a survey and certainly we will'probably have a new Police Chief, and 
'this could be one of 'the recommenda:tions, and he is sure many of the Police
'men have expressed themselves to him and to other members of the Council 
ithat they have had the same type uniform for many years, and theywould like 
ito see it changed to something a little sharper than what they have. 
! .-
iMr. Veeder replied without question, within the framework of this;we could, 
lin his opinion, make this change. 

iCONTRACT AlriARDED LAlNSON CONSTRUCTION COHPANY FOR CONSTRUC-TION OF FIRE STATION! 
IND. 16, LOCATED AT PARK ROAD & SULKIPJ: ROAD. ' 

'Councilman Tuttle moved the' aVlard of contract 'to the '10'" bidder, Lawson 
iConstruction Company, for the general construction of Fire Station No~ 16, 
las specified, in the amount of $71,700.00, on a unit price basis. The motion 
iwas seconded by Counqilman Alexander and unanimously carried. 

iThe follo",ing bids wererecelved: 

Lawson Construction Co. 
Butler & Sidbury, Inc. 
Foard Construction Co. 
Hyers & Chapman, Inc. 
R. l'Iarrett Hheeler Co. 

$71,700.00 
'74,656.00 
75,149.00 
77,737.00 
82,542.00 

'CONTRACT AHARDED AIR MASTERS, INC., FOR HEATING & AIR CONDITIONING FIRE 
iSTATION NO. 16. 

'Upon motion of ' Councilman Tuttle, seconded by Councilman Albea and uriani
imously carried, contract VIaS aVlarded the low bidder, Air 11asters, Inc., for 
:Heating and Air'Conditioning Fire Station 'No. 16, as specified, in the 
lamount of $6,419.00, on a unit price basis. 

iThe follo",ing bids were received: 

Air 11asters, Inc. 
Mechanical Contractorsl Inc. 
P. C. GodfreY, Inc~ 
A. Z. Price & Associates, Inc. 
Tompkins-Johnston Co. 
J. V. Andrews Company 

$ 6,419.00 
6,944.00 
8,284.00 
9,421.00 
9,468.00' 

10,300.00 
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CoNTRACT AWARDED MECKLENBURG PLUMBING COMPANY FOR PLUMBING WORK ON FIRE 
STATION NO. 16. 

pouncilman Tuttle moved the award of contract to the low bidder, Mecklen
burg Plumbing Company, for the Plumbing work cn Fire station No. 16, as 
~pecified, in the amount of $8,135.00, on a.unit price basis •. , The motion 
~s seconded by Councilman lvhittington 'and carried unanimously. 

The following bids were received: 

Mecklenburg Plumbing Company 
H. A.Lentz Plumbing Company 
Tompkins-Johnston Company, Inc. 
P. C. Godfrey, Inc. 
J. V. Andrews Company 

$ 8,135.00 
8,449.00 
8,582.00 
8,610.00 
8,800.00 

il:ONTRACT Al'IARDED K. W. LAIL ELECTRIC COMPANY FOR ELECTRICAL WORK ON FIRE 
STATION NO. 16. 

Motion was made by Councilman Tuttle, seoonded by Councilman Whittington 
and unanimously carried, awarding contract to the low 'bidder, K. vi. Lail 
Electrical Company, for the electrical work on Fire Station No. 16, as 
~pecified, in the amount of $5,760.00, on a unit price basis. 

The following bids were received: 

K. IV. Lail Electric Company 
Amity Electric Company 
Ross Electric Company 
Reid Electric Company 
Howard Electric ~ompany 
Power Elect'ric Company 

$.5,760.00 
5,934.00 

,6,365.00 
6,651.00 
6,794.00 
7,600.00 

CITY MANAGER DRAIVS COHPARISON IN COSTS OF CONSTRUCTING FIRE STATION TODAY 
I~ITH THE COST IN 1961. 

H!. Veeder, City Manager, stated he thinks it appropriate to draw some com
parisons on the cost of construction of Fire Stations. That he thinks we 
are in a position to make a pretty good comparison because we have been 
sitandardizing on Fire Stations for about six years. That we have used the 
same Architect and basically the same plan and have built the fourth Station 
s~milarto the one ~hich was awarded today. That the station which was 
approved today is costing about 50 per cent more than the same Station which 
was built in 1961. In 1961 it cost $57,979.00; today it costs $89,400.00. 

Councilman Short asked if this is true of all ingredients or has just one 
if!gredient gone way up? Mr. Veeder replied that the general contract has 
gone up more than any of the others; the electrical and plumbing have all 
gone up but the general contract has gone .up 100 per cent. 

C¢mncilman Short asked if there is any further development with relations 
to the signal system of the people in this area which was discussed so 
m~ch last summer, that something n~w and dramatic was being developed. 
Mr. Veeder replied that has not turned out to be as economical as we 
t~ought it would. 'Councilman Short stated there is no signal system in 
t~is immediate area now; and Mr. Veeder replied we are putting in scme 
wlrlng now. Councilman Thrower asked if he is going to buy the cameras 
for installing in some fire alarm boxes, and Mr. Veeder replied they are 
g6ing forward with Council's request. 
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dONSTRUCTION OF STREET IMPROVEMENTS TO THIRD, FOURTH, FIFTrl, PINE AND POP
UAR STREETS, IN CENT~L BusiNESS DISTRICT AUTHORIZED, AND ENGINEERING 
lYuTHORIZED STAR'l'ED ON PROJECTED IHPROV'"'riliENTS TO SIXTH STREET. 
I , " 

ejoancilman Albea moved that we proceed wi th the approximately $2,500,000 
~treet improvements in the Central Business District; these improvements 
~eing improvements to Third Street, Fourth Street, Fifth Street,Pine 
~treet and Poplar Street, and in addition to proceeding with these improve
~nts. at the same time proceed with the engineering cn the projeoted improve
rn!ents to Sixth Street. The motion was seoonded b" CounCilman Tuttle. 

~uncilman Jordan asked how much the engineering to Sixth Street 'will cost, 
a~d Mr. Veeder replied it is estimated to be $13,840.00. , 
I 
~e vote was taken on the motion and carried unanimously. 

I 
RtVISION OF EMPLOYEES' GROUP LIFE INSURANCE PIAN, APPROVED. , 

I 
ctundlrnan Jordan moved the approval of the 
G oup Life Insurance Plan, as recommended. 
0: lman Alexander and carried unanimously. 

revision of the City Employees' 
The motion was seoonded by Coun-

, 
i 

PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS IN CONNECTION ,lITH VARIOUS PROJECTS, AUTHORIZED. 

u~C'n motion, of Councilman Albea, ~econded by Coun~illJan Short and unani
mfus ly oarrled, property transaotlons were aU1:hOY1Zed, as follows: 

it) 

i 
(~) 

j) 
I 

+ 
, 
I 
I 

(~ ) 

I 
I 

(£1) 

I 
I 

1 , 
( gj) 
I 

Acquisition of 4,950 sq. ft. of property, a.t 811 ii. Brevard Street, 
from United States" Director of Internal Revenue" in the amount of 
$4,00(1 .. 00, in connection with the Northwest Expresswe.y. 

Acquisition of 650 sq. ft. of property, at 2827 Eastway Drive, from 
Sarah K. Brown, widow, in the a)llount of $100.00, in connection with 
the Eastway Drive Hidening Project. 

Acquisition of 350 sq. ft. of property at .3623 Eastway Drive, from 
David E. Elliott and wife, Doris J. Elliott, in the amount of $300.00, 
in connection with the Eashlay Drive l'iidening Project. 

Acquisition of 1,258 sq. ft. of property, 'at 3501 Eastway Drive, -from 
Joseph 1. O'Donnell and l"ife, J.vlildred R. O'Donnell, .in the amount of 
$800.00, in 'connection with the Eastway Drive 'didening Project. 

Acquisition of 675 sq. ft. of property, at 2815 Eastway Drive, from 
Mrs. Eva P, Orr, widow, in the amount of $250.00, in connection with 
the Eastway Drive Widening Project. 

Acquisition of 615 sq. ft. of property at the southwest corner of 
Baldwin Avenue and Third Street, from Kathryn Burgin, in the amount of 
$50.00, for construction easement in enforcing the City's Sight Distance 
Ordinance at Baldwin Avenue and Third Street. 

Aoquisition of 615 sq. ft. of property at the northeast corner of Baldwin 
Avenue and Third Street, in the amount of $1.00, for construction ease
ment in enforcing the City's Sight Distance Ordinance at Baldwin Avenue 
and Third Street. 

(Continued} 
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(h) Acquisition of easement IS' x 222.75' in the 1200 block of Northbrook 
Drive, from Ervin Construction Company, in the amount of $222.75, for 
right of way for sanitary sewer line to serve Garden Park. 

(i) Acquisition of 240 sq. ft. of property at 855 Hoodlawn Road, from 
K. D. Shaver in the amount of $100,00, for construction easement in 
connection v;ith the Hoodlawn Road Hidening Project. 

MAYOR BROOKSHIRE PRESENTS MEHORANDUMS FROH CITY MANAGER AND CITY'S RIGHT
OF-,JAY AGENT EXPLAINING THE ASSIGNl1ENT OF RIGHTS-OF-l'JAY APPRAISALS TO 
B. B. BROKSHIRE AND D. A. STOUT. 

~~yor Brookshire stated in the end that the public not be mislead, he would 
like to straighten some facts that have been bandied around with some specu
lation of conjucture this past week. That Council was furnished last week, 
at the request of Mr. vlliittington, a list of Charlotte real estate men who 
have been giVen appraisal work on street rights-of-way appraisals. The 
Charlotte News vas also furished a copy from which a story and headlines 
appeared to leave the impression that partiality may have been shown to 
Brevard Brookshire because he is the Mayor's brother. In consequence, 
both Brevard and he have been subjected to some embarrassment and criti
cism. And he would like to set the record straight and keep it straight. 
In the first place, the Mayor has nothing to do with these appointments 
which are made by the City Council on the basis of reiiommendations of the 
Department Head and the City Manager. In the second place, he has never 
asked Hr. Owens, Hr. Veeder nor any member 6f this Council to giVe Brevard 
Brookshire or anyone else any kind of special consideration at -any time. 
On last Tuesday morning, he wrote Hr. Veeder the-following memorandum: 

"I want a factual report from Mr. Owens expla in:ing in detail the 
methods his office has employed in the-selection of Charlotte 
real estate agents Jor street rights-of-way appraisals, subject 
to Council's appointment, with a full explanation of why B. B. 
Brookshire and D. A. Stout have been used more than others. If 
favoritism has been shown, I want to know by whom ahd why. I 
would also like your comment on this in writing." 

Mayor Brookshire stated he was given by ~tr. Veeder this morning the report 
on this matter from Hr. Owen~ which he read: 

"Your memo dated April 19, 1966, relative to Selection of Appraisers. 

The methods used by this office in selecting appraisers from among 
those of a list approved by the City Council are as follows: 

\'llien appraisal work is needed, the approved list is checked for those 
appraisers whose qualificaiions meet the needs for the specific pro
perty to be appraised. A time limit is determined and the indi
vidual is called and asked if he wishes to be assigned. Very fre
quently the appraiser cannot work an assignement into his schedule. 
The qualified appraiser who takes all assignments offered and does 
a good job and is prompt, can easily receive more work when work 
is available. 

Hr. D. A. Stout and Hr. B. B. Brookshire have always accepted assign
ments and by doing the work and being prompt to complete the appraisal 
assignment have made themselves available for more assignments. 
Favoritism has not been shown in the selection of any appraisers. 
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Mr. D. A. Stout~and Mr. B. B. Brookshire have been~assigned more 
appraisals than other'aPRraisers simply because they accepted 'all 
appraisals offered and~completedtheir work promptly and are avqil
able for additionalas~ignment when needed by the City." 

i~.ayor Brookshire then read Mr. Veeder's' cover memorandum to him: 

"This is to confirm our conversation concerning the selection of 
qppraisals from a list approved by the City Council. Appraisers 
on this list have ~beeri: given assignments on Hie 'basis of their 
willingness to accept assignments and their ability to meet 
assignments, thereby making themselves available for additional 
appraisals. 

No favoritism has' be~n sho~m in the selection of appraisers from the 
list." 

iMayor BrookShire stated~with all the facts now in the open as far as he 
i is conoerned 'that closes the matter. 

ICouncilman Tuttle~ st,ated' ",-hen he saw the list~~he was a little surprised 
; and he has talked with three of the appraisers. One man is the low man, 
Iwho had received only one appraisal aSsignment'; and other h,o -were highly 
i competent appraisers who had niceived s'orne five or six ~ass:i.gnments each. 
:The low man told himtnat ,):te\<Il.s the low man at his own cho"sing;that he 
has heen offered cases ariel he' haclnot had the time to takethetri and has so 

'told I1r. Owens and requested that he not be called anYmore. He stated that 
i he is now available andwoUlct like some cases. The two highly competent 
'appraisers who had had only five or six euch state~d they did not have the 
time, and the reason the¥~ had only this number '"ras h:cause they had been 
called and they had turned 'them down," ~Councilman Tuttle ~relllarked that he 
is satisfied there has been no ~favoritism wr~ts~ever. 

Councilman '<J1)ittington stated he asked Nr. Dl~Jens to give him a list of the 
appraisers who were doing work for the Cfty und how much ,'/Ork they had done 
beoause he had had complaints from realtors who felt they ~~re not getting 
their share of the work: Th.at he has never shown this list to anyone. 
That Mr. Owen elected to send the list he had requested to the City Manager 
instead of him, and he got it two "weeks later and the story was in the 
newspaper befo:re he eVer received the~ memOranc.unl from the City Manager. 
That he has discussed),t with no one. That he has discussed with Mr. Owens 
the service that the Mayor's brother has rendered as an appraiser and his 
work has been outstanding; he ~as rendered a service when called upon -
probably perhaps more readily than anyone else. 

COUNCIU4AN j)ISPLAYS BOTTLE OF COUGH ~yguP CONT.Il.INING CODINESOLD IN CHl\.RLOT~ 
DRUG STORESBEINGPURCFASED BY YOUNGSTERS AND ADULTS,},OR USE AS A "KICKER" 
BECAUSE OF ITS POTENCY. 

Councilman Alexander stated he makes this statement in much coristerl'.ation 
and after all of Mr. Tuttle' sconoern in ~ pa~ssing the "glue sniffing" 
ordinance. That what he is about to present is proof that the City of 
Charlotte will not be legislated by ordinance. Since the glue sniffing 
ordinance was adopted,the little insignificant package which he held in his 
hand contained what is called simple Cough Syr.lp nAC", and this now has become 
the favorite kicker for those who resort to this typ" .of activity. and it . 
has suddenly skyrocketed in sales in some drugstores throughout th", city. 
That this "AC" is used by mixing it with Coca-Cola or lemon extract and 
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youngsters and anybody else who so desires resorts to this and gets a tre
mendous kick out of it. And it is causing a problem in some schools. He 
stated he paid $1.70 for this, and as he understands the prices vary, based 
on the areas in which it is sold. That it violates no Federal, State or 
local laws. All you do is go into a drugstore and ask for a bottle of "AC", 
ifyotlhave the price, pay for it, sign your name and then you can get it. 
That he could have bought as many bottles as he wanted from any drugstore 
in town. That he is bringing this to Council's attention with no hope of 
trying to get anybody to pass an ordinance to regulate it but just to let 
them know that vigilance is the watchword and we can never close our eyes 
to this type of activity which seems to be taking over in our city. 

Councilman Alexander stated they mix this ordinary cough syrup - that many 
persons Use it straignt so the Druggists and others tell him. That it is 
regular cough syrup and has a lot of codine in it and that comes under the 
narcotics provision where you have to sign for it. That the druggists admit 
they recognize why it is being purchased but it is no violation, and all 
have to do is sell it, 

Councilman Short asked whether Mr. Alexander intended to imply that this 
product is somehow manufactured just for a kicker purpose, or is this 
actually something which is designed and fairly sold for the relief of 
cough, but is subject to this misuse? Councilman Alexander replied the 

.druggists he talked with say this is a reputable firm, and they have no 
idea that the firm which puts it out does SO for any purpose other than a 
cough medicine. That it just so happens that youngsters and people who 
resort to this type of activity are aware nowo.f its potency and this is 
taking the place of cheap wine and other things, because it is easy to 

'yurchase and it gives them a bigger kick than cheap wine. 

'RESOLU1'ION PROVIDING FOR A PUBLIC HEARING ON NAY 2SRD ON A CF.ANGE IN THE 
:ZONING ORDINANCE TO PROVIDE FOR CONDITIONAL USE IN AN I-I ZONE FOR TRUCK AND 
:FREIGHT TERMINALS. 

'Councilman Thrower moved the adoption of a Resolution Providing for a Public 
IHearing on May 23rd on Petition No. 55-89A for a change in the zoning ordi
nance to provide for conditional Use in I-I zones for truct and freight 
Iterminals. The motion was seconded by Councilman Jordan. 

ICouncilman Short asked what would be the effect now when we have had one 
,hearing with reference to the SOO foot buffer and we have not acted on that, 
and we now have another hearing with reference to this change, would it be 
;possible to go both Ways. Can we ignore one and go ahead with either of 
ithe other two? He would just have the option if we have this second 

Mr. Kiser, City Attorney, replied no final action has been taken on the 
petition as presented in the first public hearing and that will remain open 
so that final action could be taken on that after this hearing. 

~ouncilman Short stated he believes you have to be rather legally technical 
~bout this. That what is involved in the zoning ordinance is not only 
~ruck terminals but several actual categories - two, anyway. That depots 
~re listed as one, motor terminals listed as one, and he does not know how 
iegalistic you wuuld have to be in this motion. 

~. Kiser stated the pUblic advertisement will take care of that. 

The vote was taken on the motion and carried unanimously. 

The resolution is recorded in full in Resolutions Book 5, at Page 240. 
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qOUNCILMAN COMMENTS ON GOOD PUBLIC RELATIONS ENGEl-iDERED BY LETTER FROM COM
f1{JNITY IMPROVEMENT SUPERVISOR TO PROPERTY' OWNER RELATIVE TO REMOVAL OF DEBRIS 
AqctJMULATED ON BIS PRENISES, . 

councilman ~'ihittington stated bvo weeks ago hereque.sted Mr. Veeder to-haVe 
t~e Building Inspection Department look into an area in the Marsh Develop
ment where a lot of debris had been left in a yard. He remarked that he 
Wi\nts Council to see a copy of the leUer which Mr. Charlie Frost wrote these 
people, in which he says "I have a very important favor to ask you," and h", 
goes on to say he was riding through the neigr~rhood and saw this condition 
~d he asked them if they '1Ould please help the City and help the neighbor
h,ood by getting it cleaned up. Councilman Hhittington stated he thinks 
this very good public relations and something from the City that certainly 
wpuld not offend anyone, and he thinks it is very helpful. 

~uncilman Jordan stated he thinks this would be a good suggustion for the 
Irformation Bureau when we put it into effect in July. 

qITY YJANAGER REQUESTED TO NOTIFY· TAXICAB COMPANIES THAT CITY COUNCIUJEN ARE 
$:CEIVING COMPLAINTS RELATIVE TO INADEQUATE SERVICE BEING RENDERED MOTELS, 
OO1£LS AND RESTAURANT PATRONS. . 

Cpunoilman lihitt1ngton stated he has had four complaints from Hotel and 
Hbtel people and Restaurant people that taxicabs since the raise in fares, 
a~e not rendering service to these places when called without a -long delay. 
qne man told him he waited for one hour and fifteen minutes after he called 
al cab from a Restaurant on Independence Boulevard. He has talked with the 
p~esident of the Motel & Hotel Restaurant Association,;tlho says his folks' 
have been complaining about this. Ccuncilman lvhittington remarked that 
h~ would like this to be a matter of record and for Hr. Veeder to notify 
the Cab Compani-es that Council members are getting complaints about their 
sfarvice. 

Cpuncilwan Thrower moved the meeting be adjourned which was seconded by 
Cpuncilman Short and carried unanimously, 
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