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ﬂﬁregular meeting of the City Council of the City of Charlotte, North
Carolina, was held in the Council Chamber, City Hall, on Mbnday, April 25,
1966, at 3 o’clock p.m,,; with Mayor Stan R. Brookshire presiding, and
Councilmen Claude L. Albkea, Fred D. Alexander, Sandy R. Jordan, Milten
Short, John H. Thrower, Jerry C. Tuttle and James B. Whittington present.

ABSENT: None.

I@VOCATION;

Tﬂe invoedtion was given by the' Reverend John Lowder, Pastor of Central
Avenue Methodist Church.’ ’

MiNUTES APPROVED.

Upon motion of Councilman Alkea, seconded by Councilman Thrower, and
unanimously carried, the Minutes of the last meeting on Aprll 18th were
approved as submltted to the City Coun011 -

RESOLUTION QF REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION CF THE CITY OF CHARLOTTE CHARLOTTE
N@RTH CARCLINA, APPROVING AMENDMENT- NO 1, REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR PROJECT
N@ N.C. R 37, ADOPTED. '

The public hearlng was held on proposed Amendment No. 1; Redevelopment
Plan for Project Wo, N. C. B-37. - . .

The City Manager commented that this amendment Would put into play the same
restrlctlons that apply on SBections No. 1 and Ne, 2 of the Brooklyn Urban
Rénewal Area.

No obgectlons to the proposed amendment were expressed

Ceunc1lman Jordan introduced and moved the adoptlon of a resoiution entitled:
Resolution of Redevelopment Commission of the City of Charlotte, Charlotte,
North Carolina, Approving Amendment No. 1, Redevelopment Plan for Project

No. N, C. R-37. The motion was seconded by Councilman Tuttle, .and un-
anlmously carried. The resolution is recorded in full in Resolutlons Book

5 beglnnlng at Page 238, } -

DECISION ON THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER 23, ZONING ORDINANCE DEFERRED,
END THE CITY ATTORNEY INSTRUCTED TO PRESENT TO THE CITY COUNCIL ALSO FOR
C@NSIDERATION EN AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER 23, ZONING ORDINANCE, THAT WOULD BE
APPLICABLE ONLY TO ZONING PETITION AMENDMENTS AND WITHDRAWALS WHICH WOULD NOT
R@SULT IN CHANGING THE PERCENTAGE OF THE VCTE NEEDED TO GRANT THE PETITION,

Tﬁe public hearing was held on a proposed Amendment to Chapter 23, Zoning
Ordinance, Division 3, Section 23-96(b} of the Code of the City of Charlotte,
readlng as follows: .

”A,petltloner may amend or withdraw his petition at any time prior
to the day onwhich 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 & 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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Mr Thomas Broughton stated he served as Co~Chairman of a group oppos1ng 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 amendgents, withdrawal and refiling of the petition, and they
urge the Council to adopt this proposed amendment, or do anything to prevent
thls type of thing in the future.

Mr. 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 abstract
jinterest 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 _
any future matters in mind which would induce them to think about this amend-
ment either pro or con, much less to disturb tliemselves te appear before _
Councll today. He has appeared before Council, from time to time, in connec-;
tlon with zoning matters, and his interest in zoning and procedures prompts
hlm.to appear today and express his personal thoughts.

He stated his understanding of the current routine zoning procedures runs

along these lines - and he will use April filing of petitions as an example -%-
the deadline for filing petitions with the Planning Commission was April lsth,
at which time $100.00 filing fee was raid. On the following Monday, April 18th
the Council passed a Resolution which set the hearing date on May 1&+h and
ardered the publication of the legal notice of the sail hearing once a week fcr
two weeks -~ on April 29th and May 6th - then the hearing on these petitions |,
would be on May 16th. As he understands this proposed amendment to the ordi-~
nance, 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
hls petition, but thereafter he could not, and if he did neot do so within. :
that two and a half day period, then the hearlnr imust he held and the Planning
Comm1331on must make its recommendation and the Council must render its deciw
510n on the petition as Filed, wheiher the Petltloner wants his petition
con51dered or not, - . : e

That he thinks he understands the Council’s problem and the inconvenience the
amendment is designed to minimize. Tn the first place, one thing that it is
intended to minimize is that frequently delegaticns of interested neighbors |
1nterested in a petition appear at the hearing only to get here and learn that
the petition has been withdrawn and will not ke heard after all; secondly, :
they may get here and learn that the petition has been amended, which negatesi
the previcusly filed protest of 20 per cent of the adjoining owners owning ‘
property within the 100-foot strip, which would otherwise have required the
threemquarter vote of this Council. That he realizes this is an‘lnccnvenlence
to these busy people who have come to the hearing, but he would ask Council _
11 considering the wisdom of adopting this gmendment, that the inconvenience énd
effect of the present procedures be baglanced against the effect that this amend—
ment will have if it is adopted. When this is added to the limitations already
built into our Zoning Ordinance, it is his conviction that the proposed amend~
ment will too severly circuinscribe the right of a property owner to petitionm
his govermmeni to determine how he can use his ‘property, In the first place,
in his opinion zoning regulations, though necessary, are a most drastic |
:estrlctlon on the nommal rights of an owner as to how to use his property. :
Secondly, he thinks that a Legislative Body, such as the City Council, should
use restraint when adopting procedures which will impair a property owners*
rights to have his zoning problems considered when and if he wants them gon-
éidered. That he thirks his rights are alresady drastically circumscribed by
the so-called 20 percent or 3/4 rule, requiring the affirmative vote of six

df the seven members of the City Council tc approve a change in zoning, and
in his opinion, this is a rather severe departure’ from the normal ground rule
that a decision by the majority of an elected body ought 1o ‘control as, 1ndeed
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it does in most other categories that come before the Council. Secondly, we
are circumscribed in the Zoning Ordinance which says that a denied petition |
cannot ke filed again within a two-year period urless.there is some change '
1n the circumstances. : o ;

He stated he would suggest to Council that this proposed amendment’ may ' i
oceasion 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
classification and did not wake up until three days 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 postpdnemeqts
for good cause shown, but all petitioners do not know that they will do so, or.
he may find that he will be out of town, or he may find he needs more time to
prepare an intelligent presentation to Council, or he may have sold his prow §
perty or he may have died, hence having sold his property or being dead he |
wmuld have neo further 1nterett in pursulng the matter.

H¢ 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
Cemmission, it will ke little more than a charade, or in any event, there
will be g remarkable absence of a sensible and intelligent presentation of
the pros and cons. of the matter. And if the hearing is held, .and Council
d@es make a decision without an adequate presentation of the pros of the mat-
ter he would prophesy it would result in a denial, then the matter is in its
status quo for another two years, and the petitionsr did not want to be '
heard in the first place. So, he thinks these pessible results must bs balancsd
against the inconveniences, as indeed they. are, of protesting neighbors who,
if withdrawal was permitted, usually get what they wanted in the first place, !
Although he sympathizes with their inconvenience at coming down here, all . é
charged up with speeches and then not be able to make those speeches but never-
tbeless they go out of here with what they wanted in the first place, the non=!
passage of the change in zoning. Now, on partial withdrawals, or amendments |
to a petition which takes the matter out of the 3/4 rule - that is a little
stlcky but nevertheless our Legislature has said, in effeét, there is a
100-foot strip there, which if the requisite number of protestants come in
and do what they are supposed to do in order to effect their protest, then .
they have such an immediate and vital interest where they can emasculate the |
uswal situation of a majority rule of the Ceouncil and require a situation where
1t takes six out of seven to act afflrmatlvely.

]
H

M?. Horack stated it is his belief that the Council should use restraint in
effecting procedures which frees petitions so that by withdrawal the peti-
tioner is unable to back away from the 100-foot arsa, which requires the six
vetes. Suppose he does hack awayy the 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
févor 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 wanis to back up and start over, or kack up and never S
start over, he thinks that should ke his privilege. - oo

Councilman Albea asked Mr. 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? UWhy 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, Mr. Horack replied that he intended to-anticipate that he thinks
it is presuming too much to assume that all withdrawals are skulduggery.
There are *too many instances of kacking 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 would suggest that Council think of-th
other side of the scales and that is limiting & person’s right to come hefore

L9]

o

vote, but it may vitally affect his method or time of his presentation and |
he thinks he should have that latifude. He remarked that he thinks the. 3/4.
rule is awfully drastic and should not be expanded, - Councilman Albes remarked
that this is the law, and if Mr. Horack wants to go o Rsleigh and get the |
Legislature to amend the law, that iz his privilege. Mr. Herack commented he
does not suggest that it be changed, but he does suggest using restraint in
putting it into effect, and Packing down snd tightening the hatch does even
more than that drastic rule already does, which emasculates the usual rule
of the majority vote of an elected bodj. -

Councilman Short asked the City Attcrney 1r Council could 1egally enact the
proposed Amendment but add to it, at the end, the following provise, and
he would like to ask Mr. Horack what he thlnks of the provrso

"provided that a petitioner may amend hls petltlcn at any tlme prier
to the public hearlng if the amendment does mot result in changing
the percentage of Counc11 votes requlred to grant ¥ deny the petition.”

Mr. Kiser, City Attorney, asked Councilman Short if he is asklng whether ,
| Council could adépt that amendment today without the requirement of an addi-|
tional public hearing? Councilman Short replied that he assumed it might '
‘requzre a public hearing, but would it be unfair or unconstitutional or

illegal? Mr. Kiser stated that he thinks if he wants to add something like rhat,

his elected officials when and if he wants to, in order to have matters vitally
iaffecting his property considered ~ it does not affeet the ocutcome of Counci%’s

it might bé wiser to change the text of the proposed amendment, rather than addinc

a provise to the amendment. Counciiman Short remarked that he car sympathize
w1th Mr, Horack’s point of view on this mattexz That some other lawyers have
. called him about this 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
ronly thing the Council it aiming at is merely those which changed the vote,
and he does not sée why we cannot work our Amending Ordinance -accordingly.
Mr. Kiser remarked that, of course, we could change the text of the ordinance
1as it is now proposed to take inte consideration the point that Mr. Short
'has just mentioned. Councilman Short stated he believes it would be worth
it because of the inconvenience to those brlnglng these petitions. He asked
' Mr. Horack what his reaction is to this? : = )

M, Horack replled that what Mr, Short has said would cover the matter of
amendments but much of his reaction is aimed at the kasic matter of complete
fuuthdrawal in addition to the partlal wrthdrawal.

=MI Kiser, City Attorney, remarked that with respect to the amendment to

' the petition, what is generslly required or desired on the part of the
,petltloner iz to withdraw a portion of the property which was legally in-
Ecluded in the petition. And, in some instances, a desire to change from

| the zoning classification that was originally requested in the petition to
another elassification. In situations such as that, Council and the Plan-

' ning Commission have the authority te rezone to a 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 con51deratlon when
they are thinking of 3 vote. : C -
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Councilman Tuttle asked the City Attorney how the petitioner knows the dead-
llne dates? Mr. Kiser replied that the proposal is to prepare information
and instructions to ke handed out by the Planning Commission at the time a

person comes in to file his petition. This can either ke done by a separate-§

éet of instruetions 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
petitions is set by Resolution adopted by the Council on the day of the
hearings in the prior month; for example, the third Monday in April would

ﬁe the dav on which the Council sets the.date'for hearing petitions in May.

Councilman 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
in changing the vote of the Council required to grant or deny the petition...
That he thinks this is all Council is aiming at anyway, and he thinks i%
will help in a lot of situations that Mr, Horack has mentioned, and that we

by Councilman Threwer,

Councilman Albea 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
replied that he knows Mr., Albea’s point of view on this matter, that his
wording was pfobably not toe clear, and he apologies; that he is positive
that it includes exactly what Mr. Albea thinks about it.

douncilman Whittington remarked that-he would like to c5mment on what Mr, Shor

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
Glty Attorney has acopy of what Mr. Short is propeosing, and then let him
recommend whether Council adopt Mr, Shortfs amendment, together with the
Amenament to the Ordinance now before Council. That he does not want to
vote against Mr. 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 Amend-
ment to Chapter 23 that has been proposed by the Attorney at the request of
the Council is a very serious. matter and made for the convenience of the -
publlc who are brought down here on matters of zoning petitions and then the
petitioner is able to withdraw his petition after everyome is here. He said
tp Mr, Horack that this is the inconvenience of the whole thing., And he
agrees with Mr. Alkea that when the $100.00 fee is paid by the petitioner
and he says he wants X lot changed from I-2 to I-3, he knows what he wants
and, obviously, some emergencies might come wup, but he thinks the history

of zoning is that the petitioner has withdrawn his potition for his own cone

venience, rather than for the convenience of the pecpls who objected. And
he does not want to vote against what Mr. Short proposes, but if Mr, Short
ils not willing to postpone a decision today and ask the City Attorney to
mpke a recommendation, then he would be compelied to make a motion that the
proposed Amendment to Chapter 23 ke adopted. Ceuncilman Tuttle asked the
City Attorney if after studyving Mr. Short’s proposal he finds it not to be

feasible, could Council then vote on the Amendment before us today? Mr. Kisé_r§

replied that is correct.

Councilman Short remarked that he does not sese the difference between

Mr. Whittington’s motion and his. That he asked that this matter be de-
ferred and he asked Mr, Kiser to present to Council a version or wording
which would make the proposed Amendment not apply to all amendments and
wlthdrawakato petitions but only to those that would affect the vote.
Coun01lman Whittington stated he did not know that Mr. Short used the word
"geferred" in his motion. That he just does not want to vote on Mr. Shortfs
suggested amendment to the proposed Amendment today, because Mr. Short read
his amendment, and he does not remember everything that was read. Councile
man Short stated he was just hlp—shootlng and his intent was that the City
Attorney rewrite his proviso.

reschedule the hearing on the amendment accordingly. The motion was secondgd '
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Mr. James E. Walker,-Attorney, remarked that anything hé has to say on the
subject has nothing to do with any pending petitions for rezoning. In fact,
at the end of last vear he suggested to the City Attorney that such Amend- |
ment to the Zoning Crdinance as is kefore Counéil-today should be adopted
‘because of the unfairnsss to people who oppose these zoning peititons. If
iyou 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 many, maty times come as a complete surprise to those who are here in
opposition to a petltion. Yhen do they ever have an opportunity to know
that there has been some change? Now, 'in a regular law suit when we have
our pleadings filed, one party may come in and smernd his complaint, and the
people on the other side get a copy of it, and they know about it, but in

a zoning hearing, when the petitioner comes in and changes his petition at
ithe last minute, the people who are protesting the petition are caught by
surprige, and there is no provision for letting them know. That he sees no
:great inequity in the original motion, as it was read here today, because
‘of this ~ even though there is nc attendment after a certain date, you still
‘have the Plannlng Comm1551on. If ‘d-petitioner decides he wants a hlgher
cla651flcatlon than petitioned for, he just gets the word to the Planning
Commission, and tley can make their recommeéndation to Counéil that it be
changed to the higher classification. Ii is not a guestion of Yes or No--
from that .point on, hecause there can be withdrawals even after the public
hearlnq before the lannlﬂq Commission, and so a person seeking a change in
‘zoning is protected in that way. Mr. Valker stated that he speaks in favor |
‘of the original proposed Amendment to the Zoning Ordinance and hopes that §
'w111 be passed. S

Mr., James E. Martln, Jr, stated he is-with the firm of Moore and Van Allen
and he is speaking for Mr. Beverly Well with their firm who is out of the - |
City today. He wishes to speak against the propossd Amendment- to the Zoning
Code. That their idea on the mstter is such that they feel even though :
there is no protest to a petition for rezoning, *the power to amend: or with-
draw is taken away by this proposed Amendment. That they reslize it is

a problem where there lS a protest, but they feel that the proposed Amend-
gment goes too far, and they have’ attempted as a mere suggestion, to draft
‘an Amendment that more or 1ess expressms what they feel about it, which
 reads as follows

” A petitioner’ may, at the petiticner’s dlscretlon, amend his petl—'L
tion at any tlme 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 appllcablllty of the afore-
said three—fourths vote requlred "

(Mr. Martin said, in other words, a man can go ahead and withdraw his petitiong
‘at will, but if the protest is filed, then not withstanding the amendment '

that would withdraw it, %the 3f4 vote is Stlll there - and this is Mr. Short':
idea exactly, he thlnks.

Mr. Martin stated they had a similayr idea for w1thdrawals, and thelr drafi
reada as follows:

“A petitioner may, at the petltloner 5 dlsCTetion, withdraw his
petition 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
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§stated that is correct, they are just trying to laock at both sides, and think
ing in terms that if the petition may not be withdrawn, and it is heard and
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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.”

Mr. Martin said, in other words, if a protest 1s filed then the man would _
get one free withdrawal, but he then could not-withdraw again for six months.

-'5

Councilman Albea remarked that tne person would Just walt six months and file
again - that is just giving him a longer time to work on it. Mr, Martin

3

denied, then the property owner must wait two years in order to refile his
é}:xatl‘ca.on. With the way Charlotte and Mecklenburg County are growing, :z.t
would seem this would be unfair to the property ocwners.

LCouncilman Albea. asked if he does not think if no change is made in the come

munity, then it should be two years before he comes back? Mr. Martin replie
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 Govermment,

Councilman Alexander stated that what the Councii,wan{s to do is to get arqﬁh@
waiting 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
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 keen paid, a sufficient
time has elapsed, that a person knows to a certain point what may happen or
happens about a certain situation that would make him want to withdrawe
There are times that something may happen at the last minute that may neces-
sitate something of the sort - sickness for example -~ but certainly just from
a general point of view, he iz not convinced that a person waits all that
time and does not know what he wants to do. We are trying te stop. this last ‘
mlnute withdrawal, which as Mr. Horack uged the term, does show skulduggery
somewhere. He asked if he is correct?

Mr. Martin remarked that Mr. Alexander is correct; that his primary position
is this -~ the way the proposed Amendment is wrltten it applies whether
there is a protest or not -~ that is the whole point, and Mr. Short has
offered an amendment to changs this, and he agrees with him.

Mr. Thomas Broughton stated he wants to make one other suggestion - that if
we 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
needs is a period of time in which the man whe owns the property, from the
day 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
@akes 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
heard on the kasis of his patition.

Méyor Brookshire asked Mr. Short to either restate his motion, or to advise
Council if the intent of his motion is mexely to defer consideration of the
broposed Bmendment to the Zoning Ordinance for one week. Mr, Short replied
that he would not say “for one week” but rather "until such time as Mr. Kiser:
is able to handle it,” and there was added to the motion "and that Mr, Kiser
present to Council also for consideration an Amendment te the Code which

would not ke applicable to all zoning petition amendments or withdrawals
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@ut only to those which result in changing the‘percentaqe of vote needed.”

The City Atforney asked Mr. Short if he wants the ordlnance that he will be
studylng for preparation to include withdrawals as well as amendments?

Councilman Short replied that he does. Councilman Albea- comrented that: w1th-g

drawals are the crux of the whoéle thing, and he cannot vote for that. That
WE are just wasting a lot:of time sitting up here talking about withdrawals,
that is what the whole issue is up about, and we have Just spent thlrty

minutes or more for nothing.

The vote was taken on the motlnn and carrled by the follow1ng recorded vote:

¥EAS‘ Councllmen Short, Thrower, Alexander -Jordan, Tuttle and Whlttington.
@AYS‘ Councilman Albea.

GRDIH&NCE NO. 460-Z AMENDING CHAPTER 28, SECTION 23-8 -OF THE CITY CODE
GHRNGING ZONING FROM R-12 TO R-12MF AND O-15 OF PROPERTY EXTENDING FROM -
SHARON ROAD TO NEAR INVERNESS ROAD AND LYING TO THE SOUTH OF WICKERSHAM:
ROAD ON PETITION CF SHRRON LQAN COMPANY RND iAMES I HARRIS. N

Gounc1lman Whittington moved approval of the subject ordlnance, a5 YelORw
e nded by the Planning Commission, The motion was seconded by Councilman
Short and carried unanlmously. ) . '

The ordinance is recorded in full 1n Ordlnance Bcox 14 at Page 309

RETITION NO. 66~35 BY THE TROPICANA, INC., AND CIHERS FOR CHANGE IN ZOWING
FRDM R-15 TO R-12MF OF 15 LOTS LOCATED BETW?EN'”ROSBY ROAD AND BERMUDA ROAD,
NDRTHWEST OoF WESTBURY PQRD FRONTING APPQOXIRATELY 206 FEET ON CROSBY ROAD,
ﬁENIED.

onn motion of Caun01lman Tuttle, seconded by Councllman Jordan and unani- g
mously carried, the subject petition was denled as recommended by the Plan- B
nlng Cormission. .

ORDINANCE NO. 461-7 AMENDING CHAPTER 23, SECTION 23-8 OF THE CODE, CHANGING
ZONING FROM R-9 TO R-9MF OF PROPERTY FRONTING ON ROLLING HILLS DRIVE, BEGIN-
NING APPROXIMATELY 180 FEET EAST OF SUGAR CREEK ROAD, ON PETITION OF MERWIN E.
FOARD ET. AL.

Cbuncllman Jordan moved the adoption of the subject ordinance, as recemmended
by the Planning Commission. The motion was seconded by Councilman Whittington'
and unanimously carr1ed

:

T@e ordinance 'is recorded in full in Ordinancg;BoBk 14, beginning at_Pagé'810.§

ORDINANCE NO 462-7 AMENDING CBAFTER 23, SECTION 23-39 OF THE CITY CODE,
GRANTING CONDITIONAL APPROVAL FOR OFF-STREET PARKING ON A LOT 60" X 258'
ZDNED R-9, LOCATED ON MARSH ROAD, ON PETITION OF MRS. J. H. SPEARMAN.

Upon motion of Councilman Albes, seconded by Counczlman Jordan and unan1-
mnusly carried, the SubJGCt ordinance was adopted as recommended by the B
Plannlng Comm1551on.__

The ordinance 15 recorded in full 1n Ordlnance Beok 14, beglnning at Page 311.;




 AND CHANGE FROM R-9 TO B-1  ONE LOT FRONTING 50 FEET ON SOUTH SIDE OF
| CUSHMAN STREET, DENIED. | i

by the Planning Commission. The motion was seconded by Councilman Alexander
'and unanimously carried.

A TRIANGULAR SHAPED TRACT OF LAND FRONTING 445,85 FEET ON THE SOUTHWEST
'SIDE OF BELHAVEN BOULEVARD AT GUM BRANCH RCAD, DEFERRED PENDING THE RECOM;
MENDATION COF THE -PLANNING COMMISSION.

'study of the petition.

PEITITON NO. 66-48 BY J. B, S. CORPORATION FOR CHANGE IN ZONING FROM Ran'zhg
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PETITION NO. 66~-38 BY A. A. SHORT FOR CHANGE IN ZONING FROM 0-6 TO Bl OF
FOUR LOTS ON THE WEST SIDE COF SUGAR CREEK ROAD, BEGINNING AT CUSHMAN STREET

Councilman Thrower moved that the subject Petition be denied as recommended
PETITTION NO. 66-39 BY P. O. WILSON FOR CHANGE TN ZONING FROM R-9 TO I-1 ON

Upon motion of Councilman Whittington, seconded by Counc1lman Tuttle and
unanimously carried, consideration of the subject Petitilon was deferred,
pending recommendation of the Planning Commission following thelr further

AN¥D R~15 TO I-) OF PROPERTY FRONTING ON THE NORTH SIDE OF PENCE RCAD,
BEGINNING APPROXIVRTLLY 1,800 FEET EAST OF BANDY DRIVE DEFERRED FOR ONE
WEEK .

‘Councilman Thrower moved that the subject petition be deferred for one week -
'so that he might go out and look at the property. The moticn was seconded |
by Councilman Alexander and uvnanimously carried. = :

g(b) Contract with Robert R. Rhyne, Sr., for appraisal of one parcel of

PETITION NC. 66-41 BY GLENN R. LANE FOR CHANGE IN ZONING FROM R-9 TO B-1 OF
FOUR LOTS FRONTING 200.8 FEET ON THE EAST SIDE OF STATESVILLE RCAD, BEGIN-
NING APPROXIMATELY 170 FEET NORTH OF CINDY LANE, DENIED. .

Uron motion of Councllman Tuttle, seconded by Counc1lman Joxdan and ungni-
mously carried, the subject Petit101 was denied, as recommended by the
Planning Ccmmission.

CONTRACTS HUIHDRIZEJFOR APPRAISAL OF PROPERTY FOR WOODLAWN KOQAD WIDENING
PROJECT, NORTHWEST EXPRESSMAY AND EASTUAY DRIVE NIDLNING PROJECT. ‘ o

Motion was made by Councilman Thrower, seconded by Councilman Jordan and

unanimously carried, authorizing appra1sal contracts for the follow1ng
rights-cf-way: '

{a) Contract with Robert R. Rhyne, Sr., for appraisal of one parcel of

land on North Poplar Street, in connection with the Morthwest Expressway

{c) Contract with G. A. Hutchinson, for appraisal of one parcel of land’
at the corner of Eastway Drive and Central Avenue, in connectxon with
the Eastway Drive Widening Project.

land on 780 Woodlawn Road, in connection with the Noithﬁest_Expresswaﬁ.
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CONTRACTS AUTHDRIZED FOR THE INST&LLHTION OF WATER MAINS,

Upon motion of Councllman Short, seconded by Coun01lman Jordan, and unanimously
carried, the following contracts were authorized for the installation of water
mains and hydrants, all inside the city limits:

{a) Supplementary contract with 5 & T Development Company, Inc., to contract%

dated November 18, 1963, for the installation of 550 feet of water mains
in Robinsen Woods Addltlon No. 3 Subdivision, at an estimated cost of f
$1,000.00, The Qity to finanece all construction costs and the Applicant.

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

(b) Contract with Nance-Trotter Realty, Inc., for the installation of 870 feet
of water mains and one hydrant, in Colebrook Subdivision, at an estimated
cost of $3,000.00, The City to fihance all constructicon costs and Applicant
to guarantee an annual gross water revenue equal to 10% of the total cosﬁ

(c) Supplementary contract with Ervin Construction Company, Inc., to contract
dated November 4, 1963, for the 1nstallation of 500 feet of water mains in
Westchester No. 8 Subd1v1sion at an estimated cost of $1,700.00. The Clty
to finance all construction costs and applicant to guarantee an annusal
gross water revenue equal to 10% of the total cost.

{d} Contract with Liles Construction Company, Inc. for the installation of
3 1,850 feet of water mains and two hydrants, in Montford Drive and Abkey |
Place, to serve Abbey Place Apartments, at an estimated cost of $6,500.00,
The Clty to finance all construction costs and the Applicant to guarantee
an annual gross water revenue equal to 10% of the total cost. =

RIGHT-OF -WAY AGREEMENT WITH STATE HIGHWAY coMfﬁsszéN FOR INSTALLATI—ON oF
DISTRIBUTION SYSTitt WATER MAINS ALONG N.C. NO. 29 BETWEEN EASTUAY DRIVE AND
LD CONCORD ROAD, U.S. 29B.

Councilman Whlttlngton moved approval of a Ilght of way agreement with the Statn
nghway Commission, for the installation of a 24~inech Distribution System Water
main northward toward Mallard Creek area, along N, C. Highway 29, between
$astway Drive and 0ld Concord Road, U, S. 29B. The motion was. seconded_by
@ouncilman Thrower and unanimeusly carried, N : .

RENEWAL OF SPECIAL OFFICER PERMIT TO FRANK W. HAAS FOR USE ON CITY‘CEMETERIES.

Councllman Jordan moved approval of the renewal of the SPECIal Officer

Permit issued to Mr. Frank W, Haas, Superintendent of City Cemeteries, for
use on the premises of Elmwood, Evergreen Pinewood, Fifth Street and Oaklawn
Cemeterles. The motion was seconded by Councilman Whlttlngton and unanlmously
carried.

TRANSFER OF CEMETERY LOTS.

Upon motion of Councilman Jordan, seconded by Councilman Whittingten, and
unanimously carried, the Mayor and City Clerk were authorized to execute
deeds for the transfer of the following cemetery lots:

éa} Deed with Charles L, nggs for Graves Ne. 1 and 2, Lot 172, Ssction 2,
? Evergreen Cemetery, at $120.00. ' T

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

{¢} 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,
i 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) Deed with Mrs Alwilda V. N. Andrews, for Lot No. 27, Section J, Elmwood
Cemetery, at $3.00 for new deed.
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* CONTRACT AVWARDED COURTESY MOTORS, INC., FCR CME 1-TON STAXE BODY TRUCK.

carried.

' The foliowing bids were received:

| CONTRACT AWARDED LYNCHBURG FOUNDRY COMPANY FOR CAST IRON PIPE & FITTINGS.

% Upon motion of Councilman Jordan, seconded by Councilman Thrower -and unanie |
- mously carried, contract was awarded the low bid@er, Lynchburg Foundry
- Company for 1,116 linear feet of Cast Iron Pipe and 7 Cast Iron Fittings, .

f Coun01lman Tuttle moved the award of contract to the only bidder, Hérsey
- Bparling Meter Mfg. Company, for One Compound Water Meter, as specified,
. in the amount of -$1,470.45. The motion was seconded by Councilman Albkea
‘ and unanimously carried. ’ '

§ CONTRACT AWARDED DONALD S. LAVIGNE, INC., FOR UNIFORMS AND UNIFORM SHIRTS
- FOR POLICE AND FIRE DEPARTMENT OF A FIVE-YEAR BASIS.

. Councilman Thrower moved award of contract te the low bidder, Donald S.
1 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 Coun01lman Short.

The only thing that mlght change is the cost of materials.

| Councilman Shert stated that.whenever a contract runs out, you have to

Cto the budget chronclogy? Mr. Veeder replied ves, 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 this. ii
a good way to keep the price from going up.

April 25, 1966

Councilman Thrower moved the award of contract for One i~fon stake body
Truck, as specified, to the low bidder, Courtesy Motors, Inc., in the amount)
of $1,992.02. The motion was seconded by Councilman Albea and unanimously

Courtesy Motors, Inca . - . $1,992,02
Young Motor Company : . . - 2,042.31

G.M, C. Truck & Coach Div. ' 2,192.51

as specified, in the amount of $10,055.05, on a unit price basis.

The following bids were received: - 7_ _7 R

Lynchbnrg Foundry Company ' o $10,055.05
U. 3. Pipe & ¥Foundry Co. 7 - 10,241.85

| CONTRHCT HWARDED HERSEY SPARLING METER MFG,., COMPANY FOR CNE COMPOUND WATER METER.

Mr, Veeder, City Manager, stated that the prices are fixed for flve years.

Labor costs have been fized for flve vears, That we have just completed
a five-year contract on this, and this is the second five-year contract, E
and it has worked very favorably as far as the City Government is concerned.

execute another cone at that time regardless of where it falls with reference

ur

The vote was taken on the motion and carried unanimously.
The following bids were received: : o : ;

‘Donald S. Lavigne, Inc. #76,280.87 ..
Fechheimer Bros. Company _ 88,845.44 . ..



‘this could be one of “the recommendstions, and he is sure many of the Police-
fmen have expressed themselves to him and to other members of the Council |
that they have had the same type uniform for many years, and they would like |

in his opinion, make this changs.
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Counc1lman Jordan as¥ed if this would be the same type uniforms the men

are wearing now? Mr. Veeder replied that they are. Councilman Jordan stated
there have been guite a few policemen in the past few vears who have beeén to ?
different cities and have geen the different stvles of uniforms, and he thinks
he has spoken to Mr. Veeder about a change in uniforms; he asked if under this
five—year plan, it would be possible to change if they decided *to ¢go into a |
different uniform:as we have had the same uniform for many, Bany years?

Mi Veeder replied yes that could be worked out. -

Counc1lman Tuttle remarked that Mr. Veeder has -stated the labor is guaranteed
1n this, hut some designers might change thelr labor plcture. .

Mi Veeder stated he would presume under those c1rcumstances whatever dlffer—
lence there might be 1n the rev1sxons would have to worked out with Lhe SUC~
cessful bidder, - :

Counc;lman Tuttle stated he would disliks to tie us down to five years with
this type uniform we hdave now. Councilman Jordan stated that we are asking
;for a survey and certainly we will prokably have a new Police Chief, and

to see it changed to something a little sharper than what they have.

Mr. Veeder replzed without question, withln the ‘framework of this,we could,

CONTRACT AWARDED LAWSON CONSTRUCTION COMPANY FOR COﬁSTRﬁCTION OF FIRE STATION
NO. 18, LOCATED AT PARK ROAD & SULKIEK RQAD

Councilman Tuttle moved the award of contract to the-low bidder, Lawson

Construction Company, for the general construction of Fire ‘Station No. 18,
as specified, in the amount of $71,700,00, on a unit price basis. The motlon
was seconded by Councilman Alexander and unanimously carried. |

The following bids were received:

Lawson Construction Co, - ’ - $71,700.00
Butler & Sidbury, Inc., -~ = - 74,656,00
Foard Construction Co. = -~ ' 75,149,00
Myers & Chapman, Inc, T - -77,737.00
R« Marrett Wheeler Co. o 82,542.00

CONTRACT AWARDED AIR MRSTERS INC., FOR HEAT ING &,AIR CONDITIONING FIRE
STATION NO. 16. |

EUpcn motion of Councilman Tuttle; seconded by Councilman Albea and unani-
mously carried, contract was awarded the low bidder, Air Masters, Ine., for

Heating and Air Conditioning Fire Station No. 16, as specified, in the
amount of $6,419. 00, on a unit price basis. :

‘The following bidg were)recgived:

Air Masters, Inc. ' ' % 6,419.00 -

Mechanical Contractors, Inc. 6,944.00

P. C. Godfrey, Inc. ' - 8,284,00 -
"A. 2. Price & Associates, Inc. , - 8,421.00
Tompkins-Johnston Co. ’ T 9,488,00

J. V. Andrews Company _ 7 10,300.00
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CONTRACT AWARDED MECKLENBURG PLUMBING COMPANY FOR FLUMBING WORK ON FIRE
STATION NO. 16,

Councllman Tuttle moved the award of contract to the low bldder, Mécklen—
burg Plumbing Company, for the Plumbing work on Fire Station No. 1B, as.
specified, in the amount of $8,135.00, on a unit price basis.. The motiop .
was seconded by Councilman Whittington and carried unanimously.

i@e following bids were received:

Mecklenburg Plumbing Company $ 8,135,00
H. &, Lentz Plumbing Company . . 8,449.00
Tompkins—~Johnston Company, Inc. 8,582.00
P. C. Godfrey, Inc. 8,610.00
J« V. Andrews Company ; 8,800.00

CONTRACT AWARDED K. W. LAIL ELECTRIC COMPANY FOR ELECTRICAL WORK ON FIRE
STATION NO. 16.

Mbtlon was made by Councilman Tuttle, seconded by Councilman Whittington
and unaninmously carried, awarding contract to the low bidder, K. W« Lail
Electrical Company, for the electrical work on Fire Station No. 18, as
spec1f1ed in the amount of $5,760.00, on a unit price basis.

The following blds were recelved.

X, W. Lail Electrlc Company 7 . $.5,760,00
Amity Electric Company 5,934.00
Ross Electric Company o ' _8,3685.00 ..
Reid Electric Company ’ o B} 6,651.00
Howard Electric Company . i 6,794.00

Power Electric Company 7,500.00

CITY MANAGER DRAWS COMPARISON IN COSTS OF CONSTRUCTING FIRE STATION TCDAY
WITH THE COST IN 1981,

M?. Veeder, City Manager, stated he thinks it appropriate to draw some come
parisons on the cost of construction of Fire Stations. That he thinks we
aie in a position to make a pretty good comparison because we have been
s%andardizlng cn Fire Stations for about six vears. That we have used the
same Architect and basically the. same plan and have built the fourth Station
51m11ar “to the one which was awarded today. That the station which was
apprcved 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
ihgredient 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@unc1lman Short asked if theré is any further dévelopment with relations
to the signal system of the people in this area which was discussed S0
much last summer, that something new and dramatic was being developed.
Mr. Veeder replied that has not turned out to be as economical as we
thought it would. TCouncilman Short stated there is no signal system in
t@is immediate area now; and Mr. Veeder replied we are putting in scme
wiring 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
going forward with Council’s request.
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ORSTRUCTION OF STREET IMPROVEMENTS TO THIRD, FOURTH, FIFTH, PINE ARD POP-
AR STREETS, IN CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT AUTHORIZED, AND ENGINEERING
UTHORIZED STARTED on PRDJECT“D IMPPOVFJ.‘E]\.TD TO SIXTH STREET.

T o I

Counc;lman Albea moved that wé proceed with the approximately $2,500,000
dtreet improvements in the Central Business District; these improvements

heing improvements to Third Street, Fourth Street, Fifth Street, Pine

Street and Poplar Street, and in addition to procesding with these improve-
ments, at the same tline proceed with the-engineeriﬁg on the projected improve—
ments to Sixth Street. The motion was seconded by Councilman Tuttle,

Councilman Jordan asked how much the engineering‘ﬁd_Siifh Strest will cost,
and Mr. Veeder replied it is estimated to be $13,840.00,

The vyote was taken on the metion and carried unanimeusly.

REVISION OF EMPLOYEES’ GROUP LIFE INSURANCE PLAN, APFROVED.

Cpuncilman Jordan moved the appreval of the revision of the City Employees”
Group Life Insurance Plan, as recommernided, The motlon wag seconded by Coun-

oilman Alexander and carried unanimously.

PROPERTY TEANSACTIONS IN CONN?CTION WITH VARICUS PRGJEPTS AUTHORLZED.

Upcn motion of Councilman Albkea, seconded by Counciliman Short and unani-
mous 1y carried, property transactions were authorized, as fo}lows:

{a) Acquisition of 4,950 sq. ft. of property, at 811 ¥. Brevard Street,
from United States Director of Internsl Revehue, in the amount of
$4,000,00, in connection with the Northwest Expressway.

{b} Acquisition of 650 sq. ft. of property, at 2827 Eastway Drive, from
Sarah K. Brown, widow, in the amount of $100.08, in connection with'
the Eastway Drive Widening Project. ' '

{¢} Aoquisition of 350 sq. ft. of property at 3623 Eastway Drive, from
David E, Eiliott and wife, Doris J. Elliott, in the amount of $300.00,
in connecticn with the Eastway Drive Widening Project,

{d} Acoquisition of 1,258 sq. ft. of property, at 3501 Eastway Drive, from
Joseph I. O'Donnell and wife, Mildred R. OfDonnell, in the amount of
$800.00, in connection with the Eastway Drive Widening Project.

{d) Acouisition of 675 sg. ft. of property, at 2815 Eastway Drive, from
Mrs. Eva P, Orr, widow, in the amount of $250,00, in connegcticn with
the Eastway Drlve Widening Project.

(7) Acguisition of B1S sg. ft. of propertvy 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.

{g} Acquisition of 615 sg., ft. of property at the northeasi corner of Baldwin
Avenue and Third Street, in the amount of $1,00, fotr construction ease~
ment irn enforcing the Clty 5 alght Distance Ordlnance at Baldwin Avenue
and Thlrd Street

{Continued)}
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(h) Acquisition of easement 157 x 222.757 in the 1200 block of Northbreok. .

Drive, from Ervin Construction Company, in the amount of $222.75, for
right of way for sanitary sewer line to serve Garden Park..

(i) Acguisition of 240 sg. ft. of property at 855 Wocdlawn Road, from
K. D. Shaver in the amount of $100,00, for construction easement in
connection with the Woodlawn Road Widening Project.

MAYOR BRCCOKSHIRE PRESENTS MEMORANDUMS FROM CITY MANAGER AND CITY’S RIGHT-
OF-WAY AGENT EXPLAINING THE ASSIGNMENT OF RIGHTS~OFunAY‘APPRAISALS T0O
B. B. BROKSHIRE AND D. A. STOUT.

Mayor Brookshire stated in the end that the public not be mislead, he would
like to straighten scme facts that have been bandied arcund with some specu-
lation of conjucture this past week. That Council was furnished last week,
at the request of Mr, UWhittington, a list of Charlotte real estate men who
have been given appraisal work on street rights-cof-way appraisals. The
Charlotte Vews was glso furished s copy from which a story and headlines
appeared to leave the impressicn 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-
oism, And he would like o 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 redommendations of the
Depa rtment Head and the City Manager. In the second place, he has nHever
asked Mr. Owens, Mr., Veeder nor any member of this Council to’ give Brevard
Brookshire or anyone else any kind of special consideration at any time.

On last Tuesday morning, he wrote Mr. Veeder the following memorandum:

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

Mayvor Brockshire stated he was given by Mr., Veeder this morning the report
on this matter from Mr. Owens 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 fellows:

When appraisal work is needed, the approved list is checked for those
appraisers whose cualificaiions meet the needs for the gpecific pro-
perty to be appraised. A time limit is determined and the indi-
vidual is called and asked if he wishes to ke 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 receilve more work when work

ig available, '

Mr., Da A, Stout and Mr. B. B. Brookshire have alwavs accepted assign-
ments and by doing the work and being prompt to complete the sppraisal
assignment have made themselves available for more assignments.
Favoritism has not been shown in the selection of any appraisers.




ls satisfied there has been ne favoritism wnatpoefer. S

ECouncilman Whlttlngton stated he asked My, Owens to give him a list of the

| their share of the work. That he has never shown this list to anyone.
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] Mr, D. A, Stout and My, B. B, Brookshlre have been assigned more

g appraisals than other appraisers simply because they acecepted all
- appraisals offered and completedtheir work promptly and are availe
i able for addltlcﬁal assignment when needed by the Clty #

[

Mayor Brookshire then read Mi Veeder s cover memorandum to him:

"This is to confirm our conversation concerning the selection of
appraisals from a list approved by the City Council. Appraisers
on this list have been givehn asslgnmewts on the kasis of their
willingness to accept assignments and their ability to meet
assigoments, thereby making themselves avallable for additional -
appratsals. .

No favorltlsm has been shown in t%e qelection of gppraisers from the
list.” R -

Mayor Brookshlre stated with all the fac Ls now in the open as far as he
is concerned that closes the matter. )

Councilman Tuttle stated wﬁep he saw the list- he was a little surprised
ard he has talked with three of the appraisers. One man is the low man,
who had received only one appraisal asalgnment and other two were highly
competent appraisers who had received some fivé or six assignments sach.
The low man told him thst he was the Tow man at his own chowsing;that he
‘has been offered cases.and he had not had the fime to take them and has so
told Mr. Cwens and requested\that he not be called anymore. He stated that
he is now available and would 1ike SORe cases. The two hl”le competent
appraisers who had had only five or six each stated they did not have the
‘time, and the reason they had only this nunber wes because they had keen
‘called and they had turned them down. Councilmen Tuitle remarked that he

appraisers who were doing work for the City and how much work they had done
because he had had complaints from realtors whe felt they were not getting

That Mr. Owen elected to send the list he had reguested to the City Mamager
instead of him, and he got it two weeks later and the story was in the
newspaper before he ever received the memorandum from the City Manager. !
That he has discussed it with no one. That he has discussed with Mr. Owens
the service that the Mayor’s brother has rendsred as an appraiser and his
work has been outstanding; he has rendered a service when called upen -

Eprobably perhaps mere readily than anyone else.

- COUNCILMAN | DISPu&YS BOTTLE OF COUGH SYRUP CONTAINING CODINE SOLD IN CHARLOTTE
. DRUG STORES BEING PURCHASED BY YDUNGSTERS AND ADULTS"FOR USE AS A "“KICKER"
| BECAUSE OF ITS POTENCY .

Counecilman Alexander stated he makes thls SLatement in much consternaulan
and after all of Mr, Tuttle’s concern in passing the "glue sniffing”

ordinance. That what he is about to present is proef that the City of

| Charlotte will not be legislated by ordinance. Since the glue sniffing i
- erdinance was adopted.the little inmignificant package which he held in his
'hand contained what is called simple Cough Syrup “ACY, and this now has bec@me

. the favorite kicker for those who resort to this type of activity, and it

§ has suddenly skyrocketed in sales in some drugstores throughout the city.
- That this "AC” is used by mixing it with Coca-Cola or lemon extrast and
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_%Youngsters and anybody else who so desires resorts to this and gets g fre~
‘mendous kick out of it. And it is causing a problem in some schools. He

. stated he paid $1.7C 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 vou do is go into a drugstore and ask for a bottle of “AC”, and 3
if you have the price, pay for it, sign your name and then you can get it,. o
That he could have bought as many bottles as he wanted from any drugstore . s
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 i
them know that vigilance is the watchword and we can never close our eyes
te this type of activity which seems to ke taking over in our city.

. Councilman Alexander stated they mix this erdinary 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 keing purchased but it is no violation, and all they
‘have to do is sell it.

Courncilman Short asked whether Mr, Alexander intended to imply that this
preduct is somehow manufactured just for a kicker purpose, or is this
‘actually something which is designed and fairly seld for the relief of o
.cough, but iz subject to this misuse? Councilman Alexander replied the i
‘druggists he talked with say this is a reputable firm, and they have neo
\idea that the firm which puts it out does so for any purpose other than a
cough medicine. That it just sC happens that youngsters.and people who
‘resort to this type of activity are aware now of its potency and this is.
taking the place of cheap wine and other things, because it 1s easy to
‘purchase and it gives them a bigger kick than cheap wine. -

ESOLUTION PROVIDING FOR A PUBLIC HEARING ON MAY 23RD ON A CHANGE IN THE f
ONING ORDINANCE TO PROVIDE FOR CONDITIONAL USE IN AN I-1 ZONE FOR TRUCK AND
fFREIGHT TERMINALS.

Coun01lman Thrower moved the adoption of a Resolution Providing for a Publlc;
Hearzng on May 23rd on Petition No. 65~8%A for a change in the moning ordi-
mance to provide for conditional use in I-1 zones for truck and freight
terminals. The motion was seconded by Couneilman Jordan.

Councilman Short agked what would be the effect now when we have had one
hearing with reference to the 300 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
the other two? We would just have the option if we have this second hearing?

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

Qoun01lman Short stated he helieves you have to ke rather legally technical
about this. That what is invelved in the zoning ordinance is not only .

truck terminals but several actual categories - two, anyway. That depots
are listed as one, motor temminals listed as one, and he does not know how - I
legalistic you would have to be in this motion. ' ;

Mr, Kiser stated the public advertisement will take care of that.
?he 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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GOUNCILMHN COMMENTS ON GQOD PUBLIC RELATIQNS EWGENDERED BY LETTER FROM COM-
MUNITY IMPROVEMENT SUPERVISOR TG PROPERTY GWYER RELATIVE TO REMDVAL OF DEBRIS
AQCUNULATED ON-HIS PREMISES.'

Cbuncllman Whlttlngton statad two weeks ago he requested Mr. Veeder to have
the Building Inspection Department look into an area in the Marsh Develop-
mgnt where g lot of debris had been left in a vard. He remarked that he
wants Council to See g copy of the letter which Mr. Charlie Frost wrote these
people, in which he says “I have a very important favor to ask you,” and he
goes on to say he was riding through the neighborhood and saw this condition
and he asked them if they would please help the City and help the neighbor-
hood by getting it cleaned up. Councilman Whittinghton stated he thinks

this very good public relations and something from the City that certalnly
wuuld not offend anyone, and he thinks it is very helpful.

dounmlman Jordan stated he thinks this would be a good suggustlon for the
I?farmatxon Bureau when we put it into effect in July.

CITY MANAGER REQUESTED TO NOTIFY-TAXICAB COMPANIES THAT CITY COUNCILMEN ARE
RECEIVINb COMPLAINTS RELATIVE TO INADEQUATE SERVICE BbING RENDERED MOTELS, -
HDTELS AND RESTRURANT PATRONS. ‘

Cpuncllman Mhittington stated he has had four complalnts from Motel and
Hotel people and Restaurant peocple that taxicabs since the railse in fares,
are not rendering service to these places when called without a’long delay.
Oﬁe man told him he waited for ome hour and fifteen minutes after he called
a cab from a Restaurant on Independence Boulevards He has talked with the
p@esident of the Motel & Hotel Restaurant Association, who save his folks—
have heen complaining about this., Councilman Whittington remarked that

he would like this to be a matter of record and for Mr. Vesder to notify
the Cab Companies that Councll menbers are getiing cdmplalnts about their
servzce..

n —— - L

Councilian Thrower moved tne neeting be adjourned whzch was seconded by

Councilman Short and carried unanimousiy. -

Lillian R. Hoffman, gﬁ%r Clerk






