
TOWN OF CHAPEL HILL 
306 NORTH COLUMBIA ST. 

CHAPEL HILL, N.C., 27514 

(919) 929-1111 

NOTICE OF SPECIAL MEETING OF THE CHAPEL HILL TOWN COUNCIL 

TO: COUNCIL ME1'-1BERS: MARILYN HYERS BOULTON 
JONATHAN HOWES 
BEVERLY KAWALEC 
DAVID PASQUINI 
NANCY PRESTON 
R. D. SMITH 
BILL THORPE 

You, and each of you, are hereby notified that the Town Council 
has called a Special Meeting, to be held in the Meeting Room 
at 10:05 ~M. on Eebruary 1a , 19]2_, to call an 
~cutive Session to discuss a personnel matter. 

We, the undersigned, members of the Chapel Hill Town Council, hereby 
accept notice of a Special Meeting of the Council, called by 
Honor e Jose h s'f , Mayor, to be held in 
the Hee in un'ci al Building, on Feb, 18, 1985 at 10:05 ~m. 



!-ll:·;UTES OF A PUBLIC HSAI;.ING OF r;-;: tiAYOR AXJ COU::CIL 
OF THE TO\-J:'' OF CH.A.PEL 1-ELL, !-1U~:ICI?A.L BUIL:JING 

FEBXUARY 18, 1985, 7: 3C P. :1. 

.:·,!ayor Joseph L. Kassif called the meeting to order. Cou:1cil 
:;e:7lbers present vlere: 

Jonathan Howes 
Beverly ~~awalec 
David Pasquini 
~~ancy Preston 
I'.. :::>. Smith 
Bill Thorpe 

Council l-lel"lber :·lari lyn ~;yers Boulton uas absen~, excused. Also 
present \·lere Tm-m :ianager David lL Toylor, Assista11t To'.:n 
Nanagers Sonna Loe1.vent:1al and Ron Secrist, anc.! Tm-m Attorney 
Grainger Barrett. 

P.ezoning ~ndeveloped Land, Zoned ?--4 or ~-5 to R-3 

Roger Waldon, Planning Director, stated that at the December 17, 
19,)L;. h'ork session, Council requested this issue be included i:-1 
tl1is Public Hearing. >lr. IJaldon said that th·2 proposal was for a 
comprehensive rezoning now of 53 properties based on the concern 
over the cumulative im~acts of development already under 
construction and/or a?~roval. 

Lig~tning Brown, representing the Planning Board, s~ated t~at t~e 
Board at this time una11imously supported the staff recom~endation 
to deny blanket rezonings of hig~er density land. Mr. Bro~;n said 
the Board felt it \vas inappropriate at this ti:ne because tl1e 
proposed change was based on insuf~icient information regardin~ 
individual pro~erties and ti1eir relationship to vacanc lots. He 
stated the Board felt that once the staff compiled this 
information then Council should revie~ these properties for 
possible rezoning. 

ilanager Taylor reco~nended denial of the rezoning proposal. 

I!r. Art Herner, spea~dng for the Chapel l-Iill Alliance of 
:~eighborhoods, spo:~e in favor of the proposal. He said the Tmm' s 
objective was to provide a mixture of residential types in Cha~el 
Hill subcommunities, and to promote development at a 
predetermined and orderly pace such that development should not 
overextend the To\m' s ability to provide required services or 
infrastructure. :-:r. \·Jerner felt the current zoning map and :_)ace 
and type of development Chapel Hill was experiencing were not 
achieving these objectives. He suggested that Council dm·mzone 
those parcels of land currently zoned for high density 
residential use to R-2 to enable the Town to regain some control 
over the type and pace of development, and then decide on a case 
by case basis with the burden of proof on the developer, that a 
higher density would be warranted. 

Mr. Leonard Berlow, speaking as a citizen, said t~ere were errors 
in the areas designated for this zoning change. He stated that 
only . 7 acre of his property \vas in Chapel Hill and that that 
property had been left zoned R-4 by recent Council action on 
October 22, 1984. :-iayor Nassif asked that !'-ir. Berlow's comments 
fron the October 22, 1984 meeting be entered into this record. 
(For a copy of text on October 22, 1934, and protest petition, 
see Clerk's file). 

>ls. l·iary s:~inner' an attorney representing tuo 
spoke against the proposed rezoning. (For a 
petition, see Clerk's file). 

property 
copy of 

ooners, 
protest 

!·!r. Leonard VanNess, representing the Board of t!1e Cl1a~"jer of 
Comnerce, recommended that Council leave the zoning map as is 
with respect to R-4 and R-5 uses, exardne t;1e r:Jc.r;.:et potent::..a::. 
for lower price higher density residential developmen~, and 
review the possibility of adding additicnal Office-Institutional 
and CoDnercial uses to accomodate the Town's growth. (For 
complete text, see Clerk's file). 
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Mr. Robert ~. Burch, speaking as a ci~izen, said he was agains~ 
dmmzo71in.s since the majority of the developed property in the 
surrouncling areas were Office-Institutional, and because he felt 
it would hurt t:1e comnuni ty. t.1r. Burch said i1c thou3ht eac:, 
property should be planned separately v?i th regard to rezoning. 
(See Clerk's file for protest pe~ition). 

:ir. Ronnie Parks, spealcing as a citizen, s~oke agninst doimzoning 
and as}cecl ... ,,;,y landmmers in :1is a:-ea ;,.ad not receivcJ indiviclc.;.al 
notice of this hearing. ~anager Taylor stated that the staff ha2 
sent letters to property o~mers listed on the Orange County Tax 
Records for the areas in question. 

;:r. Henry Whitfield, spea~dng as a citizen, adC:ressed the issue 
of growth in Chapel Hill and the cost of livins. He asked that an 
article on living in Chapel Hill be included in the record (See 
Clerk's file). 

COL':·:CIL : :::.:t·1BLR S~iiTH :10\rE.D, SECO:~D:C:D BY COU::CIL ~1E:·;BE::1. HO\!ES TU 
REFE~ TO Tl-IE !1AKAGER. 

Council :ien~er Pasquini asked the r·lanager to prepare a menoran:~u:. 
on the procedure for how property could be developed at a hibher 
zoning density. 

Council :lember Preston asked about the Public Facilities 
Ordinance that the Gro1vth Task Force had reco!TI:nended and its tLie 
schedule. ~1anager Taylor said the timetable was that vJhich \vas 
set at the January 4, 1935 uork session and that at the first or 
second neeting in March the staff planned to present Council with 
items discussed at the work session on growth management. 

Counci 1 ! lenber Sr:1i th asked tlle :·ianager to prepare a memoranC:un or, 
low and moderate income housing; what constitutes low and 
moderate income housing, and the average cost/price of this type 
of housing. Manager Taylor said the staff would prepare the 
memorandum. 

Council ~1enber HO\·Jes asked which of the protest petitions were 
valid. Xanager Taylor replied that the four petitions included in 
the Council's packet were thought to be valid but that the staff 
would do title searc.hes on the properties to be sure. Council 
i·le::1ber Howes asked hm,' many votes were required to overrule the 
protest petitions. Attorney Barrett replied that a 3/4 vote of 
Council in favor of the proposal \·Ja.S needed to overrule ti1e 
protest petitions. 

Council :-:ember Pasquini as::ed ~!anager Taylor to 
letters of notice sent to property owners. 

THE ~10TIO:·~ PASSED Ul\A:U~iOUSLY, ( 7-0). 

DI·Jelling Unit Per Acre Limitations and vr-:- Ratios 

' 1 cnec,( on 

Roger \Jaldon, Planning :!)irector, made a brief presentation on 
density ca;JS and listed four possible alter:~ative actions: 1) 
lower dwelling unit per acre linitations; 2) lower floor area 
ratios; 3) eliminating d>-:relling per acre limitations; and 4) 
eliminating floor area ratios. 

Lightning BrO\·m, representing the Planning Board, said t~1a~ t:1e 
Board was not happy with density caps and felt Floor Area Ratio 
standards were the better means of regulating building intensity. 
The Planning Board believed the Floor Area Ratio system 
encourages greater variety of housing types and allm\'S grea':er 
exactness in specifications of standards of livability, open 
space and recreation in housing requiremen~s. 

I·:anager Taylor sa1.d the staff continued to believe that the 
conbination of LUI ratios and density Ca?S are ~he best system 
and recommended no change be made. 

:·i:-. Robert ~. Burch, speaking as a citizen, encourage~ Council to 
leave the density caps as they are. 
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:Jr. Leonard Van~~ess, representing t!-le Boa-::-d of Directors <?£ !::·1e 
C:1 ar:1ber of Co:-:1nerce, said :::ha::: tl1e C!!c::r1her \·Jas conce:-nec. tt1a t 
adoption of this proposal would cause s~all units_to be sq~eez~d 
between the density ca?S and the land cost per un~t result~ng ~n 
larger, more expensive housing. :Jr. Van?~ess sa1d the Ct1ar:1be:.· 
endorsed the i·lanager' s recommendation. (For cou.plete text, see 
Cler:('s file). 

~rr. Robert Joesting, speaking as a citizen, spoke in favor of 
maintaining current density caps and LUI ratios. He stated :::h~::: 
lo\·!ering density caps would squeeze out those individuals w:1o 
looi: for smaller units. 

I"-lr. Henry \-Jhitfield spoke to the issue of gross land area 
credits. 

COU\'CIL ~1E1'·1B~I;. S>iiTri ~lOVED, SECmmr::D BY COU:\CIL ;.rs:mER P;..3Ql.JI~:I, 
TO :.zEFEIZ TO Ti{S l·iA?~AGEK. 

Council ;·!ember Smith asked the :·lanager to prepare a rner.10randu:-:1 on 
the average rent on one bedrooD, 934 and 1234 square foo: 
apartnents and two bedroom apartments with the same square 
footage. Council r·1e::1"02r Sn:.th also stated he thought the cos::s 
listed in the Cha~ber of Commerce's memorandu~ for housing were 
not correct. 

Council Hem:,er Pasquini asked the !•1anager also prov1c.e 
information on the minimum size chat has been approved for a unit 
and its marke~ cost. 

Tl:: :-lOTION CA?.Rl:ED Ui~Arn~10USLY, ( 7-0). 

Buffervard and Screening Requirements 

Roger \~ldon, Planning Director, made a brief presentation sayin~ 
that buffers \'lere uade of three COT7!'.JOnent s: \·Jidth, density of 
vegetation, and structures allo~·;ed .;nd not allO\ve.:l within t1-1e 
border. He said the proposal would upgrade buffers by increasing 
standards of buffers, expand applicaoility to situations where 
buffers are not now required, and provide more prescriptive 
standc::rds as \vell as flexibility for developers in providin~ 
buffers. >ir. IJaldon also said the staff still l-IaC' questions o;1 
the proposed fencing require~en:s and type of ller~s, feeling that 
they might no~ be adequate. 

:·1r. Lightning B1·o-vm, representinG the ?lannin6 Boa-r-d~ said t~e 
Board strongly supported the proposed ordinance changes ~o 
increase buffer requ~remen:::s. 

!1r. Donald Shaw, represent::..ng the Community A?pearance 
Com:1i s sion, said the Co8mis s ion unanimously support eel the 
proposal \·;i th the saoe exce]Jt ions. He said the Cor.1:-.1i ss ion fe 1 t 
the ordinance would bring about a blend of community beauty, 
preservation of privacy and was not unduly burdensome to property 
0\.;ners; would clarify for applicants the kinds of proposals to 
ma~e regarding vegetation; and was a good strategy as a means of 
separating and defining properties. 

:.:anager Taylor recommended adoption of the ordinance and 
resolution enacting increased buffer require~ents. 

;·ir. Leonard Van:..Jess, representing th0 Board of Directors of 
Chamber of Commerce, said the Board supported the Manger's 
recommendation. He also asked for clarification on the maturitv 
of the trees to be planted in the buffers (For complete text, se~ 
Clerk's file). 
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Hayor Nassif asked the i-lanager to 
power plant on ~·Jason Farm Road to 
established requi~enents. 

chec;<. the screening 
see if it adhered 

of the 
to the 

ilr. Art Werner, speaki!1g as a citizen, stated he liked the 
proposal but would like it ar.ended to bette~ reflect reality. Ec 
said there needed to be sonething to protect existing vege~ation 
when a developer begins a project. He cited Booker Creek Village 
and Ki~~wood as two exacples where vegetation was not protecte~. 
Jlr. :·:erner stated he'd like the Council to specify that any 
buffer be required to retain the existing vegetation and trees 
unless Council specifically waives this point, and that Council 
approve the final plans of a develo?P.ent, not just the concept. 

COUfCIL : :S>iBER Ph.SQUil~I i!OV£;), SECO:~uED BY COUt~CIL ; :Eil:3E:'. 
!(A' . .'ALEC, TO ~Ei'ER TO r;:s ;~_:,.:.:AGER. 

Council Ne~ber Pasquini as~ed the Manager to prepare a rnemorandu:i 
on ~o~ the ordinance would have affected exist~ng develop~en:s, 
S?ecifically ~!isty \:oods and Kensington Trace. 

Council Me~~er Preston asked the Manger to prepare a memorandu~ 
on the required height of trees and shrubs in the buffers. 

Council i·ieli1ber Sr:1i th as}~ed the Mana.:.;er to check the Special l'se 
Permits for Kirk\·Wod and Booker Creek Villa3e, referred by t-lr. 
Werner, to see if the developers had adhered to the require~ents 
of the Special Use Permit. 

Ti-IE ::O'fiO:: CARf,IED U:J.f..[;p.;Q~TSLY, ( 7-0). 

~ini~un Setbacks 

Roger 1-Jaldon, Planning Director, mace a short presentation in 
which he discussed the setbacks. Ee said a setback is the 
distance between an above-ground structu!'"e and the boundary of 
t~e lot on wi1ich it is located. Setbac1~ regulations are 
SU?ple~ented by bufferyard and screeni~g require!i1ents, which are 
intended to reduce visual and other impacts of acjacent 
development and to help provide privacy. Setbacks do not apply to 
par:~ine lots, loading areas, S\viG:7ling pools, or othe!'" 
ground-level or below-ground structures. Such structures an~, 
however, prohibited within bufferyards. 

l1r. Lightning B!'"own, representing the Planning Board, stated that 
assuDing the adoption of the increased standards of bufferyards 
and sc~eens, the Planning Board supports t~e staff 
reco~nendations that setbacks not be changed at this time. 

i·;anager Taylor reco;-nmended ti1at no action be taken to amend 
existing rninir:mm setbacks except for Planned Development, \vhere 
he recommended 50 feet from the street right-of-\vay and 25 fee~ 
from the interior lot lines. 

t·lr. Leonard VanNess, representing the Chamber of Con7:1erce, spoi~e 
in support of the Manager's recommendation. 

:·lr. Robert \.J. Burch, speaking as a citizen, said he would 1 ii~e 
the setbacks to remain as they are. 

COU:~CIL :·1L1BER S!,HTH l·10VED, SECONDED BY COUNCIL MElBE:R PP.2STO::, 
TO REF2R TO THE ~~NAGER. 

Council ~ler.~ber Smi :h questioned whether 
requirement for setbacks from interior 
conflict with regard to the buffers, and 
investigate. 

or not the 25 feet 
lines would create 

asked the >1anager to 

Council i·lemb2r Preston asked tl1e :.Janager to prepare a rr:emo!'"an~un 
on the current setback requirements for multi-family housing on 
the major thoroughfares. 
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;:ayor Nassif \·~as concerned that soce of these ;Jroposals night 
tend to make environmental design uniform rather t~an unique. He 
sugsested that Council could reserve the right to look at the 
designs and decide 0:1 its merits rather than to state that the 
setbacks had to be 50 feet or 25 feet. 

THE NOTIO:~ CARRIEJ UNAl'iH10USLY, ( 7-0). 

Bulletin Boards /:~ios~s in the Tmm Center 

Roger Waldon, Planning Director, said this iteo was the result of 
a request fro:;, the Dmmtmm Chapel Hill Association and that the 
proposal did not constitute a Town commitment to providing 
information kiosks or where they would be placed, rather it would 
allow kiosks to be constructed. 

Lightning Brm·m, representing the Planning Board, spoke in 
support of the ordinance amendment. 

Donald S:1a\·7, representing Community Appearance Commission, s j)O~:e 
in favor of the ordinance amendment. 

Manager Taylor recommen~ed adoption of the ordinance. 

COUNCIL lT::: :BER St-iiTH :·iOVED, SECO:JDi:::8 BY COU~CIL NE: ~B=R PR2STO::, 
TO RI::F:::R TO THE NANAGE~. THE i-lOTIOL~ PASS::::D U~A:~It10USLY, ( 7-0). 

COUl~Ci:L ilE>IBER S:iiTH t·l0\7SD, SECONDE~ BY CO-:J~CIL ~·ID1BER PRESTO:~, 
TO ADJOU~N TO EXECUTIVE SESSION TO DISCUSS A PERSO:UEL ~lATTSR. 
THE i·iOTIO:J PASSE::> U:iA?·:I>!OUSLY, ( 7-0). 

A t·10TIO:~ WAS DULY i•1ADE AND SECOiDI:D TO ADJOUR:·: THE t-1EETING. 
rliJTIO;,; PASSED Ul·:A:·:HlOUSLY, ( 7-0) . 

The meeting adjourned at 11:30 p.m. 

Mayor Joseph L. Nassif 

Nancy J. Wells, Information Services 
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