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COUNCIL MINUTES
The City Council of the City of Raleigh met in a Unified Development Ordinance Work Session at 4:00 p.m. on Monday, November 26, 2012 in the City Council Chamber of the Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 West Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present:

Mayor Nancy McFarlane
Mayor Pro Tem Russ Stephenson
Mary-Ann Baldwin
Councilor Thomas G. Crowder

Councilor Bonner Gaylord

Councilor John Odom

Councilor Randall Stagner
Councilor Eugene Weeks

Mayor McFarlane called the meeting to order at 4:08 p.m.  All Council members were present.
UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE – REVIEW – DIRECTION GIVEN; COMMUNITY GARDENS/URBAN AGRICULTURE REFERRED TO LAW AND PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE
The following Planning Staff Report was presented:

CITY COUNCIL WORKSHOP – 26 NOVEMBER 2012
UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE
Staff will respond to any Council questions that have been submitted. The first section contains questions received. Staff provides the question posed, a response, and a recommendation, if appropriate.

The second section of this report provides an overview of Chapter 8 – Subdivision & Site Plan Standards.  Staff will present Chapter 8 at the November 26 work session.
A list of deferred items that will not be discussed at this meeting is included in section 3 of this report.


City Council Questions

During the presentation of Chapter 7 – General Development Standards on November 19, several questions were raised.  Staff has included these questions in the list of deferred items to be discussed.

Deferred Items


These items will be discussed at the November 26 City Council work session.


1.
Fence Regulations


Staff was asked to inquire about the maximum permitted height for fences, as listed in section 7.2.4.D.3.  This section permits a maximum fence height of nine feet.  The current code standard is six feet.  In speaking with the consultants, the intent was to provide a meaningful fence to gain a sense of enclosure and privacy. While a six-foot fence does provide an enclosure, it may not always provide meaningful screening.  Staff suggests reducing the maximum fence height to eight feet.

A question was also raised about the standard that would require a column every 40 feet for fences.  Staff has spoken with the consultant, and proposes a clarification to the text.  The intent was to require a masonry column every 40 feet. 

Recommendation:  Staff recommends that section 7.2.4.D.3 on page 7-17 be altered to read:

3.
Fences
Fences in a protective yard must meet the following:
a.
Fences must be closed and not exceed a maximum height of eight nine feet.
b. 
Fences must be constructed of wood, composite fencing or PVC vinyl with the finished face located towards the adjacent property.
c. 
Alternative fence materials may be approved by the Planning and Development Officer. 
d.
Wooden fFences that use wooden support posts must be constructed with set in a masonry support column at least every 40 feet.  The support column may not exceed the maximum allowed height of the fence.

e.
 No fence can be located within any required drainage or utility easement, or similar City of Raleigh easement, or within any tree conservation area.
2.
Wall Materials
Staff was asked to respond to questions regarding fences and walls in section 7.2.4.D.  This section provides the standards for fences and walls used in a protective yard.  The UDO requires that a street protective yard or transitional protective yard be installed for certain uses enumerated in Chapter 6.  The specific question was in regard to the construction materials permitted in subsection D.2. This section lists the acceptable materials for walls located in the protective yard. 

As written, there is some confusion regarding subsections 2.c and 2.d, as they seem to be conflicting regulations.  Staff suggests removing subsection 2.d to remedy the conflict. 

Recommendation: Staff recommends that section 7.2.4.D.2 on page 7-17 be modified to read:

2.
Walls
Walls in a protective yard must meet the following:
a.
Walls must be closed and not exceed a maximum height of eight nine feet.
b. 
Walls shall be compatible with the principal building in terms of texture, quality, material and color.
c. 
Walls must be constructed of high quality materials including one or a combination of the following: decorative blocks; architectural block, brick; stone; cast-stone; split-faced block; stucco over standard concrete masonry blocks; glass block in a structurally safe and attractive condition.
d. 
No walls containing more than 50% exposed standard concrete masonry blocks are permitted, whether painted or not.
e. d. 
Alternative wall materials may be approved by the Planning and Development Officer. 
f. e. 
No wall can be located within any required drainage or utility easement, or similar City of Raleigh easement, or within any tree conservation area.
Additionally, section 7.2.8.B on page 7-25 should be modified to be consistent. This section should be altered to read:

B.
General Standards

1. 
Fences and walls must be constructed of high quality materials including one or a combination of the following: decorative blocks; brick; stone; cast-stone; architectural block, split-faced block; stucco over standard concrete masonry blocks; glass block; wood; wrought iron; composite fencing; wire, PVC vinyl; aluminum; metal or other material approved by the Planning and Development Officer.
2. 
No wall containing more than 50% exposed standard concrete masonry blocks may be allowed, whether painted or not.
3. 2. 
No wall or fence may be located within any required drainage or utility easement, or similar City of Raleigh easement.
4. 3. 
Barbed wire or concertina wire may be allowed in accordance Sec. 13-3011.
5. 4. 
Except in an IH District, chain-link fences are not allowed in any front or side street setback.
6. 5. 
The maximum length of a continuous, unbroken and uninterrupted fence or wall plane shall be 100 feet. Breaks shall be provided through the use of columns, landscaped areas, transparent sections or a change in material.
7. 6.
Except in an IH District, a wall or fence not more than six feet height may be located in a front or side street setback, provided the opacity of the wall or fence above four feet in height exceeds 50%.
8. 7. 
A wall or fence may not exceed eight feet in height in a side or rear setback.

3.
Resource Extraction

This issue was raised by City Council during the presentation of Chapter 6.  The UDO classifies resource extraction as an "open" use, which would only be permitted in the Agriculture Productive and Heavy Industrial zoning districts with a special use permit.  The special use permit could be granted by the Board of Adjustment, provide the findings listed in section 10.2.9 are met.  These Planning Commission recommended modifications to these findings.  Findings number 6, 8, 9 and 11 were removed from the UDO.

The resource extraction use category includes rock quarries, extraction of raw materials from the earth and stockpiling of these materials.  The current zoning code permits these uses in the Industrial and Thoroughfare zoning districts.

There are two existing rock quarries in the City limits; each of which is non-conforming given the existing zoning.  The City Council recently approved a rezoning to permit the stockpiling of overburden material on a property adjacent to an existing quarry.  The City Council also recently denied a rezoning of an existing rock quarry.  Each of these requests was highly contentious, and involved considerable citizen input.  Because of the highly contentious nature of these requests, staff felt it appropriate to list the use as a special use in the UDO.

A special use permit requires a quasi-judicial hearing before the Board of Adjustment.  The Board would review the request in consideration of the special use criteria.
4.
Civic Buildings

This issue was raised by City Council during the review of Chapter 2.  The discussion item related to the lack of a build-to standard for civic buildings, such as churches, schools or day care facilities.  The concern was that these uses may contain large amounts of parking or vehicular circulation in front of the building façade, which could have a negative impact.
Civic buildings are permitted in all residential and mixed use zoning districts. These buildings are intended for churches, schools, day care facilities and governmental buildings.  All of these uses require a transitional protective yard when located in a residential district.  This would provide perimeter property separation and screening.  Schools and day care centers require a type C3 street protective yard, which is a 10-foot wide landscaped area containing shrubs.

If the concern related to these civic uses is related to the visual impact of the parking and vehicular circulatory system, staff suggests that the type C1 street yard be required.  This would include a six-foot tall fence or wall in the 10-foot wide landscaped area.  If accepted, section 6.3.1.E should also be modified to require the type C1 street protective yard.  This would require a street protective yard and transitional protective yard for all civic uses. 

Chapter 8 Overview

Chapter 8 contains the blocks and street standards.  This chapter contains many new regulations.  The largest additions include the section on adequate public facilities, which is a discussion item at the Comprehensive Planning Committee.  The chapter includes standards for maximum block length, a new regulation in the code.  The maximum length for new blocks would be applied with the construction of new streets.  This chapter also includes new street typologies that would replace the current arterials, collectors and thoroughfares.  The new street cross sections include: sensitive area streets, local streets, mixed use streets, major streets and industrial and service streets.

These street cross sections provide the maximum right-of-way width with dimensions for street yards, sidewalks, curb and gutter, bicycle lanes, vehicular travel lanes and medians. The UDO would prohibit the creation of new private streets, although existing private streets would be allowed to remain. 

Another revised concept in Chapter 8 is related to the construction surety for public improvements.  The current code requires that a construction surety be submitted once 75% of the public improvements have been installed.  The UDO would require the surety prior to installation. 

The Planning Commission recommended alterations to the street cross sections, based on staff review and input. 

Deferred Items


The remaining list of deferred items will not be discussed at the November 26 work session.

1.
Section 1.5.3.B.6. Required Amenity

This issue was raised when discussing the recommendations of the Planning Commission.  Item 1.8 would add language to permit tree conservation area to be used in the 5% required amenity area for certain building types.  Questions were also raised regarding the usage of the open space – should some portion be active? What defines an amenity?  The urban design guidelines may contain insight.  This issue was raised during the discussion of townhomes, and the removal of minimum lot sizes.  The concern raised was that there would be no open space included in these developments.  
2.
Section 1.5.12 Residential Garage Options  
This was discussed during the review of Chapter 1.  Staff was directed to review the provision for recession of 6 feet or more that places no restrictions.  Also, Councilor Stephenson distributed a proposal that would modify the standards. 
3.
Section 2.4.2 Backyard Cottages
The topic of backyard cottages was sent to the Comprehensive Planning Committee.

4.
Residential Building Height
Staff received a list of houses to examine.  Staff members are currently measuring the height of these structures, and will return with a full report. 

5.
Community Gardens
Staff was asked to explore the permitted districts for community gardens; specifically the reason for a special use permit in the R-2 through R-10 zoning districts. 


6.
Residential Density

Staff was asked to explain how the lack of maximum residential density in the mixed use districts given the current discussion regarding adequate facilities; specifically related to transportation.
Senior Planner Travis Crane stated today's work session would begin with a review of the following deferred items:  fences, walls, resource extraction, and civic buildings.  His PowerPoint presentation contained the following information about fences.

Fences

(
Two sections for fences:  those that are required and those that are permitted.

(
Fence required in transitional protective and some street yards.

(
Current maximum fence height is six feet.

(
UDO proposes to increase height to nine feet for fences required in protective yards.

(
Staff was asked to explore the reason for the increase.
(
Question about fence support

(
Required every 40 feet; must be masonry.

(
Transitional protective yards required for:

(
Life care community.

(
School.

(
All civic uses.

(
Telecommunication towers.
(
Day care center.
(
Remote parking facility.

(
Outdoor animal care.

(
Vehicle sales/rental/repair.
(
Towing yard.

(
Self storage.

(
Warehouse and distribution.

(
Resource extraction.

Mr. Crane reviewed with the Council the information and recommendations contained in the staff report regarding fences.  Lengthy discussion took place regarding privacy, fence support/ bracing, auditory and visual blockage, fence height (minimum, maximum, and relevance to grade change and topography), distance between fence columns, fence maintenance/decay of wooden fences over time, anchoring of fences according to the state building code (relative to wind), fence appearance, screening requirements, visual v. structural requirements, public safety relative to fence height/visual blockage, and transitional protective yards (for side/rear property lines between incompatible uses) v. street protective yards (face the street, apply to certain uses, and are in addition to streetscape).  Council agreed on the following:
(
Six and one-half foot minimum height for fences in a protective yard.
(
Eight foot maximum height for fences in a protective yard.
(
Remove subparagraph d in staff report that requires columns.

Senior Planner Crane's PowerPoint presentation contained the following information about walls.

Walls
(
Similar to fence regulations.

(
Question regarding materials and maximum height.

(
Required in certain protective yards.


(
Minimum required height of six or seven feet, depending on type.

Mr. Crane reviewed with the Council the information and recommendations contained in the staff report regarding walls.

Mr. Stephenson asked if item 6 in staff's recommendation for general standards for walls should now be deleted so as to be consistent with Council's action regarding fences.  Senior Planner Crane replied affirmatively.  He also noted that the phrase "exceeds 50%" in item 7 of staff's report will be changed to "does not exceed 50%."
The next topic was resource extraction.  Senior Planner Crane's PowerPoint presentation contained the following information.

Resource Extraction
Staff was asked to review resource extraction in the UDO.  Resource extraction includes:

(
Dredging, earth extraction.

(
Extraction of phosphate or minerals.

(
Extraction of sand or gravel, borrow pit.
(
Land clearing for the purpose of resource extraction.

(
Metal, sand, stone, gravel, clay, mining and other related processing.

(
Stockpiling of sand, gravel, or other aggregate materials.

Planning Commission added "gas extraction."

(
Resource extraction listed as "special use" in Agriculture Productive (AP) and Heavy Industrial (HI) categories.
(
Requires granting of special use permit by Board of Adjustment (BOA).
(
Findings are reviewed; decision based on findings.

(
Transitional protective yard and street protective yard required.

(
Other special use permits:

(
Group living/rest homes/special care in R districts.


(
Telecommunication towers taller than 250 feet.

(
Remote parking lot in R districts.


(
Heliport.

(
Outdoor animal care.

(
Towing yard.


(
Community gardens/urban farms.

(
Existing code permits mining/quarrying in I-1 and I-2.

(
City contains two existing quarries.

(
One zoned R-4.


(
Other split-zoned TD/I-1.

(
Each at least partially nonconforming.  (R-4 quarry is completely nonconforming.)

(
Each requested rezoning within past two years.  One was denied; one was approved.
Mr. Crane stated staff is comfortable with the current UDO language requiring a special use permit for these uses.
Mr. Gaylord asked what future public process will be required to make these properties conforming.  Mr. Crane replied that nonconformities related to use are addressed by rezoning the property to a zone that permits the use.  If a nonconformity relates to a process, i.e., the current use on the property requires a special use permit, the property owner must apply for a special use permit via a quasi-judicial hearing before the BOA.  If the special use permits listed above do not possess said permits when mapped after adoption of the UDO, they will be nonconforming.  Mayor McFarlane asked if they would have to apply for another special use permit if they already have one.  Mr. Crane said he did not think so, but would defer to the Deputy City Attorney.  Mr. Gaylord asked if Council has the authority to grant the transfer of a special use permit during mapping without the property owner having to go before the BOA.
Deputy City Attorney Ira Botvinick explained that two zoning districts, AP and HI, will allow resource extraction and the regulations are the same for both under the UDO.  The question is what the regulations say about nonconforming rock quarries.  The City currently has two – Duraleigh Road and Westgate.  As it is stated now, they are only allowed through a special use permit authorized by the BOA.  There is nothing in the UDO that would allow the City Council to grant a special use permit by zoning without a special use permit from the BOA.  By placing something in the special use permit category, Council basically acknowledges that such requests are to be determined on a case-by-case basis by the BOA.  The two ends of the broad spectrum for conformity and compatibility are (1) a special use permit issued by the BOA pursuant to generalized standards and (2) zoning property in a way to make the use conforming.
Mr. Crowder asked if the existing quarries are grandfathered and do not need a new special use permit.  Mr. Botvinick replied that is the big question.  They cannot be made conforming under the UDO unless they get a special use permit.  He agreed that one way of handling the situation is to grandfather the quarries that are currently in place and require new properties to go through the special use permit process.  The question is what the Council is making the quarry conform to, and he described various scenarios to illustrate issues such as size of the quarry, expansion, and buffer parameters.  Mr. Botvinick said choices have to be made even with the existing quarries.  Another approach, which he thinks was suggested by attorney Lacy Reaves on behalf of his client, the Westgate quarry, is that the Council could create a third new zoning district with a conditional use process.  Staff needs to know what direction Council wishes to go in.
Mayor McFarlane stated one of the concerns, especially for the multiple-zone quarry, is how much it can expand without going through a public process.  The Deputy City Attorney responded that instead of asking how much wider the pit can be, perhaps the question should be what the protection border is the Council wants to protect regardless of whether the quarry owner wants to dig deeper or wider.
Mr. Gaylord said from a fairness perspective, there should be a lateral transition as much as possible.  This is not an intent to create greater authority, but he does not believe the Council should strip authority and create a new public process.  The Mayor asked what would happen if the quarries stay nonconforming.  Mr. Botvinick said the current rules are being carried forward, so Council needs to address what constitutes expansion.  Council could establish a percentage or could establish a buffer and say "you can't cross this line."  Mayor McFarlane asked if expansion lines are defined now, and Mr. Botvinick said it is very complicated depending on what constitutes an expansion, whether it is digging deeper, digging wider, doing both, or doing neither.  Mr. Gaylord said due to the nature of a quarry, it seems like every action of the business could be interpreted as an expansion because with every dig the quarry is getting bigger.  Deputy City Botvinick said there are court cases that go both ways, but the majority of the cases are as Mr. Gaylord described.
Discussion continued.  It was the consensus of the Council that new quarries should be required to follow the proposed regulations and obtain a special use permit.  Mr. Crowder pointed out that both existing quarries have different limitations on them, and Council cannot solve this nonconformity issue today.  Mayor McFarlane asked if all parameters of gas extraction have been considered, and Development Services Manager Christine Darges said it was looked at separately.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers reminded the Council members it is an easy matter to pull quarries out of the use table if they want to treat them differently than other uses.  In response to a question from Ms. Baldwin, Planning Manager Greg Hallam stated that any expansion or extension of an existing legal nonconforming use would require a special use permit from the BOA.  Attorney Lacy Reaves, who was in the audience, noted that the UDO uses the word "enlargement" instead of "expansion."  Mr. Stephenson asked if he would entertain language related to a buffer, and Mr. Reaves said he would, and would be happy to meet with staff to discuss it.  Mr. Crowder cautioned that careful deliberation will be needed if this is opened up to a process because of the many surrounding neighbors and the lawsuits that are involved.  Ms. Baldwin suggested asking staff to meet with Mr. Reaves and bring alternative language to the Council.  There is a business case here that could be impacted and that also hurts the City, but Council also wants to protect neighbor rights.
Senior Planner Crane confirmed that Council agrees all new rock quarries will have to obtain a special use permit.

The final deferred item for discussion was civic buildings.  Senior Planner Crane's PowerPoint presentation contained the following information.

Civic Buildings

Would be used for:

(
Residential institutions.

(
Governmental uses.

(
Schools.

(
Churches.

(
Day care facilities.
Questions were raised about parking and building location, how civic buildings address the street, and the lack of a minimum building window.
(
Buildings permitted in all residential and mixed use districts.

(
Use standards in Chapter 6 are listed by use.

(
Transitional protective yard required for uses in the R districts.

(
Street yards required for schools and day cares.

(
If concerned about screening vehicular area, a Type C1 street yard could be required by Section 6.3.1.  Type C1 requires a minimum six foot high fence with a landscaped area of at least 10 feet with shrubs and trees.
Mr. Stephenson commented that a street protective yard is important for accessory uses, such as a day care or school for a church, but he is not sure a six foot fence is a desirable screen on a public street.  Development Services Manager Darges stated a protective yard is applied based on the primary use of a property.  Mr. Crowder said that in looking at civic buildings, the build-to line and parking lots, context is important for the neighborhood.  He would prefer not to have massive parking lots in residential districts.  Ms. Darges responded that is the rationale for a build-to for townhouses and apartment complexes in residential neighborhoods.  A build-to could be applied to civic uses in residential districts.  Mr. Gaylord agreed that makes sense, especially in order to foster walkable neighborhoods.  Mayor McFarlane and Ms. Baldwin pointed out the difficulty schools have in purchasing property and positioning the building; sites for schools are difficult to find.  They were not ready to say that buildings must be placed close to the street.  Ms. Baldwin added that schools have a budget and a responsibility to taxpayers.  The City can encourage site planning, which is advantageous, but restricting parking will make it difficult for the school system to do its job.
Brief discussion continued.  Senior Planner Crane noted civic building types span a range of zoning districts.  Different districts will be mapped in different environments, and the more pedestrian-friendly environments will be mapped with a mixed use district and presumably a frontage where staff found that environment to be in place.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers summarized that the solution is to apply frontage form tools in the areas where a particular form is desired, and Council agreed.  Mr. Crowder stated the UDO needs language stating that the solid part of fences in front yards of residential districts should have a maximum height of 36 to 42 inches.
Senior Planner Crane presented staff's overview of Chapter 8 – Subdivision & Site Plan Standards.  His PowerPoint presentation contained the following information.
Subdivision & Site Plan Standards
(
Adequate public facilities

(
Blocks, lots and access

(
New streets/existing streets

(
Reimbursements

(
Utilities

(
Surface water drainage

(
Facilities fees

Adequate Public Facilities

(
Streets
(
Water
(
Wastewater
(
Fire suppression
(
Stormwater
Intent is that these facilities can serve new development.

Blocks, Lots and Access
(
Maximum block perimeter

(
Lot creation standards

(
Subdivision and site access

(
Cross access

Planning Commission removed maximum street length and maximum block perimeter.
Streets and Blocks

(
Five street types


(
Sensitive Area
(
Local
(
Mixed Use
(
Major
(
Industrial/Service
Three to five different cross sections for each street type.

(
Planning Commission recommends alterations to cross sections.
(
Increase widths – state standards; errors
(
No new private streets allowed; existing to remain
(
Administrative Design Adjustment permitted
(
New Streets Manual will be companion to this chapter
Mr. Crowder asked why the Planning Commission removed the maximum street length and block perimeter.  He thought the original language was very reasonable.  Mr. Crane said a number of public comments were received about this section of the code.  This section represents a major policy change for the City and the public comments were that the regulations were too onerous.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers explained that staff performed a fairly detailed analysis of block sizes throughout the City in representative neighborhoods.  Staff found that block perimeters as originally proposed in the UDO were not met event by some of Raleigh's most urban neighborhoods, such as Oakwood and University Park.  Those neighborhoods offer good connectivity, so staff took a second look at this issue and came up with maximum block perimeters and maximum length for dead-end streets.  These perimeters are not as strict as those originally proposed, but still differ from what had been the past practice for decades in the City of Raleigh.  The UDO provides more incentives for pedestrian paths and cut-throughs for better connectivity.  The maximum numbers are tied to districts.

Senior Planner Crane said during the UDO review, a question arose as to how multifamily housing such as townhouses and apartments would be constructed given the prohibition of new private streets in tandem with the build-to requirement for that type of housing.  Planning staff worked with the consultants and City transportation staff to craft a new street typology for multifamily streets.  He showed a slide with illustrative graphics to compare the standards for neighborhood local street to those for a multifamily street.
Mr. Crowder said that parking on a public street should be parallel or diagonal, not head-in front parking.  He pointed out the liability issues involved with backing out of a parking space and used Seaboard as an example.  Development Services Manager Darges explained that staff does not anticipate allowing head-in parking for commercial streets, only parallel parking.  This is a separate situation only for multifamily development.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers explained one of the rationales behind this.  Under the block standards, multifamily development will have more streets than they currently have.  The typical pattern of development for multifamily is surface parking in the front of the units with a private system of drive aisles.  That will no longer be permissible with the UDO ban on private streets.  To get public streets in these developments, staff wanted to provide a typology which would allow that type of parking, but with the public right-of-way in the middle.  The City Attorney's office determined that the parking could not be in the public right-of-way because at some point, the City may need to take the right-of-way.
With regard to diagonal parking shown in the graphics, Mr. Gaylord asked if it is the City's intent to make it back-in parking.  Senior Planner Crane said it is not required, but was illustrated that way on purpose.  Transportation Planning Manager Eric Lamb concurred, and said reverse angle parking is currently used by many cities because it is safer.

Mr. Crowder asked if the widths illustrated for alleys on page 8-26 and pedestrian passage on page 8-27 are minimum widths and if it is assumed there will be no pedestrians walking through alleys.  He also asked if there is a height-to-width ratio.  Staff responded that the answers are "yes" to the first question and "no" to the second.  Alleys will not be the sole access for any development, only an ancillary access, and sidewalks are not required because alleys are mainly a vehicular travel area. Height-to-width ratio instead of stand-alone dimension was not considered because the only intent was to provide a place for people to walk.
Mr. Crowder asked about utilities being placed underground in the public right-of-way as the City becomes more urbanized.  Senior Planner Crane referred him to page 8-37, which states that all new primary services shall be placed underground.
Mayor McFarlane stated the Council members had received multiple e-mails about community gardens.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers said that some time ago, the Planning Department had prepared an extensive report with recommendations on this topic.  Advocates for urban agriculture want further liberalization regarding placement of these facilities and allowing more produce stands.  There will be a discussion with them, but Council may want to refer this to the Comprehensive Planning Committee to facilitate that discussion.
Ms. Baldwin asked under what circumstances a special use permit is required for community gardens.  Mr. Crane referred her to the use chart on page 6-6.  Ms. Baldwin said most urban community gardens are in downtown Raleigh and the Deputy City Attorney pointed out no special use permit is necessary there because they are allowed as a limited use.  Brief discussion took place about community gardens and the districts where they are allowed as either a limited or special use, districts where they are not allowed, and whether they should be a limited by-right use with special standards.
Mr. Stephenson expressed concern with the Comprehensive Planning Committee agenda items and schedule and the UDO adoption schedule.  Ms. Baldwin said she did not view community gardens as a complicated issue, and offered to take it in the Law and Public Safety Committee.  Without objection, the item was so referred by the Mayor. 
ADJOURNMENT 
There being no further business before the City Council, Mayor McFarlane announced the meeting adjourned at 6:02 p.m.

Leslie H. Eldredge

Deputy City Clerk

