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Call to Order:  Chad Robinson

New Business:

Rezoning:   Bill No. 7804 amending the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Charleston, West Virginia, 
enacted the 1st day of January 2006, as amended, and the map made a part thereof, by rezoning 
from an R-6 district to an R-10 district, those certain six lots land situate at 1420 Lewis Street, 
1426 Lewis Street, 601 Ruffner Avenue, 603 Ruffner Avenue and 605 Ruffner Avenue, Charleston, 
West Virginia.

MR. ROBINSON:  Is someone in attendance for that Bill?
MR. SADD:  My name is Chris Sadd.  My address is 1570 Kanawha Boulevard, East, Charleston, West 
Virginia.  I’m assuming you read our application which reviews a couple of the Comprehensive Plan notes 
that CURA adopted.  I’d like to start off with noting the location of a very small parcel of property that we 
want to get rezoned from R-6 to R-10.  It is already sandwiched between a bunch of C-10.  There’s a C-8 
across the street.  There’s R-10 across the street.  A stone’s throw away you have R-10 again.  Actually, 
incorporating this as R-10 would, instead of having a zig-zag in the zoning of the block, cutting through 
the block, it would actually cut off a street and make it a clean division.  If you’re familiar with this area, 
the property basically abuts Plaza East, Corey Brothers Produce.  The Old Kanawha Steel, which is 
unfortunately out of business, is a stone’s throw away in the blue.
MR. ROBINSON:  Is the old Sport Mart warehouse in the same block?
MR. SADD:  It is across the street and it is actually, by itself, designated as C-8. Right next to that is R-10.
Also, I’d like to note there are a number of other duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes in the area that are in 
what would be considered nonconforming currently; they reside in R-6 or R-8. Under today’s zoning they 
would have never been built under today’s Zoning Ordinance.

Briefly, I’d like to mention kind of what everyone knows, there’s a huge need for new housing in 
Charleston, trying to get people to move into Charleston.  There’s also been talk of a technology company 
that was wanting to move into Charleston and I think maybe they have.  One of their concerns when these 
companies come in figuring on hiring 50 to 150 people, they need to know there’s going to be enough 
housing for their people.  These are the kinds of things these companies look for. If you drive around town 
and look at building permits that have been pulled, they’re not necessarily going to see a lot of action over 
the past three or four or five years.  I think we can show that new products being built is very helpful.

The economics of this project, it’s very difficult to build at the cost that we need to build to be 
able to do something that will actually turn a profit, so there’s a need for us to put a number of more 
units. I believe it’s zoned for four units right now.  Under current regulations we feel, in order to make this 
project feasible to actually even build on the property we need to get up to ten units, which is what we 
propose to do on the property.

Our proposed site plan will have ten parking spaces, and it’s in our application, which will be off 
street.  Fortunately, there’s an alley there, we’ll be able to locate this behind the building so it’s not 
fronting Ruffner or Lewis Street.  Our particular project requires approval of the architectural design from 
the preservation office so that ensures that the construction of this property will conform to the current 
architecture in the neighborhood, the historical architecture in the neighborhood. As for our part, it‘s a 
good location being near a bus line,  Roosevelt Community Center.  You can walk to Piedmont School from 
there.  We feel, having those attributes, it’s going to be a very good project for our customers, which are 
the tenants, and then for the neighborhood in general.
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I’m open to answer any questions you may have.
MR. TAYLOR:  Are any of the units on the property currently, are they all vacant at this time?
MR. SADD:  It’s a vacant piece of land.  There’s nothing on there.
MR. BUTTERWORTH:  There’s a five-unit apartment building that’s also part of the request.  (Indicating.) 
These structures are gone.
MR. SADD:  There is what was just pointed out, that’s a shotgun style townhouse, row houses that I think 
are part of the contributing historic architecture.  Those doors face Ruffner.  
MR. TAYLOR:  Just so, aesthetically, I can understand what you’re talking about, the plan for the 
architecture, they’re not going to resemble Little Page, they’re going to be a different style.  
MR. SADD:  That would not be approved by the SHPO.  Our current submission to them that they have 
approved essentially is all brick, red brick, standard size. The reason I ask is I understand some of the 
concerns reflected in the letters, consistency with the architecture of the neighborhood.  By our funding 
criteria, we have to get SHPO’s approval, so we cannot build something that the preservation office does 
not approve.
MS. MCKINNEY:  Is it low income?
MR. SADD:  Affordable housing. For a family of four it goes up to $34,000 in income per year under the 
current earnings of this area.
MS. MCKINNEY:  How would they apply for these units?
MR. SADD:  Through a private company; these are privately owned. They would not apply through 
Charleston Housing to live.  They would apply through our property management company.  They would 
go through standard background, criminal, credit check, all that.
MS. MCKINNEY:  You say you want to put ten?
MR. SADD:  Currently we could put four, which we couldn’t afford to do the project.
MS. MCKINNEY:  Is it going go be on top or just low?
MR. SADD:  They’re going to be like townhouses with their own entrances. Everyone will have their own 
exterior entrance.  They’re going to be situated and matched to the building that is adjacent to it, which 
is four or five townhouses and you walk down the property and go into the doors.  It’s kind of like shotgun 
style.  This will have two buildings of four and one building of two units.  Thirty-four percent of the area 
will be greenspace.  Our regular management company will ensure that it’s cut every week on a schedule.  
MR. STRICKLEN: I want to make sure that I understand. In our packet, there’s a red outline on the proposed 
site.  Am I correct that the applicant owns this entire red rectangle?
MR. BUTTERWORTH:  No.  You can see where there were three houses on Ruffner and a fourth property 
right behind there.  The other two were in other ownership.
MR. STRICKLEN:  You think these were single-family houses?
MR. BUTTERWORTH:  They were.
MR. STRICKLEN:  The five-unit building or four-unit, it’s staying there under independent ownership?
MR. BUTTERWORTH:  Yes.
MR. STRICKLEN:  I think this is a good thing because we have a drop in population, our housing stock is 
very old.  What Chris is saying is what I’ve said from that podium many times and I believe it to be true.  
On the parking, one per unit, these are two bedroom units?
MR. SADD:  Two are three bedroom and the others are two bedrooms.
MR. STRICKLEN: The one space per unit, is that what we have in our Code now?
MR. BUTTERWORTH:  The Code does allow for the Planning Director to, upon evidence submitted by the 
applicant, to reduce the parking requirement.  One per unit has been something that we have used on 
other sorts of projects that are very similar to this and I believe Dan has worked with Chris and others to 
get that approval in place.
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MR. STRICKLEN:  I have no problem.  It’s important that that’s on the record.
MR. BUTTERWORTH:  Anecdotally, that’s one of the things we’re currently investigating to try to offer to 
you all as a text amendment, to rework our parking requirements because they can be a barrier to 
development and they often don’t take into account that there does often exist a great deal of on street 
parking in some areas.
MR. ROBINSON:  Any further questions of Mr. Sadd? (No response.)  Thank you.  Staff notes.
MR. BUTTERWORTH: A rezoning is a change to the zoning map, which requires a legislative decision. 
Therefore, the Commission’s role is to make a recommendation to Planning Committee with final action 
being at City Council.  The Commission should determine if the request is spot zoning and if it is 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. A rezoning is considered spot zoning when all the following 
factors are present: A small parcel of land is singled out for special and privileged treatment; The singling 
out is not in the public interest but only for the benefit of the landowner; the action is not in accordance 
with the comprehensive plan. If a request is inconsistent with the comprehensive plan, the commission 
should consider if the original zoning classification was in error, or if the character of the area has 
changed significantly since the adoption of the comprehensive plan.  Proposed uses should be treated 
with care, because once rezoned, any use that is permitted within the district would be permitted ‘by 
right’ with no review by the Commission.
Existing Land Use and Zoning:  The property is zoned R-6 Medium Density Residential District.  Currently, 
five of the six parcels are vacant land.  Parcel 294 is developed as the Buff Apartment building. 
Surrounding Land Use and Zoning: The surrounding areas include general commercial uses including a 
food supply business, single and multi-family housing, and the Roosevelt Community Center.  To the 
north is the C-10 zoning district developed as Corey Brothers Inc and other warehouse-style uses.  To 
the West is the C-8 & R-10 zoning districts developed as a vacant mixed-use building and single and 
multi-family uses.  To the east is the R-6 zoning district developed as single and multi-family uses.  To the 
south is the R-6 zoning district developed as the Roosevelt Community Center.  
Current Zoning:  The R-6 district allows for single family housing and multi-family housing at up to 4 
units per lot, and as a conditional use educational institution, community centers, and hospitals, among 
others.
Proposed Zoning:  The R-10 district allows for a wide range of commercial uses including professional 
office, personal service, all classes of dwellings, and as a conditional use permit, shopping centers, 
bar/nightclubs, and gambling establishments, among others.
Compliance with the Comprehensive Plan:  The comprehensive plan’s future land use map designates 
the property as “Core Neighborhood”. 
summary:  This application to rezone the property is in pursuit of allowing the property to be used for 
multifamily residential use.  The Future Land Use Map depicts this area as “Core Neighborhood”.  The 
comprehensive plan describes the purpose of the “Core Neighborhood” as:

“To preserve the historic, walkable neighborhoods in Charleston’s flat core city.”
RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS:
Staff recommends approval for the following reasons:

- The rezoning is consistent with the future land use map which designates this property as 
“Core Neighborhood”.

- Rezoning to R-10 allows for continued beneficial use in pursuit of the comprehensive plan’s 
“Core Neighborhood” goal by allowing for higher density multifamily residential housing in a 
historic core neighborhood.  
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MR. ROBINSON:  Any questions of staff? (No response.)  Anyone here to speak in favor of the 
application? Opposition?  Come forward and state your name.
MS. JOHNSON:  It’s not so much that I’m against it, it’s the issues, this neighborhood has.
MR. ROBINSON:  Your name and address, please.
MS. JOHNSON:  I also wrote a letter and sent it out.
MS. MCKINNEY:  Could you state your name and address.
MS. JOHNSON:  My name is Michelle Johnson, 1527 Lewis Street. I live right down the street from here.  
Lewis Street, it didn’t used to have so many apartments.  There are now seven apartment units on Lewis 
Street.  Most of them are vacant. Twice a week you have to move your car to the other side of the 
street.  Some people have four cars and once those apartments start filling up, they have just been 
renovated, there’s going to be a problem with the parking because you have to move it twice a week or 
you get a $50 ticket and from what I understand will go up to $100.  That’s going to be a problem.  The 
people on Lewis Street have not been notified. I don’t think they have been notified on the 1400 block 
of Lewis Street that this is happening.  I’m sure Mr. Sadd has a very well planned housing unit and I’m 
sure they’ll be very responsible.  Considering the area and the crime in the area, there’s all kinds of 
vacant buildings, there have been hundreds of guns obtained from a home on Dixie Street. There’s been 
numerous break ins and theft.  If we start low income housing units on the corner, it’s going to make 
things worse.  There are so many vacant buildings. People are down by the railroad tracks and they’re 
setting up tents.  It’s a real problem.  I’ve called numerous times.  I’ve called the police regarding there’s 
been needles in my front yard, the lady across the street, break ins behind my house in the alleyway.  
There’s a police department right there.  Then, again, there are so many dilapidated homes all over that 
area that I just think it’s going to make matters worse.  It’s gotten worse since 2015.  The area keeps 
going downhill. I think if they want to put this housing unit in there, something needs to be given back to 
this area of Charleston.  They need to start taking down some old buildings.  It’s just an area for drug 
addicts to collect and gather and cause trouble.  The parking, it’s not good.  Once you get ten more units 
and they get all their visitors there, even though there’s one parking spot per apartment, we’re going to 
be the ones paying the parking tickets and dealing with the crime.  Of course, there’s nobody else here 
except for me.  I don’t know why.  Maybe somebody has contacted you all.  I just wanted to say my 
piece.  If I come up with a $100 parking ticket twice a week I’m going to say that I came here.  If they 
have three cars per apartment, it’s going to be a problem especially since Council has decided to double 
the price of the ticket.
MR. ROBINSON:  Thank you.  We’re not here to deal with the tickets, we’re here to deal with the 
rezoning. 
MS. JOHNSON:  That’s one of my objections and it’s a valid objection, the fact that there’s not enough 
parking.
MR. ROBINSON: Thank you.  Mr. Sadd, do you want to rebut?
MR. SADD:  Just briefly with emphasis on parking.  We are only allowed to rent these apartments to 
people that make up anywhere from $22-$34,000 per year. Because it’s on a bus line, it’s near a school, 
it’s across from the community center, it’s near a lot of jobs.  We’re confident that it’s going to attract 
people that don’t have cars because this is a suitable place for them to live and not have a car.  In our 
experience and the experience of other people that operate this type of property that serves this 
segment of the population is that one parking space is more than enough per unit.  In fact, when people 
are building market rate apartments in other cities like Charlotte or Raleigh where there’s 3-400 units, 
the standard ratio is 1.7 cars per apartment.  You’re talking about people that are paying $800, $900, 
$1,400 per month.  So, the notion that one is not enough I think is clearly not supported by the facts.
MR. ROBINSON:  Remind me what’s there now.
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MR. SADD:  It’s completely vacant.
MR. STRICKLEN:  I think the point is that there were three older houses there that have been removed.   
I appreciate everything this lady has said, and I might also mention to you that this is the first round.  
Whatever comes out of here today, if it goes forward, there will be a Planning Committee of Council that 
will take this up and then it will go to full Council, so there will be other times, if it goes forward, if you 
want to speak again you can. If you want to rally up some of your neighbors, you can do that as well.  
This is just the first hearing.  One thing I will mention to you about what these folks are going to do is 
that they’re going to have to collect rent or they’re not going to be able to meet their debt service.  I say 
that to say that these are going to be people that are qualified to pay the rent and they’re going to pay 
the rent and they’re not going to be necessarily what you think would be bad neighbors because then 
they would be removed from the premises unless there’s some kind of financing plan that I’d like to 
know about, about how you make your debt service with people not paying their rent.  When you say 
low income, that’s not really appropriate.  Affordable income. I think, overall, when you make decisions 
on land use I don’t think you can discriminate whether it’s lower income or upper income. It’s just for 
people no matter what their income.
MR. ROBINSON:  At this time, I’ll close the case and entertain a motion or discussion.
(Discussion was had on the procedure to notify the neighborhood.)
MR. FORBES:  We’re sitting here with a property that’s vacant right now.  This is a vacant lot in the 
middle of the area that, as Ms. Johnson pointed out, that has a lot of difficulty and a lot of problems.  It 
seems to me that we have people coming in here that want to put a nice structure on the property that 
would bring residences into a city whose population unfortunately continues to keep dwindling, I think 
that makes a lot of sense and, frankly, would do more to alleviate a lot of the concerns that Ms. Johnson 
raised than to simply leave a vacant lot down that that isn’t doing anybody any good.  That’s my two 
cents.

Motion and Vote:  On motion of Dallas Staples, seconded by Shawn Taylor, the Commission voted 10 to 
0 to approve Bill No. 7804.

MR. ROBINSON:  Ms. Johnson, I’m also on the Planning Committee of Council with Mary Beth.  I 
encourage you to come to that meeting, discuss it, and in the meantime with Mr. Sadd discuss things 
you can do in the neighborhood to help your concerns.
MR. BUTTERWORTH:  Planning Committee will be occurring on April 22nd at 5:00 p.m. in this room if you 
would like to attend.
MR. ROBINSON:  Next item:

Rezoning:   Bill No. 7808 amending the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Charleston, West Virginia, 
enacted the 1st day of January 2006, as amended, and the map made a part thereof, by rezoning 
from an R-8 district to an I-2 district, South Annex District, Map 71, Part-of-Parcel 4, Chesterfield 
Avenue, Charleston, West Virginia.

MR. ROBINSON: Will the applicant please come forward.  State your name and address please.
MR. SAVILLE:  My name is John Saville, I live at 6637 Kanawha Avenue, SE, not too far from the property 
there on Chesterfield that we’re talking about.  We’re requesting that we have a zone change so we can 
take part of this property that we have that’s approximately 1,500 feet, use four and a half acres of that 
property for self-storage units.  We have looked at several ideas for this property and storage units are 
the lowest traffic, low traffic-type of business that you could have on that property.  We think it would 



7
Municipal Planning Commission

April 3, 2019

clean up that property from 67th Street approximately and it goes to the end of where the K-Mart property 
is on the other side of the road, about 1,500 feet.  We see two opportunities, one for the City and one for 
ourselves.  Spruce up and keep that property nice having a nice business that has lights, camera, action, 
if you will, and at the same time keeping it nice.  Right now, we have, on a small part of that property, 
tents set up.  About every six months we’ll go and call the police and get them moved off there.  It’s a nice 
piece of property, as you come in from the southern corridor, if you will, to have something low profile, 
storage, nice units, metal roof, metal buildings, nice parking area with lighting.  That’s what we want to 
do.
MR. ROBINSON:  Any questions of the applicant?
MR. STRICKLEN:  Do you own the property?
MR. SAVILLE:  My brother in law and his sister, we’re partners, John Pozega, and myself and my wife, Mary 
Pozega.
MR. ROBINSON:  Any other questions of the applicant? (No response.)  Staff notes.
STANDARD OF REVIEW:  
A rezoning is a change to the zoning map, which requires a legislative decision. Therefore, the 
Commission’s role is to make a recommendation to Planning Committee with final action being at City 
Council.  The Commission should determine if the request is spot zoning and if it is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan. A rezoning is considered spot zoning when all the following factors are present: A 
small parcel of land is singled out for special and privileged treatment; The singling out is not in the 
public interest but only for the benefit of the landowner; the action is not in accordance with the 
comprehensive plan. If a request is inconsistent with the comprehensive plan, the commission should 
consider if the original zoning classification was in error, or if the character of the area has changed 
significantly since the adoption of the comprehensive plan.  Proposed uses should be treated with care, 
because once rezoned, any use that is permitted within the district would be permitted ‘by right’ with 
no review by the Commission.
ANALYSIS:
Existing Land Use and Zoning:  The property is zoned R-6 Medium Density and R-8 High Density 
Residential District.  Currently, the four parcels are predominately vacant land.  
Surrounding Land Use and Zoning: The property is largely isolated on the western side of the C&O 
Railroad line.  Chesterfield Avenue at this location is undeveloped from intersection with MacCorkle 
Avenue until reaching 57 Street SE.  To the north is the R-6 zoning district.  To the West is the R-6 zoning 
district which is undeveloped.  To the east is the C&O Railroad line, Interstate 64, and beyond that is the 
K-Mart and Galaxy Lanes complexes zoned C-10.  To the south are the corporate city limits.  
Current Zoning:  The R-6 and R-8 districts allows for single family housing and multi-family housing at up 
to 4 units per lot in R-6 and at a density of 1,500 square feet per dwelling unit in the R-8 zoning district, 
and as a conditional use educational institutions, community centers, and hospitals, among others.
Proposed Zoning:  The I-2 district allows for a wide range of industrial uses including light 
manufacturing, heavy equipment sales and service, and mini-storage facilities, and as a conditional use 
permit, marinas, petroleum storage tank farms, and landfills, among others.
Compliance with the Comprehensive Plan:  The comprehensive plan’s future land use map designates 
the property as “Core Neighborhood”. 
Summary:  This application to rezone the property is in pursuit of allowing the property to be used for a 
mini-storage facility.  The Future Land Use Map depicts this area as “Rural Neighborhood”.  The 
comprehensive plan describes the purpose of the “Rural Neighborhood” as:

“To maintain rural living options within city limits and more flexible regulations for areas 
annexed into Charleston.”



8
Municipal Planning Commission

April 3, 2019

The property is totally undeveloped and significantly isolated from Rural Neighborhood-style 
development patterns located three-fourths of a mile from the 57th Street SE neighborhood.  
Chesterfield Avenue between this rural neighborhood area and the proposed rezoning is only 
appropriate for limited traffic.  The proposed rezoning is linked more closely to the “Regional 
Commercial” future land use area located approximately 300 feet across the railroad and Interstate 
rights-of-way.    The comprehensive plan describes the purpose of the “Regional Commercial” as:

“To provide shopping destinations for the greater Charleston region.”

RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS:

Staff recommends approval for the following reason:

The rezoning is consistent with the future land use map despite being designated as “Rural 
Neighborhood”.  The property is largely isolated from the rural neighborhood areas ¾ of a mile away on 
Chesterfield Avenue.  The property shares characteristics with the adjacent “Regional Commercial” land 
use area along MacCorkle Avenue.
MR. ROBINSON:  Questions for staff?
MR. POZEGA:  There’s more constraints with the sewer line; there’s not a sewer over there and there 
were issues getting under the railroad track with the sewer, so it’s limited to what you can do related to 
that.  Basically, from what I remember, and this has been 15-20 years ago, the nearest connection to the 
sewer was under an underpass and several hundred yards down I think in the K-Mart area.  We 
attempted years ago to have a sewer line put under the railroad.  There is some kind of a marker there, 
but John and I looked for it and can’t find it.  That’s to answer your question, it was a sewer issue.
MR. STRICKLEN:  This has been in your all’s family for years?
MR. POZEGA:  About 25 years.
(Discussion continued about the property.)
MR. ROBINSON:  Anymore questions of staff?  Anyone here in opposition? (No response.) I’ll close the 
case and entertain a motion.

Motion and Vote:  On motion of Shawn Taylor, seconded by Dallas Staples, the Commission voted 10 to 
0 to approve Bill No. 7808.

MR. ROBINSON:  Next on the agenda is a text amendment:

Text Amendment:  Bill No. 7802 amending the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Charleston, West 
Virginia, adopted January 1, 2006, as amended, by adding the definition of Retail Sales 
Establishment, amending the Land Use Table, and creating the Corridor Village District zoning 
classification; and adding the Corridor Village District to the sign regulations.

MR. BUTTERWORTH:  Ron Butlin is here with CURA.  The Corridor Village District is currently part of both 
the West Side Community Renewal Plan, which was adopted in 2008, and the East End Community 
Renewal Plan, which was adopted in 2004.  Technically speaking, that’s the only place that the Corridor 
Village District resides.  From a regulatory perspective, that’s a little sticky because it’s not technically part 
of the City’s Zoning Ordinance.  That being said, the 2008 Community Renewal Plan, which I will mention 
under announcements later, is being updated right now.  The current draft and the current work and 
consultants are looking at removing any sort of zoning like development parameters in the 2008 
Community Renewal, so that means that we need to prepare our Zoning Ordinance to take over that job 
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whenever that new amendment gets adopted.  We need to prepare our Ordinance to take over where 
that one has been working for the past ten or eleven years.  This will make our Ordinance future proof so 
if the East End Plan gets revised and those standards are removed from that plan we have a Zoning article 
to deal with that zoning district.

 All these properties are current zoned CVD, Corridor Village District.  They’re still going to be 
zoned CVD.  We’ve made some minor changes to add some flexibility for property setbacks and parking 
and different things like that, but generally speaking we took the parameters that happen in the Urban 
Renewal Plans and wedged them into our Ordinance.  That’s what the amendment is before you.  You will 
also see some significant changes in the land use table.  That’s because the Urban Renewal Plan spent a 
lot of time talking about stationery shops and art stores and galleries and different things like that.  To us, 
what we decided to do is try to simplify all that and say retail sales and then insert consistency with all the 
other land uses that we actually do have in our Ordinance.  

With that, I’d be happy to discuss any of the details of the amendment itself, but basically this is 
about making our Ordinance work for essentially what has been on the books for about 14 years now.
MR. ROBINSON:  Any questions or discussion of the text amendment?  (No response.)  Entertain a motion.

Motion and Vote:  On motion of Shawn Taylor, seconded by Dallas Staples, the Commission voted 10 to 0 
to approve Bill No. 7802

MR. ROBINSON:  Next text amendment is 7807.

Text Amendment:  Bill No. 7807 amending the Zoning Ordinance of the City of Charleston, West 
Virginia, adopted January 1, 2006, as amended, by clarifying notification requirements for 
petitions related to land use in the City of Charleston and eliminating a development standard 
related to parking in the C-8 Village Commercial District.

MR. BUTTERWORTH:  7807, as Ms. Fischer-Casto was talking about notification.  We have been getting a 
lot of feedback from individuals who receive our certified mail notices. A large majority of them are a little 
perturbed that they have to find the time to get to the post office to sign for a letter just to find out that 
it’s a hearing that they either don’t care about or don’t have any concerns about. The certified mail process 
is not only costly to the City, it’s about $7 a pop to sent those and some of these have 60 abutters.  That 
adds up pretty quickly.  Folks in the community are saying certified mail, I’d rather just get it in my mailbox. 
Not only that, but because tax records can be a little undependable we get a lot of return mail as well.  
Spending $7 just to get it back doesn’t seem like a proper use of public funds. 

What we’re proposing is to remove requirements for certified notice for most applications.  After 
analyzing State Code, it’s essentially not required for all but some very particular types of zoning changes. 
Those are going to be preserved.  We certainly want to comply with State law, but for essentially all our 
other applications, we don’t have to send it certified.  We feel like this is going to better reach abutters in 
a way that’s a little less intrusive and less costly to taxpayers.  We also standardized our buffering 
requirements to 250 feet for all applications, whereas there was some variation before.  This is 
streamlining the notification process to make sure that folks aren’t being burdened by having to run to 
the post office to sign for a letter that they’re not upset about in the first place anyway.  With that, I’d be 
happy to answer any questions or have a discussion about it.
MR. ROBINSON:  Any questions or discussion?
SPEAKER:  Are you still going to use the tax records for the name of who you’re mailing it to or have you 
considered going to just something that says “resident” with the address, that way there isn’t confusion 
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about somebody gets it and doesn’t want to open the mail for someone who hasn’t lived there for ten 
years. 
MR. BUTTERWORTH:  This is one of the things that is surprisingly hard to pin down.  Where State Code 
does address abutters’ notice and requires certified mail, it says to owners’ real property. State Code 
never addresses residents. I’m not arguing the merits of that necessarily.  Land use decisions really are 
more about the owners of the real estate.  We feel going with that data set, if you will, is probably the 
safest as far as making sure we get the people that actually have some vested interest in the property. 
Residents, this came up with the case on Lewis and Ruffner last month, should residents be notified.  I 
don’t think that ‘s a bad idea. The trouble is that we don’t have a very comprehensive way to establish 
units. The post office has one system.  We have another one for 911 addressing.  Could it be 
accomplished? Perhaps. I do think it’s worth us to continue to look at.  As we’re upping our skills and our 
technology around GIS and mapping, I do think that’s something I’m going to be looking into personally. I 
hope there’s technology on the horizon that are going to let us integrate that a lot more easily.  At that 
point, I think getting notification into the hands of residents is a great idea.

The trouble that we run into, in certain areas of town especially, but almost every list that we 
come up with you have folks that it’s either a P.O. box as the legal address on the tax ticket or you have 
nonresident owners in Florida or someplace else.  We would have to do both.  If we add residents we 
would have to do both.
MR. STRICKLEN:  I think the posted sign on the property helps a lot for people that live in the 
neighborhood.
MR. ROBINSON:  Any further discussion?  (No response.)  Motion?

Motion and Vote:  On motion of Lex Williamson, seconded by Dallas Staples, the Commission voted 10 to 
0 to approve Bill No. 7807.

MR. ROBINSON:  On the agenda we have two sets of minutes. 

Minutes of the January 9, 2019, MPC meeting:  Motion and Vote:  On motion of Jesse Forbes, seconded 
by Lisa Fischer-Casto, the Commission voted 10 to 0 to approve the minutes

Minutes of the March 6, 2019, MPC meeting:  Motion and Vote:  On motion of Jesse Forbes, seconded 
by Dallas Staples, the Commission voted 10 to 0 to approve the minutes.

Announcements:

John Butterworth gave an update on the Community Renewal Plan for the west side, that the draft is on 
the CURA website. Also reported on Mayor’s initiative for the Citywide Cleanups this coming Saturday. 
There is a series of these.
Adjournment.


