AGENDA

FAYETTEVILLE CITY COUNCIL MEETING
MARCH 17, 1998

A meeting of the Fayetteville City Council will be held on March 17, 1998 at 6:30 p.m. in the City
Administration Building, 113 West Mountain Street, Room 219, Fayetteville, Arkansas.

The following items will be considered:

1. NOMINATING COMMITTEE REPORT

2. CONSENT AGENDA: Consideration of items which may be approved by motion, or

contracts and leases which can be approved be resolution, and which may be grouped together
and approved simultaneously under a “Consent Agenda”.

A. Minutes of March 3, 1998 City Council meeting;

B. BID 98-06: Resolution authorizing the water line extension for Salem Road.
Request for additional funding and to combine project with no. 95039 into
97021 (cost share). Request for approval of a construction contract with
Fayette Tree and Trench in the amount of $56,395.00. Request for approval of
a project contingency of $20,000.00. Pages 5.00-5.12

C. WEDINGTON WATER & SEWER RELOCATION: A resolution
approving change order #3 and Final to the contract with Edwards Design &
Construction, Inc. Amendment #2 to the Engineering contract with C.E.I.
Consulting Engineers. Related Budget Adjustment $30,000 for any project

expenses. All referenced to Wedington Water and Sewer relocations project.
Pages 6.00-6.14

3. OLD BUSINESS: Items that have been brought before the Council but were tabled or no
decision made to allow further discussion or more information to be presented.

A. RZA 98-4.00: An ordinance approving annexation request RZA 98-4.00
submitted by Michele Harrington, attorney, on behalf of Prestige Properties for
property located north of Mt. Comfort Road and east of Hugh Mount Road.

The property contains 200 acres. Item was left on the second reading at the
March 3, 1998 meeting

B. RZ 98-5.00: An ordinance approving rezoning request RZ 98-5.00 submitted
by Michele Harrington on behalf of Prestige Properties for property located
north of Mt. Comfort Road and east of Hugh Mount Road. The property
contains 200 acres. The request is to change zoning from A-1, Agricultural, to

R-1, Low Density Residential. Item was left on the second reading at the
March 3, 1998 meeting.

C. VOLUME BASED GARBAGE COLLECTION: An ordinance approving a
change to our garbage collection program and approving a budget adjustment,




10.

11.

12.

D. WARD BOUNDARIES: Discussion of Ward Boundaries.
Pages 3.01-3.08

RECONSTRUCTION OF ARLINGTON TERRACE: A resolution authorizing the
execution of a construction contract with Mobley construction for $195,509.16 with a $30,000

contingency, and approval of a budget adjustment for $226,000.00; all in connection with the
reconstruction of Arlington Terrace in Fayetteville.

BID 98-06: ITEM MOVED TO CONSENT AGENDA; ITEM B.

WEDINGTON WATER & SEWER RELOCATION: ITEM MOVED TO CONSENT
AGENDA; ITEM C.

GAS BOY FUELING SYSTEM: Approval of an Ordinance providing for a Bid Waiver to

purchase replacement items, parts, supplies etc., pertaining to the GAS BOY Fueling system
currently in use by the City of Fayetteville.

PROPOSED EXTENSION OF PLAINVIEW AVENUE: Approval of a proposed project
between the City and Lewis Brothers Leasing Company, Inc., wherein Lewis Brothers conveys
(1) a 1.0 acre tract of land to the City for a new fire station site and a 1.0 acre site for the
extension of Plainview Avenue from the current termination (South of Milsap) to Longview
Street. The City, in turn, will design and construct the proposed extension of Plainview
Avenue (approx. 730 feet). No exchange of monies between the parties are anticipated on this
project.

RIGHT-OF-WAY ENCROACHMENT BY HMT: To approve an encroachment
into the Dickson Street and Rollston Avenue rights-of-way by the HMT large scale project.

AMENDMENT TO THE MASTER STREET PLAN: A resolution to approve an

amendment to the Master Street Plan, changing the required right-of-way for Dickson Street

from 70 feet to 55 feet for a distance of 250 feet on the north side of the 200 block of Dickson
Street.

OTHER BUSINESS: Consideration by the Council of items that may have been
presented after the agenda was prepared and distributed.

INFORMATIONAL

Only items presented by the City Council or City Staff may be discussed during the

meeting. If you have an item you wish to discuss, please contact your alderman to have it
presented at the next City Council Agenda Session. For further assistance, please contact
Heather Woodruff, City Clerk, at 575-8323.




FINAL AGENDA INFORMATION
for
Mar. 17, 1998, Council Meeting

Handouts and Changes made at agenda session:

- Ward maps--8 maps (2 of each configuration D-G)
- Item 5--moved to consent agenda
- Item 6--moved to consent agenda

- Map for Plainview Extension
number this 8.13

- HMT additional info - goes with item 9

Attached here:

- Final Agenda
- Minutes of March 3 meeting

- Information items--item #12
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A MEETING OF THE FAYETTEVILLE CITY COUNCIL

A meeting of the Fayetteville City Council was held on Tuesday,
March 3, 1998, at 6:30 p.m., in the Council Room of the City
Administration Building, 113 W. Mountain, Fayetteville, Arkansas.

PRESENT: Mayor Fred Hanna; Cyrus Young, Randy Zurcher, Trent
Trumbo, Donna Pettus, Stephen Miller, Kit Williams, and
Heather Daniel; City Attorney Jerry Rose; City
Clerk/Treasurer Heather Woodruff; staff; press; and
audience.

ABSENT: Alderman Len Schaper

Mayor Hanna called the meeting to order with seven aldermen
present.

NOMINATING COMMITTEE REPORT

Alderman Daniel nominated James Gibson to the Tree & Landscape

Committee. Alderman Trumbo seconded. Upon roll call, the motion
carried on a vote of 7 to 0.

Alderman Daniel reported that the Nominating Committee wishes to
re-interview two candidates for the Parks & Recreation Board and
should have a nominee for this board by the next Council meeting.

CONSENT AGENDA

Mayor Hanna introduced consideration of items which may be

approved by motion or contracts and leaseg which can be approved

by resolution and which may be grouped together and approved
simultaneously under a consent agenda:

A. Minutes of the February 17 regular City Council meeting;

B. A resolution approving an amendment to the engineering
contract with Milholland and Company for the addition of
right of way and easement plat preparation. Total increase
will be $4,425.00 for Poplar Street improvements project.

RESOLUTION 25-98 AS RECORDED IN THE CITY CLERK’S OFFICE.

Alderman Miller moved the consent agenda. Alderman Young

seconded. Upon roll call, the motion carried on a vote of 7 to
0.

OLD BUSINESS

REZONINGS RZ97-22.10 & RZ97-23.10

Mayor Hanna introduced ordinances rezoning 5.61 and 3.24 acres
located on the north side of Wedington Drive west of Rupple Road
from A-1, Agricultural, to R-0, Residential-Office, as regquested
by Lew Steenken on behalf of Shahryar Khajehnajafi. These were
left on second reading at the February 17 meeting.
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March 3, 1998

Mayor Hanna explained these were being done separately because
these parcels are split by a piece of land.

City Attorney Rose read both ordinances for the third time.

Alderman Williams announced he would be abstaining on the
discussion and vote regarding this issue because a client of his
has a small interest in these rezonings.

Alderman Zurcher declared this is more creeping sprawl.

Alderman Trumbo resgponded that this is sustainable commercial
growth adding a tax-paying base to the City. We make money off
sales tax and the school makes money off property tax.

Alderman Zurcher defined sustainable growth as not growing faster
than the infrastructure.

Alderman Young stated the land use plan does not designate this
to be commercial.

There were no comments from the audience.
Stephen Miller stated this area will be four-laned soon and there
is commercial on the other side. There is not a more appropriate

use for the area. He stated he would like to see a small
commercial area there to serve that part of town.

Mayor Hanna called for the vote.

Upon roll call, RZ87-22.10 carried on a vote of 4-2-1, with
Aldermen Young and Zurcher voting no and Alderman Williams
abstaining.

ORDINANCE 4080 AS RECORDED IN THE CITY CLERK’S OFFICE.

Upon roll call, RZ97-23.10 carried on a vote of 4-2-1, with
Aldermen Young and Zurcher voting no and Alderman Williams
abstaining.

ORDINANCE 4081 AS RECORDED IN THE CITY CLERK’S OFFICE.

REZONING RZ98-2

Mayor Hanna introduced an ordinance rezoning 5.20 acres located
north of Wedington Drive west of Salem Road from R-2, Medium
Density Residential, to R-0O, Residential-Office, requested by
Kurt Jones on behalf of Sam Rogers. Item was left on the second
reading at the February 17 meeting.

Alderman Williams moved to suspend the rules and go to the third
and final reading. Alderman Miller seconded. Upon roll call,

the motion carried on a vote of 6-0-1, with Alderman Young
abstaining.



March 3, 1998

City Attorney Rose read the ordinance for the third time.
Alderman Zurcher asked if this would change the density much.
Alett Little, Planning Director, replied it depends on the type
of development and how much they would have developed the R-2.
It is probably not over a 30% change one way or the other.
There were no comments from the audience.

Mayor Hanna called for the vote.

Upon roll call, the ordinance passed on a vote of 6-0-1, with
Alderman Young absgtaining.

ORDINANCE 4082 AS RECORDED IN THE CITY CLERK’S OFFICE.

RZA98-4.00 & RZ298-5.00

Mayor Hanna introduced ordinances approving annexation RZA98-4.00
and rezoning RZ98-5.00 submitted by Michele Harrington, attorney,
on behalf of Prestige Properties for property located north of Mt
Comfort Road and east of Hugh Mount Road. The property contains

200 acres. Item was left on first reading at the February 17
meeting.

Alderman Miller moved to suspend the rules and go to the second

readings. Alderman Williams seconded. Upon roll call, the
motion carried on a vote of 7 to 0.

City Attorney Rose read RZA98-4.00 and RZ98-5.00 for the second
time.

Alderman Trumbo reported he has received many calls from citizens
in this area who have concerns about the infrastructure here. He
stated the City can address and work out these problems over
time. A lot of time and effort has gone into this decision.

This 1s the best site for this school. The City will acquire a
Gulley-Park-size park on the west side of town. The alternative

site next to Holcomb would require a great deal more money to
develop.

Alderman Williams agreed this is a good site for the school and
good for the City, economically and aesthetically.

Alderman Daniel stated the site is attractive and the park would
be a good addition to that part of town. She asked how the

traffic counts compare to other roads in town. Mt. Comfort road
has an average of 5,513 cars per day.

Charles Venable, Assistant to the Public Works Director,
responded that Sang Avenue west of Wedington has around 5, 000.
Drake Street north of the University has around 5,000. Zion Road
has over 5,000. Huntsville Road has over 6,000. 0ld Wire has
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March 3, 1998

7,500. 0ld Missouri has around 5,000. Poplar and Sycamore are
about 5,000. These are all two lane. College has 30,000.
Wedington has around 16,000. Crossover Road has around 16, 000.

Venable stated Mt. Comfort has always carried a good amount of
traffic. This average 1is less than one done before. The recent
count was taken over a three-day period. The traffic light at
Salem and Wedington has affected some of the traffic.

Alderman Trumbo asked i1f this development would make that road
very dangerous to pedestrians and students.

Venable replied if everything out there developed within two
years, the traffic would probably increase about 1,000 vehicles a
day. In five years, there would be between 2,000 and 3,000
vehicles a day. He stated these roads can carry more than that.
Mt. Comfort is narrow and some work will have to be done on it
soconer or later. When we get to around 10,000 vehicles a day,
we’ll need to look at widening. The right of way is very narrow.
Additiconal rights of way will have to be acquired. There could
be other connections made.

Alderman Pettus asked about sewer and water capacity.

Kevin Crosson, Public Works Director, replied he believes we can
handle this. Regarding stream studies, he stated our consultant
1s getting the assumptions we are using pre-approved with DPC&E.

Alderman Young asked about the flood way and flood plain.

Alett Little, Planning Director, stated this flood plain data
takes into account all the recent development in Fayetteville.

Alderman Zurcher stated he thought there had been a consensus to
read this at three meetings.

Alderman Williams stated this has been considered for a long time
and the school would like to move forward, so he would rather
make a decision at this meeting.

Malcolm McNair, representing the Fayetteville School Board,
stated they wish to purchase property in this area for a new
middle school. They have looked long and hard for a site on the
west side that is comparable in topography to the Vandergriff
site, 1n order to build two identical schools, which will save
money. This site provides a site similar to Vandergriff. It is
estimated it will save $350,000. Mr. McNair read a resolution
written by the School Board last week which urged the Council to
advance its deliberations and approve the annexation and rezoning
request at this Council meeting.

Bobby New, School Superintendent, explained how critical this
vote 1s. The School District is at a crossroads. Several months
ago the School Board approached the Council with another proposed
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March 3, 1998

site. The District took note of what the Council said at that
time: to go back and look at another site and that the City was
not interested in approving a road that would create problems and
cost the taxpayers approximately $500,000. He stated the School
Board voted unanimously to approach the Council to recommend
approving this annexation and rezoning.

Dr. New informed the Council that the School Board had met that
afternoon. At that meeting, he told the Board the second option
is no longer an option. The Holcomb site will cost in excess of
$350,000 more. It is not the same guality site as this one is,
nor 1s 1t equitable to the Vandergriff site. It does not have
room for expansion. This leaves only one option, the site being
discussed. If this site i1is not approved, the project could be
put back as much as a year.

Kathy Phoenix, Presidents Council of the Fayetteville School
District, asked the City Council to support this annexation and
rezoning. It will benefit all citizens of Fayetteville. The 44
acre park is a wonderful opportunity to mesh classroom theory and
practical application for data collection and field study. She
urged that the vote be taken at this meeting.

Rob Dzur, Ward 1, stated the DPC&E is holding up information
needed to make a clearly evaluated decision. He encouraged
getting all the information about the infrastructure.

Mayor Hanna stated staff has calculated we have the capacity to
handle this.

Alderman Trumbo noted it is planned for this to take ten years to
be completely built.

Tim Reynolds, developer, stated it could be 2.5 to 3.5 years
before construction of the first phase.

Alderman Daniel pointed out there will be other development
impacting the sewer system.

Terri Mullen, Meadowlark Drive, asked the Council to approve this
annexation and rezoning. This is the type of growth she would
like to see and 1s much preferred to a grocery store. She asked
the Council to decide on this at this meeting, as the next
meeting would be during spring break. She stated she did not
notice a negative increase in traffic when Holcomb opened,
because many students are bused from the west.

A resident of Double Springs Road stated safe roads need to be
considered. Regarding making the decision at this meeting, she
said the announcement for the first reading did not mention the
amount of acres. The second notice, which did mention the
acreage, came out the same day as the Council meeting. She
stated people have not received the kind of notice they should
have and it does not look good to be pushing it through.
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March 3, 1998

Alderman Daniel stated there have been many articles about this
annexation.

Alderman Trumbo stated before this gets to the Council, it goes
through Planning Commission.

Alett Little stated Planning notifies adjoining landowners by
letter and two notices are put in the paper.

A teacher with the Fayetteville School District stated the
Council is faced with the essential question of is this a good
choice of land use for the City of Fayetteville. She asked the
Council to think about this as smart growth. The developer is
making concessions, which are park land in excess of greenspace
and the road from the school to Rupple Road. This sends a
message to developers to come to the Council with the City’s
needs 1n mind. She stated this middle school is needed to meet
student needs. The money saved on this site could be used for
start-up funds. This site would provide a useful outdoor
laboratory.

Wilson Kimbrough, Mt. Comfort Road, stated he did not see the
City counting the traffic. The City did not see the hundred or
more dump trucks using Mt. Comfort Road. If this 200 acres gets
developed, there will be a lot more trucks. He asked if the
majority of the Council had voted to not let high density be
annexed on the northeast side of Fayetteville.

Alderman Trumbo replied that annexation was passed but the
Council did not approve the R-1 zoning that was requested.

Mr. Kimbrough stated the attention given to the people of that
section is not being given to the northwest and never has been.
He pointed out there has not been any expression of people’s
feelings of concern about this high density annexation. He
stated this should be put off for two more weeks. He pointed out
that Alderman Schaper, who is highly verbal and understanding of
the people who live in that section, was not present at this
meeting. Mr. Kimbrough stated several people are depending on
him to give their views that they do not want this annexation in
this fashion. He reported there have been quite a few car wrecks

in this area recently. This needs to be discussed. More traffic
means more wrecks.

Mr. Kimbrough stated he detected meetings have taken place that
have caused members of the Council to make up their minds and
these meetings have not been public.

Alderman Zurcher responded that the Council tours sites the day
before a Council meeting, which is also a public meeting. The
press was present when the Council toured this site. He stated

nothing secret is going on.

Mr. Kimbrough stated the knowledge of what is going on with this
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200 acres is slowly increasing. Not everyone reads the paper and
it is not always easy to find out what is going on. It is very
proper to carry this out over three meetings and not two. People
are just beginning to know what is going on.

Jack Butt, citizen, stated the School District has the complete
legal and fiscal ability to take an unacceptable site and cram a
school onto it and put the same amount of traffic on Mt. Comfort
that will be at the new site anyway. That’s the choice if the
City won’t cooperate. On the other hand, we could take a
pristine site that will be developed no matter what and get a
wonderful park and a school built cheaply and have controlled,
supervised, well-planned growth. He could not see any benefit to
forcing the School District to do something that has been
characterized as not even an option. We need more parks like
Wilson and Walker, where you see hundreds and thousands of people
using them all the time. He could not see any conceivable better
choice than this.

Alderman Daniel reported that all the calls she has received
about this have been in favor of the project.

Alderman Williams stated the Council has been locking at this
issue gquite a while. The same arguments have been heard. It
has been before the Council once before. Many aldermen have been
contacted by many people. The School Board has taken action.

The PTA has taken action. He did not think delaying the vote
would serve any purpose.

Alderman Zurcher stated reasons for waiting include the absence
of Alderman Schaper and the fact that this is a large annexation.
He agreed with the need for middle schools. His only problem
with this site is the annexation of 200 acres for a 20 acre site,
which 1s what the State says is necessary. He noted the City
recently sold 20 acres for $1.5 million and maybe the School
Board and City need to work closer together. We could have made
a good deal with the School Board instead of paying for a road.
He stated the State could probably work something out, like
shared use of Ramay. He urged the Council not to vote on this
until both aldermen from the ward are present.

Alderman Trumbo stated he would not respond positively to a
request to vote at this meeting if it came from the developer,
but the School Board’s concerns are different and we should be
expedient. He stated two weeks would not change his vote.

Alderman Miller stated this developer is saying they will build
what the Councils he’'s sat on have demanded through the years.
Linking this to the parks and School Board was a shrewd move. He
stated he supports the School Board’s ability to make this
decislion and would not change his mind in two weeks.

James Shumate, Mt. Comfort Road, stated a middle school next to
Holcomb would mean more congestion and become a safety factor.

~
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Alderman Pettus stated the site is a beautiful site that will
benefit the City greatly and developers will help pay for the
road. In time, we can deal with our infrastructure problems.

Alderman Williams moved to suspend the rules and go to the third
and final reading. Alderman Pettus seconded. Upon roll call,
the motion failed on a vote of 4 to 3, with Aldermen Young,
Zurcher, and Daniel voting no.
RZA98-4.00 and RZS98-5.00 were left on second reading.

NEW BUSINESS

VA97-11.00

Mayor Hanna introduced an ordinance approving a utility easement
vacation, VA97-11.00, as requested by Virginia Davis for property
located at 3033 North Quail Creek Drive. The requested vacation
is for the east 8’ of the west 20’, excluding both the north 10°
and the south 10’ of Lot 5.

City Attorney Rose read the ordinance for the first time.
Alderman Daniel moved the ordinance to the second reading.

Alderman Miller seconded. Upon roll call, the motion carried on
a vote of 7 to 0.

City Attorney Rose read the ordinance for the second time.
There were no comments from the audience.

Alderman Trumbo moved to suspend the rules and go to the third
and final reading. Alderman Daniel seconded. Upon roll call,
the motion carried on a vote of 7 to 0.

City Attorney Rose read the ordinance for the third time.
Mayor Hanna called for the vote.

Upon roll call, the ordinance passed on a vote of 7 to 0.

ORDINANCE 4083 AS RECORDED IN THE CITY CLERK’S OFFICE.

RZ88-3.00

Mayor Hanna introduced an ordinance approving rezoning request
RZ98-3.00, as submitted by Dale Frederick on behalf of the City
of Fayetteville for property located at 4500 South School Avenue.
The property contains 525.40 acres. The request is to change the
zoning from A-1, Agricultural, and C-1, Neighborhood Commercial,
to I-1, Heavy Commercial and Light Industrial.

City Attorney Rose read the ordinance for the first time.
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Alderman Williams noted that the Planning Commission voted 8-0-0
to recommend this rezoning.

Alderman Miller stated this 1s a large rezoning, but having an
alrport that’s A-1 and C-1 doesn’t make sense.

Alderman Daniel stated she has received no input from the public.
It does not seem to be a concern.

Mayor Hanna stated this is just to straighten out something that
should have been done many years ago.

Alderman Young pointed out that the Planning Commission said this
land can be rezoned again if it ceases to be used as an airport.

Mayor Hanna asked for comments from the audience.

Alderman Trumbo asked the Airport Marketing Director if there are
plans to develop this other than for passenger usage.

Rudy Fury, Alrport Marketing Director, stated the Airport Board
voted unanimously for this. The infrastructure is in place to
handle the development on the east side. This is a continuation
of following the City’s guidelines in developing the corporate
industrial purposes of the airport. There was a roadblock to
further development because of the zoning.

Alderman Williams moved to suspend the rules and go to the second

reading. Alderman Miller seconded. Upon roll call, the motion

carried on a vote of 6 to 0, with Alderman Daniel absent for the
vote.

City Attorney Rose read the ordinance for the second time.
Alderman Miller moved to go to the third and final reading.
Alderman Pettus seconded. Upon roll call, the motion carried on
a vote of 6 to 0, with Alderman Daniel absent for the vote.

City Attorney Rose read the ordinance for the third time.

There being no further comments, Mayor Hanna called for the vote.

Upon roll call, the ordinance carried on a vote of 6 to 0, with
Alderman Daniel absent for the vote.

ORDINANCE 4084 AS RECORDED IN THE CITY CLERK’S OFFICE

VOLUME-BASED GARBAGE COLLECTION

Mayor Hanna introduced an ordinance approving a change to our
garbage collection program and approving a budget adjustment.

City Attorney Rose read the ordinance for the first time.
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Mayor Hanna stated this 1s a good idea as we need to make our
garbage fees equitable. However, we should be giving out 104
bags and make arrangements for the elderly and people who live
alone. Also, asking a family to use one bag one week and two
bags the next is not practical. It may lead to people disposing
of garbage on their own. He had no objection to charging $1.50
per bag over what we allow, but we should give 104 bags rather
than 78.

Alderman Zurcher agreed. He favors finding a way for people to
get credits on the bags they don’t use or some sort of rebate.

Alderman Miller stated an entire meeting of the Environmental
Concerns Committee was spent discussing the number of bags to
allow. Staff had asked to be allowed to determine the number of
bags so they could get a year of data on how this is going to
work. He stated Cheryl Zotti has agreed to look into the needs
of low income and elderly citizens. He mentioned after Christmas
might be a time for the City to pick up more than what is
generally allowed.

Alderman Daniel also had concerns about the number of bags. She
asked how it was chosen.

Cheryl Zotti, Environmental Affairs Administrator, passed around
a sample of the bag to be used. She stated staff recommended 104
bags in order to provide 2 bags per week. Sixty gallons per
household was planned for in the rate study. The first vear
would be a time of teaching about waste control in the home. We
do not want to make it too restrictive. There axre a lot of
people who generate a lot more than two bags a week. Our goal is
to teach them to use these bags the first year. It will most
likely change over the next few vyears.

Alderman Williams asked if the primary purpose for going to the
volume based plan is that we have to collect more money now.

Zottli replied that i1s one of the reasons. The timing of this is
related to the fact that we are implementing a new recycling

program which will cost an additional $162,000 per year. This
program will generate revenue.

Alderman Williams stated the waste audit showed households are
placing an average of five to six bags out each week. With the

new system, the average resident will not be able to put out as
much trash.

Zottli agreed it would be difficult. They would need to be
conscious of how they recycle.

Alderman Williams asked how much money this program is supposed
to raise.

Zottl replied it is estimated that through decreased disposal
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rates and selling at least one additional roll of bags to 30% of
the residents, it will generate approximately $189,000 per year.

Alderman Williams questioned the statement in the report that 30%
of the residents buying one roll of bags a year at $30 would
generate $153,000. The cost of the bags will cost the City
$131,000, so the net increase would be about $22,000.

Zottli responded that we won’t have the expense of purchasing the
blue bags, approximately $60,000 per vyear.

Alderman Williams stated this 1s a savings on the recycling end
but has nothing to do with volume metric pricing. We’ve already

agreed to go to the bin program and so already have that $60,000
in savings.

Zottli stated that when the bin program was presented, it was
stated there would be two choices to raise the additional
revenue: a rate 1increase or this type of program.

Alderman Williams questioned how much will actually be raised
according to this plan. If you raise $153,000 more from
residents by requiring them to buy additional bags, but are
paying $131,000 to supply bags plus $7,000 for the bags to be
sold, the only revenue being realized is $14,800. We are
collecting $153,000 but 90% and more is going to the bag sellers.
That is not good management. We are not realizing much money but
are taking a lot from our citizens to make this work; and that is
just the cost of the bags, not the administration or anything
else.

Zotti stated they did not approach it this way, deducting
expenses. We first said we would provide a bag program and
recognized it would cost $131,000 to purchase the bags. We had
the savings from not purchasing the blue bags to do this.

Alderman Williams stated we already have that savings anyway and
it is one of the reasons we are going to the bin program. That
savings helps that project make more sense. It should not be
tied into this pricing.

Alderman Zurcher stated that to make it equitable would be to
have a basic charge for recycling then put it on subscription
service and charge the exact cost of the bags and landfilling.

Alderman Williams stated there is an estimated $36, 000 saving if
we reduce trash flow by 10%. If you add that to the $14,800
revenue, you then get about $50,000. If we decide not to go to
volume based bags and don’t spend the money on bags, we could
raise our rates by $.25 for every household and not change
anything else--not buy the bags--and we’d still get the $50,000
in savings. If you don’t get that $36,000 and only collect the
$14,800, 1t is $1 a year per household that we’d have to raise
our rates. We need to look closely at the finances on this.
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Kevin Crosson, Public Works Director, stated the bags are not
necessarily a vehicle to get the trash into the landfill; they
are a tool to educate the public about recycling. This was taken
as a unified proposal to the Environmental Concerns Committee
coupled with the curbside recycling program. On the volume rate
proposal, the Committee was given two options. The Committee
chose the volume metric rate proposal over the rate increase.

Alderman Miller wondered why the solid waste department is
expected to make money when no other department is.

Lonnie Gibson, audience member, remembered a few years back when
garbage was picked up twice a week. Now it is picked up once a
week and you pay separately for yard waste. He felt paying $1.50
for a bag is an insult and the bags are not needed. He would
rather see a rate increase and use his own bags. He thought the
bag system could be a burden under circumstances like landlords
cleaning up after tenants.

Bill Stiles, 117 Rock, does not want to be charged for half a bag
of trash. He had concerns about dogs getting into the garbage
bags and was told the bags will fit in garbage cans. He stated
he has a problem with dumpsters being picked up at 5:30 in the
morning, which disturbs his bed and breakfast customers. He
thought this might violate the noise ordinance.

Kevin Crosson offered to pick this up later in the day.
This item was left on first reading.

AERIAL DATA SERVICES CONTRACT

Mayor Hanna introduced a resolution awarding a one-year contract
with annual renewals subject to budget approvals to Aerial Data
Services for aerial photography, digital, and planimetric data.

John Goddard, Data Processing, stated this is black and white
photography and digital imagery.

Alderman Miller moved the resolution. Alderman Trumbo seconded.
Upon roll call, the motion carried on a vote of 5 to 0, with
Aldermen Young and Pettus absent for the vote.

RESOLUTION 26-98 AS RECORDED IN THE CITY CLERK’S OFFICE.

4 -COUNTY REGIONAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT DISTRICT BOARD

Mayor Hanna introduced a resolution approving the appointment of
Cheryl Zotti, Environmental Affairs Administrator, as the City of
Fayetteville’s representative on the 4-County Regional Solid
Waste Management District Board.

Mayor Hanna explained that Ms. Zotti is the one who keeps up with
the 4-County Solid Waste Management District and goes to all the

12
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meetings.

Alderman Williams moved the resolution. Alderman Daniel

seconded. Upon roll call, the motion carried on a vote of 7 to
0.

RESOLUTION 27-98 AS RECORDED IN THE CITY CLERK’'S OFFICE

COMMUNITY ROOM PROPOSAL

Mayor Hanna introduced a letter submitted by Cyrus Young on
behalf of Michael H. Thomas, Library Board President, regarding
an alternate plan for a Community Meeting room at the
Fayetteville Public Library.

Michael Thomas, Library Board President, stated this is the
proposal, not an alternative. It is part of a long-range
development plan for expansion. Because of the town center issue
coming up, the Library was persuaded to do this now. He
explained the current policy has been changed regarding use of
the existing room. There is no charge for use of the room when
the library is open. There is a $25 c¢lean-up deposit, which is
returned 1f the room is returned to its original order. After
hours, there will be a charge of $10 an hour for an employee to
be there.

Mr. Thomas stated the plan provides for a 1,440 sg. ft., self-
contained meeting room, raised stage, and handicap access. It
will hold 75 adults or 160 children. Adjacent to that will be an
850 sq. ft. area for the entrance lobby/gallery, restrooms,
kitchen preparatory facility, and a staff breakroom. The entire
area can be sealed off from the rest of the library, giving 24-
hour access for events and programs. Improved lighting is needed

for the parking lot. The estimated cost is from $150,000 to
$225,000.

Mr. Thomas stated he is asking the Council to consider providing
funding for an architect to do the initial design work and cost
estimation. Architect fees for a project this size are from
$15,000 to $22,000 plus about $2,000 for reimbursable expenses.

Initial schematics design and development require from $6,500 to
S9,200.

Mr. Thomas referred to the town center proposal regarding a

meeting room. The library is two to three times larger and will
cost much less.

Louise Schaper, Library Director, gave a presentation using the
overhead. She showed the existing space of the library that will
be involved. Because of the bathroom arrangement, in the past
the library had to remain open; without staff present, items have

been lost, which is why there is a charge for staff to be present
when the library is not open.

13
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Ms. Schaper showed a rough conceptual plan for the proposed
community room. A possilible long-range plan would be to use a
currently rented-out space for a corporate boardroom to be used
by small businesses for meetings. This is now rented by the
Ozark Regional Library System.

Alderman Williams was concerned about making decisions based on a
rough conceptual plan. The staff may need to look at it.

Normally, proposals don’t come to the Council outside budgeting
and the CIP.

Ms. Schaper stated this came forward out of concern that the City
is considering spending the money somewhere else. There is no
hurry. If not now, they would be coming back when the budget is

set. Now, they are simply asking for the ability to get started
with an architect.

Ben Mayes, Administrative Services Director, stated this would
come out of fund balance.

Ms. Schaper stated they are asking for architectural services for
initial schematics and design development, the $6,500 to $9,200.

Kevin Crosson, Public Works Director, stated the project itself
would have to go through the CIP.

Mayor Hanna suggested having staff draw up a proposal showing
where the money would come from and what we would need and then
present it as an agenda item.

Alderman Zurcher asked what the Regional Library does and if it
needs the space it rents.

Mr. Thomas asked to put that question on hold.

Alderman Trumbo asked what the mechanism is to approve the money
for hiring an architect.

Mayor Hanna replied that the necessary information and a budget
adjustment for the architectural services will be included in the
next agenda under old business.

TIBETAN NATIONAL INDEPENDENCE DAY

Mayor Hanna introduced a resolution proclaiming March 10, 1998,
Tibetan National Independence Day in Fayetteville, Arkansas.

Frank Parigil, Students for a Free Tibet, read the resolution. He
stated that as a result of the past activities of visiting
Tibetan monks, the people of Northwest Arkansas have contributed
$18,000 directly to the Tibetan people and have studied Tibet.
The story of Tibet i1s one that reflects what can happen to a
nation when freedom is denied. Fayetteville has an opportunity
to play a part in on-going, peaceful efforts of the Tibetan
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people to gain the rights we know are crucial to peace and
happiness of individuals and nations. The more people who become
involved in creating a better world, the sooner that world will
happen.

Bill Sims, Fayetteville resident, Congregationalist minister, and
President of the Northwest Arkansas Buddhist Association, stated
this is a unique situation for a city government. This is an
international issue that has been going on for 39 years and has
received 1lncreased attention in the past five years. It is
important because this is a group of people who represent a
native culture that has been active for 1,200 years and
uninterrupted until 1958. This is a case where local folks can
make an international impact. They are not getting recognition
from major governments because of the Chinese government’s
influence. This is why the monks have been coming here for the
last four vyears.

Alderman Williams moved the resolution. Alderman Miller
seconded.

Alderman Trumbo noted that resolutions of this type could be
directed to many places in the world and wondered if this is
where the Council is going. He was concerned about
discrimlinating against other causes.

Alderman Zurcher stated that any group who has thig kind of point

about repression of human rights deserves to have the Council
consider it.

Alderman Williams stated Tibet is fairly unique. Tibet’s problem
has gone on for a longer time and a larger part of their
population has been killed or exiled than any other place.

Rev. Sims stated that the visiting monks have been made honorary
citizens of Fayetteville. He stated Amnesty International has

indicated that an effective means for change is through local
support.

Alderman Daniel stated this would be setting a precedent and the
Council may receive resolutions that are not as clear as this and
very political.

Upon roll call, the resolution passed on a vote of 7 to 0.

RESOLUTION 28-98 AS RECORDED IN THE CITY CLERK’S OFFICE.

MUD CREEK BUDGE ADJUSTMENT

Mayor Hanna introduced a resolution approving the contract for
Construction of AHTD Job 040179, F.A.P. BRN-9142 (7), Mud Creek
Str. and Apprs. (Fayetteville) Washington County with Souter
Construction co., approval for the City’s matching funds, and
budget adjustment in the amount of $540,000. Matching funds for
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the construction of this project total $454,498.71.

Mayor Hanna informed the Council that if this is passed at this
meeting, the only thing preventing this from being completed this
vear would be procuring the steel.

Charles Venable, Assistant to the Public Works Director, stated
the traffic count taken just after Joyce Street opened was 7,000
cars a day on this one-lane bridge. It has increased since then.
This project will provide four lanes.

Alderman Williams moved to accept the resolution. Alderman
Daniel seconded. Upon roll call, the resolution passed on a vote
of 7 to 0.

RESOLUTION 25-98 AS RECORDED IN THE CITY CLERK’S OFFICE.

USE_OF SQUARE GARDENS FOR OUTSIDE DINING

Mayor Hanna introduced consideration of a conceptual plan for

outdoor dining on park property located within the Square
Gardens.

Mike O’Brien, Cafe Company, stated there is an area where they
have an existing easement that is part of the Parks Department
that they would like to turn into outdoor dining. He passed out
a handout regarding what is being proposed. He asked that the
Council review this and recommend that the staff negotiate an
agreement for the purpose of using this area for outdoor dining.

Richard Alderman, architect, used a drawing to walk through the
area. He pointed out how this would provide convenient access
for the handicapped. He stated this would not impact any of the
existing gardens, except for moving a potting shed.

Mr. O’Brien stated this area would be closed to the public during
non business hours. They are looking at the screening
requirements.

Alderman Williams stated he would hate to see a tall fence.
Outdoor dining was recommended 1in town meetings to enhance the

downtown area. The attractiveness of this would be in sitting by
the garden.

Mr. Alderman stated the screening is required and dictated by
ABC. He stated he wanted the Council’s approval to begin
negotiation with the City staff to come up with what the City
requires. They would also work with the historic people.

Mr. O’Brien stated the State law requires the classification of
private club if open and serving alcohol on Sundays.

Alderman Williams stated he has a problem with making a public
space 1nto a private club. He pointed out that Jose’s is both a
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private club and not a private club.

Mr. O’'Brien stated an integral part of their concept is the
ability for people to imbibe and have choices of where they want
to sit. The screening is a requirement for the liquor license.

Mr. Alderman stated there is no need to explore what the exact
screening requirements are unless the Council gives some
indication they are interested in this concept.

Alderman Young stated the Council would want to have that
information.

Alderman Zurcher expressed reservations about having alcohol out
in the Square Gardens.

Alderman Miller cautioned the Council about setting a precedent
for leasing park land to a business.

Mayor Hanna stated the request 1s for approval for this business
to work out with staff a plan to lease the easement and to have
it presented to the Council.

Alderman Trumbo moved this approval. Alderman Pettus seconded.
Lonnie Gibson, former owner of the 01d Post Office Restaurant,
encouraged the Council to support this club. He stated he would
like to be able to have a drink outside. This will bring people
and money to the Square.

Upon roll call, the motion carried on a vote of 7 to 0.

WARD BOUNDARIES

Mayor Hanna introduced discussion of ward boundaries.

Mayor Hanna suggested that each alderman chose a configuration
from the four suggested and submit it at the agenda session.
This would be added first under old business at the next meeting.
Alderman Pettus asked for population trends.

Ben Mayes, Administrative Services Director, stated the choices

are Alderman Schaper’s, configuration D; Alderman Williams’s,

configuration E; Alderman Young'’'s, configuration F; and Randy
Zurcher’s, configuration G.

Adjournment

Mayor Hanna adjourned the meeting at 10:05 p.m.
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CITY OF FAYETTEVILLE
BID QUOTATIONS #1

Purchase Date March 5, 1998

investment Offered $875,000.00

Maturity Date Requested August 27, 1698

Number of Days 175 Days

NATIONSBANK

($895,000.00 if T—Bill

MCILROQY

BANK OF FAYE

AWARDED
BANK OF ARK

SETTLEMENT DATE 03/05/98

03/05/98

03/05/98

03/05/98

MATURITY DATE 08/27/98

08/27/98

08/27/98

08/27/98

DISCOUNT OR COUFPON
RATE

YIELD

DAYS BID 175

175 175

T-BILL BIDS
CALCULATED YIELD

FACE VALUE

BOOK VALUE

HANDLING FEE 2.00

T—-BILL INTEREST
EARNINGS

T—NOTE/OTHER BIDS
FACE VALUE

BOOK VALUE

HANDLING FEE 2.00

T—NOTE INTEREST
EARNINGS

CALCULATED YIELD

DISCOUNT/{(PREMIUM)

PURCHASE INTEREST

CD BID Neo Bid

No Bid

No Bid

5.250

CD INTEREST EARNINGS

22,568.15

INTEREST ON INTEREST
BASIS

CD EFFECTIVE YIELD

5.330/

T-BILL EFFECTIVE YIELD

/

T—NOTE/OTHER

/

EFFECTIVE YIELD

NvEsTMENT Numper 2000001113

LOGGED ON COMPUTER

BY

LOGGED OFF COMPUTER

BY

TBQN\\ yd

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES D TOR
OR DESIGNEE

~
oo,
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CITY OF FAYETTEVILLE

BID QUOTATIONS #1

Purchase Date March 5, 1998

Investment Oftered $875,000.00

Maturity Date Requested August 27, 1998
Number of Days 175 Days

A. G. EDWARDS

($8985,000.00 if T—Bill)

DEAN WITTER LLAMA CO.

Page 2 of 2

MERRILL LYNCH

SETTLEMENT DATE 03/05/98

03/05/88 03/05/88

03/05/88

MATURITY DATE 08/27/98

08/27/98 08/27/98

08/27/98

DISCOUNT OR COUPON

RATE 5.030

5.000

YIELD 5.230

5.196

DAYS BID 175

175

175 175

T-BILL BiDS

CALCULATED YIELD 5.231

5.196

FACE VALUE 895,000.00

895,000.00

BOOK VALUE 873,104.00

£873,246.53

HANDLING FEE

2,35

T-BILL INTEREST

EARNINGS 21,896.00

21,753.47

T—-NOTE/OTHER BIDS
FACE VALUE

BOOK VALUE

HANDLING FEE

2.35

T—-NOTE INTEREST
EARNINGS

CALCULATED YIELD

DISCOUNT/{PREMIUM)

PURCHASE INTEREST

CD BID

No Bid

No Bid

CD INTEREST EARNINGS

INTEREST ONINTEREST
BASIS

Ir

CD EFFECTIVE YIELD

T—-BILL EFFECTIVE YIELD 5.231

5.195

T-NOTE/OTHER

EFFECTIVE YIELD

5660001113

INVESTMENT NUMBER

LOGGED ON COMPUTER

BY

LOGGED OFF COMPUTER

BY

AN

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES DI R
OR DESIGNEE




CITY OF FAYETTEVILLE
BID QUOTATIONS #2

Purchase Date March 5, 1988

Investment Offered $865,000.00 ($920,000.00 if T—Bil)

Maturity Date Requested September 3, 1998

Number of Days 182 Days

NATIONSBANK

MCILROY

BANK OF FAYE

Page 1 of 2

AWARDED
BANK OF ARK

SETTLEMENT DATE 03/05/98 03/05/98

03/05/98

03/05/98

MATURITY DATE 09/03/98 09/03/98

09/03/98

09/03/98

DISCOUNT OR COUPOCN
RATE

YIELD

DAYS BID 182

182

182

T—-BILL BIDS
CALCULATED YIELD

FACE VALUE

BOOK VALUE

HANDLING FEE 2.00

T-BILL INTEREST
EARNINGS

T-NOTE/OTHER BIDS
FACE VALUE

BOOK VALUE

HANDLING FEE 2.00

T-NOTE INTEREST
EARNINGS

CALCULATED YIELD

DISCOUNT/(PREMIUM)

PURCHASE INTEREST

CD BID No Bid

No Bid

No Bid

5.300

CD INTEREST EARNINGS

24,250.96

INTEREST CN INTEREST
BASIS

CD EFFECTIVE YIELD

2.434

T-BILL EFFECTIVE YIELD

/

T—NOTE/OTHER

EFFECTIVE YIELD

INVESTMENT NUMBER 5660001114

LOGGED ON COMPUTER BY

LOGGED OFF CCMPUTER BY

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES DIREC
OR DESIGNEE
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CITY OF FAYETTEVILLE
BID QUOTATIONS

Purchase Date
Investment Offered
Maturity Date Requested

Number of Days

SETTLEMENT DATE
MATURITY DATE

DISCOUNT OR COUPON
RATE

YIELD

DAYS BID

#2
March 5, 1998
$895,000.00
September 3, 1598
182 Days

A. G. EDWARDS

($920,000.00 if T - Bil)

DEAN WITTER

LLAMA CO.

Page 2 of 2

MERRILL LYNCH

03/05/98

03/05/98 03/05/98

03/05/98

09/03/68

09/03/98 09/03/98

09/03/98

5.020

5.010

5.230

5.212

182

182

182

182

T—-BILL BIDS
CALCULATED YIELD

FACE VALUE

BOOK VALUE
HANDLING FEE

T-BILL INTEREST
EARNINGS
T—NOTE/OTHER BIDS
FACE VALUE

BOOK VALUE

HANDLING FEE

T—-NOTE INTEREST
EARNINGS

CALCULATED YIELD
DISCOUNT/(PREMIUM)

PURCHASE INTEREST

CD BID

CD INTEREST EARNINGS
INTEREST ON INTEREST
BASIS

5.226

3,212

920,000.00

920,000.00

896,633.38

£96,697.93

2.35

23,366.62

23,302.07

2.35

No Bid

No Bid

CD EFFECTIVE YIELD
T—-BILL EFFECTIVE YIELD

T-NOTE/OTHER
EFFECTIVE YIELD

INVESTMENT NUMBER

5.226

5.211

5660001114

LOGGED ON COMPUTER

BY

LOGGED OFF COMPUTER

BY

D

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES DIRECT

OR DESIGNEE




BID QUOTATIONS
Purchase Date
Investment Offered
Maturity Date Requested

Number of Days

SETTLEMENT DATE
MATURITY DATE

DISCOUNT OR COUPON
RATE

YIELD

DAYS BID

#1
February 26, 1998
$420,000.00
August 13, 1988
168 Days

NATIONSBANK

($430,000.00 # T-Bill)

AWARDED
MCILROY BANK OF FAYE BANK OF ARK

02/26/98

02/26/98 02/26/98 02/26/08

08/13/98

08/13/08 08/13/98 08/13/98

168

168 168 168

T-BILL BIDS
CALCULATED YIELD

FACE VALUE
BOOK VALUE
HANDLING FEE

T—BILL INTEREST
EARNINGS

2.00

—NOTE/O DS
FACE VALUE

BOOK VALUE
HANDLING FEE

T—-NOTE INTEREST
EARNINGS

CALCULATED YIELD
DISCOUNT/(PREMIUM)

PURCHASE INTEREST

CD BID

CO INTEREST EARNINGS
INTEREST ON INTEREST
BASIS

CD EFFECTIVE YIELD
T-BILL EFFECTIVE YIELD

T-NOTE/OTHER
EFFECTIVE YIELD

INVESTMENT NUMBER

2.00

No Bid

No Bid No Bid 5.300

10,484.080

5.428

5660001107

LOGGED ON COMPUTER

BY

LOGGED OFF COMPUTER

BY

S A

2L 98

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES DIRECTOR

OR DESIGNEE
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CITY OF FAYETTEVILLE

BID QUOTATIONS #1

Purchase Date February 26, 1968
Investment Offered $420,000.00
Maturity Date Requested August 13, 1998
Number of Days 168 Days

A. G. EDWARDS

DEAN WITTER

Page 2 of 2

($430,000.00 if T—Bill)

LLAMA CO. MERRILL LYNCH

SETTLEMENT DATE 02/26/98 02/26/98

02/26/98 02/26/98

MATURITY DATE 08/13/68 08/13/08

08/13/98 08/13/08

DISCOUNT OR COUPON
RATE

5,110

5.090

YIELD

2.308

5.286

DAYS BID 168

168

168 168

T—BILL BIDS
CALCULATED YIELD

2.308

5.286

FACE VALUE

430,000.00

430,000.00

BOOK VALUE

419,745.83

416,786.21

HANDLING FEE

2.35

T—BILL INTEREST
EARNINGS

10,254.07

10,213.79

T~NOTE/OTHER BIDS
FACE VALUE

BOOK VALUE

HANDLING FEE

2.35

T—NOTE INTEREST
EARNINGS

CALCULATED YIELD

DISCOUNT/(PREMIUM)

PURCHASE INTEREST

CD BID No Bid

No Bid

CD INTEREST EARNINGS

INTEREST ON INTEREST
BASIS

CD EFFECTIVE YIELD

T-BILL EFFECTIVE YIELD

5.3086

5.286

T-NOTE/OTHER

EFFECTIVE YIELD

INVESTMENT NUMBER 5660001107

LOGGED ON COMPUTER BY

LOGGED OFF COMPUTER BY

Dl b

2-24-98

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES DIRECTOR
OR DESIGNEE




cditoriai siaii have gof problems with the Fayeticviile cify stail's propesed seiid

whio could blame them? 1he

waste system that inveives biz purple bags. Frankiy,
stoposed sysiem is a) not very equitabic io people who put cui very little trash, b

expensive and compiicated. Part of the problem, in my opinie:, is that there has

been too litile community diaiocue about Faveiievilie's solid waste situation. 3lavhe
. = - o

g can work on this i the hature.

Although the staff-proposed system has obvicus flaws, the Pay As Youd

Throw concent is 1oo gooed (o miss ouf on. In e¢ffect this systemn wiil help preserve

our natural environmen{ and save us all money. And, nobody will hiive to pay for

disposal of solid <vaste hefshic doesn't generate.

So I will throw my ideas ouf for consideration, as follows:

i1 v pian, evervbody will be billed for cur recyeiing program, swhith wiil

save us both the ¢osi of landflling any recvelabic iioms and fhe environmental costs
associaied widh landfilis,

My actual selid-waste s¥stem would inveive 172U codce technoiogy hike ihe
kind they use at the grocery store. Evervbody buys a standard hard-shell garbage

can (metal or plasiic) ihat hoids about 20-40 eailons {or whalever the standarda is).

ey

This wouid heip with the problem «{ dogs getiing in people’s garbage, and, Tnsed

he, the cify could provide {iiese 1o cifizens for a nominal fee. The glilzen an own |,

2.3 0, oreven > cans if ke or she chonses, L cilizen chevis 3 dox aon nerdhis




hem on the culsiie af up s

Tk

Apartywicn semeung aticmypss 12 9p b olh), ang sticks
five irasn containgrs,

When the sanifation werkers pick up your trash, they "scan your ¢can” {irst,
then tiirow your trash in ihe {ruck. For cach can scanned, one can of trash is added
ie your bill. For this plan fo really be cquitable, ihie charge attached {0 one can of
irash must be if1e actual cost of all that goes into landiilling the trash, including
tipping fees, administrative costs, transportation, etc. T rust me, you payv for those
xinds of thinss in your ¢leciric, gas, and water bills.

Then. with the magic of compuliers, the solid wasie disposal line ifep on your
water bill accuraiely reticcts the cost of what vou sent o the iandfill.

R0 expensive bags or meossy tugs, just a sticker for the can. How could il be
casicr?

In discussing the various oplions we have, let’s not furgﬂt’ the goals ol a Pay
As You fTarow irash systenmr—equidy for all and reduciion of our landfill waste

stream,

siticerely, Randy Zdreher, Alderman, Ward 2
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LETTER OF AGREEMENT

AMERICAN EAGLE AIRLINES, INC.
AND .
NORTHWEST ARKANSAS REGIONAL AIRPORT AUTHORITY

THIS LETTER OF AGREEMENT, made and entered into this 11th day of March, 1998 , by and
between the NORTHWEST ARKANSAS REGIONAL AIRPORT AUTHORITY (hereinafter referred to
as the “Authority”), and AMERICAN EAGLE AIRLINES, INC., together with its successors and
assigns (hereinafter referred to as the “Airline™).

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the Authority desires to establish a long term contractual relationship with the
Atrline for the provision of commercial air carrier service between the Northwest Arkansas Regional
Airport (hercinafter referred to as “Airport”) and other airports by the Airline and/or its code sharing

partners;
WHEREAS,the Airlinc desires to provide commercial air carrier service between the Airport

and other airports; and

WHEREAS, the Authority and the Airline have negotiated and reached an agreement in principle
. as to the terms and conditions whercby the Authority and the Airline will enter into a fifty-nine (59)
month agreement (hereinafter referred to as “Airport Use Agreement”) for the Airline’s use of certain
facilities at the Airport, and the Airline’s lease of certain space at the Airport; and the Authority’s
provision of certain and specific facilities, services and incentives to the Airline, as generally described

herein; and (tj—s* 5{-@{) (j\)g M exX+ (G ?f Q__)-C)uv(‘\@:ﬁ

WHEREAS, the Authority and Airline acknowledge and agree that the provisions of any Airport
Use Agreement must be in compliance with all laws and/or regulations; and

WHEREAS, the Authority and the Airline agree to continue to negotiate in good faith the
remaining terms. conditions and provisions of the Airport Use Agreement and to enter into and execute
the Airport Use Agreement as soon as practicable, on or before June 1, 1998, or as otherwise mutually
agreed by the parties. B

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing and of the mutual covenants hereinafter
contained, the parties agree for themselves, their successors, legal representatives and assignees, as
follows:

1. Consideration. Thar each of the aforesaid parties acknowledges the receipt of a valuable
consideration from the other and that they and each of them act herein in further consideration of
the engagements of the other as herein stated.

_I»J

Airport.

(a) The Authority warrants and represents that it is the owner in fee simple of certain real
property situated tn Benton County. Arkansas. constituting the Airport property; that it is
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currently in the process of completing the construction of an air carrier airport to serve a
region consisting of Northwest Arkansas, Southwest Missouri, and Northeast Oklahoma
(hercinafter the “Region™); and that it is the Authority’s intent to substantially complete
the construction of said Airport and to provide to the Airline beneficial occupancy of
certain facilitics, as generally described herein, on or about the 17th day of October,

1998.

(b) The Authority further warrants and represents that the Airport shall include the following
generally described facilities which shall be made available o the Airline on a non-
exclusive basis, together with such other services, facilities and accommodations as the
Authority deems neccssary, convenient or proper to allow the Airport to provide the
services, facilities and accommeodations appropriate for a full service functional airport.

(1) Runway and Taxiway System - An air carrier runway 8,800 feet long and 150
fect wide; a taxiway 8,800 feet long and 75 feet wide, five connectors, and

airfield lighting systems.

(1) Terminal Raﬁp and Taxiwav - A tcrminal ramp arca consisting of
approximately 425,000 square feet, with a taxiway connector.

(1)  Terminal Building - A terminal building consisting of approximately 78,700
square feet. which shall include preferential space for ticket counters and office
area, baggage make-up, departurc lounge or hold rooms, two loading bridges
with potable water facilities, and airline operations; common use space for
baggage break-down, baggage claim and security; and such public use spaces as
may be reasonably required by the passengers of the Airline.

(iv) Business Center - A common use facility located immediately across from the
Airline’s departure lounge/hold room space.

(v) Airside Facilities - An Index B air rescue and fire fighting facility; an air traffic
control tower; ground based navigational aids including Category 1 instrument
landing systems for both runway ends, distance mecasuring cquipment, runway |
visual range receiver, and an automated weather observation system.

(v1) Other - Roadway and public parking system, fuel farm, and complete utility
systems.,

Alrline’s Services.

¢ Alirline agrees that it shall, to the fullest extent commercially reasonable, utilize the
Airport as the sole airport for the provision of scheduled commercial air transportation
services to and from the Region. The parties will negotiate to establish a minimum level
of service and financial commitment under the Airport Use Agreement.

(b) The Airline agrees that it shall commence the provision of commercial air transportation
services between the Region and Dallas/Fort Worth Airport (“DFW™), and. to the extent
permitted by law and/or regulation, Chicago O’Hare Airport (“ORD™), and such other
destination points as the Airline may determine, from and after the date of beneficial
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occupancy of the Airport facilities described herein, and continuing during the Term of
the Airport Use Agreement. The Airline shall use its commercially reasonable efforts to
provide no less than ten (10) weekday non-stop round-trip ﬂigll;éﬁberween DFW and the
Airport, and, to the extent permitted by law and/or regulation, hree (3) weekda_uun-
stop round-trip flights between ORD and the Airport. The Airline shall use its
commercially best efforts to initiate regional jet operations to achieve a full pattern of
service in the provision of said commercial air transportation services between DFW,

ORD, and the Airport. 5.1)-3 XS M:—-s—n{D../\ o\ GCJ\-\

4. Term. The Authority and the Airline agree that the term of this Letter of Agreement shall
commence upon the date of its execution, and continue until superseded and/or replaced by the
execution of an Airport Use Agreement. The parties hereto further agree that the term of an
Airport Use Agreement resulting herefrom shall be in full force and effect from and after the
date of its execution, and the rates and charges applicable thereto shall commence upon the date
of beneficial occupancy and continue for a term of fifty nine (59) months, unless earlier
terminated as provided therein (herein the “Term’™).

5. Rents, Fees and _Charpges. To the extent pcrmitted by law and/or regulation, the Authority
agrees that the following fee schedule and methodologies for the calculation of the relevant

rents, fees and charges shall apply 1o the Airline’s use of the facilities at the Airport during the
Term of the Airport Use Agreement. The Airline agrees to pay to the Authority the following
rents, fces and charges, as and when due, during the Tenn of the Airport Use Agreement.

(a) Preferential Use Space. The Authority and the Airline agree that the rental rate for the
Airline Preferred Use Space (approximately 6,566 square feet for the Airline’s sole use,
to the extent permitted by law and/or regulation) shall be Twenty Four Dollars and
Eleven Cents (524.11) per square foot per annum.

(b) Common Use Space. The Authority and the Airline agree that the rental rate of the total
Common Use Space at the Airport (approximately 4,700 square feet) shall be Eleven
Dollars and Thirty Six Cents ($11.36) per square foot per annum, so that the total cost of
the Common Use Space attributable to all airlines serving the Airport shall be
approximately Fifty Threc Thousand Three Hundred Ninety-Two Dollars ($53,392.00)
per annum. The Airline agrees that it shall be liable for an amount approximately equal
to Fourteen Thousand Two Huadred Two and 27/100 Dollars ($14,202.27) as its pro-rata
share of the Common Use Space (or approximately 1,250.2 square feet of the total
Common Use Space) during the first year under the Airport Use Agreement. The
allocation of the square footage of the Common Use Space attributable to the Airline and
all other airlines serving the Airport is based upon the following formula.

(1) Seventy percent (70%) of the total Common Use Space shall be shared equally
among the airlines serving the Airpon, including Airline. For the purposes of
this caiculation, during the Term of the Airport Use Agreement, there shall
always be a minimum of five (5) airlines, the minimum divisor for the purpose
of allocating equal share Comrmon Use Space to cach airline (70% / 5), up to the
actual number of airlines serving the Airport (the “Airline Proportion™); and

(11) Thirty percent (30%) of the total Common Use Space shall be shared among the
airlines serving the Airport, including Airline, based on usage measured by the
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number of enplanements of the Airline against the total number of enplanements
of all airlines for thc previous month at the Airport (the “Enplanement

Proportion™).

For the purposes of this formula the Airline’s share of:
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(A) The Airline Proportion of the Common Use Space under the Airport Use
Agrecment shall not cxceed twenry percent (20%) of the seventy percent (70%) of the
total Common Use Space, or fourteen percent (14%) of the total Common Use Space. In
the event therc are more than five (5) airlines serving the Airport, the Airline’s share of
the Airline Proportion shall be decrcased accordingly; and

(B) The Enplanement Proportion of the total Common Use Space for the first year
under the Airport Use Agreement shall not exceed forty-two percent (42%) of the thirty
percent {30%) of the total cost of the Common Use Space, or twelve point six percent
(12.6%) of the total Common Use Space. [t is agreed by the parties hereto that the forty-
two percent (42%) of enplanements antnbutable to the Atrline for the first year under the
Airport Use Agreement is based on the Airline’s percentage of the total enplanements at
Fayetteville Municipal Airport (“FYV”) in 1997. In the second and subsequent years
during the Term of the Airport Use Agreement, the Airline’s Enplanement Proportion of
the Common Use Space shall be based upon usage measured by the Airline’s number of
enplanements against the total number of enplanements of all airlines for the
immediately preceding month at the Atrport.

For Example:

Total Common Use Space: (A) 4,700 square feet
Minimum Number of Airlines Serving Airport: (B) 5 Airlines

Airline's 1997 Enplanements at FYV (C) 42% of Total at FYVY

Cost per Square Foot; (D) S11.36/Square Feet/Annum

X= Square footage of Common Use Space arributable to Airline during the first year under
the Airport Use Agreement.

= Annual rent due by Airline relating to its pro-rata share of the Comnmon Use Space.

X= Airline Proportion + Enplanement Proportion®
X= (A/BX70%) + (AXC)30%)* '
X = (4,700/5)(.7) + (4,700)(.42)(.3)"
X = 658 + 592.2*
X = 1,250.2 square fect

Y= (X}D)
= 314,202.27 per annum for the first year

“After the first year, the Enplanement Proportion will be calculated on a2 monthly basis, and
therefore, will need to be divided by 12. The monthly Enplanement Proportions shall then be
added together to equal the Airline’s Enplanement Proportion for each year subsequent to the first
year.
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Fue] Flowage Fees and Taxes. The Authority and the Airline agree that the fee for the
flowage of fuel into the Airline’s aircraft shall be Six Cents (50.06) per gallon. In
addition, the Authority mnay, as permitted by law, establish an aviation fuel tax of One
Cent (50.01) per gallon.

Rental Syrcharge. The Airline agrees that as the number of the Airline’s enplancments
at the Airport increases, the Authority shail be entited to impose a rental surcharge for
the purpose of incressing the annual rental rate for the Alrline’s Prefercntial Use Space
and Common Use Space 1o a rate which more [ully compensaies the Authority for the
provision of Airport facilities. The Authority agrees thata reptal surcharge shall become
cffcctive only in the event that Airline’s total annual enplansments at the Airport exceed
dhe Airline’s total annual enplancments at FYV in 1997. The Authority and the Airline
agree that in the event that the Aicline’s total enplanements at the Airport for a calendar
year during the Term exceeds the Airline's total enplanement base of 117,670, 2 rental
surcharge of Seven Dollass and Sixty Eight Cents ($7.68) shall be assessed on ecach
enplanement thereafter for the relevant calendar year (the “Rental Surcharge™). It is
intended that sixly eight percent (63%) of the Rental Surcharge be allocated to the
Airline’s Preferential Use Space charge and thirty two percent (32%) of the Rental

Surcharge be allocated 2s an Enplanement Proportion To the Airline’s Common Use
Space charge.

Equity Clause. The Authority agrees that the rates of fees, charges and assessmonts
payablc by the Airline under the Airport Use Agrecmenl shall be no greater than the

rates paid by other carviers serving the Airport in respect to similar fees, charges and
assessments.

6, Reimbursement of Expense.

(2)
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To the extent permitted by law and/or regulation, the Authority shall acquire, consuuct,
and/or otherwise provide, at its cxpease, for the purchase and installation of certain
furniture, fixtures and/or equipment, including the construction and finish-out of certain
Airline space, with such purchase, installation and construction being subject 10 the
mutual approval of the parties hereto; and provide for or reimburse the Airline’s
reasonably incurred cost of moving its operations from FYV to the Airport; provided,
however, that the amaunt of cost subject to reimbuzsement or payment by the Authority
<hall not exceed the following schedule ol charges.

Purchase of Air-to-Ground Antenna $ 5,000
Installation of Air-to-Ground Anteana 2,500

Backwall Decoration 2,500
Baggage Conveyor Belt 137,000
Counter and Cabinets 25,000
Exterior Signage 1,500
Installation of Equipment 12,410
Office Fire Extringuishers 150
Tenant Finish Out of Ticket Counter and ATO Space 85,000
Moving Expensc 10,000




Tenant Finish Out of Ticket Counter and ATO Space 85,000
Moving Expense 10,000

In the event that the Airport Use Agreement iS terminated prior to the cxpiration of the
Term, the Airline shall reimburse the Authonty for the actual amounts incurred by the
Authority pursuant to this Section 6(a) based on a pro-rata fifty-nine (59) month
schedule.

(b) The Authority further agrees to:

(1) provide clectric, gas, water and sewer utilities for the Airline’s terminal space as
an inclusive part of the Airline’s charge for its Preferential Use Space and
Common Use Space within the terminal;

(i) provide a minimum of fifteen (15) parking spaces to the Airline without charge
for the first three (3) years under the Airport Use Agreement; and

(iii)  excrcise its commercially reasonable efforts to cause the design, development
and construction of a non-exclusive business center immediately across from the
Airline’s departure lounge/hold room space for the benefit of the Airline’s
customers.

7. Cooperative Advertising Program. To the extent permitted by law and/or regulation, the
Authority and the Airline agree to jointly develop and implement a cooperative advertising
program to promote the Airline, the Airport, and the initiation of new service and/or equipment
into the market served by the Airport. The Authority agrees 1o provide or make available to the
Airline an amount of money which equals fifty percent (50%) of the cooperative advertising
program with the Airline; provided, however, that the total sum of money provided by the
Authority hereunder shall not exceed One Hundred Forty Two Thousand Three Hundred Dollars
(3142,300). The amounts made available to the Airline hereunder is equal to forty-two percent
(42%) of the Authority’s total commitment to a cooperative advertising program promoting the
Airport and all airlines serving the Airport, and is based upon the forty-two percent (42%) of
-enplanements at FY'V in 1997 that is attributable to the Airline.

3. Application of Future FEntitlements. The Authority and the Airline agree that the Authority
shall, to the extent permitted by law and/or regulation, apply and include any and al] future
entitlement grants received from the Federal Aviation Administration (the “FAA™) during the
term of thc Airport Use Agrecment to the Airport’s revenue stream for the payment of eligible
terminal debt service prior to the calculation of net revenue requirements from the Airline and
other airlines; provided. howcver, that both parties acknowledge that the FAA may require the
Authority to usc such future entitlement grants for other Airport purposes; and provided further,
that changes in appropriation and/or enabling legislation may reduce future entitlement graats to
an amount which is less than the amount provided by current legislation. In the event the Airport
is prevented by FAA requirements from applying future entitlement grants to thc payment of
chgible terminal debt service, or in the event future entitlement grants are reduced to less than
the amount provided in current legislation, upon the occurrence of either or both of these events.
the Authority and the Airline agree to re-ncgotiate the schedule of rates, fees and charges
contained in the Airport Use Agreement to establish the Airline’s pro-rata and non-
discriminatory share of any airline revenue increase required to fund and/or replace any
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reduction in future entitlement grants. Subject to this Section 8 and to the extent permitted by
law and/or regulation, the Authority shall use its commercially reasonable efforts apply the
amounts of any grants received by the Authonty and/or increases in revenue to the Authority to
the reduction of the airlines’ costs in serving the Ajrport.

9, Compliance with Laws and/or Regulations. Thc Authority and Airline agree that the
provisions of this Letter Agrecment and the Airport Use Agreement shall be in compliance with
all laws and/or regulations to which this Letter Agrecment and the Airport Use Agreement shall
be subject, and, to the extent necessary or appropriate, the parties shall in good faith adapt any
provision of this Letter Agreement nccessary to bring the Letter Agreement and the Airport Use
Agreement into compliance with 2all laws and/or regulations while adhering to the principles
provided in this Letter Agreement.

10. Passenper Facility Charge Application. The Authority intends to submit its application for the
implemenmation of a Passenger Facility Charge (the “PFC”) to the Federal Aviation
Administration in the immediate future. The partics hereto mutually agree that the
implementation of the PFC is in the best interest of the partics hereto, and the Airline agrecs that
it will exercise its best efforts to assist the Authority in the implementation of a PFC; including,
but not limited to, an expeditious review and execution of the Carrier Certification of
Agreement. The Authority shall reimburse the Airlinc for all reasonable costs incurred by the
Airline, which costs have been approved by the Authority, as a result of its performance of any
request by the Authority under this Section 10,

I 1. Counterparts. This Letter Agreement may be executed in separate counterpans, each of which
when so exccuted and delivered shall be an original, but all such counterparts shall together
constitute but one and the same instrument. Execution may be effected by facsimile delivery of
signature pages.

(Remainder of page intentionally left blank.)
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WITNESS the execution hereof, by the partics hereto, in any number of counterpart copics each

of which counter part copies shall be deemed as an original for all purposes, as of the day and year first
written above. ) '

ATTEST: NORTHWEST ARKANSAS REGIONAL
AIRPORT AUTHORITY
By: By: —_—
At Morris, Secretary Stan Green, Chairman
ATTEST: o AMERICAN EAGLE AIRLINES, INC.
. By: _ . _ _ By: _ _

Peter A. Pappas, Vice President

a5y 5
L .

T Uy,
S Sulmialg,
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TENTATIVE
AGENDA

FAYETTEVILLE CITY COUNCIL MEETING
MARCH 17, 1998

THE AGENDA FOR THE COUNCIL MEETING WAS SET ON THE TUESDAY BEFORE THIS
MEETING. ANY ITEM A CITIZEN WANTS PRESENTED TO THE COUNCIL NOT ON THIS
AGENDA MUST BE INTRODUCED AT THE NEXT AGENDA SESSION OR BE BROUGHT UP
BY AN ALDERMAN AT THAT SESSION FOR DISCUSSION AT THE FOLLOWING MEETING.

. NOMINATING COMMITTEE REPORT

2. CONSENT AGENDA: Consideration of items which may be approved by motion, or

contracts and leases which can be approved be resolution, and which may be grouped together
and approved simultaneously under a “Consent Agenda”.

A. Minutes of March 3, 1998 City Council meeting;

3. OLD BUSINESS: Items that have been brought before the Council but were tabled or no
decision made to allow further discussion or more information to be presented.

A. RZA 98-4.00: An ordinance approving annexation request RZA 98-4.00
submitted by Michele Harrington, attorney, on behalf of Prestige Properties for
property located north of Mt. Comfort Road and east of Hugh Mount Road.

The property contains 200 acres. Item was left on the second reading at the
March 3, 1998 meeting

B. RZ 98-5.00: An ordinance approving rezoning request RZ 98-5.00 submitted
by Michele Harrington on behalf of Prestige Properties for property located
north of Mt. Comfort Road and east of Hugh Mount Road. The property

contains 200 acres. The request is to change zoning from A-1, Agricultural, to

R-1, Low Density Residential. Item was left on the second reading at the
March 3, 1998 meeting.

C. VOLUME BASED GARBAGE COLLECTION: An ordinance approving a
change to our garbage collection program and approving a budget adjustment.

D. WARD BOUNDARIES: Discussion of Ward Boundaries.

4. RECONSTRUCTION OF ARLINGTON TERRACE: A resolution authorizing the
execution of a construction contract with Mobley construction for $195,509.16 with a $30,000

contingency, and approval of a budget adjustment for $226,000.00; all in connection with the
reconstruction of Arlington Terrace in Fayetteville.

5. BID 98-06: Resolution authorizing the water line extension for Salem Road. Request for
additional funding and to combine project with no. 95039 into 97021 (cost share). Request for
approval of a construction contract with Fayette Tree and Trench in the amount of $56,395.00.




10.

Request for approval of a project contingency of $20,000.00.

WEDINGTON WATER & SEWER RELOCATION: A resolution approving change order
#3 and Final to the contract with Edwards Design & Construction, Inc. Amendment #2 to the
Engineering contract with C.E.I. Consulting Engineers. Related Budget Adjustment $30,000
for any project expenses. All referenced to Wedington Water and Sewer relocations project.

GAS BOY FUELING SYSTEM: Approval of an Ordinance providing for a Bid Waiver to

purchase replacement items, parts, supplies etc., pertaining to the GAS BOY Fueling system
currently in use by the City of Fayetteville.

PROPOSED EXTENSION OF PLAINVIEW AVENUE: Approval of a proposed project
between the City and Lewis Brothers Leasing Company, Inc., wherein Lewis Brothers conveys
(1) a 1.0 acre tract of land to the City for a new fire station site and a 1.0 acre site for the
extension of Plainview Avenue from the current termination (South of Milsap) to Longview
Street. The City, in turn, will design and construct the proposed extension of Plainview
Avenue (approx. 730 feet). No exchange of monies between the parties are anticipated on this
project.

RIGHT-OF-WAY ENCROACHMENT BY HMT: A request to approve an encroachment
into the Dickson street and Rollston Avenue rights-of-way by the HMT large scale
development.

AMENDMENT TO THE MASTER STREET PLAN: To approve an amendment to the

Master Street Plan, changing the required right-of-way for Dickson Street from 70 feet to 55
feet.




STAFF REVIEW FORM

X AGENDA REQUEST, City Council meeting of_March 17, 1998
FROM: Don Bunn Engineering Public Works
Name Division Department

ACTION REQUIRED: A resolution authorizing the execution of a construction
contract with Mobley Construction for $195,509.16 with a $30,000 contingency,
and approval of a budget adjustment for $226,000.00; all in conection with
the reconstruction of Arlington Terrace in Fayetteville.

COST TO CITY:

$ 2131.,509.16 S ~O- Street Construction
Cost-This Request Category/Project Budget Category/Project Name
4470 29470 58029 00 $ -~ O
Account Number Funds Used To Date Program Name
98072 S - O = Salesg Tax
Project Number Funds Remaining Fund Category
BUDGET/CONTRACT REVIEW: X Budgeted Item X Budget Adj. Attached

( LACT™ 16T (o 2 1 9-18
Budget Coordi torlﬂ, ugmu. ) Eat7¢{ Administrative Services Director Date

CosrtiAce a0t

Zﬁﬁ_ﬁdéf.«/ I 249 -98
Accounting’Manidger Date ADA Coordinator Date

2-25-9
ﬁ\ Attorney Date Internal Auditor Date
Purcha51ng Officer Date

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: It is the recommendation of the Staff that the Council
approve the execution of a construction contract with Mobley Construction for
the reconstruction of Arlington Terrace at a contract price of $195,509.16
with a $30,000 contingency and a budget adjustment of $226,000.00.

2/18/98
Date Cross Reference
2-4%-3 New Item: Yes No
Department Director Date

j N i/\l\\ - Q—"I?_ﬁg Prev Ord/Res #:
Admin S Vlcei/éf tor Date
J/Z/?/ﬁ[ Orig Contract Date:

Mayo Date




" FAYETTEVILLE

THE CITY OF FAYETTEVILLE, ARKANSAS

DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

To: Fayetteville City Council

From: Don Bunn, City Engineer K&" gﬁ—\-

Thru: Kevin Crosson, Public Works Director
Charles Venable, Asst. Public Works Director

Subject: Award of Bid, Arlington Terrace Reconstruction
Date: February 17, 1998

Bids were taken on the Arlington Terrace Reconstruction Project on
Tuesday, February 10, 1998. The bid tabulation is:

1. Mobley Construction $ 195,509.16
2. Sweetser Construction 255,430.00

This project was originally bid in September when only one bid was
received. That bid was approximately $245,000 and it was rejected.

The purpose of this project is to construct a new concrete street at the
same width and grade as the existing street. The existing street has failed ot
least in part because of a poor subgrade. This project will replace the existing
materials to a depth of 24 inches. Because of the uncertainty the suitability of
the existing subgrade we are requesting that a contingency of $30,000.00 be
approved for this project.

The Water and Sewer Division has replaced both the existing water line
and the existing sewer line in Arlington Terrace. The water line was upgraded
in order to place a fire hydrant at the midpoint on Arlington Terrace.

This project has been in the Capital Improvement Program for several years
and was originally tied in with the Trust Street Project. Work on Arlington was
delayed when it became apparent that Trust Street would use dll of the funding
budgeted for both projects.




It is the recommendation of the Staff that the Council approve 1) the
execution of a construction contract with the low bidder, Mobley Construction,
at the Contract Price of $195,509.16, 2) a contingency of $30,000.00 for the
project, and 3) a budget adjustment for $226,000.

.03




4.04 : - City of Fayetteville, Arkansas .- | o S .
Budget Adjustment Form - | : :

Budget Year fDepartment: Sales Tax Capital Improvement Fund

Date Requested

w_&‘t

1998 Division: : _02/19/98 e _
Program: * -

Project or Item Requested:

1 e "
Funding is requested for Arlington Terrace Street Reconstruction ¢ 4 Funding proposed for thls ad_| ustment is from the Vrsta-l-lol Iy d
project. X ' B B Dralnage Improvement project. = sh L 88 "'9'___.’;_{'9;._,‘ _
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Justification of this Increase: Ttk N RS Justlf' eatlon of this Decrease: = - AN =
‘Arlington Terrace Street Reconstructlon Project was ongmally . The Vlsta-Hol ly Dramage pro_]ect wlll be rewfl_e‘wed for pnonty ,ﬁ
budgeted with Trust Street. Trust Street was bid and *4”?% % nng 1999-2003 Caprta] lmprovement Program process

constructed in 1997, however, all funding for the eom_b_me_rl . “;,‘
project was utlllzed on Trust Street T e d e g *:; :;?_J{,r
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. Deerease Expense (Increase Revenue)
EwiT

o7 e o pus ‘ﬂ\m 3 . n — 'MJ el
Account Name jﬁ*’ 4 M Amount "A\u " ﬁ‘* Aecount Number R~ o E
._; o ‘)‘IK "l'ih#;; -' '?-" :?ﬁgi?éﬁ;’. X ,ﬁﬂ!‘ _i ti'h. f ;“F”‘r ’__ .-:-':t" 3 B -*'mh.-r‘;' __:‘-_-;.:;"‘- . ’ ™ . ‘F‘J"&P’.\?ﬂ‘ i
Bridge & Drainage Improvement 226,000 mr:e* 4470 9470 if i o 5817 00" i A ik

= . B . -
Y- - R, o qu:: :‘HH‘_L“ - _'q-d'_l_"-..‘_':.'l‘ t.-"' - #21 'ﬁ“' H‘w 'J u‘“‘ 1_’ 1‘1 'J._";,_ff“ . .‘-' ’r‘ +m&£“rm'¥*r" %ﬁ‘,ﬂf‘ﬂ_’,-rﬂ r

R Tl ':;l_' 1._,,..,\-"- --',,. - . ™. o R
3 e

av o

1 .,-.!él tp}:&; PR SN L. Syl

.' QK ens Budget _Oﬂ' ce Use _Only

.y
T e
g e .

‘Date of Approval

D _ Lo A J,_.,,_, \ - N Bt S
P - %; -;?’5 d;- SR 'w." &;w‘ﬁﬁ '.'?‘* 3 _.._-?'-_;Ei ]
Department Director .Posted to General Ledger
L’.‘ Co ] . ) T e i3

&J\J\\ L

Admin. Services Director

Posted to Project Accounting

Mayor Entered in Category Log .

Blue Copy: Budget & Research / Yellow Copy: Requester




CONTRACT

THIS CONTRACT executed this __ day of , 1998 by and between The City of
Fayetteville and , the Contractor:

WITNESSETH:

For and in consideration of the payments to be made as hereindaiter set forth, the
Contractor agrees to furnish all tools, labor, equipment, materials, cand supplies required
to construct the improvements described as

e constructio

for the City of Fayetteville, Arkansas, in exact accordance with the City's Plans and
Specifications for said improvements and the Contractor's Proposal on file at the Office
of the City Engineer, which Documents are incorporated by reference hereto, subject to
the inspection of and to the complete satisfaction of the City.

1. The City agrees to pay and the Contractor agrees to accept as full and final
compensation for all work done under this agreement, the Unit Prices and Lump Sum
Prices named in the Contractor's Proposal, such payment to be made in lawtul money of
the United States, at the time and in the manner set forth in the Specifications.

2. The Contractor agrees, for the consideration above expressed, to begin and complete
the work within the time specified in the Proposal. Time is expressly made of the essence
of this Contract. If the Contractor fals to complete the work in the time specified he shail
pay to the City, as liquidated damages, ascertained and agreed, and not in the nature
of a pendlty, the damages specified in the Proposal for each day delayed, which shall be
deducted from the final amount to be paid under the Contract. Extensions of ime may
be granted with waiver of liquidated damages as provided for in the Specifications.

3. The Contractor agrees to furnish a Bond, with Surety approved by the City and
authorized to do business in the State of Arkansas, guaranteeing the performance of this
Contract, for not less than one hundred (100) percent of the amount of this Contract. Said
Bond shall be conditioned on full and complete performance of this Contract and
acceptance by the City of Fayetteville for the payment of all labor eand materials entering
into or incident to the proposed improvements and shall guarantee the work against
faulty workmamship or materials for a period of one (1) year after completion.
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4. The Contractor agrees also to carry Public Liability Insurance, Property Damage
Insurcmce, and Workman's Compensation Insurance in amounts as required by these

Specifications and by State Law.

WITNESS OUR HANDS THIS ____ DAY OF , 1988

Attest: CITY OF FAYETTEVILLE
Fayetteville City Clerk

By
Fred Hanna, Mayor

(Sedal)

)- o N d Titl
. / /% ame and Title
/

muugx{ C»*M(AS —T%k_
Po.Boy /So

Corporate Seal (if any)

Business Address

mw”'{{.‘,w{,ﬁyg 7279
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STAFF REVIEW FORM
X AGENDA REQUEST
X CONTRACT REVIEW
GRANT REVIEW

For the Fayetteville City Council meeting of Marxch 17, 1998

FROM:

Jim Beavers Engineering Public Works
Name Division Department

ACTION REQUIRED:
(1) Request for additional funding and to combine project no. 95039
into 97021 (cost-share).
(2) Request for approval of a construction contract with Fayette Tree
and Trench in the amount of $56,395.00.
(3) Request for approval of a project contingency of $20,000.00.

COST TO CITY:

$76,395 $180,742 W/S Cost Share

Cost of this Request Category/Project Budget Category/Project Name
5400-5600-5808-00 $116,327

Account Number Funds Used To Date Program Name

95039 and 97021 $64,415 Water & Sewer

Project Number Remaining Balance Fund

BUDGET REVIEW: X __ Budgeted Item Budget Adjustment Attached
Bﬁdget Coordinator Administrative Services Director
CONTRACT/GRANT/LEASE REVIEW: GRANTING AGENCY:

[ - _
Accoun i% Méhager LU < i’ﬁjf ADA Coordinator Date
2209 Uplpu NGy 2275 Y

Ci Attox é>/ Date Inffernal Auditor fh&f’f’ Date
\ p 241 AR (itact e Cq
Purchasing Officer Date Een Cond.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Approval.
AM & DRA
ion Hea&ﬁfgha,) Date Cross Reference
2c C.-27-98 New Item: Yes No
Department Director Date

2-27-98 Prev Ord/Res # 3938
strative ices Director Date

Admin
Zkf W )/}i/ﬁ Orig Contract Date:

Maydr Date
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" FAYETTEVILLE

THE CITY OF FAYETTEVILLE, ARKANSAS

DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

To: Fred Hanna, Mayor

Thru: Kevin Crosson, PW Director
Charles Venable, Asst. PW Director
Don Bunn, City Engineer, j

From: Jim Beavers, Engineeringé
Date: 25 February 1998

Re: Agenda Request, Council Meeting of March 17, 1998
Water line extension Salem Road, bid no. 98-06.

(L) Request for additional funding and to combine project
95039 into 07021 (cost-share).

(2) Request for approval of a construction contract with
Fayette Tree and Trench in the amount of $56,395.00

(3) Request for approval of a project contingency of
$20,000.00.

1. Project.

Extension of an 8 inch water main along Salem Road from Mount
Comfort Road a distance of 1500 feet and connection to the water
main extended by the Developer of Salem Village approximately
1200 feet south from Salem Village.

The new water main is necessary to provide increased water flows
and better fire protection through a looped system. Currently,
water for Salem Village, Serenity Place, Crystal Springs and
Holcomb Elementary is available from one feed (Raven Lane to the
southeast) .

2. History.

Please refer to the enclosed copy of the cost-share agreement
between the City of Fayetteville and the developer dated October
6, 1995. Alsc refer to the enclosed copy of Ordinance 3938 dated
November 7, 1995 which established a special assessment district
and charges associated with the 1500 1f water 1line extension.




The developer was not able to complete the water line with his
subdivison contractor(s). Therefore we asked that he bid the
project. The developer’s engineer (WBR) bid the project on
August 2, 1997. At that time only one bid was received in the
amount of $114,250.00 (J&P Utilities). This bid, being non-
competitive was rejected.

The City paid the developer and the developer’s engineer
$12,955.00 for engineering and to finalize the costs which the
developer documented beyond the original agreement (December
1997). The City then toock over the project. Of the $35,000.00
approved by the October 6, 1995 agreement a balance of $22, 045
remains.

3. Current Bids.

Using the developer’s plans and specifications the project was
re-bid on February 2, 1598.

Three bids were received as follows:

Mobley Construction $75,788.79
United Plumbing 58,195.00
Fayette Tree and Trench: 56,395.00.

It is Engineering Division’s recommendation that the contract be
awarded to the low bidder, Fayette Tree and Trench, in the amount
of $56,395.00.

The difference between the original estimate used for the October
6, 1995 agreement and the proposed project costs are attributed
to the two year delay and to the City having to bid the job
rather than the developer being able to construct the line as a
small part of his larger overall subdivision.

To fund the construction of $56,395.00 and a $20,000.00 project
contingency for a total estimated project cost of $76,395.00 it
is necessary to approve the expenditure of an additional

$54,350.00 from Water and Sewer Cost Share, 5400-5600-5808-00.

The project contingency of $20,000.00 is requested to cover the
costs of easement acquisition, plan and specification
reproduction, field problems and unit quantity changes.

The estimated easement acquisition costs are $10,067.50.
Easements are being acquired on the west side of Salem Road.
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Please note that Ordinance 3938 (november 7, 1995) required that

a fee of $5200.00 per acre be collected from developers connecting
into the line.

Serenity place subdivison, which has preliminary plat approval
but has not been constructed, was assessed a fee of $6,014.00 to
be collected at the time of the future final plat.

The funding request is as follows:

Construction estimate $56,395.00
Easement estimate 10,067.50
Contingency estimate 9,932.50

total $76,395.00
Current balance $64,415.00
Funds required $11,980.00

All of the contingency remaining after the project is complete
can be returned to Water/Sewer cost-share.

enclosures:

1. Copy of the October 6, 1995 agreement.

2. Copy of Ordinance 3938 November 7, 1995.

3. One original contract document signed by Fayette Tree and

Trench (Eugene Nottenkamper)




FAYETTEVILLE :

THE CITY OF FAYETTEVILLE, ARKANSAS

T
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October 6, 1995

Traditional Investments Limited Partership
524 Holly Street
Fayetteville, Arkansas 72703

Re: Letter Agreement
Water Line Extension
Salem Village Subdivision

Gentlemen,

This will serve as a letter agreement between the City of
Fayetteville and Traditional Investments Limited Partnership
(Developer) to provide for cost sharing the extension of an 8-Inch
water 1line from the southeast corner of the Salem Village
Subdivision along the west side of Salem Road to the south side of
Mount Comfort Road.

The Developer agrees to be responsible for the engineering and
construction of approximately 2600 feet of the 8" water line with
the necessary valves, fire hydrants, and including the tie-in to
the 12 " line on the south side of Mt. Comfort Road. The City of
Fayetteville agrees to:

1. Reimburse the Developer for the south 1500 feet of
line, including the crossing of Mt. Comfort Road and the
tie-in to the existing 12" water line,

2. Reimburse the Developer for the cost of engineering
for the entire line from the southeast corner of the
subdivision south to the tie~in south of Mt. Comfort
Road,

3. Reimburse the developer for the cost of installing any
fire hydrants along the 8" line that are deemed necessary
by the City,

4. Be responsible for the acquisition of any easements
required for the extension.

Page 1 of 2
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5.

October 6, 1995

The intent of this agreement that the Developer’s share of the
cost be restricted to the installation of approximately 1100 feet
of water line which is the length of the alternate tie-in to the
north.

Please indicate your acceptance of the terms of this letter
agreement by signing in the appropriate location below. The Mayor
will sign the agreement once it is approved by the City Council.

If you have any questions please call me at 5$75-8208. Thank
you.

Sincerely Yours,

ol o

Donald R. Bunn,
City Engineer

FOR THE CITY OF FAY ILL

i;}ﬁv E
Mayor Fred Hanna /MW

FOR TRADITION{NVESTMENTS IMITED PARTNERSHIP

Gerald Jones . ' - — “.‘Oﬁﬂﬁﬁf’

u A Q- Qgul

Page 2 of 2
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“NOV 1 3 1995

ORDINANCE NO. 3938

AN ORDINANCE PRESCRIBING CONNECTION FEES FOR

DEVELOPERS TYING ONTO A WATER LINE EXTENSION

ALONG SALEM ROAD RUNNING FROM THE SOUTHEAST

CORNER OF THE SALEM VILLAGE SUBDIVISION TO THE
. SOUTH SIDE OF MOUNT COMFORT -ROAD.

WHEREAS, the City of Fayetteville is sharing in the cost of a new water line on Salem
Road; and,

WHEREAS, it is the desire of the City to insure that developers utilizing said water line
pay a fair share of the cost of that line.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF FAYETTEVILLE, ARKANSAS:

Section 1. That Chapter 51, Section 51.115, Water, Sewer Extension Fees, of the
Code of Fayetteville is hereby amended by adding Paragraph "F" to read as follows:

§51.115 Water, Sewer Extension Fees.

F. Salem Road. If a developer connects directly to the water line
extension along Salem Road running from the Southeast corner of Salem Village
Subdivision to the South side of Mount Comfort Road, more clearly shown on
Exhibit "A", attached hereto and made a part. hereof, within a ten (10) year
period from the date of the passage of this ordinance, the developer shall pay an
extension fee of $200.00 per gross acre of land being developed.

[n no case shall the amount collected under this ordinance exceed the
actual cost of the construction of the extension. Such construction costs to
include the installation, engineering, and right of way acquisition.

All monies received from the extension fee imposed above, (plus interest,
if any), shall be deposited in a water and sewer fund and shall be expended from
that fund only for the purposes of making emergency repairs and extending,
oversizing, or constructing new additions to the City’s water system.

PASSED AND APPROVED this _7th _ day of _November , 1995.

APPR

~ By: g;z//m

" Fred Hanna, Mayor

By ///;}m }- @L

Traci Paul,.City Clerk
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(E) CONTRACT AGREEMENT
THIS AGREEMENT, made this day of 19, by and between TILP,
herein after called "OWNER" and ___ doing business as (an individual), or (a partnership), or (a

corporation) hereinafter called "CONTRACTOR".
WITNESSETH: That for and in consideration of the payments and agrecments hereinafier mentioned:

1~ The CONTRACTOR will commence and complete the Off-Site water, defined in the CONTRACT
DOCUMENTS and BID SPECIFICATIONS.

2. The CONTRACTOR will fummish ali of the material, supplies, tools, equipment, labor, and other services

necessary for the construction and completion of the PROJECT described heremn.

3. The CONTRACTOR will commence the work required by the CONTRACT DOCUMENTS by
1997, (after the NOTICE TO PROCEED is given) and will complete the same by 1997, unless the
period for completion is extended otherwise by the CONTRACT DOCUMENTS -

- oy

4. The CONTRACTOR agreos to perform all of the WORK described in the CONTRACT DOCUMENTS and

comply with the terms therein for the sum of _£if - 5ix thusad Hhree budied ninddy five (556, 395 =)
or as shown in the BID schedule.

5. The term "CONTRACT DOCUMENTS" MEANS AND INCLUDES THE FOLLOWING:
_(A) INVITATION TO BID
(B) INSTRUCTION TO BIDDERS
...{C) BIDBOND
(D) BID PROPOSAL
(E} CONTRACT AGREEMENT
(F) SPECIAL CONDITIONS
(G) ARKANSAS STATUTORY PERFORMANCE AND PAYMENT BOND
(H) NOTICE OF AWARD
(). NOTICE TO PROCEED
(J) CHANGE ORDER

(K) ADDENDA:
No. | , dated _L19
No. , dated , 19 _
No. _ , dated , 19

~ No. __, dated S 1)
(L) GENERAL CONDITIONS |
(M) SPECIFICATIONS
(N) CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS (Included as part of Spec1ﬁcat10ns) prepared or issued

by: WBR Engineering on , 199. '
6. The OWNER will pay to the CONTRACTOR n thc manner and at such times as set forth in the General
Conditions such amounts as required by the CONTRACT DOCUMENTS. . .

7. This agreement shall be binding upon all parties hereto and their respective heirs, executors, administrators,
successors, and assigns. | |

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed, or caused to be executed by their duly authorized

officials, this Agreement in three (3) copies, each of which shall be deemed an original on the date first above
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OWNER:
_ BY: _ -
NAME: I
(PLEASE TYPE) . T :
TITLE: . )
Stateof
County of :
ACIOIOWLEDGEMENT

On this day came before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public within and for the County aforesaid, duly
commissioned and acting, , and stated that he had executed this contract agreement

for the purposes and considerations therein set forth.

WITNESS MY HAND AND SEAL as Notary Public this _day of )19
NOTARY PUBLIC
Commission Expires: ) o
CONTRACTOR:




City of Fayetteville, Arkansas |

Budget Adjustment Form

Budget Year |Department: Public Works

Water & Sewer

Capital Water Mains

Project or Item Requested:

the

Additional funding is fequéété&_fdr
Water & Sewer Cost Sharing Project.

Justification of this Increase:

Provide addticnal funding t.o extend a B"
water line along Salem Road. e
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STAFF REVIEW FORM
X AGENDA REQUEST
X CONTRACT REVIEW
GRANT REVIEW

For the Fayetteville City Council meeting of: 3-17-98

FROM:

Sid Norbash Jvauf/r Engineering Public Works
Name Division Department

ACTION REQUIRED: Approval of: (l) Change Order #3 and Final to the contract
with Edwards Design & Construction, Inc. (2) Amendment #2 to the Engineering
Contract with C.E.I. Consulting Engineers. (3) Related Budget Adjustment
$30,0000 for any project expenses. All referenced to Wedington Water & Sewer
Relocations Project.

COST TO CITY:

$30,000.00 51,325,351 Wedington W/S Lines Reloc.
Cost of this Request Category/Project Budget Category/Project Name
4470-9470-5808-00
5400-5600-5808-00 $1,349,602 Capital Water Mains
Account Number Funds Used To Date Program Name
95019 & 95040 <$24 251> Water & Sewer Sales Tax
Project Number Remaining Balance Fund
BUDGET REVIEW: X Budgeted Item X Budget Adjustment Attached
udgetl Coordinator Administrative Services Director
CONTRACT/GRANT/LEASE REVIEW: GRANTING AGENCY:

Accou 'ng% aéége Date ADPA Coordinato Date
f%‘% 22" Jtl/_!u.a & 0& cf“077'?.y‘/
Eity Attormey (:) Date I e

P \J wQ‘ cgé7?8 ernal Auditor 9/3’7 SS‘f Date

Purchasing Officer Date

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval of Change Order #3, and Final Reconciliation,
or Construction Contract. Also amendment #2 to the Engineering Contract.

(,/Q\I 1-27-4%&

Date Cross Reference
! m% New Item: Yes__ No_X
Department Director Date
&“M Prev Ord/Res #:
Administrative SeyWices Director Date
WW %%E%é Orig Contract Date:
Mayo Date




EAYETTEVHLE

THE CITY OF FAYETTEVILLE, ARKANSAS

DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

ToO: Fayetteville City Council

Thru: Fred Hanna, Mayor
Kevin Crosson, PWD
Charles Venable, Assistant PWD
Don Bunn, City Engineer

From: Sid Norbash, Staff Engineer g4.~—"
Date: February 25, 1998

Re: Wedington Rd. Water & Sewer Relocations
Reconciliation Change Order and Final Payment for
Construction Contract, with Edwards Design &
Construction Co., Inc.

Amendment Number 2 to the Engineering Contract with
C.E.I. Consulting Engineers, Inc.

The above referenced project was undexr construction from August of
1996 until December of 1997, and 1s now completed. This has been a
very involved, complicated, and troublesome project for all parties
involved.

During the course of the construction numerous situations arose and
were dealt with. Some of the field changes resulted in extra work
for the Contractor, and the Consulting Engineexr, which necessitated
Change Orders.

Attached, for your information, is a detailed cost summary for the
construction phase of this project.

The justifications for the cost over-runs are given by C.E.I.
Consulting Engineers, and are attached for your review.

There were three major cost items that were significantly high and
they are as follows:

(1) This item was the additional replacement of 139 feet of 6" Clay
Sewer pipe on Eva Ave. The clay pipe had deteriorated, and per
request of David Jurgens, this portion of the sewer system was
replaced at a cost of $5,465.44. This item was funded by the
contingency amount.

(2) This item was the extra expenses to the contractoi, after two
abandoned underground gascline tanks were discovered on Garland




Ave., by Fat Tony's Restaurant. The job was shut down by Arkansas
DPC&E three times, and resulted in the removal of the gas tanks by
the property owners. These expenses totaled $14,732.90.

(3) This item was the replacement of 108 feet of 18" Concrete
drainage pipe, and upgrading an existing drop inlet, at the cost of
$10,891.31. The cost of the removal of this line was included in
the contract, however our Consulting Engineers had hoped that the
pipe would not have to be replaced , but the Highway Department
insisted on replacement.

This allowed the City Sewer Main to stay within the Highway Right
of Way, and avoid acquiring extra R.O.W., and possibly a costly
condemnation procedure.

Most items appearing on the change order #3 were reduced down
during the negotiations from the original claims submitted by the

contractor.
KSESSED)
Please note that the Contractor has been aceessged $§36,600 in

ligquidated damages. The extra Engineering expenses will be paid by
these funds.

The actual cost over-run for this project 1is $24,251.51, which is
2% of the overall budget. Your approval of $30,000 in additional
funds is requested to cover any extra expenses involving this
project, also to cover any further claims that might be turned in
against the City.

The Staff requests approval of the Following:

(1) Change Order #3, and Final Reconciliation for Construction
Contract with Edwards Design & Construction Co., Inc., in the
amount of $29,119.00.

(2) Amendment #2 to the Engineering Contract with C.E.I. Consulting
Engineers, Inc., in the amount of $27,417.00

(3) The related budget adjustment in the amount of $30,000 to be
used for any project related expenses.

Note: Change Order #3 and Amendment #2 use $32,284.49 of the previously
approved contingency, leaving a negative balance of ($24,251.51) to be
funded with this request.

SN/sn

Attachments: Project Cost Summary
Budget Adjustment
C.O0. #3 & Final Payment
Amendment #2

6
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Wedington Rd. Water & Sewer
Relocations Project

Budget for Construction Phase:
Engineering Const. Mgmnt. $80,000 + $8,500 Amnd. #1 $ 88,500.00

Construction $1,091,455.50 + $98,895 C.O #1 $1,199,276.96
+ $8,926.90 C.O.#2

Contingency $ 37,573.54

Total Project Budget $1,325,350.50

Actual Construction Phase:

Engineering $ 115,917.00
Construction $1,228,395.96
Miscellaneous $ 5,289.05
Total Actual Cost of Construction Phase: $1,349,602.01

Amount Over Budget $1,325,350.50 - $1,349,602.01 = ($24,251.51)
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AGREEMENT FOR ENGINEERING SERVICES
AMENDMENT NO. 2

This is an amendment to the Agreement for Engineering Services for Wedington Drive
Water & Sewer Relocations

executed on the day of , 1998 between the City of
Fayetteville, Arkansas and CEI Engineering Associates, Inc..

Additional services were required due to extra expenses incurred by CEI Engineering
Associates, Inc. as a result of the contractor going past the Contract Times to complete
the construction.

The charge for the additional services shall not exceed $32,000.00, and will include all
surveying, construction contract administration, and inspection,

except that the following credits will be given to the City of Fayetteville:
e subtract $1,542.50 for time related to changes in Water Line B west of Sang Ave.
e subtract $1,148.00 for expenses related to the relocation of a fire hydrant.

o subtract $1,892.50 for time related to the addition of a storm sewer and junction box.

Thus the net charge for additional services shall not exceed $27,417.00.

CITY OF FAYETTEVILLE:

Date

Mayor

CEI Engineering Associates, Inc.

O. N\\_%ﬂﬂﬁ-_@% Date__ 2/ 6/ 9%

Qa4 N I Co-Foundla~
ceX EN%\!“CO\\H\ mc._'

Title

RECEIVED
FFR 1 01998

--------- Ay

il
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CHANGE ORDER

No._3

PROJECT _Wedington Dr. Utilities Relocation PROJECT NO. _10963.0
DATE OF ISSUANCE EFFECTIVE DATE
OWNER___City of Fayetteville
OWNER'S Contract No.___96=41

CONTRACTOR. Edwards Design & Construction ENGINEER _CEI__eng.meeI:JIlg_AS.S.QQJ.a.tESJ_ID.C.

You are directed to make the following changes in the Contract Documents.

Description: Reconcile units installed to contract amounts

Reason for Change Order: See Attached
Attachments: (List documents supporting change) Description & Unit price detalls

CHANGE IN CONTRACT PRICE: CHANGE IN CONTRACT TIMES:
Original Contract Price Original Contract Times
Substantial Completion: 120
$_1.,001,450.50 Ready for final payment: 150
days or dates

Net changes from previous Change Orders No._1_to No. _ 2 Net change from previous Change Orders No.__1 o No. _2
s_107,821.46 52 ,

days
Contract Price prior to this Change Order Contract Times prior to this Change Order
Substantial Completion: 172
S 99,276.96 Ready for final payment: 202
days or daics
Net Increase(decrease) of this Change Order Net Increase (decrease) of this Change Order
S__+29,119.00 39
days
Contract Price with all approved Change Orders Contract times with all approved Change Orders
Substantial Completion: 211
s 1,228,395.56 Ready for final payment: 241
days or daes
RECOMMENDED: APPROVED: ACCEPTED:
By:_&l\&‘j—fl ﬂ "TC—)-O\A By: By:
Engineer {Authorized Signature) Owner {Authorized Signarure) Contaaorf Authorized Signanire)

Date: 7/5/ Qﬁ' Date: | _@ é / ??&
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WEDINGTON DRIVE UTILITIES RELOCATION PROJECT

Change Order Number 3
Reconciliation Change Order

Description

As with all unit price contracts, a change order must be issued at the end of the project to reconcile the
quantities actually installed to those which were estimated at the start of the project. This change order
provides that reconciliation, adjusting guantities in the contract to those installed based on actual
measurements in the field.

In addition, several changes/modifications to the project have been required, or the Contractor
encountered changed conditions in several areas. The Contractor accumulated these during the course of
the project, rather than submitting them item by item as the project progressed. Each of these changes
or modifications have been reviewed with the Owner's engineering department, quantities and unit
prices agreed to, and in some cases the amount adjusted downward. The Engineer has verified these
items at the site. These items are as follows.

e Install pressure reducing valves at two locations where old valves were found to be not serviceable.
The problems were raised by the property owners, who claimed that the City's overall project

. caused the valves to fail. This was not in the Contractor's original scope of work.

e Tie in farm house to 24-inch main. Due to no fault of Contractor, Owner requested that this house
be connected out of sequence of the work, causing additional expense.

e Remove and replace a water line at the east side of Sang that was in conflict with the AHTD work.
This was caused by the extremely tight working space among all utilities, as well as by some
changes in the AHTD design after this project was designed.

¢ Expose and check, at Owner’s request, several existing pressure reducing valves that were thought
to be dad, but which were found to be satisfactory.

e Remove 42-inch diameter casing at Lewis Street to allow for installation of new casing. The
drawings called for the new casing, but no one was aware of the existing, substandard casing that
would have to be removed before the new one could be constructed. This was a changed condition.

e Expenses and lost time related to encountering gas in trench next to a converted service station on
Garland Avenue. Contractor completed certain clean-up items at the Owner's request, and had
standby time, and maintenance, mobilization, and demobilization expenses. This was a changed
condition.

* Revise pipe location and add fittings to water line B west of Lonnie Drive, due to telephone
company installations. This was due to the slow progress of the telephone company at executing
their new work and removing their old. This was a changed condition.

e C(Cut and cap a 2%-inch diameter line at Vista Street. This water line was not known to exist at the
time of the design and was discovered during construction. The work was executed by the
Contractor at the Owner's request.

 Remove existing storm sewer, construct new storm sewer and modify existing drop inlet as required.
This work was required due to an undocumented storm sewer at the cornmer of Hall Street and
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Wedington. This project conflicted with the storm sewer, which had to be removed and relocated,
necessitating the modification of the drop inlet. The Owner requested the Contractor to execute this
work.

Remove and reinstall a fire hydrant that proved to be in the way of proposed AHTD storm sewer
construction. This was a changed condition to the Contractor.

Improve and maintain ditches in the area of an undocumented storm sSewer Cross drain. The work
was required to prevent flooding of two residences.

Cut and remove undocumented 24-inch diameter casing pipe to allow installation of a water service
tap. This was a changed condition.

Remove gravel drive at the corner of Eva Street and Wedington and replace with sod. This work
was executed at the request of the Owner.

In addition, this Change Order includes two claims that the Owner has against the Contractor.

$259.00, for damages caused at 2330 Wedington Drive, which the Contractor had agreed to pay
but never did. The Owner paid these claims and is back-charging the Contractor in this Change
Order.

$998.00, for damage caused by the Contractor to the traffic light controller at the southwest
corner of Wedington and Garland.

Changes in Contract Price

See the attached table of all unit price items, together will all changes from the originally estimated
quantities.

Changes in Contract Times

I
2.

LI

The Contract Time is extended by 15 days to account for extra time related to rock excavation.
The Contract Time is extended by 5 days to account for delays for ditch work in the Vista Road
area.

The Contract Time is extended by 6 days to account for abnormal weather conditions.

The Contract Time is extended by 13 days to account for time required for various items
included in this Change Order.

These changes in Contract Time leaves the project Substantially Complete 183 days after the
revised contract completion date. Included in this Change Order is an assessment of Liquidated
Damages for 183 days at $200.00 per day.
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s City of Fayetteville, Arkansas

Budget Adjustment Form 6.13

Budget Year [Department: Public Works

19398 Division;: Water & Sewer

Program: Capital Water Mains

Project or Item Requested:

* oL -

Project or Item Deleted:

Adjustment #

Date Requested

March 17, 1998
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Addlt:lenal fundlng is requested for the y None. A portion of Rolling Hills Water Line
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STAFF REVIEW FORM
XX AGENDA REQUEST
CONTRACT REVIEW
GRANT REVIEW
For the Fayetteville City Council meeting of March 17, 1998
EROM:

W.A.C | ) F]  Operat] Administ t S .
Name Division Department
ACTION REQIIRED: - e e

Approval of an Ordinance providing for a Bid Walver to purchase replacement
items, parts, supplies etc., pertaining to the GAS BOY Fueling system
currently in use by the City of Favyetteville.

—LCOoOST TQ CITY -

Cost:$ N/A Trade Allowance:_N/A Net Cost:$ N/A
Annual needs as reflected

$ in Budget $ N/A Operations

Cost of this Reqguest Category/Project Budget Category/Project Name
3700-1920-(As Required) S N/A. _Vehicle Maintenance
Account Number Funds Used To Date Program Name

8 Shop

Project Number Remaining Balance Fund

BUDGET REVIEW: XX Budgeted Item Budget Adjustment Attached
'Buég%% Coordinator Administrative Services Director
CONTRACT/GRANT/LEASE REVIEW: GRANTING AGENCY:

225498
Accounting Méniiip/ Date ADA Coordinator Date
\“——‘4 >\ Q-ng?w/é 2-27-7%
Cidy Attorney Date ﬂ Internal Auditor Date
~P \} LAY X-35 98
Purchasing Officer Date
BRpproval of Bid Waiver Ordinance.
Y
Division Head Date Cross Reference
New Item: Yes NoO
Department Director Date
MB Prev Ord/Res #:
Adml Lstrativ ervices Director Date

/Q/Afn% )/ﬁ/f&f Orig Contract Date:

Mafor 6ate




ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE WAIVING THE REQUIREMENTS OF
FORMAL COMPETITIVE BIDDING FOR THE PURCHASE OF
SPECIALIZED EQUIPMENT AND/OR SUPPLIES RELATING
TO THE GAS BOY FUEL DISPENSING, RECORDING, AND
CONTROL EQUIPMENT WHICH IS UTILIZED BY THE CITY
OF FAYETTEVILLE VEHICLE OPERATIONS PROGRAMS,

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FAYETTEVILLE,
ARKANSAS:

Section 1. The City Council hereby waives the requirements of formal competitive
bidding for the purchase of specialized parts, accessories, related equipment, supplies, installation,
maintenance, and repair of same which will be utilized in conjunction with existing GAS BOY Fuel
dispensing, recording, and/or control equipment which is currently being used by the City of
Fayetteville as part of their fueling requirements for vehicles and/or equipment. As said requirements
do not take into consideration the factors of compatibility, standardization and maintainability which
must be followed as only one Manufacturer is capable of supplying said parts, etc. Therefore, it would
not be feasible or practical to take and award a formal competitive bid.

Section 2, Said bid waiver shall continue in effect, subject to any needed budget
or contract approval, until such time as the City of Fayetteville discontinues operation of the GAS
BOY Fucling Control System.

Section 3. The City Council hereby determines that the City of Fayetteville is in
immediate need of materials which are enumerated in section 1 above and the passage of this
Ordinance is to enable the immediate and continuing purchase of said materials without undue cost
to the City. Therefore, an emergency is hereby declared to exist and this Ordinance being necessary
for the public welfare shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and approval.

PASSED AND APPROVED this day of , 1998
APPROVED
By:
Mayor
ATTEST

By

City Clerk




CITY OF FAYETTEVILLE
FLEET OPERATIONS

TO: Mayor/City Council

THRU: Ben Mayes, Administrative Services Director
THRU: Peggy Vice, Purchasing Manager

FROM: W. A. Oestreich, Fleet Operations Superintendent .
DATE: February 23, 1998

SUBJECT: BID WAIVER RECOMMENDATION - GAS BOY EQUIPMENT

Relerence the attached Agenda Request for a Bid Waiver for the purchase of supplies to maintain
the GAS BOY Fueling Equipment currently operating in the City of Fayetteville Fleet.

This equipment is being used as a semi-automated and automated fueling system on all City
Vehicles and Equipment. It would not be practical to mix brands of dispensing and/or recording
equipment due to the Pumping facilities being maintained.

This Bid Waiver will be utilized to maintain and upgrade as necessary with items which can be
obtained from the GAS BOY Company only, or items which are authorized by them as being
compatible with their system. We will be utilizing the local authorized Distributor who is Hooten
Equipment Co., Springdale, AR and/or their authorized representatives in the case of repairs,
installations or software/metering items.

A thorough evaluation of this system was completed prior to the recent upgrade of the system. It was
determined that maintaining the GAS BOY system was the most efficient and economical method of
fuel dispensing and recording to fit the needs of the City Fleet.

7
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STAFF REVIEW FORM 8.01

_ X AGENDA REQUEST
CONTRACT REVIEW
GRANT REVIEW

For the Fayetteville City Council meeting of March 17, 1998
FROM:

ACTION REQUIRED: Approval of a proposed project between the City and Lewis Brothers Leasing Company,
Inc., wherein Lewis Brothers conveys (1) a 1.0 acre tract of land to the City for a new fire station site and (2)
a 1.0 acre site for the extension of Plainview Avenue from the current termination (South of Milsap) to
Longview Street. The City, in turn, will design and construct the proposed extension of Plainview Avenue
(approx. 730 feet). No exchange of monies between the parties are anticipated on this project.

COST TO CITY:

%ost of {ﬁs Request %Etegorygﬁoject Budget gtegoryigﬁject FJamc
*ccoum Humgr Msﬂo Date Program Name
- %e Balance W

X  Budgeted Item Budget Adjustment Attached

: Administrative Services Director
CONTRACTIGRANTILEASE REVIEW GRANTING AGENCY:

oy 5L et 3712 AA5-94
il /27( Date v Internal Auditor Date
ﬂy‘ 2074
"' Attorney S~ (- Date ADA Coordinator Date
0 A-Alo -9 ¥
.: ing Officer Date

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: The North side of Fayetteville is in need of a new fire station facility. Current Sta. #4, Harold
Street, requires expansion and is in a poor location. The proposed location of a new unit on Plainview provides better access to major
thoroughfares with signal lights. Fire station land appraisals and estimated cost of street are virtually equivalent, Staff recommends
approval of the project to be in the best interest of the City.

i/. . ﬂwaf&fK\ Z-7¢7&

? ?m Tead Cross Reference
YA %g-——-—: chlﬂ_ New Item: Yes _X_  No
Départment rector ate

o~ .
e L o

/ W 7/ éi Orig Contract Date:

Mayor Date




FAYETTEVILLE

THE CITY OF FAYETTEVILLE, ARKANSAS

DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

— DATE: February 24, 1998
TO: Kevin Crosson, Public Works Director
THRU: Charles Venable, Assistant Public Works Director
FROM: Ed Connell, Land Agent f@
RE: Fire Station #4 Replacement

Plainview Avenue Improvement

The Fayetteville Fire Department has been investigating the possibility of expanding Station #4,
located on Harold Street (just East of College Avenue) on the north side of Fayetteville. The
current station is very limited in the amount of equipment that it can handle. The amount of
development along the bypass and South of the Northwest Arkansas Mall could put a strain on
the current small station and the possibility of expansion at this site, either on the existing tand
or even with purchase of additional land, is very limited. The Fire Department has looked
extensively for other sites in the general area.

The site selected is on land owned by Lewis Brothers Leasing Company, Inc. This is located
behind the Jones Oldsmobile-Buick dealership, just South of Milsap Road, West of College
Avenue and at the current terminus of Plainview Avenue {see General Area Map). An
agreement has been reached with Lewis Brothers Leasing Company, wherein they will convey
a 1.00 acre site to the City for the fire station and the City will design and construct a standard
roadway South from the current terminus of Plainview to Longview Street through property
owned by Lewis Brothers Leasing Company. The distance of the road for construction is about
730 feet.

The roadway land, 1.00 * acre, will be conveyed to the City for this purpose. Terms and
conditions for this agreement are found in the attached Offer and Acceptance Contract.

The City has estimated the cost of engineering design and construction of the road to be in the
neighborhood of $140,000 - $150,000. An independent appraisal of the fire station site
indicated the value to be $140,000 as of July 28, 1997.

This location provides the needed 1.00 acre of land required for proper station design. Access
to West will be easy via Milsap Rd. Access to the North (Mall area) can be made via light signal
at Milsap. W.ith the improvement to Plainview Avenue, access to College can be made via
Milsap or Longview. This particular location is about % mile West-Northwest of the Harold
Street station, thus timing to the residential areas East of College should not be more than 1-2
minutes.




Fire Station #4 Replacement
Plainview Avenue Improvement
Page 2

The City staff would like to begin design work on the Plainview improvement as soon a possible
such that the street could possibly be constructed by the end of the year. A lot split will be
required for the fire station site West of the new road. This application will be submitted to the
Planning Commission in the same manner required for all lot splits. Property conveyances wiill
only be made once the lot split approval has been obtained.

Please submit this proposed project for City Council approval. If additional information is
required, please give me a call at 415.

.03
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OFFER AND ACCEPTANCE CONTRACT

Lewis Brothers Leasing Company, Inc., an Arkansas Corporation (“Lewis
Brothers®}, and the City of Fayetteville, Arkansas, a Municipa! Corporation (the
“City") enter into this agreement and offer and acceptance subject to the terms,
considerations and mutual promises set forth herein:

1. Lewis Brothers agrees to deed to the City for the considerations and terms and
conditions set forth herein the following described property:

a) A one acre, more or less, parcel of land more fully
described and herein after referred to as Tract D:

(Legal Description)

b) A 60 foot wide fee simple street right-of-way containing
approximately one acre, more or less, more fully described
and herein after referred to as Tract B:

(Legal Description}

2, The City as a consideration for Tract B and Tract D agrees to construct a fire
station on Tract D and construct a standard city street (the “Street”) from the
current terminus of Plainview Avenue to Longview Street, a distance of
approximately 730 feet, on Tract B.

3. The City agrees to construct the Street according to the latest City of
Fayetteville standards and specifications including a four (4} foot wide sidewalk
on both sides of the street. The City agrees to complete construction of the
Street within 18 months of closing.

4. This agreement is expressly made contingent upon the approval by the City of
Fayetteville of a lot split under requirements and conditions acceptable to Lewis
Brothers relative to their property identified as County Parcel Number 765-
15767-000.

5. The City agrees to have city staff prepare a lot split petition on behalf of Lewis
Brothers at city expense. Lewis Brothers agrees to cooperate in seeking
approval for the lot split and to have a representative present to participate at
Planning Commission hearings on said lot split.

6. The parties agree to seek an administrative appeal to the Fayetteville City
Council should the lot split be denied or if it is approved with requirements and
conditions unacceptable to Lewis Brothers.

7. If the lot split is denied or approved by the Fayetteville City Council under
requirements and conditions unacceptable to Lewis Brothers, the parties shall
have no further obligations or duties under this agreement which shall be nuil
and void.

8. Closing shall occur on ar before 45 calendar days of approval of the lot
split under requirements and conditions acceptable to Lewis Brothers.

9. All documents and/or deeds necessary for conveyance shall be prepared by the
City or at the city's expense. The City shall be responsible for filing such
documents and/or deeds at the city's expense.

10.  Lewis Brothers shall be responsible for the payment of all real propeny taxes
associated with the lands conveyed to the city for the entire year of such
conveyance and prior years taxes, if any.




8.06

11.

12,
13.
14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

LEWIS BROTHERS LEASING CO

City design and construction of Plainview Avenue shall provide for the
following items:

a) Three (3} quad conduit runs for electrical, telephone, cable
crossings,

b} Three {3) steel sleeves for future sewer line crossings,

c} Three (3) steel sleeves for future water line crossings and

d) Two(2) or three(3)} commercial curb cuts in accordance with city
ordinances.

LLewis Brothers and City staff shall confer and agree upon the location of the
above listed items.

Lewis Brothers shall move the existing house located on parcel 765-15751-000
to a location outside of the right of way (Tract B) to a location conforming to
all city ordinances. The house shall be moved at Lewis Brothers expense and
shall occur within 120 days of closing or by June 1, 1998, whichever is later.

Lewis Brothers shall furnish at their own expense a policy of title insurance on
Tract D in the amount of not less than $50,000.

Conveyance will be made to the city by general warranty deed, except it shall
be subject to recorded instruments and easements, if any, which do not
materiaily affect the value of the property.

Risk of loss and damage to the property by fire or other casuaity occurring up
to the time of closing is assumed by Lewis Brothers.

This agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of Arkansas.

This agreement when executed by the parties shall contain the entire
understanding and agreement of the parties with respect to the matters
referred to herein and shall supersede all price or contemporaneous
agreements, representations and/or understandings with respect to such
matters, and no oral representations or statements shall be considered a part
hereof,

NOTICE: THE CITY ASSERTS AND LEWIS BROTHERS HEREBY
ACKNOWLEDGES THAT THIS AGREEMENT IS EXPRESSLY
CONTINGENT UPON THE CITY OF FAYETTEVILLE’'S CITY
COUNCIL'S FORMAL APPROVAL BY RESOLUTION OF THIS
AGREEMENT AND THAT THE FAILURE OF THE CITY COUNCIL
TO SO APPROVE WIiLL MAKE ALL PORTIONS OF THIS
AGREEMENT NULL AND VOID.

NY, INC.

THOMAS H. LEWIS, President

Date

w L2328

DONALD W. STONE, Secretary & Treasurer Date

CITY OFFAYETTEVILLE
j%/zzfﬁ/ﬁw 25368

FRED HANNA, MAYOR Date

ATTEST:

/Z&A@% 2/23/7¢
HEATHER WQODR , CITY CLERK Date




LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS:

I[aEI HDH :

TRACT "D" LEGAL DESCRIPTION

Fire Station Land
Survey Description

A part of the Southwest Quarter (SW¥%) of the Southeast Quarter SE%) of
Section Twenty-six (26), Township Seventeen {17) north, Range Thirty (30} West,
being more particularly described as follows: Beginning at the Northwest corner of
said 40 acre tract, said point being an existing iron bar; thence South 87¢ 13’ 10"
East 205.14 feet to a set iron pin on the proposed West right of way line of Plainview
Avenue; thence South 02° 46’ 50" East along said proposed West right of way line
100.00 feet to a set iron pin at the beginning of a Two hundred Thirty {230) foot
radius curve concave to the East; thence Southeasterly along said curve and right of
way line 113.20 feet, the cord of which being South 11° 19’ 08" East 112.06 feet
to a set iron pin; thence leaving said curve and right of way North 87° 13’ 10" West
229.83 feet to a set iron pin on the West line of said 40 acre tract; thence North 02°
03’ 48" West 208.70 feet to the Point of Beginning, containing 1.00 acre, more or
less, Fayetteville, Washington County, Arkansas. This description is based on survey
of Alan Reid & Associates, dated 09/17/97 as Job # 97298, which utilizes Arkansas
State Plane Coordinate System (North Zone) and City of Fayetteville monumentation.

[ract "B" :

TRACT "B" LEGAL DESCRIPTION
Proposed Plainview Avenue Right of Way
Survey Description

Part of the Southwest Quarter {(SW¥%) of the Southeast Quarter (SE%)of Section
Twenty-six (26), Township Seventeen {17) North, Range Thirty {30} West of the 5th
Principal Meridian and more particularly described as follows: Beginning at a found
iron pin South 87° 13’ 10" East 205.14 feet from the Northwest corner of said 40
acre tract, said point being on the North line of said 40 acre tract and on the
proposed West right of way line of Plainview Avenue; thence South 02° 46’ 50"
West 100.00 feet to a found iron pin at the beginning of a 230.00 radius curve
concave to the East; thence Southeasterly along said curve 191.58 feet, said curve
having a delta angle of 47° 43’ 26"; thence South 44° 56’ 36" East 187.39 feet to
the beginning of a 170.00 foot radius convex curve to the South; thence Southerly
along said curve 142.09 feet, said curve having a delta angle of 47° 53’ 14"; thence
South 02° 56’ 38" Waest 106.53 feet to the South line of the property as described
in Deed Record 95-65743 of the Office of the Circuit Clerk, Washington County,
Arkansas; thence, leaving the proposed West right of way line South 87° 14’ 25"
East 60.00 feet to a found iron pin, said found pin being on the proposed East right
of way line of Plainview Avenue; thence along said proposed East right of way line
North 02° 56’ 38" East 106.33 feet to the beginning of a 230.00 foot radius
concave curve to the West; thence Northwesterly along said curve 192.23 feet, said
curve having a delta angle of 47° 53’ 14"; thence North 44° 56’ 36" West 187.39
feet to the beginning of a 170.00 foot radius convex curve to the North: thence
Northerly along said curve 141.60 feet, said curve having a delta angle of 47° 43°
267; thence North 02° 46’ 50" East 100.00 feet to the North line of said 40 acre
tract; thence, leaving the proposed East right of way line of Plainview Avenue and
running along the North line of said 40 acre tract North 87° 13’ 10" West 60.00 feet
to the Point of Beginning, containing 1.00 acre, more or less, Fayetteville, Washington
County, Arkansas. This description is based on survey of Alan Reid & Associates,
dated 09/31/97 as Job # 97298C, which utilizes Arkansas State Plane Coordinate
System (North Zone) and City of Fayetteville monumentation.
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NW comer

SW-5E-26-17-30
e 205.14 "
SB7°13'10"E

Lewis Bros. Leasing Company

Tract "B", Plainview Avenue Extension
1.00 Acre

"E

S02%56'38"w

N02°5638

Date: 02-19-1998

Title: Lewis Bros.; Tract "B", Plainview Avenue Extension

Scale: 1 inch = 130 feet File: LEWS-TRB. WMF

Tract 1: 1.002 Acres: 43652 Sq Feet: 4055.4 Sq Meters: No significant closure error. : Perimeter = 1985 feet
Tract2: 0.000 Acres: 18 SqFeet: 1.7 Sq Meters: Closure = n20.2338w 684.24 fect: Precision =1/ 1; Perimeter = 728 feet

001=5887.1310E 205.14 009=N02.5638E 106.33 01 7=@15
002=502.4650W 100 010: L1, R¥230, Aro~192.23 018=S02.4650W 100
D03 Ly, R=730, Debta=d7. 4326 01 1=N44.5636W 137.39 19 Ly, R=20D0, Arc=165.59
004=544.5636E 187.3% 012: R, R=170, Are=141.60 020=544.5636E 187.39
003: Rt, B=170, Delta=47. 5314 | 013=N024650E ]0_0 Q1l: Ry, B=3Z00, Are=]1467.14
006=502.5638W 106.53 014=N87.1310W 30 022=502.5638W 106.43
007=S87.1425E 30 015=N87.1310W 30

008=587.1425E 30 016=**N87.1310W 205.14

8.09




NW Comer
SW-SE-26-17-30

[

205.14

208.70
N02%03'48*E

SE7*13'10°E

Lewis Bros. Leasing Company, Inc.

Proposed City Fire Station #6

Tract "D"
1.00 Acre

NE7°13'10"w

30
SE7°1310°E |

é:enterline

S02°46'S0™W
100

PLAINVIEW AVENUE

22983

Thtle: Lewis Bros. Leasing Co., Tract "D", City Fire Station

Date: 02-19-1998

Scale: 1 inch = 40 feet

File: LEWS-TRD WMF

Tract 1: 0.999 Acres: 43501 Sq Feet: 4041.4 Sq Meters: No significant closure error. © Perimeter = 817 feel
Tract 2: 0.000 Acres: 0 Sq Feet: 0.0 Sq Meters: No significant closure crror. © Perimeter = 160 feet

001=387.1310E 205.14
002=887.1310FE 30
(Q3=**N87.1310W 30

004=502.4650W 100
004: L1, R=230, Arc=113.2

006=N87,1310W 229,83 011=50.4650w 50
007=N02.0348E 208.70 012=n0.46250e 25
008=@?2 013=N87.1310W 30

009=S87.1310E 30
010=n0.4650e 25




LAND APPRAISAL REPORT

COMPLETE SUMMARY APPRAISAL REPORT

CQMPLETE SUMMARY APPRAISAI RFPORT File No.
Borrower NA Census Tract _}07.02 MapReference City
=4 Property Address  Plainview Rd,
g City Fayetteville County_MWashington Stz AR ZipCote 72703
%Y Legal Descripion Pt SW/4 of SE/4, Section 26-T17N-R30W (Subject to Survey)
M Sake Price§_ NA Date of Sale NA Loan Term NA yIs. Property Rights Appraised [X]Fee [ |Leasenold [_J De Minimis PUD
B Actual Reat Estale Taxes § NA {¥r) Loan charges to be paid by seller§ NA Other sales concessions NA
Y tenderClient City of Fayetteville Address 113 W. Mountain, F'ville, AR
B Occupant _ Yacant Appraiser Mark E. Risk Instructions {o Appraiser  Oetermine Fair
Market VYalue _
Lacation (X7 utban [ ] Suburban () Rural Good Avg. Fair Poor
Buitt Up (] over 75% (%] 25% o 75% [ tnder 25% Employment Stability OO0
Growth Rate [ ] Fully Dev. [ Rapid (] steady []Slow Convenience to Employment OO0
Property Values [X] Increasing [Jsabie [ ] Declining Convenience to Shopping X000
Demand/Supply [ shortage [X] In Batance [ ] oversupply Convenience to Schoois X100
"""" Matketing Time [_]underames.  [X]4-6 Mos. []) Over 6 Mos. Adequacy of Public Transportation 3333 ]
Sy Presentland Use _ S% 1Famiy % 2-4famiy ___ %Aps.  %Condo 65%Commerclal | Recreationat Facilties OO0
Q ___%Industial_30% vacant % Adeguacy of Utilites X0
=4 Change in Present Land Use [T Not Lixely (X7 Likely (*) (] Taking Pace (*) | Property Compatibisty (X030
E (*)From Vacant To Commercial Protection from Detrimental Conditions [ (X1 (} [}
| Predominant Occupancy [X] Owner [ ] Tenant 2 % Vacan! Police and Fire Protection LI
el Single Family Price Range 3 70 s 125 Predominant Vahe $ 715 Genesal Appearance of Properties X0
Single Family Age 10 yrs.to_ 30+ yrs. Predominant Age 25 wyis. | Appealto Market OO0

Comments including those factars, favorable or unfavorable, affecting marketability (8.9. pudlic parks, schaols, view, noisej.Sub ject is portion of larger
13 acre tract w/ improvements. located adiacent to the S. boundary of CMN Business Park dev..
The area is currently experiencing above avg. growth. Subject does not have quite the appeal
of the C&M lots but is considered to be a very good site for non-retail or public use.

Dimensions 215" x 200 x 225°' x 215 = 1.0]_ sq.FLorAcres (I come Lot
Zoning classitication _Thoroughfare Commercial (C-2) Presentimprovements  [X]do [ do nat conform to z0ning regulations
Highestand bestuse [ ] Present use Other (specity) Of fice complex or public use
Public Other (Describe) OFF SITE IMPROVEMENTS Topo Cleared rolling pasture
Ekec. X1 SteetAccess [X]Pubic [ |PrivaeiSize Averaqe
Gas (X} SurfaceNot avail @ site ShapeRectanqular M.0.L .
Walzr X] Mazintenance  {X ] Public [JPrivate [view Average
San, Sewer [X] [ JSwrmSewer [ Curb/Gutter |DrainageSlight 1y lacking upon I[nspctn.
D Underground Elect. & Tel. _D Sidewalk D Street Lights | ts the propacty located in a HUD tdentifled Special Flood Hazerd Area? m N [:]Y:s
Comments (favorable or untavoratie including any apparent adverse easements, encroachments. or other adverse conditions); Utilities & roadway currently

end at N. border of subiject site adjacent to business park. For the purposes of this
appraisal, the appraiser will assume utilities are available. but roadway access is not.

The undersignad has recited three recent sajes of properties most stmilar and proximate to subject and has considered these in the market analysis. The description includes a dollar
adjustment reflecting market reaction 1o those items of significant variation between the subject and comparable praperties, If a significant itern in the comparable property is superior
la ar more tavorable than the subject property, a minus {-) adjustment is made thus reducing the indicated value of subject, if a significant item in the comparable is inferior 1o or kess
favorable than the subject property, a plus (+) adjustment is made thus increasing the indicated value of the subject

[TEM SUBJECT PROPERTY COMPARABLE NO. 1 COMPARABLE NO. 2 COMPARABLE NO. 3
Address  Plainview Rd. Lot 12 Medical Prk Township Road Pt. Lot 3. CMN Pk,
Fayettevilie Fayetteville Fayetteville Fayetteviile
%4 Proximity to Subject | ~ 1.5 Mile West 1 Mile South .20 Miles North
%y Sakes Price $ NA i .| 282,821 | $350.000y -~ & -~ 15474 000
= Price $ /SF e is 1841 > s 262 F G xow |8 4,97
=4 Data Source Inspection selling Broker Appraiser’'s Files Appraiser's Files
3 Dzt of Sale and DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION +{—)$ Adjust DESCRIPTION +{-)$ Adjust DESCRIPTION | +{-]$ AdjusL
g Fime Adjustment NA 07/97 : 05/15/97 ; 02/28/97
N Location S of C&M Pk. NHitls Park :-50,000 |W. of 718 CMN _Park -10,000
bed Sile/View 43,688SF/Avq 15,3605F/A, 133,7295F/A  :-135000) 95 ,3965F/A. '-260000
g Utilities All Avail. All Avail. . All Avail, : All_Avail. |
Stfrontage | None Inside Lot :-30,000 {491’ 2LPave '-88 000 193" ,2LPave !-35,000
Terrain Rolling Past RollingPast | RoliingPast ! RollingPast
_Appeal Average Very Good -50,000 | Average : Good -25,000
Sales or Financing NA Cashto Sell ! Cashto Sell ! Cashto Sell!
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gx {  CGENERAL - fx =
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LAND APPRAISAL REPORT
MARKET DATA ANALYSIS

[TEM SUBJECT PROPERTY COMPARABLEND. 4 COMPARABLEND. 5 COMPARABLEND, &

Address Plainview Rd. Lot 9, CMN Park Lots 18&19., CMN Pk Lot 7. CMN Park

Fayetteville | _Fayetteville Fayetteville Fayetteville
Proximily 1o Subject |~ S8 ‘. 34 25 Miles NW .15 Miles North .20 Mites NW
Sales Price $ NA B S is. 707,000 {:™ 55 $ 72C,C00 Aﬁ?ﬁ“ 1$300,000
Price $/SF RTINS 5 32 J.o It $ 4 66 |BFERE. mdr s 4.94
Data Sourca inspection Deed 87-2118 Apnra1ser s Files Deed 96-6442
Date of sake and DESCRIPTION DESCRIPTION +(-)% Adjust DESCRIPTION +(—)$ Adjust DESCRIPTION +{—]% Adjust,
Time Adjustment NA 01/07/97 ! 10/21/96 ! 01/26/96 !

S Location S of C&M Pk, CMN Park +-10,000 } CMN Park +-10,000 | CMN Park :-10,000
Site/View 43 688SF/Avg 38 BBIOSF/A. +17.000 154 611SF/A :-450000 60, 749SF/A. :-85.000
Utilities All Avail. All Avail. . AT Avail. . All Avail. .
StFrontage | None 255" ,2LPave '-46,000 | Corner 2LPv '-100000 242°  Z2LPave '-44 000
Terrain Rolling Past RollingPast | RollingPast : Ru]]ingPastE
Appea Average Good '-25 000 | Good '-25,000 | Good 1-25,000
Sales or Financing NA Cashto Sel? Cashto Sell Cashto Sell .
Cancessions None : None | None '

Net Adj. (Total} | [+ I‘X‘}l_"_"s 64,000 | [ ]+ [X]- _'s 585,000 [ ]+ [X]- :$164,000
indicated Value = “___’gf'}-_*«r,»% *j: SR, k.

of Subject e el .5 15 143 000 [, % % % |s 135,000 |3 <-13136,000
Comments - Comp. #4 Purchased by owners of Staffmark for future expansion. Located next to

existing Staffmark Headquarter Building.

Comments - Comp, #5 Site of new Proctor and Gamble building now under construction,

Comments - Comp. #6 Older sale of lot in CMN Business Park. Good exposure to Hwy. 71 Bypass.

Form LNG -- *TOTAL 2000 appraisal software by a la mode, inc. - 1-800-ALAMODE
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LSD98-2.00: LARGE SCALE DEVELOPMENT - HMT OF FAYETTEVILLE
HMT OF FAYETTEVILLE - N OF DICKSON, E OF ROLLSTON, W OF THOMPSON

The last item on the agenda was a large scale development submitted by Glenn Carter of Carter
Engineering on behalf of HMT of Fayetteville, L.L.C. for property located on the north side of
West Dickson Street, east of Rollston and west of Thompson. The property is zoned C-3,
Central Commercial, and contains approximately 1.13 acres. A parking waiver has been
requested in regard to this project.

Mr. Reynolds advised he would be abstaining since he was a property owner on Dickson Street.

The staff report showed the proposed project would total 58,709 square feet with commercial
usage at 34,017 square feet and residential usage at 24,692 square feet and a two-story parking
deck with 109 parking spaces. The proposed construction will envelope the existing two
restaurants (ROTC and The Grill) and the restaurants will remain open and in use.

The tollowing waivers have been requested by the developer:
(1) Street widths and rights-of-way:

a. Rollston. The developer requests the existing 28 feet of right-of-way and 20 feet of
pavement be left as 1s. Staff agrees with this request.

b. Dickson. The existing right-of-way is 55 feet. Dickson Street is shown on the Master
Street Plan as a collector with a required right-of-way of 70 feet. The developer requests
the existing right-of-way be kept at 55 feet. Staff agrees with this request. Formal action
by the City Council is required for the deviation from the Master Street Plan.

¢. Thompson. The existing right-of-way at this location is 15 feet. The developer has
proposed to add 5 feet of right-of-way on the west side for a total of 20 feet of right-of-
way. The developer also proposes to construct a 21-foot street and 6-foot sidewalk the
length contiguous to the project to the entrance into the parking deck. This will place
approximately 4 feet of the street and the sidewalk on private property. Staff agrees with
the request to increase the right-of-way and pavement width. Staff requests that the right-
of-way be extended to include all of the paved street.

(2) Parking:

The developer requests a waiver of 38 parking spaces. Staff disagrees with the
developer’s calculations and states that the waiver should be for 73 spaces.
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(3) Other Variances:

Requests for variances from building setbacks for awnings, brackets, balconies, etc. will
go to the Board of Adjustment.

The staff has requested the applicant provide a shared access agreement with Terry Hunt, the
property owner on the northwest corner.

Conditions of Approval:

].

Planning Commission determination of compliance with Commercial Design Standards.
(A decision must be made under Section 160.124(D)(2)(c) “A development should
provide compatibility and transition between adjoining developments.”)

Planning Commission determination and resolution on the requested street improvements
and/or right-of-way width waivers:

a. Rollston. The developer requests the existing 28 feet of right-of-way and 20 feet of
pavement be left as is.

b. Dickson. The existing right-of-way is 55 feet. Dickson Street is shown on the Master
Street Plan as a collector with a required right-of-way of 70 feet. The developer requests
the existing right-of-way be kept at 55 feet.

c. Thompson. The existing right-of-way at this location is 15 feet. The developer has
proposed to add 5 feet of right-of-way on the west side for a total of 20 feet of right-of-
way. The developer also proposes to construct a 21-foot street and 6-foot sidewalk the
length contiguous to the project to the entrance into the parking deck. This will place
approximately 4 feet of the street and the sidewalk on private property.

Planning Commission determination and resolution of parking issues and requested
wailvers.

Staff approval of final detailed plans, specifications and calculations (where applicable)
for grading, drainage, water, sewer, fire protection, streets (public and private), sidewalks
parking lot(s) and tree preservation. The information submitted for the plat review
process was reviewed for general concept only. All public improvements are subject to
additional review and approval and all improvements shall comply with City’s current
requirements.

¥
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5.

10.

1.

Fire protection shall meet the Fire Chief’s requirements which will include
reconfiguration of the existing fire hydrant to the 12-inch water main on Dickson.
Further, depending upon the final design, an additional fire hydrant may be required
within 100 feet of the Fire Department’s connection to the building’s sprinkling system.

Sidewalk construction in accordance with current standards and the right-of-way as
available. Greenspace provided (if any) shall meet the requirements of the Sidewalk &
Trails Coordinator and the Landscape Administrator.

All existing and proposed utilities shall be placed underground.
Large Scale Development approval to be valid for one calendar year.

Plat Review and Subdivision comments (to include written staff comments mailed to the
applicant or his representative, and all comments from utility representatives).

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the following is required:

a. Grading and drainage permits

b. Separate easement plat for this project

c. Completion of all required improvements or the placement of a surety with the City
(letter of credit, bond, escrow) as required by Section 159.34 “Guarantees in Lieu of
Installed Improvements™ to guarantee all incomplete improvements. Further, all
improvements necessary to serve the site and protect public safety must be completed, not
just guaranteed, prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.

Shared access agreement from Terry Hunt, the property owner to the northwest.

Background:

The proposed large scale was heard at the December 31, 1997 Technical Plat Review, the
January 15, 1998 Subdivision Committee meeting and the February 12, 1998 Subdivision
Committee meeting. Parking, street right-of-way and improvements and effects upon adjacent
property were discussed. The Subdivision Committee voted to send the proposed large scale to
the full Planning Commission with the recommendation to accept the street waivers and without
a recommendation for the parking waivers.

Infrastructure:

Water and sewer. Water and sanitary sewer mains are available for the developer’s engineer to
use in designing extensions.
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Grading and Drainage. A formal, final drainage report and grading plan will be required prior to
any construction.

Mr. Forney advised the Commission needed to discuss the right-of-way and parking since both
were waivers. He asked if there were any other conditions of approval with which the applicant
was not in agreement.

Mr. Greg House, representing HMT, appeared before the Planning Commission and stated they
were 1n agreement with all other conditions. He advised the right-of-way issue had been
discussed at length at the Subdivision Committee meetings. He stated that, while the Master
Street Plan required Dickson Street to be 70 feet wide, the existing right-of-way was only 55 feet
wide with existing buildings up to the edge of the right-of-way line. He further stated the new
structures would be within the setbacks and would not be encroaching with the exception of the
second story above the two restaurants. He also pointed out Roliston Avenue was less than
minimum street standards and they had discussed the ability of fire and safety vehicles to serve
the subject property and adjoining property. He noted Rollston had been recently improved and
he believed it was wide enough for an emergency vehicle. He advised the Fire Chief had, after
driving a truck through the area, approved the width. He further stated Thompson had been
designed to the same width as Rollston for the same reasons. He noted that, by adding to the
right-of-way, they had lost approximately 10% of their Dickson Street frontage. He pointed out
the existing Thompson north of the subject property was extremely narrow.

He contended the big i1ssue was how to feed the traffic ingressing and egressing from the
proposed development.

Mr. Forney stated the statf agreed with all the waivers for right-of-way.

Mr. House explained that, when the property was purchased for development, he and his partners
had relied on the ordinance in making their feasibility study. He stated they had believed they
would not have to provide any parking for existing structures because of the way the ordinance
was worded on parking in a C-3 zone. He stated that, in an effort to move the project forward,
they had agreed to count in their calculations the number of parking spaces required for the
existing restaurants (approximately 20 spaces). He explained they had treated it as a completely
new project since there was no guidance in the ordinance. He then read from section
160.117(D)(1): “...parking requirements shall be met at the time any building or structure is
erected, enlarged, or increased in capacity, changed in use...” He went on to read (1)(a): “...new
construction, razed buildings or enlarged buildings shall conform to the parking requirements of
the city. For enlarged buildings, additional parking spaces will be calculated by the amount of
square footage that i1s added.” He pointed out the parking ratio table and stated they estimated
the parking on maximum retail use and maximum restaurant use. He noted the parking ratio for
restaurants was shown as 1 for 200 square feet of floor area.
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Mr. House stated the square footage for Restaurant On The Corner and The Grill required 20
parking spaces. He contended that, if the buildings were demolished, and constructed new
buildings with the exact same square footage, only 20 parking spaces would be required. He
explained the conflict between the developers and staff was how to count parking for the existing
buildings. He also advised they were asking for a 38 space waiver but would be using shared
parking for the site (set out under Section 160.117(E)(4). He contended that, since the project
was a mixed use project, they could share parking with themselves. He advised there was
nothing in the ordinance restricting them from using parking spaces during the day for retail and
using the same spaces at night for residential. He also presented a letter from University Baptist
Church allowing the use of 50 church parking lot spaces. He also contended there would not be a
$1,200 fee per parking space since they did have shared parking for the 38 spaces.

Charles Britton, professor of economics at the University of Arkansas, appeared before the
Commission and advised he had attended the Master Planning session at the university earlier in
the day and the university was in favor of the project. He further stated he, personally as a
professor of economics, was in favor of the project, contending it would assist in the
revitalization of Dickson Street. He did, however, express concern regarding view obstruction of

0Old Main.

Lamar Pettus, property owner of 151 West Dickson, pointed out there was a movement afoot
through the Downtown Dickson Street Enhancement Project, to ask the city to reduce the right-
of-way of Dickson Street to 24 feet. He asked the Commission to be careful on how they
handled the parking. He also advised the Commission had received a letter from the Dickson
Street Improvement District and wanted to be sure they understood that was from the
Commuission, not the individual Dickson Street property owners. He pointed out Mr. House was
one of the Commissioners for the Dickson Street Improvement District and would have been one
of the people authorizing the letter. He also noted the Improvement District had not called a
meeting of the members. He asked the Commission to not include the letter in their
considerations. He also advised that, if the Commission waived the parking places for the
subject project, they would need to do the same for future projects on Dickson Street.

Charlie Allison, an area property owner, appeared before the Commission and stated his property
was on Thompson and Watson. He pointed out Thompson was a very narrow street and
expressed concern people using the facilities of the proposed project would be using that street.

Michael Thurmond, an adjacent property owner, contended the Commissioners needed to
consider the impact to adjoining property. He pointed out they could widen the portion of
Thompson adjacent to the project but then Thompson still would narrow to one lane past the
project. He stated he believed Mr. House had presented a good development but he was
concerned regarding traffic flow.
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In response to a question from Mr. Forney, Mr. Thurmond suggested closing Thompson to the
north of the project as a solution to the problem.

Richard Shewmaker, 605 W. Dickson, appeared before the Commission and expressed hope the
parking waiver be granted. He expressed his believe the university was the most important
economic, social and cultural function in northwest Arkansas. He told of a previous survey that
showed most people within the City of Fayetteville wanted to improve the area around the
campus. He contended the current project would improve the area. He reminded the
Commission they had alleviated the parking problem on Dickson Street by changing the
ordinance relating to parking in the Dickson Street area. He pointed out the new establishments
after the ordinance was changed, contending Dickson Street was now a better place.

He asked the Commission to approve the project with the parking waiver granted. He also
pointed out this would be a major contribution to the tax structure. He also informed the
Commission Mr. House had an investment backer which would be very important to Dickson
Street.

Ms. Jana Britton appeared before the Commission and contended she had problems finding
places to park in the Dickson Street area. She advised there would be people parking where they
shouldn’t if parking spaces were not provided.

Joe Fennell, owner of Jose’s, appeared before the Commission and contended all property
owners on Dickson have learned to share parking. He stated he was in favor of the proposed
project.

Celia Scott-Silkwood, 221 N. Locust, spoke in support of the project but did agree parking was
becoming a problem. She noted she no longer could park in front of her house but had to use the
public parking lot.

Cyrus Young stated he owned property 443 feet from the proposed project. He contended the
project was out of scale with the rest of the area. He reminded the Commission residents of
Fayetteville had consistently asked for preservation of the character of Fayetteville; compatibility
had even been placed in the land use plan and the commercial design ordinance. He advised the
proposed project, if approved, would significantly alter the character of Dickson Street. He
stated he had heard people express a desire to maintain neighborhood integrity and that applied
on Dickson Street as well as other areas of town.

He pointed out the proposed development was larger than the Walton Arts Center. He stated he
could not believe the building would ever be compatible with the rest of Dickson Street. He
contended the project did not meet the ordinance and asked the Commission to deny the approval
of the large scale development.
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Mr. Young went on to ask that, if the Commission approved the project, they deny the parking
waivers so the building might come closer to the scale of other structures on Dickson Street. He
agreed with Ms. Silkwood that, when the parking lots were full, the parking overflowed into the
residential area. He also contended that, if the waivers were approved, someday people’s homes
would be condemned for commercial parking.

He stated the Planning Commussion had always said there was a need for planning, a need for
compatibility, a need for good design, a need for compliance with ordinances. He advised all of
those words would have been for nothing if the project were approved.

Ms. Little stated there were two 1ssues on the project, the first was under the commercial design
standards: “A commercial structure or development shall be designed to avoid or minimize the
elements set forth in D (1) above” (unpainted concrete precision block walls, square ‘boxlike’
structures; metal siding which dominates the main facade; large blank, unarticulated wall
surfaces; and large out of scale signs with flashy colors). She advised the development did meet
paragraph D(2)(a). She then read D(2)(b): “A commercial development which contains more
than one building should incorporate a recurring, unifying and identifiable theme for the entire
development site.” She stated there was a theme to the development. She then read D(2)(c): “A
development should provide compatibility and transition between adjoining developments.” She
showed a site plan of the existing buildings in the area. She stated the existing buildings on site
were approximately 4,800 square feet; the proposed project would be approximately 58,000
square feet or 10 times the size of the existing property. She advised one of the newspaper
articles stated the project was approximately the size of the Walton Arts Center.

Ms. Little then advised that, with regard to parking, she believed it was a matter of interpretation.
She stated staff had no disagreement with the developer regarding the additional square footage
and the parking planned for the addition. She did point out staff had been calculating restaurant
parking differently than set out in the ordinance; instead of 1 space for every 200 square feet of
floor space, staff calculated one space for every four seats plus one for each employee per shift.
She explained this change had been made at the request of restaurant owners throughout the City
who believed 1 space for every 200 square feet was not adequate. She stated the discrepancy
with the developer for parking on existing buildings had come about from the parking ordinance
which said 1in C-3 and C-4 districts parking requirements were waived for any existing structure
with a change of use. She contended there was no change of use. She advised there were 55
existing spaces for the two restaurants

She advised the Commission staff had applied a number of tests to determine if the 55 spaces
were excessive parking. She pointed out the calculation for the number of seats in the restaurants
- 49 spaces plus 1 for each employee (30 employees for the two restaurants). She stated any new
restaurant anywhere else in town would require 79 spaces. She stated staff had reviewed the
1994 aerial photographs (taken at approximately 10:00 a.m.) and calculated there were 55 spaces
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on site. She pointed out the number of cars parked in the restaurant lot. She also advised staff
had taken photographs in the area on how parking was utilized. She stated staff took the
photographs on Friday afternoon at approximately 5:30 and again at noon on Saturday and again
at noon on Monday. She noted the parking lot was not full during those times; however there
were more on Friday evening than at noon on Saturday and Monday.

Ms. Little stated the Commission would need to make interpretation of the following section:
160.117(D)(1)(a): “Parking requirements are waived for any existing structure with a change of
use...For enlarged buildings, additional parking spaces will be calculated by the amount of square
footage added.” She advised that, for the amount of square footage being added, 127 parking
spaces were required; the applicant proposed 109. She went on to say staff believed the 55
spaces currently in existence were necessary to service the restaurants. She expressed her belief
the ordinance granting the ability to give waivers was a generous gift on the part of the City in
order to encourage rehabilitation of existing butldings on Dickson Street. She advised that, if
they were only talking about renovation, there would not be a parking issue; but it was the
addition of new square footage that was causing the issue. She asked the Commission consider
the ettect on renovation -- what effect from a commercial standpoint would the new commercial
square footage have on the renovation of the rest of Dickson Street; and what is the effect of the
proposed building on adjacent residential properties.

She reminded the Commission that one of their goals in the 2020 Plan was to promote affordable
housing, particularly in the downtown area. She advised the living units proposed in the project
were not affordable housing. She contended 1t was significant that area property owners would
be experiencing development pressure were already having their quality of life was being
affected. She agreed there was a need for renovation and economic development on Dickson
Street but asked how much was too much.

Mr. Tucker stated he had reviewed the Historic Downtown Commercial area of the 2020 Plan
and found the overriding goal for the area was to encourage commercial development and retain
the historic character and to encourage denser residential development. He advised the guiding
principles were to continue the revitalization of the historic downtown commercial area and
enhance it with evening businesses; encourage the continuation of the revitialization of Dickson
Street and provide a sense of connection between Dickson Street and the Square; encourage retail
use of ground floor space and restrict office and residential use to higher floors.

Ms. Little stated she believed the two existing restaurants were a part of the street scape of
Dickson Street and she applauded the efforts to preserve them. She further stated she believed
the residential units above the retail areas was in keeping with the General Plan. She further
advised she believed the facade of the building did improve the streetscape; however the height
of the building was of concern.
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Mr. Forney asked if Mr. House had a signed joint access agreement with the adjoining property
owner.

Mr. House stated he did have a copy of a signed joint access agreement.

Mr. Forney stated they had not been using the parking requirements in C-3 and C-4 areas due to
the changes in ordinances. He reminded the Commission they had considered applications for
waivers of parking spaces in light of adequate public parking within 600 feet of the proposed
development. He stated he did not see that specific language in the code book but did see under
160.117(E)(3) and (5) the following: “Off-site locations. If off-street parking cannot be provided
on the same lot as the principal use due to existing buildings or the shape of the parcel, parking
lots may be located on the other property not more than 600 feet distant from the principal use,
subject to conditional use approval by the planning commission.” He stated that apparently did
not apply since the applicant was not asking for a conditional use.

Ms. Little advised that applied to property owned by the applicant or under contract to the
applicant. She noted the 600 feet also appeared 1n “Intermittent parking” for places such as
churches who could count available on-street parking within 600 feet. She pointed out that the
applicant had brought a letter for shared parking from the University Baptist Church. She noted
the letter did not specify a length of time in terms of a lease.

Mr. Forney asked about the in lieu fee of $1,200 for each on-site parking space waived which
was to be paid to the city. He asked if that was an option.

Ms. Little stated the applicant could pay the in lieu fee or find adequate public parking facilities
available within 600 feet from the entrance of the structure. She also pointed out section (H)
Parking Waivers which said the Planning Commission shall making findings indicating the
proposed use would not generate as much parking as required under the existing standards; that
shared parking was available; or on-street parking could satisfy intermittent and occasional
demands.

Ms. Hoffman stated that, in other cities which allowed shared parking, a traffic impact analysis
was either required or completed by the applicant which was much more detailed than the
information before the Commission. She further stated the anaysis included hours of operation,
number of vehicle trips per day, etc. She advised she would be looking for more detailed
information.

Mr. Watkins contended the project was the type they should embrace rather than obstruct; that
there should be more incentives for infill and mixed use project such as the proposed project. He
added his belief it was commendable the private sector was willing to invest money without tax
breaks, etc. that other cities had to encourage this type of project.
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He further advised the relevant language in the parking ordinance said: “For enlarged buildings,
additional parking spaces will be calculated by the amount of square footage added.” He
contended that was what the developer had done; however, the staff was inserting a phase that
was not in the ordinance “For enlarged buildings, additional parking spaces in addition to those
currently existing to serve the site will be calculated by the amount of square footage added. He
advised that was a huge change in the ordinance and he did not believe it possible to interpret the
ordinance in that fashion. He also pointed out the ordinance did not treat restaurants any
differently than any other business and calculated parking at 1 space for every 200 square feet of

floor area; not 1 per every 4 seats plus one for each employee. He stated a fair reading of the
ordinance and a fair calculation of the parking spaces support the applicant’s position.

Mr. Watkins further stated 1t appeared the applicant was short 38 spaces but, with the shared
parking arrangement for 50 spaces with the church, the requirements of the ordinance had been
met. He contended the applicant should not be penalized for not tearing down existing buildings
or not building at the edge of town.

He also advised that, while the ordinance required a developemnt should provide compatibility
and transition between adjoining developments, it did not mean the same; otherwise, there could
never be any change, everything would have to be one story on Dickson Street. He noted the
City of Fayetteville did not have a height ordinance; however, they might consider enacting some
type of height ordinance.

Mr. Watkins stated he was in favor of the project.

Ms. Little stated it was her responsibility to interpret the ordinances and she had given such
interpretation to the Commission. She reminded the Commission of other projects when the
same interpretation was made.

Mr. Estes asked if the shared parking was within 600 feet of the proposed development.

Ms. Little stated the measurement, as shown on the aerial photograph, was measured from the
front of the Restaurant On The Corner. She stated it appeared, if the measurement was taken
from the back of the project, the parking would be within 600 feet.

Mr. Estes stated he believed there was ambiguity in the ordinance relating to the waiver of
parking spaces. He pointed out that, to grant either the 38 parking spaces claimed by the
applicant or the 73 parking spaces claimed by the staff, to achieve either result the Commission
had to make certain findings under the ordinance: (1) that the proposed use would not generate as
much parking as required under existing standards; (2) that shared parking factlities are available;
or (3) that on-street parking could satisfy intermittent and occasional demands. He advised he
was concerned with the first finding; that he was not sure it was true. He continued that, while
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the applicant had presented a letter of shared parking, there was no termination date to the letter
and he did not believe on-street parking could satisfy intermittant and occasional demands. He
also pointed out the residents using the University Baptist Church parking lot would not vacate
the parking spaces on Saturday night or Sunday morning. He advised he was struggling to satisfy
the requirements of the ordinance and was very much inclined to not grant the waivers,
irregardless of how they were computed.

Mr. Forney stated part of the developer’s interpretation was there was shared parking within the
project.

Mr. Estes stated that also led to some ambiguity. He further stated the developer had suggested
making an agreement with himself to share among himself so he could satisfy a shared parking
requirement. He advised he understood the mixed use but it appeared the developer would have
to ask a resident to move his care so a restaurant patron could park.

Ms. Hoffman agreed with Mr. Watkins that the Commission wanted to encourage development
on Dickson Street but did not believe they could tell developers to build on 100% of the lot and
not carefully consider parking.

Ms. Johnson advised she too was concerned about the scale of the project. She added she
believed the scale was much of what drove the parking concerns. She expressed her belief the
project was too massive for too small a space. She also advised they could not ignore the fact
that the project would have a negative impact on the parking situation.

Mr. Tucker stated they were facing risks: (1) too few parking spaces and (2) driving off an
investor who was willing to spend five million dollars on Dickson Street. He expressed his
belief that driving an investor off of Dickson Street was greater than not having a few extra
parking spaces.

Mr. Watkins stated the ordinance said the Commission shall have the authority to make the
waivers on certain findings -- not all three findings. He pointed out there was a shared parking
agreement so the ordinance was satisfied.

Mr. Forney stated he was one of the Commissioners who had served on the subcommittee which
encouraged the waiving of the parking rules on Dickson Street in 1995. He advised he
understood Mr. Estes’ concerns regarding making findings. He thanked the staff for their clear
interpretation of the parking spaces; but there were few people objecting to the project, saying
Dickson Street would be ruined because of parking. He further noted restaurant parking was still
in the ordinance as 1 space per 200 square feet of floor area. He advised he believed there was
the potential to make a finding that the shared parking with U.B.C. and the prospect of internal
sharing, it did meet the parking requirements. He also contended the project contained the first
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double level parking space proposed by the private sector and believed it was the solution for
situations like Dickson Street. He stated it did not appear there was controversy regarding the
right-of-way i1ssues. He further advised he believed the project was compatible with Dickson
Street.

Ms. Little read the following shared parking agreement: “To Members of the Planning
Commission: Subject to the restrictions stated below, the University Baptist Church will allow
tenants, visitors and employees of HMT’s proposed mixed use project at the 200 block of
Dickson Street to park 50 cars on the church’s parking lot at Lafayette Street and Campbell
Avenue at any time with the exception of Sundays, all day, and Wednesday evenings after 4:00
p.m. However, this shared parking shall be restricted to use of only residents or office patrons,
tenants and employees. Use by patrons, tenants and employees of retail space shall be limited to
those businesses that do not use or sell alcohol as any part of their business. This shared parking
arrangement will have no conflict with our current parking needs.” Signed by Gary Smith,
University Baptist Church.

Mr. Estes stated that, in order to make the finding the shared parking was satisfactory, the
Commuission had to find the individual spaces identified on a site plan for shared users was not
being shared by more than one user at the same time. He expressed his belief the developer
could not enforce the parking agreement with U.B.C.

MOTION

Mr. Forney moved to approve LSD 98-2 acknowledging the following: the waivers for street
widths and nght-of-way on Rollston, Dickson and Thompson Streets as detailed in the staff
report be granted and that the Thompson Street nght-of-way include approximately 4 feet of
street as requested by the staff so that the Thompson right-of-way include all of the paved street;
that the parking waiver for 73 spaces be granted in light of the shared parking agreement with
U.B.C. and acknowledging the use of different tenants and patrons in relationship to retail and
residential needs on site; that the commercial design standards be recognized as being met by the
project; and that a joint access agreement signed by a neighbor be provided as required in the
conditions of approval; and that all other staff conditions of approval be included.

Mr. Tucker seconded the motion.
Ms. Johnson asked if the waiver of the 73 parking spaces was at the set rate of reimbursement.

Mr. Forney stated that, as he understood Section 160.117(H)(1) the in lieu fee of $1,200 for each
space would be paid or for any parking space proposed to be shared under the provisions of
160.117(E)(4) the fee was waived. He pointed out the applicant had a shared parking
arrangement for 30 spaces, leaving 23 spaces. He went on to say he would assume the remaining
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23 spaces would be covered by the sharing of the spaces between the residential use and retail
use.

Ms. Johnson asked if the motion then was to waive any contribution in lieu.

Mr. Forney stated 1t was.

The motion carried 5-2-1 with Commissioners Hoffman, Forney, Watkins, Ward and
Tucker voting “yes’’, Commissioners Estes and Johnson voting ‘“no”” and Commissioner

Reynolds abstaining.

Mr. Tucker advised he would like the Commission to meet with the Dickson Street Enhancement
Project to determine their vision for Dickson Street.

The meeting adjourned at 8:30 p.m.
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THE CITY OF FAYETTEVILLE, ARKANSAS HMT of Fayetteville
113 W. Mountain St. 216 & 248 West Dickson
Fayetteville, AR 72701

PC Meeting of 23 Feb 98

TO: Fayetteville Planning Commission Members
THRU: Alett S. Little, City Planner

FROM: Dawn Warrick, Jim Beavers, P.E.

DATE: 17 February 98

Project: LSD 98-2.00: Large Scale Development (HMT of Fayetteville, pp 484)
submitted by Glenn Carter of Carter Engineering on behalf of HMT of Fayetteville, L.L.C. for
property located on the north side of Dickson Street, east of Rollston and west of Thompson.
The property is zoned C-3, Central Commercial and contains approximately 1.13 acres.

Findings: This proposed project will total 58,709 square fect. Commercial is proposed at
34017 sf, residential at 24,692 sf and a two story parking deck with 109 parking spaces.

The proposed construction will envelope the existing two restauranis (ROTC and The Grill)
and the restaurants will remain open and in use.

The following waivers have been requested by the developer:
1. Street widths and right-of-way:

a. Rollston. The developer requests that the existing 28 feet of right-of-way (ROW) and 20
feet of pavement be left as is.

Staff agrees with this request.

b. Dickson. The existing ROW is 55 feet. Dickson Street is shown on the Master Street Plan

(MSP) as a collector with a required ROW of 70 feet. The developer requests that the existing
ROW be kept at 55 feet.

Staff agrees with this request. Note that formal action by the City Council is required for the
deviation from the MSP.

c. Thompson. The existing ROW is at this location is 15 feet. The developer has proposed
to add 5 feet of ROW on the west side for a total of 20 feet of right of way. The developer
also proposes to construct a 21 ft. street and 6 ft. sidewalk the length contiguous to the project
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to the entrance mnto the parking deck. This will place approximately 4 feet of the street and the
sidewalk on private property.

Staff agrees with the request to increase ROW and pavement width. Staff requests that the
ROW be extended to include all of the paved street.

2. Parking.

The developer requests a waiver of 38 parking spaces. Please note that staff disagrees with the
developer's calculations and states that the waiver should be for 73 spaces.

Refer to the letter dated February 3, 1998 from H.M.T., LLC for the developer's specific
wavier statement.

Refer to the minutes of the February 12, 1998 Subdivison Committee meeting for the staff’s
explanation of the number of spaces to be waived.

3. Other variances. Requests for variances from building setbacks for awnings, brackets,
balconies ... will go to the Board of Adjustment.

Outstanding Information:

The staff has requested that the applicant provide a shared access agreement with Terry Hunt,
the property owner on the northwest corner.

Recommendation: None.

If the Planning Commission chooses to approve the proposed LSD then staff requests that the

approved include the following "conditions of approval”:

Conditions of Approval:

I. Planning Commission determination of compliance with Commercial Design Standards.
(A decision must be made under §160.124(D)(2)(c) “A development should provide

compatibility and transition between adjoining developments.”)

2. Planning Commission determination and resolution on the requested street
improvements and/or right-of-way width waivers;

a. Rollston. The developer requests that the existing 28 feet of right-of-way (ROW)
and 20 feet of pavement be left as is.
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b. Dickson. The existing ROW is 55 feet. Dickson Street is shown on the Master
Street Plan (MSP) as a collector with a required ROW of 70 feet. The developer
requests that the existing ROW be kept at 55 feet.

c. Thompson. The existing ROW is at this location is 15 feet. The developer has
proposed to add 5 feet of ROW on the west side for a total of 20 feet of right of way.
The developer also proposes to construct a 21 ft. street and 6 ft. sidewalk the length
contiguous to the project to the entrance into the parking deck. This will place
approximately 4 feet of the street and the sidewalk on private property.

Planning Commission determination and resolution of parking issues and requested
walvers.

Staff approval of final detailed plans, specifications and calculations (where applicable)
for grading, drainage, water, sewer, fire protection, streets (public and private),
sidewalks, parking lot(s) and tree preservation. The informatton submitted for the plat
review process was reviewed for general concept only. All public improvements are
subject to additional review and approval and all improvements shall comply with
City’s current requirements.

Fire protection shall meet the Fire Chief's requirements which will include
reconfiguration of the existing fire hydrant to the 12 inch water main on Dickson.
Further, depending upon the final design, an additional fire hydrant may be required
within 100 feet of the Fire Department’s connection to the building's sprinkling system.

Sidewalk construction in accordance with current standards and the ROW as avatlable.
Greenspace provided (if any) shall meet the requirements of the Sidewalk & Trails
Coordinator and the Landscape Administrator.

All existing and proposed utilities shall be placed underground.
Large Scale Development approval to be valid for one calendar year.

Plat Review and Subdivision comments (to include written staff comments mailed to the
applicant or his representative, and all comments from utility representatives - AR

Western Gas, SWBT, Ozark, SWEPCQ, TCA Cable).

Prior to the issuance of a building permit the following is required:

a. Grading and drainage permits

b. Separate easement plat for this project

¢. Completion of all required improvements or the placement of a surety with the City
(letter of credit, bond, escrow) as required by §159.34 “Guarantees in Lieu of Installed
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Improvements” to guarantee all incomplete improvements. Further, all improvements
necessary to serve the site and protect public safety must be completed, not just
guaranteed, prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.

11.  Shared access agreement from Terry Hunt, the property owner to the northwest.

BACKGROUND:

The proposed LSD was heard at the December 31, 1997 Technical Plat review, the January
15, 1998 Subdivison Committee meeting and the February 12, 1998 Subdivision Committee

(SDC) meeting.

Parking, street ROW and improvements and effects upon adjacent were discussed.

The Subdivison Committee voted to send the proposed LSD to the full Planning Commission
with the recommendation to accept the street waivers and without a recommendation for the

parking waivers. Please refer to the February 12, 1998 SDC minutes for details.

INFRASTRUCTURE: -

(a) Water and sewer. Water and sanitary sewer mains are available for the developer's
engineer to use in designing extensions.

(b) Streets. See requested waivers above.
(¢) Grading and Drainage. A formal, final, drainage report and grading plan will be required

prior to any construction.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION: yes Required
Approved Denied

Date:  02/23/98

Comments:

CITY COUNCIL ACTION: no Required (on LSD only)
Approved Denied

Date: [
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The "CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL", beginning on page one of this report, are accepted
in total without exception by the entity requesting approval of this development item.

title

date

.19
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A LIMITED LIABILITY CORPORATION

WRITTEN EXPLANATION OF PROPOSED VARIANCES

Variance 1: The existing building at 248 West Dickson extends to the property line at
Rollston and at Dickson. The proposed building involves a second story over this existing
condition. Decorative brackets and a cornice along the Rollston facade are proposed that
would extend 18" into the Rollston Avenue right of way. These occur at the second story,
and would not impede the sidewalk in any way. In addition, 12" deep pilasters and
decorative bays are proposed that will extend from the sidewalk to the level of the roof.
These pilasters and bays will restrict the sidewalk to 5’ wide at those areas. The majority of
the sidewalk will be 6’ wide. Also, a 40’ wide cantilevered balcony is proposed that would
extend 4’ into the Rollston Avenue right of way.

Variance 2: At the south face of the existing building at 248 West Dickson, decorative
brackets and a cornice along the Dickson facade are proposed that would extend 18" into
the Dickson Street right of way. These occur at the second story, and would not impede
the sidewalk in any way. Also, the existing awning that extends 4’ into the Dickson Street
right of way is to be replaced.

Variance 3: The existing building at 216 West Dickson extends up to the property line at
Dickson Street. The proposed building involves a second story over this existing
condition. Decorative brackets and a cornice along the Rollston facade are proposed that
would extend 18" into the Rollston Avenue right of way. Also a 14’ wide cantilevered
balcony and awning that extends 4’ into the right of way are proposed. The existing
awning that extends 4’ into the Dickson Street right of way is to be replaced. These
improvements occur at the second story, and would not impede the sidewalk in any way.

217 NORTH EAST AVENUE FAYETTEVILLE ARKANSAS 72701




i

whikd

HOA

e Wbl HOR qap
NV1d SONVIAVA AVM JdO LHDIARY

LeIHO ¢ 9990 SN0 oo yoLiO
IOLZL AV ‘snasusioy AV ‘lift :oD IOLZL alv ‘spreushiog IOLZL alv ‘siitAsushoy
Pl ssnoympoug TeOT YooY bObbl ORI M 19T OAY 903 N LT

JO UOYIDJDO|08C] "doug WD “al IAMOOOL] SPUDr JOUDH § "SINOH TOSONDT o1 ‘00 wwuxddojeasg 1804 LoD

mmmmmmmmmmmmm

VM WO LHOW LShilS
NOSHOIA BHL OLN| H! ENIONILYGE
ONITING ONLSIE 40 ONG
HNOS 1V GAVE FALLYNOS3D
NOSNIIT ONOV SENINMY ‘SLENOVEG 'SOINNOD
oot dOVALIS Inoad ) RVIETA
/ 2NN AL aEeiCa
= — Orro
—E OLZL 3V ‘SliAeusfog
9607 *od Oul
uoyeT oYY
AVM 4O LHOIN 13RS
NOLSTION Rl OIN! .» SNIANALG
AYM 4O 1SS LN ANOOIVG 3aOM OF
NOSOIA BH OLIN) ,» SNIONRLXE
ENINMY ¢ ANODVE 3AIM , 9
AWM &0 16 Lalis AVH dO LHOIM L3SaLIS
NOLSTICH Al OLN| .91 ONIONILYE
NOGNOIG ML OLN! .91 SNIONALYS
SNITTING SNLLSIG 4O FOVs _ SNITTNE ONLLGIXE 4O FN
NOSa o HINOG 1V IOINAICO ALLYMOORA eag S LY GAVE 3ALLYNOOET
ENOV SIINODVE I | ? ‘CULLEVTid ‘SLINOVIG FONNOD

_;_E___
| B

l
j.#
s
y ésiggé
L i




.22

\ A
\

MMT"NO?an

MOCK ||

2 | AFAYETTE [ )

».

&
oy
O
—
]

L/

C=3

WATSON

] 1™
v M
D

7

i
ON
N

ARUES T
N~

CAMPIB
N\
THOMH

S 1)

AN

>
= AJ

H
2V |
<

URCH
N—N

C—2

AN/

2
L/

_OCUST

I
] BLOCK
=
[

=

J
J

SCALE: 1”7 = 2507

N

|, 2

11_1(-15\-41?-3191; LSD 98-2.00 PP 484
MA v E 1 Ol Irayetteville

TETTEVILL 216 & 248 W. Dickson
. / 4,17 IR




23

SD98-2.00: HMT OF FAYETTEVILLE

M SL..
G2
a [ ) I

PP 484

-
<
o
O
o)
m
-
ok
\O
o
t
O
e

HMT of Fayetteville
216 & 248 W. Dickson

FAYETTEVILLE




.24

= I ]

i}

|

Toctds)

/ UNIVERSITY |
B

——rere—

SEQUOTAH

’ 1 -f'_ . | 821? 18
| t OF = z
+ E JIE ___J
, . sl 1 ]

| Co I E

gl 3 3
¥ z ‘ Ei
IWE RSk

J
AVE
s

S|} CHURCH

=% LOCUST]

ocK  AYE
&
'3

\
N
]A\E

!
=0
|
m ]
WASHIHETDN
\
AVE
JANELLE
J AVL
ELWHUR
AJ
—_—
S PSS

16-16-30 LSD98-2.00 PP 484
HMT of Fayetteville

éAHrETTEVIL_L_I'E 216 & 248 W. Dickson

\. y. 4.1%




10.01

STAFF REVIEW FORM
X Agenda Request
Contract Review
Grant Review

For the Fayetteville City Council meeting of March 17, 1998.

FROM:
Alett Little Planning Public Works
Name Division Department

ACTION REQUESTED:

To approve an amendment to the Master Street Flan, changing the regquired right-

of-way for Dickson street from 70 feet to 55 :Eeetkqa_ ke s ot o‘b 250 !m..—ih. oy
= .

S0
Cost of this request Category/Project Budget Category/Project Name
Account Number Funds used to date Program Name
Project Number Remalining balance Fund
BUDGET REVIEW: Budgeted Item Budget Adjustment Attached
Budget Coordinator Administrative Services Director
CONTRACT/GRANT/LEASE REVIEW: GRANTING AGENCY:

f”\
Ascounting NManager Da%f g‘ ADA Coordinator Date
Ciﬂy Attorney Date Internal Auditor Date
Purchasing Officer Date

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: The staff forwards the Planning Commission recommendation
for approval by a vote of 5-2-1.

Al
- 3/4 /9 Cross Reference
i1sion Hedd Date
Dwm: Director Date 3’ New Item: Yes No
AdministratfAve Services Date Prev Ord/Res#:
Director 44?/ g—

Mayor ” ate Orig Contract Date:
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A LIMITED LIABILITY CORPORATION

January 14, 1998

Subdivision Committee
City of Fayetteville

113 West Mountain
Fayetteville, Arkansas 72701

REQUIRED RIGHTS OF WAY & STREET WIDTHS

For our project at the 200 Block of West Dickson, we feel that the existing street rights of way are
adequate; our reasoning is as follows:

1. The subdivision ordinance requires that street rights of way be brought up to the standard
required of the master street plan. The master street plan shows Rollston Avenue to remain as it is.
Thompson is shown deadending into Watson Street, and is not even shown to extend from Dickson to
Watson.

2. The Dickson Street right of way, although described as a collector street on the Master Street Plan,
should remain as it is. Existing buildings up and down the street preclude any realistic possibility of
widening the street.

3. A waiver is requested of the Dickson, Rollston, and Thompson rights of way:

a. “Section 159.32 (D) (2) allows a waiver based on the following grounds: The development
“has primary access to improved streets and the portion of the development which fronts on the
substandard street is so remote from future anticipated traffic patterns as to cause an unfair burden on the
subdivider.” Neither Rollston or Thompson is over two blocks long, so neither of these streets would seem
to be good candidates for widening.

b. The requirement of widening Thompson does not bear a proportionate rational nexus to
our project. The existing parking is already served by Thompson; traffic will remain approximately the
same as current levels.

C. Rollston Avenue, although not up to every city standard, functions perfectly well, and has
for years. The widest truck used by the Fayetteville Fire Department is 8'-0”. A single example of the
adequacy of narrow streets is Center Street in the blocks immediately before and after the Square: the

217 NORTH EAST AVENUE FAYETTEVILLE ARKANSAS 72701




clear width is two 9°-6” lanes, for a total drivable width of 19°0”. As it exists, Rollston Street provides a
drivable width of 20°0”. For a downtown infill situation, we feel that this is perfectly adequate.

e. Rollston Avenue has recently been improved between Watson and Lafayette, and the
curb to curb width is the same as we are proposing. On Thompson Avenue, we are proposing a pavement
width of 18’, which is only 2’ narrower than Rollston Avenue as it exists now.

f. Thompson is a street by accident of nomenclature only. It looks like an alley, its width
and paving characteristics are those of an alley, it functions as an alley, and its right of way is that of an
alley. Constructing this alley as a third major street bordering this development is an undue burden on a
parcel this small. The width that we propose is adequate for garbage service; it’s adequate to allow a fire
truck.

g. With automotive access on three sides of the development, we feel that adequate fire
protection can be provided. The commercial, restaurant, and retail areas are to be sprinklered. This
building is in the fire district and will therefore be constructed to a higher standard of fire proofing in any
case. There will be an upgraded hydrant at the corner of Dickson and Rollston.

h. Land is expensive downtown. The scale of the project is to a certain extent dictated by
the land cost. Additional rights of way are an extremely expensive proposition.

and, finally,

g. Narrow streets are charming. Narrow streets are safer: people have a well documented
tendency to drive faster on wider streets. Narrow streets are more pleasant; shade trees along each side can
create an overarching canopy, which is not possible with very wide streets. Any historic area in this country

or in Europe is characterized by 2 and 3 story buildings fronting onto narrow streets. The downtown area
needs more trees and beautiful buildings, not more paving.

Sincerely,

Gregory T. House

217 NORTH EAST AVENUE FAYETTEVILLE ARKANSAS 72701
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LSD98-2.00: LARGE SCALE DEVELOPMENT - HMT OF FAYETTEVILLE
HMT OF FAYETTEVILLE - N OF DICKSON, E OF ROLLSTON., W OF THOMPSON

The last item on the agenda was a large scale development submitted by Glenn Carter of Carter
Engineering on behalf of HMT of Fayetteville, L.L.C. for property located on the north side of
West Dickson Street, east of Rollston and west of Thompson. The property is zoned C-3,
Central Commercial, and contains approximately 1.13 acres. A parking waiver has been
requested in regard to this project.

Mr. Reynolds advised he would be abstaining since he was a property owner on Dickson Street.

The staff report showed the proposed project would total 58,709 square feet with commercial
usage at 34,017 square feet and residential usage at 24,692 square feet and a two-story parking
deck with 109 parking spaces. The proposed construction will envelope the existing two
restaurants (ROTC and The Grill) and the restaurants will remain open and in use.

The following waivers have been requested by the developer:

(1) Street widths and rights-of-way:

a. Rollston. The developer requests the existing 28 feet of right-of-way and 20 feet of
pavement be left as 1s. Staff agrees with this request.

b. Dickson. The existing right-of-way is 55 feet. Dickson Street 1s shown on the Master
Street Plan as a collector with a required right-of-way of 70 feet. The developer requests
the existing right-of-way be kept at 55 feet. Staff agrees with this request. Formal action
by the City Council is required for the deviation from the Master Street Plan.

c. Thompson. The existing right-of-way at this location is 15 feet. The developer has
proposed to add S feet of right-of-way on the west side for a total of 20 feet of right-of-
way. The developer also proposes to construct a 21-foot street and 6-foot sidewalk the
length contiguous to the project to the entrance into the parking deck. This will place

approximately 4 feet of the street and the sidewalk on private property. Staff agrees with
the request to increase the right-of-way and pavement width. Staff requests that the right-
of-way be extended to include all of the paved street.

(2) Parking:

The developer requests a waiver of 38 parking spaces. Staff disagrees with the
developer’s calculations and states that the waiver should be for 73 spaces.




Planning Commission
February 23, 1998
Page 13

(3) Other Variances:

Requests for variances from building setbacks for awnings, brackets, balconies, etc. will
go to the Board of Adjustment.

The staff has requested the applicant provide a shared access agreement with Terry Hunt, the
property owner on the northwest corner.

Conditions of Approval:

1.

Planning Commission determination of compliance with Commercial Design Standards.
(A decision must be made under Section 160.124(D)(2)(c) “A development should
provide compatibility and transition between adjoining developments.™)

Planning Commission determination and resolution on the requested street improvements
and/or right-of-way width waivers:

a. Rollston. The developer requests the existing 28 feet of right-of-way and 20 feet of
pavement be left as is.

b. Dickson. The existing right-of-way is 55 feet. Dickson Street is shown on the Master
Street Plan as a collector with a required right-of-way of 70 feet. The developer requests
the existing right-of-way be kept at 55 feet.

c. Thompson. The existing right-of-way at this location is 15 feet. The developer has
proposed to add 5 feet of right-of-way on the west side for a total of 20 feet of right-of-
way. The developer also proposes to construct a 21-foot street and 6-foot sidewalk the
length contiguous to the project to the entrance into the parking deck. This will place
approximately 4 feet of the street and the sidewalk on private property.

Planning Commission determination and resolution of parking 1ssues and requested
waivers.

Staff approval of final detailed plans, specifications and calculations (where applicable)

for grading, drainage, water, sewer, fire protection, streets (public and private), sidewalks,

parking lot(s) and tree preservation. The information submitted for the plat review
process was reviewed for general concept only. Al public improvements are subject to
additional review and approval and all improvements shail comply with City’s current
requirements.

10.05
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5.

10.

1.

Fire protection shall meet the Fire Chief’s requirements which will include
reconfiguration of the existing fire hydrant to the 12-inch water main on Dickson.
Further, depending upon the final design, an additional fire hydrant may be required
within 100 feet of the Fire Department’s connection to the building’s sprinkling system.

Sidewalk construction in accordance with current standards and the right-of-way as
available. Greenspace provided (if any) shall meet the requirements of the Sidewalk &
Trails Coordinator and the Landscape Administrator.

All existing and proposed utilities shall be placed underground.
Large Scale Development approval to be valid for one calendar year.

Plat Review and Subdivision comments (to include written staff comments mailed to the
applicant or his representative, and all comments from utility representatives).

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the following is required:

a. Grading and drainage permuits

b. Separate easement piat for this project

c. Completion of all required improvements or the placement of a surety with the City
(letter of credit, bond, escrow) as required by Section 159.34 “Guarantees in Lieu of
Installed Improvements” to guarantee all incomplete improvements. Further, all
improvements necessary to serve the site and protect public safety must be completed, not

just guaranteed, prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.

Shared access agreement from Terry Hunt, the property owner to the northwest.

Background:

The proposed large scale was heard at the December 31, 1997 Technical Plat Review, the
January 15, 1998 Subdivision Committee meeting and the February 12, 1998 Subdivision
Committee meeting. Parking, street right-of-way and improvements and effects upon adjacent
property were discussed. The Subdivision Committee voted to send the proposed large scale to
the full Planning Commission with the recommendation to accept the street waivers and without
a recommendation for the parking waivers.

Infrastructure;

Water and sewer. Water and sanitary sewer mains are available for the developer’s engineer to
use 1n designing extensions.
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Grading and Drainage. A formal, final drainage report and grading plan will be required prior to
any construction.

Mr. Forney advised the Commission needed to discuss the right-of-way and parking since both
were waivers. He asked if there were any other conditions of approval with which the applicant
was not 1n agreement.

Mr. Greg House, representing HMT, appeared before the Planning Commussion and stated they
were in agreement with all other conditions. He advised the right-of-way 1ssue had been
discussed at length at the Subdivision Committee meetings. He stated that, while the Master
Street Plan required Dickson Street to be 70 feet wide, the existing right-of-way was only 535 feet
wide with existing buildings up to the edge of the right-of-way line. He further stated the new
structures would be within the setbacks and would not be encroaching with the exception of the
second story above the two restaurants. He also pointed out Rollston Avenue was less than
minimum street standards and they had discussed the ability of fire and safety vehicles to serve
the subject property and adjoining property. He noted Rollston had been recently improved and
he believed it was wide enough for an emergency vehicle. He advised the Fire Chief had, after
driving a truck through the area, approved the width. He further stated Thompson had been
designed to the same width as Roliston for the same reasons. He noted that, by adding to the
right-of-way, they had lost approximately 10% of their Dickson Street frontage. He pointed out
the existing Thompson north of the subject property was extremely narrow.

He contended the big issue was how to feed the traffic ingressing and egressing from the
proposed development.

Mr. Forney stated the staff agreed with all the watvers for right-of-way.

Mr. House explained that, when the property was purchased for development, he and his partners
had relied on the ordinance in making their feasibility study. He stated they had believed they
would not have to provide any parking for existing structures because of the way the ordinance
was worded on parking in a C-3 zone. He stated that, in an effort to move the project forward,
they had agreed to count in their calculations the number of parking spaces required for the
existing restaurants (approximately 20 spaces). He explained they had treated it as a completely
new project since there was no guidance in the ordinance. He then read from section
160.117(D)(1): “...parking requirements shall be met at the time any building or structure 1s
erected, enlarged, or increased in capacity, changed in use...” He went on to read (1)(a): “...new
construction, razed buildings or enlarged buildings shall conform to the parking requirements of
the city. For enlarged buildings, additional parking spaces will be calculated by the amount of
square footage that is added.” He pointed out the parking ratio table and stated they estimated
the parking on maximum retail use and maximum restaurant use. He noted the parking ratio for
restaurants was shown as | for 200 square feet of floor area.
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Mr. House stated the square footage for Restaurant On The Comner and The Grill required 20
parking spaces. He contended that, if the buildings were demolished, and constructed new
buildings with the exact same square footage, only 20 parking spaces would be required. He
explained the conflict between the developers and staff was how to count parking for the existing
buildings. He also advised they were asking for a 38 space waiver but would be using shared
parking for the site (set out under Section 160.117(E)(4). He contended that, since the project
was a mixed use project, they could share parking with themselves. He advised there was
nothing in the ordinance restricting them from using parking spaces during the day for retail and
using the same spaces at night for residential. He also presented a letter from University Baptist
Church allowing the use of 50 church parking lot spaces. He also contended there would not be a
$1,200 fee per parking space since they did have shared parking for the 38 spaces.

Charles Britton, professor of economics at the University of Arkansas, appeared before the
Commission and advised he had attended the Master Planning session at the university earlier in
the day and the university was in favor of the project. He further stated he, personally as a
professor of economics, was in favor of the project, contending it would assist in the

revitalization of Dickson Street. He did, however, express concern regarding view obstruction of
Old Main.

Lamar Pettus, property owner of 151 West Dickson, pointed out there was a movement afoot
through the Downtown Dickson Street Enhancement Project, to ask the city to reduce the right-
of-way of Dickson Street to 24 feet. He asked the Commission to be careful on how they
handled the parking. He also advised the Commission had received a letter from the Dickson
Street Improvement District and wanted to be sure they understood that was from the
Commission, not the individual Dickson Street property owners. He pointed out Mr. House was
one of the Commissioners for the Dickson Street Improvement District and would have been one
of the people authorizing the letter. He also noted the Improvement District had not called a
meeting of the members. He asked the Commission to not include the letter in their
considerations. He also advised that, if the Commission waived the parking places for the
subject project, they would need to do the same for future projects on Dickson Street.

Charlie Allison, an area property owner, appeared before the Commission and stated his property
was on Thompson and Watson. He pointed out Thompson was a very narrow street and
expressed concem people using the facilities of the proposed project would be using that street.

Michael Thurmond, an adjacent property owner, contended the Commissioners needed to
consider the impact to adjoining property. He pointed out they could widen the portion of
Thompson adjacent to the project but then Thompson still would narrow to one lane past the

project. He stated he believed Mr. House had presented a good development but he was
concerned regarding traffic flow.
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In response to a question from Mr. Forney, Mr. Thurmond suggested closing Thompson to the
north of the project as a solution to the problem.

Richard Shewmaker, 605 W. Dickson, appeared before the Commission and expressed hope the
parking waiver be granted. He expressed his believe the university was the most important
economic, social and cultural function in northwest Arkansas. He told of a previous survey that
showed most people within the City of Fayetteville wanted to improve the area around the
campus. He contended the current project would improve the area. He reminded the
Commission they had alleviated the parking problem on Dickson Street by changing the
ordinance relating to parking in the Dickson Street area. He pointed out the new establishments
after the ordinance was changed, contending Dickson Street was now a better place.

He asked the Commission to approve the project with the parking waiver granted. He also
pointed out this would be a major contribution to the tax structure. He also informed the
Commission Mr. House had an investment backer which would be very important to Dickson
Street.

Ms. Jana Britton appeared before the Commission and contended she had problems finding
places to park in the Dickson Street area. She advised there would be people parking where they
shouldn’t if parking spaces were not provided.

Joe Fennell, owner of Jose’s, appeared before the Commission and contended all property
owners on Dickson have learned to share parking. He stated he was in favor of the proposed
project.

Celia Scott-Silkwood, 221 N. Locust, spoke in support of the project but did agree parking was
becoming a problem. She noted she no longer could park in front of her house but had to use the
public parking lot.

Cyrus Young stated he owned property 443 feet from the proposed project. He contended the
project was out of scale with the rest of the area. He reminded the Commission residents of
Fayetteville had consistently asked for preservation of the character of Fayetteville; compatibility
had even been placed in the land use plan and the commercial design ordinance. He advised the
proposed project, if approved, would significantly alter the character of Dickson Street. He
stated he had heard people express a desire to maintain neighborhood integrity and that applied
on Dickson Street as well as other areas of town.

He pointed out the proposed development was larger than the Walton Arts Center. He stated he
could not believe the building would ever be compatible with the rest of Dickson Street. He

contended the project did not meet the ordinance and asked the Commission to deny the approval
of the large scale development.

16.09
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Mr. Young went on to ask that, if the Commission approved the project, they deny the parking
waivers so the building might come closer to the scale of other structures on Dickson Street. He
agreed with Ms. Silkwood that, when the parking lots were full, the parking overflowed into the
residential area. He also contended that, if the waivers were approved, someday people’s homes
would be condemned for commercial parking.

He stated the Planning Commission had always said there was a need for planning, a need for
compatibility, a need for good design, a need for compliance with ordinances. He advised all of
those words would have been for nothing if the project were approved.

Ms. Little stated there were two issues on the project, the first was under the commercial design
standards: “A commercial structure or development shall be designed to avoid or minimize the
elements set forth in D (1) above” (unpainted concrete precision block walls, square ‘boxlike’
structures; metal siding which dominates the main facade; large blank, unarticulated wall
surfaces; and large out of scale signs with flashy colors). She advised the development did meet
paragraph D(2)(a). She then read D(2)(b): “A commercial development which contains more
than one building should incorporate a recurring, unifying and identifiable theme for the entire
development site.” She stated there was a theme to the development. She then read D(2)(c): “A
development should provide compatibility and transttion between adjoining developments.” She
showed a site plan of the existing buildings in the area. She stated the existing buildings on site
were approximately 4,800 square feet; the proposed project would be approximately 58,000
square feet or 10 times the size of the existing property. She advised one of the newspaper
articles stated the project was approximately the size of the Walton Arts Center.

Ms. Little then advised that, with regard to parking, she believed it was a matter of interpretation.
She stated staff had no disagreement with the developer regarding the additional square footage
and the parking planned for the addition. She did point out staff had been calculating restaurant
parking differently than set out in the ordinance; instead of 1 space for every 200 square feet of
floor space, staff calculated one space for every four seats plus one for each employee per shift.
She explained this change had been made at the request of restaurant owners throughout the City
who believed 1 space for every 200 square feet was not adequate. She stated the discrepancy
with the developer for parking on existing buildings had come about from the parking ordinance
which said in C-3 and C-4 districts parking requirements were waived for any existing structure
with a change of use. She contended there was no change of use. She advised there were 55
existing spaces for the two restaurants

She advised the Commission staff had applied a number of tests to determine if the 55 spaces
were excessive parking. She pointed out the calculation for the number of seats in the restaurants
- 49 spaces plus 1 for each employee (30 employees for the two restaurants). She stated any new
restaurant anywhere else in town would require 79 spaces. She stated staff had reviewed the
1994 aerial photographs (taken at approximately 10:00 a.m.) and calculated there were 55 spaces
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on site. She pointed out the number of cars parked in the restaurant lot. She also advised staff
had taken photographs in the area on how parking was utilized. She stated staff took the
photographs on Friday afternoon at approximately 5:30 and again at noon on Saturday and again
at noon on Monday. She noted the parking lot was not full during those times; however there
were more on Friday evening than at noon on Saturday and Monday.

Ms. Little stated the Commission would need to make interpretation of the following section:
160.117(D)(1)a): “Parking requirements are waived for any existing structure with a change of
use...For enlarged buildings, additional parking spaces will be calculated by the amount of square
footage added.” She advised that, for the amount of square footage being added, 127 parking
spaces were required; the applicant proposed 109. She went on to say staff belteved the 55
spaces currently in existence were necessary to service the restaurants. She expressed her belief
the ordinance granting the ability to give waivers was a generous gift on the part of the City in
order to encourage rehabilitation of existing buildings on Dickson Street. She advised that, if
they were only talking about renovation, there would not be a parking issue; but 1t was the
addition of new square footage that was causing the i1ssue. She asked the Commission consider
the effect on renovation -- what effect from a commercial standpoint would the new commercial
square footage have on the renovation of the rest of Dickson Street; and what 1s the effect of the
proposed building on adjacent residential properties.

She reminded the Commission that one of their goals in the 2020 Plan was to promote affordable
housing, particularly in the downtown area. She advised the living units proposed in the project
were not affordable housing. She contended it was significant that area property owners would
be experiencing development pressure were already having their quality of life was being
affected. She agreed there was a need for renovation and economic development on Dickson
Street but asked how much was too much.

Mr. Tucker stated he had reviewed the Historic Downtown Commercial area of the 2020 Plan
and found the overriding goal for the area was to encourage commercial development and retain
the historic character and to encourage denser residential development. He advised the guiding
principles were to continue the revitalization of the historic downtown commercial area and
enhance it with evening businesses; encourage the continuation of the revitialization of Dickson
Street and provide a sense of connection between Dickson Street and the Square; encourage retail
use of ground floor space and restrict office and residential use to higher floors.

Ms. Little stated she believed the two existing restaurants were a part of the street scape of
Dickson Street and she applauded the efforts to preserve them. She further stated she believed
the residential units above the retail areas was in keeping with the General Plan. She further

advised she believed the facade of the building did improve the streetscape; however the height
of the building was of concern.

10.11
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Mr. Forney asked if Mr. House had a signed joint access agreement with the adjoining property
OWner.

Mr. House stated he did have a copy of a signed joint access agreement.

Mr. Fomney stated they had not been using the parking requirements 1n C-3 and C-4 areas due to
the changes in ordinances. He reminded the Commission they had considered applications for
waivers of parking spaces in light of adequate public parking within 600 feet of the proposed
development. He stated he did not see that specific language in the code book but did see under
160.117(E)(3) and (5) the following: “Off-site locations. If off-street parking cannot be provided
on the same lot as the principal use due to existing buildings or the shape of the parcel, parking
lots may be located on the other property not more than 600 feet distant from the principal use,
subject to conditional use approval by the planning commission.” He stated that apparently did
not apply since the applicant was not asking for a conditional use.

Ms. Little advised that applied to property owned by the applicant or under contract to the
applicant. She noted the 600 feet also appeared in “Intermittent parking” for places such as
churches who could count available on-street parking within 600 feet. She pointed out that the
applicant had brought a letter for shared parking from the University Baptist Church. She noted
the letter did not specify a length of time in terms of a lease.

Mr. Forney asked about the in lieu fee of $1,200 for each on-site parking space waived which
was to be paid to the city. He asked if that was an option.

Ms. Little stated the applicant could pay the in lieu fee or find adequate public parking facilities
available within 600 feet from the entrance of the structure. She also pointed out section (H)
Parking Waivers which said the Planning Commission shall making findings indicating the
proposed use would not generate as much parking as required under the existing standards; that
shared parking was available; or on-street parking could satisfy intermittent and occasional
demands.

Ms. Hoffman stated that, in other cities which allowed shared parking, a traffic impact analysis
was either required or completed by the applicant which was much more detailed than the
information before the Commission. She further stated the anaysis included hours of operation,

number of vehicle trips per day, etc. She advised she would be looking for more detailed
information.

Mr. Watkins contended the project was the type they should embrace rather than obstruct; that
there should be more incentives for infill and mixed use project such as the proposed project. He
added his belief it was commendable the private sector was willing to invest money without tax
breaks; etc. that other cities had to encourage this type of project.
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He further advised the relevant language in the parking ordinance said: “For enlarged buildings,
additional parking spaces will be calculated by the amount of square footage added.” He
contended that was what the developer had done; however, the staff was inserting a phase that
was not in the ordinance “For enlarged buildings, additional parking spaces in addition to those
currently existing to serve the site will be calculated by the amount of square footage added. He
advised that was a huge change in the ordinance and he did not believe it possible to interpret the
ordinance in that fashicn. He also pointed out the ordinance did not treat restaurants any
differently than any other business and calculated parking at 1 space for every 200 square feet of
floor area; not 1 per every 4 seats plus one for each employee. He stated a fair reading of the
ordinance and a fair calculation of the parking spaces support the applicant’s position.

Mr. Watkins further stated it appeared the applicant was short 38 spaces but, with the shared
parking arrangement for 50 spaces with the church, the requirements of the ordinance had been
met. He contended the applicant should not be penalized for not tearing down existing buildings
or not building at the edge of town.

He also advised that, while the ordinance required a developemnt should provide compatibility
and transition between adjoining developments, it did not mean the same; otherwise, there could
never be any change, everything would have to be one story on Dickson Street. He noted the
City of Fayetteville did not have a height ordinance; however, they might consider enacting some
type of height ordinance.

Mr. Watkins stated he was in favor of the project.

Ms. Little stated it was her responsibility to interpret the ordinances and she had given such
interpretation to the Commission. She reminded the Commisston of other projects when the
same interpretation was made.

Mr. Estes asked if the shared parking was within 600 feet of the proposed development.

Ms. Little stated the measurement, as shown on the aerial photograph, was measured from the
front of the Restaurant On The Corner. She stated it appeared, if the measurement was taken
from the back of the project, the parking would be within 600 feet.

Mr. Estes stated he believed there was ambiguity in the ordinance relating to the waiver of
parking spaces. He pointed out that, to grant either the 38 parking spaces claimed by the
applicant or the 73 parking spaces claimed by the staff, to achieve either result the Commuission
had to make certain findings under the ordinance: (1) that the proposed use would not generate as
much parking as required under existing standards; (2) that shared parking facilities are available;
or (3) that on-street parking could satisfy intermittent and occasional demands. He advised he
was concerned with the first finding; that he was not sure it was true. He continued that, while
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the applicant had presented a letter of shared parking, there was no termination date to the letter
and he did not believe on-street parking could satisfy intermittant and occasional demands. He
also pointed out the residents using the University Baptist Church parking lot would not vacate
the parking spaces on Saturday night or Sunday morning. He advised he was struggling to satisfy
the requirements of the ordinance and was very much inclined to not grant the waivers,
irregardless of how they were computed.

Mr. Forney stated part of the developer’s interpretation was there was shared parking within the
project.

Mr. Estes stated that also led to some ambiguity. He further stated the developer had suggested
making an agreement with himself to share among himself so he could satisfy a shared parking
requirement. He advised he understood the mixed use but it appeared the developer would have
to ask a resident to move his care so a restaurant patron could park.

Ms. Hoffman agreed with Mr. Watkins that the Commission wanted to encourage development
on Dickson Street but did not believe they could tell developers to build on 100% of the lot and
not carefully consider parking.

Ms. Johnson advised she too was concerned about the scale of the project. She added she
believed the scale was much of what drove the parking concerns. She expressed her belief the
project was too massive for too small a space. She also advised they could not ignore the fact
that the project would have a negative impact on the parking situation.

Mr. Tucker stated they were facing risks: (1) too few parking spaces and (2) driving off an
investor who was willing to spend five million dollars on Dickson Street. He expressed his
belief that driving an investor off of Dickson Street was greater than not having a few extra
parking spaces.

Mr. Watkins stated the ordinance said the Commission shall have the authority to make the

waivers on certain findings -- not all three findings. He pointed out there was a shared parking
agreement so the ordinance was satisfied.

Mr. Forney stated he was one of the Commissioners who had served on the subcommittee which
encouraged the waiving of the parking rules on Dickson Street in 1995. He advised he
understood Mr. Estes’ concerns regarding making findings. He thanked the staff for their clear
interpretation of the parking spaces; but there were few people objecting to the project, saying
Dickson Street would be ruined because of parking. He further noted restaurant parking was still
in the ordinance as 1 space per 200 square feet of floor area. He advised he believed there was
the potential to make a finding that the shared parking with U.B.C. and the prospect of internal
sharing, it did meet the parking requirements. He also contended the project contained the first
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double level parking space proposed by the private sector and believed it was the solution for
situations like Dickson Street. He stated it did not appear there was controversy regarding the

right-of-way issues. He further advised he believed the project was compatible with Dickson
Street.

Ms. Little read the following shared parking agreement: “To Members of the Planning
Commission: Subject to the restrictions stated below, the University Baptist Church will allow
tenants, visitors and employees of HMT’s proposed mixed use project at the 200 block of
Dickson Street to park 50 cars on the church’s parking lot at Lafayette Street and Campbell
Avenue at any time with the exception of Sundays, all day, and Wednesday evenings after 4:00
p.m. However, this shared parking shall be restricted to use of only residents or office patrons,
tenants and employees. Use by patrons, tenants and employees of retail space shall be limited to
those businesses that do not use or seil alcohol as any part of their business. This shared parking
arrangement will have no conflict with our current parking needs.” Signed by Gary Smith,
University Baptist Church.

Mr. Estes stated that, in order to make the finding the shared parking was satisfactory, the
Commission had to find the individual spaces identified on a site plan for shared users was not

being shared by more than one user at the same time. He expressed his belief the developer
could not enforce the parking agreement with U.B.C.

MOTION

Mr. Forney moved to approve LSD 98-2 acknowledging the following: the waivers for street
widths and right-of-way on Rollston, Dickson and Thompson Streets as detailed in the staff
report be granted and that the Thompson Street right-of-way include approximately 4 feet of
street as requested by the staff so that the Thompson right-of-way include all of the paved street;
that the parking waiver for 73 spaces be granted in light of the shared parking agreement with
U.B.C. and acknowledging the use of different tenants and patrons in relationship to retail and
residential needs on site; that the commercial design standards be recognized as being met by the
project; and that a joint access agreement signed by a neighbor be provided as required in the
conditions of approval; and that all other staff conditions of approval be included.

Mr. Tucker seconded the motion.

Ms. Johnson asked if the waiver of the 73 parking spaces was at the set rate of reimbursement.

Mr. Forney stated that, as he understood Section 160.117(H)(1) the in lieu fee of $1,200 for each
space would be paid or for any parking space proposed to be shared under the provisions of
160.117(E)(4) the fee was waived. He pointed out the applicant had a shared parking
arrangement for 50 spaces, leaving 23 spaces. He went on to say he would assume the remaining
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23 spaces would be covered by the sharing of the spaces between the residential use and retail
use.

Ms. Johnson asked if the motion then was to waive any contribution 1n lieu.

Mr. Forney stated it was.

The motion carried 5-2-1 with Commissioners Hoffman, Forney, Watkins, Ward and
Tucker voting “yes”, Commissioners Estes and Johnson voting “no’’ and Commissioner
Reynolds abstaining.

Mr. Tucker advised he would like the Commission to meet with the Dickson Street Enhancement
Project to determine their vision for Dickson Street.

The meeting adjourned at 8:30 p.m.
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FAYETTEVILLE

THE CITY OF FAYETTEVILLE, ARKANSAS HMT of Fayetteville
113 W, Mountain St. 216 & 248 West Dickson
Fayetteville, AR 72701

TO: Fayetteville Planning Commission Members
THRU: Alett S. Little, City Planner

FROM: Dawn Warrick, Jim Beavers, P.E.

DATE: 17 February 98

Project: LSD 98-2.00: Large Scale Development (HMT of Fayetteville, pp 484)
submitted by Glenn Carter of Carter Engineering on behalf of HMT of Fayetteville, L.L.C. for
property located on the north side of Dickson Street, east of Rollston and west of Thompson.
The property is zoned C-3, Central Commercial and contains approximately 1.13 acres.

Findings: This proposed project will total 58,709 square feet. Commercial 1s proposed at
34,017 sf, residential at 24,692 sf and a two story parking deck with 109 parking spaces.

The proposed construction will envelope the existing two restaurants (ROTC and The Grill)
and the restaurants will remain open and in use.

The following waivers have been requested by the developer:

1. Street widths and right-of-way:

a. Rollston. The developer requests that the existing 28 feet of right-of-way (ROW) and 20
feet of pavement be left as is.

Staff agrees with this request.

b. Dickson. The existing ROW is 55 feet. Dickson Street is shown on the Master Street Plan

(MSP) as a collector with a required ROW of 70 feet. The developer requests that the existing
ROW be kept at 55 feet.

Staff agrees with this request. Note that formal action by the City Council is required for the
deviation from the MSP.

¢c. Thompson. The existing ROW is at this location is 15 feet. The developer has proposed
to add 5 feet of ROW on the west side for a total of 20 feet of right of way. The developer
also proposes to construct a 21 ft. street and 6 ft. sidewalk the length contiguous to the project
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to the entrance into the parking deck. This will place approximately 4 feet of the street and the
sidewalk on private property.

Staff agrees with the request to increase ROW and pavement width. Staff requests that the
ROW be extended to include all of the paved street.

2. Parking.

The developer requests a waiver of 38 parking spaces. Please note that staff disagrees with the
developer's calculations and states that the waiver should be for 73 spaces.

Refer to the letter dated February 3, 1998 from H.M.T., LLC for the developer's specific
wavier statement.

Refer to the minutes of the February 12, 1998 Subdivison Committee meeting for the staff's
explanation of the number of spaces to be waived.

3. Other variances. Requests for variances from building setbacks for awnings, brackets,
balconies ... will go to the Board of Adjustment.

Outstanding Information:

The staff has requested that the applicant provide a shared access agreement with Terry Hunt,
the property owner on the northwest corner.

Recommendation: None.

If the Planning Commission chooses to approve the proposed LSD then staff requests that the

approved include the following "conditions of approval”:

Conditions of Approval:

1. Planning Commission determination of compliance with Commercial Design Standards.
(A decision must be made under §160.124(D)(2)(c) “A development should provide

compatibility and transition between adjoining developments.”)

2. Planning Commission determination and resolution on the requested street
improvements and/or right-of-way width waivers;

a. Roliston. The developer requests that the existing 28 feet of right-of-way (ROW)
and 20 feet of pavement be left as is.
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b. Dickson. The existing ROW is 55 feet. Dickson Street is shown on the Master
Street Plan (MSP) as a coliector with a required ROW of 70 feet. The developer
requests that the existing ROW be kept at 35 feet.

c. Thompson. The existing ROW is at this location is 15 feet. The developer has
proposed to add 5 feet of ROW on the west side for a total of 20 feet of right of way.
The developer also proposes to construct a 21 ft. street and 6 ft. sidewalk the length
contiguous to the project to the entrance into the parking deck. This will place
approximately 4 feet of the street and the sidewalk on private property.

3. Planning Commission determination and resolution of parking issues and requested
waivers.
4. Staff approval of final detailed plans, specifications and calculations (where applicable)

for grading, drainage, water, sewer, fire protection, streets (public and private),
sidewalks, parking lot(s) and tree preservation. The information submitted for the plat
review process was reviewed for general concept only. All public improvements are
subject to additional review and approval and all improvements shall comply with
City’s current requirements.

5. Fire protection shall meet the Fire Chief's requirements which will include
reconfiguration of the existing fire hydrant to the 12 inch water main on Dickson.
Further, depending upon the final design, an additional fire hydrant may be required
within 100 feet of the Fire Department's connection to the building's sprinkling system.

6. Sidewalk construction in accordance with current standards and the ROW as available.

Greenspace provided (if any) shall meet the requirements of the Sidewalk & Trails
Coordinator and the Landscape Administrator.

7. All existing and proposed utilities shall be placed underground.
8. Large Scale Development approval to be valid for one calendar year.
0. Plat Review and Subdivision comments (to include written staff comments mailed to the

applicant or his representative, and all comments from utility representatives - AR
Western Gas, SWBT, Ozark, SWEPCQO, TCA Cable).

10.  Prior to the issuance of a building permit the following is required:
a. Grading and drainage permits
b. Separate easement plat for this project
c. Completion of all required improvements or the placement of a surety with the City
(letter of credit, bond, escrow) as required by §159.34 “Guarantees in Lieu of Installed
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Improvements” to guarantee all incomplete improvements. Further, all improvements
necessary to serve the site and protect public safety must be completed, not just
guaranteed, prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.

11. Shared access agreement from Terry Hunt, the property owner to the northwest.

BACKGROUND:

The proposed LSD was heard at the December 31, 1997 Technical Plat review, the January

15, 1998 Subdivison Committee meeting and the February 12, 1998 Subdivision Commuttee

(SDC) meeting.

Parking, street ROW and improvements and effects upon adjacent were discussed.

The Subdivison Committee voted to send the proposed LSD to the full Planning Commission

with the recommendation to accept the street waivers and without a recommendation for the
parking waivers. Please refer to the February 12, 1998 SDC minutes for details.

INFRASTRUCTURE:

(a) Water and sewer. Water and sanitary sewer mains are available for the developer's
engineer to use 1n designing extensions.

(b) Streets. See requested waivers above.
(c) Grading and Drainage. A formal, final, drainage report and grading plan will be required

prior to any construction.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION: _yes Required
Approved Dented

Date: 02/23/98

Comments:

CITY COUNCIL ACTION: no  Required (on LSD only)
Approved Denied

Date: [ ]
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The "CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL", beginning on page one of this report, are accepted
in total without exception by the entity requesting approval of this development item.

title

date
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WRITTEN STATEMENT TO THE CITY COUNCIL

The 200 block of West Dickson Street is an important site and we feel deserves caretul
consideration from all concerned. We feel that it would be appropriate in this instance to dedicate a lesser
right of way along Dickson Street than is called for in the Master Street Plan. Also, we feel that certain
building elements should be allowed to extend into the Street Right of Way along Rollston Avenue and
Dickson Street. We are requesting this help from the City Council tor the tollowing reasons:

e The Dickson Street Right of Way, although described as a collector street on the Master Street Plan,
should remain as it is. Existing buildings up and down the street preclude an istic possibility ot
ideni The existing 55 right of way is perfectly adequate to serve current tratfic needs.

. Wmnna efforts by the Uoﬁ ntown Dickson Enhancement Project (DDEP) have tocused upon making
, rather than an automotive centered Collector Street. To
require a 70" Right of Way would be noczﬂm%ﬂo&cﬁﬁm.

¢ The existing balconies along Dickson Street have done a great deal to improve the character of the
street. Multi-level outdoor dining, exterior plants and awnings, and signs of lite at the second tloors of
buildings all go a long way towards creating a rich and exciting downtown environment. The City
Council should continue the tradition of allowing balconies in the downtown area to extend into the
street Right of Way.

e The decorative features that would extend-into the city right of way are necessary to dress up the
existing buildings so that the finished structures will be of a quality to match the best of Fayetteville’

historic buildings.

e Currently, roof structures and canpoies at both 216 and 248 West Dickson extend 4’ into the
Dickson Street Right ot Way.

o The project enjoys wide support in the downtown community. Letters of support are enclosed.

o From the developer’s perspective, w
inps. 1he selection of materials, UEEE@ scale, and proportions have all been undertaken in

a manner that will create a structure of lasting quality that will be a long-term asset to the downtown
area.

o This group of developers has a track r
that enhances the character of its surroundings. The QS aldermen can feel secure that the ultimate
quality and maintenance of the building will be above reproach.

EXPLANATION OF PROPOSED VARIANCES

Variance 1: The existing building at 248 West Dickson extends to the property line at Rollston and at
Dickson. The proposed building involves a second story over this existing condition. Decorative brackets
and a cornice along the Rollston facade are proposed that would extend 18” into the Rollston Avenue
richt of way. These occur at the second story, and would not impede the sidewalk in any way. [n addition,
12” deep pilasters and decorative bays are proposed that will extend from the sidewalk to the level of the
roof. These pilasters and bays will restrict the sidewalk to 5" wide at those areas. The majority of the
sidewalk will be 6’ wide. Also, a 40’ wide cantilevered balcony is proposed that would extend 4’ into the
Rollston Avenue right of way.

Variance 2: At the south face of the existing building at 248 West Dickson, decorative brackets and a
cornice along the Dickson tacade are proposed that would extend 18” into the Dickson Street right ot way.
These occur at the second story, and would not impede the sidewalk in any way. Also, the existing awning
that extends 4’ into the Dickson Street right of way is to be replaced.

Variance 3: The existing building at 216 West Dickson extends up to the property line at Dickson Street.
The proposed building involves a second story over this existing condition. Decorative brackets and a
cornice along the Rollston facade are proposed that would extend 18” into the Rollston Avenue right ot
way. Alsoa 14’ wide cantilevered balcony and awning that extends 4’ into the right of way are proposed.
The existing awning that extends 4’ into the Dickson Street right of way is to be replaced. These
improvements occur at the second story, and would not impede the sidewalk in any way.

1T ONORTH EAST AVENDE

AYE

TTEVILLE ARKANSAS 72741

page 1




7 38ed

Micheal Thurmend
4 & Sohool

Fayotreville, AR 72701
04430

5594

2nd FLOOR BALCONIES
Fred ¢ Maxine Humt
1000 Skyline Drive 0
Carpbell Ave. LLC Payenieville, AR 1270 3
211 M. Ecost Ave 04424
Fayettoville, AR T270I
04911
. %)
2nd FLOOR BALCONIES ©
ALONG ROLLSTON M'—-0" -
5-
L
-
=
W \
>
Rollston Bulding LLC -ac {
217 N. Bt Ave ,J
Rayettoville, AR 12701
O4899

Canpbell Ave. LLC
217 N. East Ave

Fayetreville, AR 12701
04400

vARIANCE (})

CORNICE, BRACKETS, PILASTERSD, ¢
DECORATIVE BAYS AT WEDT

FACE OF EXISTING EILDING
EXTENDING 18" INTO THE ROLLOTON
STREET RIGHT OF WAY

40" HIDE BALCONY
EXTENDING 4' INTO THE ROLLSTON
STREET RIGHT OF WATYT

Anha Loflon
PO Box 4056

Foyettevilie, AR 1270

o401

ROLLSTON

PROPERTY LINE

/

\

5' FRONT SETBACK
ALONG ROLLOTON

281.66'

]

91.0'

PROPERTY LINE

DECORATIVE CORNICE AT SOUTH

EACE OF EXISTING BUILDING

EXTENDING 18° INTO THE DICKSON

STREET RIGMT OF WAY
16' WIDE BALCONY & AINNING

EXTENDING 4' INTO THE DICKSON

STREET RIGHT OF WAT

4 © School

Fayerteville, AR 12701
O4d 30

5' FRONT SETBACK

YARIANCE (Q

CORNICE, BRACKETS, AININGS, ¢
DECORATIVE BAYTS AT SOUTH
END OF EXISTING BUILDING

EXTENDING 18" INTO THE DICKION

STREET RIGHT OF WAY

Dickson Street Developmern Co. LLC
217 N. East Ave

Fayottaville, AR T210I
orio4d

AVENUE

8L’
THOMPSON

LML L

-l .

Latrecchia, House, ¢ Hormer
24) N Dickson
Fayerteville, AR T270)

DICKSON

STREET

Jamss MeComell
MO Amiloch
Cane Hill, AR
Cle8s

R. Frank Sharp, Declaration of
2062 Smokshouse Rd.
Payettaville, AR 127701

Ol686 ¢t Clesn

RIGHT OF WAY VARIANCE PLAN

" = 80'-0"
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January 19, 1998

The City of Fayetteville
Dawn T. Warmick,
Planning Department
113 W. Mountain
Fayetteviile, AR 72701

RE: In response to your request dated January 6, 1998 to comment on the requested parking watver for proposed
project - 200 Block of Dickson Sirect

Dear Ms. Wamck:

In preparation for this statement the Board of Directors sought detailed information and input from the city staff, the
applicant, other developers from the area and merchant members of DDEP.

The Downtown/Dickson Enhancement Project supports the view that there should be a different approach to off-street

parking requirements for the downtown area compared to the rest of the City. The Zoning Code revision
(160.117.D.1,a&b) of 1996 took a giant step in this direction in so far as existing structures are concemned and a number
of excellent adaptive reuse projects have occurred which probably would not have happened without the change. That
positive step, however, did not provide incentive for new construction or building enlargement in downtown. It is timely
to revisit the issue in light of an cutstanding development proposal for the 200 block of Dickson Street.

LARGE SCALE DEVELOPMENT, 200 BLOCK, DICKSON STREET

Allowing partial waiver of off-street parking for new construction or enlarged buildings would be quite helpful In
building momentum for improved downtown vitality. Specifically, the requested parking waiver of HMT of Favettewille
on the north side of the 200 block of Dickson Street deserves approval for the following reasons:

1. This mixed-use project meets the goais of the DDEP in that it is exactly this type of
development that is needed in the area to infill gaps between bulidings. When completed,
this sort of project will increase the customer base for all other businesses.

2. There is no present parking shortage in downtown. The shortcorning 1s in continuity of pedesuian
friendly environment between parking and destinations. The improvements DDEP recommends focus
on this issue as well as increased on-street parking.

3. The developer has considerable investment risk and believes that the hours of operation of the different uses
envisioned are complimentary and off-street parking spaces along with the available public parking planned for

this project are adequate.

Approved by the Board of Directors
Laleh Amirmoez, Chairman

PO. Bax 3573, Fayetteille. AR 79702-3573 100 W. Conter Sutte 301 Fayettewille. AR 79701 * 501-571-3337

e — ————— L A

| ﬁ 2
USE_SAE.U;_@: Emﬁgg_ﬁ ..,E&_ ne=

REFINING THE PARKING STANDARDS

Without delaying consideration of current and near-term requests for partial waiver of parking requirements tn
downtown, we advocate developing further refinement to the parking ordinance. Suggested objectives include:

1. Reducing the number of spaces for downtown development.
Parking ratios for the rest of the city anticipate separate parking for each type of use. People who work or live
in downtowns often eat or shop in the area without driving their car between destinations. Successful
downtowns create a diversity of uses and activities along with safe and attractive pedestrian pathways
connected by shared parking. Even though Fayetteville does not have all of these attributes in place, offering
the incentive of reduced parking ratios facilitates the type of development necessary to make this realsty.

2. Developing a simple provision for waiving the reduced standards.
The standard for waiving parking should be clear to all, easy for the City to enforce and benefit the collective
interests of downtown residents and businesses. When a developer determines that it is mmpractical for his
project to provide the number of off-street parking spaces indicated by these reduced standards, there should be
an option to pay into 2 fund to support future development of parking structures.

Approved by the Board of Directors,
Laleh Amirmoez, Chairman

PO. Bax 3573, Fayebowille. AR 797093573 100 W, Center Suste 301 Foyeltenille. AR 79701 ¢ 501-571-3337

page 9




TR e ST B T, Dickson Street Improvement District ~~~~~~

100 West Dickson Street ~ Fayetteville, Arkansas 72701 ~ 501-442-6262

| | P |
- Carl Collier, Chairman

- L . ” | The City of Fayetteville
- : . gy N Dawn T. Warrick
v e e | e Planning Department
— T P ry g 113 W. Mountain
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L LTI L e T e e T I e T Dear Ms. Warrick

o T T e s T e T T e T The commissioners of the Dickson Street Improvement District endorse the
concept of mixed-use in our area. The combination of rental, office and residential also
makes the best use of the smallest number of parking spaces.

Mr. House currently estimates 123 spaces for his development, which is an
acceptable range, we believe. We were more concerned with making sure that
Thompson Street was widened sufficiently for two cars to pass and satisfactory turning
radii provided for cars, trucks and service vehicles (vendors, safety, fire, etc.) Please

satisfy yourselves that safety issues are not compromised. This should include making

- sure that the entrance/exit to Rollston is plenty wide.
| S | We would encourage all electric lines to be put underground or combined into
-__ L e e R B T one neat service. Dumpsters should be available to city personnel but not obtrusive to

L I | LT T T T , the public.

R u o g Lastly, the track record of the developer is very good judging by every project

- - LR e T L T e Lo ._ completed. I have confidence that he wouldn’t jeopardize the financial soundness of

G L s T e T s R T el e B T e the project but failing to provide ample parking. His projects have been instrumental

- R L T g - . o in the success of the Improvement District and we would encourage the Planning
Department to accord him all consideration.

Sincerely,

' A | ;

Carl Collier
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Universily of Arkansas
Community Design Center

101 North East Avenue. Suile |

Fayetteville, AR 72701 - 6038 - " Mr. House and his team are to be applauded in this respect. Their proposed
Telo 501.575.5772 | _ design is well scaled to the existing context. Entrances to stacked parking
Fax 501-575-7045 levels are appropriately concealed. Roof shapes, window proportions, brick
E-m uacde @ comp.uark.edu finishes and details will all add to the quality and character of Dickson Street.
. Fayetteville is 2 growing City with respect to both size and sophistication. Qur
G\VQUO location is particularly blessed by its proximity to the University of Arkansas.
These factors have created an undoubted market for the new retail,
February 18, 1998 restaurants, and residential facilities being proposed in this project. I urge the
Planning Commission to do everything in its power to encourage and endorse
City Planning Commission M E&.mna of this nature, EEnw. will only serve to improve our civic
City of Fayetteville . | . environment, as well as provide additional tax revenues for our City.
113 West Mountain Street | u“
Fayetteville, AR 72701 m Very truly yours,

Re: HMT Mixed Use Project at 200 Block Street on West Dickson

Do P Gl

Dear Commissioners:

I am writing to lend our strong support to the proposed mixed use
development being proposed on Dickson Street by the HMT Corporation and
Mr. Greg House. As members of the Commission will be aware, UACDC has
been working for many months on the DDEP Downtown/Dickson
Enhancement Project, in an effort to help establish appropriate guidelines for
civic improvements and new development.

In addition to proposing a wide range of street improvements, which were
widely discussed and generally endorsed in mid-January, the Center has
embraced a number of additional positions, which are nicely incorporated into
the proposed HMT proposal. We strongly advocate mixed use; infill projects
along Dickson Street in particular. Furthermore, in addition to creating
additional curbside parking, we have tried to encourage well-concealed multi-
level parking as part of new projects. Lastly, everyone on the DDEP
committee strongly supports the notion of additional residential development
in the downtown district, to help create a safer and more active environment.
This project meets or exceeds all of the design criteria, which the committee
has been hopeful of establishing. Once this project is in place, our hope is that
it can serve as a model for additional sites throughout downtown,

I very much appreciate the concerns of the Commission with respect to
guarding the public interest with respect to all new projects within the City.
New ordinances requinng submission of designs to ensure a high level of
architectural development are excellent, in my view. We certainly do not want
a continuation of the kind of temporary metal buildings now appearing along
Township to be built in our beautiful downtown.

Harvey & Bernice Jones Center for Community Planning & Outreach
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A LIMITED LIABILITY CORPORATION

Dear Planning Commission Members,

We have met with Greg House and talked with him about his new project on the 200 block of
West Dickson. As a Dickson Street merchant and/or property owner, I would encourage the
planning commission to support this project by granting the necessary parking waivers and in-
lieu-of-fee waivers We feel that in order for Dickson Street to be a true retail destination, more
retail space needs to be created in the area. Just as the added excitement of the renovated

Shipley Bakery has helped boost Dickson’s renaissance, the project at the 200 block could have
a dramatic and positive impact on the street.

We also feel that adding 19 luxury apartments to the area will be good for downtown
Fayetteville. People shop and spend money where they live, so residential development must go
hand in hand with commercial development to create a vibrant downtown.

Respectfully Submitted,

(ORARI MOONTAIN & meEHOVSE
25 W. Dickso~ —

page 12




EXISTING SI1TE




[ R Hx_*wm“mﬁ_m_m_m_mm__.___mm_m_m_m |

B 2T TG Y G g § YR €30 zilalﬁﬁlla_l Fig g £ laﬁz:tlmﬁﬁﬁ!mt

+* Rt .114:.!..4 “ﬂ;” CPEX3Y
a:n.-_. L T R - " y AR
T pay hu g gpod b ﬁrh ....._r N T P b
b ... R
A Bk - it

.o.rt-oot e O

.....

T _l..ll..__r J..t...ll!l-..!..-...u,_
B o o ..4.10... 5444.,.-..

X Y 5 Pl
P ' . -y = - . ¥ N
. i e g * , = AR = . & K- - T E
FLERICL e E - - e Tem - b w i y A e P
" - . y . v hvwesngs . o
» ; e R i . L 0 : - . - R R ._fH. . b
- - o * S A . . . -
v . i - - N N A u e N g . P
: ) : . 3 ' B B : ; L e Lk 1
3 . 9 5 . . ) b
B + - E - A 4 . .
- » )
. ; F ol
. 1 WL ] A -
T T T R

—— —— -

ROLLSTON STREET

——

A e —— — ot — — e =

DI C K S o N S TREET ELEVATTION

ot o -
L .
:
bl . .
I Ll

48'-o

TABOVE GRADE _

THOMPSON ALLEY

page 14

AT n




