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The Claremont City Council held a special meeting on Wednesday, July 19, 2006, in the Council Chambers of City Hall.

Members of the Council present were:

Michael Prozzo, Jr.
Deborah Cutts

Heather Bopp
Christopher Irish

Mayor Scott Pope

Andrew Austin

William Regan, III

Ralph Swift
James Neilsen, IV

Also present were:  
Guy Santagate, City Manager
Jane Taylor, City Solicitor

Anthony Lyons, Planning and Development Director

The meeting was called to order by Mayor Pope at 6:32 p.m.
OLD BUSINESS

Ordinance #474 Open Space Residential Development – Second Reading – Public 
Hearing
Mr. Santagate said the number one goal has been economic development in the city.  This means we are trying to develop better paying jobs and grow the tax base.  This proposed zoning option, in addition to allowing existing zoning to stay intact, is consistent with our number one stated goal.  There are three major components in trying to revive the city:  1) Fixing the downtown – Granite State College, Ramuntos, Sophie & Zekes; 2) Commercial and industrial development – Home Depot, Syd Clarke Park; 3) Housing is a critical component to economic development.  It is one area that we are not satisfied with.  We have a long way to go on the housing side and encouraging smart development makes sense.  Companies don’t move in without good housing stock and a well-trained workforce.  We are going to grow even without change, because we are out promoting the city.  We do mailings all around the state.  If you leave the zoning where it is, housing will develop in a poor way.  Mr. Santagate reviewed some changes that have occurred such as 50 foot frontages, condominium zoning and change from all day parking to 2-hour parking in certain areas; these were opposed by some, but have proven to be successful.  Mr. Santagate read a portion of the editorial from Tuesday’s Eagle Times saying that this zoning will add users to help pay for the city’s underutilized utility infrastructure.  We have 40 square miles of land with only 13,000 people.  He pointed out that new zoning rules do not cancel out the old rules.  Those that argue that extra units allowed under the proposed ordinance will overwhelm city schools and services aren’t being realistic.  Even optimistic projections show area school enrollments are stagnant or falling including Claremont.  A few dozen kids in school will not cause mayhem.  There are 120 miles of paved roads in Claremont, which is 240 miles of plowable roads.  There are 80-90 miles of water and sewer pipes in the ground.  The state says to reconstruct one mile of roads, water, sewer and sidewalks costs about $1 million and we have only 13,000 people to pay for those repairs.  
Mr. Santagate said 3,590 people were billed in February for water and sewer on 80-90 miles of water and sewer (not to mention the 120 miles of roads).  Our challenge will be how to pay for the utilities going forward unless we expand the customer base.  If the customer base is not expanded, then the current customers will be expected pay any expenses going forward.  The reason for upgrading was to grow the community which makes sense.  He thanked Ms. Taylor for the enormous amount of work that she has done on the ordinance.
Ms. Taylor gave the basics of everyone’s role in amending a City ordinance.  The Council is authorized by the City Code to enact amendments to the Zoning Ordinance.  The City Solicitor is authorized, by state law and the Council Rules, to draft the ordinance and take it to the Council.  The Planning Board has a minimum of 30 days before the public hearing to review and report on the proposed ordinance and issue its recommendation to the City Council.  The Planning Board has two roles, a legislative role and a quasi-judicial role.  This is part of its legislative duties.  The Planning Board has exclusive jurisdiction over the site plan and subdivision review.  The Zoning Board of Adjustment (ZBA) exists to be a quasi-judicial body; it has no legislative functions.  It has no authority to review any kind of legislation or act on it.  The ZBA is a relief valve, which is why the Zoning Board doesn’t get involved in the legislative process of ordinance enactment.  The existing ordinance calls for all planned residential developments (PRD) to be approved by special exceptions with the Zoning Board.  That is an inappropriate use of the Zoning Board.  The concept of reviewing proposals for development to prevent scattered and premature development that might affect the health, welfare and safety of a community is the core of the Planning Board’s responsibilities, as opposed to the Zoning Board whose primary responsibility is to handle issues arising from application of the Zoning Ordinance.  We reviewed this type of open space ordinance from across the country and the state of New Hampshire.  
Ms. Taylor explained the Council had a substitute ordinance in front of it because of minor changes.  This Open Space Ordinance is a complete revision of the current ordinance entitled “Planned Residential Development” (PRD).  The new ordinance clarifies that there are different standards for density where there exists water & sewer and where you don’t have it.  The purpose of that distinction is to encourage development where you have the existing water and sewer.  
Ms. Taylor said the substitute ordinance promotes the efficient use of land.  The feedback was that people wanted to maintain the semi-rural environment of Claremont.  We are permitting only residential uses in open space areas.  Under the current ordinance, you can put a PRD in the industrial zone.  We changed the substitute ordinance to a maximum of four units per multi-family structure.  Open space developments can be placed anywhere where there is an existing permitted residential use.  She defined common land and open space.  She reiterated that this zoning is an option, not mandatory.  
Ms. Taylor showed some drawings of a 10-acre parcel prepared by the Planning and Development Department using traditional zoning and using open space zoning.

Mr. Lyons said that in traditional zoning with 10 one-acre lots it would cost approximately $300,000 for the infrastructure.  

Mr. Prozzo asked if a developer builds the road, does the city have to accept it.  Mr. Lyons said the city has to.

Ms. Taylor said that everywhere in the city there is currently mixed use.  Under state law, an open space requirement as part of an open space ordinance is required to have a permanent conservation easement.  The controlling issue in open space zoning is the open space percentage.  
Mr. Neilsen asked if the common land is taxed.  Ms. Taylor said yes, there is a taxable portion on the grounds that are owned in common by the Homeowner’s Association.  Mr. Neilsen asked if it would be like current use.  Ms. Taylor said no.  The common land (basketball court, community parking lot or community function house) is taxed and the conservation land would be taxed as open space.

Mr. Santagate said that this new option will allow for less density.  Ms. Taylor said currently under the R1 zone, you can have a 5,000 square foot lot size, which is too small.  Ms. Taylor said that this ordinance does not require a minimum lot size, but with dimensional requirements, the smallest lot size would be approximately 7,500 square feet.  
Mr. Irish asked about utility lines.  Mr. Lyons said that currently overhead utility lines are allowed overhead and the new ordinance requires underground utilities. 

Ms. Taylor said that where you have water and sewer, you are allowed higher density.  We want to encourage the development, wherever possible, within the existing water and sewer areas.  The density bonus is used to help protect such things as historic structures.  These are permissive, not mandatory.  The Planning Board decides how much space has to be set aside.

Mr. Lyons said the only area that the density bonus allows you to increase the amount of units is in the agricultural land.  Ms. Taylor said the base is 35% open space, but if you dedicate 50%, then you could have density bonus of up to 15%.  There are two types of density, density of land use and density of structure (group units together).  Mr. Lyons said that even grouping allows 2,500 square feet more than now.

Ms. Taylor said the special exceptions in the proposal were put in for flexibility for lot size and for parcels that fall into two zones.  On  streets and sidewalks, you try to minimize curbcuts for public safety.  Roads are to be built to City standards.  There is a provision that a developer cannot give the development to the homeowners until 50% of the have been sold.  

Ms. Taylor said the conservation planning and design principles are the direction the City would recommend to the developer.  The requirements may be duplicated in other areas of the regulations and they are in this ordinance for emphasis.
Ms. Taylor said this is an option.  The density has been reduced from the current PRD ordinance in all but the agricultural zone.  We have eliminated any possibility of a three-acre parcel providing the basis for a PRD which is currently permitted and we have eliminated the potential of having 5,000 square foot lots.  

Ms. Cutts had a question about Conservation Planning and Design.  Mr. Lyons said that at the heart of this is the protection of land.  This tries to protect views (natural resource), for example.
Mayor Pope asked to compare open space not being taxed with current use.  Mr. Santagate said that on taxes, the primary site has 80% of the value.  The primary value is where the structures are located.  Ms. Taylor said she believes that property taxation on open space is minimal.  Mr. Santagate said that is state law.

Mr. Austin asked if we would get more revenue from present zoning.  Mr. Santagate said we would get more revenue from open space zoning, because there will be units constructed.  

A motion was made by Mr. Prozzo and seconded by Mr. Irish to adopt Ordinance #474 Open Space Development.

Mr. Neilsen had a question about the number of structures allowed.  Ms. Taylor said it is governed by the size of the parcel of land.  

Mayor Pope opened the public hearing.
Brendan Armstrong, Ward 1, member of the Conservation Commission, said some of his statements came from the Handbook for New Hampshire’s Municipal Conservation Commissions.  He said it seems that private developers, not the Master Plan are the origins of Ordinance 474.  He said Claremont’s Master Plan is five years out of date and Ordinance 474 is based on an unacceptable master plan.  He said when Ms. Taylor was asked at a Planning Board meeting if Ordinance 474 should have Conservation Commission input, she responded that the Conservation Commission input is not required.  Their role is advisory.  Mr. Armstrong listed several places where their Conservation Commissions comment on their zoning ordinances and he suggested adoption of this ordinance be postponed until Claremont’s Master Plan is revised.

Mr. Irish quoted from page 100 of the 1991 Master Plan which talked about cluster development and RSA 674:1 where it said every planning board, from time to time, shall update and amend the adopted master plan.  It doesn’t state specifically when the plan becomes out of date.  He said everything in the Master Plan is still applicable.  

Alan Grigsby, Ward 2, Vice Chairman of the Claremont Planning Board, said he represents only his views and not the Planning Board’s.  He supports the concept of open space and cluster development however, he opposes Ordinance 474.  It affects every zone except downtown.  Sweeping changes proposed by the ordinance deserve review by citizens of Claremont through the Master Plan process.  He thinks all subdivisions of 10 or more acres should be done in accordance with an open space and cluster development ordinance.  This ordinance provides too little open space.  He would argue open space should be 50% of usable land.  He agrees density bonuses should be granted to preserve historic and unusual natural features in buildable areas are preserved.  This ordinance should state that total number of single-family and multi-family units cannot be calculated separately and added.  He would like to see the special exception to allow a 5-10 acre project in AR, RR RR2 zones be removed.  He opposes multi-family housing in all AR, RR and RR2 zones.  He thinks this ordinance is inappropriate for most rural parts of our community.  This ordinance should not be approved in hurried fashion to satisfy an immediate need for development.
Ms. Taylor stated that where water and sewer is not available in the AR, RR and RR2 zone, the maximum density is two acres for each dwelling unit regardless of the plan configuration.
A. J. Marranville, Ward 2, questioned the changes from the first reading to this second reading.  He said the conservation land would have to be accepted by the Conservation Commission and that will be taxes that the City will lose.  He has a development in Claremont and because of the anticipated tax increase in November, his investors are having second thoughts.  He is worried about density.  He suggested the City get an opinion from a professional engineering firm.  Ms. Taylor said density is based on dwelling units, not structures.  
Arthur Luse, Ward 3, said he has 114 acres of agricultural land.  It is in current use and is open to the public.  He said we need to encourage retention of open space and should not allow high density residential development especially in AR, RR and RR2 zones.  Taxes collected on agricultural land exceed the cost of services.  The cost of city services for high “intensity” residential developments will be far greater than taxes collected.  He referred to a study conducted by the University of New Hampshire Extension Service entitled “Cost of Community Services.”  He said we do not need new residential development in Claremont.  He said extra low to moderate residential housing generates industrial or commercial growth.  Claremont already has the highest taxes in the state and he does not want to see them rise to accommodate a “bedroom” community.  Zoning Board’s criteria required to win a special exception for a PRD should not be abandoned.  Under 474 there are no restrictions for putting subdivisions within the City.  He asked since when does low-income cluster housing result in greater business growth.  He said Claremont’s population has decreased over the past 30 years, so where is the need for more housing.  He requested this proposal be put aside until after the Master Plan has been revised and then consider it.
James Sullivan, Ward 1, said residential taxes are going up by 30% and members of the Council stated passing this zoning amendment would solve that problem through increased housing.  He said that is a fallacy.  He said the taxes on a $200,000 home would not pay for even one child in the school system.  If this is passed, we could easily exceed the school capacities and have to build more schools.  He suggested this be brought back to the Planning Board to be reworked.  As currently written, it allows far too many residential units on far too little land.  Something to be considered is the provisions of RSA 674:21 which allow municipalities to assess an impact fee on the developer for public schools.  He thinks it should be included.  He thinks Mr. Grigsby’s comments would be a better template than this ordinance.  Mr. Irish commented on RSA 674:21 saying that the bottom line is the City pays first and then is reimbursed.  Ms. Taylor said that the impact fee section of the law requires the City to adopt it before any of it can be implemented and for that, the City would be required to do extensive statistical studies.
Dorothy Luse, Ward 3, said there is a method already in place for dealing with applications for development in our city.  It slows the process of approval until requirements are met.  We must guard against misplacement of cluster housing and abuse of land.  She suggested the Council revisit ZBA 22-63.  Continue to encourage and accommodate business and industry first and allow development as needed.  Do not encourage top-heavy cluster housing onto rural sites.  She enjoys the village and open land as well.  City planners should strive to prohibit spotty, fragmented housing.  In reality, Ordinance 474 infringes upon and consumes open space.

Steve Wood, Ward 3, Vice Chair of the Conservation Commission, said his biggest concern is the lack of communication.  The Commission has been working toward developing the natural resources part of the Master Plan.  A Natural Resources Inventory will help us determine, for planning purposes, what we have in Claremont.  They want to work with other boards and departments of City government and feel they have access to resources to help all accomplish the shared vision of what we all want Claremont to look like in the future.
David Perry, Ward 3, said Ordinance 474 eliminates ZBA’s oversight and the need for a Special exception.  It will become a permanent use and anyone with 10 acres or more could develop their land in cluster housing regardless of their zoning district.  He thinks bonuses should not be given.  Multi-housing units should not be mixed with single-housing units in zones AR, RR and RR2.  This ordinance will reduce the open space that is currently available in these three zones.  Much of this land is in current use, is open space and unposted land for all citizens to enjoy.  With cluster housing, the privately owned space would become their common land.  Fishing, hunting and hiking would be lost.  We need to get more industry in Claremont to prove the need for more housing.  We need to work on the Master Plan first.  The current ordinance requires a variance and special exceptions and does not do away with the property owner’s rights.  

Ms. Cutts asked for and Ms. Taylor explained the process to develop a parcel of land.  Ms. Cutts asked about abutters.  Ms. Taylor said they are required to be notified of the public hearing in advance by certified mail and their attendance is verified at that meeting.

Mike Lemieux, resident of Claremont, contractor and developer, is against the ordinance.  He doesn’t agree with the bonus.  Take the undevelopable land out of the open space percentage.  As a developer, he said people want their own piece of land.  Claremont does not need cluster housing.  Cluster development is cost effective on infrastructure, but developers lose money on the sale of the house.  He thinks the ordinance should go back to drawing board and address it with the Master Plan.  Ms. Bopp asked about Mr. Lemieux’s involvement in the 1991 Master Plan.  Mr. Lemieux said he was on the Planning Board at the time.  Ms. Bopp asked about the cluster housing in that plan.  Mr. Lemieux agreed that in some situations it works.  He is for it, but don’t give bonuses.  Take out the unbuildable features and then figure the percentage.  If that were done, he would vote for the ordinance.  
Ms. Taylor clarified that if land is dedicated as open space, it is not required to be held or administered by the city and that would be the Conservation Commission.  State law is very express that open space will be a permanent conservation easement and it could be held by Upper Valley Land Trust, for example, or a similar organization.  
Jeannine Perry, Ward 3, made statements about a PRD variance and citizen’s rights.  She said Ordinance 474 removes those rights.  Ms. Taylor said a variance is not required for a PRD, but a Special Exception under the existing ordinance is required.  It does not eliminate the public hearing aspect.  Ms. Bopp asked if this ordinance is harder than a Special Exception.  Ms. Taylor said yes.  If you meet the criteria, the Zoning Board cannot deny you a Special Exception.  A Special Exception assumes the use is permitted under the zoning ordinance.

Ms. Perry said this new ordinance deletes an important sentence from five different sections.  It eliminates the need for a variance from the Zoning Board of Adjustment (ZBA) and eliminates oversight by ZBA to grant a Special Exception.  It changes the zoning use in AR, RR and RR2 districts.  Maximum density changes from one unit per five acres to one unit per two acres in areas with no water and sewer.  Let the Master Plan be our working tool rather than a hurried ordinance.  The current ordinances do allow for Planned Residential Development (i.e. Southbrook and Westwood Villages).  She requested the Council not pass this ordinance.  

Jacqueline Elliott, Ward 1, said we have heard much about the Master Plan and she thinks we should reexamine the Master Plan before we embark upon the significant changes in this ordinance.  She encouraged the Council to not pass this ordinance as it exists.  She supports open space.  
Robert Woodman said the PRD has some merit and it will save some space and will make it easier for some smaller developments, but it doesn’t make sense to give credit for unbuildable land.  In response to PUDs being allowed in the industrial zone, he said the Council passed a motion that there would be no more residential development in the Industrial Zone on River Road.  If open space is not taxed, he would like to see where it says that in New Hampshire law.  He said in the past, we had problems collecting back taxes from some properties that were in co-ops and that is something that should be considered.

Larry Beswick, Ward 2, asked about the changes since the first reading.  Ms. Taylor said there were four changes; one changed six dwelling units to four, one change clarified the amount of impermeable surface that can be developed in any area and it was reduced to 60%, and the other changes are grammatical in order to clarify.  Ms. Beswick feels this is illegal unless it goes back to the Planning Board for their consideration including the changes.  He would like the Council to table or vote down this ordinance and to have the Planning Board re-read it. 

Rick Worlett, Ward 3, is a builder and wouldn’t mind moving into a traditional neighborhood.  The cluster development is a disservice for the amount of property and the value.  He doesn’t see the advantage of going in that direction.  He thinks that a builder, that doesn’t live in Claremont, will come in and build low income housing and the value will drop.  Ms. Bopp asked him what he would do, as developer, with the roads after they are built.  He said he would turn them over to the city.  
David Putnam, Ward 2, is in favor of the residential plan and he thinks when it is intertwined with the Master Plan, it will help grow the city in a positive way.  He asked a question about developing 50 acres of land and putting only one or two houses on the parcel.  Ms. Taylor said under the current rules it could be done.  Mr. Lyons said the heart of this is to preserve open space and today you are allowed to build multi-family housing throughout the city.  Mr. Putnam encouraged the Council to be careful on how to move forward.  It appears that the Council is unsure about parts of the ordinance, so perhaps it should be broken out into sections and categories, fix tem and then put them back together into a plan.

Christine Corey, Ward 1, reiterated this does not do away with the existing ordinance; it is another tool for developers.  She is in favor of this additional tool for the City to use.  She challenged Mr. Regan’s ability to vote on this ordinance due to his biased and prejudged view.  She quoted from the City Code of Conduct.  She quoted from a letter dated October 20, 2005, from Mr. Coogan to Mr. Santagate in reference to a subdivision on 50 Lane Ridge Avenue, to which Mr. Regan is an abutter.  According to the letter, Mr. Regan, said the subdivision would wreck his view.  The letter also states that Mr. Regan was running for City Council and that he would work to stop proposed subdivisions.  Ms. Corey made a reference to the Planning Board minutes dated November 28, 2005.  She requested that Mr. Regan not vote on this issue.  The Council discussed this issue.  Mayor Pope said he would not ask Mr. Regan to step down and no other Councilors asked him to step down.

Paul LaCasse, Ward 2, is not in favor of this ordinance, because it encourages low-priced housing.  He said we are looking for higher rated housing.  For every two houses you sell, you go negative on the taxe rate.  He had asked Jerry Coogan, Planning and Development Department, about an impact study and was told one had not been done.  It needs to go back to Master Plan level.  Mr. Irish asked if this is such a “boondoggle” for developers, why are they against it.  Mr. LaCasse said developers don’t come to Claremont because of the tax rate.  He said most other communities are at least $10 per $1,000 less, except for Newport.  Mr. Santagate pointed out the Mr. LaCasse was Vice Chairman of the Planning Board on September 24, 2001, when they were working on an amendment to the Master Plan.  One of the objectives was to increase the population to 15,000 in the next 5 years and to increase the tax base to $650 million in the next 5 years.  So that means to increase the values of the city and those are the things we have been trying to do.  Mr. LaCasse said he would like to grow the tax base, but he doesn’t want it to go negative and by growing the population in Mr. Santagate’s style, our tax rate will go negative.   Mr. Santagate made a point that the Planning Board amended the Master Plan in 2001.  Mayor Pope gaveled the conversation to a close.  

Andrea Squire, Ward 3, said the use of property affects bordering properties.  She gave an example saying that cluster development would cost more for the schools.  Services to agriculture parcels cost less than they pay.  She said zoning such as Ordinance 474 should be brought before the voters of Claremont. 

Rob Picard, Ward 2, said part of the budget is for economic development and he wants a refund because nobody told him the money would be used to import people.  He said the Claremont school system cannot afford a cluster development.  He thinks the cluster development should be voted down.

Rusty Fowler, Ward 3, said most people spoke in the negative and he reminded the Council that they need to vote according to the wishes of the public.    

Mayor Pope closed the public hearing.
Mr. Prozzo suggested we table this and form a committee that includes the Planning Board, Conservation Commission., builders and the Council to work with the staff.  He wants us to do what is best for Claremont.  

Mr. Neilsen would like a vote either up or down on the current motion.

A motion was made by Mr. Irish and seconded by Ms. Bopp to table Ordinance 474.  

Roll Call Vote:  Motion failed 4 yes-5 no with Ms. Cutts, Ms. Bopp, Mr. Irish and Mr. Swift voting yes and Mr. Prozzo, Mr. Austin, Mr. Regan, Mr. Neilsen and Mayor Pope voting no.  
A motion was made by Mr. Neilsen and seconded by Mr. Regan to move the question.  

Roll Call Vote:  Motion failed 4 yes-5 no with Mr. Prozzo, Mr. Austin, Mr. Regan and Mr. Neilsen voting yes and Ms. Cutts, Ms. Bopp, Mr. Irish, Mr. Swift and Mayor Pope voting no.     

Mr. Irish thinks the ordinance needs to be tweaked.  
Ms. Cutts said she wants a Master Plan that doesn’t have a 1991 date.  She thinks Staff will benefit from a Master Plan.  She supports an open space ordinance, but she doesn’t think that a flat 35% for open space is the best way to go.  She thinks we should take out the non-buildable portion from the calculation.  
Mr. Regan said his opinions are based on 15-18 years building experience.  He said this new ordinance does not limit builders from doing what they can do now.  It limits less reputable builders to do a lot more than what they are allowed to do now.  He said what cannot happen right now, without the new ordinance, is massive clusters.  It is no secret that he does not like the ordinance and his objections are based on possibilities of what could happen for land like what abuts his.  
Ms. Bopp said we need more clarification.  This ordinance has promise for the future.  She would like to see us do something with this ordinance.  Ms. Bopp suggested an ad hoc committee.

Mr. Swift had five points:  1) A Master Plan is a land use document that doesn’t address strategy of the city (economic development, finances, schools).  2)  There is a big difference between averages, fixed costs, and marginal costs as refers to the schools.  3)  Half the city is already cluster housing without the open space.  4) Strategy (economic development).  He was surprised to hear people didn’t realize economic development meant we had to have more people.  Unfortunately, there are not enough people in Claremont to satisfy the requirements of the current industry and not the new industry coming in.  The company he works for is advertising for at least five positions.  The salaries range from $10-$12 per hour up to $50,000-$70,000 per year.  The city isn’t going to grow with housing in just the high end.  5) This isn’t a perfect world.  The 13,000 people in Claremont can’t provide specialties that are needed and companies need to go outside to get the help that is needed.  He is in favor of cluster development and he is in favor of an ad hoc committee.

Mr. Neilsen thinks that with public input we can have a great cluster development.

Mr. Austin agreed that he needed public input to help decide the vote.  He thinks we can make it work later.  He is on the Conservation Commission and thinks it is important to be part of this ordinance.
Mr. Prozzo thinks a lot of people don’t know what the ordinance says and thinks there should be a committee to work on this and then bring it back to the Council.

Mayor Pope realizes there is a need for open space.  He is concerned that our youth are leaving this community and then they can’t come back.  Part of that is to ask how do we create affordable housing.  He had some concerns on the ordinance and he will discuss them with City Staff.  He said in 2001, the Council asked the Staff to create economic development and they have been doing it since then.  
Mr. Regan said people want to come to Claremont because of the steps taken.  If passed, this ordinance will be too late to stop the negative things we don’t like about it.  To preserve open space, he suggested requiring 50% or more.  The ad hoc committee should be joined into the Master Plan committee.  He doesn’t want to allow development in parts of town that currently do not allow it.

Mr. Irish said that we have either accomplished or are in the process of accomplishing 26 goals and objectives on the Master Plan and we have done it in the last 5 years.  He said it is time to update the Master Plan, but not throw it out.  He thinks we need to table this ordinance and bring it back to a committee.    

Mr. Santagate said we have done what we consider is our best work.  The amount of time and resources the city has is limited.  He asked if we revisit this, what projects do we take off the list.
Roll Call Vote:  Motion failed 1 yes-8 no with Mr. Irish voting yes and Mr. Prozzo, Ms. Cutts, Ms. Bopp, Mr. Austin, Mr. Regan, Mr. Swift, Mr. Neilsen and Mayor Pope voting no.
OTHER BUSINESS
None
ADJOURNMENT

At 11:27 p.m., a motion was made by Mr. Prozzo and seconded by Mr. Regan to adjourn.

Motion carried 9-0
Respectfully Submitted,

Dorée M. Russell

Clerk to the Council






