
MINUTES OF THE  
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

OF GREENSBORO 
SPECIAL MEETING 
 JANUARY 5, 2015 

The special meeting of the Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro (RCG) was held on Monday, 
January 5, 2015 in the Plaza Level Conference Room of the Melvin Municipal Office Building, 
commencing at 5:00 p.m. The following members were present:  Chair Dawn Chaney, Charles 
McQueary, Angela Harris, and Clinton Gravely. Staff present included Dyan Arkin and Hanna 
Cockburn, Planning Department; Sue Schwartz, Director, Planning Department; Tom Carruthers, City 
Attorney; Terri Jones, City Attorney’s Office, and Jim Westmoreland, City Manager. Also present was 
Jim Blackwood, Attorney for the Commission; Councilwoman Nancy Hoffmann, liaison; Councilman 
Zack Matheny; Councilman Jamal Fox; and Councilwoman Sharon Hightower. 

CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATE LOCATION FOR UNION SQUARE CAMPUS BUILDING 1: 

At the November, 2014 meeting, the Redevelopment Commission approved a Sale and Development 
Agreement with Union Square Campus, Incorporated (USCI) for the first Union Square Campus (USC) 
building on approximately 1.1 acres at the corner of Lee Street and Arlington Street. Also approved was 
an option for an additional .9 acres elsewhere on the site. The Commission is being asked to consider 
agreements for alternate locations on a corner of Lee Street and Elm Street.  

Ms. Arkin explained that the USC schedule for closing and construction has no room for compromise at 
this point. If they are to meet their August, 2016 opening date, it is critical that the Commission reach a 
decision about which alternates to move forward for City Council’s consideration. Depending on the 
Commission’s decision, it may be necessary to call an additional Special Meeting prior to the City 
Council meeting on January 20, 2015.  

Ms. Arkin stated that the terms of the agreement stay the same as those previously approved, as 
reflected in her PowerPoint presentation, with two exceptions. The initial agreement provided for an 
option for a second building on one of three parcels. The changes and new agreement provide for a 
second building on a single parcel. There is also a change to the requirement for the minimum size of 
the building.  

Ms. Arkin reviewed a rendering of the proposed design for Building 1 for the USC campus, whichever 
parcel it is ultimately located on. It is a three-story; 83,000 square foot building that meets the minimum 
design requirements of the project.  

A rendering of  proposed Building 1 on the corner of Lee Street and Arlington Street was presented to 
members as Alternate A, initially approved by the Commission. The option for Alternate A is located on 
the corner of Lee Street and Elm Street. Alternate A includes an intended public square.  

On Alternate A, the building becomes a single option on the corner. On Alternate B, the building will be 
located on the corner of Lee Street and South Elm Street with an option on Lee and Arlington Streets. 
Alternate C has Building 1 located on the corner of Lee Street and South Elm Street with the option yet 
to be determined. 

The requirement for the minimum size of the building has slightly changed. For the conveyance parcel 
for Alternate A, the building would change from the approved three-story, 85,000 square feet to 83,000 
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square feet. The option itself would remain a four-story, 85,000 square foot building. If the option was 
placed at Lee and Arlington, it would be a three-story, 85,000 square foot building. 
 
On Alternate B, the first building to be constructed has moved to the corner of Lee Street and Elm 
Street with the option being on the corner of Arlington and Lee Streets. Alternate B would represent 
flipping the previously approved Alternate A. 
 
Alternate C has the first building located on the western corner of Lee Street and Elm Street rather than 
the east corner. At this time the option location is still to be determined.  
 
Ms. Arkin stated that inclusion of the Union Square Campus component in the South Elm Street 
Redevelopment Plan furthers all the stated goals of the redevelopment plan as summarized in the 
Development Request for Proposals (RFP) and carried forth in the Master Plan approved in March, 
2014. The building as shown meets the minimum design requirements but there are tradeoffs in terms 
of mass, mixture of uses, and the immediate impact depending on which of the three alternates is 
selected for the location. 
 
Mr. Gravely asked staff why it was decided to move from the previously agreed upon site, Alternate A.  
Ms. Arkin explained that the primary desire to move is to provide for a greater initial impact of a building 
on the corner when traveling down Elm Street or Lee Street.  
 
At the request of Chair Chaney, Ms. Arkin provided the parking map so that members could see where 
the building and parking are intended for the three options. 
 
Counsel Blackwood clarified the action items the Commission is being asked to take. The three 
different matters to be addressed by the Commission include the amendment to the existing approved 
agreement to make technical revisions and to eliminate two option parcels. The other two matters are 
brand new agreements as alternates. 
 
Counsel Blackwood explained that the first item is a proposed amendment to the Sale and 
Development Agreement that was approved in November, 2014. The three amended revisions change 
the acreage from 1 acre to being approximately 1.1 acres. The second item is to reduce the minimum 
square footage from 85,000 to 83,000 square feet. The third amendment item to be addressed would 
be instead of giving USCI the option to take one of three different parcels as identified in the 
agreement, it would eliminate two of those and leave only the option for five years to take the southeast 
corner (0.9 acre parcel) of Elm and Lee as being the only parcel under the option. In addition, he 
explained that a new proposed agreement as an alternate defines the sale parcel to be the southeast 
corner of Elm and Lee Street (1.1 acres), three-story, 83,000 square feet. The rest of the particulars 
remain exactly the same and the option parcel would be the corner at Arlington and Lee Streets. When 
the property is conveyed a restriction will be placed on the property that it just be used for public 
purposes which is already stated in the agreement about healthcare, education, and accessory uses. 
The third alternate involves the southwest corner of Elm and Lee Streets, 1.1 acres, 83,000 square 
feet, three-story building. Again, everything else remains the same except a 0.9 acre option parcel has 
not been defined.  
 
Mr. McQueary expressed the importance of making the right choice on the development that will be 
chosen. He noted the fixed end date of the project and commented that it was unfortunate there was 
insufficient time to discuss these options earlier. He felt it was important to consider the impact of this 
one building on the overall development at the end of Elm Street which is a crucial area for 
redevelopment in the City. 
 
Staff confirmed for Linda Vaughan, realtor and audience member, that this land has not been conveyed 
yet. The land is owned by the Redevelopment Commission.  
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David Black, Chairman of the Building Committee for New Zion Missionary Baptist Church, informed 
the Commission that they have been working for ten years on plans to develop the adjacent parcel and 
ground breaking is scheduled for later in the week. The church does not fully use their parking lot 
during the week and they have made an agreement with the City for parking in the lot owned by the 
church. He described their project which represents a significant investment in the community.  
 
Mr. Gravely commented on the importance of retail in the initial plans to integrate the corner coming 
down Elm Street into the development. The new alternates are getting away from mixed-use and he did 
not feel the location should be moved just for the purpose of trying to see something right away. 
 
Chair Chaney explained that the design of the new building will be strictly educational and designed for 
students to come and go. If moved from Arlington Street to Elm Street, it will be strictly educational and 
her concern was that the large block of land should be kept available for development of mixed-up. It is 
much easier for development to occur when coming in from Elm Street all the way to Arlington Street 
and south with a large block of land. Parking could be located down toward Bragg Street where it will 
not be at the forefront of the development. At the west side of Elm and Lee Streets there is not as much 
depth for a big development. If 250 slots of surface parking are placed at either Arlington Street or Elm 
Street, development will eventually occur and the parking will have to go.  
 
Bob Isner, 1701 Willowick Drive, South Elm Development Group (SEDG), has been working on the 
engineering component for the project. He advised members that the west side of Elm Street has a 
number of constraints. These concerns involve the railroad right-of-way, storm water lines that must be 
relocated, and the cost involved with burying power lines.  
 
Ed Kitchen, 45 East Kemp Road, is on the USCI Board. He stated that USCI does not have a strong 
preference for any of the alternates; however, there is a concern about staying on schedule and on 
budget. Alternate A would allow them to stay on schedule as they have been working on the design of 
the building at that site. Alternates B and C have only come up recently with alternate C being 
presented earlier in the day. No work has been done on Alternate C at this point. Design and 
geotechnical work must be done if that site is to be chosen. Some preliminary work has been done on 
Alternate B which was the original site. He stated that USCI does not have available resources required 
to do additional design work to be able to stay within their budget. They are willing to do a fast analysis 
of Alternate C if that is the desire of Commission and City Council; however, they will need assistance 
with financing to do so. Mr. Kitchen estimated the geotechnical work could be in the $5,000 range and 
could be finished within a week. The additional analysis for the design of the building could potentially 
be another $40,000 to $50,000. In order to stay on schedule a decision would need to be made by the 
City Council meeting scheduled for January 20, 2015. Cooperation from the City and staff would be 
required to do the analysis as soon as possible. He indicated that they could stay on schedule if 
Alternate A was chosen but there could be advantages to the other alternates, particularly Alternate C. 
 
Ms. Harris asked Mr. Kitchen why the original location at the corner of Elm and Lee Streets was 
switched to Arlington and Lee Streets. Mr. Kitchen explained that the scope of the project was changed 
because of the tenant leases that were available. The retail component had to be eliminated along with 
the GradTech program from GTCC. The move was suggested because a retail component was not 
available on Elm Street. 
 
 Chair Chaney asked where the property option would be located if Alternate C was chosen. Mr. 
Kitchen indicated they only learned about Alternate C earlier in the day. The option location could be 
discussed with the USCI Board over the next two weeks.  
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Counsel Blackwood clarified options available to the Commission. The Commission can choose 
Alternate A, B, or C or all three alternates to go before City Council. The choice is at the discretion of 
the Commission. City Council cannot change the Commission’s selection but they can veto it.  
 
Mr. Kitchen stated for the record that if Alternate C is selected, in addition to the site analysis that would 
be required, there are no costs built into their financial model should the building itself need to be 
redesigned. He is unsure what the additional costs would be. 
 
Mr. Gravely noted the importance of having mixed use, keeping USC on schedule and the possibility 
there may be additional problems with the railroad site. He felt the Commission should stay with 
Alternate A as it has already been approved. In addition, the church and the classroom are institutional 
and they go together.  
 
Mr. McQueary stated that if the site was left where it is, a large desirable development area for some 
unknown project would be disrupted. He felt a continuous piece of property was more desirable than 
one that is in parcels. He believed that moving the building to Alternate C would give a presence in a 
very important area and would allow the largest piece of land to be developed in the future. In 
recognition of the difficulty of the schedule, he recommended that the Commission should consider 
making a prioritized selection to give to City Council. He stated his preference for Alternate C at this 
point in order to maintain the opportunity to develop the larger piece of land into something that can be 
an important part of the anchor at South Elm Street.  
 
Chair Chaney agreed with points made by Mr. McQueary and was also in support of selecting Alternate 
C. She stated her opinion that for the total picture, if the corner of Elm and Lee Streets is chosen as an 
institution corner, there will not be a variety of options to bring all the other major developers for retail 
services. If the parking is put across the street down Elm Street to Bragg Street, Gate City Boulevard 
will be an opening to South Elm which is critical position in the future.  
 
Responding to a question from Mr. Gravely, Ms. Arkin explained that City Council approved entering 
into a lease with New Zion Baptist Missionary Church for additional parking for the USC facility. Their 
preference is that this parking could be used for overflow parking for events, seminars, or lectures.     
Mr. Gravely pointed out that it is a further distance to walk from the church’s parking lot to the proposed 
building if Alternate C is selected.  
 
Councilwoman Hoffmann pointed out that it is the intent of the South Elm project to be transformational 
for this neighborhood. She felt that a building located on Arlington with surface parking for 250 cars on 
the other prominent corner of Lee Street was not transformational. She indicated her support of 
Alternate C as the most appropriate site where the parking is essentially hidden as you come down Elm 
and Lee Streets and where there will be a significant building on another corner.  
 
Ms. Harris felt that a three-story classroom building would not be transformational for the community, 
specifically the Arlington and Warnersville areas. She noted that if Alternate C is selected, students 
utilizing the building would have to walk a further distance to the church’s parking lot.  
 
Jim Westmoreland, Greensboro City Manager, provided details about the lease agreement with the 
church. He indicated that the agreement with the church is for 60 parking spaces for a four-year term to 
help with overflow parking by the campus. The agreement between the City and the church will remain 
regardless of where the USC building is located. He also noted that the distance from the church’s lot to 
the USC building is only 200 to 300 feet. The primary use of the church’s lot is to accommodate 
overflow parking from Union Square Campus.  
 
Mike Fox, attorney for South Elm Development Group (SEDG), commented that USC will be the 
catalyst for transformation to start in the community. He indicated that Alternates A and C will work for 
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SEDG although there are advantages and disadvantages to both choices. They feel the main corner 
does need a signature building so having the catalyst building at one of the other corners works. There 
are also a lot of advantages to Alternate C from a development perspective. If Alternate C is selected 
there will be a much larger piece of land to market and develop including the prime corner. He felt that 
selecting Alternate C will make it easier to sell out the rest of the development.  
 
Mr. Gravely noted that many issues, particularly cost and timetable, are still unresolved and he 
expressed concern in selecting Alternate C. 
 
Mr. Gravely moved to recommend to City Council that the site remain as previously approved on 
Arlington and Lee Streets, seconded by Ms. Harris. The Commission voted 2-2 and the motion failed. 
(Ayes:  Gravely, Harris. Nays:  Chaney, McQueary) 
 
Counsel Blackwood explained options available to the Commission in making a motion that will go 
before City Council. He said that several alternates can be selected to go to City Council. In addition, 
approvals can be prioritized. If Alternate C is chosen, it will need to be specified that an option parcel 
must be designated prior to closing. The vote can also be delayed until another meeting.  
 
Although he favored Alternate C, Mr. McQueary suggested that all three alternates be submitted to City 
Council to move this matter forward. He recognized that USC’s schedule is a driving force and delaying 
a firm recommendation to City Council could result in concerns and uncertainty among USC financial 
supporters.  
 
Mr. Gravely and Ms. Harris reiterated their concerns that too many uncertainties exist with Alternate C 
whereas Alternate A has already been voted on and accepted. 
 
Members discussed the possibility of continuing this meeting to another Special Meeting so that 
unanswered questions could be addressed.  
 
Mr. McQueary moved to submit Alternates C and A to City Council, seconded by Chair Chaney. The 
Commission voted 2-2 and the motion failed. (Ayes:  Chaney, McQueary. Nays:  Gravely, Harris.) 
 
Eric Robert, 816 South Elm, pointed out to Commissioners that this dialogue has been going on for 
some time and the only thing that is really tangible on the site is the Union Square Campus. He felt the 
Commission should give USCI what they want to move this process forward. Mr. Robert felt that there 
was a more creative way for parking to be included on the inside of the parcel and still achieve a grand 
entrance with the great buildings.  
 
Zach Matheny, Greensboro City Councilman, stated his support for Alternate C. He felt Building 1 
should be located on the east side of Elm Street and Lee Street and would never have approved it 
being moved to Arlington Street. Regardless of what has happened in the past, he was fully supportive 
of Alternative C as long as it doesn’t delay anything related to progress at Union Square. Alternate C 
would put the parking against the railroad and hidden behind the building. The entire block would be 
available for future development. Councilman Matheny’s preference in terms of priorities was Alternate 
C, Alternate B, and then Alternate A.  
 
Sidney Gray spoke from the audience and asked the Commission to have the architect consider 
landscaping and widening the north side of Lee Street as the sidewalk is not wide enough. In addition, 
the goal is to have a large number of pedestrians crossing from the north side of Lee Street to the south 
side and an adequate median will be necessary.  
 
Sharon Hightower, Greensboro City Councilwoman, stated that having the building on the corner of 
Arlington Street and Lee Street says that the City wants to move forward to the east to help the 



 6 

community begin to see economic revitalization in the area. She expressed support for Alternate A. In 
addition, the church is relying on the project being on the corner of Arlington and Lee Streets as the 
lease is part of their financing piece to secure their loan with the bank to help with their own project. 
The community is excited to see the project go forward. She asked the Commission to seriously 
consider selecting Alternative A to move toward what needs to happen in east Greensboro. 
 
Jamal Fox, Greensboro City Councilman, noted advantages of Alternatives A and C and recommended 
that the Commission select both of these alternatives so that the City Council can make a 
determination. He commented that this development can unify and bring the community together. 
Councilman Fox indicated after listening to the dialogue at this meeting, his preference is for Alternate 
C. 
 
Ms. Harris stated her opinion that Alternatives B and C at Elm Street would represent more marketable 
parcels than Arlington Street as they are closer to downtown activity. She reiterated her support for 
selecting Alternative A.  
 
David Black, Chairman of the Building Committee for New Zion Missionary Baptist Church, pointed out 
that the church will be pleased regardless of the location but Alternate A is his preference for the 
building. He noted concerns of staying on schedule along with the amount of additional money that will 
be required to move the project from Alternate A to Alternate C. 
 
Members discussed continuing this Special Meeting so that information about additional expenses 
incurred with Alternate C can be made available.  
 
Chair Chaney moved to adjourn the meeting until Thursday, January 8, 2015 at 5:00 p.m. in the Plaza 
Conference Room of the Melvin Municipal Building. The Commission voted unanimously by 
acclamation in favor of the motion. 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
There being no further business before the Group, the meeting adjourned at 7:00 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Sue Schwartz 
Planning and Community Development, Director 
SS:sm/jd 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE  
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

OF GREENSBORO 
SPECIAL MEETING 
 JANUARY 8, 2015 

The special meeting of the Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro (RCG) was held on Monday, 
January 8, 2015 in the Plaza Level Conference Room of the Melvin Municipal Office Building, 
commencing at 5:00 p.m. The following members were present:  Chair Dawn Chaney, Charles 
McQueary, Angela Harris, Robert Enochs, and Clinton Gravely. Staff present included Dyan Arkin and 
Hanna Cockburn, Planning Department; Sue Schwartz, Director, Planning Department; Tom 
Carruthers, City Attorney; Terri Jones, City Attorney’s Office; and Jim Westmoreland, City Manager. 
Also present was Jim Blackwood, Attorney for the Commission; Councilwoman Nancy Hoffmann, 
liaison; Councilman Zack Matheny; Councilman Jamal Fox; Councilwoman Sharon Hightower; and 
Mayor Nancy Vaughan. 

Ms. Arkin stated that the first item before the Commission is the consideration of amendments to the 
approved Sale and Development Agreement for the Alternate A location for the Union Square Campus 
(USC) Building 1. The second item is the consideration of a proposed amendment to the Master 
Development Agreement with the South Elm Development Group (SEDG). The third item is the 
consideration of Sale and Development Agreements for alternate locations for the Union Square 
Campus Building 1.  

1) South Elm Street Redevelopment Area – Consideration of Amendments to Approved Sale
and Development Agreement

The first item before the Commission is amending the previously approved Sale and Development 
Agreement which is now called Alternate A, located at the corner of Lee and Arlington Streets. This is a 
technical amendment necessary to reflect the square footage of the building as designed and to identify 
the preferred land option. Amendments are as follows:  (1) reduction of the minimum building size from 
85,000 to 83,000 square feet based on the final design of the building; and (2) reduction of the number 
of land options from 3 to 1 located on the southeast corner of Lee and Elm Streets contiguous to the 
Building 1 location. 

Counsel Blackwood noted a correction on the area of the property from one acre to 1.1 acres. 

Mr. McQueary moved to accept the proposed amendments as presented, seconded by Mr. Gravely. 
The Commission voted unanimously 5-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Chaney, McQueary, Gravely, 
Enochs, Harris. Nays:  None.) 

2) South Elm Street Redevelopment Area – Consideration of Proposed Amendment to Master
Developer Agreement with the South Elm Development Group

The Commission is being asked to consider and approve the amendment to the Master Development 
Agreement (MDA). The proposed amendment impacts only one section of the MDA which is the section 
related to the compensation of the Master Developer. The developer will purchase the land for a fixed 
amount per acre from the Redevelopment Commission and then will sell it to a component developer. 
Their compensation is the differential between the two numbers. The basic strategy in the agreement 
remains the same; however, if something comes up in the future that is different from what is in the 
MDA or that does not fit with the MDA then there will be a conversation. This is a one-time change that 
only impacts this one situation. The developer will release the option on the land to USC and in return, 
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the Redevelopment Commission will give the developer credit for the value of the land which can then 
be redeemed at future sales of parcels. If the next component is sold at a certain amount, then SEDG 
can come to the Commission and ask to redeem their credit. They would then either pay a reduced 
amount of possibly nothing for that parcel depending on the numbers and their request at the time. The 
value per acre that is being projected to the compensation for the credit for the developer is 
$428,694.00. 
 
Counsel Blackwood confirmed for Chair Chaney that the credit will only go to SEDG. He noted that 
SEDG has an option on all the properties and this amendment only applies to the total potential of two 
acres that might be conveyed to Union Square Campus, Inc. (USCI). 
 
Mr. Gravely moved approval of the proposed amendment as presented, seconded by Mr. McQueary. 
The Commission voted unanimously 5-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Chaney, McQueary, Gravely, 
Enochs, Harris. Nays:  None.) 
 
3) South Elm Street Redevelopment Area – Consideration of Sale and Development 

Agreements for Alternate Locations for Union Square Campus Building 1  
 
The third item for consideration is the Sale and Development Agreements for Alternate B and Alternate 
C for the USC building. Ms. Arkin explained that each alternate consists of two parcels, a parcel 
identified for the construction of the first building and a parcel identified as a location for a land option to 
be exercised in the future for construction of a second building. The Commission is being asked to 
consider and take action on which of the three alternates to move forward for City Council consideration 
at their January 20, 2015 meeting. If the Commission does not take any further action the approved 
Sale/Development Agreement for the parcel at the corner of Lee Street and Arlington Street will be the 
only alternate considered by Council. City Council cannot change the decision made by the 
Commission, they can only vote it up or down. The Commission can choose to move only one or all 
three alternates forward for Council consideration or they can choose to move any combination of two 
of the three alternates. The alternates can also be prioritized to recommend a preference to City 
Council and comments can be included for Council’s consideration. 
 
Ed Kitchen, USCI Board member, reviewed history surrounding the creation of the Union Square 
Campus. He indicated that 8.6 million dollars outside of City resources has been raised for this project. 
There is a tight budget situation for UNC-G, A&T University, Cone Health, and GTCC who have entered 
into leases in the building. The intention has always been to have a campus-type atmosphere. There is 
not a specific proposal for a second building but the reason for their request for the option was to keep 
some land open for a future building.  
 
Mr. Kitchen indicated that the desire of USCI was to front on Lee Street and what is being called 
Alternate B was initially researched. Alternate A was considered because of funding issues. The design 
and site analysis process for both of these sites has moved forward. Alternate C was presented earlier 
in the week. In the absence of any other consideration, he felt Alternate C could be a viable site but 
moving forward on site C at this point would cause a delay in the opening of the first building. Additional 
funding would also be required to move forward with Alternate C in terms of soil and foundation 
analysis and building redesign. He stated that USCI is fine with either sites A or B but they are 
concerned with the cost and time associated with site C.  In addition, he expressed concern that 
momentum might be lost with current and future funders of the project if there is a delay. 
 
Mr. Gravely stated that the Commission initially wanted some retail on Elm Street and there were mixed 
use facilities designed for Elm Street. When it was discussed to have just classrooms, the site went to 
Alternate A to maintain retail.   
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Chair Chaney clarified that she had a discussion with Councilman Matheny regarding the differences 
between Alternates A and B and she initiated conversations about Alternate C. Her rationale for 
Alternate C is that this is an opportunity to put the beginning of USC on a parcel of land that would have 
parking and room to expand. This would give the total picture of Alternates A and B all the way to the 
south end open for a total development that would be used for retail, office, housing in a way that would 
bring the neighborhood together. She felt this scenario would be more likely to bring the neighborhood 
together versus a campus facility on a corner that will be used strictly for the students enrolled in one of 
the institutions.  
 
Mr. Enochs commented that the proposed USC building is the only tangible building that has been 
brought to the Commission. No developers of apartments or multi-use components have been 
presented. He questioned where the building should be built to help bring other development.  
 
Mr. Gravely noted the additional funding required making changes in the site location. In addition, City 
Council has entered into a lease agreement for parking with New Zion Baptist Church for USC for 
parking assuming the site was located on Alternate A.             
 
Ms. Arkin gave a PowerPoint presentation showing the project location along with a representation of 
the building that will be constructed on any of the sites. The building is three stories, 83,000 square 
feet, and is essentially a single-use building. It meets the minimum design requirements for the project 
but it is not the same building initially envisioned for placement at the corner of Lee and Elm Streets. 
The original building was four stories, 100,000 square feet including ground floor retail uses, and was 
designed specifically for that corner.  
 
Mr. Kitchen noted that USCI is working on a dual track for sites A and B. He said they can handle the 
design they have in place now for either site. The building can be flipped to accommodate either site at 
Alternate A or Alternate B. He reiterated concerns with meeting the schedule and costs associated with 
Alternate C. 
 
Ken Mayer, architect for the project, stated that a 300-seat auditorium will be built with the first building 
but will be positioned so that it can work with a second building. He described the design of the 
auditorium and its link to future parking sources so that the large number of people coming and going 
can be better managed.  
 
Eric Robert, 816 South Elm Street, stated that this project will be very beneficial for the neighborhood 
and at this point, it is about facilitating what USC wants to do.  
 
Ms. Arkin described the three alternate sites in the presentation. Alternate A is the initial site, Alternate 
B is the east block on the corner of Elm and Lee Streets, and Alternate C is the most recent site on the 
west block of the corner of Elm and Lee Streets. 
 
The Sale and Development Agreement for Alternate A has already been approved. Alternate B is 
identical to Alternate A except it is a mirror image. The building would be on 1.1 acres and the land 
option would be 0.9 acres. It is identical to Alternate A except the two parcels are reversed and Building 
1 would be built on the corner of Lee and South Elm Streets. Alternate C is located on the western 
block of Elm and Lee Street. There is less information on this site and the option parcel has not been 
determined. The option on all three sites is five years.  
 
Bob Chapman, SEDG, 447 Arlington Street, commented that the Union Square Campus will act as a 
catalyst for development in the area and create credibility for the site. When asked which site provided 
better options for development, Mr. Chapman stated his support for Alternate A because the project 
should not be started on the most valuable lot with less than the highest and best use on the lot. His 
experience shows that you typically build toward your value. He was also supportive of Alternate C if 
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the option parcel was on the same side. This alternate would have a good boundary with the railroad 
and it has growth potential immediately adjacent on other properties owned by the Commission. 
 
Responding to a question from Mr. Enochs, Mr. Chapman stated that he has had conversations with 
three different hotel groups and two apartment groups. He stated that SEDG is neutral between 
Alternates A and C.  
 
Jamal Fox, Greensboro City Councilman, stated that numerous discussions have occurred since the 
last RCG meeting. He noted that everything is already lined up with Alternate A and he urged the 
Commission to move forward with Alternate A so that construction can begin. 
 
Zach Matheny, Greensboro City Councilman, stated his support for Alternate B and agreed with Mr. 
Kitchen that the project should not be delayed. Referring to a list of points in support of Alternate B, as 
distributed to members, he felt there should not be a building that the neighborhood wouldn’t use and 
that would block the neighborhood from reaching downtown. The key thing is to do the project as best 
as possible. The relationship between the City and New Zion Missionary Baptist Church has nothing to 
do with this decision. There is a written contract that insures the church will be paid for the lease. 
Alternate B will create a better neighborhood site where students can commune and it brings the 
neighborhood downtown. He urged members to move forward with Alternate B noting that it will not 
delay the progress of the project. 
 
Sharon Hightower, Greensboro City Councilwoman, was supportive of Alternate A. The plan has 
already been approved, the community is in support of this location, it is a development that will help 
enhance the area, and it can tie the community together. Careful consideration has already been put 
into Alternate A and choosing Alternate A will say to the community and investors that the City is 
committed to the project and to moving forward.  
 
Mr. McQueary felt there should be a prioritized listing of the locations. He would not support Alternate C 
if the determination was made it would impact the schedule because meeting the schedule is the most 
important thing. If cost and timing were not an issue, he would choose Alternate C for the first building. . 
He would support A, B, or C as long as it could be assured that the schedule could be met with either 
one of them. The Commission should send the available alternatives to City Council to choose from so 
that if there is a split vote, an option can be available so the project is not held up. 
 
Mr. Gravely reiterated his support of Alternate A as it has already been vetted and will not cause a 
delay in the schedule. 
 
Mr. Enochs agreed that the biggest concern with Alternate C is that it has not been researched and 
may cause a delay in the opening of the campus. He was supportive of Alternates A and B.  
 
Mr. Enoch moved to add Alternate B to the recommendation to City Council, seconded by Mr. 
McQueary. The Commission voted 3-2 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Chaney, McQueary, Enochs. 
Nays:  Gravely, Harris.) 
 
Mr. McQueary moved to add Alternate C, subject to Mr. Kitchen being able to tell City Council on 
January 20, 2015 the actual cost and that the schedule will not be impacted.   
 
Mr. Kitchen noted a practical problem in recommending Alternate C. As mentioned earlier, additional 
money must be spent in order to make an analysis that will determine the cost.  
 
Counsel Blackwood stated that even if Alternate C was recommended to go to City Council, USCI at 
any time could indicate they do not want to go forward with Alternate C. USCI would obviously not go 
forward with Alternate C if they could not meet the practical issues that have been brought up.  
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During discussion, members agreed that Alternate C has limitations that will not meet time 
expectations.  
 
Mr. McQueary withdrew his motion to add Alternate C. 
 
Mr. Isner spoke to marketing concerns brought up earlier. There have been substantive discussions 
with developers. Productive marketing can begin when an agreement has been reached to choose a 
parcel for Building 1 and boundaries have been defined.  
 
Ms. Schwartz summarized that two options, A and B, have been voted on to move forward to City 
Council.  
 
Mr. Chapman informed members that among other things, retail ground floor units fronting the street 
and a setback for the street for the square are required under the Master Plan for Alternate B. The 
architectural review process would have to start over again because the proposed building does not 
work for the Alternate B location. The preference of SEDG is neutral on either Alternate A or Alternate 
C.  
 
Mr. Gravely moved to recommend Alternate A as the first priority with Alternate B being the second 
priority, seconded by Mr. McQueary. The Commission voted 2-3 against the motion. (Ayes:  Gravely, 
McQueary. Nays:  Chaney, Enochs, Harris.) 
 
Ms. Harris requested a revote on the previous motion.  
 
Mr. Gravely moved to recommend Alternate A as the first priority with Alternate B being the second 
priority, seconded by Mr. McQueary. The Commission voted 3-2 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Gravely, 
McQueary, Harris. Nays:  Chaney, Enochs.) 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
There being no further business before the Group, the meeting adjourned at 7:00 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Sue Schwartz 
Planning and Community Development, Director 
SS:sm/jd 



MINUTES OF THE  
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION  

OF GREENSBORO 
REGULAR MEETING 
FEBRUARY 4, 2015 

 
 

The regular meeting of the Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro (RCG) was held on 
Wednesday, February 4, 2015, in the Plaza Level Conference Room of the Melvin Municipal Office 
Building, commencing at 5:03 p.m. The following members were present:  Chair Dawn Chaney, Robert 
Enochs, Angela Harris, and Clinton Gravely. Staff present included Dyan Arkin, Chancer McLaughlin, 
and Hanna Cockburn. Also present was Jim Blackwood, Attorney for the Commission; Nancy 
Hoffmann, City Council liaison to the Redevelopment Commission; and Sharon Hightower, City 
Councilwoman. 
 
ANNUAL MEETING: 
 
a) Election of Officers for 2015 Calendar Year 

 
Members expressed their preference to postpone the election of Officers until the next regular meeting 
when all of the Commission members will be present. 
 
Mr. Enochs moved to table the nomination of Officers and leave the current slate of Officers in place 
until the next regular meeting when Mr. Gravely and Mr. McQueary can be present, seconded by Ms. 
Harris. The Commission voted 3-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Chaney, Enochs, Harris. Nays:  
None.) 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
 
a) November 5, 2014 Regular Meeting 
 
Mr. Enochs moved approval of the October 1, 2014 regular meeting minutes as written, seconded by 
Ms. Harris. The Commission voted 3-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Chaney, Enochs, Harris. Nays:  
None.) 
 
Mr. Enochs amended his motion and moved approval of the November 5, 2014 regular meeting 
minutes as written, seconded by Ms. Harris. The Commission voted 3-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  
Chaney, Enochs, Harris. Nays:  None.) 
 
b) November 19, 2014 Special Meeting 

 
Ms. Harris moved approval of the November 19, 2014 special meeting minutes as written, seconded by 
Chair Chaney. The Commission voted 3-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Chaney, Enochs, Harris. 
Nays:  None.) 
 
c) January 5, 2015 Special Meeting 
 
Ms. Harris moved approval of the January 5, 2015 special meeting minutes as written, seconded by 
Chair Chaney. The Commission voted 3-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Chaney, Enochs, Harris. 
Nays:  None.) 
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d) January 8, 2015 Special Meeting 
 

Mr. Enochs moved approval of the January 8, 2015 special meeting minutes as written, seconded by 
Ms. Harris. The Commission voted 3-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Chaney, Enochs, Harris. Nays:  
None.) 
 
SOUTH ELM STREET REDEVELOPMENT AREA 
 
a) Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CCRs) 

 
As a condition of the Master Development Agreement between the Commission and the South Elm 
Development Group (SEDG), the developer is required to produce restrictions and covenants, which 
will be placed upon the property prior to the sale of any parcels, for the Commission’s consideration. 
This document provides standards for ongoing building improvements and for ownership and 
maintenance of common areas. Staff has produced a draft version of the CCRs for consideration by the 
Commission. Union Square Campus, Inc. (USCI) is on a fast track to open in time for the fall 2016 
academic year. Even though there has been a short window of time to review the document, staff is 
requesting the Commission to approve the document at this evening’s meeting. A special meeting can 
be scheduled later in the month if Commissioners require more time to review the document so as to 
not jeopardize USCI’s schedule.  
 
Bob Isner, 1070 Willowick Drive, presented a summary of the covenants, conditions, and restrictions.  
He stated that during the development period, SEDG will appoint a Board of Directors and upon 
completion of the development, property owners will elect the Board with voting based on an allocated 
interest formula in which each property owner receives one vote for each 2,000 feet of constructed net 
square footage on the property. The Assembly will own and maintain public common areas known as 
the Commons. Costs are covered by assessments that are shared proportionately by the property 
owners. The Assembly select will an Architectural Review Board that is applied to for plan approval in 
order to insure the Union Square Design Guidelines and Green Standards are implemented. There are 
some restrictions in the CCRs as well but upon advice of Counsel these have been very limited in order 
not to negatively affect the ability of sub-developers to obtain mortgage financing for their projects. Most 
restrictions will be limited to the design review process and existing City of Greensboro zoning 
ordinances. The CCRs also provide for the creation of the Merchants Council that will be formed as a 
coordinated body for Union Square merchants. Mr. Isner felt that the document had been thoroughly 
vetted and was ready for adoption by the Commission.  
 
Mr. Enoch said it was not his intention to slow down the process but he was hesitant to approve the 
document before members had the opportunity to read it thoroughly.  
 
Counsel Blackwood indicated that although the document was complete in essence, there was one 
major change to be made in the document. The change has to do with restrictions on use and provisos 
on what will not be allowed in Union Square such as bars, billiard halls, etc. There are also some 
technical changes that still need to be made dealing with who owns the property. Corrections need to 
be made taking into account that the Commission owns all of the almost seven acres and what parts of 
the site would be subject to this declaration over time. In addition, a part of Article 7.2 needs to be 
removed. The item to be removed has to do with giving majority owners the right to purchase property 
that is either subject to casualty or other losses. The Commission received a draft that has been 
worked on numerous times; however, it is not the final draft. The final draft will be ready next week.  
 
Mr. Gravely joined the meeting at 5:17 p.m.  
 
Ms. Harris felt that the Commission should wait until the final draft is received to approve the document.  
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Chair Chaney asked if the restrictions that are being placed on the use of the facility will be part of the 
deed. Counsel Blackwood stated that the deed to USCI has been drafted and he envisioned that any 
subsequent deeds will state that the use is subject to restrictions contained in the CCR’s. The CCR’s 
would not be in each individual deed.  
 
Mr. Enochs stated his preference to review the final draft before voting on the document.  
 
Ms. Arkin and members discussed the timing of a special meeting to approve the document prior to 
USCI’s Board meeting on February 17, 2015. Staff will email a final copy of the document to members 
for their review prior to the special meeting.  
 
The Commission voted by acclamation that a special meeting will be held on Thursday, February 12, 
2015 at 5:00 p.m. to consider approval of the CCR’s.  
 
b) Union Square Campus Site Plans and Elevations 
 
Ms. Arkin stated that the Commission and City Council have approved conveyance of approximately 
1.1 acres to USCI for development of an 83,000 square foot facility for a health education building 
partnership between UNC-Greensboro, NC A&T University, Cone Health, and GTCC and the 
agreement has been executed. The terms of the agreement include the Commission’s approval of 
plans and specifications for all improvements to the site including buildings, paving, parking, and 
landscaping. Prior to the start of construction, USCI must provide evidence of their ability to complete 
improvements. Once funding and financing is in place, staff will bring back a breakdown of sources to 
the Commission. Because this project is on a fast track, staff has asked USCI to present their site and 
building design for the Commission’s consideration rather than waiting until after the closing so they 
can continue to move forward toward technical approval by the City. Parking will be provided by the 
City and those plans will be brought before the Commission at a later date. Landscaping is the 
responsibility of USCI but because of the dense nature of the site; it is being closely tied in with the 
streetscape design being done by the City. These plans will be brought before the Commission in the 
future.  
 
Responding to questions, Counsel Blackwood explained that the parking is off of the site. The City has 
an obligation to provide up to 250 parking spaces by the time construction is complete. Ms. Arkin said 
that parking is off of the parcel the Commission is conveying to USCI and the majority of it will probably 
be on the project site itself.  
 
Ken Mayer, 328 East Market Street, provided background information on the subject site located on 
Arlington Street. The layout and imagery of the building was the result of an extensive process by 
stakeholders. The drawings have been approved by Seth Harry who is essentially the Design Review 
Committee for the SEDG team. Mr. Mayer gave a PowerPoint presentation describing the site and 
floorplan for the building. The first floor is primarily classroom and meeting space; the second floor 
consists of simulation laboratory spaces and faculty offices; and the third floor will be true state of the 
art simulation space, debriefing rooms, and software control hubs.  
 
Referring to an elevation of the building, Mr. Mayer gave a design overview of the building and 
indicated that the facade will be primarily brick. The building will operate until at least 10:00 pm and will 
be active and brightly lit. There will be an auditorium and also an outdoor gathering space on Lee 
Street.  
 
Mr. Gravely asked for clarification on the location for parking. Mr. Mayer stated that the location is still 
undetermined. City staff and the SEDG team plan to meet tomorrow to look at different options for 
parking around the site. 
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Ms. Arkin stated that the next step in this process is approval of the improvements for the building and 
site plan. Closing and transfer of the property will occur sometime after February 17, 2015 and USCI 
will provide evidence of their ability to complete the improvements. 
 
Ms. Harris moved to approve the improvements, seconded by Mr. Gravely. The Commission voted 4-0 
in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Chaney, Gravely, Enochs, Harris. Nays:  None.) 
 
Chair Chaney informed members that an out of town developer has shown interest in a parcel on South 
Elm Street for a hotel or apartments. Mr. Isner has been in contact with the developer and plans to 
send him a marketing plan package. The developer is planning to come to Greensboro in two to three 
weeks to look at the property.  
 
Mr. Isner commented that SEDG is very excited about USC coming to the South Elm Street 
redevelopment area. They feel it is the cornerstone for the whole development. The project will help 
promote marketability for the area and the priority is to close on the property and move forward to meet 
the 2016 campus opening deadline. 
 
Mr. Isner gave an overview of the 2014 Annual Report noting private and public expenditures and the 
current amount of money spent to-date. A copy of the Annual Report will be in Commissioner’s March, 
2015 agenda packet. 
 
OLE ASHEBORO REDEVELOPMENT AREA: 
 
a) Family Dollar Contract Extension 
 
Mr. McLaughlin reported that the Zoning Commission decision to approve a Special Use Permit at 601 
and 605 Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive was appealed in October, 2014 to Superior Court and remanded 
back to the Zoning Commission. The request was heard by the Zoning Commission and approved 
again in December, 2014. On February 2, 2015, the case was appealed once again. The Durbin Group 
is requesting an extension of 120 days for the appeal to be heard. The extension would allow the 
contract to be open and valid during the appeal period. 
 
Mr. Gravely moved approval of the requested extension, seconded by Ms. Harris. The Commission 
voted 4-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Chaney, Gravely, Enochs, Harris. Nays:  None.) 
 
STAFF UPDATES: 
 
a) Phillips Lombardy Redevelopment Area 
 
Mr. McLaughlin stated that Eastern Development Growth Enterprise (EDGE) requested use of 
Commission-owned property located at 2110 Phillips Avenue for the purpose of a community garden. 
The initial proposal identified the Phillips Lombardy redevelopment area as a food dessert with a need 
to supply quality goods and services to surrounding residents. EDGE proposed to enter into a lease 
agreement with the Commission for the use of a three-acre portion of the site for a period of five years 
for the development of the project. Funding for the project was to be provided in conjunction with 
NCA&T University through a grant from the US Department of Agriculture. The Redevelopment 
Commission provided a Letter of Intent to enter into a lease agreement once the funding was secured 
by NCA&T University. Between 2011 and 2013 staff worked with EDGE on various aspects of the 
development including sketch plan review of the site with the Technical Review Committee (TRC). A 
survey was undertaken to outline the leasehold area. After presenting the secured funding with NCA&T 
University, the Commission formally approved the execution of a lease with EDGE on July 10, 2013 for 
a period of five years at an annual rate of $1.00. On September 20, 2013, City staff committed $9,072 
in funding for assistance to insure water availability for the site. Due to the nature of the proposal, City 
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staff had to create the Urban Farm Land Use in the Land Development Ordinance regulations for the 
City of Greensboro. The text amendment was approved by City Council in December, 2013. In January, 
2014 City staff facilitated another sketch plan review with the Technical Review Committee in 
preparation for full TRC submittal. The lease agreement between the Commission and EDGE was 
formally executed on February 1, 2014 and the Greensboro Zoning Commission approved the 
necessary Special Use Permit for the urban farm on February 10, 2014. The urban farm was granted 
full TRC approval on May 28, 2014; however, there has been no activity on the project in respect to the 
start of construction. Staff received notice of code violations regarding maintenance of the property in 
June and October of 2014. In November, 2014, staff was notified by NCA&T that they were officially 
terminating their involvement with EDGE on the proposed development. Staff notified the Commission 
at the November, 2014 meeting and communicated with EDGE regarding the proposed urban farm. 
Pursuant to the lease, EDGE was required to give notice to the Commission should use of the property 
as a commercial garden cease. Under these conditions, the Commission has the right to terminate the 
lease upon the expiration of 30 days from notification by EDGE. In addition, the lease requires EDGE to 
obtain casualty insurance as to any damage or loss occurring and shall obtain liability insurance to 
which the Commission shall remain insured. City staff officially served EDGE on February 2, 2015 with 
a Notice of Default with respect to the execution of liability insurance and proof of continued operations 
toward the proposed commercial garden with a schedule of start and completion dates of construction. 
Staff is requesting the Commission to consider options with respect to the current status of the project.  
 
Jeffrey Jones, Attorney with the firm of Gray and Johnson, was present on behalf of EDGE. He stated 
his opinion that there was erroneous information in the Notice of Default. He plans to prepare the 
appropriate response to the Commission and communicate their position regarding the notice. He 
noted that there is an ongoing effort by EDGE to develop this property. NCA&T did obtain a grant from 
the federal government to fund the building portion of the project. When EDGE was negotiating with 
NCA&T and asked for disclosure as to the amount of funding that had been extended, negotiations 
were suddenly brought to a halt. At this point in time, EDGE is reaching out to NCA&T to see if there is 
any way talks can begin again in order for them to live up to their responsibility to provide funding.  
 
Responding to questions concerning other options, Mr. Jones indicated that EDGE could reach out to 
other research universities in addition to seeking private funding for the project. He reiterated that they 
feel EDGE is not in default and an appropriate response to the City will be made in a timely fashion. 
 
Mr. Enochs stated his support for this project and urged EDGE to find a solution. Although concerned 
about the insurance issue, he was eager to find a way to get the project done.  
 
Gayland Oliver, 4214 Lord Jeff Drive, is the Executive Director of EDGE. He was under the impression 
the insurance needed to be activated when there was actually something on the ground. He had been 
paying for lawn maintenance until his funding ran out. He explained events leading up to his inquiry 
about how the funds were going to be appropriated. Their negotiations broke down during his 
discussion with NCA&T over the allocation of funding. Mr. Oliver asked the Commission for additional 
time to consider options in case negotiations do not resume with A&T. He said that insurance for the 
property amounted to $170.00 per year which was a doable amount.  
 
Counsel Blackwood noted the Commission’s support for the project and pointed out that there are no 
time structures within the lease agreement. He felt that it might be better for EDGE to work through 
possible time frames to put things in place as opposed to terminating the lease with a right of first 
refusal because they may have to go back through certain processes and re-applications. The 
Commission is interested in trying to assist EDGE and determine if the project can happen. 
 
Chair Chaney asked Mr. Oliver if he could give the Commission a time frame that would allow him to 
recover funds from A&T or secure funding from other sources. Mr. Oliver stated that identifying a 
timeline was difficult because they would be working within the grant process. They are currently 
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putting a team together for grant writing. Mr. Oliver pointed out that he was not being paid for his 
involvement in this project. He is donating his time for this much needed project out of love for his 
community.  
 
Mr. Jones identified a personal issue relating to the health of Mr. Oliver’s mother that has taken away 
his effort and ability to get the project back on course. He assured the Commission that they are 
working actively to remedy the situation with A&T and are coming up with alternative plans for 
financing. In addition, they are looking at alternative methods of working with another higher education 
institution in North Carolina. There are no definite time frames in the lease and EDGE has not given 
notice to cease its operation. Circumstances have occurred that have temporarily caused Mr. Oliver to 
not be able to do certain things but he has not ceased operations and he has not given notice to the 
City. Mr. Jones reiterated that he will communicate with the City so that the lease terms and obligations 
can be discussed. They are here in an effort to keep the lease in place and request additional time to 
resolve issues.  
 
Counsel Blackwood pointed out that the tenant, EDGE, is under an affirmative obligation to use and 
maintain the property. The Commission has indicated they want EDGE to use the property and have 
additional time to resolve the issues. He was concerned that there should be some type of reporting 
and scheduling time frame moving forward and also handling the issues that may come up about 
maintaining the property while it is sitting vacant.  
 
Ms. Harris asked if Mr. Oliver could return to the Commission in six months for an update on progress 
being made with NCA&T or other options with a different grant. Mr. Jones stated they were amendable 
to return in six months to update the Commission. Members reiterated their support for the project. 
 
Counsel Blackwood stated that the Commission would like to suggest an amendment to the lease. 
Since Mr. Oliver is not currently able to take over maintaining and using the property, he asked Mr. 
Oliver to agree to report back to the Commission anytime within six months regarding his progress and 
in the meantime, the Commission will take back over the obligations about maintaining the property just 
like the lease was not there.  
 
Mr. Gravely moved to amend the lease to accommodate the City taking back over the maintenance and 
the tenant will report anytime within six months about when he is ready to take over actual use of the 
property, seconded by Mr. Enochs. The Commission voted 4-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Chaney, 
Gravely, Enochs, Harris. Nays:  None.) 
 
ADDITIONAL BUSINESS: 
 
The Commission had previously asked for staff to arrange a visit to the Tiger Leather location to view 
work done under the South Elm Corridor Redevelopment Grant. Tiger Leather is amendable to the visit 
at the convenience of the Commission. In addition, Ms. Arkin has spoken with Eric Robert, the other 
recipient of the South Elm Corridor Redevelopment Grant for the Mill. He has received partial payment 
for work done under the Grant and an additional $6,029 could still be paid out to him. The majority of 
the work has been done and the only item that remains is a door which has come in twice incorrectly 
and is on order for the third time. Mr. Robert anticipates having the door installed within the next week 
or two. Ms. Arkin suggested that the Mill space and Tiger Leather be visited at the same time once the 
weather warms up. The Commission plans to finalize plans for the visit at the next meeting after all 
improvements have been completed.  
 
Ms. Cockburn updated the Commission on work that is being done in Willow Oaks. The contract with 
the National Development Council to conduct research about the retail and residential market in that 
area has been completed. They have provided direction regarding the best way to create interest in the 
commercial component. Staff is exploring their recommendations in conjunction with neighbors in 
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Willow Oaks and the Greensboro Housing Authority. More concrete information will be brought back to 
the Commission in several months. A full update has been given to the Greensboro Housing 
Development Partnership (GHDP) regarding the work. 
 
Ms. Cockburn stated that there is interest by GHDP to pursue the transfer of a portion of the property at 
A-4 fronting on Person Street to GHDP in order to include it in an RFP (Request for Proposals) for the 
parcel that is referred to as A-2 which is across the street from the New Zion parcel. Adding additional 
land to the request would make the RFP more interesting and competitive. Staff also plans to ask the 
City to transfer the rear portion of the Nettie Coad lot to GHDP so that all that land can be dealt with 
together. She felt that the timing was good to transfer the land to GHDP for the purpose of developing 
multifamily housing opportunities in that area. She stated that the land transfer will be an agenda item 
for the Commission’s future consideration. 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
There being no further business before the Group, the meeting adjourned at 6:46 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Sue Schwartz 
Planning Director 
SS: sm/jd 



MINUTES OF THE  
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION  

OF GREENSBORO 
SPECIAL MEETING 

 FEBRUARY 12, 2015 
 

The special meeting of the Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro (RCG) was held on Thursday, 
February 12, 2015 in the Third-Floor Planning Conference Room of the Melvin Municipal Office Building, 
commencing at 5:00 p.m. The following members were present:  Dawn Chaney, Chair;  
Robert Enochs; Angela Harris; and Clinton Gravely. Staff present included Dyan Arkin and Hanna Cockburn, 
Planning Department; Terri Jones, City Attorney’s Office; and Jim Blackwood, Attorney for the Commission. 
  
CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF THE UNION SQUARE AT SOUTH ELM COVENANTS, CONDITIONS 
AND RESTRICTIONS FOR THE SOUTH ELM STREET REDEVELOPMENT AREA: 
Chair Chaney informed members that she received an email from Mr. McQueary who stated that he was in 
favor of the document being considered if it was correct based on the Commission’s attorney. 
 
Counsel Blackwood stated that the document being considered involves property initially subjected to the 
declaration, the Union Square Campus, Inc. (USCI) property. The whole redevelopment area can be added to 
the declaration. The owners are agreeing that upon taking title of the property, they will be subject to the 
covenants, conditions, and restrictions contained in the declaration. Among other things, the document creates 
utility easements, common roads, and the transfer of common areas to the Assembly who will be administering 
all of this over a long period of time with the declarant, SEDG (South Elm Development Group). The 
Redevelopment Commission will be the contingent declarant involved primarily in the developmental process. 
In addition, provisions are contained in the document relative to the administration of the Assembly and making 
assessments as necessary. 
 
Counsel Blackwood reviewed the ongoing design review process with USCI and the process that is set up for 
modifications in the future. The document specifies certain types of businesses that will not be allowed in the 
development along with a process for dealing with disputes and enforcements. In addition, there is a provision 
regarding the setup of a Merchants Council to promote the community. The last section of the document deals 
with miscellaneous items including a provision for amending the document if it becomes necessary in the 
future. 
 
Chair Chaney stated that it was her understanding that Union Square would be an educational use as it relates 
to classrooms, etc. She asked for clarification regarding residential use within Union Square.  
 
Ms. Arkin explained that Union Square is the whole project while Union Square Campus is the educational 
component. Counsel Blackwood stated that the uses for Union Square are in the contract. The residential uses 
mentioned in the document will be in a different parcel.  
 
Mr. Enochs moved approval of the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions for Union Square, 
final copy, as presented by staff; seconded by Mr. Gravely. The Commission voted unanimously 4-0 in favor of 
the motion. (Ayes:  Chaney, Enochs, Gravely, Harris. Nays:  None.) 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
There being no further business before the Group, the meeting adjourned at 5:13 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Sue Schwartz, Planning Director 
 
SS:sm/jd 



MINUTES OF THE  
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION  

OF GREENSBORO 
REGULAR MEETING 

MARCH 4, 2015 
 
 

The regular meeting of the Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro (RCG) was held on 
Wednesday, March 4, 2015, in the Plaza Level Conference Room of the Melvin Municipal Office 
Building, commencing at 5:01 p.m. The following members were present:  Chair Dawn Chaney, Robert 
Enochs, Angela Harris, and Charles McQueary. Staff present included Dyan Arkin, Hanna Cockburn, 
and Dana Clukey. Also present was Jim Blackwood, Attorney for the Commission; Nancy Hoffmann, 
City Council liaison to the Redevelopment Commission; and Terri Jones, City Attorney’s Office. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
 
a) February 4, 2015 Regular Meeting 
 
Mr. Enochs moved approval of the February 4, 2015 regular meeting minutes as written, seconded by 
Mr. McQueary. The Commission voted 3-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Chaney, Enochs, McQueary. 
Nays:  None.) 
 
Ms. Harris joined the meeting at 5:02 p.m. 
 
b) February 11, 2015 Special Meeting 

 
Mr. Enochs moved approval of the February 11, 2015 special meeting minutes as written, seconded by 
Mr. McQueary. The Commission voted 4-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Chaney, Enochs, McQueary, 
Harris. Nays:  None.) 
 
ANNUAL MEETING: 
 
a) Election of Officers for 2015 Calendar Year 

 
Chair Chaney moved to recommend Mr. Enochs as Chairman of the Redevelopment Commission of 
Greensboro, seconded by Ms. Harris. The Commission voted unanimously by acclamation in favor of 
the motion.  
 
Chairman Enochs moved to nominate Mr. Gravely as Vice-Chairman of the Redevelopment 
Commission of Greensboro, seconded by Mr. McQueary. The Commission voted unanimously 4-0 in 
favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Enochs, Chaney, McQueary, Harris. Nays:  None.) 
 
Following discussion, Mr. McQueary moved that the slate of remaining officers stay in their current 
positions, as follows:  Secretary - Sue Schwartz; and Assistant Secretaries – Dyan Arkin, Chancer 
McLaughlin, and Hanna Cockburn; seconded by Ms. Harris. The Commission voted unanimously 4-0 in 
favor of the motion. 
 
Chairman Enochs noted that the Commission will continue to operate without a Treasurer or Assistant 
Treasurer as they have been doing previously. 
 
CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF FINANCING AND FUNDING PROGRAM FOR UNION 
SQUARE CAMPUS BUILDING #1: 
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Staff is requesting approval of the financing and funding that will allow the project to be carried out 
under the Sale Agreement. This item is required by the Sale Development Agreement and also under 
the Master Development Agreement for any component developer. 
 
John Merrill, 7406 Summerwind Court, Summerfield, North Carolina, was present on behalf of Union 
Square Campus, Inc. (USCI). He gave a presentation updating members on USCI’s schedule, budget, 
and development funding already in place to finance the project. Staff has verified that the items in the 
presentation are accurate and in place.  
 
Mr. Merrill expects the land to close in early March with a targeted ground breaking on April 7, 2015. 
The construction drawings have been completed and are ready to go out to bid. The guaranteed 
maximum price for the project will be developed and finalized about a month after the bids come in. He 
hopes to close with the bank in mid-April and begin construction around April 14, 2015. They are still 
planning for an early occupancy date of July 11, 2016 to insure the building will be ready for the fall 
semester. 
 
Mr. Merrill gave an overview of the Union Square Campus (USC) budget. Based on the last pricing 
exercise, he explained that the overall construction cost of the project is $24.8 million. Upfront funding 
in the amount of $8.6 million has been generated from various foundations and the State of North 
Carolina. When these numbers are applied to the project, the Wells Fargo Bank mortgage amount will 
be approximately $16.2 million.  
 
Responding to a question from Councilwoman Hoffmann, Mr. Merrill explained that USCI is asking the 
North Carolina Legislature for an additional $2 million to cover items in a separate budget such as 
software and high tech mannequins in the simulation labs. Additionally, there are some costs normally 
associated with a new building that are not included in the budget such as the land conveyance from 
the City at no cost, the parking which will also be funded by the City, and the streetscape. Therefore, 
there are funds over and above the estimated $25 million that come into play.  
 
Mr. Merrill stated that the building will be LEED certified at some level. Their goal is to achieve LEED 
Silver at minimum with LEED Gold as a possibility within the existing budget.  
 
Mr. Merrill provided details of the Carolina Bank bridge loan to cover the period between the opening of 
the building and the receipt of the upfront funding. He clarified that the Universities will begin paying 
rent on August 1, 2015 following the July occupancy date.  
 
Staff is requesting that the Commission approve the financing and funding strategy and methodology 
as presented for Building 1 of the Union Square Campus. 
 
Ms. Chaney moved to accept the budget plan for the development of Building 1, seconded by Ms. 
Harris. The Commission voted 4-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Enochs, Chaney, Harris, McQueary. 
Nays:  None.) 
 
FRAMING DIRECTION FOR REDEVELOPMENT IN GREENSBORO: 
 
Ms. Arkin stated that members are in receipt of a brief history of redevelopment in the City of 
Greensboro and a summary of Article 22, Urban Redevelopment Law, as it relates to the 
Redevelopment Commission and their task. Staff plans to work with members at the next meeting on a 
set of exercises that will help clarify the Commission’s vision and direction for the future.  
 
Ms. Cockburn and Ms. Clukey gave a presentation to help Commissioners focus on bigger picture 
trends and context that influence their work in redevelopment. They presented data about the City of 
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Greensboro and the areas of redevelopment that they currently work on to help Commissioners 
determine if other areas of work should be explored for the future.  
 
Reviewing context, Ms. Cockburn explained that in addition to trends other things that are important to 
a City should be taken in account such as food security, food deserts, and deep unemployment. She 
felt this was a good time to align with Federal funds becoming available because the Comprehensive 
Plan is being updated. The Commission has a unique role working with the City in helping manage and 
provide context. In addition, the work of the Redevelopment Commission has a primary way of 
addressing things relating to poverty by helping entire communities, not just individual households.  
 
Ms. Cockburn and Ms. Clukey facilitated a group exercise and asked Commissioners to reflect on the 
following questions:  (1) what does the RCG presently do; (2) what is the RCG trying to achieve; and 
(3) what tools are being used. Responses to the questions were written down and collected by staff.  
 
Ms. Cockburn highlighted responses to the questions.  Members referenced their relationship to the 
City Council and what the Commission’s actions do toward revitalizing communities. Several responses 
talked about returning properties to the tax base as an important part of the Commission’s work. Goals 
to achieve included working on issues relating to affordable housing, making Greensboro a better place 
to live, and improving the appearance of the City one lot at a time.  Answers in response to tools being 
utilized included guidance from City Council, making use of data and information, financing, and 
policies and programs. Ms. Cockburn indicated that all of the information from the responses will be 
captured and provided to members for the second phase of the conversation at the next meeting. 
 
During discussion, Ms. Cockburn stated that Greensboro’s Consolidated Plan, which guides the City’s 
federal investments and entitlement monies that come through HUD (Housing and Urban 
Development), and the Comprehensive Plan serve as the two big policy guides. Everything that the 
Commission does fits into one or both of the Plans as far as setting priorities. Priorities are influenced in 
time through community expectations. A draft of the Consolidated Plan update will be brought to the 
Commission in May, 2015.  
 
Chair Enochs commented that the South Elm Street redevelopment project has been the primary focus 
of the Commission for a long time. In addition, Mr. McQueary said that in order to increase the work 
that is done by the Commission there must be a strategic plan for guidance. Staff noted that the 
process they are working through now will result in a long-term strategy that will incorporate projects 
that are important to a well-informed and efficient Commission.   
 
Ms. Chaney commented that the Commission owns many vacant lots and she felt that the Commission 
should work with the City in affordable housing and find a way to get better housing for Greensboro’s 
population.  
 
Ms. Clukey distributed a packet of information and presented data dealing with the theme of poverty 
and how that appears within the context of the City. She reviewed demographics for active 
redevelopment areas relating to city, state, and national figures. Ms. Clukey said that while census 
figures indicate poverty at the national and state levels has decreased or remained the same since 
2011, Greensboro’s poverty level has increased. Staff has created a study to look at the distribution of 
poverty in Greensboro from 2010 to 2013 by census tracts across the City. Referring to information 
contained in the packets, she highlighted changes that have occurred in areas of Greensboro relating 
to poverty. 
 
Staff asked members to review information in the distributed packets before the next meeting and to be 
prepared to discuss the following questions:  (1) what does the data tell you; and (2) how might the 
information impact the Commission’s vision, aspirations, and direction? 
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Members commented that efforts should be focused in places where better long and short-term jobs 
can be created. Not only must there be employment with livable wages, the focus must also be on 
blighted areas. Chair Enochs pointed out that education is key to the issue of poverty and stability is 
key in education. The Commission’s work can help provide families with a place where they can be 
stable. This stability can lead to better education to help people escape the never ending cycle of 
poverty.  
 
As the Commission moves forward in the redevelopment area, Ms. Chaney reiterated that the 
Commission has to work closely with the City in affordable housing because there are a lot of vacant 
boarded-up buildings with great potential. 
 
Responding to a question, Ms. Arkin said that an inventory of properties owned by the Redevelopment 
Commission is listed in the Annual Report. Members indicated an interest in going on a field trip to view 
the properties.  
 
SOUTH ELM STREET REDEVELOPMENT AREA 
 
a) Infrastructure Funding Agreement 

 
Ms. Arkin stated that the next indicated action in the South Elm project is to complete the infrastructure 
work. Completing the infrastructure will create a developable area that will be attractive to developers. 
The design for all the infrastructure pieces has started but is not complete. Infrastructure pieces include 
utility requirements and locations; stormwater, sewer and water lines; streetscape and road 
improvements; and parking. The City has made a commitment to USC to provide 250 parking spaces. 
A task force has been meeting regularly to look at possible locations and how to provide needed 
parking without negative impacts in the rest of the development. Staff plans to bring a proposed parking 
plan to the Commission at their April, 2015 meeting. Phase I of the actual infrastructure construction 
includes the resolution of the storm sewer conflict. Design of this component has been completed and 
is ready to go out to bid. Phase II should begin in late summer and will include streetscape and road 
upgrades for USC Building One. The time frame for Phase III has yet to be determined. It will overlap 
with Phase II and will include the completion of utility work and upgrades and completion of streetscape 
and road upgrades.   
 
The City of Greensboro is intending to execute a Reimbursement Agreement with the USCI entity. 
Since USCI will already be onsite doing construction, it will be efficient to have their construction 
manager at risk manage infrastructure work at the same time so that it can be sequenced and 
coordinated to fit the necessary timeline. The Reimbursement Agreement requires final approval by 
City Council.  
 
Staff is requesting that the Commission authorize the City to execute the Reimbursement Agreement 
with USCI and authorize the Redevelopment Commission Chair to execute documents related to this 
because some of the work will be done on Commission-owned property. 
 
Counsel Blackwood explained that the Commission is not a party to the agreement. The agreement is 
between the City and USCI to have USCI perform removal and relocation of the storm sewer lines and 
also to perform design work for the streetscape and temporary parking. University Square Campus, Inc.  
will receive reimbursement from the City for the work. The design work will be approved by the 
Commission prior to its implementation. The agreement also provides for indemnity rights protecting the 
City and the Commission from any claims arising from the work.  
 
Mr. McQueary moved acceptance of the proposal, seconded by Ms. Harris. The Commission voted 4-0 
in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Enochs, Chaney, McQueary, Harris. Nays:  None.) 
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Counsel Blackwood clarified the motion and said that the City of Greensboro will execute the 
Reimbursement Agreement. The motion reflects the Commission’s approval and request for the City to 
execute the Agreement with USCI as they see fit and the second part of the motion allows for the 
execution of documents relating to this. 
 
Mr. McQueary amended his motion and moved that the Commission approves the second request 
allowing for the execution of documents relating to access of Commission-owned property and also 
recommends approval of the execution of the Reimbursement Agreement, seconded by Ms. Harris. 
The Commission voted 4-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Enochs, Chaney, McQueary, Harris. Nays:  
None.) 
 
b) Development Status and Activities 
 
Ms. Arkin informed members that the developer was not able to attend tonight’s meeting. She 
distributed the developer’s update report on the project. 
 
STAFF UPDATES: 
 
Ms. Arkin updated members on the South Elm Corridor Redevelopment Grant. Work has been 
completed at Eric Robert’s property and the Inspector has signed off on the project. Staff is processing 
the request from QUB Studios for the remaining $6,000 in grant funding.  
 
Members plan to visit both of the South Elm Corridor Redevelopment Grant project sites at the April, 
2015 Commission meeting.  
 
Ms. Cockburn updated members on the A-4 property in the Ole Asheboro Redevelopment area that 
was proposed for a Family Dollar store. The Special Use Permit for this property has been appealed 
again by a neighboring property owner. The hearing was to have been heard this week but the 
appellant has asked for an additional continuance. The new court date is scheduled for April 9, 2015. 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
There being no further business before the Group, the meeting adjourned at 6:37 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Sue Schwartz 
Planning Director 
SS: sm/jd        
 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE  
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION  

OF GREENSBORO 
REGULAR MEETING 

APRIL 1, 2015 
 

The regular meeting of the Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro (RCG) was held on 
Wednesday, April 1, 2015, in the Plaza Level Conference Room of the Melvin Municipal Office Building, 
commencing at 5:00 p.m. The following members were present:  Robert Enochs, Chairman; Angela 
Harris, Clinton Gravely; Dawn Chaney; and Charles McQueary. Staff present included Dyan Arkin, 
Hanna Cockburn, and Chancer McLaughlin. Also present was Jim Blackwood, Attorney for the 
Commission; Nancy Hoffmann, City Council liaison to the Redevelopment Commission; and Terri 
Jones, City Attorney’s Office. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
 
a) March 4, 2015 Regular Meeting 
 
Mr. Gravely moved approval of the March 4, 2015 regular meeting minutes as written, seconded by Ms. 
Chaney. The Commission voted 5-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Enochs, Chaney, McQueary, 
Gravely, Harris. Nays:  None.) 
 
FRAMING DIRECTION FOR REDEVELOPMENT IN GREENSBORO: 
 
Due to the lengthy agenda, Ms. Arkin requested that this item be removed and placed on the May 
meeting agenda.   
 
Referring to information distributed at the last meeting, Ms. Chaney asked staff to supply a list of actual 
properties that are commercial, multifamily, or residential to aid members in their discussion at the next 
meeting.  
 
SOUTH ELM STREET REDEVELOPMENT AREA 
 
a) Proposed Temporary Parking Configuration 

 
City Council has asked staff to look at how 250 spaces could be provided to USC (Union Square 
Campus) at no cost to them. The original intention was to provide the spaces within a parking structure 
but due to timing, a temporary surface parking lot has been proposed. A working group was created to 
look at all of the issues associated with a temporary surface lot such as safety, development, and cost. 
Due to the issue of cost they plan to continue to look at permanent parking alternatives. When the final 
configuration has been determined, it will be brought back to the Commission for approval. No action is 
being requested at tonight’s meeting. Ms. Arkin presented an illustrative drawing of a proposed 
temporary parking configuration. She noted that the cell tower will be addressed at a later date.  
 
Ms. Chaney asked about the latest time frame to approve the parking lot. Ms. Arkin said that a decision 
on the lot will have to be made before the end of the year. Construction of the lot needs to begin in 
March, 2016. 
 
b) Updated Plat for East Block 

 
Ms. Arkin stated that in order to sell the land to USC the east block must be replatted. She presented a 
preliminary plat for the east block showing the lot they will be building on, the option lot, and the 
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proposed parking area. She explained that some of the lot lines were adjusted to maintain flexibility. 
Although configured differently, the same amount of land is represented.  
 
Mr. McQueary moved to authorize the Chairman to sign on behalf of the Commission for the plat to be 
recorded for the entire east block of the redevelopment area, seconded by Ms. Chaney. The 
Commission voted 5-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Enochs, Chaney, McQueary, Gravely, Harris. 
Nays:  None.) 
 
c) Access and Storage Agreement for Construction of USC Building 1 
 
Counsel Blackwood stated that there is insufficient space on the property to be able to make the 
proposed construction improvements on USC Building 1. Therefore, an agreement is being proposed to 
allow temporary access, storing, and staging area for use by USC during the construction period on the 
designated property. The draft identifies the designated property as adjacent Commission-owned 
property. The location will be finally determined by a designated agent of the Commission. The draft 
allows USCI (Union Square Campus, Inc.) to have access to use the staging area for storing 
construction materials, machinery, and equipment needed for the construction process. It also allows 
access to the area across Commission-owned property which would end when construction is over. He 
also noted there is not a sufficient area available on the USCI tract for their permanent service access 
to the building. The agreement provides for temporary access from Arlington Street to the property for 
their needs after construction is completed. The rest of the proposed agreement provides that USCI is 
given use of the property as-is with no warranties being made about the condition of it. They will be 
responsible for maintaining the property which will be returned after construction in more or less the 
same condition. The Commission will be indemnified against any damage to property or injury to 
people. The draft has been sent to USCI for their review. He summarized that the agreement allows for 
a construction staging area and also the access off of Arlington for not just during construction but 
ongoing until there is permanent access location that will be platted at a later date. The agreement also 
designates staff to act as an agent of the Commission.  
 
Ms. Chaney moved to approve the access and storage agreement to be finalized by the Commission 
attorney and staff, seconded by Mr. Gravely. The Commission voted 5-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  
Enochs, Chaney, McQueary, Gravely, Harris. Nays:  None.) 
 
Mr. McQueary moved to designate staff to act as agent for the Commission to make decisions about a 
specific location, seconded by Ms. Chaney. The Commission voted 5-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  
Enochs, Chaney, McQueary, Gravely, Harris. Nays:  None.) 
 
Staff presented another document for consideration by the Commission. Ms. Arkin explained that the 
corner of Elm and Lee Streets is designated on the Master Plan as the “Union Square” and is intended 
to have public uses and accesses. It will probably end up being a common area rather than owned by 
USCI through an agreement with the Assembly that others can use it. There is a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) that allows for SEDG (South Elm Development Group), RCG, and USCI to agree 
that the land will be used for this purpose in the future with details to be worked out when the option is 
exercised. Counsel Blackwood commented that the agreement only takes effect if USCI exercises its 
option to purchase the land at the corner. The exact description and location of the square is uncertain 
at this time. The area is roughly 9,000 square feet as indicated on the plans and will be determined by 
SEDG, RCG, and USCI. He clarified for Chair Enochs that the agreement states that the approximately 
9,000 square feet to be used as common area will not be conveyed to USCI with the rest of the parcel. 
 
Mr. McQueary moved to accept the document as proposed, seconded by Chair Enochs. The 
Commission voted 3-2 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Enochs, McQueary, Harris. Nays:  Chaney, 
Gravely.) 
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d) Development Status and Activities 
 

Bob Chapman, 447 Arlington Street, updated members on the development status of the project. While 
looking at what will happen on the west side of South Elm Street, they discovered that Norfolk and 
South Railway was asserting ownership of about half of the bottom one-third of the parcel through a 
valuation map which showed a coal trestle that provided a method of dumping coal in the coal yard that 
used to be there. The attorney for SEDG has determined that title insurance is unattainable when 
property is adjoining a railroad which may or may not have title over the property which could be 
statutory. They found a document that showed if the railroad ever abandoned the coal trestle; the 
property would revert to the prior owner or its successors although they never found the actual 
conveyance of the coal trestle easement. The solution to the ambiguity is to ask the railroad to give 
SEDG a quit claim deed over the entire west parcel which would quit claim to their right-of-way. The 
charge for the quit claim deed will be $10,000. The process has been initiated because title insurance 
will more than likely be needed for any future development of the parcel.   
 
Mr. Chapman stated that a draft letter of intent has been received from a potential developer to 
construct a total of 236 apartments, 15,500 square feet of commercial space, and a parking deck. They 
want to build a deck for which they want only one space per unit. The design is for 500 spaces and 
therefore, 264 more spaces would need to be built within the envelope they have already designed. 
This would obviate the need for paving over the east side for temporary parking. He asked the 
Commission to agree to SEDG requesting a firm letter of intent from the potential developer within 60 
days. The Commission was amendable to having SEDG request a firm letter of intent with deal points 
within the next 60 days. 
 
ADDITIONAL BUSINESS: 
 
David Parrish, Assistant City Manager, City of Greensboro, introduced Dr. Terrance Thomas who is a 
professor at A&T University. Dr. Thomas wrote the USDA (United States Department of Agriculture) 
grant to work with EDGE (Eastern Development Growth Enterprise) whose Executive Director is 
Gayland Oliver to develop an urban farm to provide greater access to fresh fruits and vegetables in 
east Greensboro. The project got funded and implementation began working with Chancer McLaughlin, 
City of Greensboro, and Gayland Oliver. Mr. Oliver secured a 5-year lease for property on Phillips 
Avenue for the urban farm. Engineering work in the amount of $5,700 was spent toward TRC approval. 
Last summer Dr. Thomas prepared a MOU to formalize the relationship between the University and 
EDGE. Following review of the document, Mr. Oliver noted several differences and the University 
worked to try and resolve the differences. There was an impasse and the University felt they could not 
meet the demands being made by Mr. Oliver in terms of what he wanted to get from the project. Dr. 
Thomas noted that this was problematic because Mr. Oliver previously had no complaints relative to the 
grant documents. Based on the regulations of the University and the USDA grant, the University could 
not meet the demands of Mr. Oliver and their relationship was discontinued. The University has been 
looking for other partners in the community and has had dialogues with Citizens of Northeastern 
Greensboro and CEEJ (Citizens for Economic and Environmental Justice) that were willing to work with 
them. A draft MOU was submitted to them and returned with a note indicating their willingness to sign 
providing that certain basic changes are made. Because of the difficulties implementing the project, a 
one-year time extension has been granted for the immediate term with the possibility of an additional 
extension based on how the project is going.    
 
Dr. Thomas stated that Mr. Oliver has a lease on the Phillips Avenue property and they no longer have 
access. He asked the Commission to consider terminating the lease with Mr. Oliver since the initial 
premise for developing the property is no longer in place. He also asked the Commission to consider 
looking into other sites. One alternate site is located further up Phillips Avenue and another site is on 
White Street near the North Buffalo Waste Water Treatment Plant that is being decommissioned. They 
are currently looking for a site to initiate the urban farm component and concurrently working on the 
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research and educational component of the project. The project is not only attractive in terms of 
alleviating chronic health problems due to deficiencies in diet and lifestyle but it also presents potential 
economic opportunities for young people in the community. 
 
It was noted that Mr. Oliver recently received an extension on his lease and at the time the extension 
was granted, the Commission was unaware of the circumstances discussed by Dr. Thomas. Counsel 
Blackwood stated that the lease is strictly with EDGE and it also does not specify that any particular 
source of funding is required.  
 
Counsel Blackwood confirmed for Ms. Chaney that the City could enter into a contract with A&T 
University if there is an alternate site on RCG-owned land that could be used in the same area. 
 
David Parrish, Assistant City Manager, stated that the North Buffalo site is owned by the City and an 
arrangement could be worked out through a land lease with the City. Noting the timeline, he pointed out 
that if CEEJ, Citizens of Northeast Greensboro, and A&T University cannot identify North Buffalo as a 
final site before the May RCG meeting, then A&T is left with the land further down on Phillips Avenue 
which has its own set of complicated factors. Dr. Thomas has indicated that A&T must act before 
September, 2015 and the timeline could be achieved if the North Buffalo site is chosen.    
 
In terms of the timeline, Mr. McLaughlin pointed out that a Special Use Permit would need to be 
secured from the Planning Board for the North Buffalo site. Technical Review Committee approval 
would also be needed to factor into the timeline. 
 
Dr. Thomas stated that the original Phillips Avenue location is his preference for the urban farm due to 
the time and money already invested into the project. They will consider an alternative site if that 
location is not available to them. 
 
Counsel Blackwood stated his opinion that unless A&T can work something out with EDGE by which 
they, with the permission of the Commission, assign their rights under the lease to A&T, the RCG is still 
obligated under the lease to allow Mr. Oliver to show that he has the capability to move forward with the 
plans under the lease to develop an urban farm.  
 
Counsel Blackwood recalled Mr. Oliver stated at his presentation in February, 2015 that there had been 
difficulties with A&T but he was looking at still trying to pursue funding under the grant. He noted that 
the lease does not identify where the funding source must come from.  
 
Ms. Harris felt comfortable letting the EDGE lease expire on its own in September, 2015 and offering 
A&T the North Buffalo location. Dr. Thomas indicated that they were not tied to the Phillips Avenue site 
and any other site would work. He confirmed that one year is left on the three-year contract with the 
agency. He has been promised a one-year extension with the possibility of a two-year extension.  
 
Ms. Harris commented that Mr. Oliver indicated plans at the February meeting to look at other grant 
options over the six-month extension. If he returns in September without any options then he would be 
considered in default. Dr. Thomas indicated if A&T waited until September to secure the site, they 
would not be able to plant the next crop until January, 2016. He would like to have the project in place 
for the fall growing season.  
 
Chair Enochs asked staff to initiate contact with EDGE to determine their stance. Ms. Chaney 
suggested that staff meet with Mr. Oliver within the next two weeks so that an update on progress can 
be available in time for the May meeting.  
 
STAFF UPDATES: 
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Ms. Arkin stated that she was able to schedule a visit to the grant recipients, QUB Studios and Tiger 
Leather. Today’s anticipated visit was not convenient for the recipients. Members are planning to meet 
at the sites at 4:00 p.m. prior to the May 6, 2015 meeting to view the improvements that were made.   
 
Ms. Arkin reported that a ribbon cutting ceremony will be held onsite on April 7, 2015 at 9:00 a.m. for 
the Union Square Campus Building. Ms. Chaney, Mr. McQueary, and Mr. Gravely plan to attend the 
ceremony to represent the Commission. 
 
Mr. McLaughlin informed members that the Family Dollar appeal hearing will be heard on April 9, 2015. 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
There being no further business before the Group, the meeting adjourned at 6:44 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Sue Schwartz 
Planning Director 
SS: sm/jd        
 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE  
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION  

OF GREENSBORO 
REGULAR MEETING 

MAY 6, 2015 
 

The regular meeting of the Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro (RCG) was held on 
Wednesday, May 6, 2015, in the Plaza Level Conference Room of the Melvin Municipal Office Building, 
commencing at 5:04 p.m. The following members were present:  Clinton Gravely, Acting Chair; Dawn 
Chaney; Angela Harris; and Charles McQueary. Staff present included Dyan Arkin and Hanna 
Cockburn. Also present was Jim Blackwood, Attorney for the Commission, and Nancy Hoffmann, City 
Council liaison to the Redevelopment Commission. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
 
a) April 1, 2015 Regular Meeting 
 
Ms. Chaney moved approval of the April 1, 2015 regular meeting minutes as written, seconded by      
Mr. McQueary.  The Commission voted 4-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Gravely, Chaney, McQueary, 
Harris. Nays:  None.) 
 
SOUTH ELM STREET INTERLOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT FOR UNION SQUARE 
PROJECT: 
 
Ms. Arkin stated that this agreement is necessary because it will allow Guilford County to act as a 
County redevelopment authority in what already is a City designated redevelopment area. In this 
designation Guilford County will be able to issue bonds to finance acquisition, construction, and 
equipment for the Union Square Campus building.  
 
The agreement has already been approved by County Commissioners, Greensboro City Council, and 
the North Carolina Local Government Commission. Staff is asking the Commission to consider 
approval of the agreement. Upon approval, the bonds will be issued and sold to Wells Fargo Bank who 
will then loan the proceeds to USCI (University Square Campus, Incorporated).  
 
Responding to questions, John Merrill, 7406 Summerwind Court, Summerfield, North Carolina, 
explained that Guilford County will sell the bonds to Wells Fargo. When the County receives the 
proceeds from the bonds, they in turn will loan the funds to USCI to use as a mortgage or the initial 
construction financing.  Wells Fargo will be hired as a Trustee on the loan and once the loan is in place, 
Guilford County is taken out of the scenario. There is no risk to the taxpayers of Guilford County as a 
result of this transaction. However, there is risk to Union Square and there will be a Deed of Trust put 
on the property to secure the repayment of the loan.  
 
Mr. McQueary moved approval of the agreement, seconded by Ms. Harris. The Commission voted 4-0 
in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Gravely, Chaney, McQueary, Harris. Nays:  None.) 
 
SOUTH ELM STREET PROPERTY TRANSFER: 
 
Ms. Arkin stated that 1015 South Eugene Street and 1201 South Eugene Street are properties that are 
currently in City of Greensboro ownership. They have always been considered properties that could 
have a connection to the South Elm Street redevelopment area although they are not part of what is 
considered the core of the redevelopment area. They were identified in the plan as being opportunity 
sites. She pointed out an adjacent site on the map owned by the Redevelopment Commission along 
with a site to the north owned by Greensboro Housing Authority. Greensboro Housing Authority has 
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indicated a possible interest in selling their property or being in a partnership for the second phase of 
development in this area. There is a significant amount of property available for the possibility of 
development if the four parcels are combined. A Phase I assessment determined that one of the 
properties, referred to as the Biller property, is environmentally challenged and will need to be capped 
as parking and will potentially require a Brownfields Agreement. It was suggested by NCDENR (North 
Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources) that the property be transferred into the 
ownership of the Redevelopment Commission and that a Brownfields Agreement be done for all of the 
properties. Phase II assessment is currently underway and once that has been completed, a 
determination can be made on the Brownfields Agreement. The possibility of getting rid of the railroad 
spur that goes through the west block of USC at South Elm Street will be looked into in the future.  
 
Ms. Arkin explained that several things could happen if this property is transferred. It may be decided in 
the future that it should be included in the Redevelopment Plan through an amendment and inclusion of 
the property would serve as a first step to this end. Including the property would also allow for a single 
Brownfields Agreement. The CD-CB (Conditional District-Central Business) zoning conditions are 
matching and in place and this is lining up to be part of a bigger development of this area. 
 
The next steps would include transferring the property, completing the Phase II environmental 
assessment, determining the need for a Brownfields Agreement, securing funding for remediation, 
amending the Redevelopment Plan if needed, and then working toward a development plan with a 
developer. The transfer of property is an administrative change and adds to the stock of properties 
owned by the Redevelopment Commission.  
 
Acting Chair Gravely commented that having the property under RCG ownership would be positive 
because it is adjacent to the USC development.  
 
Dabney Sanders, Project Manager for Downtown Greenway, referenced right-of-way needs and asked 
if the transfer would have any impact on the Downtown Greenway development in that area. Ms. Arkin 
stated that the only difference is that negotiations would be with RCG rather than the City to get the 
right-of-way that is needed. The Commission actually gave 37 feet of right-of-way to the Greenway 
along the block between Elm and the trestle. It was suggested that it may be best to get right-of-way 
approval for the Greenway prior to transfer of the property. 
 
Mr. McQueary moved to accept the transfer of properties as proposed by staff, seconded by             
Ms. Chaney. The Commission voted 4-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Gravely, Chaney, McQueary, 
Harris. Nays:  None.) 
 
UPDATE OF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 
 
Bob Isner, 1707 Willowick Drive, updated the Commission on progress being made at the Union 
Square Campus. Construction has started and in addition, they have received a Letter of Intent from an 
interested developer and are currently working through the terms and conditions for a plan that is in line 
with the Master Plan. The project cost is just above 25 million dollars of private investment not including 
the deck. Ms. Arkin pointed out that even though it is in line with the Master Plan, an amendment will be 
required because it is not identical to what was approved. The Master Plan amendment request will 
come before the Commission in several months.  
 
Mr. Isner stated that they have been working on the railroad right-of-way for a number of months and 
extensive surveys and examinations have occurred. Property deeds go back to the late 1800’s. They 
have spoken with Norfolk Southern Railroad who agrees that this is an underutilized railroad spur. In 
addition, they agree with the deed that there is a 25 foot right-of-way off of the center line of the track 
which coincides with the property line. The railroad is making a recommendation to higher management 
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that the right-of-way is 25 feet; however, the process may take as long as six months. The six-month 
time frame, however, will not preclude them from progressing.  
 
Mr. Isner indicated that a meeting was held last week on the streetscape for the USC project. There is a 
great need for USC to design their streetscape in front of the Lee Street building due to the time 
constraint.  
 
Mr. McQueary asked for an update on the matter of the cell tower. Ms. Arkin commented that staff is 
hopeful a significant temporary parking area will not have to be built. The cell tower is located in the 
area being discussed for temporary parking and there are several possibilities for the tower. The cell 
tower could go someplace else in the City or the remainder of the lease could get bought out. The cell 
tower pays $900 per month and seven years remain on their lease. The holder of the lease is 
responsible for removing the tower when the lease expires. Staff has been working closely with the 
City’s manager for cell tower leases and the utilities coordinator to determine all possible options in the 
matter.  
 
FRAMING DIRECTION FOR REDEVELOPMENT IN GREENSBORO, PART 2: 
 
Ms. Arkin went through a PowerPoint presentation and distributed a document pulling together data 
and information gathered from Commissioners at an earlier question and answer session. 
 
Mr. McQueary commented that he would be interested to learn from the data if the work of the 
Commission has made any difference over the past 10 years. To determine a direction to move 
forward, he felt the Commission should first ascertain if what they are doing is having an impact and if 
so, what difference it has made. 
 
Important goals noted by the Commission at an earlier meeting included providing housing; increasing 
jobs, employment and economic development; providing community improvements and equity; and 
addressing food insecurity. The Commission acknowledged that their scope of work is limited and 
therefore, partnerships are critical to achieve goals. It is important to leverage the many activities and 
initiatives already occurring in the City. 
 
Ms. Arkin discussed various things that influence the Commission’s work. City Council priorities, federal 
priorities, HUD (Housing and Urban Development) priorities, housing priorities and the Consolidated 
Plan all influence work that can be done by the Commission. She commented that the influences define 
the opportunities and the constraints that the Commission must work under. To broaden the 
Commission’s scope of understanding, a list of tools was distributed to members to show how the most 
work can be facilitated to respond to community needs using the often limited amount of money 
available.  
 
Acting Chair Gravely stated his opinion that one of the key items in the information presented was the 
influence of City Council priorities, the federal government, and HUD. Knowing these priorities would 
define what can be done by the Commission.  
 
Ms. Harris felt that it was important to know the customer, what the customer in the community wants, 
what the Commission provides to the customer, and whether or not it has been effective. 
 
Mr. McQueary commented that there is a written statement of the RCG’s mission. He felt that the 
Commission should note what they are supposed to be doing and then staff can help to find tools that 
are helpful to accomplish the job. The Commission deals with a lot of properties and there should be a 
prioritization of what could be done and accomplished through available tools. He felt the Commission 
should be focused on how to get the properties in a state to be a benefit to the community and the tax 
base. 
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Councilwoman Hoffman was in agreement with Mr. McQueary and felt that the RCG should look at all 
of the properties it owns and prioritize them taking an approach to put them in a state of being bought, 
sold, repaired, or rented.  
 
Mr. McQueary pointed out that Union Square Campus is a great example of focusing energies into a 
project and he felt that similar opportunities existed in other properties held by the Commission. 
 
Ms. Chaney stated that the Commission put a Dollar General at a location owned by the City that had 
been vacant for 23 years. In addition, she pointed out that jobs will be generated from the MWBE 
(Minority and Women Owned Business Enterprise) component that will be incorporated into the USC 
project. There is data available to support the important work done by the Commission for the 
customer. She felt finding money for key projects that can make an impact should be a priority; 
however, the Commission should not look at all of the properties at one time. 
 
Ms. Harris asked staff to provide information on the oldest properties owned by the Commission. 
 
Mr. McQueary felt that contiguous properties were important for impactful projects versus looking at 
smaller quarter-acre sized lots scattered all over the City. It was noted that there are contiguous 
properties located in the Phillips Avenue area and in Willow Oaks that could serve as a point of focus.  
 
Ms. Arkin said that one of the things that will be useful in this exercise is to go back to each of the 
Redevelopment Plans and bring forward the activities that were intended and compare that with what 
has been done. There are plans in place for some of the properties that have not been able to be 
implemented.  
 
Mr. McQueary recommended that there be a schedule to work toward to be able to evaluate what has 
been accomplished at the end of the year.  
 
Ms. Arkin stated that staff has most of the information being requested and it will not take long to 
consolidate it. She asked for feedback regarding the most effective way to work on the information that 
will be brought back to the Commission. Following discussion, members were supportive of having a 
Special Meeting to look at the data, prioritize, and make some decisions. The Regular meeting will be 
cancelled in June and a Special Meeting will be called in late June. 
 
STAFF UPDATES: 
 
Ms. Cockburn provided an update on Heritage House. Last week a meeting for property owners and 
the general public was held to discuss redevelopment options for the Heritage House property. The 
approximately seven-acre property has 177 units of condominium housing that were condemned last 
summer and have been sitting vacant since that time. In September, 2014 the property was declared 
blighted by the Planning Board. Staff is moving through the process of preparing the required 
Redevelopment Plan that meets State law requirements. All data and materials produced to-date are 
available on the project website which is on the City’s website. Staff has prepared an Existing 
Conditions Summary that looks at the demographics of the area along with key indicators about what 
redevelopment options are available. They have also prepared a Structural Analysis to evaluate what 
would be required to restore the property to residential use. It has been estimated that $17 million 
dollars would be required to restore the property to residential use. An estimate has also been prepared 
for demolition. Demolition would be selective and would leave the Meridian Center facility that is 
operating there now. The property would be repurposed if demolition is the option. Staff asked for 
public input on redevelopment options that the Market Analysis indicated which were primarily non-
residential in use. They are hoping to be able to move forward with a final financing plan if this is the 
chosen direction. 
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Responding to questions, Ms. Cockburn stated that there are 58 ownerships out of the 177 units. 
Ownerships stretch from owning a single until to owning 14 units. Each unit must have its own appraisal 
and staff is getting estimates for the appraisals to move forward with acquisition. Staff has made broad 
estimates that the amount for acquisition and demolition will be close to $3 million. 
 
There are three public hearings indicated for the plan to move forward. The plan would go to the 
Planning Board, the Redevelopment Commission, and then finally to City Council.  
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
There being no further business before the Group, the meeting adjourned at 6:42 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Sue Schwartz 
Planning Director 
SS: sm/jd        
 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE  
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION  

OF GREENSBORO 
SPECIAL MEETING 

JUNE 22, 2015 
 

The special meeting of the Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro (RCG) was held on Monday, 
June 22, 2015, in the 3rd Floor GDOT Conference Room of the Melvin Municipal Office Building, 
commencing at 5:00 p.m. The following members were present:  Robert Enochs, Chair; Dawn Chaney; 
Angela Harris; and Charles McQueary. Staff present included Dyan Arkin and Hanna Cockburn. Also 
present was Jim Blackwood, Attorney for the Commission, and City Councilwoman, Sharon Hightower. 
 
Chair Enochs called the special meeting to order. 
 
DISCUSSION ON FRAMING DIRECTION FOR REDEVELOPMENT IN GREENSBORO: 
 
Responding to a request from the Commission, Ms. Arkin has provided a summary of each of the active 
redevelopment areas. There are activities still to do within those areas and she expressed staff’s desire 
to finish up what has been started and move on. With the exception of Heritage House, there have not 
been any new redevelopment areas proposed although data has indicated several areas that could be 
identified as places the Commission might want to work in; either in addition to work being done now or 
after that work is finished. She requested that the Commission provide feedback so that staff can keep 
moving forward.  
 
Ms. Arkin described the seven redevelopment plan areas, as distributed. The areas described were 
Arlington Park, East Market Street, Eastside Park, Ole Asheboro, Phillips Lombardy, South Elm Street, 
and Willow Oaks. 
 
There was a discussion regarding the lease on property in the Phillips Lombardy area.  It was 
determined that staff will gather information relative to the lease to be able to move forward when the 
lease period terminates. Mr. McQueary felt that the Commission should know the fastest action that 
could legally be taken if there is other interest in the property. Staff plans to bring back the requested 
information at the next meeting based on the terms of the lease and redevelopment law.  
 
Relative to Willow Oaks, Ms. Arkin clarified that when the Master Development Agreement with Urban 
Atlantic was terminated, they were not released from rights or responsibilities associated with CCR’s 
(Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions). Not enough property has been sold yet for these 
responsibilities to shift out of the developer’s hands. This matter must be resolved in some way in order 
to move forward with developing the land. The attorneys for GHDP (Greensboro Housing Development 
Partnership) and GHA (Greensboro Housing Authority) are working through the necessary steps to 
either move the CCR’s forward into a different entity other than Urban Atlantic or change the structure.  
 
Mr. McQueary asked if the Redevelopment Commission has a meaningful role to play in dealing with 
small individual pieces of land or if that is a City staff function where the Commission is advised on 
proposals. Ms. Arkin stated that it is not staff’s intention to ask the Commission to make those 
decisions. They are trying to make sure that staff is aligned with the Commission’s interests and 
priorities in Greensboro when presenting proposals and ideas.  
 
Mr. McQueary commented that the key issue when dealing with individual plots of land is that no harm 
is done to the neighborhood. Whatever gets done needs to be done in a way that it is equal to or 
improves the overall standards of the neighborhood to the satisfaction of the community. Ms. Arkin 
stated that staff looks for developers and works with the community to make sure proposed actions are 
in line with their thoughts. Once there is enough information from the developer, a proposal is brought 
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to the Commission. She commented that over the past several years they have been unable to find 
developers who want to develop parcels in the Willow Oaks area.   
 
Members noted that marketing is a key piece toward developing properties in Willow Oaks. Staff 
reviewed strategies that have been used in the past and said that the location of Willow Oaks has been 
problematic in their attempts to generate interest in the area.  Ms. Harris commented that to be 
successful, marketing strategies for Districts 1 and 2 should be different from those used to market 
Districts 3 and 5. Marketing efforts should entice the benefits of investing in Districts 1 and 2.  
 
Ms. Blue, Housing Services Division Manager in the Neighborhood Development Department, gave an 
overview of City housing programs, housing data, and housing issues. Responding to questions, she 
said that a deliberate effort is being made to integrate needs in the Willow Oaks redevelopment area 
with specific funding sources that are available to resolve longstanding issues with vacant properties.  
 
Mr. McQueary asked how the impact of what the RCG has done can be measured.  Ms. Arkin said that 
a variety of statistics and data have been reviewed but due to the size of the area and the fact that 
RCG actions are often concurrent with those of other organizations, it has not been established how 
staff wants to present this information yet. Staff is working on a template and will return to the 
Commission with tools to be able to measure their success. Mr. McQueary felt that the Commission has 
an opportunity to help steer results that have a larger impact on the City and its citizens when working 
on larger projects versus smaller projects.  
 
Ms. Arkin summarized the Commission’s direction to staff as follows:  (1) present the requested 
measurement tools to the Commission, (2) bring strategies back to the Commission, (3) outline the 
lease terms and options for the Phillips Lombardy/EDGE lease situation, and (4) work on marketing 
strategies.  
 
Councilwoman Hightower felt that the marketing of east Greensboro has been very poor in the past. 
Marketing efforts have not been aimed at the particular types of housing issues in that area. The City of 
Greensboro has a class for housing ownership and she felt participants in the program should be 
targeted when types of housing become available for them to buy. Housing has been identified as one 
of the major issues that must be focused on in order to have a holistic approach to improving the 
economic vitality of east Greensboro. Property that is already in Willow Oaks must be marketed 
correctly and sold in order to draw retail, commercial, and industrial development.  
 
SPEAKERS FROM THE AUDIENCE: 
 
Russell Barrett, resident of the Arlington Park neighborhood, addressed the issue of blight in the 
Arlington Park neighborhood. He referred to a list of 11 items previously presented to the City to correct 
concerns in the neighborhood. These items included a fence around the Union Cemetery and 
installation of sidewalks. He urged the City to complete work that has been started in Arlington Park.  
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
There being no further business before the Group, the meeting adjourned at 6:36 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Sue Schwartz 
Planning Director 
SS: sm/jd 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE  
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION  

OF GREENSBORO 
REGULAR MEETING 

JULY 1, 2015 
 

The regular meeting of the Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro (RCG) was held on 
Wednesday, July 1, 2015, in the Plaza Level Conference Room of the Melvin Municipal Office Building, 
commencing at 5:00 p.m. The following members were present:  Clinton Gravely, Acting Chair; Dawn 
Chaney; Angela Harris; and Charles McQueary. Staff present included Dyan Arkin and Hanna 
Cockburn. Also present was Jim Blackwood, Attorney for the Commission; Terri Jones, City Attorney’s 
Office; and Nancy Hoffmann, City Council liaison to the Redevelopment Commission. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
 
a) May 6, 2015 Regular Meeting 
 
Ms. Chaney moved approval of the May 6, 2015 regular meeting minutes as written, seconded by      
Mr. McQueary.  The Commission voted 3-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Gravely, Chaney, McQueary. 
Nays:  None.) 
 
Ms. Harris joined the meeting at 5:02 p.m. 
 
SOUTH ELM STREET REDEVELOPMENT AREA: 
 
a) Development Status and Activities 

 
Bob Chapman, South Elm Development Group (SEDG), 447 Arlington Street, informed members that 
Weaver Kirkland Development has joined the SEDG team as the proposed sub-developer for 
apartments to be located on the west side of South Elm Street. He reviewed the Letter of Intent that has 
been signed and identified the proposed development area on a map. Weaver Kirkland Development is 
aware they will have to satisfy conditions in the Master Development Agreement that include MWBE 
(Minority and Women-Owned Business Enterprise) requirements, approval of their plan, and the 
potential refinement of the Master Plan.  
 
Mr. Chapman indicated that positive discussions have occurred with Norfolk Southern Railway 
Company. The person in charge of real estate at the company is working to secure a quit claim deed 
over the entire parcel to within 25 feet of their central line.  
 
The proposed project will have 236-250 units of multifamily housing with onsite parking of one space 
per unit. In addition, there will be approximately 250 parking spaces for public use and 15,500 feet of 
commercial space. The commercial space will likely be on the south end and will include a climbing wall 
and café that will be immediately adjacent to the Downtown Greenway. Mr. Chapman would also like to 
have a Cross Fit Gym on the south end of the building creating a node around the Greenway. Due to 
uncertainty about the apartment market in this area, the project may be completed in two phases. The 
property will be sold to Weaver Kirkland Development for $6,000 per residential unit. Financing of the 
parking structure is to be determined. It may take the form of an interest free loan to Weaver Kirkland 
Development or alternatively, the City may agree to own and operate the deck and to finance it as 
construction. Rent on each apartment will include a parking fee of $75 per month which could be paid 
to the City to repay a loan to finance a parking deck. Weaver Kirkland Development is working with two 
vendors who build parking decks to finalize the footprint so a budget and financial feasibility study can 
be presented to the City later this month. Mr. Chapman hopes that a decision on the viability of the 
parking deck can be made by late September or mid-October. 



 2 

Weaver Kirkland Development has asked the City of Greensboro to waive all impact and permit fees for 
the project. They have asked for assurance on the following items:  (1) that the Greenway will be 
extended past the site to Arlington Street, (2) that there are sufficient utilities for the project, (3) that the 
zoning allows the project; (4) that the issues relating to the roadway right-of-way are resolved with no 
impact on their site plan, and (5) that they would be held harmless for any environmental cleanup or 
other Brownfields issues. Mr. Chapman noted that the Brownfields Agreement is already in place. In 
addition, he indicated that City staff is working to secure a waiver from HUD (Housing and Urban 
Development) regarding the proximity of the site from railways.  
 
Acting Chair Gravely asked about requirements for the number of units related to HUD. Ms. Arkin 
explained that if housing is built, the multifamily housing needs to meet one of two conditions. There 
needs to be either 50 percent of the units available to people making 80 percent of area median income 
and below or 20 percent based on the ratio between the total development cost and the actual money 
put into the land. Mr. Chapman commented that HUD requirements and MWBE targets were discussed 
with Weaver Kirkland Development and they are comfortable with the requirements.  
 
The Commission will review the exterior design and give final approval after it is reviewed and 
approved by Seth Harry, project architect with South Elm Development Group. 
 
Ms. Chaney moved approval of the concept from Weaver Kirkland Development as presented, 
seconded by Ms. Harris. The Commission voted 4-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Gravely, Chaney, 
McQueary, Harris. Nays:  None.) 
 
HERITAGE HOUSE – REQUEST TO SET PUBLIC HEARING: 
 
Ms. Cockburn asked the Commission to set a Public Hearing for the proposed redevelopment plan 
associated with the Heritage House condominium complex for the next regularly scheduled meeting 
which will be August 5, 2015. The Public Hearing will be advertised and all the property interests and 
surrounding property owners will be notified by mail. To stay on schedule, the redevelopment plan will 
be presented to City Council in a work session later this month. The RCG will conduct their Public 
Hearing and then comments will be received from the Planning Department at their regular August 
meeting. The plan will then be presented to City Council for final approval in September, 2015. 
 
Staff assured Commissioners that the packet of information would be available for review prior to the 
Public Hearing. The City Council work session is scheduled for July 16, 2015 and the packet will be 
released to Commissioners on that day. Members were invited to attend the City Council work session. 
During conversation Ms. Cockburn stated that the Existing Conditions Report is available for review on 
the City website. 
 
 Ms. Chaney moved to set a Public Hearing for the Heritage House redevelopment plan on August 5, 
2015, seconded by Mr. McQueary. The Commission voted 4-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Gravely, 
Chaney, McQueary, Harris. Nays:  None.) 
 
STAFF UPDATES: 
 
a) Phillips Lombardy 

 
Ms. Arkin distributed an updated summary of lease requirements and terms for EDGE (Eastern 
Development Growth Enterprise). The summary lays out what is required of the EDGE group and what 
rights they have under the lease. The five-year lease was executed on February 1, 2014 and goes until 
January 31, 2019. On February 4, 2015, the Commission did a lease amendment with the EDGE group 
which was a moratorium on their responsibilities for six months. They were asked to return after the six-
month period to update the Commission on their ability to begin the project. The period expires on 
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August 4, 2015 and it was suggested that EDGE be invited to come to the regularly scheduled RCG 
meeting on August 5, 2015 to present information.  
 
Counsel Blackwood explained that if the Commission has not heard from EDGE that they are ready to 
resume obligations for a commercial garden by the end of the six-month period, the lease is back fully 
in effect on August 4, 2015. The principle obligation of EDGE is to take possession of the property and 
use it as an urban commercial garden and if that is not done, they would be in default of the lease.  
 
Ms. Harris suggested that the Commission notify Gayland Oliver with EDGE to inform him of the 
verification that will be required when the moratorium ends on August 4, 2015 as proof that the property 
will be used as an urban commercial garden; and if not, he will be in default. Acting Chair Gravely 
suggested that staff contact Mr. Oliver to ask about his intentions under the lease and request that 
evidence of his intentions be shown at the next meeting. At the August 5, 2015 meeting, he should also 
present evidence of insurance and a business plan. The resumption of obligations requires that 
maintenance be taken over immediately by EDGE. It was decided that Mr. Oliver should be asked to 
provide these items of verification to the Commission on August 5, 2015 whether or not he is asked to 
attend the meeting. 
 
Ms. Arkin summarized that the Commission is asking staff to contact Mr. Oliver to request that he 
provide the following:  (1) verbal verification of his intention to continue the urban commercial garden, 
(2) verification of insurance in the form of an actual document, (3) a business plan with dates so that 
progress can be measured, and (4) verification that there is income available to provide maintenance at 
the property. Counsel Blackwood stated that staff will draft a letter to Mr. Oliver giving him notice that 
these responsibilities will be back in place on August 4, 2015 and requesting verification of his intent to 
continue as the tenant. They will also ask for proof that he will maintain the property, provide proof of 
insurance, and provide assurances that he plans to move forward with the community garden. Staff will 
proceed with the letter in order to give EDGE as much notice as possible. 
 
Ms. Arkin informed members that she has been contacted by an organization that is interested in this 
piece of property for development. It is a commercial development and the interest level seems high. 
She felt that the proposed development could be viable even though there are constraints with the 
property. This would be a for-profit organization and they would want up to seven acres of the land. 
They will be a tax-paying entity and are looking to purchase the land. The organization has asked staff 
to contact them if the property will be available for consideration as they are very interested.  
 
(b) Eastside Park Community 
 
Ms. Arkin updated members on a lot in Eastside Park that is managed by Habitat for Humanity as a 
community garden on behalf of the community. Habitat does not have great interest in continuing their 
management of the garden and the community is not currently very active with it. She has spoken with 
Habitat for Humanity about their intent because there has been interest in taking over the parcel and 
conversations about what might happen next.  The fenced parcel has plots and is able to function as a 
community garden although the community is not active in it. Responding to questions, Ms. Arkin 
indicated that it is a buildable lot. Staff plans to discuss options with the community when more 
information is available.  
 
ADDITIONAL BUSINESS:  
 
Ms. Arkin informed members that there has been a request from the real estate division of the City’s 
Engineering and Inspections Department to purchase some right-of-way from the Redevelopment 
 



 4 

Commission along Plymouth Street in front of 1402 and 1404 which are vacant lots. The Commission 
historically has not taken money for right-of-way; however, they have granted right-of way for sidewalks 
as community amenities.  
 
Mr. McQueary moved to authorize the Commission to execute the right-of-way conveyance to the City 
for sidewalks, seconded by Ms. Chaney. The Commission voted 4-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  
Gravely, Chaney, McQueary, Harris. Nays:  None.) 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
There being no further business before the Group, the meeting adjourned at 6:16 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Sue Schwartz 
Planning Director 
SS: sm/jd        
 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE  
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION  

OF GREENSBORO 
REGULAR MEETING 

AUGUST 5, 2015 
 

The regular meeting of the Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro (RCG) was held on 
Wednesday, August 5, 2015, in the Council Chambers of the Melvin Municipal Office Building, 
commencing at 5:00 p.m. The following members were present:  Robert Enochs, Chairman; Clinton 
Gravely; Dawn Chaney; Angela Harris; and Charles McQueary. Staff present included Dyan Arkin and 
Sue Schwartz. Also present was Jim Blackwood, Attorney for the Commission; and Terri Jones, City 
Attorney’s Office. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
 
a) June 22, 2015 Special Meeting 
 
Mr. McQueary moved approval of the June 22, 2015 Special Meeting Minutes as written, seconded by      
Mr. Gravely.  The Commission voted 5-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Enochs, Harris, Gravely, 
Chaney, McQueary. Nays:  None.) 
 
b) July 1, 2015 Regular Meeting 
 
Ms. Chaney moved approval of the July 1, 2015 Regular Meeting Minutes as written, seconded by      
Ms. Harris.  The Commission voted 5-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Enochs, Harris, Gravely, Chaney, 
McQueary. Nays:  None.) 
 
HERITAGE HOUSE – PUBLIC HEARING FOR HERITAGE HOUSE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN: 
 
Sue Schwartz, Planning Director for the City of Greensboro, gave an overview of the Heritage House 
Redevelopment Plan. The purpose of this meeting is to conduct a Public Hearing on the proposed 
redevelopment plan for the redevelopment area around Heritage House property.  
 
The redevelopment area consists of 6.9 acres which includes an events center and a condominium 
complex. The condominiums were condemned in July of 2014 and the Planning Board designated the 
property as blighted in September of 2014. Ms. Schwartz explained that the distributed redevelopment 
plan contains elements that correspond to those that are required under the North Carolina Urban 
Redevelopment law found in the General Statutes. She reviewed the location of the Heritage House 
site along with key findings from an existing Conditions Report that documents a wide range of data 
that influences the redevelopment potential of the area. It was noted that due to median income rates, 
unemployment rates and high residential vacancy rates for the area, replacing the 177 condominium 
units will further depress the market. The location has excellent Interstate access and high traffic 
counts. The commercial space along Randleman Road has a high occupancy rate and there is a 
demand for light industrial and warehouse distribution uses in this area. It is important to note that the 
Heritage House site is not in a residential area but it is surrounded by commercial and light industrial 
uses with the exception of a physical rehabilitation center for seniors. 
 
Ms. Schwarz explained that the Comprehensive Plan’s 2025 Generalized Future Land Use Map called 
for industrial and corporate park uses in this area. The proposed redevelopment approach of the 
demolition and repurposing of the site were influenced by two reports. The first was a detailed 
Structural Analysis that determined an estimated cost for renovation of roughly $16 million. Selective 
demolition was estimated at a little over $1 million. This approach would leave the Meridian Center as is 
and repair the locations where the buildings were connected. The second report was a Market Analysis 
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that indicated a weak housing market in the vicinity with a growing demand for light industrial space. 
The physical conditions of the building, the weak housing market, and the site’s location led to the 
recommended redevelopment approaches.  
 
There are three concepts for preliminary site plans for reuse of this property. Ms. Schwartz reviewed 
the three site plans that included (1) a business park and expanded senior services, (2) a business 
park, and (3) a business park with possible indoor recreational uses. All three are included in the plan 
to allow for flexibility in the site for redevelopment which can be responsive to the likelihood that market 
conditions will continue to evolve over the course of time the property is being acquired. The proposed 
zoning would move to CU-PUD (Conditional Use – Planned Unit Development) and would 
accommodate a range of light manufacturing, assembly warehousing, and semi-permanent structures 
lying within this property. Although the site has excellent traffic accessibility with streets on both sides, 
proposed street improvements are required for the redevelopment plan. Recommendations include 
adding a sidewalk on Village Green Drive to improve pedestrian access to the site. Pedestrian 
connectivity between the site improvements and the public right-of-way would be integrated as part of 
the development proposal on the site development work.  
 
Ms. Schwartz reviewed the estimated cost to buy the site and get it ready for future development and 
detailed the amounts for acquisition, demolition, and disposition. Moving forward, a development 
proposal would be put together and a Request for Proposals would be solicited. Competitive projects 
would be put forward and evaluated by the Redevelopment Commission and then sent to City Council 
for approval. The City proposes to use a little over $1.2 million from its capital reserve and 
approximately $1.5 million from the Nussbaum Housing Partnership Fund. She noted that this would 
not be a lump sum payment or lump sum use; rather, some money per year would be used from the 
Nussbaum Partnership Fund to minimize its impact on other housing activities that are programed.  
She estimated that it will take at least two years for acquisition and demolition will be another six 
months after that time. The disposition process takes some time in terms of determining what level of 
development is desired beyond what is in the basic plan, the selection process, negotiating, and 
moving the project forward. The schedule can be shortened significantly if a desirable development 
proposal is received earlier in the process.  
 
Once the land is purchased by the City of Greensboro conditions are put forward on the land through 
the use of restrictive covenants to make sure that there is some level of quality and that it conforms to 
the adopted redevelopment plan.  
 
The Redevelopment Commission was asked to make a decision on the proposed redevelopment plan 
for the Heritage House site. Ms. Schwartz stated that a public meeting was held in the neighborhood on 
April 30, 2015 and roughly 50 individuals attended the meeting to share their thoughts about the 
project. Most of the comments reflected a desire to expedite the process to move the project forward. 
The Planning Board also has a role in the review process and will review the redevelopment plan on its 
conformance with the statues. The final Public Hearing will be held by Greensboro City Council 
tentatively scheduled for September 15, 2015. 
 
Public Comments: 
 
David McLaughlin, 5403 Strasburg Drive, commented that over a million dollars of City and grant 
money will be spent on the project. He expressed concern that there is no certainty the City will get the 
money back. The City is just hoping that a developer will come in and buy the property and give the 
money back. He stated his opinion that the owners of the condominiums are the ones who let the 
property get this way and they will probably get a good deal on the sale price of the unit. He calculated 
that they will get above tax value for their units. He felt the owners should be chipping in some of the 
money toward the project instead of using only City money. 
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There being no other speakers, Chair Enochs closed the Public Hearing. 
 
For the record, Counsel Blackwood noted technical corrections made to the plan after it was sent out 
for review by Commissioners. 
 
Ms. Chaney moved to approve the redevelopment plan as presented with the corrections provided by 
the Attorney and upon approval, the proposal will be presented to the Planning Board for review. If 
there are no recommended changes from the Planning Board, then the redevelopment plan will be sent 
on to City Council for review and approval. The motion was seconded by Mr. Gravely. The Commission 
voted unanimously 5-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Enochs, McQueary, Chaney, Gravely, Harris. 
Nays:  None.) 
 
STAFF UPDATES: 
 
a) Phillips Lombardy  

 
Per the Commission’s request, staff sent a letter to EDGE (Eastern Development Growth Enterprise) 
informing them that if they did not provide appropriate confirmation of their intent to move forward with 
the project then they would be out of compliance with the lease. The deadline for a response from 
EDGE was August 4, 2015.  Ms. Arkin reported that staff has not received any communication from 
EDGE and Counsel Blackwood discussed options available to the Commission in response to this 
matter. He said that the lease provides that the Commission can declare EDGE in default if they 
choose to do so. Upon such declaration a notice must be sent to EDGE giving them an option to cure 
the default within ten days of receiving the notice.  
 
Staff indicated that there has been no conversation with EDGE, just the mailed correspondence. The 
correspondence was not sent through registered mail. Counsel Blackwood responded to a question 
and stated that as part of the lease agreement, EDGE is required to have a valid address on file to 
receive mail from the Commission. However, he recommended that any notice of default sent to EDGE 
should be sent through certified mail with a return receipt.  
 
Mr. McQueary moved to move toward termination of the agreement with EDGE, seconded by Ms. 
Chaney. The Commission voted unanimously 5-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Enochs, McQueary, 
Chaney, Gravely, Harris. Nays:  None.) 
 
Staff said that the letter declaring notice of default will be sent to Gayland Oliver with EDGE via 
registered mail.  

 
b) Ole Asheboro 

 
Ms. Arkin stated that a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) was sent out by Greensboro Housing 
Development Partnership (GHDP) to develop the remaining property under the Martin Luther King, Jr. 
Drive – North Plan. One response was received from Laurel Street Residential located in Charlotte, 
North Carolina. The response was reviewed by a citizen and staff group who made a recommendation 
to GHDP to move forward and request a full proposal from them. Ms. Arkin informed members that 
GHDP voted to request the proposal at their last meeting,   

 
c) Willow Oaks 

 
A report was done by the National Development Council who gave several suggestions on moving 
forward with development. Although this is a redevelopment area, the Commission has an agreement 
with GHDP to act as the master developer. Decisions are being made as to how GHDP would like to 
proceed and staff will bring information back to the Commission in the future for approval. They are 
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currently looking at the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions. The previous master 
developer whose contract has been terminated is still the declarant with some control in the area. 
Greensboro Housing Development Partnership has made contact with them and is in discussion about 
giving up the role and handing it over to GHDP to enable easier movement forward. Staff is working on 
an analysis of the plan requirements and the remaining activities. The goal of this process is to come 
up with an implementation plan to complete the work that needs to done in Willow Oaks. The 
information will be brought to GHDP and the Commission for review.  

 
d) Eastside Park 

 
Ms. Arkin stated that the lease for the community garden in Eastside Park has expired and staff has 
been in contact with Habitat for Humanity. Habitat is currently in conversation with the community 
Neighborhood Association and the Community Center Board to determine if another entity would like to 
request a lease for a community garden at that location. She plans to follow up with Habitat and will 
bring information back to the Commission at the next meeting. 

 
ADDITIONAL BUSINESS: 
 
The Durbin Group has a contract with RCG to purchase land at 601 and 603 Martin Luther King, Jr. 
Drive to develop a Family Dollar Store. Ms. Arkin stated that the Durbin Group secured a Special Use 
Permit which enabled them to have a slightly different size configuration than what is required under the 
plan. One of nearby residents filed an appeal to the Special Use Permit and it is now on its third round 
of appeals. The Durbin Group has requested an additional extension to its contract with the 
Redevelopment Commission.  
 
Ms. Schwartz provided details of the Special Use Permit and the appeal process. Counsel Jones is 
representing the City in these proceedings. The case is currently being appealed to the Court of 
Appeals and they are waiting for the appellant to provide the City with a record which would be due 
August 25, 2015. Counsel Blackwood explained details of the contract and noted that due to the 
indefiniteness of time in the appeal process in which the Special Use Permit would be upheld, the 
additional extension of the contract would specify an event rather than a specified number of days.   
 
Mr. McQueary moved to authorize the appropriate Officer of the Commission to sign and execute the 
proposed amendment to the Agreement to Purchase with the Durbin Group for acquisition of property 
located at 601 and 603 Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive; which the amendment will be attached to the 
Minutes and specifies an extension of time for completion of the granting of the Special Use Permit. 
The motion was seconded by Ms. Chaney.  The Commission voted unanimously 5-0 in favor of the 
motion. (Ayes:  Enochs, McQueary, Chaney, Gravely, Harris. Nays:  None.) 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
There being no further business before the Group, the meeting adjourned at 5:44 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Sue Schwartz 
Planning Director 
SS: sm/jd        
 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE  
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION  

OF GREENSBORO 
SPECIAL MEETING 
OCTOBER 14, 2015 

 
The special meeting of the Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro (RCG) was held on 
Wednesday, October 14, 2015, in the Plaza Level Conference Room of the Melvin Municipal Office 
Building, commencing at 5:36 p.m. The following members were present:  Robert Enochs, Chairman, 
and Angela Harris. The following staff members were present:  Dyan Arkin and Hanna Cockburn.  Also 
present was Jim Blackwood, Attorney for the Commission; and Terri Jones, City Attorney’s Office. 
 
Chair Enochs called the meeting to order and stated that agenda items requiring a vote will not be 
addressed until a quorum of members is present. 
 
STAFF UPDATES: 
 
(a) Phillips Lombardy 
 
Ms. Arkin stated that a letter of termination was sent to EDGE (Eastern Development Growth 
Enterprise) relative to the Phillips Lombardy urban commercial garden site. The letter was sent certified 
and came back as uncollected. The letter was noticed twice but was not collected. Counsel Blackwood  
indicated that this counts as service. Although the letter was not picked up, the lease just calls for the 
termination letter to be sent by certified mail. Ms. Arkin is in receipt of the envelope indicating that 
notice was left that the letter was to be picked up. The letter is in compliance with the lease.  
 
(b) Heritage House Redevelopment Area  
 
The Heritage House Redevelopment Plan was approved earlier this summer by the Commission and it 
was forwarded to both the Planning Board for review and City Council for adoption. City Council 
adopted the Redevelopment Plan in September, 2015. At their last meeting, City Council approved a 
budget ordinance to allocate funds for acquisition of the property. A notice to proceed has been issued 
to McNairy and Sons, a local appraisal firm, who provided the lowest bid for the appraisal process. 
They intend to begin the process the week of October 27, 2015. McNairy and Sons will be contacting 
the property owners directly to allow them to be present to observe or participate in the appraisal 
process.  
 
Staff will continue to update the Commission throughout the appraisal process.  
 
SOUTH ELM STREET REDEVELOPMENT AREA -- Duke Energy Easements: 
 
This agenda item has been tabled until the next meeting. 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
Chair Enochs adjourned the meeting at 6:30 p.m. due to the lack of a quorum of members. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Sue Schwartz 
Planning Director 
SS: sm/jd   



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE  
REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION  

OF GREENSBORO 
REGULAR MEETING 
NOVEMBER 4, 2015 

 
The regular meeting of the Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro (RCG) was held on 
Wednesday, November 4, 2015, in the Plaza Level Conference Room of the Melvin Municipal Office 
Building, commencing at 5:00 p.m. The following members were present:  Robert Enochs, Chairman; 
Clinton Gravely; Dawn Chaney; Angela Harris; and Charles McQueary. Staff present included Dyan 
Arkin and Hanna Cockburn. Also present was Tom Carruthers, City Attorney.  
 
Chair Enochs introduced Tom Carruthers who will be serving as Attorney for the Redevelopment 
Commission of Greensboro.  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
 
a) August 5, 2015 Regular Meeting 
 
Ms. Chaney moved approval of the August 5, 2015 regular meeting minutes as written, seconded by      
Mr. McQueary.  The Commission voted 5-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Enochs, Harris, Gravely, 
Chaney, McQueary. Nays:  None.) 
 
b) October 14, 2015 Special Meeting 
 
Ms. Chaney moved approval of the October 14, 2015 special meeting minutes as written, seconded by      
Mr. McQueary.  The Commission voted 5-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Enochs, Harris, Gravely, 
Chaney, McQueary. Nays:  None.) 
 
SOUTH ELM STREET REDEVELOPMENT AREA: 
 
(a) Duke Energy Agreements and Easements 
 
Ms. Arkin explained that as part of doing the infrastructure and streetscape, Duke Energy takes care of 
several components for the City and developers. Duke Energy provides service to each building as they 
come on line through an easement process. The easement may cross a small piece of Redevelopment 
Commission property and if that is the case, the Commission will need to do an easement as well. 
Additional easements may be required in the future. Members have been provided a copy of a draft 
easement document; however, details of the document will need to be reviewed and finalized by the 
attorney. Staff is asking the Commission to authorize the Chair to sign the document subsequent to 
approval by the attorney. This authorization would allow the easement to be addressed without having 
to call a special meeting or waiting until the December, 2015 meeting. 
 
Ms. Arkin explained that some of the utility poles on Gate City Boulevard will be moved across the 
street to the north where poles are already located. Additional poles will be added as needed. As a 
result, there will be no poles in front of the Union Square Campus. 
 
In addition, Duke Energy has a policy that they do not work on Brownfields properties. Therefore, the 
contract for infrastructure will do much of the work that Duke Energy would normally do and should be 
less expensive than if Duke Energy did the work themselves. The Brownfields Agreement states that 
every owner of property is responsible for anyone they hire to come onto the property to do any kind of 
work. Duke Energy has put together a separate agreement that releases them of responsibility and 
liability for anything associated with working on the Brownfields property. Staff asked the Commission 
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to consider authorizing the execution of this agreement subsequent to attorney review and approval. 
The document would only be executed if it did not commit anything more than the Union Square 
Campus has already committed to NCDENR (North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural 
Resources) in terms of responsibility and liability as put forth in the Brownfields Agreement.  
 
Mr. Gravely moved to authorize execution of the documents subsequent to review and approval by the 
attorney and to authorize the Chair to sign the documents once they have been approved by the 
attorney, seconded by Mr. McQueary. The Commission voted 5-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  
Enochs, Gravely, McQueary, Harris, Chaney. Nays:  None.) 
 
John Merrill, 7406 Summerwind Court, Summerfield, North Carolina, Union Square Campus, Inc., 
stated that as a result of the recent rain, the project is three days behind schedule. However, the 
contractor is not overly concerned about making up the days and still targets June 20, 2015 as the date 
of substantial completion. The building will be ready for operation in August, 2015.  
 
(b) Norfolk Southern Railway Easement 
 
Ms. Arkin advised the Commission that Bob Chapman, SEDG (South Elm Development Group), Master 
Developer, has gotten Norfolk Southern Railway to agree that they did not have a claim on the 
additional 112 feet in question. As a result, they will provide a quit-claim deed for that property. The 
survey is in process and it is possible that a very small portion of redevelopment property will be going 
to Norfolk Southern Railway. The slope of that portion of land is not buildable and could not have been 
developed anyway.  
 
Counsel Carruthers commented that the Commission is gaining much more land than they would be 
giving up. The land that may be given up is just limited to the gravel slope adjacent to the railroad track. 
Staff plans to present the quit-claim deed to Commissioners for their review at a future meeting. The 
exact dimensions of the land being transferred will be available at that time.  
 
EASTSIDE PARK REDEVELOPMENT AREA: 
 
(a) Community Garden Lease 
 
Ms. Arkin said that the community garden property, located at 209 Gillespie Street, was leased to 
Habitat for Humanity in 2010 to install and operate a community garden for the benefit of the Eastside 
Park neighborhood. The lease has expired and new leadership at Habitat for Humanity has expressed 
an interest in moving in other directions and not renewing the lease. Community Housing Solutions has 
been working in the neighborhood for a long time and they have agreed to lease the property for 
continuing use as a community garden. A draft of the lease agreement has been distributed to 
members. Ms. Arkin noted that if there is an opportunity for a developable use for the property in the 
future, the Commission can give 30 days of notice at any time. The lease was set up with a clause so 
that it will automatically renew unless the Commission expresses a desire to terminate it.  
 
Mr. McQueary commented that a community garden is a good use of the land and felt the lease should 
be approved.  
 
Mr. McQueary moved to accept the lease as proposed, seconded by Mr. Gravely. The Commission 
voted 5-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Enochs, Gravely, McQueary, Harris, Chaney. Nays:  None.) 
 
 
 
WILLOW OAKS REDEVELOPMENT AREA: 
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(a) Conveyance of City-owned Property to RCG 
 
In November of 2013, the Commission held a public hearing about three parcels of land in the Willow 
Oaks Redevelopment area. At that time, the Commission approved the addition of the three parcels to 
the Redevelopment Plan Acquisition List for this area. Two of the parcels were taken by the City in 
foreclosure for failure to pay taxes and are not developable by themselves. The Commission has paid 
the assessed value for the property that has been taken for tax purposes. Staff is exploring with the 
Finance Department whether it is possible to move to a process whereby the City could write off the 
cost of that or discount it further than the appraised value. The maximum amount that would need to be 
paid for this land is $8,500, which is the appraised value.  
 
The land is not useful to anyone but the Commission because it can be added to parcels already 
owned by the Commission to make a larger, more desirable piece of developable property. Staff feels 
that the best use of the land might be a multifamily option. The property will be marketed once the land 
has actually been conveyed to the Commission. Both of these properties are currently on City Council’s 
agenda for approval on November 17, 2015 but may be moved to the December, 2015 meeting 
instead. The properties are currently City-owned and are being transferred to the Commission. 
Approval to convey the parcels has already gone through the Commission at the point they were   
added to the acquisition list.  Ms. Arkin identified the two parcels being considered on a map for the 
benefit of members. She noted that a portion of one of the parcels may be offered to the adjacent 
church in the future because it would square off their property.  
 
Staff is requesting approval from the Commission to move forward with this acquisition in an amount up 
to $8,500.00. Counsel Carruthers commented that it is unclear why the Commission would have to pay 
for the land and he is looking into the matter. Ms. Arkin said it is not a legal requirement for either the 
City or the Commission; rather, it seems to be a budgeting and accounting requirement. Staff is waiting 
for a full response from the Legal and Finance Departments on the issue. The goal is to come up with a 
different way of recording how the document is conveyed from the City to the Commission that does not 
require the Commission to pay for the land. Until this information is ascertained, the item cannot go 
forward to City Council.  
 
Following discussion, members agreed that it would be best to put the conveyance item on the 
December, 2015 RCG agenda when more information will be available.  
 
RCG BANK ACCOUNT STATUS: 
 
Ms. Arkin distributed a draft of procedures to be adopted by the Commission for banking and financial 
transactions based on what has been used by the Greensboro Housing and Development Partnership. 
The Redevelopment Commission has a bank account consisting of money left over from transactions 
made several years ago. These are the funds the College Hill Neighborhood Association has asked the 
Commission to hold for them. The Commission is not actively seeking to do anything else with these 
funds and has requested that the College Hill Neighborhood comes forward when there is a project that 
would use the funds.  
 
Staff is asking the Commission to review the draft of procedures for banking and financial transactions 
and email any comments so that a final draft can be presented at the next meeting. The finance 
department will also review the draft of procedures.  
 
In addition, a resolution is needed to revise the signature card for this bank account to reflect the 
current Chair and staff. Robert Enochs would be named as Chairman with Hanna Cockburn and/or 
Dyan Arkin as the Assistant Secretary. 
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Mr. Gravely moved to revise the signature cards, seconded by Ms. Chaney. The Commission voted 5-0 
in favor of the motion. (Ayes:  Enochs, Gravely, McQueary, Harris, Chaney. Nays:  None.) 
 
DRAFT ANNUAL REPORT DISTRIBUTION: 
 
Ms. Arkin stated that the draft of the Annual Report is not available for review at this time.  
 
STAFF UPDATES: 
 
(a)  Heritage House Acquisition 
 
Ms. Cockburn informed members that the appraisal process has almost been completed. The appraisal 
firm is assessing each of the 177 units independently and will provide a report and value for each unit 
so the Commission can then offer to purchase each of the units. Several components will be 
coordinated at the staff level and the Commission will be kept informed as the process moves forward. 
 
(b) Family Dollar Update 
 
Ms. Arkin stated that the appeal was denied and the Court of Appeals case has been abandoned by 
Celestine Simmons. Staff has been in touch with the Durbin Group to offer assistance to get them back 
on track. They still need to go through the TRC (Technical Review Committee) approval process for the 
site plan and construction of the building. Staff is waiting on a response from the Durbin Group relative 
to a framework moving forward or any information that might be needed to move into the TRC process. 
A timeline for development should be available at the next meeting.  
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
There being no further business before the Group, the meeting adjourned at 5:53 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Sue Schwartz 
Planning Director 
SS: sm/jd        
 




