
MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF  
THE REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF GREENSBORO 

PLAZA LEVEL CONFERENCE ROOM 
MELVIN MUNICIPAL OFFICE BUILDING 

FEBRUARY 11, 2010 

 
The Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro met in a regular session in the Plaza Level 
Conference Room, Melvin Municipal Office Building, on Thursday February 11, at 4:30 PM 
Commissioners present were:  Chair Jerry Leimenstoll, Angela Carmichael, Cassandra Rogers, 
Bob Mays, and Dawn Chaney. Staff included Dan Curry, Dyan Arkin, and Barbara Harris, 
representing the Housing and Community Development Department (HCD). Also present was 
Jim Blackwood, Esq., attorney for the Commission. 
 
Chair Jerry Leimenstoll welcomed member Dawn Chaney to the Commission.  
 
1. ELECTION OF 2010 RCG OFFICERS 
 
After some discussion among the Commission the following elections were made: 
 

Bob Mays moved that Jerry Leimenstoll be elected as Chair and Angela Carmichael be 
elected as Vice Chair, seconded by Cassandra Rogers. The Board voted unanimously, 
5-0, in favor of the motion. (Ayes: Leimenstoll, Carmichael, Rogers, Mays, Chaney. 
Nays: None.) 
 
Mr. Mays moved that Shawna Tillery be removed as Assistant Secretary, and that the 
Commission retain Dan Curry, Dyan Arkin, and Barbara Harris as Assistant Secretaries, 
seconded by Ms. Rogers. The Board voted unanimously, 5-0, in favor of the motion. 
(Ayes: Leimenstoll, Carmichael, Rogers, Mays, Chaney. Nays: None.) 
 
Chair: Jerry Leimenstoll 
Vice Chair: Angela Carmichael 
Assistant Secretaries: Dan Curry, Dyan Arkin, and Barbara Harris 

 
 
2. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 12, 2009 REGULAR MEETING 
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that it was appropriate for Ms. Chaney to recuse herself from the votes 
on the minute approvals because she was not present during the meetings. Ms. Chaney and the 
Commission agreed. 
 
Mr. Mays moved that the Commission approve the minutes as submitted, seconded by Ms. 
Rogers. The Commission voted unanimously, 4-0, in favor of the motion. (Ayes: Leimenstoll, 
Carmichael, Rogers, Mays. Nays: None.) 
 
 
3. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 30, 2009 SPECIAL MEETING 
 
Mr. Mays moved that the Commission approve the minutes as submitted, seconded by Ms. 
Rogers. The Commission voted unanimously, 4-0, in favor of the motion. (Ayes: Leimenstoll, 
Carmichael, Rogers, Mays. Nays: None.) 
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4. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF DECEMBER 21, 2009 SPECIAL MEETING 
 
Ms. Rogers asked that the minutes be amended to say the meeting was held in the Council 
Chambers.  
 
Mr. Mays moved that the Commission approve the minutes as amended, seconded by Ms. 
Rogers. The Commission voted unanimously, 4-0, in favor of the motion. (Ayes: Leimenstoll, 
Carmichael, Rogers, Mays. Nays: None.) 
 
5. SOUTH ELM STREET REDEVELOPMENT AREA: Rescind Resolution to Sell Property  

Generally Known as 104 E. Lee St., 124 E Lee Street and 508 Arlington St., 
Greensboro, NC (Guilford County Tax Map Nos. 17-1-2, 3 & 6) 

 
Ms. Arkin stated that these properties were originally supposed to be sold to the Ole Asheboro 
Neighborhood Association for the development of a hotel. The development group has settled 
on a property outside of the South Elm St. Redevelopment Area and asked that their request be 
withdrawn, so the resolution for the sale needs to be rescinded. 
 
Mr. Mays asked what the cost of the appraisal was. Ms. Arkin estimated the cost of the study at 
$6,000. Chair Leimenstoll asked if any other expenses were incurred. Ms. Arkin stated that 
there was substantial staff time spent on the matter. Ms. Arkin and Mr. Curry mentioned other 
related costs such as newspaper notices for public hearing and the STAR report that was done 
for the City of Greensboro. The STAR report cost approximately $5000, and those items were 
paid out of the HCD budget for the City of Greensboro. Mr. Curry stated that staff could provide 
an accounting of expenses to the Commission related to this project. Mr. Mays stated that it was 
important from his perspective to have a list of associated costs for two purposes: transparency 
as to due diligence that was done in this case and to tell us what these things cost in case it 
comes up again in the future.  
 
Jim Blackwood, in response to the Commission, stated that the Commission needed to make a 
motion to rescind the Resolution to Sell Property, adopted at the December 21 Special Meeting, 
at the appraised value of $1.1 million. 
 
Mr. Mays moved to rescind the Resolution to Sell Property Generally Known as 104 E. Lee St., 
124 E Lee St. and 508 Arlington St., Greensboro, NC (Guilford County Tax Map Nos. 17-1-2, 3 
& 6) to the Ole Asheboro Neighborhood Association, at the appraised value of $1.1 million, 
subject to the various terms and conditions of the sale agreement, seconded by Ms. Rogers. 
The Commission voted unanimously, 5-0, in favor of the motion. (Ayes: Leimenstoll, 
Carmichael, Rogers, Mays, Chaney. Nays: None.) 
 
6. SOUTH ELM STREET REDEVELOPMENT AREA: Disposition and Development 

Procedures and Schedule 
 
Mr. Curry stated that the development plan is basically where it was four months ago before the 
side tour to explore a proposal: the Commission has property of 6.8 acres, in the process of site 
remediation to get the land ready to sell to a developer, and the plan is to initiate marketing and 
ultimate sale of the property. Staff is prepared to go forward aggressively. Staff thinks the site is 
one the development community will want and has tremendous value. It will be well-prepared 
and has incentives. Marketing will focus on the positive highlights of the area including the 
ongoing development in Downtown. Staff is prepared to pick up with marketing over the next 
several months and intends to have a development prospectus prepared 60 days from now. 



REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF GREENSBORO 2-11-2010 3 

 
Staff thinks it is important to begin to position this project to market the site locally, regionally 
and perhaps nationwide. The marketing consultant, Community Retail Catalysts, has begun 
helping staff think through the steps to develop products that will market this site appropriately. 
Community Retail Catalysts has revamped the project website.  
 
Mr. Mays asked if the website had been announced before the hotel proposal. Ms. Arkin stated 
it had. Mr. Mays said nothing moved forward during the time of the hotel proposal consideration.  
 
Mr. Curry gave a brief overview of the website and the online proposal opportunity, and some of 
the expected changes. The site will allow developers to gain the necessary information about 
the site, the RFP for the site, submit RFPs, and other actions. They may be required to submit a 
hard copy proposal as well.  
 
There will also be a positioning statement, or a general mission for the project, which will go out 
to the Commission in the next few weeks. The theme line developed by the consultant is “The 
Excitement Is Building” and currently being used on the website and on signage at the project 
site. Other marketing products will also be brought before the Commission for feedback 
including press releases and outreach to developers through various publications and 
organizations.  
 
Mr. Curry stated the plan has a two phase process. 1) Pre-marketing: getting the word out about 
the project, building interest in the development opportunity. This will take place over the next 
two months prior to issuing the RFP. This is to get the word out about the project, which allows 
developers to think through how they might respond. They would also like to solicit responses 
from the development community, which may inform the way the RFP is written 2) Finalizing 
and releasing the RFP: the plan is to go to RFP in the April timeframe, after Commission’s 
review and approval. This would include Commission direction and approval of an RFP. 
 
Ms. Rogers asked what role the advisory group would have. Mr. Curry stated he wanted to be 
clear that the advisory group is not intended to make suggestions on which developer to award 
the project to, but provide more detailed advice and feedback to the Commission from people 
who do this kind of work, perhaps developers who have done this type of work or urban 
designers who have designed this type of project, and someone who has a feel for the 
community. It will help fill the technical gaps that staff has since they don’t regularly do this kind 
of work. Final decisions on developers will be made by the Commission. Staff is still attempting 
to put together a list of possible advisors and will present suggestions to the Commission next 
month, probably from outside Greensboro to prevent potential issues with people who work 
locally. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked if the City was willing to compensate these advisors. Mr. Curry 
suggested we offer travel expenses, but did not look at this as a contracted position. But if there 
is not willingness, compensation may need to be considered. 
 
The entire process is planned to take place in this order: Pre-marketing, RFP finalization, 
developer selection, negotiations, and start development. A rough timeframe was presented to 
the Commission. The process won’t happen overnight and it may take 3-6 months once you 
have chosen a developer because there is substantial time in design work, financing, and other 
aspects. Staff hopes to have a master developer by the end of 2010 and be on the way to a 
formalized development agreement and property transaction. 
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Chair Leimenstoll asked about the status of site remediation efforts. Ms. Harris stated that 
environmental assessment activity was completed in 2006, and the City contracted 
environmental remediation services in July 2009 for just under $1.1 million. Remediation was 
planned to take three months, but weather has caused delays. There are still holes in the 
ground that need to be filled and old debris to be removed and coal dust that needs to be 
removed. Remediation is now planned to be completed, after two dry weeks, in three to four 
weeks.  
 
Mr. Mays asked how much was paid to the marketing consultant. Ms. Arkin stated the 
approximate total for the contract was $47,000, and that included the website, a community 
information plan for one of the EPA grants, the marketing structure presented to market the site 
and procuring a developer, and the marketing and communication plan. This was done through 
RFP. Mr. Mays asked for a copy of their proposal. Ms. Arkin stated that she would provide the 
Commission with a copy of the RFP and proposal.  
 
Mr. May asked if their work was suspended during the hotel proposal. Ms. Arkin stated they 
provided guidance on how the initial plan could be modified concerning the property not 
included in the hotel proposal. The majority of the work was completed before the hotel 
proposal, including the website and community plan. The marketing/communications plan was 
not completed. The first draft was provided before the proposal, but it was determined to wait to 
finalize it until the time was right. The contract does not include market study, end use, or 
feasibility. This company does that but it’s not part of this contract. 
 
Ms. Rogers asked when their period of performance ends. Ms. Arkin stated that she would 
provide that information with the RFP and proposal and contract.  
 
Mr. Mays stated that the Commission spent a number of years getting a plan for South Elm 
Street, spent of money to create an identity and go to an RFP process for a master developer. 
That was suspended while selling a part of the project was explored, which now has been 
rescinded. He suggested this is the time to revisit a number of basic assumptions of the project 
rather than just picking up where we left off. Mr. Mays asked if Council and the Manager have 
communicated to staff that they support the original vision of the South Elm project. Mr. Curry 
stated that they have not had the opportunity to voice their support. Mr. Mays has a problem 
with assuming thathatn is still the case. 
 
Mr. Mays stated that this hotel project is still going through a political process. It is also 
important that even though there seems to be support from Council and the Manager, three or 
four aren’t very knowledgeable about the South Elm project and the amount of money it may 
take to support development of this project. He stated that at this point Greensboro is the 
master developer of the project, and staff is not qualified to be a developer of this project. The 
development community has been thinned out by the economy, and practically none can do this 
project without financial assistance from the City, either through financing, COPs or a parking 
deck. He feels it’s time to have a heart to heart with the Manager and the Council to see what 
they’re willing to support because they may just say the City doesn’t have the money to be a 
partner in this developer. He states with the value of the property, there will likely be 
infrastructure, utility, and stormwater concerns that will require financial support and Council 
may not be equipped to handle that request.  
 
He also asked what is to prevent prevent an institution or foundation or someone of means from 
buying a piece of property while you are doing this plan? He served as liaison for the technical 
team and talked about it at a couple meetings, but that was stopped when the hotel came into 
the picture. He stated that buy-in from the Manager’s Office and the City Council for the plan as 
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it stands. He would support a meeting with the Council and Manager to discuss their support for 
the project. He stated the people with technical expertise he talked to who were willing to help 
have backed off because of the hotel. The developers do not want to get involved with a project 
that can change midstream and the folks he had talked with do not want to be a part of it. 
Developers take a lot of risk, are often judged poorly by the press, but they often put money into 
things other people don’t see as worth doing, and they generally create great things from 
nothing. They prefer not to work in the public eye. There is a natural division between trying to 
do the public good and trying to allow a developer the chance to what he does best. If the City 
wants to be the developer of the property, or to sell the property, but the Commission does not 
have that call; the Manager and the Council have that call, and it was extremely clear during the 
hotel thing, which is not done yet. That group will still make a request for public funds to build a 
parking garage to make their project work. It will be interesting to see which project gets the 
parking deck and how it’s financed. There is also an 11 million dollar budget shortfall, so he 
thinks we need to hear from Council before you move ahead. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that developers do not like surprises, and the Commission, Council, 
and the Manager need to work to clear up any issues that may discourage developers from 
getting involved. He stated he has been involved with the project since before the City was 
involved, and he wants to see it happen as it was planned, but we need to be thoughtful and 
cautious about it.  
 
Ms. Rogers stated that the budget shortfall makes a big difference and in light of the fact that 
there is a new Council, new Manager, and a budget shortfall, their input is even more important. 
She would feel more comfortable as well if they had buy-in from them. 
 
Mr. Curry stated that he agrees with almost everything that has been said. He agrees that the 
amount of social and political capital has been lost because of the publicity of the last few 
months. Every time something is taken away, we lose something. Our job is to figure out how to 
rebuild that image and that social capital support for the project. Staff is working on capital 
budgets that include funding for the infrastructure improvements for the project, funding for 
development assistance, a funding plan for financial assistance with the parking lot, which may 
involve Certificates of Participation. Some work is part of the budget process for the next year, 
which will work through the City budget process. Staff will work to make sure that there are the 
resources needed for this project and that will work through the City Manager’s office and 
ultimately through Council. He fully supports the need to make sure the City administration and 
City Council are fully aware of the direction the direction project is going and the support that will 
be needed. Mr. Mays stated that going through this process again will injure forever the chance 
to develop a quality project downtown, that they will only get one more chance. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked where Community Retail Catalysts was from. Ms. Arkin stated they 
were from the D.C. area. Chair Leimenstoll asked for more explanation on the project mission 
and theme. Mr. Curry stated that the project mission would be the vision for the project as an 
end result in 10 or 15 years. Chair Leimenstoll asked where the input for the vision came from. 
Mr. Curry stated that the input for this mission was developed the original redevelopment 
planning process, the redevelopment plan, notes from the CAT team, and more recently 
community meetings. Ms. Arkin stated staff met with the consultants for a half day work session 
as well. EPA required, as part of the remediation grant, a community plan which was utilized as 
well.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked what the vision was defined as. Mr. Curry stated he was not prepared 
to give a clear concise statement at this time. Chair Leimenstoll stated the vision has two roles 
and the role is [in the heart] where it’s felt and understood in the community. He asked what role 
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the Commission plays in developing that vision. Mr. Curry stated that the vision educates and 
informs their planning work as they put a proposal together. Chair Leimenstoll stated that the 
vision is about what life will exist at this site 10 years from now, not just the building, and it may 
not be a development question.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked what strengths staff in HCD has and how do those come together to 
put this project together. He asked to be given that information later. He stated it is important for 
the Commission to know this in order to put an advisory group together. It will also help in 
deciding what type of support this group could bring and when they would be involved and we 
may need to pay these professionals for their time. 
 
Mr. Curry stated that the Commission needs to understand what roles staff, the Commission 
and the advisory committee bring to the process. Mr. Mays asked if staff needed anything from 
the Commission to assist them in getting information and direction from Council and the City 
Manager. Mr. Curry stated that staff understood this was important and would have the 
conversation with the City Manager’s office to see how they want to handle it. Chair Leimenstoll 
asked if it would be possible to hear it directly face-to-face from the City Manager. 
 

 
 

* * * * * * * * * * * 
 
There being no further business before the Commission, the meeting adjourned at 5:38 PM. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Dan Curry, 
Secretary, HCD 
 
DC/jd 
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF  
THE REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF GREENSBORO 

PLAZA LEVEL CONFERENCE ROOM 
MELVIN MUNICIPAL OFFICE BUILDING 

MARCH 11th, 2010 

 
The Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro met in a regular session in the Plaza Level Conference 
Room, Melvin Municipal Office Building, on Thursday March 11, at 4:30 PM Commissioners present 
were:  Chair Jerry Leimenstoll, Angela Carmichael, Cassandra Rogers, Bob Mays, and Dawn Chaney. 
Staff included Dan Curry, Dyan Arkin, Barbara Harris and Cyndi Blue, representing the Housing and 
Community Development Department (HCD), and Rashad Young, Greensboro City Manager. Also 
present was Jim Blackwood, Esq., attorney for the Commission. 
 
1. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE FEBRUARY 11, 2010 REGULAR MEETING 
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that in his opinion the minutes from the February meeting needed to be 
substantially revised. He feels they are incomplete and do not represent some of the more significant 
discussion that took place. He asked that staff review the tape and present a revised set of minutes. Mr. 
Mays stated that he noticed in the South Elm Street Redevelopment, the discussion towards the end, did 
not accurately reflect what the action items were to be.  
 
Dyan Arkin stated that if the Commission would like to give staff some direction on the changes they 
would like to see it would help staff in the review of the minutes. Chair Leimenstoll stated that there are 
always interpretive aspects to minutes. The minutes are a legal document and a legal representation of 
what transpired. He did not feel it was appropriate to give staff direction on what should be included.  
 
Dan Curry asked if the minutes did not cover all of the items or if there was incorrect information. Chair 
Leimenstoll stated the minutes did not cover all of the items. Mr. Mays was disappointed and believes the 
article in the Business Journal summarized the discussion better than the minutes. 
 
Ms. Rogers pointed out typos in the introduction, and Ms. Chaney pointed out that her name was 
misspelled.  
 
No motion was made, and a revised set of minutes will be presented at the next regular meeting. 
 
2. WILLOW OAKS AND EASTSIDE PARK REDEVELOPMENT AREAS: Lincoln Grove 

Apartments Low Income Housing Tax Credit Application 
 
Ms. Arkin stated the Commission has been presented with a brief memo explaining that Wynnefield 
Properties has come to the City with a preliminary tax credit application for the next round of low income 
housing tax credits for the Lincoln Grove apartments. 
 
Cyndi Blue stated she primarily works with nonprofit and for profit developers to develop or rehabilitate 
affordable housing for ownership, rental, or supportive housing. This project is one of the oldest in the 
city’s rental portfolio. It is one of the first tax credit projects the City did. It is a 116 unit scattered site 
located to the north of the Willow Oaks boundary and in the center of the Willow Oaks boundary.  Ms. 
Blue pointed out some additional parcels on the map that would be part of Wynnefield’s project, but not 
part of the tax credit application. The Community Center was also pointed out per request of Chair 
Leimenstoll.  
 
Ms. Blue stated this had been one of the first rehabilitations to occur in the Lincoln Grove area. The units 
have been fairly well maintained, but as new construction has come in Willow Oaks, they are finding 
themselves challenged to keep the units filled. The original project structure does not give them a great 
deal of flexibility in rent. They were competing with new tax credit development. The Lincoln Grove 
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partnership submitted to staff an intricate proposal to resolve the issue. The proposal includes 
demolishing the existing one story units located on the two parcels and replacing them with two story 
craftsman-styled buildings. Preliminary plans are currently being reviewed by staff and the Town 
Architect for Willow Oaks. Wynnefield is working with staff and trying to create something that is 
complementary to Willow Oaks. The developer would like the City to reinvest in the units that are being 
rebuilt. They are proposing to give to the City the projects that are not located in this proposed 
redevelopment in exchange for an appropriate reduction in the original loan balance. It is basically a 
swap of land for cash. 
 
This proposal opens up a number of opportunities including acquisition of units at the end of Avalon 
Trace near where the Commission already owns property [along South English within the Willow Oaks 
redevelopment area]. Chair Leimenstoll asked for those properties to be shown on the map. The 
properties not of the Commission’s interest on Lowdermilk Street would be sold. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked what area the lines on the map presented. Ms. Arkin stated that the map is a 
study area from some earlier work and shows Willow Oaks and some of Eastside Park. Mr. Curry stated 
that the boundary between the two projects runs along Spencer Street. 
 
Mr. Curry stated that this is an update for the Commission on things happening in the redevelopment 
area. There is no action needed from the Commission. 
 
Ms. Blue stated that this is likely one of the best resolution to the marketing problem they had, and it also 
achieves many of the Commission’s objectives for the area including improving the housing conditions in 
the greater Willow Oaks and Eastside Park areas. Staff feels it is a good proposal, but evaluation of the 
plans and financing will still need to be done.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked if the Town Architect would have the same responsibilities for this project as for 
the Willow Oaks area. Mr. Curry stated that he would offer his services, but they will not necessarily be 
required to follow his suggestions. However, that depends on the agreement worked out between the 
City and the developer. Ms. Arkin stated that he is reviewing the plan and making suggestions. The 
developer has expressed interest in working with him to ensure these units are comparable with other 
development in the redevelopment areas.  
 
For the benefit of new members, Mr. Mays stated that the Town Architect served an advisory role in 
development standards for this entire development. It costs for his services, but the money is well spent 
to ensure planning and implementation is correct. Chair Leimenstoll stated that the Commission and the 
City have an investment in the area; an investment financially and socially. One of the key aspects of the 
returns being seen is the Town Architect. It seems that since this is within the redevelopment area, the 
Commission should take steps to make sure that similar standards are met by this development. 
 
Mr. Curry stated that was a reasonable expectation, and that is part of the negotiation the City will have. 
Chair Leimenstoll asked how reasonable that would be for the potential developer. Ms. Blue stated it 
would depend on the suggestions of the Town Architect. Minor modifications are likely to be well 
received; significant changes that affect the cost structure might not be. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that having a Town Architect ensures that standards are met, and the 
developments the Commission has overseen would not have the quality they do without his services.  
 
Ms. Blue stated that the developer was originally sent the design standards for Willow Oaks. The 
developer sent back their architect’s first attempt. Those plans are now under review. The final 
applications for the Housing Tax Credit program is early May. The design will be finalized between now 
and then.  
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Chair Leimenstoll encouraged the Town Architect to follow this proposal through. It is in the best interest 
of the redevelopment projects in the area and what this development can add to them. Otherwise, it will 
be a redevelopment project with some holes. He does not believe that is what the Commission or the 
City wants.  
 
3. SOUTH ELM STREET REDEVELOPMENT AREA: 
 
 a. Site Marketing Plan 
 
Mr. Curry stated the Commission asked staff at the last meeting to bring a collection of information as 
well as, hopefully, the City Manager to talk briefly about the City’s commitment to the redevelopment 
project. A brief memo was presented to the Commission summarizing where the project is at in term of 
the pre-marketing work. The Commission was also presented with information they requested on the 
marketing strategy. The draft strategy is still being worked on, updated, and awaiting feedback from the 
Commission.  
 
Rashad Young, City Manager, thanked the Commission for the opportunity to come. He wanted to 
express the support of both the Manager’s Office and the administration. He stated this was one of the 
key projects that his office is discussing on a regular basis. He understands that there have been many 
changes with regard to proposals. The City is committed to focusing on the master developer concept on 
the site to make sure the entire site is developed with the continuity and standards the Commission 
expects. The City will also participate in the project from the public infrastructure standpoint. They will 
determine the extent of their involvement from the gap analysis review, in order to meet the “but for” 
standards for public participation. This will help outline the appropriate amount for them to invest. But the 
commitment is there for a mixed-use development with affordable housing, and they want to do their part 
to get it done. The staff and the Commission have Mr. Young’s full support and enthusiasm for getting 
this project complete.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll expressed the Commission’s appreciation for Mr. Young’s attendance and the 
opportunity to have a discussion with him about the project.  
 
Mr. Mays stated that he appreciated Mr. Young’s attendance, but he doesn’t feel it addresses his 
concern. Mr. Mays asked if the Council was up to speed on the project, and supportive of the type of 
infrastructure and improvements that might be necessary.  
 
Mr. Young stated that staff has not gone to Council with “what-if” approach on the project. He believes, 
from Council’s perspective, that seeing redevelopment on this site is important to them. When the other 
issues came up about what direction to take, with the master developer and the hotel project, the Council 
members were very engaged in that, and want to see development happen. He believes that Council 
support of infrastructure depends on what is recommended in terms a financing structure and the total 
cost. He feels confident that a vast majority of the Council is supportive of the concept. He is not 
prepared at this point to ask for the Council’s support of public infrastructure without a clearer concept of 
what that might be.  
 
Mr. Mays stated that the way this has been looked at there will need to be a parking deck. The Council 
has already come out publicly against building a new parking deck at this time. So the RFP will go out to 
developers with this understanding. He asked how to clarify an $8 million parking deck when the Council 
has not spoken to that and how is the Manager going to get the Council to approve COPs or other 
financing tools. There currently is not abundant financing available for developers. The developers will 
ask what the City can do to help, and those questions cannot be answered at this point.  
 
Mr. Young stated that he would not ask the Council to give a blanket commitment for a project that has 
not been completely defined. The issue with the parking deck in Council briefings is that they are not yet 
sure that demand projections for the CBD justifies the expense right now. If a project came forward in the 
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CBD that would push the demand to where a parking deck is justified, he believes the Council would 
move forward with the expenditure for the sake of the development. If a development was presented 
where certain uses on the site require parking, and they know what the investment levels of the 
developer are, he does not have any issue presenting the need for a parking structure to the Council if 
that is what is needed to make the project work. Infrastructure would be funded through COPs or 
revenue bonds and not from the general fund, which will likely make the Council more comfortable with 
the investment. 
 
Mr. Mays stated his concern was that the original plan had been in the works for seven years, and that it 
was abandoned for a proposed plan for about four months. In talking to developers that had at one time 
been interested in the project, they are no longer interested seeing the changes that could happen. He 
does not think at this point that City staff has the expertise to develop this RFP because they are not 
experienced with commercial development on this scale. He was originally in support of a technical 
group to help staff, but now he feels that a paid expert might be necessary. He feels it is important to hire 
an expert to develop the RFP.  
 
Mr. Curry added some information about financial commitments. There are already two financial 
commitments for the project: $395,000 in HOME Funds already allocated to partially cover the affordable 
housing subsidies, and $500,000 funding allocated for infrastructure development on site, primarily for 
streets and utilities. This is not the big pieces that might be needed, but it does show a commitment by 
the City. 
 
Mr. Mays stated that there were tremendous inherited federal requirements for funding of certain types of 
residential development and other requirements on how things are done for the development. These are 
viewed both positively and negatively by developers. To make an RFP effective for a broad spectrum of 
developers, it is important to answer as many of the questions as possible. There can be no doubt that 
the City is going to help make this happen, and right now that is not evident. The last thing a developer 
wants is a surprise. There are also substantial stormwater requirements for this project. This is not an 
easy project, and it needs the commitment necessary to make it successful. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that his greatest concern was about posture. Reviewing the October RFP, the 
RFP outlines the minimum development requirements, a whole gamut of information on what this project 
is about.  Negotiations have to take place. This is a very high density project, and it is very complicated. 
There are many things that will require cooperation. He feels that the City is operating in a closed-arms 
posture and needs to be more open to compromises and negotiations. If this project is going to work, all 
parties involved—the City Council, the City Staff, and the Redevelopment Commission—need to work in 
an open arms posture with potential developers and have an exchange of ideas and compromise. This is 
a community issue, and this project could create a community. He said that if the parties involved could 
not work with an open arms posture he could not be involved.  
 
Mr. Young stated that partnerships and collaboration are essential. That is the way the City needs to 
operate and that is the culture that is being built into the organization. They need to be on the same page 
as they go down the path of this project. That is the same conversation being had with the Council. He 
and staff work for the Council, but they will do their part to talk about the importance of that.  
 
Ms. Rogers asked if it’s because of the fact that there is not complete buy-in of the Council, is that why 
Mr. Leimenstoll is saying he would not support this. Chair Leimenstoll stated he was not saying he would 
not support it, but he would only support it if it was a community effort. He would not continue to work 
with parties that have a closed-arms posture.  
 
Mr. Mays stated that some of the newer members may not be aware of the years of work that have gone 
into this project. The only reason he got onto the Commission was the South Elm Street project. When 
the hotel proposal came along, and everybody threw the seven years of planning out and began 
discussing a small part of the project area that injured the overall project vision, it was nightmare. It made 
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him realize that the City may not stay the course as a developer. It is a different era with financing and 
bringing in dependable developers. He also realized that the more requirements included, the less 
interest there will be. There is a disconnect between the Manager and the Commission. He not sure the 
Council knows how much financial investment will be required from the City to make this project work. 
Chair Leimenstoll agrees that the Manager cannot go to City Council and ask for support without it being 
more defined. The RFP will need to be brought to fruition.  
 
Mr. Curry stated that there may be an interim step. The pre-marketing work acts not only to get 
information to the development community, but also to find out what developers will say about the 
proposed project. Based on that information, trying to think through what will actually be necessary to ask 
Council to support. There may be an opportunity during that phase to have some dialogue with Council. 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that at some point the two to three developers that are showing strong interest 
will make a presentation that needs to be analyzed. That can then be presented to the Council with more 
definition. The most important pieces of the RFP to Chair Leimenstoll are pages 4, 5, and 10, that outline 
the principles this project are built on. Those principles need to be explicit, understood, and evaluated at 
every level including City Council.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated he did not understand the value of market strategy consultants Community 
Retail Catalysts in the process. Some of the things that came out of last month’s discussion were some 
superficial ideas about a theme. He feels the theme the consultants came up with had no relation to the 
principles outlined in pages 4, 5, and 10. Mr. Mays stated that it seemed pretty pricey for the services 
rendered, but he would have to go through the documents given to the members about the consultant’s 
services.  
 
Mr. Curry stated that is part of the work staff is engaging right now. They need to be going back to the 
foundational elements to develop the new RFP.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked Mr. Young if he was in support of paying for consultants to help develop this 
RFP and the project process. Mr. Young stated he was willing to hear discussion on the need of a paid 
consultant for the matter. He would look to Mr. Curry and his staff to give him some comments on that 
issue. He does not know how Council would vote on that issue, but he would advocate strongly with 
them if he felt that a paid consultant was necessary. 
 
Mr. Mays stated that it may not be your typical consultant, but rather may be a developer that is not 
intending to bid on this project that may have good advice. It will likely require more than travel 
compensation. 
 
Ms. Chaney stated that she has read about this plan as it has gone through the process, and right now 
she does not want to reach a stop sign. She would much rather look at what is necessary procedurally to 
move forward. We can not expect the Council to vote on something that the Commission does not fully 
understand. All the members must be educated on the next procedural step and not predetermine what 
the Council is going to do until they have some documentation to respond to. 
 
Mr. Curry stated that will come in two levels. 1) Financial incentives, and 2) the Council does have to 
ratify the Commission’s decision to sell the land to a developer. The bigger of those two is the financial 
involvement. If there is the opportunity to have conversations with Council to begin to flesh out what 
those financial considerations could look like, it will better inform developers. This is not an easy project, 
but it is a desirable project for developers. 
 
3. VARIOUS REDEVELOPMENT AREAS: Potential Acquisitions for Development Using 

Neighborhood Stabilization Program Funds 
 
Ms. Blue stated that the City applied for and received $2.5 million in Neighborhood Stabilization Program 
funds. The program was authorized under the Housing and Economic Recovery Act of 2008, and it is 
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pre-stimulus. It falls under the Department of Housing and Urban Development. The funds travel through 
the State’s Department of Commerce Division of Community Assistance, and they were the granting 
agent to the City. The funds are targeted towards mitigating the negative effects of foreclosures on 
neighborhoods. They are looking for areas where high rates of foreclosure are impacting neighborhoods. 
They can purchase property, demolish property, and redevelop property. They are looking at two major 
focus areas: development of permanent supportive housing, $600,000 is set aside for this; and targeted 
acquisitions with the remaining $1.9 million. The Council-adopted plan identifies four neighborhoods as 
primary target areas: Eastside Park, Ole Asheboro, Arlington Park, and the Glenwood area. There is a 
larger eligible area surrounding these neighborhoods. They are looking for an area with clusters of 
opportunities and where they feel there is a strong potential for home ownership. Several clusters have 
been identified, but she cannot give specific property address at this point. There are some clusters in 
the E. Whittington Street area [in Ole Asheboro] and some clusters in the Glenwood area. Greensboro 
Habitat for Humanity also has a neighborhood stabilization program award. Staff is working with them for 
opportunities to partner up those dollars and also working with other agencies that have received 
statewide funds.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked for more explanation on the two areas of involvement. Ms. Blue stated that 
permanent supportive housing is targeted towards the homeless or disabled and providing ongoing 
support to those households. That particular set of funds is being looked at for the entire target area, not 
the specific neighborhoods, because they are looking primarily for multifamily structures. The City would 
provide funding to a developer who would be acquiring, rehabilitating, and owning those units. Several 
requirements, including income restrictions, would be included on those projects. There would also be a 
supportive services provider who would provide those services. Targeted acquisitions would mean 
looking at foreclosed, abandoned, and blighted properties. They will be looking for clusters in an area 
where there is a good potential for conversion to ongoing homeownership, creating stability in the 
neighborhood. This is primarily older homes.  
 
Ms. Chaney asked if the purchased properties would be rehabilitated and sold back to people in the 
community. Ms. Blue stated they would love to get people from the Glenwood area to buy in Glenwood. 
There would be owner occupancy restrictions, and the properties would have to be affordable to the 
homeowner.  
 
Mr. Curry stated that this is not just a rehabilitation program, and some properties may need to be 
demolished and rebuilt by a developer to the City’s standards and then follow the requirements for 
selling.  
 
Ms. Blue stated that Habitat has their own grant and are acting individually on their own property 
acquisitions. But partnership opportunities are being explored within the City’s identified clusters. The 
timeframe for this project is to have funds obligated by July. The Division of Community Assistance 
would like to see 50% of the funds obligated by May. So this will be taking place very soon. 
 
4. EASTSIDE PARK REDEVELOPMENT AREA: Habitat for Humanity – Community Garden 
 
Ms. Arkin stated that representatives for Habitat were present to discuss a community garden opportunity 
in the Eastside Park Neighborhood. This is a new proposal and is not connected to the proposal that 
came to the Commission a few moths ago. 
 
Winston McGregor, 2422 Camden Rd., Habitat for Humanity Executive Director, and Alison O’Keefe, 926 
Belleview St., represented Habitat for Humanity. Ms. McGregor stated that Habitat has been involved 
with many of the things discussed today at every level. They appreciate the seriousness the Commission 
approaches each of these planning projects. They have done extensive work within Willow Oaks and 
Eastside Park and have worked closely with the Town Architect.  
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They picked this project of a community garden for two reasons. They have been involved in the 
neighborhood, building 30 houses and now building 20 townhomes. Through the reengagement with the 
neighborhood, they have begun to understand some of the interests and desires of the residents. Also, 
there has been an initiative within their Board to move beyond just building houses by looking at dealing 
more broadly with neighborhoods.  
 
They found out that there has been interest in a garden, but it had lacked any traction. Habitat can bring 
some stability to that project. Habitat has secured a $5,000 grant from a private donor to seed the 
community idea concept. There is now a group of 11 residents who have agreed to pay to lease a plot 
and who have been involved and participated in meetings. There is a landscape designer. There are 
covenant and bylaw pieces that have been developed with the neighbors. Habitat is willing to be the 
institutional continuity to the project. This will help put some resources into the project and make it more 
stable. Habitat needs the land to begin the project. 
 
Habitat is seeking a lease for two years. They realize that the Commission may have redevelopment 
plans for the area. The garden will be constructed so that raised beds will be able to be moved to a new 
location. Three lots are under consideration for the garden: 207 and 209 Gillespie St. and 206 York. The 
residents like the front locations 207 and 209 provide along Gillespie St. They feel it is more of an 
entrance to the neighborhood and will showcase the garden more. But they are not against 206 York St. 
There is also more foot traffic across 206 York St. The garden will be fenced, so that may not be an 
issue. The railroad tracks are also across from the York lot. It is the sentiment of the residents that 207 or 
209 Gillespie St. is more prestigious and more suitable for the garden. The twelve residents that met with 
Habitat the night before voted on a chair and vice chair and discussed covenant and appropriate fees. 
So the neighborhood is committed to the project.  
 
Ms. McGregor requested that the Commission give Habitat the authorization to use one of the lots, to be 
determined by Habitat, in order to begin planting in the next couple of months. There may be a grading 
issue on 207 or 209 Gillespie St. but that has not been fully addressed. There are issues there with 
standing water. 206 York does not appear to have those issues. Ideally they would like to have the ability 
to work with the most appropriate lot. 
 
Ms. Arkin stated that the last community garden proposed for the lots on Gillespie was not supported by 
staff because of a possibility for development. The City applied for a second NSP grant, but that grant 
was not awarded, so there is no specific plan for development at this point. The land is intended to be 
developed at some point. They have discussed the need for a request to vacate policy in the lease. This 
would allow the Commission to explore development opportunities and Habitat to move the garden to a 
new location. Staff originally had recommended 407 Gillespie St., but the community has continued to 
say the location is not appropriate. They feel the presented location is more ideal. Given that there are no 
current funding opportunities, staff is comfortable supporting the proposal for 209 or 207 Gillespie, as 
long as the Commission has the authority to request Habitat to vacate. Habitat has agreed to this. At the 
end of the two years the lease could be extended. This will also allow the Commission to see if the 
community garden concept has support in the neighborhood.  
 
Ms. McGregor stated that funds are budgeted to move the garden if necessary.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked how Habitat would be involved with the project. Ms. McGregor stated that Ms. 
O’Keefe would be involved as a point of contact through the summer. She would meet with the 
community group to help organize the project. This is a project the organization is paying attention to for 
their neighborhood activity development. She will play a key oversight role. The County Extension 
Service would help with the technical aspects of the garden.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked what would take place between now and August. Ms. O’Keefe stated that 
summer would be dedicated to the construction of the garden, getting resident involvement, and looking 
for partnerships to help beautify the garden.  
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Ms. Rogers asked if anyone is anticipated to take over Ms. O’Keefe’s role after she leaves. Ms. 
McGregor stated that were in the AmeriCorps application process. The organization is exploring support 
for the project.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that the continuity of having a role like Ms. O’Keefe is essential to the 
development of the community involvement with the garden. Ms. McGregor stated that project would 
have oversight by the organization, and they hope to expand the leadership role through the 
neighborhood. They are even open to the idea of a stipend position within the neighborhood.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked if there was water on the site. Ms. McGregor stated that the water hookups are 
on the site, they would just need to hook up to the services. 
 
Ms. Chaney asked if the lease would include an option to renew if no further development plans are 
made. Ms. Arkin stated that would be included as an initial two year term with annual renewals from 
there. The land is planned for residential development, but until that is a reality this is an appropriate 
location for a community garden.  
 
Mr. Blackwood clarified the desire for the Commission to be able to terminate. He wanted to ensure that 
Habitat understands that at any point the Commission would be able to ask the garden to be moved. Mr. 
Curry stated that the proposal has a thirty-day notification. Chair Leimenstoll asked that be expanded to 
60 days. Ms. Arkin stated that would not be an issue. Chair Leimenstoll suggested a timeframe that was 
appropriate for the growing season in order to avoid discouraging involvement. Ms. Blackwood also 
suggested that the lot have liability insurance, and Ms. McGregor agreed.  
 
Ms. Rogers asked if they were to consider one of the three lots. Ms. Arkin stated that was the case and 
that staff has no preference on which lot was used. She did feel that lot 209 made more sense. Mr. Curry 
stated that staff would support a motion that would allow one of the three properties to be identified at a 
later time.  
 
Ms. Chaney moved to approve the Habitat for Humanity request to lease the one of three properties 
located at 207 and 209 Gillespie St. and 206 York St. for the initial period of two years, with the option to 
extend for one year annually there after, with an appropriate notice to vacate clause, for use as a 
community garden, and any other terms acceptable to both parties, seconded by Ms. Rogers. The 
Commission voted unanimously, 5-0, in favor of the motion. (Ayes: Leimenstoll, Mays, Rogers, 
Carmichael, Chaney. Nays: None.)  
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked for an update for the project at the end of the first growing season and asked for 
Habitat to return to the Commission. Ms. McGregor invited all members to come by through the summer. 
Foothills Connect, Urban Harvest, and Kaboom were suggested as possible groups to contact. 
 
Mr. Mays asked what had happened to the retail project on Highway 70. Ms. McGregor stated that the 
project has been put on hold. Mr. Mays asked if they were interested in selling it. Ms. McGregor stated 
they would likely consider that option. 
 
5. SOUTH ELM STREET REDEVELOPMENT AREA: 
 
 b. Technical Advisors for Development Selection Process 
 
Mr. Curry stated this concerned creation of a group of technical advisors. The skill sets discussed are 
development and finance experience on major downtown infill developments, urban design and 
architecture, and community building and how to engage the community in development. He has 
discussed the idea with a variety of people. Two individuals have indicated a strong interest. They will 
probably need to go through some process of soliciting proposals for technical advisors.  
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Mr. Mays asked if they were now willing to pay for advisors. Mr. Curry stated in terms of the development 
and economic arena, he has talked with Matt Nichols. He was a member of the original S. Elm St. 
consultant team with ERA. He is now a partner in AE Com, a large development and economics firm. He 
will bring experience with the project and expertise in finance and development. Mitchell Silver, Planning 
Director for the City of Raleigh, is a highly respected planner, and he has an architectural background. 
He has had extensive experience with the downtown developments in Raleigh. He is also a great 
resource on how to engage community involvement and has worked with the City in that capacity in the 
past. Because he is a public employee compensation will likely be a little different than a private 
consultant. That has not been fleshed out yet. He will likely speak to some people to help with the design 
element over the next week or so. He asked the Commission for feedback on the approach to the 
advisory group. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll expressed the Commission’s appreciation for these efforts. He asked what led staff to 
these three areas of expertise. Mr. Curry stated they were looking to build on areas where staff may have 
a lack of expertise necessary. They also would prefer to look outside of the area for impartial input and to 
avoid a possible conflict.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated from a design perspective this is very complicated. A design expert will be 
essential for the success of this project. 
 
Mr. Curry stated that the compensation for private consultation might be set up as an on-call contract. 
Initially the contract would be to look at the development proposal, but there may be steps later where 
more advice might be necessary. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that it may work best for the design aspect to have someone who can bring the 
members along on all of the pieces.  
 
Mr. Curry stated that if the Commission is in support of this approach, then staff could provide a full slate 
of possible advisors, probably 3 or 4, to the next meeting. 
 
The Commission expressed that they were in support of the approach and would prefer to have only 
three members.  
 
6. ADDITIONAL BUSINESS 
 
For information only, Ms. Arkin stated that staff has received a preliminary request from the owner of the 
Magnolia House to purchase the adjoining lot, 725 Platt St. Staff will be working with him to create a 
proposal.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked if this will be a community issue. Ms. Arkin stated that it likely would.  
 
Ms. Arkin presented the information that was requested at the last meeting about the S. Elm Street 
efforts. Chair Leimenstoll asked the members to review the documents for next time. 
 

* * * * * * * * * * * 
There being no further business before the Commission, the meeting adjourned at 6:35 PM. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Dan Curry, 
Secretary, HCD 
 
DC/jd 



 

 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF  
THE REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF GREENSBORO 

PLAZA LEVEL CONFERENCE ROOM 
MELVIN MUNICIPAL OFFICE BUILDING 

April 8th, 2010 

 
The Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro met in a regular session in the Plaza Level Conference 
Room, Melvin Municipal Office Building, on Thursday April 8th, at 4:30 PM. Commissioners present were:  
Chair Jerry Leimenstoll, Angela Carmichael, Cassandra Rogers, and Dawn Chaney. Staff included Dan 
Curry, Dyan Arkin, Barbara Harris, and Cyndi Blue, representing the Housing and Community 
Development Department (HCD). Also present was Jim Blackwood, Esq., attorney for the Commission. 
 
1. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE FEBRUARY 11th, 2010 REGULAR MEETING 
 
Chair Leimenstoll expressed his appreciation to staff for their efforts in revising the minutes. He felt the 
minutes presented were a much better representation of the proceedings.  
 
Ms. Rogers moved to approve the minutes of the February 11th, 2010 regular meeting as submitted, 
seconded by Ms. Chaney. The Commission voted unanimously, 4-0, in favor of the motion. (Ayes: 
Leimenstoll, Carmichael, Chaney, Rogers. Nays: None.) 
 
2. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE MARCH 11th, 2010 REGULAR MEETING 
 
Ms. Rogers moved to approve the minutes of the March 11th, 2010 regular meeting as submitted, 
seconded by Ms. Carmichael. The Commission voted unanimously, 4-0, in favor of the motion. (Ayes: 
Leimenstoll, Carmichael, Chaney, Rogers. Nays: None.) 
  
Chair Leimenstoll stated that he received an email from staff concerning the Commission receiving hard 
copies of the packets, and asked what the other Commissioners’ thoughts were. After some discussion it 
was decided that staff would send out the hard copy of the packets to Commissioners by the Friday 
before the regular meeting. 
 
3. ARLINGTON PARK REDEVELOPMENT AREA: 1220 RANDOLPH AVENUE 
 
Dyan Arkin stated that the property was acquired by the Commission in 2006. It has historic significance 
within the community. In December of 2007 the Commission approved a contract with Preservation 
Greensboro Development Fund to market the property for rehabilitation. The contract has been renewed 
once for an additional six-month period and expires on April 30th, 2010. Preservation Greensboro has 
had several parties interested, and there is currently someone interested in the property. Staff originally 
felt a six-month extension was the proper recommendation, but some other opportunities may be 
possible, which would require there not to be any contracts on property. Staff will know whether the 
opportunities will be feasible before the expiration of the current contract, but does not know if the 
extension would have any negative effect at this point.  
 
Ms. Chaney asked what the other options were. Ms. Arkin stated that Neighborhood Stabilization 
Program (NSP) funds might be available for the rehabilitation. Staff has discussed this with Preservation 
Greensboro, and they are supportive of any option that is to the best interest of the property. 
 
Julie Curry, 711-C Chestnut St., Preservation Greensboro Development Fund (PGDF), thanked the 
Commission for allowing them to be a part of the project. Their role is to facilitate a positive outcome for 
the property. They have shown the house, and there is currently an interested party having contractors 
look at the house, who has stated his intent to get back to the agency by the end of the month with either 
a proposal or a decision on pursuing the property. PGDF is not stepping away from the project. It is up to 
the Commission whether the contract is extended or not, but they would like to stay with the project.  
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The services they have provided for the property are free and were offered to take some of the burden 
off of staff to find a buyer. The contract also allows PGDF to be more involved with the details of 
rehabilitation and the expectations of development. PGDF will hold preservation covenants, which will 
continue to protect the property. They believe their continued relationship is good for the property. After 
funding issues are settled, they may be able to facilitate an in-depth study of the property. The 
contractors rehabbing the Share-a-Home house across the street is interested in participating in the work 
needed to rehab the house.  
 
Ms. Chaney asked about the historic designation of the property. Ms. Curry stated that this property was 
not included in the National Register amendment. This section of the neighborhood is on the study list, 
which does not give the property any credit. It is not to the scale of stand-alone National Register 
property, so it would be better to get the neighborhood registered as a National Register neighborhood, 
and have the property as a contributing property. They believe the contract with the Commission gives a 
really good chance of finding an owner.  
 
Ms. Chaney asked what the cost projection for restoration is. Ms. Curry stated that they have not 
currently calculated in the fire damage from last summer. A few members of the Preservation 
Greensboro Board have looked at the property, but a detailed review and estimate on rehabilitation 
needs has not been completed. Ms. Arkin stated that the staff rehabilitation specialist has taken a look at 
the property as well, but a full work right-up was not done. Based on their observations, they estimated 
the cost of rehab to be some where around $12,000 to $15,000 in additional costs. The total would be 
somewhere around $100,000, bringing the total to approximately $115,000. The NSP funds could help 
make repairs necessary to make the property more marketable.  
 
Ms. Rogers asked if the NSP funds were being pursued to repair the property so it can be marketed. Ms. 
Arkin stated that was one possibility for using NSP funds, but there may be other options, which is why 
the issue needs to be further explored. The idea of using these funds came up very recently and is not 
fully vetted yet.  
 
Cyndi Blue stated that the NSP funds are primarily to mitigate negative effects of foreclosures. The bulk 
of the money was budgeted for acquisitions of foreclosures in four primary target areas: Eastside Park, 
Ole Asheboro, Arlington Park, and Glenwood, but there are not a lot of foreclosures available in those 
areas anymore. The wave of foreclosure activity crested a year and a half to two years ago. Staff is in 
requesting a budget adjustment to shift some of the funding into a line item for the purchase of vacant 
property at the April 20th City Council, which would open the funds up for projects like 1220 Randolph.  
 
Ms. Curry asked if PGDF could assist by advocating for this. Ms. Blue stated that the neighborhood has 
already identified the property as a key concern for the area. It is now just a matter of expanding the 
parameters of the program. Staff is currently in the property identification process and making decisions 
as to what properties will be included. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked what time frame Ms. Blue was on. Ms. Blue stated that all funding has to be 
obligated by the end of June. Ms. Curry stated that if they are able to get a clear indication if the funding 
will be available from this source, they have enough interest to market the property as such.  
 
Ms. Chaney asked if the funding from Ms. Blue’s program would be used to buy, rehab, and then sell the 
property. Ms. Blue stated that the preference is to buy the properties, and then sell them to a developer 
at a discounted purchase price to make the end product affordable. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked for comments from the neighbors. 
 
Robert Caple, 1304 Randolph Ave., a member of the Arlington Park Neighborhood Association, stated 
that the primary goal of the neighborhood is to save this house and others in the neighborhood. He came 
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to the meeting thinking that PGDF might be ready to walk away from this property and is very pleased to 
hear that the commitment still remains both from PGDF and the City. He is excited about possible funds 
to facilitate a more marketable property. The Neighborhood Association is also actively involved with the 
house directly across the street. There success across the street directly relates to the ability for the 
house at 1220 Randolph to be sold and rehabbed.  
 
Ms. Curry stated that several houses in the neighborhood have been cited for violations and demolition. 
It is a pivotal time to address the needs of the area. If these funds could be accessed it could have a 
dramatic impact on the whole neighborhood, not just the property at 1220 Randolph Ave.  Chair 
Leimenstoll stated that it is important because the City’s has made efforts in cooperation with the 
neighborhood’s efforts over the last several years. Ms. Curry stated that they have discussed expanding 
the community input through the use of the property for training purposes in association with the Malachi 
House.  
 
Ms. Rogers asked if this funding could make the property more attractive for the interested party. Ms. 
Curry stated that she felt it would. Ms. Arkin stated that until they determine how the structure and 
funding will work no mention of the funding will be made to the interested party.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that another factor may be a rise in interest rates not too far in the future, which 
may persuade people to make decisions about purchasing property more quickly.  
 
Ms. Arkin stated that staff would like to ask for a motion that allows the flexibility to extend the contract 
with the Preservation Greensboro Development Fund, but if it is determined prior to the end of the 
contract that it makes more sense for a different arrangement the Commission cannot held to a contract. 
There is a possibility that having this contract on the property will inhibit the ability to do something with 
these funds. There needs to be flexibility because the time frame does not allow for the matter to wait for 
the Commission’s next regular meeting.  
 
Mr. Blackwood stated the motion needs to allow extension of the contract with an early termination option 
by the Commission at its reasonable discretion. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked if there would there be a similar contract with the purchasing agency. Ms. Blue 
stated that the contract would be through the purchasing agent for the program. Ms. Curry stated they 
did not want to be an obstacle in any way, but would like to remain involved in a similar role if possible. If 
the contract needs to be terminated at this point they would support that. 
 
Mr. Blackwood stated that terminating the contract at this point would not be best. If the contract is 
terminated it would need to go back through public advertisement and the entire process reestablished. 
He suggested that the motion should allow the six-month extension of the contract, but subject to the 
additional term of the right of the Commission for early termination in the Commission’s sole discretion. 
That allows the contract to be terminated, if necessary, and the extension of the contract if that is best. 
 
Ms. Arkin asked if the Commission votes to approve a six-month extension to this contract, and staff 
decides before the extension takes place, does the contract have to be extended. Mr. Blackwood stated 
that he felt two actions would be necessary anyways. If the sale of the property is done in another way 
the Commission will have to approve that. At the same time they approve a different sale procedure they 
could also terminate the contract.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that the process would include either transferring the property to the City or 
selling it to the program purchasing agent. He asked if there would still be a process of public bidding. 
Ms. Blue stated that there will be a Request for Proposals process to solicit developers to acquire 
houses. The focus right now is obligating funds for acquisition. Chair Leimenstoll asked how to get PGDF 
back into the property. Ms. Blue stated that has not been determined yet, also the City Council has 
directed as public a process as possible.  
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After direction from Mr. Blackwood on wording, Ms. Rogers moved to extend the contract with 
Preservation Greensboro for 1220 Randolph Ave for a period of six months, to end on October 31st, 
2010, subject to the option for early termination at the sole discretion of the Redevelopment Commission 
of Greensboro, seconded by Ms. Carmichael.  The Commission voted unanimously, 4-0, in favor of the 
motion. (Ayes: Leimenstoll, Carmichael, Chaney, Rogers. Nays: None.) 
 
Ms. Chaney asked if a purchaser knows there is a contract on the house with PGDF it will limit the 
possibility of the property being purchased by a developer. Ms. Curry stated that is possible, but the 
development standards set by PGDF are the same as set by the Commission.  
 
4. LINCOLN GROVE APARTMENTS UPDATE 
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked Ms. Blue for a quick update on the Lincoln Grove proposal. Ms. Blue stated that 
the project did not score well on the preliminary tax credit application with the North Carolina Housing 
finance Agency. It was in the bottom third of the metro category, and the owners of the property were still 
deciding whether to continue with the application process. They have a much higher scoring application 
on a property in High Point, so it is possible they will choose to pursue that project instead.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked what kind of things they are graded on. Ms. Blue stated that one aspect that 
probably had the greatest effect was the number of subsidized units in the area. The preliminary round 
scoring focuses on neighborhood characteristics and market characteristics. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked about the impact of the design guidelines. Ms. Blue stated that they submitted 
drawings to the town architect, and he replied with a list of suggestions, most of which centered around 
access and screening. There were a couple suggestions that were going to be significant, but most of 
them had a small impact.  
 
5. SOUTH ELM STREET REDEVELOPMENT AREA: DISPOSITION AND DEVELOPMENT 
 
Dan Curry presented a more detailed and comprehensive property disposition schedule to the 
Commission for review. He gave a brief overview of the schedule, and asked for the Commission to 
review it for the next meeting. Staff put together a list of steps that need to be taken and estimated the 
time for each of these steps. There are five stages to the project. They are now in the pre-marketing 
stage, next marketing the property, proposal review, development agreement, and finally monitoring the 
project. This is a big, complicated project, and it will take some time to get through the steps. This 
represents an ideal scenario, but there are several steps that could take much longer.  
 
Some time in the next week, or so, staff will send a full draft of the RFP to the Commission to allow 
several weeks for them to review the document before approval. During that time staff also hopes to put 
the technical team in place. If the Commission approves the draft RFP at the next meeting, the draft 
would be given to the technical team for review and comments. Then the RFP would be approved at the 
June meeting so it can be advertised. Staff is working towards a June date for putting this property on the 
market. Everything follows from that point. 
 
In Phase III, the Commission will select a developer; have that selection ratified by City Council; and 
advertise the property for a negotiated sale subject to upset bid, as laid out by State statue. Mr. 
Blackwood stated that the City commitment of funds or assistance will probably be a condition of the 
proposals submitted, and that will need to be worked through in conjunction with the City Council. The 
language needs to clearly specify that approval of the bid does not constitute any approval by the City as 
to any other investment as far as infrastructure or other investments. 
 
Mr. Curry stated that a couple of the steps address the issue of the City’s commitments. Before the RFP 
is issued, in Phase I, staff suggests briefing City Council on the process, the information in the RFP, and 
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what commitments the City might be asked to make. In Phase III the City Council would ratify the 
proposal selected. Phase IV, in negotiating the development agreement, clearly requires City Council 
actions to make formal commitments of funding.  
 
Ms. Chaney asked if the RFP would be for the entire site or for portions. The RFP would be for the entire 
6.97 acres, but land transfer could take place in phases based on the developer and financing structure. 
Similar situations have also been seen in Willow Oaks where the land has been leased to the developer.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked if the information in the marketing plan presented to the Commission last month 
still apply and how it fits into the plans for the project. He cited the section about market opportunities 
and challenges, and the comment that the Commission’s leadership role has not been implemented as 
much as may be needed. He stated that the Commission’s role for this project will need to be more than 
the two or so hours a month of the regular meetings. Mr. Curry stated that the plan had a lot of good 
information, and is being taken into consideration in implementing this project. Staff agrees that this is a 
major undertaking, and that HCD does not currently have sufficient staff to implement this project, but he 
felt the writers of the plan probably did not have a good understanding that the City staff is also the staff 
of the Commission. Mr. Blackwood stated that he agrees that they did not see that the efforts of the City 
staff are in large part efforts of the Commission. Chair Leimenstoll stated that the Commission needs to 
be more involved and informed about what they vote on and that Commissioners are going to have to 
work harder with staff to learn more about the items that come before them. 
 
Ms. Rogers asked what Chair Leimenstoll’s recommendation was to improve the leadership role of the 
Commission. Chair Leimenstoll stated that information sessions and the use of subcommittees may be 
necessary. It is certain that the Commission will need to commit to the project. He is concerned about the 
potential for really good things to happen, but the Commission not having the time or resources to fully 
understand or explore those. Ms. Carmichael stated that the Commission must have confidence in the 
material presented to the Commission by staff.  
 
Mr. Curry agreed that there will be times during the project when the Commission will have to spend 
more time than the regular monthly meeting. This can include special meetings or subcommittees, but it 
will take more time and commitment.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that he is not willing to make commitments for anyone else, or even ask for the 
commitment. He stated he will make a commitment to this project and whatever else is necessary to 
meet with staff, explore these issues, and report back to the Commission. Ms. Rogers agreed with the 
Chair. She stated that the Commission should not rubberstamp the suggestions of staff, but rather 
should be in a position to give them sound contemplation. She committed to giving the project more time.  
 
Ms. Arkin stated that another issue outlined in the document is that staff has not been able to put the 
resources into the project. Staff will continue to discuss how, as staff, they support a project as important 
as this. One thing they must do is allow the Commission enough time to appropriately review information 
and respond. One thing that is valuable about the schedule is that it puts realistic time frames on the 
steps necessary for the project. Staff understands the commitment of the Commissioners and 
appreciates it, but staff also needs to step up to the needs of the project.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that his experience in the field requires him to be committed to keeping the bar 
as high as possible.  
 
Ms. Arkin stated the other topic of discussion is the technical advisory committee. Mr. Curry stated that 
staff suggests getting a team together to make sure the right skill sets are available to provide 
information to the Commission. Two people were discussed last month. Two other people are being 
considered for the project at this point. Both are designers. Seth Harry, an urban designer, has worked 
with the City on several projects in the past and has done a large amount of mixed-use development 
design work across the country. He has done some work with Willow Oaks, and staff feels he will bring 
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some good experience for moderate intensity mixed-use development. These three people will help fulfill 
the needs of expertise in economic development, community, and urban design. The fourth individual is 
John Linn, a local architect who provides Town Architect services in the Willow Oaks project. The 
thought is to have him act as a team facilitator, and he can also facilitate feedback from the team to the 
Commission. This makes four members rather than the three suggested by the Commission, but the 
facilitator role is important. Mr. Linn can also bring a much-needed local perspective to the technical 
team. Staff has not contracted with anybody yet and must work through a procurement process to get the 
team in place. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked if Mr. Curry had any further discussions with the two members brought up last 
month. Mr. Curry stated that he had not, but was confident they are still willing to participate.  
 
Ms. Chaney stated she supported the idea of including a team member that could add the local 
perspective.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that he felt Mr. Linn would help the Commission better understand the process 
and technical details.  
 
Mr. Curry stated staff envisions these as on-call contracts. There will be a financial commitment required, 
but it should not take a great deal of money to provide these services. Staff wants them to help review 
the RFP before it goes out, and then review the proposals to provide feedback to the Commission. They 
are comfortable with the approach and just need to work through the logistics of getting people in place.  
 
Ms. Rogers moved that staff procure Mitch Silver, Mac Nichols, John Linn, and Seth Harry, if available, 
or other individuals as necessary, to form a technical advisory team for the South Elm Street 
Redevelopment Project, seconded by Ms. Chaney. The Commission voted unanimously, 4-0, in favor of 
the motion. (Ayes: Leimenstoll, Carmichael, Chaney, Rogers. Nays: None.) 
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked when the draft of the RFP would be sent to the Commission members. Mr. 
Curry stated that staff is planning on having it ready sometime next week, and the Commissioners should 
review the document for the May regular meeting. Chair Leimenstoll suggested that the Commissioners 
review the marketing plan because it has important information about the project.  
 
Tobin Shay, 1814 Bear Hollow Road, asked that the documents presented to the Commission be made 
available to the public on the Commission’s website. Staff stated they would be happy to send him a 
copy if they provided them his contact information.  

 
 

* * * * * * * * * * * 
 
There being no further business before the Commission, the meeting adjourned at 6:13 PM. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Dan Curry, 
Secretary, HCD 
 
DC/jd 
 



 

 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF  
THE REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF GREENSBORO 

PLAZA LEVEL CONFERENCE ROOM 
MELVIN MUNICIPAL OFFICE BUILDING 

May 13th, 2010 

 
The Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro met in a regular session in the Plaza Level Conference 
Room, Melvin Municipal Office Building, on Thursday May 13th, at 4:30 PM. Commissioners present were: 
Chair Jerry Leimenstoll, Angela Carmichael, and Dawn Chaney. Staff included Dan Curry, Dyan Arkin, Barbara 
Harris, and Mike Cowhig representing the Housing and Community Development Department (HCD). Also 
present was Jim Blackwood, Esq., attorney for the Commission. 
 
1. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE APRIL 8th, 2010 REGULAR MEETING 
 
Ms. Carmichael moved to approve the minutes as submitted, seconded by Ms. Chaney. The Commission 
voted unanimously, 3-0, in favor of the motion. (Ayes: Leimenstoll, Carmichael, Chaney. Nays: None.) 
 
2. WARNERSVILLE REDEVELOPMENT AREA: SHILOH BAPTIST CHURCH PURCHASE CONTRACT 

AMENDMENT AND SUBORDINATION AGREEMENT 
 
Ms. Arkin presented a diagram of the Otis T. Harriston Family Enrichment Center. The Commission sold the 
property to Shiloh Baptist Church in 1996 for construction of a family life center, and they are about to close on 
a construction loan. There have been previous amendments to the contract to extend the construction start 
and completion dates. They are prepared to move forward with construction, but have missed the amended 
construction start date of January 1st. Clinton Gravely, architect for the church, sent a request to the 
Commission for another amendment to the purchase contract to allow a construction start date of July 1st, 2010 
and completion date of June 30th, 2011.  
 
Also included in the request is an amendment to the subordination clause of the contract that would allow 
reversion of rights to the construction lender. Mr. Blackwood stated that the deed has provisions that call for 
compliance with the contract. If Shiloh Baptist Church did not comply, there was a right of reversion for the 
property to come back to the Commission. The deed also includes a provision that allows the reversion right to 
be subordinated to any construction lender. The construction lender has requested a formalized document 
stating that the construction lender is protected by the subordination clause.  
 
Clinton Gravely, 601 Allen Dr., architect for and member of Shiloh Baptist Church, stated they have been in the 
loan closing process for several months, and these are the last documents necessary for finalization. They 
may not need the entire construction period to complete construction, but have included it in case of any 
delays. The church is borrowing less than 50% of the total construction costs, but due to lending regulations 
these amendments are necessary for the loan. They appreciate the cooperation of the Commission and staff 
over the years.  
 
Ms. Carmichael asked if construction would begin by July 1st. Mr. Gravely stated that they hoped to begin 
construction before that time, as soon as they can finalize the loan.  
 
Ms. Chaney asked if the construction lender was putting any restrictions on a timeframe for completing certain 
construction. Mr. Gravely stated there were no restrictions from the lender, but the contractor has estimated a 
completion time of about seven months.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that the relationship between the church and the Commission goes back many years, 
and he appreciates what the Commission has been able to do to help the completion of this project.  
 
In response to a question from the Chair, Mr. Blackwood gave a brief outline of the language necessary for the 
motion. 



 

 

 
Ms. Carmichael moved that the Commission approve the execution of the amendment to the purchase contract 
stating a new commencement date on or before July 1st, 2010, completion date on or before June 30th, 2011, 
and the execution of the subordination agreement in favor of the construction lender providing that the 
provisions in the deed for this property from the Commission to Shiloh Baptist Church will be subordinated to 
the rights of deed of trust to the construction lender. Ms. Chaney seconded the motion. The Commission voted 
unanimously, 3-0, in favor of the motion. (Ayes: Leimenstoll, Carmichael, Chaney. Nays: None.) 
 
3. OLE ASHEBORO REDEVELOPMENT AREA: 620 MLK UPDATE ON STATUS OF RESTRICTIONS 
 
Ms. Arkin stated the Commission conveyed the property to the nonprofit, Gideon’s Army, in 1997 for 
rehabilitation and sale to a homeowner. Ms. Arkin presented photographs showing before and after rehab 
efforts. The property was sold to an owner-occupant who appears to have owned the property until it went into 
foreclosure in 2006. Mr. José Torres recently purchased the property to rehabilitate for his family residence. He 
did not obtain a work permit before beginning construction, and Building Inspections has issued a stop-work 
order. There are restrictive covenants from the Commission and Preservation, which call for the Commission to 
approve the plans for changes to the property. 
 
Mr. Cowhig stated the City completed an Architectural Survey, and funded a National Register nomination for 
the Ole Asheboro Neighborhood. The National Register identified the house as a contributing structure to 
District. The City’s focus changed from clearance of blighted structures to rehabilitation. The house was part of 
a historic housing marketing program that focused on comprehensive efforts to market property for restoration. 
Houses were sold to people who agreed to renovate them based on Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. The 
Commission placed restrictive covenants on the house for redevelopment and preservation standards. The 
covenants state that the house will be maintained in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards, and any alterations would be brought to the Redevelopment Commission or the Historic 
Preservation Commission for approval prior to any work beginning. Staff met with the owner and inspected the 
house finding the inside gutted and exterior primarily intact. The focus of the preservation is now on the 
exterior.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked how this came to the department’s attention. Mr. Cowhig stated that a neighbor 
informed them there was construction at the site, and the City issued a stop-work order very soon afterward.  
 
In response to a question from Chair Leimenstoll, Mr. Cowhig stated that the property was sold before efforts 
were made to relax standards in redevelopment areas. The South Greensboro Historic District Guidelines are 
the practical standards to follow for any future changes to the property.  
 
Ms. Chaney asked if there would be any possibility of tax credits for the owner. Mr. Cowhig stated they were 
unlikely because no one has documented renovation effort show what was preserved.  
 
José Torres, 1008 Tuscaloosa St., owner of the property, stated he purchased the property about three months 
ago and was not aware of the restrictive covenants. There were problems resolving the title, and the property 
seemed to go through several owners. He purchased the house in order to renovate and live in the home with 
his family. When purchased, the home was already undergoing renovations including demolition of the interior. 
He decided to complete the interior renovation. A s soon staff informed him that there were restrictions on the 
house, they stopped construction. He recently submitted plans to staff for review. He does not plan on making 
any major changes to the exterior of the house. The biggest issue is the windows in the house. 
 
In response to a question from Ms. Carmichael, Mr. Torres stated that he planned to live in the house and 
make all renovations himself. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll suggested that staff meet with Mr. Torres to review the plans and discuss the standards that 
must be met. It may be best to continue this matter for a month. Mr. Cowhig stated that he would meet with Mr. 
Torres and go over the conditions and guidelines.  



 

 

 
Mr. Torres stated his only concern was that he would not be able to continue renovations to the interior of the 
house. Ms. Chaney stated that after staff discusses the guidelines with Mr. Torrez, there are likely items on the 
interior where renovation could continue.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll suggested that since the focus of these covenants are for the exterior, staff, after review with 
Mr. Torres, could issue a building permit for the interior. Any changes proposed to the exterior would still need 
approval of the Commission.  
 
4. EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 
Ms. Carmichael moved to enter closed session to discuss legal matters, seconded by Chair Leimenstoll. The 
Commission voted unanimously, 3-0, in favor of the motion. (Ayes: Leimenstoll, Carmichael, Chaney. Nays: 
None.) 
 
The Commission entered closed session at 5:11 PM and resumed the regular meeting at 5:18 PM. 
 
5. SOUTH ELM STREET REDEVELOPMENT AREA: CONSIDERATION OF AGREEMENT FOR 

PROVISION OF ACCESS 
 
Mr. Curry stated that a few months ago the Commission asked that an alley be closed in order to make the 
Commission properties on Bragg Street more marketable for development. Attorney Scott Brannon researched 
the deed and found that the deeds on the Commission-owned properties referenced the alley, but there is no 
reference on the deed for 518 Arlington Street, the Gray property. Based on those findings, the Planning 
Department initiated an alleyway closing petition. The Planning Board approved the item, but during the City 
Council meeting Mr. Gray opposed the closing. City Council asked staff to investigate if the Commission could 
obtain deed warranty on their properties, clear of this alleyway. Legal staff has indicated that a clear title could 
not be obtained. Staff held a meeting with David Gray, Sidney Gray, and Rickey Gray to hear their side of the 
issue. The Grays believe the alley was placed on the property to provide access to 528 Arlington Street There 
are aerial photographs in the 1960s that show tire tracks along the alleyway into the back of 518 Arlington 
Street. Given this, staff feels that City Council may not approve the alley closing, and an agreement is 
necessary with David Gray. Staff has developed a proposed agreement.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked staff to further explain the significance of the alley closing for Commission-owned 
property. Mr. Curry presented a map of the Commission properties in the area, and stated that the alley cuts 
through a section of Commission-owned contiguous properties along Martin Luther King Jr. Drive. Without 
closing the alley it limits the marketability of the properties for a single development. Chair Leimenstoll stated 
there are several alleys connected with Commission properties, but the others have legal documentation.  
 
Mr. Blackwood stated that a general agreement has been reached whereby Mr. Gray will not contest the 
closing if alternate access is provided. Staff needs approval from the Commission to negotiate a formal 
agreement to provide alternate access to either Bragg Street or South Elm Street. Mr. Curry described the 
options for the alternative access. At this point, joint-use access is proposed. The item has been continued 
several times, and staff wishes to have the alley closed during the June City Council meeting so the Request 
for Proposal process can go on as scheduled. 
  
Ms. Carmichael moved that the Commission grant staff and legal counsel the authority to negotiate an 
agreement with David Gray that would provide a comparative access point between 518 Arlington Street and 
Bragg Street or South Elm Street, with the location to be determined at the sole discretion of the Commission, 
and to obtain consent for the alley closing. Ms. Chaney seconded the motion. The Commission voted 
unanimously, 3-0, in favor of the motion. (Ayes: Leimenstoll, Carmichael, Chaney. Nays: None.) 
 
6. SOUTH ELM STREET REDEVELOPMENT AREA: DISPOSITION AND DEVELOPMENT 
 



 

 

Staff presented a draft Request for Proposals (RFP) to the Commission in their packets. Mr. Curry stated that 
the schedule calls for Commission feedback on the draft RFP, and if the document is ready for review by the 
Technical Advisory Team. Staff is in the process of finalizing contracts with the members of the Technical 
Review Team. The Technical Advisory Team will provide feedback and guidance with the RFP and technical 
review and analysis of proposals.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked if staff decided on the team members. Mr. Curry stated that the team was as 
presented at the last meeting. The members include Mac Nichols, urban economist, market specialist, and 
urban developer; Mitch Silver, Planning Director of the City of Raleigh; Seth Harry, urban designer with 
development experience; and John Linn, local architect and facilitator. All have agreed to help with this project, 
and they will sign professional service contracts over the next week. No formal RFP process was necessary for 
the services because the contract amounts are low. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked if the project seems on schedule. Mr. Curry stated that it was on schedule, and one 
member of team should be able to meet with the Commission next month.  
 
Ms. Chaney asked if they have planned a meeting to get all of the team members together. Mr. Curry stated 
that the contracts are not large enough to accommodate travel expenses, but several of the members should 
be able to meet with each other. The focus of the work will be technical review via internet communication 
among the members and staff. John Linn, the local member and facilitator, could be here as needed to work 
with the Commission.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked if there could be at least one meeting with all members together. Ms. Arkin stated that 
has discussed the issue with the team and they are all willing, but there are some limitations. Three of the four 
members come through Greensboro regularly, but Mac Nichols may not be able to meet in person. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll brought the discussion back to the draft RFP. Mr. Curry stated that the design standards 
have been further developed, and the Commission had already reviewed most of the rest of the document. In 
response to a question from Ms. Chaney, Mr. Curry stated that the development plan does call for a large 
footprint building as an anchor. Several ideas for an anchor have been discussed including residential, office, 
and a neighborhood supported grocery or market establishment. These ideas are part of the marketing 
strategy that will be used over the next few months.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that the draft RFP is thoughtfully worked out. He is particularly interested in the 
environmental, sustainability, and stormwater standards. He suggested that the RFP could be more specific in 
these standards. Specifically it may need to ask for a particular level of LEED certification, rather than just 
meeting LEED basic standards. 
 
Ms. Arkin stated that the consensus from the Commission is to set the bar high, but there may be some 
revisions acceptable if they can show why they cannot meet the higher standards. LEED certification is 
measurable, and measurability is very important. Chair Leimenstoll suggested an increased level of LEED 
certification would be better to start with, and if necessary the bar could be lowered. It would be best to have a 
Platinum Certified building that has no stormwater going off site. Practically this might not be possible, but it 
should at least be the initial goal. Mr. Curry stated that having no stormwater leaving the site might not be 
possible because of Brownfield requirements. Ms. Arkin stated that they would better understand what could 
be achieved after completion of the Brownfield agreement. Mr. Curry stated that the RFP could more clearly 
state these environmental goals, and staff will work to include those standards before submitting the RFP to 
the technical team.  
 
Under the discussion of financial assistance from the City, Chair Leimenstoll stated that he was worried about 
how that would be handled once it left the Commission. He felt there needed to be public buy-in for the project 
to ensure that the project is handled correctly for City assistance.  
 



 

 

Chair Leimenstoll suggested that, again, the bar needs to be set high for urban design standards. He feels the 
standards are so general in the draft that they are nondirective. He asked why 25% of store frontage was 
allowed to be non pedestrian oriented. Mr. Curry stated that allows for service oriented area be included in the 
development. The architecture could include storefront guidelines similar to those used at The Shoppes at 
Friendly Center. The guidelines are requirements intended to create a successful environment. Mr. Curry 
stated another option is the City Downtown Design Overlay. This overlay uses a scoring system for its 
guidelines. Staff will submit the draft to the technical team for review with the changes mentioned. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked what the next step of the marketing plan would be concerning the RFP. Ms. Arkin 
stated that Community Retail Catalysts would like to be engaged in the process, but their services may not be 
affordable. Mr. Curry stated that they marketing plan already provides the Commission with a comprehensive 
set of recommendations. Now staff must determine the most effective and efficient marketing methods for this 
project. Chair Leimenstoll stated that the most salient point from the marketing strategy is that this is a City of 
Greensboro project and that everyone involved needs to be proactive. Mr. Curry stated that once the RFP is 
advertised the Commission needs to maintain ownership of the process in order to sustain consistent progress 
towards the final goal. It may be necessary to get on a Council Briefing agenda in July to lay out the process 
and the involvement of the City. Ms. Chaney suggested that all members of the Commission get in touch with 
members of the Council to ensure a working relationship and community buy-in, especially at the Council level.  
 

* * * * * * * * * * * 
 
There being no further business before the Commission, the meeting adjourned at 6:35 PM. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Dan Curry, 
Secretary, HCD 
 
DC/jd 
 



 

 

DRAFT MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF  
THE REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF GREENSBORO 

PLAZA LEVEL CONFERENCE ROOM 
MELVIN MUNICIPAL OFFICE BUILDING 

June 29th, 2010 

 
The Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro met in a special meeting in the Plaza Level Conference 
Room, Melvin Municipal Office Building, on Thursday June 29th, at 4:30 PM. Commissioners present were:  
Chair Jerry Leimenstoll, Bob Mays, Angela Carmichael, and Dawn Chaney. Staff included Dyan Arkin, Barbara 
Harris, Cyndi Blue and Mike Cowhig representing the Housing and Community Development Department 
(HCD), and Becky Jo Peterson-Buie representing the City Attorney’s Office. Also present was Jim Blackwood, 
Esq., attorney for the Commission. 
 
1. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE MAY 13th, 2010 REGULAR MEETING 
 
Mr. Mays moved to approve the minutes as submitted, seconded by Ms. Carmichael. The Commission voted 
unanimously, 4-0, in favor of the motion. (Ayes: Leimenstoll, Mays, Carmichael, Chaney. Nays: None.) 
 
2.  SOUTH ELM STREET REDEVELOPMENT AREA 
 

A) PRESENTATION BY URBAN HARVEST 
 
Dawn Leonard, 711 N. Greene St., co-founder of Urban Harvest, introduced the other members of the group to 
the Commission. The mission of Urban Harvest is to provide and promote urban food production, distribution, 
and education, made accessible to all citizens, and using the principle of sustainability. Their vision is for all of 
Greensboro to have access to fresh, healthy, and local food. Justin Leonard, 711 N. Greene St., co-founder of 
Urban Harvest , stated some projects the group is working on is installation of residential vegetable garden and 
installation of gardens at childcare centers. They also have a partnership with the Greensboro Children’s 
Museum. Lu Gamble, 600 N. Mendenhall St., co-founder of Urban Harvest, described a recent project at 
Dunleith Community Garden in the historic Aycock neighborhood and presented pictures. They grew several 
types of vegetables over the summer, and began winter gardening experiments were fairly successful. They 
delivered crops in December for sale. They began garnering support for Community Supported Agriculture 
(CSA) in February. A CSA is where people buy all the necessary food and supplies for the garden in the 
beginning of the season, and then receive weekly deliveries throughout the harvest season. Throughout the 
past several months they have used support of many groups of volunteers to care for the garden and begin 
other neighborhood gardens. They build the community and the garden together through the work of 
community volunteers. They have been developing partnerships throughout there existence. One partnership 
is with a UNCG communications class that will help with fundraising and community outreach. Other 
partnerships include the Children’s’ Museum, SLICK, and many others.  
 
Throughout this time they have also been working with John Linn and Jerry Leimenstoll as advisors on how to 
create a vision and express it. They want to have a mobile market, volunteer groups, create a year-round 
productive urban farm, and to offer community education. Ms. Gamble stated the purpose of this presentation 
for the Board is that they are interested in establishing a model urban farm. They are particularly interested in 
the location of 1201 Eugene St. near the Downtown Greenway. The site is the perfect size for their plans, 
which would include a small building for storage. The soil is well drained, and in good condition, though there 
may be some pollution. If there are pollution issues they are interested in using phytoremediation principles, 
and use that as a demonstration for cleaning up contaminated soil. They believe neighborhoods adjacent to 
this site would benefit greatly from a project like this. The proposed farm would serve as a hub and model for 
urban food production, distribution, and education. A mobile market would be an eventual goal to provide local, 
fresh produce to areas without adequate access to those resources, also known as food deserts. Emily 
Nichols, 7847 Alcorn Rd., presented a scheduled plan on how to reach these goals to the Board as Ms. 
Leonard explained the time line of the use of the land and the growth of the organization.  
 



 

 

Dyan Arkin stated that staff has spoken with Ms. Leonard several times over the last few weeks. This is not a 
proposal to the Commission at this point, but rather an information presentation. The group is hoping to find out 
if the Commission is receptive to a proposal of this type. If so, then staff could look at the proposal in more 
depth. She recently attended the Sustainable Communities Summit, and there was a lot of discussion about 
the local food movement and its benefits to community development.  
 
Mr. Mays stated that this site does not seem to have any short term development use in the South Elm St. 
Redevelopment area. He stated he has a business that may be interested in working with the group in more 
direct terms based on the use of methane gas from the landfill. He encouraged staff to look more closely at the 
proposal and the location because it would help facilitate several goals of the redevelopment area. Projects like 
this can even lead to job creation. Ms. Arkin clarified that this would be a permanent location, unlike the East 
Side Park project.  
 
Ms. Chaney asked if the restaurants would be the key market, and how they would decide how to facilitate the 
community over the market. Ms. Gamble stated that the vision is to work with the community, and the sell to 
restaurants would not be the focus. Mr. Leonard stated that the marketing of high value crops can help to fund 
community projects.  
 
Ms. Carmichael asked if they have met with the community to hear their thoughts. Ms. Leonard stated that they 
have intention to do so, but did not want to put forth empty promises. Once something more concrete is 
developed that will be a primary focus. Chair Leimenstoll stated that they advised the group not to go to the 
community until the land use was granted.  
 
Mr. Mays moved that staff work with Urban Harvest to craft a proposal back to the Commission in August, 
seconded by Ms. Carmichael. The Commission voted 4-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes: Leimenstoll, Chaney, 
Mays, Carmichael. Nays: None.) 
 

B) UPDATE ON PROPERTY ISSUES WITHIN THE SOUTH ELM REDEVELOPMENT AREA 
 
Ms. Arkin stated that an agreement has been finalized with the Mr. Gray concerning the Bragg St. alleyway 
issue. The agreement is that the Commission has given them the right to have access to their property in the 
course of the development, with a variety of locations possible.  
 
4. OLE ASHEBORO REDEVELOPMENT AREA: 620 MLK – UPDATE ON REHABILITATION 
 
Mike Cowhig stated that the situation has been resolved satisfactorily. He presented a copy of a Certificate of 
Appropriateness that has been issued to Mr. Torres for the rehabilitation of the home at 620 MLK. Mr. Torres 
has been very cooperative, and staff did not want to delay him anymore than necessary. Mr. Torres will not be 
making any substantial changes to the exterior of the historic property. Mr. Torres submitted plans, and staff 
has reviewed them. Mr. Torres has agreed to follow the South Greensboro Historic District Guidelines. Staff 
feels the resolution is acceptable in that the exterior will be retained, and the home will renovated for single 
family home ownership. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked if the building will still be under the Secretary of the Interior standards. Mr. Cowhig 
stated under a partnership between the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the National Trust, more 
flexible guidelines were produced in the interest of affordable housing. These are the guidelines that will be 
followed. Chair Leimenstoll asked if the existing windows will be matched as closely as possible. Mr. Cowhig 
stated that the existing windows are planned to be maintained, but there may be one or two at the rear of the 
house that may be replaced with wooden windows.  
 
5. ARLINGTON PARK REDEVELOPMENT AREA: 1220 RANDOLPH – UPDATE ON 

REHABILITATION 
 



 

 

Mr. Arkin stated this was the property that was under contract with Preservation Greensboro Development 
Foundation. There was a possibility that NSP funds could be used for the rehabilitation of the property. At that 
time the Commission directed staff to work on an amendment with PGDF to extend the contract, but there 
were several variables with the possible funding. At the PGDF Board meeting they decided not to pursue 
execution of that amendment so that NSP funding could be used if available.  
 
Cyndi Blue stated that recently the federal government loosened the definition associated with foreclosed and 
abandoned properties to include condemned properties. This property has a condemnation order following the 
fire from last summer. The rehabilitation of a housing unit is a stand alone activity under these funds, so no 
acquisition or transfer process was necessary. A rehabilitation write up has been completed, and they are in 
the final stages of going through the historic preservation requirements. They hope to have the rehabilitation go 
out for bid next week, and be on the City Council agenda for July 20th, subject to approval by the Commission.  
 
Jim Blackwood asked if it made a difference that the Commission owns the property and not the City. Ms. Blue 
stated that it did not because the City could use City funds to rehabilitate property in the Commission’s 
ownership. Barbara Harris stated that if the Commission would authorize the transaction and allow staff to work 
with legal the issue could be worked out. They have on several occasions used City funds to rehabilitate 
property not owned by the City.  
 
Mr. Mays moved to proceed with the rehabilitation at 1220 Randolph, and for staff to work with the Legal 
department to meet all requirements to effect that project, including transfer of the real property itself to the City 
if necessary, seconded by Ms. Carmichael. The Commission voted 4-0 in favor of the motion. (Ayes: 
Leimenstoll, Chaney, Mays, Carmichael. Nays: None.) 
 
6. SOUTH ELM STREET REDEVELOPMENT AREA 
 
 C) TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE COMMENTS ON DRAFT RFP 
 
Ms. Arkin stated that the many of the comments returned by the advisory committee on the draft RFP are in 
the form of questions and that answering those questions would help to determine what the Commission wants 
to see developed. Staff categorized the questions in a hand out and presented it to the Commission for 
direction. Seth Harry, urban designer, opted not to participate in the process because it may preclude his ability 
to work with potential developers for the project. The team now consists of John Linn, Mac Nichols, and 
Mitchell Silver.  
 
John Linn, 5009 High Point Rd., summarized his perspective on what the advisory committee did and their 
overall questions. The draft RFP is a very credible and developed set of standards and criteria that are 
intended to get the development the Commission wants. One of the largest aspects is not so much what it says 
but how it says it. There are a few places in the document where it is very clear what the vision is, but it is not 
all together or positioned where it should be. The entire vision belongs somewhere at the beginning. Vision is 
the most important aspect of the RFP because it is where everything else comes from. He cited the 
presentation from Urban Harvest, and stated that they were able to portray their dream and answer the 
questions posed to them because they were clear on the overall vision. The author of the vision needs to be 
the Commission.  
 
The vision will lead to the lists of goals and objectives, guidelines, prescriptive requirements, administrative 
procedures, and all kinds of things that will make up the final RFP. Another aspect important for the 
Commission to determine is the administrative procedures that will ensure what is wanted is produced. How is 
what we are after is going to be monitored, tested verified, etc.? Another important perspective is the dialogue 
about being generative rather than prescriptive in the nature of the proposal itself, what is wanted versus how it 
is achieved. Does the Commission want prescriptive elements that lay out specifically what should be done, or 
does it want a more generative approach that gives an end goal and the administrative procedures to get 
there?  Even some of the physical aspects can be given a more generative approach. There are certain things 
that the RFP will need to say we want these things, but the RFP then goes beyond that in a way that may be 



 

 

unclear for a developer. A way around that is to give better explanation about what the Commission is thinking 
about, the features they value, and an overall vision.  
 
The dynamic between the physical and the social aspect is also very important. Physical development 
requirements are the focus in the draft RFP. The social and community aspects are not specifically explained. 
If the community is mentioned in the document then it needs to be more clearly defined as far as involvement 
and expectations. Clearly defining the vision will help direct the reasons for the mixture of housing, the culture 
that is hoped for at the site and what the Commission is trying to accomplish through this project.  
 
Ms. Arkin stated many of these answers are pulled together through the redevelopment plan and previous 
work on the project, but it needs to be refined and included in the RFP. She asked for more direction from the 
Commission in regards to the generative or prescriptive preferences of the Commission. There are certainly 
specific things the Commission will want, but there is an overall outcome that may be better served through a 
more generative approach.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that as Commissioners, they should be able to respond to any number of questions 
from the community or City Council with the same relaxed mode and clarity of understanding that the group 
from Urban Harvest showed. This can only be accomplished by developing a singular vision for the project.  
 
Mr. Linn stated that there are many aspects of the project where what needs to happen should be more clearly 
defined than how it is accomplished. The RFP should present an outcome based directive and developers can 
present how it can be accomplished. How the goals are achieved is also important, but what is desired drives 
how it will be accomplished. Chair Leimenstoll stated that the vision is derived from what type of life the 
Commission sees at the site five or ten years from now, and what the community wants and expects.  
 
Mr. Mays thanked Mr. Linn for putting on paper what the Commission has struggled with since the inception of 
the project and outlining categories of concern. Even though the community has looked at this project, a lot has 
happened over the years to change the way development happens. He still believes there are some failures in 
the way this is being approached. He believes a meeting needs to be held to develop a vision. He is also very 
worried about the involvement of the City Council, specifically the City’s financial investment, and believes they 
also need to be involved. Chair Leimenstoll agreed with the need to meet and go over what has already been 
developed to examine an overall vision.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked the Commission members to go through the redevelopment plan with life questions in 
mind to prepare for a meeting to develop a shared vision. Mr. Linn asked for them to consider what is missing 
from the RFP, and what else might need to be included. 
 
Ms. Chaney stated she felt the longer range expectations and changes should also be considered when 
thinking about the vision. She stated that the issues of demographics, the downtown greenway, employment, 
and many other aspects will change dramatically over the next 20 years. Those changes need to be included 
in the development of a vision.  
 
The Commission decided to cancel the next regular meeting and set a special meeting for July 21st to discuss 
the vision of this project. Commission members were encouraged to reread the redevelopment plan and other 
documents related to the plans for this site. The Commission directed staff to approach the draft with a more 
generative approach and eliminate redundancies for review and discussion by the Commission.  
 
Mr. Mays had some apprehension about asking for cash flow and direct financial information due to public 
information laws. Becky Jo Peterson-Buie stated that there are some things that are protected especially as 
related to real estate transactions. Items proposed in response to an RFP can be kept confidential if they ask 
for them to be. She stated that some information could be kept confidential, but the issue would need to be 
looked at more closely.  
 



 

 

After some discussion concerning the City’s involvement, Mr. Mays stated that at some point he would like to 
know where the buck stopped for making decisions as far as city investment. Mr. Blackwood stated the 
problem is two pronged because the City needs to be involved from the beginning, but the actual investment 
may not be outlined until a development proposal is more concrete. Ms. Arkin stated that there are two ways 
that cities usually approach infrastructure investment in development RFPs. Either the investment is set from 
the beginning, i.e. the City will do A, B, and C., or the city’s investment is a competitive part of the development 
proposal, i.e. what does the developer need from the city to make it work. Chair Leimenstoll stated that the 
more generative second approach seems like the only choice with this type of project.  
 
7. OTHER BUSINESS 
 
Mr. Mays stated that he represented the Commission at the recent Human Resources community meeting on 
the search for a new Planning and Community Development Director. There was some very good feedback 
from those in attendance. He stated that they discussed issues of developing a vision of the new department 
and not to exclude consideration of the private sector leaders for the position. The next step is to get the 
Council more involved with the vision of the combined department. 
 
 
 
 

* * * * * * * * * * * 
 
There being no further business before the Commission, the meeting adjourned at 6:57 PM. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Dan Curry, 
Secretary, HCD 
 
DC/jd 
 



 

 

MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF  
THE REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF GREENSBORO 

PLAZA LEVEL CONFERENCE ROOM 
MELVIN MUNICIPAL OFFICE BUILDING 

JULY 21, 2010 
 

The Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro met in a Special Session in the Plaza 
Level Conference Room, Melvin Municipal Office Building, on Thursday July 22, 2010, 
at 4:30 PM Commissioners present were:  Chair Jerry Leimenstoll, Angela Carmichael, 
Cassandra Rogers, Bob Mays, and Dawn Chaney. Staff included Dyan Arkin, and Sue 
Schwartz, representing the Housing and Community Development Department (HCD). 
Also present was John Linn, architect from the Technical Advisory Committee, Jim 
Blackwood, Esq., attorney for the Commission and Mike Williams, City Legal 
Department. 
 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE JUNE 29, 2010 SPECIAL MEETING 
  
Mr. Mays moved approval of the minutes of the June meeting, seconded by Ms. 
Chaney. The Commission voted unanimously in favor of the motion. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked Ms. Arkin about the status of the remediation on the S. Elm 
Street project. Ms. Arkin stated that everything has been completed except for one 
property where they are beginning to remove the coal debris. It looks like it will be about 
two weeks before they complete the clean up. It also looks like the remediation will 
come in under budget. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that he spoke with Eric Robert and the area to the north is 
being cleaned out. He is very pleased with the progress and especially impressed with 
the taxi stand area. He feels it really looks great. 
 
 
SOUTH ELM STREET REDEVELOPMENT AREA: Commission Work Session to 
Finalize Request for Development Proposals (RFP) 
 
Sue Schwartz, the interim director of the Housing & Community Development 
Department, stated that the City Manager’s office plans to merge HCD and the Planning 
Department. It is her goal to make sure that things keep moving along and all the 
projects remain on track.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that he had received a letter from Andy Scott in the Manager’s 
office about the search for the new person to head the merged HCD and Planning 
departments and participated in a meeting to discuss it. The discussion in that meeting 
revolved around primarily around land use, planning and zoning, which are not 
generative. The most important department is HCD as that department bears the 
responsibility of decisions relevant to the City’s coming together. 
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Ms. Arkin gave a PowerPoint presentation and explained the overall objectives, site 
description, the planning team, planning process, open space connections, land use 
alternatives, recommended land use and site plan, project benefits, completed activities, 
project schedule, and the project funding. She pointed out that the many different 
community meetings were very well attended. The community is very interested and 
involved and wants to add their input and suggestions. 
 
Angela Carmichael arrived at 5:15 for the remainder of the meeting. 
 
John Linn, architect and a member of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), stated 
that the Commission has been presented information from the TAC that some of the 
sections of the RFP are prescriptive and the Commission needs to determine what 
aspects are really wanted and needed for this area. Some of the sections of the RFP 
are more generative in specifying outcomes or performance measures rather than 
detailed outlines of specific tasks to be followed. Staff is very capable of interpreting the 
suggestions provided and filtering the information to make sure it is accurate and 
determining how it can be used.  
 
Mike Williams from the City Legal Department arrived at 5:28 p.m. 
 
Ms. Chaney stated that she feels we are looking for an area of Greensboro that has 
compatibility with all levels of the community, nationality, age groups, schools, facilities 
for the demographic age groups, alternative types of housing, distribution of goods, 
mobility to all other parts of the City, and employment designs and what type of 
employment would be compatible with that area. Is it going to be shops, a senior citizen 
center, medical services? Employment is critical, because if it is anticipated that people 
will be living closer in and certainly in the downtown central business district, then 
employment is going to be a key part. 
 
Mr. Mays stated that it is important to have the criteria and vision in place and what the 
expectations are for the proposed RFP. He feels that staff has been doing a good job of 
filtering through all the information and then making good suggestions. 
 
Cassandra Rogers stated that she does not feel the Commission wants to endorse 
sprawl in this area and development should be concentrated and attractive to attract 
people who want to work there and live there.   
 
Chair Leimenstoll submitted a handout consisting of RFP Vision notes: 
 

Vision, Goals & Objectives 
 
 Reconnecting neighborhoods to the City 
 An architecturally integrated, sustainable, 21st Century gateway to 
Downtown Greensboro 
 
 The vision detailed in the South Elm Street Redevelopment Plan for the 
broader corridor is to transform South Elm Street, a gateway to the city of 
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Greensboro, into a more attractive, cleaner, safer, and more vibrant destination . 
. .  improvements will create stronger connections between new development, 
adjacent neighborhoods, the downtown, and regional open spaces, improved 
pedestrian connections among these will enhance the quality of life for future 
residents and create synergies between new retailers and the successful South 
Elm Street retail corridor. . . .  
 
 Core purpose – To give every party involved with or affected in any way 
by this project, an experience that optimally satisfies the SOUL, the senses and 
the wallet! 
 
 BHAG [Big Hairy Audacious Goal] – For Greensboro’s South Elm Street 
redevelopment to be so successful a project that it becomes the globally 
recognized standard-setter for undertaking and delivering on far-sighted 
comprehensive visions for downtown redevelopment success – success 
combining citizen-centric sensitivity; new environmental construction and 
transportation perspectives and technologies and smart planning and design, all 
to deliver a solution that fully harnesses and leverages the many financial and 
people-powered resources at hand. 
 
 The South Elm Street project sets the bar for visionary, 21st Century 
economic development combining the best of community inclusiveness, optimal 
planning for optimal usage, far sighted environmental responsibility and physical 
connectivity for and to Downtown Greensboro and nearby neighborhoods. 

 
John Linn stated that what he is seeing and hearing is that whatever happens in this 
seven acres has to relate to itself and to the City to make stronger neighborhoods. 
There are really just two pieces to be worked on, economic and social, and if those work 
together then the rest will fall into place easily. 
 
After more discussion and asking what the Commission wished staff to do now, Ms. 
Arkin and Ms. Schwartz stated that staff will be working on this and the RFP will be 
presented at the next Commission meeting. Ms. Schwartz also stated that the first step 
would be to make sure the vision is clear to everyone concerned. 
 
Ms. Chaney stated that she felt it was important to state how the greenway is going to 
be implemented and used to connect to the rest of the City. 
 
By consensus of the Commission members, Chair Leimenstoll closed the meeting. 
 
Mary E. Black, president of the Arlington Park Neighborhood Association,  asked what 
would be happening to the Union Cemetery. Ms. Arkin explained that several ideas 
have been discussed about the cemetery but none have been decided upon at this 
time. She feels sure that something positive will come about at some time in the future.  
 
 

OTHER BUSINESS 
 
Not applicable to Special Meeting. 
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* * * * * * * * * * * 
 
There being no further business before the Commission, the meeting adjourned at 6:15 
PM. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Sue Schwartz, 
Secretary, HCD 
SS/jd 
 



 

 

DRAFT MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF  
THE REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF GREENSBORO 

PLAZA LEVEL CONFERENCE ROOM 
MELVIN MUNICIPAL OFFICE BUILDING 

August 12, 2010 

 
 
A Regular Meeting of the Commissioners of the Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro 
was held in the Plaza Level Conference Room, Melvin Municipal Office Building, Greensboro, 
North Carolina, on Thursday, August 12, 2010 at 4:30 p.m.  Commissioners present were: 
Jerry Leimenstoll, Chair,  Cassandra Rogers, Bob Mays, and Dawn Chaney. Staff included 
Dyan Arkin, Barbara Harris and Sue Schwartz. Also present was Jim Blackwood, Esq. attorney 
for the Commission and John Linn, architect from the Technical Advisory Committee.  
 
 
Approval of the Minutes of July 21, 2010 Special Meeting 
 
Chair Leimenstoll pointed out a revision to the minutes. Page 1, 4th paragraph, should read “he 
pointed out that the city-owned property does not meet the standards of Mr. Robert’s efforts. 
He suggested that something be done to make sure the grass is cut and the property is cared 
for.”  
 
Dyan Arkin reported that staff has moved forward on that since the last meeting. Guy Land, 
City Property Manager and she visited the site and have had a portion of that site mowed. The 
rest is still under the control of the remediation contractor. There are plans to beautify the site. 
Chair Leimenstoll thanked her for those efforts. 
 
Bob Mays moved approval of the minutes, as amended, seconded by Ms. Chaney. The 
Commission voted unanimously in favor of the motion. 
 
Arlington Park Redevelopment Area: Presentation by Neighborhood Association on 
Union Cemetery 
 
Dyan Arkin reminded staff that this is not within a redevelopment area, however it is near 
several redevelopment areas and is mentioned in the South Elm corridor plan as an area that 
could be improved to enhance all the other things that are going on. She has checked with 
Parks & Recreation and Engineering and apparently, in June of 2010, the Facilities 
Engineering Department, at the Managers request, obtained some cost estimates for fencing 
the cemetery and those estimates ranged from $37,000 to $46,000. P&R is currently checking 
back with the City Manager’s Office to see what direction they would like to go.  
 
Mary E. Black, president of the Arlington Park Neighborhood Association, has previously 
presented a request for fencing at the Union Cemetery located at the corner of South Elm and 
Whittington Streets. Carol Moore, a researcher of cemeteries, has provided her with some 
information.  She read a document provided by Ms. Moore for the Commission members’ 



 

 

information. She reiterated that the gravestones within the cemetery need the protection of a 
fence. She asked why this cemetery is not included in the redevelopment area. 
 
Dr. Gladys White, former teacher at A&T University, stated that Delta Sigma Theta has taken 
on the project of cherishing historic spots of black, African-American descendents (Project 
Cherish). She presented several documents relevant to the history of the cemetery for the 
Commission members’ review.   
  
Cassandra Rogers arrived at 4:55 p.m. for the remainder of the meeting. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that this is not in a Redevelopment Area and asked Counsel 
Blackwood what role the Commission could have in this matter. 
 
Jim Blackwood stated that if the City is the owner of the property and any requests would have 
to go through the City. It is possible that in conjunction with the resolution with the South Elm 
Redevelopment Area development project, that it would be beneficial to do something further 
for the cemetery. He suggested that staff look into that possibility.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll suggested that the Commission could possibly make a formal statement of 
interest in this and pursue it in more detail and they will keep everyone informed.  
 
 
Willow Oaks Redevelopment Area – Revisions to Lot Disposition Program 
 
Dyan Arkin stated that single family home buyers in Willow Oaks have opportunities to qualify 
for a variety of subsidies and incentives under the Single Family Lot Disposition Program. This 
program has been modified from time to time to better respond to changing market conditions. 
The Willow Oaks lead developer, Urban Atlantic (formerly Mid-City Urban), has recommended 
revisions to the program as explained in the staff memo provided.  No action is required from 
the Commission. 
 
James Cox, representing Urban Atlantic, stated that they are hoping to be a little more flexible 
on these homes since the financial market has tightened up. 
 
  
South Elm Street Redevelopment Area – Disposition and Discussion 
 
Dyan Arkin stated that the Commission will review and discuss elements of the Request for 
Proposals for Developers and the schedule and elements of a proposal marketing plan. Staff 
has worked up a draft of a marketing plan to implement prior to the RFP being released. 
Documents were provided for the Commission members’ review taken from the CRC study. 
There are several different ways to approach this. The pre-RFP marketing plan includes a 
listing of websites where announcements can be posted and there is an extensive list of 
people who have expressed interest in participating in some way. Staff hopes to do 



 

 

presentations to builders and developer groups and other interested parties. The time period, 
at this point, is 30 to 60 days. There are also some national and regional conferences coming 
up where there is the opportunity to get the word spread around that South Elm Street is the 
next happening place in the City of Greensboro. They hope to focus on Brownfields and green 
building developers with LEED experience and continue presentations for those interested 
parties.   
 
Sue Schwartz  stated that SmartGrowth America and the SmartGrowth network have an article 
that came out on the newsletter today about the economics as far as these projects and there 
is a whole inventory of advertisers that are listed and how they are being marketed. 
  
Ms. Rogers moved to adopt the draft vision statement as presented, seconded by Ms. Chaney.  
The Commission voted unanimously in favor of the motion.  
 
John Linn stated that there is a desire to have continuity through the process that would 
include the community wishes that led to the vision statement that include community 
marketing and input. 
 
Dyan Arkin stated that copies of the TAC review have been provided and a summary RFP.  
Now that the Commission has approved the vision statement, she would welcome any specific 
suggestions by the Commission members. She feels that the final RFP should be coming to 
the Commission by the first of the year. 
 
Ms. Chaney suggested that the members look at the minimum development requirements. 
 
Dyan Arkin stated that the majority of requirements come from federal funding sources other 
than the EPA. The Section 108 Loan Guarantee, which is a type of Community Development 
Block Grant funding, required that some specific baselines in terms of job creation and 
affordable housing be met. The 194 units came out of the Redevelopment Plan and that is just 
an estimate of how many units might work on the site. It is possible that the language could be 
changed.  
 
Ms. Chaney feels that there needs to be more description of what it is. She feels that that it 
should specifically speak to housing for the handicapped and the disabled, the elderly as well 
as young people, a senior citizen center and live/work facilities. She asked for a list of the 
descriptive criteria so the Commission will have a better insight of what is required.  
 
Dyan Arkin stated that she would revisit the language that reflects the amount of housing that 
can meet this intent to see what needs to be the minimum. 
  
Mr. Mays stated that he feels he needs to read over the document to see if there are other 
changes to be made. He suggested that a limit of not more than a week to get information to 
Dyan or to the Committee so the process is not held up.  
 



 

 

Jim Blackwood stated that comments from the Commission members should come back within 
a week and then Dyan and John Linn will finalize the draft for September meeting discussion 
and approval. 
 
 
Additional Business 
 
1220 Randolph Street  
 
Dyan Arkin stated that two meetings ago, someone asked she bring back information about 
the requirements for sale under the Neighborhood Sustainability Program. The NSP requires 
sale for less than the project costs. That is not a concern because the work write-up for the 
rehab is pretty significant, around $200,000. The owner household must be under the 120% of 
the AMI.  Chair Leimenstoll just signed the deed that moves it through the agency that will be 
processing it. Staff is in communication with the Preservation Greensboro Foundation folks 
who will continue to be involved and help monitor the rehab.  
 
Barbara Harris stated that in the Ole Asheboro and South Elm Redevelopment Areas, from a 
staff perspective, the need to develop a formal work strategy has been recognized. Staff is 
working with a consultant firm to put together a strategy for how staff will get that work done 
based on the directives from the Commission and City Council. The consultants want to get a 
quick overview from the Chair. Their meetings are scheduled for August 24th and 25th. 
 

* * * * * * * * 
 
There being no further business before the Commission the meeting adjourned at 6:34 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Sue Schwartz 
Interim Director of Housing & Community Development 
 
 
SS/jd 



 

 

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF 
THE REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF GREENSBORO 

MELVIN MUNICIPAL OFFICE BUILDING 
OCTOBER 14th, 2010 

 
The Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro met in a regular session meeting in the Plaza Level 
Conference Room of the Melvin Municipal Office Building, on Tuesday October 14, 2010 at 4:30 p.m. 
Commissioners present were:  Chair Jerry Leimenstoll, Bob Mays and Dawn Chaney. Staff present 
were: Sue Schwartz, Dyan Arkin, Barbara Harris, representing the Housing and Community 
Development Department (HCD). Also present was Jim Blackwood, Esq., attorney for the 
Commission. 
 
APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 12th 2010 REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 
  
Mr. Mays moved to approve the minutes as written, seconded by Ms. Chaney. The Commission 
voted unanimously to approve the motion. (Ayes: Leimenstoll, Chaney, Mays. Nays: None.) 
  
 
SOUTH ELM STREET REDEVELOPMENT AREA 
 
A)  URBAN FARM PROPOSAL  
 
Dyan Arkin stated that staff has been informed that Urban Harvest will not pursue the use of the 
Eugene Street property for an urban farm at this time. They will continue to work with city staff to 
identify other potential properties for this use. 
 
No action was required from the Commission members. 
 
John Linn arrived for the remainder of the meeting. 
 
 
B)  SECTION 108 HOUSING & JOB CREATION REQUIREMENTS 
 
Dyan Arkin provided a memo explaining commitments made through the Section 108 Loan 
Guarantee application process and gave an overview of the requirements. In July 2004, the City was 
awarded a $3M Section 8 Loan Guarantee for land acquisition and associated activities in the South 
Elm Street redevelopment area. The application for this loan stated that the project would create 120-
160 jobs in an area where households had primarily low and low-moderate incomes. 130 jobs was 
used as a conservative estimate for monitoring and reporting purposes. No specific numbers for 
housing creation were identified. Per the Federal regulations governing this program, if housing is 
included in the project, 51% of the for-sale units must be assessable to persons with incomes at 80% 
of area median income or below or equal to at least the percentage of Federal funding spent on the 
parcel compared to the total development cost, but not less than 20%.  
 
 
C)   DISPOSITION & DEVELOPMENT 
 
Dyan Arkin stated that revisions have been made to the Request for Proposals(RFP), and it is 
currently being reviewed by the Technical Advisory Committee. Teska Group, the consultants who 
had looked at the South Elm Street and Ole Asheboro work plans, had provided a suggestion in their 
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report to use a two-step process (Request for Qualifications prior to RFP), which staff supported. 
Teska’s comments on the RFP were provided to the Commission. 
 
Staff from Action Greensboro, Downtown Greensboro, Inc. (DGI) and the Greensboro Economic 
Development Alliance (GEDA) has been working with Ms. Arkin on marketing plans., She provided a 
schedule for implementation of a site and RFP marketing plan.  
 
Mr. Mays stated that he was not happy to be paying an outside group to come up with the very same 
suggestions that the Commission members had a few months ago.  
 
Sue Schwartz explained that her directive from Andy Scott had been to get the projects moving, and 
that Teska had provided a similar report on implementation strategies for completion of the Southside 
project, which the city used with great success.  
 
Mr. Mays stated that all the pertinent information has already been brought to the Commission a few 
months ago, and a methodology determined. He also asked why some of the other entities—Action 
Greensboro, DGI, GEDA, and others—were not attending the Commission meetings, and he is 
curious about their vision of changing the RFP is and what advice they are sharing now.  
 
Sue Schwartz explained  these are the people in the city that work in development every day.  
 
Mr. Mays stated that he had spoken with a member of City Council about what financial committment 
for parking structures and infrastructure the council planned to make, and he was assured that staff 
could provide that information. He feels that it is important to get the package out, so that input can be 
gathered, instead of there being yet another delay. He feels that if the package does not go out really 
soon, it will be another year before any movement can be made on the project. He also feels that the 
Commission members should have been informed of the recommended changes, especially given 
the degree, and the marketing group should have been engaged much earlier. 
 
After more discussion, Mr. Mays moved that the draft RFP as presented, subject to revisions to be 
made by staff, together with a letter to be prepared by staff, be sent out to interested parties with 
responses due February 1, 2011, seconded by Ms. Chaney. The Commission voted 3-0 in favor of 
the motion.  
 
 
ADDITIONAL ITEMS 
 
Dyan Arkin provided the 2009-2010 Annual Report and asked that Commission members be 
prepared to vote on its acceptance at the November meeting. 
 
Ole Asheboro Redevelopment Area: Acquisition of 919 Pearson Street 
 
Barbara Harris stated that this property is on the Acquisition List and in January 2009, staff was 
authorized to make an offer of $13,000. on this property. The property owner rejected the offer and 
asked for a higher amount for the property. She later contacted staff and said that she would accept 
that amount. City Legal department has already done the title. The Commission is now asked to 
extend an offer for a net purchase price of $13,000. 
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Mr. Mays moved to approve the offer of $13,000 net payable to the seller, with the Commission 
paying the taxes for the current year and retain releases from the City and any liens or they may be 
waived, seconded by Ms. Chaney. The Commission voted 3-0 in favor of the motion. 
 
Ole Asheboro Redevelopment Area: Acquisition of 609 Arlington Street 
 
Barbara Harris stated that this is an opportunity lot and is on the Acquisition List. It is a vacant lot and 
an appraisal has been done at $12,000, because the lot cannot be subdivided.  
 
Ms. Chaney moved to authorize staff to offer the owner $12,000, for the property, seconded by  
Mr. Mays. The Commission voted 3-0 in favor of the motion.  
 
Dyan Arkin stated that next month, the Sebastian Medical Park has submitted a relatively complete 
proposal to staff and they are hoping to be able to come before the Commission at the November 
meeting.  
 
Chair Leimenstoll wanted to thank the staff for all their help and he also wished to thank John Linn for 
his help and input. 
 
 

 

* * * * * * * * * * * 
 
There being no further business before the Commission, the meeting adjourned at 6:20 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Sue Schwartz 
Secretary, HCD 
 
SS/jd 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Date:  October 26, 2010 
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To:  Jerry Leimenstoll, Chair 
       Greensboro Redevelopment Commission 
 
From:  Judi Decker, Owner 
           Triad Reporting & Typing Services 
 
Subject:  Minutes of Monthly Meetings 
 
 
We are very pleased to continue to serve the Commission’s needs for summary minutes of the 
monthly meetings, Special meetings and occasionally, Verbatim Transcripts, when necessary. 
 
We have worked as sub-contractors to the City of Greensboro since 1994, and offer these services 
for 14 different City and County departments.  We also provide our services to attorneys throughout 
North Carolina, South Carolina and Virginia, attending depositions and hearings and producing 
verbatim transcripts for submission on subsequent Court cases.  
 
Our goal has been to provide quality, historic summary minutes for all these meetings and we feel 
confident that this goal has been met.  We pride ourselves in our ability to meet these demands in a 
professional manner.  
 
We welcome and appreciate any constructive criticism and suggestions by Board or Commission 
members. We especially appreciate your positive feedback and plan to continue to provide quality 
minutes for you in the future. 



APPROVED MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF 
THE REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF GREENSBORO 

MELVIN MUNICIPAL OFFICE BUILDING9 
NOVEMBER 11th, 2010 

 
The Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro met in a regular session meeting in the Plaza Level 
Conference Room of the Melvin Municipal Office Building, on Tuesday November 11, 2010 at 4:30 
p.m. Commissioners present were:  Chair Jerry Leimenstoll, Bob Mays, Angela Carmichael, 
Cassandra Rogers and Dawn Chaney. Staff present was: Sue Schwartz, Dyan Arkin and Barbara 
Harris, representing the Housing and Community Development Department (HCD). Also present was 
Jim Blackwood, Esq., attorney for the Commission. 
 
APPROVAL OF THE OCTOBER 14th 2010 REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 
  
Mr. Mays moved to approve the minutes as written, seconded by Ms. Chaney. The Commission 
voted unanimously to approve the motion. (Ayes: Leimenstoll, Chaney, Carmichael, Rogers and 
Mays. Nays: None.) 
  
DOWNTOWN GREENWAY UPDATE 
 
Dyan Arkin stated that the Downtown Greenway project’s Phase 1-B and Phase 1-C will be built 
along Bragg Street through the Ole Asheboro and South Elm Street redevelopment areas. Functional 
designs have been completed, and final designs will be done as developers come on line for those 
redevelopment projects. A Project Management Report and map from the City of Greensboro 
Engineering and Inspections were provided for review by the Commission members. 
 
Dabney Sanders and John McLendon gave a PowerPoint presentation on the project. Ms. Sanders, 
Project Manager for the Downtown Greenway, summarized the presentation and stated that the 
center-city Master Plan was commissioned in 2001 and the Downtown Greenway was identified as a 
project in that Master Plan. Beginning with volunteers and consultants, work began on the Magical 
Mile, the western leg of the four-mile loop. Some problems arose, which delayed this leg of the 
project, so it was determined to try a different location. In 2006, a comprehensive plan for trails and 
greenways was produced and included the Downtown Greenway as the central heart of the entire 
system for the community. In 2007, the Downtown Greenway was adopted as the signature project to 
commemorate the City’s Bicentennial. There is a section in the southwest corner, the Small Phase 1, 
in the Warnersville neighborhood. In February, 2008, City Council offered their official support and 
endorsement of the project and in the fall of 2008, there was a successful Street Improvement Bond 
package that included funding for the Downtown Greenway. There is a great partnership between 
Action Greensboro and the City. The City applied for a major funding opportunity, but those funds 
were not appropriated to the City. There are several other funding sources that will be applied for in 
the near future.  
 
John McLendon explained, in detail, the proposed routes considered in the plan. Maps were shown 
for clarification. 
 
Comments and Questions of the Commission members 
 
The Commission members commended Ms. Sanders on the presentation. Mr. Mays stated that he 
feels that it is necessary for the South Elm Street Master Developer to work closely with the people 
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already involved in the project. All the Commissioners stated that they also commend the efforts of 
the people involved with this project.  
 
CUMBERLAND REDEVELOPMENT AREA: STATE EMPLOYEES CREDIT UNION 
DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL  
 
Barbara Harris made a slide presentation and presented handouts relative to the proposal. She 
stated that the State Employees Credit Union (SECU) has proposed to build a new branch at the 
former Galloway Buick site that had previously been considered for the Murrow Boulevard project. In 
July 2006, the Commission and Council approved a plan amendment, which allowed a conditional 
rezoning of the property for mixed use. Although the entire property may eventually be mixed use, 
SECU currently is intending to design and build the new branch.  
 
Dave Kiser, Architect, and Damien Carter, representing the State Employees Credit Union, presented 
a handout for the Commission members’ review. He pointed out that having their facility in the 
proposed location would make it very convenient for their clients affiliated with Bennett College, A&T 
University, GTCC and other nearby schools. Utility services are already in place on the property and 
there would be very little impact on the infrastructure. There will also be a lot of green space on the 
property with parking specifically designed to promote easy access for vehicular and pedestrian 
traffic. There are plans for constructing other facilities on other sites in the future within the City for the 
convenience of their clients.  
 
Mac Sims, East Market Street Development Corporation, stated that they are working on the 
revitalization of East Greensboro and this is a significant investment in this area. Development of this 
property will also remove one of the concerns about vacant buildings and will generate other 
economic investment in the area. His organization fully supports this plan. 
 
Comments and Questions of the Commission members 
  
Chair Leimenstoll stated that he whole-heartedly supports this plan and feels that it will certainly be 
an asset to the local neighborhood and community. 
 
After some discussion, Mr. Mays moved to approve the plans for development as proposed, 
seconded by Ms. Chaney. The Commission voted 5-0 in favor of the motion. (Leimenstoll, Mays, 
Chaney, Carmichael and Rogers. Nays: None.) 
 
Sue Schwartz stated that after receiving information about this project she checked on all the local 
active and inactive redevelopment areas. She appreciates the SECU graciousness and Barbara’s 
quick action in getting it resolved immediately. She apologized for the extra hassles and explained 
that changes have been made to the mapping to make sure that everyone is aware of where the 
information is, in both departments. 
 
 
WILLOW OAKS REDEVELOPMENT AREA: SEBASTIAN MEDICAL PARK UPDATE 
 
Dyan Arkin stated that this item will be addressed at the December meeting. 
 
 
 
OLE ASHEBORO REDEVELOPMENT AREA: STAFF UPDATE 
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Barbara Harris made a PowerPoint presentation and stated that the original plan was adopted in 
1982 and most recently amended in 2004. The 2004 Plan Amendment included several major 
initiatives, including MLK North. The single family lot initiative is made of up 27 single family lots 
scattered throughout the neighborhood that have been assembled over a number of years by the 
Commission and the City. The Dorothy Brown Park initiative was pointed out on the map, which 
separates Ole Asheboro from Arlington Park. Work is starting to be coordinated in both 
neighborhoods. All of the land in Ole Asheboro that makes up these initiatives was sold by the 
Commission to Greensboro Housing Development Partnership and they were charged with carrying 
out the development vision that the Commission had for the neighborhood.  
 
Phases A1 and A2 of MLK North were put out for developers in 2005, and an RFQ was issued and a 
developer selection process was undertaken, that included a high level of participation from the 
neighborhood. A Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) made up of members of the Ole Asheboro 
Street Neighborhood community, the Arlington Park community, the Asheboro Square community, 
the Gorrell Street neighborhood and members of New Zion Missionary Baptist Church, was active in 
the process of amending the Plan. The PAC is charged with making recommendations to GHDP for 
developer selection, builder selection and for Plan approval. New Zion Missionary Baptist Church was 
selected to develop the A1 site, based on recommendations from the PAC and from City staff. TND 
Partners, from the Durham area, was selected to develop A2. GHDP required that the two developers 
work cooperatively on the project so there will be compatible development on both sides of the street. 
 
In early 2008, New Zion purchased the A1 site and executed a development agreement with GHDP. 
New Zion intended to build a church facility. Around that same time a pre-development agreement 
was executed by TND with GHDP, giving them the option to purchase the A2 site. TND Partners was 
supposed to enter into a development agreement with GHDP and New Zion, with TND as the 
component developer in A1 for the residential and commercial sections along MLK. They have not 
been able to work out a relationship that would allow them to move forward with this development.  
 
At this time, New Zion is working on a new financing plan. New Zion had a development plan in 2006 
or 2007 that required removal of the ramp that leads from Lee Street up to MLK. There was a public 
process and the final decision was to leave the ramp in place. New Zion then came forward with a 
new conceptual plan but has not submitted a full set of plans for review and approval. They have 
engaged someone to assist them with putting together a new final plan for their site. There have been 
a number of meetings addressing these development sites and what needs to occur to move them 
forward. The neighborhood has expressed strong interest in being a more active participant in both 
development sites and is working on forming a Community Development Corporation (CDC) and wish 
to be at the table as whatever final plans are put together. More information will come to the 
Commission as it becomes available. Currently A3 and A4 are on hold. Staff is working with the 
Neighborhood Association to transition them or the CDC into a position where they have the capacity 
to take ownership of that site.  
  
Chair Leimenstoll stated that the Redevelopment Commission was instrumental in making sure that a 
redevelopment plan was brought forward, and he asked what role the Commission plays in this 
project. Ms. Harris stated that the planning established by the Commission determined what the 
development would look like and then charged GHDP with carrying out that development. At this 
point, the role the Commission is playing is oversight of GHDP’s implementation of the Commission’s 
vision. In response to other questions, Ms. Harris stated that GHDP has requested that both 
developers report to them on the plan and the time frame for A1 and A2.  It is anticipated that both 
developers, as well as GHDP will also be at the January RCG meeting. There will also be periodic 
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reports made to the Commission on the progress of the development. Chair Leimenstoll stated that 
since the Commission has, in effect, turned the development over to GHDP, he doesn’t feel that the 
Commission should spend any more time on it. 
 
Counsel Blackwood added that if GHDP is not carrying out the plan according to the Commission’s 
plan and the Commission determines that, then there is that oversight and that responsibility and 
obligation to follow up on it.  He felt that staff is providing the update, as it occurs, so that the 
Commission is aware of what is going on and can take steps, as needed.  Ms. Harris stated that she 
just wants to make sure the Commission understands that GHDP has not defaulted on their 
agreement with the Commission and that there are not any major issues that the Commission should 
be concerned about. She also added that as a part of staff’s re-assessing their approach to 
development work in this neighborhood, Dyan Arkin did a beautiful piece of work of putting together 
everything that has been done in this neighborhood and there has been $26M dollars worth of 
investment in this neighborhood. It has taken a long time and some of it may be ready to be redone, 
but there has been a tremendous amount of investment in the neighborhood. 
 
Barbara Harris stated that A3 has a goal of transitioning the Neighborhood Association into the 
position where they have the capacity of taking ownership of that site. In regard to A4, it is currently 
on hold.  
 
SOUTH ELM STREET REDEVELOPMENT AREA:  DISPOSITION AND DEVELOPMENT 
 
Dyan Arkin stated that a brief staff memo was presented at the last meeting and they are ready to 
move forward with the Master Developer Request for Proposal process as recommended in the 
Redevelopment Plan. The RFP has been finalized and staff is starting to move on marketing. A  
a fact sheet was presented to the Commission. More information will be presented at the December 
meeting.  The RFP is scheduled for release December 1st.  Chair Leimenstoll asked that the 
Commission receive a copy of the RFP. At the last meeting, it was mentioned that it might be a good 
idea to invite Action Greensboro, Downtown Greensboro to come to a meeting to talk, as a larger 
group, about how we work together.  
 
Mr. Mays stated that he feels that if they are going to be offering advice it would be beneficial for them 
to attend the Commission’s meetings. He feels that is an open invitation to those groups or the East 
Market Street Development corporation to participate in the Commission’s meetings. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that he feels it is important for the groups to meet and get to know each 
other. He would also like to hear from them what they perceive their role to be, so the Commission 
can respond and understand it.   
 
Ms. Chaney left the meeting at 6:05 p.m. 
 
Mr. Mays stated that he has a concern that the City is ill-prepared to be a developer, especially at this 
magnitude. He suggested that a development consultant be hired to assist staff in speaking with 
those developers who may respond to the RFP with questions. He feels this would be very helpful to 
the process. Dyan Arkin responded that John Shoffner, Economic Development Manager for the City, 
has made contact with a consultant and a meeting will be forthcoming.  
 
Dyan Arkin stated that John Shoffner has participated in a lot of these discussions and has made 
contact with someone of that caliper. A meeting has not been set, as yet, but it is in the works.   
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Chair Leimenstoll stated that the presentation by the Greenway folks indicates that they really know 
what they are doing and they understand how they have to put things out there and how they have to 
keep them out there,over time and they are doing a really excellent job of it.  
 
Mr. Mays stated that he would recommend taking the RFP to some of the construction trade shows 
and he is anxious to see the reaction in the construction community.  
 
VOTE ON ACCEPTANCE OF 2009-10 ANNUAL REPORT 
 
After a short discussion and review of the Annual Report, Ms. Carmichael moved to pass a resolution 
to accept the 2009-10 Annual Report, seconded by Ms. Rogers. The Commission voted 5-0 in favor 
of the motion. (Leimenstoll, Mays, Chaney, Carmichael and Rogers. Nays: None.) 
 
Chair Leimenstoll asked about the status of the Magnolia House and Dyan Arkin stated that staff 
periodically calls them and asked them to keep moving forward. Some progress is being made.  
There will be a full report in December. 
 
ADDITIONAL BUSINESS 
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that his term ends with the December meeting and asked the members to be 
thinking about someone to fill the position of Chair.  Ms. Carmichael is the Vice Chair and would 
probably step into the Chair position, but she stated that she was not sure that she wished to fill the 
position of Chair and that Mr. Mays would be a great person to fill that position. Mr. Mays stated he 
would be resigning in December and would not be able to accept the nomination. He explained that 
had philosophic differences with City staff that prevented him from remaining on the Commission. 
Chair Leimenstoll asked everyone to give it some thought and it would be discussed at the next 
meeting.  
 

 
* * * * * * * * * * * 

 
There being no further business before the Commission, the meeting adjourned at 6:41 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Sue Schwartz 
Secretary, HCD 
 
SS/jd  



 

 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF  
THE REDEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF GREENSBORO 

PLAZA LEVEL CONFERENCE ROOM 
MELVIN MUNICIPAL OFFICE BUILDING 

DECEMBER 9, 2010 

 
The Redevelopment Commission of Greensboro met in a regular session in the Plaza Level Conference 
Room, Melvin Municipal Office Building, on Thursday December 9, at 4:30 PM.  Commissioners present 
were:  Chair Jerry Leimenstoll, Cassandra Rogers and Dawn Chancy. Staff included Dyan Arkin, and 
Barbara Harris, representing the Housing and Community Development Department (HCD), Also present 
was Jim Blackwood, Esq., attorney for the Commission. 
 
1. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE NOVEMBER 11, 2010 REGULAR MEETING 
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that in his opinion the minutes from the November meeting needed to be 
revised as he feels they are incomplete and some of the pertinent discussions were not included. He 
asked that a review of the tape be made and revisions be presented.  Ms. Rogers stated that she did not 
vote on the October minutes as she had not been at the October meeting. 
 
No motion was made, the matter was tabled and a revised set of minutes will be presented at the next 
regular meeting. 
 
Ms. Decker, representing Triad Reporting & Typing Services, noted that their direction from City Council 
and staff has been to make the minutes short, concise and to not include back-and-forth conversations. 
The main goal is to document an issue, report staff and representative information on the subject, and 
then document the final vote. There is a real concern about reporting emotional issues in the minutes as 
they may be misconstrued when read at a later date. With a suggestion from one of the members, the 
reporting service will make every effort to fulfill their obligation to report minutes accurately with the use 
of bullet points on the concerns of Commission members in the future.  
 
It was determined that the November 2010 minutes will be revised and resubmitted for final approval at 
the January meeting. 
 
2.         WILLOW OAKS REDEVELOPMENT AREA:  SEBASTIAN MEDICAL PARK UPDATE 
 
Ms. Arkin stated that the presenters of this item have requested that it be brought to the Commission at 
the January 2011 meeting. 
 
  
3. SOUTH ELM STREET REDEVELOPMENT AREA: 
 
 a.   Brownfields Agreement for 107 West Bragg Street 
 
Dyan Arkin stated that this parcel was part of the St. James II housing complex, which had contained one 
12-unit building. A coal gasification plant formerly occupied the site, and the building was demolished in 
the early 1990s because of subterranean environmental issues. The lot has been vacant since that time, 
and Commission acquisition of this parcel occurred in April 2007.  
 
A previous Brownfields Agreement between NC Department of Environment and Natural Resources 
(NCDENR) and the City of Greensboro, acting as developer, was produced in 2005 for the parcels 
associated with the South Elm Street Redevelopment site. Since that time, the process for applying for 
this agreement has changed and the Redevelopment Commission, as owner, is required to submit this 
application.  
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Elizabeth Link, Brownfields Program Specialist for the City, stated that this property was originally 
included as part of the South Elm Redevelopment Area Brownfields Agreement, but was removed once it 
became clear that assessment and remediation would lag behind the rest of the land.   
 
The Commission is being asked to approve an application to enter into a Brownfields Agreement for the 
Biller site with North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources, which sets the 
standards for cleanup for the site based on the proposed land use. Entering into this agreement sets 
standards that allow costs of cleanup to be estimated. This was a former coal gasification plant site, so 
there is some coal contamination on the property. The proposed use is a parking lot, which caps the 
contamination, allowing for minimization of cleanup and associated costs. Once the site is remediated, 
the agreement protects current and future owners from liability for further cleanup as long as they 
develop the land with the proposed use, which will make the property more marketable to developers. It 
is expected that future development will increase demand for parking at this location. The $5,000 
application fee will be paid with EPA Grant money.  
 
Discussion or questions by the Commission members: 

 Concerns expressed about extent of remediation. Remediation for use as a parking lot will 
not incur excessive costs. 

 Concerns expressed about use of underground parking. Underground parking is not 
intended at this location. 

 Concerns about using the property for residential use. The property will not be used for 
residential development. 

 Will there be a parking deck or just a parking lot? At this time is it is anticipated there will 
be a surface lot. 

 Protection of the future buyer. As long as future owners maintain compliance with the 
Brownfields Agreement, they are protected from liability.  

 Could other portions of the property be used for the Urban Farm? The Urban Farm group 
is exploring other locations. 

 Will the site be limited to parking in the future? If a future owner wants to develop the 
property for some other use, they would have to negotiate a revised Brownfields 
Agreement with NCDENR. 

  
Ms. Rogers moved to approve the Brownfields Agreement application for 107 West Bragg Street, 
seconded by Ms. Chaney. The Commission voted unanimously in favor of the motion. (Ayes: 
Leimenstoll, Chaney and Rogers. Nays: None.) 
 
In response to a question by Ms. Chaney, Mr. Blackwood stated that the restrictions placed on the site by 
the Brownfields Agreement are recorded with the Register of Deeds and become a permanent part of the 
title information for the property.  
      
  b. COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT AND INFORMATION PLAN:  Plan attached to packet 
 
Dyan Arkin stated that this is a very simple plan that outlines outreach activities to increase developer 
awareness and interest and to reawaken Greensboro residents’ awareness of, interest in, and 
appreciation for the South Elm Street Redevelopment Project. Staff has tried to come up with a balance 
of activities and outreach opportunities for the business and development community, for neighborhoods 
and residents, and for students. It is anticipated the developer will be involved in outreach activities 
throughout the project.  
 
Dyan Arkin stated that the property signage will be updated on the site and that the Community 
engagement Plan is based on the work previously done by Community Retail Catalysts (CRC). 
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Discussion on other aspects of the project produced the following comments and questions from the 
Commission: 

 Not satisfied placement of the RCG Vision Statement in the RFP. Statement will be 
moved to first page. 

 No more changes to the RFP. Time to get it out to the public. 

 Important to relay information to businesses and people that will be involved in building a 
community in Greensboro. 

 Important for DGI and Action GSO to attend future RDC meetings for better dialog; Invite 
all interested parties to next meeting. 

 Materials related to the project need to be presented to the Commission. Marketing 
materials will be brought to the January meeting. 

 
No action was necessary on this item. 
 
4. ARLINGTON PARK REDEVELOPMENT AREA:  Update on 1220 Randolph Street 
 
Dyan Arkin stated that at the April 2010 meeting, the Commission voted to proceed with rehabilitation of 
the historic Beeden House at 1220 Randolph Street. The rehabilitation is being done under the federal 
Neighborhood Sustainability Program. The work is approximately 50% complete. The next few weeks will 
bring significant changes as the siding and trim are installed and the structure painted. Preservation 
Greensboro is providing expert advice on appropriate paint colors and materials.  
 
5. GORRELL STREET REDEVELOPMENT AREA:  Update on Magnolia House Rehabilitation 
 
This item was tabled to be brought before the Commission at the January meeting.  Owner Sam Pass 
intends to update everyone at that meeting. Completion of the project is expected in the very near future. 
It is planned for the project to be a training facility as well as used for student residents who are training 
for the hospitality industry. No public money is being used for the project. Ms. Chaney suggested that Mr. 
Pass be given her number to discuss Sanctuary House and that he be put in touch with Dennis 
Quaintance. 
 
6. ADDITIONAL BUSINESS 
  
Dyan Arkin stated that there are two vacancies on the Commission. Staff encourages Commission 
members to have conversations with each other and City Council about what skill sets and background 
would be beneficial.  Ms. Chaney recommended that the Commission seek meetings with Council ersons 
from Districts #3 and #2 to discuss. 
 
Chair Leimenstoll stated that City Academy had its graduation ceremony and all the participants seemed 
to feel it is a very worthwhile endeavor. 
 
Robert Capel, Vice President of Arlington Park Neighborhood, stated that the house at 1200 Randolph 
Avenue is a house they have had their eye on for several years because it is a focal point in the 
neighborhood. He feels that this is one of the better rehab projects he has seen in that area and he is 
really excited about it and is anxious for someone to move in.  He thanked the Commission for all the 
hard work and all the years invested in it. 
 
Ms. Chaney asked if Mr. Leimenstoll is no longer going to be on the Commission, should appointments 
be made before the January meeting. Ms. Arkin stated that Mr. Leimenstoll has agreed to remain on the 
Commission until a replacement member is appointed. 
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* * * * * * * * * * * 
 
There being no further business before the Commission, the meeting adjourned at 6:06 PM. 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Sue Schwartz, 
Secretary, HCD 
 
SS/jd 
 


