
Agenda 

Planning and Zoning Commission 

September 18, 2012 
6:30 PM 

Council Chambers, City Hall, 200 W. Fifth Street 

 

Assistive listening devices are available upon request for meetings held in the Council Chambers. If an 
interpreter is needed for deaf or hearing impaired citizens, please call 252-329-4422 (voice) or 252-329-4060 
(TDD) no later than two business days prior to the meeting. 

    
I. INVOCATION - Brian Smith 
 
II. ROLL CALL 
 
III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES - August 21, 2012 
 
IV. NEW BUSINESS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
              REZONINGS 
 

3. Zoning Map Amendment initiated by the Greenville City Council designating territory as a 
University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) Overlay District 

 

 
 

 
V. OTHER ITEMS OF BUSINESS 

4.   Talent Bank Applications 
 

VI. ADJOURN 
 

 
            TEXT AMENDMENTS 
 

1. Zoning text amendment application submitted by U.S. Cellular requesting to amend the City's 
zoning standards applicable to communications towers.
 

2. Zoning Text Amendment initiated by the Greenville City Council establishing the University 
Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) Overlay District
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DRAFT OF MINUTES PROPOSED FOR ADOPTION BY THE GREENVILLE PLANNING 
AND ZONING COMMISSION 

August 21, 2012 
 

The Greenville Planning and Zoning Commission met on the above date at 6:30 p.m. in the 
Council Chambers of City Hall. 
 

  Mr. Godfrey Bell –Chair*   
Mr. Tony Parker - *  Ms. Linda Rich - *   
Mr. Hap Maxwell – *  Ms. Ann Bellis – X   
Ms. Shelley Basnight - *  Mr. Brian Smith - *   
Mr. Doug Schrade - X  Mr. Jerry Weitz – *   
Ms. Wanda Harrington-* Mr. Torico Griffin -*   
Dr. Kevin Burton- * 
 

The members present are denoted by an * and the members absent are denoted by an X. 
 
VOTING MEMBERS:   Bell, Parker, Basnight, Rich, Griffin, Burton, Weitz, Smith, Maxwell 
 
PLANNING STAFF:  Merrill Flood, Community Development Director, Chris Padgett, Chief 
Planner, Chantae Gooby, Planner II, Andy Thomas, Lead Planner, and Elizabeth Blount, Staff 
Support Specialist II. 
 
OTHERS PRESENT:   Dave Holec, City Attorney and Jonathan Edwards, Communications 
Technician. 
 
MINUTES:   Motion was made by Mr Parker, seconded by Ms Basnight, to accept the July 12, 
2012 minutes as presented. Motion carried unanimously. 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
REZONINGS 
 
REQUEST BY JAVIER RUIZ- WITHDRAWN 
 
Ordinance requested by Javier Ruiz to rezone 0.16 acres (6,970 square feet) located at the 
southeastern corner of the intersection of Farmville Boulevard and Line Avenue from R6 
(Residential [High Density Multi-faimly]) to CH (Heavy Commercial).    
 
Chairman Bell informed the commission that Mr. Kenneth Lloyd, owner of the property, and 
Javier Ruiz submitted a request to withdraw the rezoning request.  
 
Motion was made by Mr. Parker, seconded by Dr Burton to accept the withdrawal.  
Motion carried unanimously. 
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TEXT AMENDMENTS 
 
TEXT AMENDMENT REQUEST BY ST. PETER'S CATHOLIC SCHOOL FOR 
MODIFICATION OF CITY CODE SECTION 9-4-22 WORDS AND TERMS DEFINED- THE 
ADDITION OF THE DEFINITION OF "CAMPUS" - APPROVED 
 
Mr. Andy Thomas, Planner, stated that the city code does not contain a definition for “campus”.  
Staff collaborated with the applicant to develop the following proposed definition: 
 

“Campus - the grounds of a school, college, university, hospital, church, or other institution 
that consists of several buildings developed and operated under a unified concept on a 
single tract of land or on multiple tracts of land which are in close proximity.” 
 
He stated that no fiscal impact is anticipated.  In staff’s opinion, the inclusion of a definition for 
“campus” would be an enhancement to the ordinance and would add direction and clarity to its 
administration. 
 
Mr. Parker asked if the definition would apply to businesses. 
 
Mr. Thomas stated that the definition was not developed with businesses in mind. 
 
Chairman Bell stated that the Convention Center, The Hilton and Hampton Inn described their 
property as campus and asked if they had the definition of “campus”.   
 
Mr. Thomas stated they did not. 
 
Dr. Burton asked if the definition would apply to private medical practices with multiple 
facilities. 
 
Mr. Thomas stated that he thought they would be included. 
 
No one spoke in favor or opposition of the petition. 
 
No discussion from board members. 
 
Motion made by Ms Rich, seconded by Ms. Basnight, to recommend approval of the 
proposed amendment to advise that it is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and other 
applicable plans and to adopt the staff report which addresses plan consistency and other 
matters. Motion passed unanimously. 
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OTHER ITEMS OF BUSINESS 
 
UPDATE ON TREE PRESERVATION ORDINANCE RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE 
TREE PRESERVATION DISCUSSION GROUP 
 
Mr. Kevin Heifferon, Buildings and Grounds Superintendent, presented the update presentation.  
He stated City Council asked staff to make recommendations concerning tree policies.  The 
discussion group consisted of members from Environmental Advisor Council, Community 
Appearance Commission, Pitt County’s Home Builders, Engineering Community, Residential 
Community, ReLeaf, Sierra Club and Community Development.  He presented the current tree 
preservation ordinance along with the recommended goals for the preservation:  increase 
education, incentives, regulation/ordinance and other recommendations.  The education 
component would consist of seminars about trees, media campaign, educational brochures and 
inserts with utility bills.  Incentives would include changing the tree credits with the zoning 
ordinance for existing vegetation requirements and residential development along with special 
recognition for significant trees.  The group did not recommend changing the buffer 
requirements but did recommend review and improvement of existing standards and enforce 
maintenance requirements.  It was also recommended to hire in the future a certified arborist or 
landscape architect to review plans.  Other recommendations included reforesting flood 
properties, create a forest manual, purchase land for forest conservation and develop programs 
for planting easement.   
 
Mr. Weitz asked if the group addressed regulations for street and right away trees. 
 
Mr. Heifferon stated that the group gave no exact recommendation.  The focus was on 
commercial property and tree preservation. 
 
Mr. Weitz stated that the city code requires street trees for residential streets only but should 
include non-residential and commercial as well.   
 
Mr. Padgett clarified that the city code requires street trees for non-residential and residential 
currently does not require street trees. 
 
Mr. Maxwell asked for the future plans concerning the trees destroyed on Fifth Street. 
 
Mr. Heifferon stated that the plan is to plant them again.   
 
Chairman Bell stated that he will not be attending the next meeting and asked Attorney Holec if 
he could send an email concerning the subject matter. 
 
Attorney Holec said he could.   
 
Chairman Bell stated that Co-Chair Ms Basnight will be chairing the next meeting. 
 
Ms Basnight asked if the board could get a small biography of each member.   
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Mr. Flood said staff can take the information from the talent bank applications and submit with 
the next package. 
 
 
With no further business, motion made by Ms Basnight, seconded by Mr. Parker, to 
adjourn.  Motion passed unanimously.  Meeting adjourned at 6:56 p.m. 
 
 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 

Merrill Flood, Secretary to the Commission 
Director of Community Development Department 
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 9/18/2012
Time: 6:30 PM 

  

Title of Item: Zoning text amendment application submitted by U.S. Cellular requesting to 
amend the City's zoning standards applicable to communications towers. 
  

Explanation: U.S. Cellular has submitted a zoning text amendment application requesting to 
amend the City's zoning standards applicable to communications towers.  More 
specifically, the requested text amendment requests that communications towers 
up to 80-feet in height be permitted in various medical zoning districts subject to 
specified standards. 
  
Additional information associated with this request, the City's current standards 
and the proposed amendment are included in the Staff Report attached hereto.  
  

Fiscal Note: No fiscal impact anticipated. 
  

Recommendation:    
In staff's opinion, the proposed Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment is in 
compliance with Horizons: Greenville's Community Plan. 
If the Planning and Zoning Commission determines to recommend approval of 
the request, in order to comply with statutory requirements, it is recommended 
that the motion be as follows: 
  
"Motion to recommend approval of the proposed text amendment, to advise that 
it is consistent with the comprehensive plan and other applicable plans, and to 
adopt the staff report which addresses plan consistency and other matters." 
  
If the Planning and Zoning Commission determines to recommend denial of the 
request, in order to comply with statutory requirements, it is recommended that 
the motion be as follows: 
  
"Motion to recommend denial of the proposed text amendment, to advise that it 
is inconsistent with the comprehensive plan or other applicable plans, and to 
adopt the staff report which addresses plan consistency and other matters."  
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Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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Staff Report: 
 

Zoning text amendment application submitted by U.S. Cellular requesting to 
amend the City's zoning standards applicable to communications towers. 

 
 
 
Contents: 
 

Section I.  Summary of Existing Standards – Page 1 
 
Section II. Identification of Existing and Approved Communications Towers – 

Page 3 
 
Section III. Survey of Other Communities – Page 6 
 
Section IV. Proposed Standards – Page 7 
 
Section V. Staff Comments – Page 9 
 
 
 
Attachment:  Application Packet Materials 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Staff Report Developed by the City of Greenville 
Community Development Department - Planning Division 

September 12, 2012 
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Section I.  Summary of Existing Standards 
The City’s current standards applicable to communications towers are summarized as follows:   
 
Table of Uses 
The table of uses includes three classifications for “Television and/or radio broadcast facilities, 
including receiving and transmission equipment and towers or cellular telephone and wireless 
communications towers” as follows: 
 

1. Towers are generally permitted as follows: 
• With a Special Use Permit in the MRS district; 
• As a Permitted Use in the CD, CH, IU and I districts. 

 
2. Towers not exceeding 200 feet in height are  also permitted as follows: 

• As a Permitted Use in the CG district. 
 

3. Towers not exceeding 120 feet in height are  also permitted as follows: 
• As a Permitted Use in the OR district. 

 
Height and Setbacks 
The height of a communications tower is limited by three factors: 
 

1. The applicable height limitation of the Airport Overlay District; 
2. A limitation of 120’ in the OR district and 200’ in the CG district; and 
3. A limitation based on setback (see below). 

 
The setbacks applicable to communications towers are determined as follows: 
 

1. Most setbacks are determined using a formula primarily based upon the proposed tower 
height.  Examples of the application of said formula include: 
 

80’ Tower Height – 20’ Setback 
100’ Tower Height – 23’ Setback 
150’ Tower Height– 32’ Setback 
200’ Tower Height- 40’ Setback 
250’ Tower Height – 48’ Setback 

 
2. The OR district is the only district with an increased setback requirement adjacent to 

residential zoned lots.  This setback is equal to two times the tower height, or 200’, 
whichever is greater. 
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Additional Standards 
Additional standards are applicable as follows: 
 

1. Towers located in the CG and OR districts must be a monopole structure type. 
2. Towers located in the OR district must be located on a tract at least two acres in area. 
3. Towers located in the OR district must be located at least 500’ feet from any existing 

communications towers. 
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Section II.  Identification of Existing and Approved Communications Towers 
 
Table 1, below, identifies all of the communications towers known to exists within the City’s 
planning and zoning jurisdiction, or approved to do so, as of September 8, 2012.  The Map I.D. 
Number provided for each establishment corresponds to the establishment’s location on the Map 
1 that follows. 

Table 1:  Inventory of Communications Towers Located 
Within the City of Greenville 

 
Map 

Number Parcel Number Zoning Address 

1 48289 I 
5603 Martin Luther King Jr. 

Highway 

2 48289 I 
5603 Martin Luther King Jr. 

Highway 
3 80995 I Terminus of Progress Road 
4 66290 RA20 3645 Whichard Road 
5 28088 RA20 Old Pactolus Road 
6 57631 CH 3501 Tupper Drive 
7 22506 IU 350 Aqua Lane 
8 12826 IU 210 Airport Road 
9 23797 OR 105 E 1st Street 

10 16239 RA20 3633 NC 43 N 
11 16307 RA20 3633 NC 43 N 
12 11787 RA20 NC 43 N 
13 23817 RA20 1766 Silas Lane 
14 00324 RA20 3763 Stantonsburg Road 
15 11788 RA20 1077 Rock Spring Road 
16 36701 MR 1131 B’s Barbeque Road 
17 17564 MRS 2929 Stantonsburg Road 
18 17564 MRS 2929 Stantonsburg Road 
19 17564 MRS 2929 Stantonsburg Road 
20 17564 MRS 2929 Stantonsburg Road 
21 17564 MRS 2929 Stantonsburg Road 
22 17564 MRS 2929 Stantonsburg Road 
23 29144 MI 1717 W 5th Street 
24 19401 CH 2000 Chestnut Street 
25 16463 CH 916 S Memorial Drive 
26 58960 CH 2228 Dickinson Avenue Ext. 
27 14286 CG 2508 S Memorial Drive 
28 80049 CH 1095 Spring Forest Road 
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Map 
Number Parcel Number Zoning Address 

29 17909 CH 1501 Evans Street 
30 28843 CDF 401 W 5th Street 
31 28977 CD 201 W 5th Street 
32 28951 OR 1150 S Elm Street 
33 28686 CG 2910 Tammie Trail 
34 28980 I 2899 E 2nd Street 
35 72940 CH 2039 Eastgate Drive 
36 72939 CH 3205 Moseley Drive 
37 60808 CH 3842 E 10th Street 
38 56931 CH 3842 E 10th Street 
39 38623 CG 2101 Mimosa Court 
40 30489 CG 2530 Charles Boulevard 
41 47884 R6 148 SW Greenville Boulevard 
42 79706 CH 720 SW Greenville Boulevard 
43 16257 CH 3229 Landmark Street 
44 17563 O 3221 Evans Street 
45 57724 CH 2050 E Fire Tower Road 
46 78526 IU Old Firetower Road 
47 58131 RA20 4730 County Home Road 
48 80293 CG 4050 Victory Lane 
49 61020 CH 611 South Square Drive 
50 23767 CH 3838 S Memorial Drive 
51 28066 CH 4671 Dickinson Avenue Ext. 
52 80045 CH Dickinson Avenue Ext. 
53 80324 CG 2471 Allen Road 
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Map 1. Location of Communication Towers 
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SECTION III – Survey of Other Communities 
 
Staff contacted numerous other communities to obtain information regarding how they classify 
and regulate communications towers.  Table 2, below, summarizes the findings of these 
inquiries. 

 
Table 2:  Survey Results – Communications Tower Standards 

From Other Communities 
 

City Permitted Zoning 
Districts 

Permitted By Right or 
SUP/CUP 

Separation 
Standards 

Special Standards 

Goldsboro All Districts SUP is required for all 
districts. 
 

 Maximum height:  150’ unless 
in Airport Overlay 

Jacksonville Non-residential   SUP is required in non-
residential districts. 

 Maximum height:  100’  

Rocky 
Mount 

Residential and 
Non-residential 

SUP is required in all 
residential districts. 
 
Permitted by-right in non-
residential districts unless 
over 100’ (SUP required).  
 

 Applicant must prove to BOA 
that co-location is not possible.  

Wilmington Non-residential 
districts if height does 
not exceed more than 
20’ greater than the 
zoning district height. 

SUP is required if height 
exceeds 20’ of the zoning 
district height.  Not 
allowed in mixed-use or 
residential.  

1,500’ If monopole, setbacks can be 
reduced.  

Raleigh Residential and 
Non-residential  

SUP is required in non-
residential districts for 
towers over  200’ in 
height.  SUP required in 
all residential districts. 
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SECTION IV –Proposed Standards 

The following outlines the text amendment requested by the applicant, U.S. Cellular: 
 
Amend Section 9-4-78 Table of Uses / Appendix A by adding a new subsection C(8)y(3) as 
follows and add the same as a permitted use in the MCH, MCG, MS, MI and MO zoning 
districts: 
 

Television and/or radio broadcast facilities, including receiving and transmission equipment and 
towers or cellular telephone and wireless communications towers not exceeding 80 feet in height 
(see also §9-4-103) 
 
 

Amend Section 9-4-103 Special Standards for Certain Specific Uses by adding a new 
subsection (Q)(3) as follows: 
 

(Q) Television and radio broadcast, cellular telephone, and wireless communication towers. 
 
    (3) Towers located within the MCH, MCG, MS, MI and/or MO districts shall be subject to all 

of the following requirements: 
 
(a) Shall not exceed 80 feet in height above the adjacent grade, as measured to the  
      highest point, including the support structure and any communication equipment; 
 
(b) Shall be a monopole structure that does not utilize or require guy-wire or other similar  
      support; 
 
(c) Shall be located on a one-acre or larger lot, hereafter referred to as the “parent lot.” A  
      tower lease lot of less than two acres within the two-acre or larger parent lot that   
      includes the tower structure, tower accessory structures, ground level mechanical  
      and/or communication equipment, fencing, landscaping, attendant parking, and drives  
      shall be permitted, provided compliance with all requirements; 
 
(d) No tower shall be located within a 500-foot radius of any other existing or vested  
      tower as measured from the center of the towers; 

 
(e)  The tower structure shall be setback from any residential zoned lot or tract a distance  
      equal to 75% of the tower height.  The required setback shall be measured from the 

outside edge of the base of the tower structure to the nearest property line or zoning 
boundary line; and 
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(h) Co-location of television, radio, cellular telephone, or other wireless communication  
      equipment shall be permitted on all tower(s), provided compliance with all  
      requirements. 
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SECTION V – Staff Comments 
Advances in wireless technology have led to the wireless communications industry to built 
additional towers across the country.  These new towers are generally shorter than in years past, 
a modification that reflects the needs of this new technology and assists in ensuring their 
compatibility with adjacent and nearby land uses. 
 
The City of Greenville’s standards applicable to communications towers are relatively restrictive 
in that they do not permit them in any medical zoning district or residential zoning district, with 
the exception of the MRS district with a Special Use Permit.  Because of the changes in 
technology and the growth of the major entities located within the medical zoning districts, there 
appears to be a need for additional communications towers to serve this area.  The text 
amendment application submitted reflects that need. 
 
It is staff’s opinion that the requested modifications will allow for the continued growth of the 
City’s medical districts by accommodating  the technological infrastructure needed to support 
such growth.  The proposed standards provide strict limitations on tower height (80-feet 
maximum), require a preferred tower design (monopole), and provide for additional setback from 
residential lots or tracts.  It is further staff’s opinion that the proposed standards will mitigate 
potential adverse impacts to adjacent and nearby properties.  Additionally, staff finds that the 
proposed text amendment would support the following objectives of Horizon’s:  Greenville’s 
Community Plan: 
 

E1:  To create conditions favorable for healthy economic expansion in the area. 
 
E2: To attract new industry and businesses which strengthen Greenville’s role as a 
regional center. 
 
E14:  To encourage healthy economic development. 
 

It should be noted that the Medical District Plan does not directly address the issue of 
communications towers, but the comprehensive plan does contain a management action to 
remove the opportunity to have them in the MRS district. 
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 9/18/2012
Time: 6:30 PM 

  

Title of Item: Zoning Text Amendment initiated by the Greenville City Council establishing 
the University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) Overlay District 
  

Explanation: City Council voted to initiate the University Neighborhood Revitalization 
Initiative (UNRI) at their August 9, 2012 meeting.   The UNRI includes changes 
in the zoning ordinance text, zoning map, and other actions.  The topic of this 
specific request is the zoning ordinance text amendment which is generally 
described below and more thoroughly reviewed in the "Combined Staff Report" 
attached hereto.  
  
General Description of Proposed Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment 
Initiate a text amendment that creates the University Neighborhood 
Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) Overlay District. The purpose of the UNRI 
Overlay District is to allow appropriate and limited increased occupancy by 
unrelated persons, with appropriate standards and safeguards that provide for 
compatibility with other university neighborhood properties, in order to 
encourage investment in the university neighborhood and to facilitate the 
preservation, restoration, and revitalization of the university neighborhood.  

Within the overlay district, up to four unrelated individuals are permitted to 
reside together within a single-family dwelling, a two-family attached dwelling 
(duplex), or a multi-family development, subject to the following standards:  

 - The dwelling unit shall have four or more bedrooms; 

- The dwelling unit shall contain at least 1,500 square feet of heated floor area; 
and 

- At least three off-street parking spaces shall be provided on-site for the 
dwelling unit. 

A Zoning Compliance Letter shall be obtained from the City to ensure that the 
dwelling unit meets all applicable standards for increased occupancy. A crime 
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free rental addendum shall be included in all rental agreements for properties 
within the overlay district which have obtained the Zoning Compliance Letter for 
each lease term during which four unrelated individuals are residing in the 
dwelling unit. 

  

Fiscal Note: There is no anticipated fiscal impact associated with establishing the University 
Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) Overlay District within the 
zoning ordinance text.   
  

Recommendation:    In staff's opinion, the proposed Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment is in general 
compliance with Horizons: Greenville's Community Plan and other applicable 
adopted plans (see further details included in the attached Combined Staff 
Report).  
  
If the Planning and Zoning Commission determines to recommend approval of 
the request, in order to comply with statutory requirements, it is recommended 
that the motion be as follows: 
  
"Motion to recommend approval of the proposed text amendment, to advise that 
it is consistent with the comprehensive plan and other applicable plans, and to 
adopt the staff report which addresses plan consistency and other matters." 
  
If the Planning and Zoning Commission determines to recommend denial of the 
request, in order to comply with statutory requirements, it is recommended that 
the motion be as follows: 
  
"Motion to recommend denial of the proposed text amendment, to advise that it 
is inconsistent with the comprehensive plan or other applicable plans, and to 
adopt the staff report which addresses plan consistency and other matters."  
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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APPENDIX E
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Combined Staff Report: 
 

1. University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative Overlay District 
Text Amendment; and 

 

2. University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative Overlay District 
Map Amendment 

 
 
Contents: 
 

Section I.  Background – Page 1 
 
Section II. Overview of the University Neighborhood Revitalization 

Initiative (UNRI) – Page 2 
 
Section III. Location of Proposed UNRI Overlay District – Page 4 
 
Section IV. Zoning History and Current Zoning – Page 5 
 
Section V. Character of Proposed UNRI Overlay District – Page 7 
 
Section VI. Compliance with the Comprehensive Plan and Other 

Applicable Adopted Plans – Page 18 
 
 
Appendix A:  Proposed Text Amendment 
Appendix B:  Proposed Map Amendment 
Appendix C:  Report on Alternatives for Modifying the “No More Than 

Three Unrelated” Occupancy Standard  
Appendix D:  Excerpt of Draft Minutes from August 9, 2012 City Council 

Meeting 
Appendix E:  Crime Free Lease Addendum 
Appendix F:  List of Permitted / Special Uses for Applicable Zoning Districts 

 
 
 

Staff Report Developed by the City of Greenville 
Community Development Department - Planning Division 

September 12, 2012 
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Section I: Background 
 
On March 8, 2012, City Council adopted strategic goals for the 2012 and 2013 calendar 
years.  One of the strategic goals adopted by City Council is titled “Neighborhood 
Preservation” and one of the 13 action items associated with this goal is as follows: 
 

Prepare a report on the “no more than 3-unrelated” residential occupancy 
standards and present to City Council code amendment alternatives to permit 
more than three-unrelated persons occupancy in residential structures. 

 
City staff presented a report, as attached, to City Council at their August 9, 2012 
meeting.  Upon receiving the report and accepting public comments, City Council voted 
to initiate the University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative (UNRI).  
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Section II: Overview of University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative 
(UNRI) 
 
The UNRI includes changes in the zoning ordinance text, zoning map, and other actions 
as follows: 
 

1. Zoning Ordinance Modifications 
 

A. Initiate a text amendment that creates the University Neighborhood 
Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) Overlay District.  The purpose of the UNRI 
Overlay District is to allow appropriate and limited increased occupancy by 
unrelated persons, with appropriate standards and safeguards that provide 
for compatibility with other university neighborhood properties, in order to 
encourage investment in the university neighborhood and to facilitate the 
preservation, restoration, and revitalization of the university neighborhood.  

 
Within the overlay district, up to four unrelated individuals are permitted to 
reside together within a single-family dwelling, a two-family attached 
dwelling (duplex), or a multi-family development, subject to the following 
standards:  
 

§ The dwelling unit shall have four or more bedrooms; 
§ The dwelling unit shall contain at least 1,500 square feet of heated 

floor area; and 
§ At least three off-street parking spaces shall be provided on-site for 

the dwelling unit. 
 

A Zoning Compliance Letter shall be obtained from the City to ensure that 
the dwelling unit meets all applicable standards for increased occupancy.  A 
crime free rental addendum shall be included in all rental agreements for 
properties within the overlay district which have obtained the Zoning 
Compliance Letter for each lease term during which four unrelated 
individuals are residing in the dwelling unit. 
 

B. Zoning Map Amendment 
 

Initiate a zoning map amendment that applies the University Neighborhood 
Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) Overlay District to properties as depicted 
below on Map 1. 

 
Note:  The zoning ordinance text and map amendments generally described in 
subsection 1A and 1B above are the subject of Planning and Zoning Commission 
consideration.  The “Other Actions” described in subsection 2A-E below were part of the 
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motion initiating the UNRI, but do not fall under the Planning and Zoning Commission’s 
purview. 

  
2. Other Actions 

 
A. Establish a temporary citizen working group for a period of up to 12 months, 

composed of two appointees each by City officials elected by the voters 
residing in the district (District 3 Council Member, At-large Council Member, 
and Mayor) to assist in the implementation of items described below and 
further define and execute additional revitalization efforts within the overlay 
district. 
 

B. Pursue funding sources to establish favorable terms and low interest loans 
and grants for the revitalization of properties in the overlay district. 

 
C. Pursue a parking permit plan for the overlay district which includes permits 

by-right to all legal residents and/or employees and a limited number of 
permits available for purchase by East Carolina University students, staff and 
faculty.  Funds generated will be dedicated to increase code enforcement, 
trash collection, lighting, security and marketing of best practices for the 
overlay district. 

 
D. Launch an active community watch program joining together residents, law 

enforcement, neighborhood and university groups within the overlay district. 
 

E. Attach unpaid code violation fees to property tax bills of property owners. 
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Section III:  Location of Proposed UNRI Overlay District 
 
The location of the proposed UNRI Overlay District is a portion of the area bounded on 
the north by the Tar River, on the east by Elm Street, extended to the Tar River, on the 
south by E. 5th Street, and on the west by Reade Street, extended to the Tar River.  The 
more specific location is as depicted below on Map 1. 
 
 
Map 1:  Proposed University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative Overlay District 
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Section IV:  Zoning History and Current Zoning 
 
The original Greenville Zoning Regulations were adopted in 1947 and created three 
districts – Residential, Business and Industrial.  The 1947 “residential district” included 
all residential options, including single-family, duplex and multi-family (“multiple”) 
dwellings.  This three-district system remained in place until the zoning ordinance 
update in 1969, at which time the City’s second-generation zoning regulations were 
adopted. 
 
In 1969, in response to the need to further refine the distinction between newly 
perceived incompatible uses such as “modern high density” multi-family complexes and 
single-family homes, the City elected to expand the number of residential districts.  
These new zones narrowed the range of residential dwellings in each category by 
excluding dwelling types and specifying minimum lot sizes and dimensional standards 
particular to each use and district.   
 
In February 2004, the City Council established the Task Force on Preservation of 
Neighborhoods and Housing.  Initially, the Task Force identified issues relating to rental 
housing and neighborhood livability (rental vs. owner occupied, declining property 
values, etc…).  Following the identification of issues, the Task Force developed 
neighborhood improvement strategies.  One of the strategies was to identify 
neighborhoods that were predominantly single family in character, but were zoned in a 
manner that would allow intrusion of duplex or multi-family uses and to rezone those 
neighborhoods to a single-family classification.  This strategy was intended to prevent 
the conversion of the existing single-family homes to duplexes or multi-family use.   
 
In 2005, there was a large scale rezoning in the Tar River/University area that rezoned 
certain areas from residential districts that allowed a variety of housing choices (single-
family, duplex and multi-family) to single-family only.  The current R6S and R9S districts 
are a result of that rezoning.  The single-family only zoning effectively eliminated both 
duplex conversion and new multi-family development in historically single-family 
neighborhoods. 
 
The area of the proposed overlay district currently includes five base zoning districts.  
The permitted and special uses within said base districts are not proposed to be 
modified as a result of the proposed text or map amendments.  A listing of the 
permitted and special uses for each base zoning district is provided in Appendix E of this 
report.  Map 2 and the table below provide additional information regarding the current 
zoning within the proposed overlay district area. 
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Map 2:  Current Zoning 

 
  
 
 
 

Current Zoning Classification % of Total Area Acres 
CN (Neighborhood Commercial) 1.36% 2.05 
OR (Office- Residential) 2.62% 3.95 
R-6  (Residential) 15.49% 23.38 
R-9S (Residential – Single Family) 1.71% 2.58 
R-6S (Residential – Single Family) 78.83% 119.00 
TOTALS 100% 150.96 
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Section V.  Character of Proposed UNRI Overlay District 
 
Future Land Use Plan Map 
The Future Land Use Plan includes five land use designations for the proposed overlay 
district area.  These designations include Commercial (1.25%), High Density Residential 
(8.51%), Medium Density Residential (44.37%), Low Density Residential (27.77%) and 
Conservation / Open Space (18.10%) as is depicted below by Map 3. 
 
Map 3:  Future Land Use Plan 
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Transportation 
The neighborhood included in the proposed overlay district has an inter-connected grid 
street system that provides high level multidirectional access.  Current ingress and 
egress to the neighborhood are mainly provided by First, Third, Fourth, Fifth and Elm 
Streets.    
 
The balance of the roadways within the proposed overlay district is a grid network of 
residential collector type roads. First and Fifth Streets are considered minor 
thoroughfares, and Third and Fourth streets are considered local collector streets. 
 

• East Fifth Street is a City-maintained, existing minor thoroughfare with two 
travel lanes that provides a direct east to west connection through the 
neighborhood.  There are sidewalks and bike lanes in both travel directions 
within the area.  

 
• Elm Street, from E. First Street to E. Fifth Street, is a City-maintained, existing 

minor thoroughfare that provides a direct north to south connection through the 
neighborhood with two (2) travel lanes.  

 
• East First Street is a City-maintained, existing minor thoroughfare with two travel 

lanes that provides a direct east to west connection through the neighborhood.  
 
Due to the age of the neighborhood, sidewalks were not required at the time of 
development, but some have been added over time.  
 
There are signalized intersections along Elm Street at First, Fourth, and Fifth Streets, 
along Reade Street at Third, Fourth and Fifth Streets, and along E. Fifth Street at 
Founders Drive. 
 
Map 4, below, depicts the Comprehensive Transportation Plan’s designation of 
thoroughfares within and adjacent to the proposed overlay district. 
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Map 4:  Comprehensive Transportation Plan 
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Parking 
 
On-street parking is permitted within the proposed overlay district as depicted below on 
Map 5.  On August 11, 2008, City Council adopted the modified Controlled Residential 
Parking Program to provide more on-street parking opportunities for residents in the 
area near East Carolina University. The modification allows residents (owners living in 
their homes and renters) on certain streets to obtain a parking decal that allows them to 
park in an area adjacent to their residences. Residents must provide proof of residency 
in the designated area. Residents can park their vehicles on designated streets between 
8am and 5pm Monday-Friday without time constraints. The parking decal does not 
guarantee a parking space but provides more on-street parking opportunities on a first-
come, first-serve basis.  
 
It should be noted that the provisions of the proposed text amendment require an 
additional on-site parking space as one of the minimum standards to qualify for 
increased nonrelated occupancy.  Additionally, a non-zoning related provision of the 
UNRI includes the development of a new parking permit plan (see Section II for 
additional details). 
 
Map 5:  On-Street Parking 
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Historic District  
A majority of the properties that make up the College View Historic District, the City’s 
only locally designated historic district, are located within the proposed overlay district 
(see Map 6 below).  The creation and application of the proposed overlay district would 
not amend or repeal the existing HD Overlay District. 
 
The City of Greenville Historic Preservation Commission adopted a resolution at their 
July 24, 2012 meeting urging City Council not to enact a change in the current ordinance 
prohibiting more than three unrelated persons from living in the same dwelling.  The 
resolution noted that “to allow a higher number of occupants, likely would have a 
negative impact on many of the historic homes and landscapes within the city’s historic 
neighborhoods, particularly the College View Historic District.”  It should be noted that 
adoption of the Historic Preservation Commission’s resolution occurred prior to the 
initiation of the UNRI. 
 
Map 6:  College View Historic District 
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Current Land Use 
The current land use within the proposed overlay district is over 90% residential, with 
the largest percentage of land being in single family residential use (over 61%).  The 
current land use make-up and location are provided on Map 7 and in the table below. 

Note:  The table above does not include public rights-of –way. 
 
Map 7:  Current Land Use 

Land Use Number of Parcels % of Total 
Area 

Acres 

RESIDENTIAL LAND USES 
Single Family 559 61.49% 92.83 
Duplex 146 16.88% 25.49 
Multi-Family 41 9.97% 15.05 
Fraternity / Sorority 7 2.12% 3.20 

OTHER LAND USES 
City-Owned Flood Buy-Out 
Properties 

35 4.92% 7.42 

Commercial 10 1.63% 2.47 
Park  2 0.56% 0.84 
Utilities 1 0.29% 0.44 
TOTALS 809 100% 150.96 

Attachment number 1
Page 13 of 21

Item # 3



13 | P a g e  
 

Owner vs. Renter Occupancy 
The proposed overlay district includes an estimated 1,261 dwelling units.  Of these, 596 
are believed to be single family residences, 292 duplexes, and 373 multi-family 
dwellings.  An analysis of GIS-based tax records indicates that an estimated 12.5% of 
these dwelling units are owner occupied and 87.5% are renter occupied.  This estimate 
assumes that all multi-family dwelling units are renter occupied.  Excluding multi-family 
dwellings, an estimated 17.8% of the dwelling units are owner occupied and 82.2% are 
renter occupied.  The city-wide owner occupancy rate as provided in the 2010 U.S. 
Census is 38%.      
 
 
Map 8:  Owner vs. Renter Occupancy 
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Housing Stock 
The University Neighborhood is one of the City’s traditional neighborhoods with an 
aging housing stock.  Some of the residences in the area have had substantial 
reinvestment over the years to modernize systems (HVAC, electrical, plumbing, 
structural integrity) and to improve the residences aesthetically, but many have not.  In 
addition, the neighborhood was not immune to the national housing downturn and, like 
many neighborhoods across the city, does have some foreclosures and unoccupied 
structures that are not well maintained.  
 
Map 9, below, was developed to depict the age of dwellings located within the 
proposed overlay district based upon their original construction dates as provided by 
Pitt County tax records.  Bases upon this data, 31.6% of the area’s housing stock is over 
70 years old, 29.1% is between 51-70 years old, 34.4% is between 31-50 years old, and 
4.9% is 50 years old or newer. 
 
Map 9:  Age of Housing Stock (Original Construction Date) 
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Code Enforcement Activity 
One of the stated concerns of individuals that oppose allowing limited increased 
unrelated occupancy subject to minimum criteria, as proposed by the UNRI, is that such 
action will lead to increased City Code violations related to noise, trash, parking on 
unimproved surfaces and unrelated occupancy standards.  While it may seem intuitive 
that increasing occupancy could increase code violations, it is impossible to predict the 
actual impact.   
 
The current code enforcement process includes any reported or observed code violation 
being investigated by the City’s Code Enforcement Division of the Police Department.  
The Code Enforcement Division assigns one Code Enforcement Officer to cover each of 
the City’s six code enforcement zones.  Much of the area included in the proposed 
overlay district is also assigned a second Code Enforcement Officer as part of a joint 
funding partnership between the City and East Carolina University.  
 
Based upon Code Enforcement records, between July 1, 2011 and June 30, 2012, Code 
Enforcement Officers investigated 468 potential violations associated with property 
located within the proposed overlay district.  The nature of these cases is outlined in the 
table and Map 10, below. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Violation Type Number of Instances 
Abandoned Structure 3 
Furniture / Carpet 14 
Graffiti 18 
Junk Vehicle 5 
Minimum Housing 16 
“3 Unrelated” 3 
Parking on Unimproved Surface 58 
Sign Violation (including handbills) 20 
Trash and Debris 152 
Weeded Lot / Tall Grass 179 
TOTAL 468 
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Map 10:  Code Enforcement Case Activity (July 1, 2011 – June 30, 2012) 
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Qualification Analysis for Existing Housing Stock 
Based upon the proposed text amendment, the minimum standards that must be met in 
order to qualify for increased unrelated occupancy in the UNRI Overlay District are as 
follows:  
 

§ The dwelling unit shall have four or more bedrooms; 
§ The dwelling unit shall contain at least 1,500 square feet of heated floor area; 

and 
§ At least three off-street parking spaces shall be provided on-site for the dwelling 

unit. 
 
An analysis of tax records indicates that 288 of the 1,261 dwelling units (22.8%) 
currently located within the proposed overlay district contain at least 1,500 square feet 
of heated floor area.  Of these 288 dwelling units, it is estimated that 101 are owner 
occupied and the remaining 187 are renter occupied. 
   
Staff is unable, however, to determine the number of these dwelling units that currently 
contain four bedrooms, currently provide at least three off-street parking spaces or 
have the capacity to do so.  As such, the exact number of dwelling units that could 
immediately qualify for increased unrelated occupancy is unknown. 
 
It should be noted that data related to heated floor area for multi-family dwelling 
units is not readily available and the data provided above assumes that none meet the 
1,500 square feet of heated floor area standard.
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Section VI.  Compliance with the Comprehensive Plan and Other 
Applicable Adopted Plans 
 
Consideration of any modification to the City zoning ordinance should include a review 
of the community’s comprehensive plan and other officially adopted plans that are 
applicable.  Greenville’s comprehensive plan, Horizons: Greenville’s Community Plan, 
contains policy statements and objectives related to numerous Plan Elements.  The Plan 
also includes a Future Land Use Plan Map that depicts the general preferred use of land 
within the City’s planning and zoning jurisdiction (see Section V herein). The area 
included in the proposed UNRI is a portion of the area included in the Tar River / 
University Area Neighborhood Report and Plan (2009).  Map 11, below, depicts the 
geographic coverage of both the proposed UNRI overlay district and the Tar River / 
University Area Neighborhood Report and Plan (2009).     
 
Map 11:  Geographic Coverage of the Tar River / University Area Neighborhood Report 
and Plan (2009) 
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These plans provide broad goals, policy statements and objectives that should be 
reviewed and considered to ensure that the proposed text and map amendments are in 
compliance with the plans, and effectively with the community’s values. 
 
Staff has reviewed both plans and provides the following goals, policy statements and 
objectives to be considered when evaluating the proposed text and map amendments 
proposed herein: 
 

1. Horizons: Greenville’s Community Plan Provisions: 
 
The Housing Plan Element - Housing Policy Statement: 

 
“The City recognizes that its residential neighborhoods are the lifeblood of the 
community, and that good quality, affordable housing is integral to a healthy 
neighborhood environment.  To that end, the City will continue to make housing 
opportunities available throughout the City to low and moderate income families.  
The City will support the efforts of nonprofit organizations to address housing 
needs in Greenville.  The City recognizes that local governments will be required 
to take increasing responsibility for addressing housing needs in the future. 

 
The City will encourage the rehabilitation of substandard units and the 
development of vacant lots, and will encourage the preservation, renovation, 
code enforcement, and rehabilitation of its older housing stock.  The City should 
require that quality design and appearance be important factors in the review of 
low and moderate income housing projects. …” 

 
Objective H1:  To encourage a variety of housing choices through preservation, 
rehabilitation, code enforcement, and new development. 
 
Objective H4:  To encourage the restoration and preservation of historic 
residential properties. 
 
Objective H5:  To improve and revitalize existing neighborhoods. 
 
Objective H16:  To encourage home ownership. 
 
Objective M4:  To preserve and protect existing and future residential 
neighborhoods. 
 
Objective E14:  To encourage healthy economic development. 
 
Objective CF3:  To increase interaction between the Police Department and 

citizens, in order to increase mutual respect, understanding and 
support. 
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Objective CF5:  To ensure safe livable neighborhoods. 
 
Objective EQ13:  To encourage litter control and community-wide clean-up. 
 
Objective CC9:  To increase neighborhood livability and property values by 

preserving and enhancing historic areas. 
 
Objective UF1:  To encourage affordable housing options. 
 
Objective UF2:  To encourage a mixing of land uses. 
 
Objective UF3:  To encourage a diversity of housing options. 
 
Objective UF6:  To preserve neighborhood livability. 

 
 

2. Tar River / University Area Neighborhood Report and Plan Provisions: 
 
Goal:  To create, maintain and enhance a sustainable neighborhood. 

 
In staff's opinion, the creation of the UNRI Overlay District via the proposed text 
amendment and the application of the same to a specified geographic area via the 
proposed map amendment provide for the preservation, restoration, and revitalization 
of the university neighborhood by encouraging investments to be made to improve the 
condition and appearance of dwellings and properties as a result of allowing 
appropriate and limited increased occupancy by unrelated persons with appropriate 
standards and safeguards that provide for compatibility with other university 
neighborhood properties.  While it is recognized that the goals, policy statements and 
objectives provided herein may be interpreted in different ways, it is further staff’s 
opinion that the proposed text amendment and map amendment are in general 
compliance with Horizons: Greenville’s Community Plan and with the Tar River / 
University Area Neighborhood Report and Plan (2009). 
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APPENDIX A 
 

ORDINANCE NO.    - __ 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONING ORDINANCE 

OF THE CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 
 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Greenville, North Carolina, in accordance with 
Article 19, Chapter 160A, of the General Statutes of North Carolina, caused a public notice to be 
given and published once a week for two successive weeks in The Daily Reflector setting forth 
that the City Council would, on  , 2012, at 7:00 p.m., in the Council Chambers of 
City Hall in the City of Greenville, NC, conduct a public hearing on the adoption of an ordinance 
amending the City Code;  

 
WHEREAS, in accordance with the provisions of North Carolina General Statute 160A-

383, the City Council of the City of Greenville does hereby find and determine that the adoption 
of the ordinance involving the text amendment is consistent with the adopted comprehensive 
plan and other officially adopted plans that are applicable and that the adoption of the ordinance 
involving the text amendment is reasonable and in the public interest due to its consistency with 
the comprehensive plan and other officially adopted plans that are applicable  and, as a result, its 
furtherance of the goals and objectives of the comprehensive plan and other officially adopted 
plans that are applicable;  

 
WHEREAS, as a further description as to why the action taken is consistent with the 

comprehensive plan and other officially adopted plans that are applicable in compliance with the 
provisions of North Carolina General Statute 160A-383, the City Council of the City of 
Greenville does hereby find and determine that the adoption of this ordinance is consistent with 
provisions of the comprehensive plan including, but not limited to, Objective H5 to improve and 
revitalize existing neighborhoods, Objective M4 to preserve and protect existing and future 
residential neighborhoods, Objective  CF5 to ensure safe livable neighborhoods, Objective UF1 
to encourage affordable housing options, and Objective UF6 to preserve neighborhood livability 
and that the adoption of this ordinance is consistent with the provisions of the Tar 
River/University Area Neighborhood Report and Plan and its goal to create, maintain, and 
enhance a sustainable neighborhood; and  

 
WHEREAS, as a further explanation as to why the action taken is reasonable and in the 

public interest in compliance with the provisions of North Carolina General Statute 160A-383, 
the City Council of the City of Greenville does hereby find and determine that the adoption of 
this ordinance will promote the safety and the general welfare of the community and facilitate 
the sustainability, preservation, restoration, and revitalization of the university neighborhood by 
encouraging investments to be made to improve the condition and appearance of dwellings and 
properties as a result of allowing appropriate and limited increased occupancy by unrelated 
persons with appropriate standards and safeguards that provide for compatibility with other 
university neighborhood properties;  
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 NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH 
CAROLINA, DOES HEREBY ORDAIN: 
 

Section 1:  That the Code of Ordinances, City of Greenville, North Carolina, is hereby 
amended by adding a section to be numbered 9-4-77, which section reads as follows: 

 
“9-4-77. UNIVERSITY NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION INITIATIVE (UNRI) 
OVERLAY DISTRICT. 

 
The purpose of the University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) Overlay 

District is to allow appropriate and limited increased occupancy by unrelated persons, with 
appropriate standards and safeguards that provide for compatibility with other university 
neighborhood properties, in order to encourage investment in the university neighborhood and to 
facilitate the sustainability, preservation, restoration, and revitalization of the university 
neighborhood.  

 
Section 2:  That the Code of Ordinances, City of Greenville, North Carolina, is hereby 

amended by adding a section to be numbered 9-4-200.2, which section reads as follows: 
 

“Sec. 9-4-200.2 UNIVERSITY NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION INITIATIVE 
(UNRI) OVERLAY DISTRICT STANDARDS. 
 
 (A) Purpose and intent; definition; designated area. 
 

(1) Purpose and intent.  The purpose and intent of the University Neighborhood 
Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) Overlay District and requirements set forth under this  
section are: 
 
(a) to recognize that the university neighborhood is an established city neighborhood 

with a unique location between East Carolina University, the Tar River, and the  
Downtown Commercial District; 

(b) to recognize that the university neighborhood has traditionally provided off-
campus housing opportunities to students of East Carolina University and that 
a significant  percentage of the dwellings located within the university 
neighborhood are renter occupied; 

(c) to recognize that some dwellings within the university neighborhood are of such 
size and character that they can reasonably accommodate an occupancy of greater 
than three unrelated persons;  

(d) to establish appropriate standards and safeguards that provide for compatibility 
with other university neighborhood properties;  

(e) to promote the long-term revitalization of the housing stock within the university 
neighborhood by encouraging investments to be made to improve the condition 
and appearance of dwellings and properties;  

(f) to allow appropriate and limited increased occupancy by unrelated persons in 
order to encourage investment in the university neighborhood and to further 
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contribute to the mix of housing options available within the university 
neighborhood; and 

(g) to facilitate the sustainability, preservation, restoration, and revitalization of the 
university neighborhood in order to promote the safety and the general welfare of 
the community.  

 
  (2) Definition. A University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) Overlay 

District is defined as an overlay zoning district adopted in conjunction with an 
underlying general purpose zoning district, as listed in sections 9-4-46 through 9-4-
72, wherein the zoning rights, standards, restrictions and requirements as set forth for 
the underlying general purpose zoning district shall extend to the University 
Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) Overlay District zoned area in 
accordance with subsection (B) below. 

 
  (3) Designated area.  All University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) 

Overlay District(s) shall be restricted to the land area located within the following 
boundary: bounded on the north by the Tar River, on the east by Elm Street, extended 
to the Tar River, on the south by E. 5th Street, and on the west by Reade Street, 
extended to the Tar River. No University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative 
(UNRI) Overlay District shall be located outside of the designated area described by 
this subsection.  A University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) Overlay 
District shall be established within the designated area upon City Council adoption of 
a zoning ordinance which defines the boundary of the specific University 
Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) Overlay District located within the 
designated area boundary. 

 
 (B) Standards. 
 

(1) A petition for a University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) Overlay 
District zoning map amendment may be initiated in accordance with section 9-4-331. 

 
(2)  All University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) Overlay Districts shall 

be delineated upon the official zoning map as both the underlying general purpose 
zoning district and the University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) 
Overlay District.  The general purpose zoning district title shall be followed by 
University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative “-UNRI” in all areas zoned 
University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) Overlay District. 

 
(3) The zoning rights, standards, restrictions and requirements of the underlying general 

purpose zoning district shall extend to the University Neighborhood Revitalization 
Initiative (UNRI) Overlay District, except as modified by subsections (4) and (5) 
below. 

 
(4) Within any University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) Overlay 

District, a group of four unrelated persons living together as a single housekeeping 
unit in a shared dwelling unit shall be permitted upon receipt of a Zoning Compliance 
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Letter issued by the Director of Community Development or designee for the uses of 
a single-family dwelling, a two-family attached dwelling (duplex), and a multi-family 
development per Article I, when the use is allowed in the underlying general purpose 
zoning district as listed under Appendix A table of uses, and shall be subject to the 
additional standards as listed under subsection (5)  below. All other standards, 
requirements and conditions of the underlying general purpose zoning district not 
modified by this subsection and subsection (5) below shall continue to apply. 

 
(5) The following standards specified in this subsection are hereby adopted as additional 

minimum requirements within the University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative 
(UNRI) Overlay District for the uses listed under subsection (4) above when a group 
of four unrelated persons live together as a single housekeeping unit in a shared 
dwelling unit. 

 
(a) The dwelling unit shall have four or more bedrooms. 
(b) The dwelling unit shall contain at least 1,500 square feet of heated floor area. 
(c) At least three off street parking spaces shall be provided on site for the 

dwelling unit.  The three off street parking spaces shall be the standard 
required for the dwelling unit. The number required for any other dwelling 
unit on the same property shall be calculated based upon the requirements set 
forth for the underlying general purpose zoning district. 

 
(6) A Zoning Compliance Letter shall be issued by the Director of Community 

Development or designee to permit a group of four unrelated persons living together 
as a single housekeeping unit in a shared dwelling unit for a use of a single-family 
dwelling, a two-family attached dwelling (duplex) and a multi-family development 
per Article I, as listed under Appendix A table of uses, upon a determination that the 
standards specified in subsection (5) above and in the underlying general purpose 
zoning  district, as modified by subsections (4) and (5) above, are met.  A Zoning 
Compliance Letter shall be obtained for a dwelling unit by the dwelling unit owner or 
designee prior to the occupancy of the dwelling unit by a group of four unrelated 
persons living together as a single housekeeping unit. 

 
Section 3.  That the Code of Ordinances, City of Greenville, North Carolina, is hereby 

amended by adding a subsection (w) to Section 9-4-103, which subsection reads as follows: 
 
(w)  Four unrelated persons in a shared dwelling unit in the UNRI Overlay District 
Whenever a Zoning Compliance Letter has been issued to permit four unrelated persons to 

live together as a single housekeeping unit in a shared dwelling unit in the University 
Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) Overlay District, all lease agreements, if any, for 
the dwelling unit shall include a crime free lease addendum, in a form approved by the city 
attorney, for each lease term during which four unrelated persons are residing in the dwelling 
unit.  For each lease term specified in a lease agreement, if any, during which four unrelated 
persons are residing in the dwelling unit, the owner of the dwelling unit shall provide a copy of 
all crime free lease addendums for the dwelling unit to the Director of Community Development 
or designee no later than ten (10) days after the beginning of each lease term.  For the purpose of 

Attachment number 6
Page 4 of 5

Item # 3



934006 

this subsection, a crime free lease addendum means a document signed by the residents who are 
leasing the dwelling unit and the dwelling unit owner or designee which provides that the 
residents and the residents’ occupants, guests and invitees are prohibited from engaging in any 
criminal or illegal activity and that violation of said prohibition shall be considered as cause for 
termination of the lease under North Carolina General Statute Chapter 42, Article 7. 

 
Section 4.  That all ordinances and sections of ordinances in conflict with this ordinance are 

hereby repealed. 
 
Section 5:   Any part or provision of this ordinance found by a court of competent 

jurisdiction to be in violation of the Constitution or laws of the United States or North Carolina is 
hereby deemed severable and shall not affect the validity of the remaining provisions of the 
ordinance. 
 
 Section 6: That this ordinance shall become effective upon its adoption. 
 
 
 ADOPTED this    day of   ,2012. 
 
   
 
       ___________________ 
       Allen M. Thomas, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
_________________________  
Carol L. Barwick, City Clerk 
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ORDINANCE NO. 12- 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GREENVILLE 

ZONING TERRITORY LOCATED WITHIN THE PLANNING AND ZONING JURISDICTION OF 
THE CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 

 
 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Greenville, North Carolina, in accordance with Article 19, 
Chapter 160A, of the General Statutes of North Carolina, caused a public notice to be given and published once 
a week for two successive weeks in The Daily Reflector setting forth that the City Council would, on 
______________, 2012, at 7:00 p.m., in the Council Chambers of City Hall in the City of Greenville, NC, 
conduct a public hearing on the adoption of an ordinance rezoning the following described territory;  
 

WHEREAS, the City Council has been informed of and has considered all of the permitted and special 
uses of the districts under consideration;  

 
WHEREAS, in accordance with the provisions of North Carolina General Statute 160A-383, the City 

Council does hereby find and determine that the adoption of the ordinance zoning the following described 
property is consistent with the adopted comprehensive plan and other officially adopted plans that are 
applicable and that the adoption of the ordinance zoning the following described property is reasonable and in 
the public interest due to its consistency with the comprehensive plan and other officially adopted plans that are 
applicable and, as a result, its furtherance of the goals and objectives of the comprehensive plan and other 
officially adopted plans that are applicable;  
           

WHEREAS, as a further description as to why the action taken is consistent with the comprehensive plan 
and other officially adopted plans that are applicable in compliance with the provisions of North Carolina 
General Statute 160A-383, the City Council of the City of Greenville does hereby find and determine that the 
adoption of this ordinance is consistent with provisions of the comprehensive plan including, but not limited to, 
Objective H5 to improve and revitalize existing neighborhoods, Objective M4 to preserve and protect existing 
and future residential neighborhoods, Objective  CF5 to ensure safe livable neighborhoods, Objective UF1 to 
encourage affordable housing options, and Objective UF6 to preserve neighborhood livability and that the 
adoption of this ordinance is consistent with the provisions of the Tar River/University Area Neighborhood 
Report and Plan and its goal to create, maintain, and enhance a sustainable neighborhood; and  

 
WHEREAS, as a further explanation as to why the action taken is reasonable and in the public interest in 

compliance with the provisions of North Carolina General Statute 160A-383, the City Council of the City of 
Greenville does hereby find and determine that the adoption of this ordinance will promote the safety and the 
general welfare of the community and facilitate the sustainability, preservation, restoration, and revitalization of 
the university neighborhood by encouraging investments to be made to improve the condition and appearance 
of dwellings and properties as a result of allowing appropriate and limited increased occupancy by unrelated 
persons with appropriate standards and safeguards that provide for compatibility with other university 
neighborhood properties;  
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THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA, DOES HEREBY 
ORDAIN: 

 
Section 1. That the following described territory is zoned University Neighborhood Revitalization 

Initiative (UNRI) Overlay District in conjunction with the existing underlying general purpose zoning districts 
so that, within the following described territory, the territory is zoned CN-UNRI (Neighborhood Commercial) 
with a University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative Overlay, OR-UNRI (Office-Residential) with a 
University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative Overlay, R-6-UNRI (Residential) with a University 
Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative Overlay, R-6S-UNRI (Residential-Single-Family) with a University 
Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative Overlay, and R-9S-UNRI(Residential-Single-Family) with a University 
Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative Overlay.  
 

TO WIT:  The University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative Overlay District 
 

LOCATION: Being a portion of the area bounded on the north by the Tar River, on the east by 
Elm Street, extended to the Tar River, on the south by E. 5th Street, and on the 
west by Reade Street, extended to the Tar River. 

 
DESCRIPTION:    
 

Beginning at a known point, said point being the intersection of the eastern right-of-way of Summit Street and 
the northern right-of-way of East 5th Street, thence running along the northern right-of-way of East 5th Street in 
a westerly direction for 610+ feet; thence cornering and running along a portion of the eastern property line of 
the property identified as Pitt County parcel number 29291 in a northeasterly direction for 213+/- feet; thence 
cornering and running along a portion of the southern property line of the property identified as Pitt County 
parcel number 25976 in a westerly direction for 25+ feet; thence cornering and running along a portion of the 
eastern property line of the property identified as Pitt County parcel number 29291 in a northerly direction for 
170+ feet; thence cornering and running across the right-of-way of East 4th Street in a northeasterly direction for 
50+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the eastern property line of the property identified as Pitt County 
parcel number 29290 in a northerly direction for 340+/- feet; thence running to the centerline of East 4th Street 
in  a northerly direction for 25+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the center line of East 3rd Street in an 
easterly direction for 130+/- feet; thence cornering and running across the right-of-way of East 3rd Street in a 
northerly direction for 25+/- feet; thence running along the western property line of the property identified as 
Pitt County parcel number 16488 in a northerly direction for 172+/- feet; thence cornering and running along a 
portion of the southern property line of the property identified as Pitt County parcel number 26144 in a westerly 
direction for 65+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the western property line of the property identified 
as Pitt County parcel number 26145 in a northerly direction  for 165+/- feet; thence cornering and running along 
a portion of the northern property line of the property identified as Pitt County parcel number 26145 in an 
easterly direction for 20+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the right-of-way of East 2nd Street in a 
northwesterly direction for 42+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the centerline of East 2nd Street in an 
easterly direction for 92+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the western property line of the property 
identified as Pitt County parcel number 04585 in a northerly direction for 185+/-; thence cornering and running 
along a portion of the southern property line of the property identified as Pitt County parcel number 21948 in a 
westerly direction for 40+ feet; thence cornering and running along a portion of the eastern property line of the 
property identified as Pitt County parcel number 29282 in a northeasterly direction for 180+/- feet; thence 
cornering and running along the southern right-of-way of East 1st Street in an easterly direction for 175+/- feet; 
thence cornering and running across the right-of-way of East 1st Street in a northerly direction for 50+/- feet; 
thence running along the western property lines of the properties identified as Pitt County parcel numbers  
21931, 23554, 34840, 20029, 17904 in a northerly direction for 345+/- feet; thence cornering and running along 
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the southern property line of the property identified as Pitt County parcel number 35222 in a westerly direction 
for 55+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the western property line of the property identified as Pitt 
County parcel number 35222 in a northerly direction for 135+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the 
Tar River as it meanders along the high water mark of the following properties identified as Pitt County parcel 
numbers   35222, 35223, 18897, 18898, 21870, 18547, 07118, 07845, 18550, 15885, 15884, 24521, 22690, 
18548, 29001, 32772, 63165 in an easterly direction for 3,164+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the 
eastern property lines of the properties identified as Pitt County parcel numbers 63165 and  21000 in a southerly 
direction for 620+/- feet; thence cornering and running along a portion of the northern property line of the 
property identified as Pitt County parcel number 22131 in an easterly direction for 45+/- feet; thence cornering 
and running along the a portion of the eastern property line of the property identified as Pitt County parcel 
number 22131 in a southerly direction for 85+/- feet; thence cornering and running along a portion of the 
northern property line of the property identified as Pitt County parcel number 22131 in an easterly direction for 
100+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the western rights-of-way of North and South Elm Streets in a 
southerly direction for 2,625+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the northern right-of-way of East 5th 
Street in a westerly direction for 1,462+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the eastern property line of 
the property identified as Pitt County parcel number  50812 in a northerly direction for 128+/- feet; thence 
cornering and running along the northern  property line of the property identified as Pitt County parcel number 
50812 in a westerly direction for 72+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the eastern right-of-way of 
South Library Street in a southerly direction for 128+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the northern 
right-of-way of East 5th Street in a westerly direction for 318+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the 
western right-of-way of South Harding Street in a northerly direction for 130+/- feet; thence cornering and 
running along the southern property line of the property identified as Pitt County parcel number 04563 in a 
westerly direction for 114+/- feet; thence cornering and running along a portion of the western property line of 
the property identified as Pitt County parcel number 04563 in a northerly direction for 15+/- feet; thence 
cornering and running along the southern property line of the property identified as Pitt County parcel number 
21596 in a westerly direction for 105+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the eastern right-of-way of 
South Rotary Street in a southerly direction for 150+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the northern 
right-of-way of East 5th Street in a westerly direction for 195+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the 
western property line of the property identified as Pitt County parcel number 14352 in a northerly direction for 
145+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the northern property line of the property identified as Pitt 
County parcel number 04274 in a westerly direction for 75+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the 
eastern right-of-way of Biltmore Street in a southerly direction for 145+/- feet; thence cornering and running 
along the  northern right-of-way of East 5th Street in a westerly direction for 468+/- feet; thence cornering and 
running along the eastern property line of the property identified as Pitt County parcel number 10242 in a 
northerly direction for 145+/- feet; thence cornering and running along a portion of the southern property line of 
the property identified at Pitt County parcel number 00557 in a westerly direction for 70+/- feet; thence crossing 
South Jarvis Street in a westerly direction for 50+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the western right-
of-way of South Jarvis Street in a northerly direction for 100+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the 
northern property line of the property identified as Pitt County parcel number 28887 in a westerly direction for 
145+/- feet; thence cornering and running along a portion of the western property line of the property identified 
as Pitt County parcel number 28887 in a southerly direction for 100+/- feet; thence cornering and running along 
the northern property line of the property identified as Pitt County parcel number 26037 in a westerly direction 
for 72+/- feet; thence cornering and running along the eastern right-of-way of South Summit Street in a 
southerly direction for 145+/- feet and  returning to the point of beginning and containing 198.1 +/- acres. 
 
Excepting the properties identified as Pitt County parcel numbers 00040, 00039, and 17812 being bounded by 
South Harding Street, Johnston Street, South Rotary Street and East 4th Street.  
 

Section 2.  That this ordinance does not amend or repeal the Historic District (HD) Overlay District. 
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Section 3.  That the Director of Community Development is directed to amend the zoning map of the City 
of Greenville in accordance with this ordinance. 
 

Section 4. That any part or provision of this ordinance found by a court of competent jurisdiction to be in 
violation of the Constitution or laws of the United States or North Carolina is hereby deemed severable and 
shall not affect the validity of the remaining provisions of the ordinance. 
 

Section 5. That this ordinance shall become effective upon its adoption. 
 

 
 
ADOPTED this _____ day of ________, 2012.  
 

 ____________________ 
 Allen M. Thomas, Mayor 

 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________ 
Carol L. Barwick, City Clerk 
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Section I.  City Council Directive 

On March 8, 2012, City Council adopted strategic goals for the 2012 and 2013 calendar years.  
The adoption of these goals and associated action items provide Staff with a work plan to 
ensure that staff efforts are coordinated with, and supportive of, the strategic direction and 
vision that City Council has for the community. 
 
One of the strategic goals adopted by City Council is titled ͞NĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚ PƌĞƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ,͟ and 
one of the 13 action items associated with this goal is as follows: 
 

PƌĞƉĂƌĞ Ă ƌĞƉŽƌƚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ͞ŶŽ ŵŽƌĞ ƚŚĂŶ ϯ ƵŶƌĞůĂƚĞĚ͟ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂů ŽĐĐƵƉĂŶĐǇ ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƐ 
and present to City Council code amendment alternatives to permit more than three 
unrelated persons occupancy in residential structures. 

 
The purpose of this ƌĞƉŽƌƚ ŝƐ ƚŽ ŵĞĞƚ CŝƚǇ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ĚŝƌĞĐƚŝǀĞ ĂƐ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĞĚ ĂĐƚŝŽŶ ŝƚĞŵ 
adopted as part of CŝƚǇ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ “ƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĐ GŽĂůƐ ĨŽƌ ϮϬϭϮ ĂŶĚ ϮϬϭϯ͘ 
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Section II.  Background and Summary of Existing Standard 
 
Occupancy by unrelated persons is a standard that is normally addressed by communities 
through land use controls such as a zoning ordinance.  That is the case in Greenville as the 
zoning ordinance prescribes the community standard on this issue. The existing city-wide 
standard for the number of unrelated individuals that may occupy a dwelling in the City of 
Greenville was established by City Council on August 13, 1981 (Ordinance No. 1124),  with the 
adoption of the definition of a family.   This definition was as follows: 
 
One or more persons related by blood, adoption, or marriage, or not more than three 
unrelated persons. 
 
This standard is commonly referred to ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ͞TŚƌĞĞ UŶƌĞůĂƚĞĚ RƵůĞ͟ ĂŶĚ ĂƉƉůŝĞƐ ƚŽ Ăůů ĚǁĞůůŝŶŐ 
units except those that are part of separately identified land uses such as dormitories, fraternity 
and sorority houses, bed and breakfasts, group care facilities, boarding houses, and dormitory 
style multi-family dwellings permitted under the land use intensity system of the zoning 
ordinance. 
 
The definition was later amended by City Council on March 12, 1992 (Ordinance No. 2435), to 
define family relations and various combinations of related family members and other 
unrelated persons that may occupy a dwelling under the provisions in the following manner: 
 
Specifically, the individual or combination of persons listed herein may occupy a dwelling unit 
under this definition. 
 1.   One (1) individual living alone; or 
 2.   Up to three (3) unrelated individuals; or 
 3.    Two (2) or more individuals related by blood, adoption or marriage (i.e. family); or 

4.  One (1) family (3. above) and up to two (2) unrelated individuals (i.e. room   
renting); or 

 5.  One (1) family (3. above) and up to two (2) related individuals (i.e. room renting). 
 
The amendment by City Council in 1992 did not change the number of unrelated individuals 
permitted to occupy a dwelling unit.  There have been no other amendments to the definition 
since 1992.   
 
The no more than three unrelated occupancy standard has been enforced by the Code 
Enforcement Division of the Police Department since 2009.  It is often difficult to verify the 
number of unrelated individuals residing in a dwelling unit, so the Code Enforcement Division 
typically relies on citizen complaints and the identification of other code enforcement violations 
(excessive trash, parking on unimproved surfaces, noise, etc.) as a means of identifying possible 
violations to this City standard.   
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The Code Enforcement Division of the Greenville Police Department has investigated 22 cases 
since 2009 city-wide.  Historically, the period with the greatest number of recorded unrelated 
occupancy violations occurred from June 2006 through December 2007, which included the 
investigation of 83 separate cases.  A major reason for such a sharp increase was a result of a 
handful of property owners who owned a significant number of properties primarily in the area 
north of East 5th Street.   Enforcement by the City resulted in litigation and a mediated 
settlement and agreement by the owners involved to comply with the terms of the CŝƚǇ͛Ɛ 
ordinance.   
 
It should be noted that the North Carolina State Building Code requires that every dwelling 
should have at least one habitable room of not less than 120 square feet of gross floor area and 
other habitable rooms shall have a floor area of not less than 70 square feet.  An occupancy 
standard for the number of persons who may occupy the dwelling is not addressed by the State 
Building Code and is dependent upon local zoning requirements. 
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Section III.  Survey of Other Communities 
 
Staff surveyed numerous other communities to ascertain how they limit occupancy by 
unrelated individuals.  The communities surveyed included 12 North Carolina cities that have 
colleges and/or universities and three out-of-state communities that have significant college 
populations.  
 
The findings of these surveys are provided below in Table 1.  Data collected depicts that the 
communities surveyed have a range of standards for the number of unrelated individuals that 
are permitted to reside in a dwelling unit ranging from two to an unlimited number.  The most 
common numbers used as a maximum are three and four.  Also noteworthy is that the vast 
ŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ƐƵƌǀĞǇĞĚ ƵƐĞ ƚŚĞ ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ͞ĨĂŵŝůǇ͟ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ŵĞĐŚĂŶŝƐŵ ĨŽƌ 
regulation and the occupancy limit is by-right and not subject to additional standards 
(limitations based upon the size of a dwelling unit or number of bedrooms).  Upon reviewing 
this data, staff has concluded that there is not a single uniformly recognized standard for 
regulating the number of unrelated persons that may occupy a dwelling unit.  Each community 
must develop its own ͞ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚ͟ based upon its specific character, issues and 
objectives.   
 

Table 1. Survey of Standards from Other Communities 

Municipality Number of Unrelated 
Individuals Permitted 

to Reside in a 
Dwelling Unit 

How the Limit is Set Occupancy Limited 
 by Number 

of Bedrooms 

Occupancy 
Limited 

by House Size 

Asheville 5 Interpretation based 
on regulations in the 
NC Building Code 

No No 

Boone 2 
(4 in Multifamily 
Districts) 

Specific Regulation Yes 
(At least one 
bedroom for two 
nonrelated 
residents) 

No 

Chapel Hill 4 
(No limit in Multi-
family Units) 

Definition of Family No Yes, in Overlay 
District 

Charlotte 6 Definition of Family No No 

Durham 3 Definition of Family No No 
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Municipality Number of Unrelated 
Individuals Permitted 

to Reside in a 
Dwelling Unit 

How the Limit is Set Occupancy Limited 
 by Number 

of Bedrooms 

Occupancy 
Limited 

by House Size 

Elizabeth City No Limit No Regulation No No 

Fayetteville 5 Definition of Family No No 

Greenville 3 Definition of Family No No 

Greensboro 4 Definition of Family No No 

Raleigh 4 Definition of Family 
and Dwelling Unit 

No No 

Rocky Mount 5 Definition of Family No No 

Wilmington 3 Definition of Family No No 

Winston Salem 4 Definition of Family No No 

     

Fort Collins, 
Colorado 

3 (2 + you) by right 

Additional occupancy 
subject to meeting 
additional standards. 

Specific Regulation & 
Definition of Family 

No Not for 3, but 
yes for 
additional 
occupancy. 

Gainesville, 
Florida 

3 Definition of Family No No 

New Haven, 
Connecticut 

4 Definition of Family No Yes 

 

Each community is unique, and it is recognized that the information provided above in Table 1 
is difficult to evaluate without some perspective regarding the character of the communities.  
Volumes of socio-economic data are available for these communities, but the nature of this 
report does not provide the platform for the conveyance of so much raw data.  As such, Table 2 
is provided below to provide some context related to character of the survey communities. 
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Table 2.  Other Data from Survey Communities 

Municipality City 
Population 

University Student Population % Owner Occupied / 
Renter Occupied 

% Housing Stock  
that is Multi-Family 

Asheville 83,393 UNC Asheville: 3,644 
Mars Hill: 1,237 

Warren Wilson: 970 
South College: 223 

Total: 6,074 

53%  /  47% 34% 

Boone 17,122 Appalachian State: 17,344 
Total: 17,344 

24%  /  76% 67% 

Chapel Hill 57,233 UNC Chapel Hill: 29,390 
Total: 29,390 

48%  /  52% 45% 

Charlotte 731,424  UNC Charlotte: 25,277 
Gardner Webb: 4,300 

Queens University: 2,600 
Johnson & Wales: 2,500 

Pfeiffer University: 2,020 
Johnson C. Smith: 1,610 

Belmont Abbey: 1,496 
The Art Institute of Charlotte: 

1,025 
Carolina College of Health 

Sciences: 506 
New Life Theological Seminary: 

160 
Total: 41,494 

59%  /  41% 34% 

Durham 228,330 Duke: 14,746 
NC Central: 8,612  

Total: 23,358 

51%  /  49% 40% 

Elizabeth 
City 

18,683 Elizabeth City State: 3,100 
Mid Atlantic Christian: 178 

Total: 3,278 

47%  /  53% 29% 

Fayetteville 200,654 Fayetteville State: 6,000 
Methodist College: 2,400 

Total: 8,400 

54%  /  46% 27% 

Greenville 84,554 East Carolina: 27,816 
Total: 27,816 

38%  /  62% 59% 

Greensboro 269,666 UNC Greensboro: 18,771 
NC A&T: 10,383 

Guilford College:2,706 
Greensboro College: 1,250 

Bennett College: 780 
Total: 33,890 

55%  /  45% 37% 
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Municipality City 
Population 

University Student Population % Owner Occupied / 
Renter Occupied 

% Housing Stock  
that is Multi-Family 

Raleigh 403,892  NC State: 34,000 
Shaw: 2,800 

Meredith: 2,132 
“ĂŝŶƚ AƵŐƵƐƚŝŶĞ͛Ɛ͗ ϭ͕ϱϬϬ 

Peace: 700 
Total: 41,132 

54%  /  46% 39% 

Rocky 
Mount 

57,477 Wesleyan College: 1,467 
Total: 1,467 

55%  /  45% 24% 

Wilmington 106,476 UNC Wilmington: 14,071 
Total: 14,071 

49%  /  51% 35% 

Winston- 
Salem 

229,617 Wake Forest: 6,830 
Winston-Salem State: 6,000 

UNC School of Arts: 1,144  
Salem College: 1,100 

Piedmont Baptist College:519 
Total: 15,593 

58%  /  42% 32% 

     

Fort Collins, 
Colorado 

143,986 Colorado State: 28,417 
Institute of Business & Medical 

Careers: 800 
Total: 29,217 

56%  /  44% 33% 

Gainesville, 
Florida 

124,354 University of Florida: 49,589 
Santa Fe College: 17,391 

Total: 66,980 

40% / 60% 55% 

New Haven, 
Connecticut 

129,779 Yale: 11,593 
Southern Connecticut State:7,002 

Albertus Magnus: 1,600  
Total: 20,195 

32%  /  68% 74% 
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Fort Collins, Colorado Model 

Fort Collins, Colorado, provides a unique model for regulating unrelated occupancy that 
includes close collaboration between the city and university (Colorado State University).  Some 
basic provisions of this model include the following: 
 

 On May 14, 2010, the ͞TǁŽ PůƵƐ YŽƵ͟ occupancy ordinance was passed to encourage 
and provide an adequate supply of quality student housing while maintaining 
neighborhood quality and compatibility.  Occupancy restrictions were implemented to 
address the following factors:       

 
 Increase in city population 
 Increase in Colorado State University student enrollment 
 Low vacancy rates 
 Student and long-term neighborhood issues 
 New proposed student housing projects in residential areas 

 

 An occupancy disclosure form is required before any sale or lease of a property within 
ƚŚĞ CŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ũƵƌŝƐĚŝĐƚŝŽŶ͘  The form includes an explanation of the City ordinance, all 
occupantƐ͛ names with signatures, and the name and signature of the owner.  The 
purpose of this procedure is to ensure that all parties associated with the property are 
fully aware of the ordinance.   

 

 A property owner may request occupancy by more than three unrelated individuals by 
submitting an Extra Occupancy Application.  This provides a mechanism in which 
property owners can state why they believe their property is appropriate for the 
additional occupancy.  City staff review applications on a case-by-case basis. Properties 
may be permitted to house additional occupants if: 

 
 Reside in special zoned areas that allow for Extra Occupancy  
 AĚŚĞƌĞ ƚŽ CŝƚǇ͛Ɛ LĂŶĚ UƐĞ Code 
 AĚŚĞƌĞ ƚŽ CŝƚǇ͛Ɛ BƵŝůĚŝŶŐ CŽĚĞ (350 square feet of habitable floor area per 

resident) 
 Have adequate parking as defined by the City (.75 spaces per occupant) 

 
 The City takes a proactive approach to inform possible tenants ŽĨ ƚŚĞ CŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ŽĐĐƵƉĂŶĐǇ 

requirements by collaborating with Colorado State University (CSU).  More specifically, 
ƚŚĞ CŝƚǇ͛Ɛ Neighborhood Services Department ĐŽůůĂďŽƌĂƚĞƐ ǁŝƚŚ C“U͛Ɛ “ƚƵĚĞŶƚ LĞŐĂů 
Services and Off-Campus Housing Department to create and distribute informational 
flyers and pamphlets intended to inform off-ĐĂŵƉƵƐ ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ CŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ŽƌĚŝŶĂŶĐĞ͘  
TŚĞƐĞ ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƐ ĂƌĞ ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ Ăƚ C“U͛Ɛ OĨĨ-Campus Housing main office and website.      
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 The enforcement process is complaint driven and generally includes the following: 
 

 Upon receipt of a complaint, staff (a City Code Enforcement Officer) begins an 
investigation. 

 If the investigation produces reasonable cause to suspect over-occupancy, a City 
inspector gives notice to all tenants, the landlord, and the property manager 
stating they may receive citations. The City will ask the owner or the landlord to 
provide a copy of a signed, occupancy disclosure form. 

 A reasonable amount of time will be given to correct the over-occupancy and 
come into compliance. A citation may be issued immediately. 

 If a citation is issued, correcting the situation does not relieve any of the parties 
of the potential fine. The penalty can be up to $1,000 per person, per day the 
home is over-occupied. Prompt compliance is encouraged. 

 Fines can be assed to the manager, owner, and/or tenants. 
 After being cited, the parties will have 10 days to pay the fine or request a 

hearing with a hearing officer. 
 If an investigation results in reasonable cause a rental housing violation exists, 

City inspectors may also conduct a rental housing inspection throughout the 
entire property. 

 If participants request a hearing, they will appear before the court-appointed 
hearing officer. During this hearing, the hearing officer will look at the evidence, 
hear from all sides, and then make a decision. 

 

 City Officials have stated that the ordinance, while not perfect, has been a success.  This 
is because the ordinance was designed in a way that would not disadvantage one public 
entity more than another.  The ordinance attempts to preserve tŚĞ CŝƚǇ͛Ɛ 
neighborhoods while addressing the ever-growing demand for off-campus student 
housing.  It also allows property owners to achieve the maximum amount of profit as 
long as their property is in compliance with city codes and ordinances.  The nature in 
which the ordinance is enforced has also helped create a more positive public opinion.  
By allowing the ordinance to be compliant driven, it allows for the citizens to take 
ownership of the problem.  Therefore, the ordinance is enforced to the degree that 
citizens desire.   
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Section IV.  Overview of Public Input Process and Results 
 
In early April 2012, staff developed a project schedule that outlined how public input would be 
collected and provided a timeline for completing this report and presenting it to City Council.  
This project schedule was shared with City Council via Notes to Council distribution on April 9, 
2012.   Three public input meetings were held in June 2012 (June 18 at the Eppes Center, June 
20 at Jaycee Park, and the June 27 at City Hall).  A total of approximately 236 persons attended 
these meetings. 
 
The purpose of these meetings was to provide information on the existing city occupancy 
standard, allow the public to ask questions about the standard, and obtain public comment in 
written form.  Attendees were asked to complete a questionnaire consisting of six questions 
developed by staff to determine the ranges of opinions on possible changes to the occupancy 
standard.   Staff also provided a web-based comment form and informational packet for citizens 
to provide input regarding the proposed change.  In total, 275 completed or partially completed 
questionnaires were submitted.  The purpose of this section is to summarize the responses 
collected from these questionnaires and highlight oƚŚĞƌ ĐŽŵŵŽŶ ƚŚĞŵĞƐ ŝŶ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ͛ ĂŶƐǁĞƌƐ͘  
 
Main Points 

 Overall, a majority of residents who submitted questionnaires in June and July 2012 
ŽƉƉŽƐĞ ĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ CŝƚǇ ŽĨ GƌĞĞŶǀŝůůĞ͛Ɛ ϯ-unrelated standard. 

 MŽƐƚ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ͛ ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞƐ ƚŽǁĂƌĚ Ă ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ƌĞĨůĞĐƚ ďƌŽader concerns about quality-of-life 
in neighborhoods rather than occupancy alone. 

 While a small percentage of residents support allowing more than 3 unrelated persons 
to live together, most supporters stress the importance of clear restrictions and diligent 
enforcement. 

 
Minimum house and lot sizes1  
IŶ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ƚŽ ͞IĨ ƚŚĞ CŝƚǇ ŽĨ GƌĞĞŶǀŝůůĞ ĂůůŽǁĞĚ ŵŽƌĞ ƚŚĂŶ ϯ ƵŶƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ƉĞƌƐŽŶƐ ƚŽ ůŝǀĞ ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ͕ 
what is the smallest house (in square feet) that should be allowed to accommodate this 
ĐŚĂŶŐĞ͕͟ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ ƐƵŐŐĞƐt 800ʹ15,000 square feet, with the most, albeit narrow, support for 
2,000 square feet (about 6 percent).  
  
In terms of smallest lot size that could accommodate more than 3 unrelated persons, responses 
range from more than 217,800 square feet (5 acres) to 1,000 square feet with 43,560 square 
feet (1 acre) and 21,780 (1/2 acre) getting the most support (about 3 percent each). However, a 
majority of residents (more than 79 percent) did not respond directly, disagreeing overall with 
changing the standard or emphasizing bedrooms or parking requirements as more relevant 
considerations than lot size. 

                                                           
1 See Tables 3 and 5 for a summary of all the proposed minimum house and lot sizes. 
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Support for additional standards and review processes2 
More than half of respondents (approximately 66 percent) support creating a bedroom 
requirement that matches the number of occupants.  In addition to bedrooms, many 
respondents also recommended including a 1:1 bathroom provision, where 1 full bathroom is 
provided for every occupant. 
  
More than one-third of all residents at the public meetings support parking screening and/or 
location standards; more than half of residents did not directly respond to this question; and 
approximately 10 percent do not feel additional parking standards are necessary. Even 
residents who do not directly support parking standards expressed concerns about loss of 
green space (especially front yards); stormwater runoff (from increased impervious surface); 
location of parking (preferably in side- or rear-yards); enforcement related to parking (such as 
parking on grass); off-street parking only; on-street parking only; and a 1:1 parking space 
provision. Some respondents support fences to keep parking out of view, while others think 
fences would create more code enforcement problems or may not be attractive.  
 
While a majority of residents (more than 70 percent) do not support a special use permit as a 
means to allow more than 3 unrelated persons to live together, some responses reflect 
disagreement over needing special approval to use structures originally developed for more 
than 3 people. As oŶĞ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ ƐĂǇƐ͕ ͞IĨ Ă ŚŽƵƐĞ ŚĂƐ ĨŽƵƌ ďĞĚƌŽŽŵƐ͕ ŝƚ ŝƐ ŶŽƚ Ă ƐƉĞĐŝĂů ƵƐĞ ƚŽ 
ŚŽƵƐĞ ϰ ƉĞƌƐŽŶƐ͖ ŝƚ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚ ƵƐĞ͘͟  
 
Other residents feel a special use permit will open the door for a permanent change over time, 
ĐĂůůŝŶŐ ŝƚ Ă ͞TƌŽũĂŶ ŚŽƌƐĞ͘͟  Even in cases where residents support a special use permit, 
ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ ƐƚƌĞƐƐ ƚŚĞ ŶĞĞĚ ĨŽƌ ĐůĞĂƌ ƌĞƐƚƌŝĐƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ ĞŶƐƵƌĞ ĐŽŵƉůŝĂŶĐĞ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ƉĞƌŵŝƚ͛Ɛ 
standards.  
 
Attitudes toward increased occupancy3 
In general, almost all residentsͶwhether they support or oppose a change to the current 3-
unrelated ruleͶmaintain additional safeguards are necessary to ensure responsible rentership 
and avoid quality-of-life problems.  
 
Approximately 79 percent of respondents oppose the City of Greenville allowing more than 3 
unrelated persons to live together. Citing a variety of concerns about trash, noise, parking, 
overcrowding, unsupervised or abandoned pets, crime, decreased property values, lax property 
maintenance, and overall neighborhood deterioration, residents expressed strong 
disagreement in their comments. Other respondents feel the 3-unrelated rule has mitigated 
these concerns since 1981, when Greenville City Council originally passed this standard. 
AĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ŽŶĞ ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ͕ ͞MǇ ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐ ŽĨ ůŝǀŝŶŐ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ ĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ of campus at 4 

                                                           
2 See Tables 4, 6, and 7 for a summary of the total number of responses related to bedroom and parking 
requirements and support for a special use permit.  
3 See Table 8 for a summary of the total number of responses that support or oppose a change to the City of 
Greenville’s 3-unrelated rule. 
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ŽƚŚĞƌ ƵŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚŝĞƐ ŚĂǀĞ ĐŽŶǀŝŶĐĞĚ ŵĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ϭϵϴϭ ƌƵůĞ͙ŝƐ Ă ŐŽŽĚ ŽŶĞ ĂŶĚ ǁŝůů ŚĞůƉ ƚŽ 
ƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĞ ĂƚƚƌĂĐƚŝǀĞ ŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚƐ ĂƌŽƵŶĚ ECU͘͟  
 
About 20 percent of respondents support allowing more than 3 unrelated persons to live 
together, yet cite a variety of reasons, as well as caveats, for allowing increased occupancy. 
Some respondents believe that recent financial hardship (in the form of higher utility bills or 
mortgages), increases in non-nuclear families, and growth of East Carolina University and 
VŝĚĂŶƚ HĞĂůƚŚ “ǇƐƚĞŵƐ ǁĂƌƌĂŶƚ ƌĞǀŝƐŝƚŝŶŐ ƚŚŝƐ ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚ͘ AƐ ŽŶĞ ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ ƉƵƚƐ ŝƚ͕ ͞΀Iƚ͛Ɛ΁ ŶŽǁ 
ƚŝŵĞ ƚŽ ĂůůŽǁ ƚŚŝƐ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ƚŽ ĞǀŽůǀĞ ĂŶĚ ŚĂǀĞ ŽƌĚŝŶĂŶĐĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŵĂŬĞ ƐĞŶƐĞ͘͟ AŶŽƚŚĞƌ 
ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ ƐĞĞƐ ƚŚĞ ŶĞĞĚ ĨŽƌ Ă ŵŽƌĞ ŶƵĂŶĐĞĚ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ͕ ƐĂǇŝŶŐ ͞ŝŶ ŵŽƐƚ ĐĂƐĞƐ͕ I ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ƚŚŝŶŬ ŵŽƌĞ 
than 3-unrelated should be allowed to live together, but with this qualification: It should be 
ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ ƚŽ ĂƉƉůǇ ĨŽƌ ĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƐ͘ GƌĞĞŶǀŝůůĞ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ƵƉŚŽůĚ Ă ĨůĞǆŝďůĞ ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĨĂŵŝůǇ͘͟  
Other supporters believe, in some instancĞƐ͕ ƌĞŚĂďďĞĚ ƌĞŶƚĂů ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ ŚĂƐ ĂƚƚƌĂĐƚĞĚ ͞ŚŝŐŚĞƌ 
ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͟ ƚĞŶĂŶƚƐ ĂŶĚ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞĚ ŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚ ƐƚĂďŝůŝƚǇ͘ OŶ ƚŚĞ ŽƚŚĞƌ ŚĂŶĚ͕ ƐŽŵĞ ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ ĚŽ 
not think this ordinance has improved housing conditions, or in some cases, even negatively 
affected properties. Other residents support increasing occupancy, but with caveats like a 
special use permit, a rental registry, annual inspections, or additional performance standards to 
mitigate crowded conditions.  
 
Other themes 
In addition to specific responses, residents highlighted unanswered questions about revisiting 
ƚŚŝƐ ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚ ;ĂŶĚ ƐƚĂĨĨ͛Ɛ ŵĞƚŚŽĚ ƚŽ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉ ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞƐͿ͖ ďƌŽĂĚĞƌ ĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ 
people who own and live in rental property; and its relationship to increasing owner-occupancy.  
Residents raised quĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ ĂďŽƵƚ CŝƚǇ CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ŵŽƚŝǀĞƐ ĨŽƌ ƉƵƌƐƵŝŶŐ Ă ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐ 
did not see as in line with the CŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞ ƉůĂŶ or City CŽƵŶĐŝů͛Ɛ ϮϬϭϮʹ13 goal of 
neighborhood preservation. They also criticize the overall questionnaire, calling the questions 
͞ůĞĂĚŝŶŐ͟ ĂŶĚ ƉƌĞƐƵƉƉŽƐŝŶŐ Ă ĐŚĂŶŐĞ͘ 
 
Among respondents, (somewhat stereotypical) assumptions about renters and landlords also 
ĞŵĞƌŐĞĚ͕ ǁŚĞƌĞ ƐĞǀĞƌĂů ƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐ ďƌŽĂĚůǇ ĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĞĚ ͞ƵŶƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ƉĞƌƐŽŶƐ͟ ĂƐ ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ Žƌ 
criminals and investors or landlords as property owners who do not maintain their properties to 
minimum standards (and not to neighborhood norms). Respondents support these 
classifications with experiential evidence. Similarly, many residents communicate the 
importance of creating mechanisms (beyond a special use permit, such as a rental registry, 
annual inspection, etc.) to guarantee landlords, especially out-of-town landlords, can be held 
accountable for problems associated with their property in a timely manner. 
 
Lastly, many respondents ĨĞĞů ƚŚĂƚ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐ GƌĞĞŶǀŝůůĞ͛Ɛ ŽĐĐƵƉĂŶĐǇ ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚ ǁŽƵůĚ ƵůƚŝŵĂƚĞůǇ 
make rental properties more prevalent and/or lower quality, and in turn, decrease owner-
occupancy and deter families from locating or relocating in neighborhoods across the cityͶa 
desire among many respondents. One resident, whose comments summarize this common 
ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞ͕ ͞΀ĚŽĞƐ΁ ŶŽƚ ĨĞĞů ƚŚĂƚ ŵŽƌĞ ƚŚĂŶ ϯ-unrelated individuals living in the same house will 
promote an environment conducive to families moving into the university [or other] 
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ŶĞŝŐŚďŽƌŚŽŽĚƐ͘͟ FĂŵŝůŝĞƐ͕ ĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƐĞǀĞƌĂů ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐ͕ ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ Ă ůŽŶŐ-term financial 
and community investment in these areas, fostering stewardship and community involvement. 
They note this long-term commitment is difficult to achieve among transient populations. 
Additionally, most of these responses differentiated between multifamily rentals, which 
respondents recognize the city needs to house more transient populations like students, and 
rentals in single-family areas, which to them, denote a higher standard for quiet 
neighborhoods.  
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Table 3. Responses to “If the City of Greenville allowed more than 3 unrelated persons to 
live together, what is the smallest house (in square feet) that should be allowed to 
accommodate this change? 

House size (ft2) Public meetings Online/mail forms All responses 

 
No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 

15,000 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.4 

10,000 1 0.9 1 0.6 2 0.7 

6,000 1 0.9 0 0.0 1 0.4 

5,000 3 2.6 3 1.9 6 2.2 

4,000 0 0.0 3 1.9 3 1.1 

3,500 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.4 

3,000 1 0.9 6 3.8 7 2.5 

2,800 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.4 

2,600 1 0.9 0 0.0 1 0.4 

2,500 1 0.9 6 3.8 7 2.5 

2,400 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.4 

2,200 1 0.9 0 0.0 1 0.4 

2,100 1 0.9 0 0.0 1 0.4 

2,000 8 6.9 9 5.7 17 6.2 

1,800 1 0.9 3 1.9 4 1.5 

1,600 0 0.0 3 1.9 3 1.1 

1,500 3 2.6 3 1.9 6 2.2 

1,400 3 2.6 0 0.0 3 1.1 

1,300 0 0.0 3 1.9 3 1.1 

1,200 6 5.2 1 0.6 7 2.5 

1,100 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.4 

1,000 0 0.0 3 1.9 3 1.1 

900 1 0.9 1 0.6 2 0.7 

800 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.4 

1,000/person  1 0.9 1 0.6 2 0.7 

750/person 1 0.9 0 0.0 1 0.4 

500/person 2 1.7 1 0.6 3 1.1 

300/person 0 0.0 2 1.3 2 0.7 

None 0 0.0 2 1.3 2 0.7 

No response 80 69.0 102 64.2 182 66.2 

Total 116 100.0 159 100.0 275 100.0 
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Table 4. Responses to “Should there be a bedroom requirement that matches the number 
of occupants allowed? 

 
Table 5. Responses to “If the City of Greenville allowed more than 3 unrelated persons to 
live together, what is the smallest lot size that should be allowed for this change?” 

Lot size (ft2) Public meetings Online/mail forms All responses 

 
No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 

217,800 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.4 

87,120 1 0.9 1 0.6 2 0.7 

65,340 1 0.9 0 0.0 1 0.4 

43,560 5 4.3 4 2.5 9 3.3 

40,000 3 2.6 0 0.0 3 1.1 

32,670 1 0.9 1 0.6 2 0.7 

25,000 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.4 

21,780 3 2.6 6 3.8 9 3.3 

21,000 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.4 

20,000 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.4 

14,520 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.4 

12,000 2 1.7 1 0.6 3 1.1 

10,890 1 0.9 1 0.6 2 0.7 

10,000 1 0.9 5 3.1 6 2.2 

9,000 2 1.7 1 0.6 3 1.1 

7,500 1 0.9 0 0.0 1 0.4 

6,000 1 0.9 0 0.0 1 0.4 

4,000 1 0.9 0 0.0 1 0.4 

3,500 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.4 

2,500 1 0.9 0 0.0 1 0.4 

2,000 1 0.9 0 0.0 1 0.4 

1,500 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.4 

1,000 1 0.9 0 0.0 1 0.4 

None 2 1.7 2 1.3 4 1.5 

No response 88 75.9 130 81.8 218 79.3 

Total 116 100.0 159 100.0 275 100.0 

Bedroom requirement? Public meetings Online/mail forms All responses 

 
No. Percent No.  Percent No. Percent 

Yes 54 46.6 127 79.9 181 65.8 

No 9 7.8 26 16.4 35 12.7 

No response 53 45.7 6 3.8 59 21.5 

Total 116 100.0 159 100.0 275 100.0 
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 Table 6. Should the City of Greenville require parking area screening and location 
standards (i.e., should parking be located in the front/rear of home and/or screened from 
the street by vegetation or a fence)? 

Parking standards? Public meetings Online/mail forms All responses 

 
No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 

Yes 42 36.2 52 32.7 94 34.2 

No 7 6.0 20 12.6 27 9.8 

No response 67 57.8 87 54.7 154 56.0 

Total 116 100.0 159 100.0 275 100.0 

  
Table 7. Responses to “The Zoning Ordinance should be amended to allow more than 3 
unrelated persons to live together by the issuance of a special use permit through the city’s 
Board of Adjustment. Agree/Disagree” 

Special use permit? Public meetings Online/mail forms All responses 

 
No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 

Agree 18 15.5 27 17.0 45 16.4 

Disagree 73 62.9 121 76.1 194 70.5 

No response 25 21.6 11 6.9 36 13.1 

Total 116 100.0 159 100.0 275 100.0 

  
 
Table 8. Responses to “The City of Greenville should allow more than 3 unrelated persons 
to live together. Agree/Disagree” 

Overall change? Public meetings  Online/mail forms All responses 

 
No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 

Agree 20 17.2 36 22.6 56 20.4 

Disagree 95 81.9 123 77.4 218 79.3 

No response 1 0.9 0 0.0 1 0.4 

Total 116 100.0 159 100.0 275 100.0 
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Section V.  Compliance with Comprehensive Plan 
 
Consideration of any modification to the City zoning ordinance should include a review of the 
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞ ƉůĂŶ͘  GƌĞĞŶǀŝůůĞ͛Ɛ ĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞ ƉůĂŶ͕ HŽƌŝǌŽŶƐ͗ GƌĞĞŶǀŝůůĞ͛Ɛ 
Community Plan, contains policy statements and objectives related to numerous Plan 
Elements.  While the content of the plan does not explicitly provide a community standard for 
the number of unrelated individuals that should be permitted to reside within a dwelling unit, it 
does offer broad policy statements and objectives that should be reviewed and considered to 
ensure that proposed amendment is in compliance with the plan, and effectively with the 
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ͛Ɛ ǀĂůƵĞƐ͘ 
 
The purpose of this report is to provide City Council with code amendment alternatives to 
permit more than three unrelated persons occupancy in residential structures.  The alternatives 
provided will vary greatly in approach and will generally lack sufficient detail to fully evaluate 
compliance with the comprehensive plan; that level of evaluation typically takes place when a 
specific zoning amendment is proposed.  Nonetheless, staff is providing the following policy 
statements and objectives to be considered when reviewing the alternatives provided herein: 
 

The Housing Plan Element - Housing Policy Statement: 
 

͞TŚĞ CŝƚǇ ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ its residential neighborhoods are the lifeblood of the 
community, and that good quality, affordable housing is integral to a healthy 
neighborhood environment.  To that end, the City will continue to make housing 
opportunities available throughout the City to low and moderate income families.  The 
City will support the efforts of nonprofit organizations to address housing needs in 
Greenville.  The City recognizes that local governments will be required to take 
increasing responsibility for addressing housing needs in the future. 

 
The City will encourage the rehabilitation of substandard units and the development of 
vacant lots, and will encourage the preservation, renovation, code enforcement, and 
rehabilitation of its older housing stock.  The City should require that quality design and 
appearance be important factors in the review of low and moderate income housing 
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͘ ͙͟ 

 
Objective H1:  To encourage a variety of housing choices through preservation, 
rehabilitation, code enforcement, and new development. 
 
Objective H4:  To encourage the restoration and preservation of historic residential 
properties. 
 
Objective H5:  To improve and revitalize existing neighborhoods. 
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Objective H16:  To encourage home ownership. 
 
Objective M4:  To preserve and protect existing and future residential neighborhoods. 
 
Objective E14:  To encourage healthy economic development. 
 
Objective CF3:  To increase interaction between the Police Department and citizens, in 

order to increase mutual respect, understanding and support. 
 
Objective CF5:  To ensure safe livable neighborhoods. 
 
Objective EQ13:  To encourage litter control and community-wide clean-up. 
 
Objective CC9:  To increase neighborhood livability and property values by preserving 

and enhancing historic areas. 
 
Objective UF1:  To encourage affordable housing options. 
 
Objective UF2:  To encourage a mixing of land uses. 
 
Objective UF3:  To encourage a diversity of housing options. 
 
Objective UF6:  To preserve neighborhood livability. 
 
 

Other adopted City plans that should be considered when evaluating a specific zoning 
amendment include: 

 Task Force on Preservation of Neighborhoods and Housing ʹ Report to City Council 
(2004); 

 Neighborhood Report and Plan - College Court and Coghill Subdivisions (2007); 
 Neighborhood Report and Plan - Lake Ellsworth, Clarks Lake and Tripp Subdivisions 

(2007); 
 Neighborhood Report and Plan - Tar River / University Area (2009); 
 Neighborhood Report and Plan - Carolina Heights, Greenbrier, Hillsdale and Tucker 

Circle Subdivisions (2010). 
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Section VI.  Alternatives for Modifying Current Standard 
 
There are several basic decisions City Council will have to make should they choose to permit 
more than three unrelated occupancy in residential dwellings.  These substantive decision 
points are outlined below: 
 

1. Geographic Application 
Will the new occupancy standard be applicable city-wide or only in specified geographic 
areas? 
  
A. If city-wide application is desired, then two options should be considered: 

 Provide one standard for all dwelling units in the city.  This can be 
accomplished by simply changing the definition of family to allow a specific 
unrelated occupancy greater than three. 

 Provide one standard applicable in specified zoning districts, which are 
applicable city-wide.  This can be accomplished by creating a new land use, 
such as Extra Occupancy Residences, that are permitted only in specified 
zoning districts. 

B. If application to a specific geographic area or areas is desired, then an Overlay 
District may be created.  The Overlay District should have a clearly defined purpose 
and the area or areas included should have some unique character that support 
inclusion within the district.   
 

2. Permitting Mechanism 
Will the increased occupancy be by right or should it be subject to a Special Use Permit? 

 
3.  Occupancy Standard 

What number of unrelated individuals should be permitted to reside within a dwelling 
unit?  Should this standard apply to all dwellings or should there be thresholds for 
qualification for the increased occupancy such as 

 Size of Dwelling 

 Number of Bedrooms 

 Number of Bathrooms 

 Lot Size 

 On-site Parking 
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Alternative 1 
Change the definition of family to allow 4 unrelated individuals to occupy a dwelling 
unit.  

 Note:  This approach would be applied city-wide to all dwelling units. 
 

Alternative 2 
Create a new land use (Extra Occupancy Residence) that allows up to 4 unrelated 
occupancy within specified zoning districts by right. 
Note:  This approach limits application to specified zoning districts with no additional 
standards. 

 
Alternative 3 

Create a new land use (Extra Occupancy Residence) that allows up to 4 unrelated 
occupancy within specified zoning districts by right subject to certain standards being 
met. 
Note:  This approach limits application to specified zoning districts with additional 
standards. 

 
Alternative 4 

Create a new land use (Extra Occupancy Residence) that allows up to 4 unrelated 
occupancy within specified zoning districts with a Special Use Permit subject to certain 
standards being met. 
Note:  This approach limits application to specified zoning districts with additional 
standards. 
 

Alternative 5 
Create an overlay district encompassing an area or areas of unique characteristics that 
allows up to 4 unrelated occupancy  by right. 
Note:  Application limited to specified geographic area. 

 
Alternative 6 

Create an overlay district encompassing an area or areas of unique characteristics that 
allows up to 4 unrelated occupancy by right subject to certain standards being met. 
Note:  Application limited to specified geographic area. 

 
Alternative 7 

Create an overlay district encompassing an area or areas of unique characteristics that 
allows up to 4 unrelated occupancy with a Special Use Permit subject to certain 
standards being met. 
Note:  Application limited to specified geographic area. 
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Alternative 8 
Leave existing standard unchanged (do nothing alternative). 
Note:  City-wide application. 

 
Alternative 9 

Establish a Work Group or Committee to further discuss increased unrelated occupancy 
and provide recommendations to City Council. 

 

 

 

Report on Bradford Creek Golf Course 
Operational Alternatives 
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APPENDIX D 
 
Excerpt from the DRAFT of the August 9, 2012 City Council Minutes Meeting 
 
REPORT ON ALTERNATIVES FOR MODIFYING THE ǲNO MORE THAN THREE UNRELATEDǳ 
OCCUPANCY STANDARD - APPROVED 
 
Merrill Flood, Director of Community Development, stated when the City Council adopted 
their 2012-2013 strategic goals on March 8, 2012, one of the action items included the preparation of a report on the ǲno more than three unrelatedǳ residential occupancy 
standards and present to City Council code amendment alternatives to permit more than 
three unrelated person occupancy in residential structures. In April, Staff provided the City 
Council a schedule outlining what actions would be taken to this end.  
 
Mr. Flood gave a brief background and summary of the existing residential occupancy 
standards. 

 
• City Council first incorporated the definition of ǲFamilyǳ into the Greenville Zoning 

Ordinance on August 13, 1981, (Ordinance Number 1124).  
• This definition established the occupancy standard in residential dwellings by not 

more than 3 unrelated persons.  
• The definition was modified on March 12, 1992 defining family relationships, but the ǲnot more than ͵ unrelated provisionǳ was not changed. (Ordinance Number 

2435) 
• There is no limitation on the number of related individuals that are defined as a 

family 
• Occupancy by up to 4 unrelated individuals is allowed for Multi-Family Dwellings 

approved as Land Use Intensity projects with the issuance of a Special Use permit. 
• Occupancy by the owner occupant and up to 4 unrelated individuals is allowed for  

Boarding or Rooming Houses that have been granted a Special Use Permit. 
 
Mr. Flood provided the definition of family as it is defined in the Zoning Ordinance: 
 
  1.  One individual living alone; 

2.  Up to three unrelated individuals; 
3.  Two or more individuals related by blood, adoption or marriage (i.e., 
family); 
4.  One family (i.e., two or more individuals related by blood, adoption or 
marriage) 
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     and up to two unrelated individuals (i.e., room renting); or 
5.  One family (i.e., two or more individuals related by blood, adoption or 

       marriage) and up to two related individuals (i.e., room renting). 
 
Mr. Flood stated that Staff provided the City Council with a schedule for conducting public 
input sessions.  These sessions were designed to provide the public with information about 
the City Council goal. They talked about the existing code requirements, when the rule was 
established, and how it is applied.  All three public input meetings were well attended.  
Council Member Blackburn also conducted a town hall meeting prior to those meetings in 
which this was the primary topic of discussion. 
 
Mr. Flood provided an overview of the three public input meetings conducted in June 2012. 

.   
Overview of Public Input 

 
Three Public Input Meetings Conducted 

 
 June 18, 2012, Epps Center 
 June 20, 2012, Jaycee Park 
 June 27, 2012, City Hall, Council Chambers 
 236 persons attended the Public Input Meetings  
 275 total responses received (116 meeting surveys and 159 online 

comments/surveys)  
 79.3% of respondents did not support changing the existing standard  
 20.4% of respondents did support a change 

 
Mr. Flood stated that Staff provided citizens with the opportunity to provide feedback in a 
written form by completing a survey including six questions about changing the current 
standard.  Staff received responses via email and online comments as well as those 
returned at the meetings.  For those who thought there should be a change, they thought it 
was important that additional standards needed to be put in place and additional 
safeguards to protect neighborhoods and communities.  Some of the comments that were 
received from those who thought that the change is not necessary were concerns that a 
change would lead to a reduction in owner occupancy rates in neighborhoods, quality of 
life, and might increase criminal activity, among other concerns.    
 
Mr. Flood concluded stating that page 10 of the report outlines in detail the concerns of the 
persons responding to the survey.  Those that did support a change felt like if a change is 
not made, it will further slow reinvestment in the neighborhoods.  It may not allow them to 
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remain competitive with the existing rental housing markets that are currently in place and 
would foster a sense of decline in the neighborhood.  The City Council did receive 
comments from the Historic Preservation Commission and the Neighborhood Advisory 
Board.   The two boards presented either statements and/or resolutions supporting 
keeping the existing standard in place.  
 
Interim Assistant City Manager Chris Padgett stated that when the City is considering 
modifications to a community standard, it is common practice for Staff to research the 
standards of other communities.  That was done for a couple of reasons.  Staff wants to see 
where the City falls in relation to its peers to verify whether there is a best practice, a 
universally accepted standard out there that Staff should look at and consider.  Staff 
surveyed 12 North Carolina communities and all of these communities do have 
universities.  Mr. Padgett summarized the results as follows:  
 

Survey of Other Communities 
 

• 12 North Carolina cities surveyed.  Of these 12 communities, for single family 
dwellings: 

  - 3 allow unrelated occupancy of 3 or less 
  - 9 allow unrelated occupancy of 4 or more 
 

• 3 cities located in other States were surveyed. Of these 3 communities, for single 
family dwellings: 

 - 1 allows unrelated occupancy of 3 
 - 1 allows unrelated occupancy of 3, but additional occupancy is subject to  
    meeting additional standards 

 - 1 allows unrelated occupancy of 4 
 
Mr. Padgett summarized the information displayed in the following table and stated that 
each community is unique.  Staff was not able to establish one single best practice or 
standard and each community established their own community standard.  Each 
community has to determine what their vision is and based on their character and values, 
what the right standard is for them. 
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Survey of Other Communities 
 

 
Mr. Padgett stated that lastly, Staff surveyed three communities that are outside of the State 
of North Carolina. 
 

Municipality  #of Unrelated 
Persons Permitted 
to Reside in a 
Dwelling  

How is the Limit Set  

Asheville  5  Interpretation of Building Code  

Boone  2 (4 in multi-family 
districts)  

Specific Regulation  

Chapel Hill  4 (no limit in multi-
family districts)  

Definition of Family 

Charlotte  6  Definition of Family 

Durham  3  Definition of Family 

Elizabeth City  No Limit  No Regulation  

Fayetteville  5  Definition of Family 

Greenville  3  Definition of Family  

Greensboro  4  Definition of Family 

Raleigh  4  Definition of Family / Dwell.Unit  

Rocky Mount  5  Definition of Family  

Wilmington  3  Definition of Family  

Winston-Salem  4  Definition of Family  
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Survey of Other Communities 
   

Municipality  #of Unrelated Persons Permitted 
to Reside in a Dwelling  

How is the Limit Set  

Fort Collins, 
CO  

3 (2+You) 
Additional occupancy subject to 
meeting standards.  

Specific Regulation and Definition of 
Family 

Gainesville, FL  3  Definition of Family 

New Haven, CT  4  Definition of Family 

 
Mr. Padgett further stated that City Council suggested that Staff should survey Fort Collins, 
Colorado. The other two, Gainesville, Florida and New Haven Connecticut, are college 
communities and Staff was told that these two might have some interesting standards. When we 
look at standards in other communities, we often hesitate to look out-of-state because enabling 
legislation varies greatly from state to state.  While Staff might find some great ideas in other 
states, sometimes those ideas are very difficult or impossible to apply in North Carolina.  Staff 
did find a truly unique example in Fort Collins, Colorado.  Some of the people in the audience 
have studied that model extensively.  In 2010, Fort Collins adopted a “Two Plus You” 
occupancy standard which limits the occupancy in dwelling units.  Fort Collins is the community 
in which Colorado State University is located. A person could have no more than three unrelated 
occupancy, but could apply to have more than three residents.  The ability to have more than 
three is not a by-right process, it is an administrative process handled through the city staff and 
there are some minimum standards that have to be met in order to qualify. The minimum 
standards that would have to be met include being located in a specially zoned area and at least 
350 square feet of habitable floor area per resident.  There is an additional parking requirement 
of .75 onsite parking spaces per resident.  
 
Mr. Padgett stated that Fort Collins also used an occupancy disclosure form.  They not only get 
the rental information, they get information on any property that is sold or conveyed.  The most 
unique part about this is the relationship and the sense of collaboration that takes place between 
the Colorado State University and the City of Fort Collins.  They are constantly working 
together. 

 
Mr. Padgett stated that the process of determining whether a text amendment is in compliance 
with the Comprehensive Plan and other adopted plans occurs when a specific text amendment is 
being considered.  However, in this case, there is no specific text amendment before the City 
Council this evening.  What Staff has is a very broad directive from City Council to develop a 

Attachment number 3
Page 5 of 20

Item # 3



report and look at occupancy and alternatives for moving that forward.  Staff cannot fully 
evaluate compliance with the Comprehensive Plan, but did provide the City Council with a 
number of objectives from the Comprehensive Plan which could be considered.   
 
Council Member Mercer asked Mr. Padgett did he mean to leave it out or is he going to cover the 
Table 2 Other Data From Surveyed Communities which was part of the backup material for the 
agenda item. 
 
Mr. Padgett responded that Table 1 is an expanded version of what he showed the City Council 
earlier. That table includes the municipalities and their standards for unrelated occupancy. Table 
2 provides some context related to the communities that were surveyed.  It is the same 
communities’ information related to the city population, student population, and owner occupied 
versus rental occupied dwelling units.  There is a big range there for these communities.  For 
example, Boone, North Carolina where Appalachian State is located has 24% owner occupied 
residences and 76% rental occupancy.  The flipside of that is Winston-Salem which has 58% 
owner occupied residences and 42% rental occupied.  This is to show the range and Greenville’s 
data based on the last census was 38% owner occupancy and 62 percent rental occupancy.   
 
Council Member Mercer stated in the range of the cities that were given by Mr. Padgett, he is 
profoundly shocked that Greenville has 38% owner occupied.  He asked where that number is in 
the range and if there are other cities lower than Greenville in terms of owner occupied. 
 
Mr. Padgett responded that there are thirteen communities including Greenville and Boone 
would be highest rental occupancy of those thirteen communities, and Greenville would be 
second.  
 
Council Member Mercer asked why that number is so low in Greenville.  
 
Mr. Padgett responded that in the last column of Table 2 shows that the % Housing Stock that is 
multi-family, you could assume that most multi-family housing is rental.  As you can see from 
that column, 59 percent of the housing stock or dwelling units within the City of Greenville are 
multi-family and are not single-family homes. The 59 percent really explains why the number is 
low and the conclusion that there is a high proportion of individuals in our community who are 
transient.  A lot of people may think that the multi-family and the rentals are only because of 
East Carolina University students, but there are other individuals using that form of housing as 
well.  
 
Council Member Mercer asked how the 38 percent impacts the kinds of services that the City is 
able to provide the citizens and the drain on our resources.  Council Member Mercer stated that 
this is a huge question that this City Council needs to address long term. 

Attachment number 3
Page 6 of 20

Item # 3



 
Mr. Padgett summarized the alternatives for modifying the current standard stating that there are 
several decisions that will help shape what position, if any, the City Council wants to take on this 
topic.  The first is geographic application.  Some of the speakers commented on a city-wide 
context and others made comments about a specific geographic area. In a city-wide application, 
the City Council could simply change the definition of family.   Currently, the definition is no 
more than three unrelated and that could be changed to some other number.  Another option is to 
create a new land use category, allow more than three unrelated occupancy and then specify 
which zoning district that new land use would be permitted.  If a specified geographic area is the 
approach that City Council chooses then an overlay district would be created and applied.  That 
overlay district would have additional standards above and beyond what is in the base zoning in 
that area.   The next alternative for modifying the current standard is the permitting mechanism.  
Allowing them by-right requires no discretionary review.  Requiring a Special Use Permit 
involves a case by case review of applications by the Board of Adjustment, a public notice and 
public hearing.  The Board of Adjustment could impose restrictions based on what they heard at 
their meeting.  The number of unrelated individuals who should be permitted to reside within a 
dwelling unit is clearly open to debate and interpretation and based on the input received at the 
public input sessions, surveys, and speaking with people; if a change is made, it should be 
incremental.  City Council may also consider should this standard apply to all dwellings or 
should there be thresholds or qualifications for the increased occupancy. This is asking should 
increased occupancy be limited or tied to one of the following examples of qualifications: 
 

 Size of the Structure  
 Number of Bedrooms  
 Number of Bathrooms  
 Lot Size 
 Availability of  On-Site Parking 

 
In addition to those qualifications, a toolbox of additional measures would be put in place to 
support neighborhood quality of life.  Mr. Padgett summarized the following additional 
requirements that the City Council might consider with this type of change. 
 

• Increase minimum on-site parking requirements for increased occupancy; 
• Limit the % of backyard area that can be improved for parking; 
• Require screening of rear yard parking areas; 
• Increase resources for Code Enforcement efforts; 
• Automatic review of Special Use Permit (SUP) by Board of Adjustment upon third code 

violation within any 12-month period (only available if SUP is required) 
• Increased collaboration with East Carolina University related to promoting the City’s 

occupancy standard to students living off-campus.  
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Mr. Padgett stated that municipalities in North Carolina have the right to govern their people 
within the context of what the State Statutes tell municipalities they can do.  There have been 
some laws based in the last couple of years really limited the City’s ability to use certain 
programs or policies that were suggested by the public throughout this process.   
 
These include: 

• Minimum Housing Inspections for rental properties 
• Crime Free Rental Housing Program 
• Rental Registry Program 
• Increase Code Enforcement Fines 

 
Council Member Mitchell stated that it is his understanding that a municipality could have a 
Rental Registry Program but would be unable to charge citizens a fee.  
 
City Attorney Holec responded that to be correct.  The City could do that but cannot charge a 
fee. 
 
Council Member Mitchell asked if there are aspects of the Crime Free Rental Housing Program 
that the City could require or is it strictly that the City could not make it mandatory.   
 
City Attorney Holec responded that certain provisions of the Crime Free Rental Housing 
Program can only be voluntary but the City could require a  Crime Free Rental Housing 
addendum to be included in leases as a standard related to a use requiring permission or 
approval.  
 
Mr. Padgett stated that when you consider all of the decisions that were just talked about, there 
are literally hundreds of variations depending upon which direction City Council would like to 
proceed.   Staff is providing nine generic alternatives for the City Council to consider.  
 
Mr. Padgett concluded his presentation of Staff’s report by summarizing nine alternatives for 
modifying the City’s current unrelated occupancy standard and for the City Council’s 
consideration.  He stated that Alternate 1 changes the definition of family to allow 4 unrelated 
individuals to occupy a dwelling unit.  It would be going from 3 to 4 or some other number of 
unrelated individuals to occupy a structure and would have city-wide application.  Alternates 2, 3 
and 4 involve creating a new land use that allows more than three unrelated occupancy within 
specified zoning districts. A land use is created and it will be added under the table of uses in 
specific districts.  Alternate 2 allows the extra occupancy by-right; Alternate 3 allows it by-right 
but there are certain standards that are required to be met; and Alternate 4 allows it with a 
Special Use Permit subject to subject to certain standards being met.  There is differentiation, but 
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the approach is the same.  Alternates 5, 6 and 7 involve creating an Overlay District for a specific 
geographic area.  Alternate 5 will allow up to four unrelated occupancy by-right within that 
Overlay District.  Alternate 6 will allow it by-right subject to standards to be met within a 
specified Overlay District.  Alternate 7 requires a Special Use Permit subject to those standards 
within the Overlay District. Anytime there are alternatives, there is always a do nothing 
alternative.  To leave the existing standard unchanged is Alternative 8.  Alternate 9 would be to 
establish a work group or committee to further discuss this topic, and then have them to report 
back to the City Council with any additional thoughts or recommendations.   
 
Council Member Joyner stated that he will be making comments before he makes a motion. 
 
Council Member Mercer asked whether City Council is in the question and answer period 
for Staff or are they in the motion period.  
 
City Attorney Holec responded that City Council always allows questions.  If City Council 
wants to have any questions to Staff, City Council Members could do that. 
 
Council Member Smith asked if Alternatives 6 and 7 are identical. 
 
Mr. Padgett responded that they are slightly different.  The difference would be the 
requirement of the Special Use Permit.  
 
Council Member Smith stated that Alternate 6 states with certain standards being met and 
Alternate 7 states with Special Use Permit subject to certain standards being met. She 
asked does that mean anything could be added. 
 
Mr. Padgett stated that some of the additional standards could be that you might have some 
qualifications meaning that every house does not qualify for the increased occupancy 
because of  the size of the dwelling, number of bedrooms and bathrooms; lot size; and 
availability of on-site parking.  The difference between Alternates 6 and 7 is the process.   
 
Council Member Mercer asked what specific goal this action item is under.  
 
Mr. Padgett responded that it is one of the 13 action items related to the goal of the 
Neighborhood Preservation. 
 
Council Member Mercer stated that out of the thirteen cities surveyed, Greenville is the 
second lowest in terms of owner occupancy.  He asked Mr. Padgett if he or another Staff 
Member has a sense that this 38 percent owner occupancy across the City is a typical 
compared nationwide. 
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Mr. Padgett responded that his information would be limited to the cities in North Carolina 
that Staff surveyed.  Also, Staff surveyed three out-of-state cities where owner occupancy is 
greatly including Forts Collins, Colorado (56 percent), Gainesville, Florida (40 percent), and 
New Haven, Connecticut (32 percent).  
 
Council Member Mercer responded that New Haven has had big problems with the same 
kind of issues that City Council is struggling with tonight. 
 
Mr. Flood responded that looking across the spectrum, communities that have more 
transient populations tend to have lower owner-occupancy rates.  
 
Council Member Mercer stated that however, the communities in North Carolina that were 
surveyed are mostly university communities, but they are not down to 38 percent owner 
occupied. 
 
Mr. Flood responded that all of them are university communities. 
 
Council Member Blackburn stated that given the number of people who are in the audience 
tonight and are in opposition to changing the ordinance, she understands that Mayor 
Thomas is ready to recognize Council Member Joyner with a motion.  Council Member 
Blackburn stated that she also has a motion.  Out of decorum, she is not going to put it on 
the table for seconding as she certainly could because she has the floor. 
 A copy of Council Member Joynerǯs motion was placed on the overhead for viewingǤ   
 
Motion was made by Council Member Joyner and seconded by Council Member Mitchell to 
initiate an amendment that includes the following: 
 

 Creation of a zoning overlay district that would apply to all properties located between 
East Fifth Street, Reade Street, the Tar River and Elm Street connecting back into East 
Fifth Street.  The district shall be referred to as the University Neighborhood 
Revitalization Initiative.  This motion is to apply the overlay district specific to this area. 
 

 Within this overlay district, up to four (4) unrelated individuals are permitted to reside 
within single family units, duplex units, two-family attached dwelling units, i.e. all city 
recognized dwellings with four or more bedrooms subject to the following standards: 
 
a. The dwelling unit must contain at least 1,500 square feet of heated floor area. 
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b. At least three (3) off-street parking spaces must be provided on-site. 
 
c. A Zoning Compliance letter shall be obtained prior to occupancy by four (4) 

unrelated individuals.  The issuance of the Zoning Compliance Letter shall be by-
right and is intended to ensure the requirements provided herein are met upon 
city inspection. 

 
d. A crime free rental addendum as permitted by state law and in the form 

approved by the city attorney will be required to be included in all rental 
agreements going forward by renters in the overlay district. 

 
Staff will also: 
 

a.  Establish a temporary citizen working group for a period of up to twelve (12) 
months, composed of two (2) appointees each by city officials elected by the 
district (district council person, at-large council person, mayor) to assist in 
implementation of items described below and further define and execute 
additional revitalization efforts in the overlay district. 

 
b. Pursue funding sources to establish favorable terms and low interest loans and 

grants for revitalization of properties for citizens in the overlay district with the 
goal of encouraging transition/up fit over a period to owner occupied homes. 

 
c. Pursue a parking permit plan for the overlay district which includes permits by-

right to all legal residents and/or employees in the overlay district with valid driverǯs licenses as well as a set number of available permits for purchase to East 
Carolina University students, staff and faculty.  Funds generated will be 
dedicated to increased code enforcement, trash collection, lighting, security and 
marketing of best practices for the overlay district. 

 
d. Launch an active community watch program joining together residents, law 

enforcement, neighborhood and university groups in the overlay district. 
 
e. Attach unpaid code violation fees to property fees to property tax bills of 

property owners. 
 
 
City Attorney Holec clarified that the crime free rental addendum requirement could only 
be required in rental agreements for those dwellings which are leasing to four (4) 
unrelated persons pursuant to this provision. 
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Council Member Blackburn stated that she is perplexed as the District 3 representative that 
a plan has been proposed that would apply to her district. The folks who are here this 
evening have said that they opposed the change and she has not been involved in the 
planning or the discussion of this motion.  In fact, it was made by the District 5 City Council 
representative.  Having said that as an introduction, she stated that there are new things 
here that are good and her curiosity is why we are saying that we are going to do this 
change to add more unrelated people to a dwelling which has very negative consequences.  
At the same time, we are going to do some really good productive things that probably 
should have been done years ago. She is confused that they would put a very bad change 
with some potential very good actions.  If indeed, City Council is willing to adopt the bottom 
part of this motion without the changes at the top, the City has a real possibility for 
improving our University community.   It is already a great place, and she is proud to 
represent it, and proud of the great folks who came here tonight and TRUNA, a great 
neighborhood association.  She is curious why City Council is going to do something that 
they know has negative consequences.  Why are they going to increase rental density and 
create a path of less resistance for rental housing? Indeed, if it is pleasing to other members 
of the City Council, they should do the bottom part of these changes and she will be all for 
that.  There are problems in the University community because of such a high percentage of rental propertyǡ the Cityǯs transient populationǡ and not having enough stabilityǤ She is 
confused about why the City Council is going to change the standard when they already had 
2,400 code calls in one in year in the TRUNA area. Why are they going to do the very thing 
that is going to increase code calls? City Council is asking the community to pay for our 
code enforcement officers to support problems at rental housing.  Why are they asking the 
taxpayers of Greenville to support their actions?  She feels to add more unrelated people to 
rental housing is a bad idea. If City Council is serious about addressing issues in the 
University community, we take what is good in this motion and throw out the bad. If City 
Council adopts the bad, the good is not going to make any difference. 
 
Council Member Joyner stated that earlier tonight, a speaker asked if it is not broken then 
why are we trying to fix it.  The main parts in this neighborhood are broken.  The Pitt 
County Tax Collectorǯs Office showed him figures where in the last four years it lost $6 
million in value on tax records. From Fifth Street to the river and from Elm Street to Reade 
Circle, crime is up 25 percent all over the City, and in this same area, it is up 35 percent. It is 
broken, but do they have to wait until the area is completely broken down before they first 
start to fix it.  Things are not working as well as they could be in this neighborhood, and 
they need to make changes to help the neighborhood. This past week he walked around 
this neighborhood and looked at the houses for three hours on Friday and three hours on 
Sunday. He realizes that for the people who live there six hours is not a lot of time.  He did 
his homework and looked in some owner occupied houses as well as rental houses.  Some 
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of the rental houses look better than the owner occupied houses. There are problems in 
that area including vacant homes and homes in disrepair.   The rental homes are being 
repaired to have college students live there because no one else wants to live there.  
Eventually, they want to bring single-family homes back in the neighborhood.  The City of 
Greenville offers and promotes three special programs in this area, there is special parking 
over there, and two code enforcement officers are assigned to that one small area.  In his 
district, there is one code enforcement officer. Greenville has a program that they will loan 
residents up to $10,000 to buy a single-family home in this area and will reduce 10% of it 
annually as long as homebuyer is still living there.   They put $30,000 per year in that 
program and have $85,000 in that program.  That means the funds in the program are not 
being used and for some reason, the single-families do not want to live in that 
neighborhood. This is going to be their next redevelopment project especially from First 
Street to the river. He has lived in Greenville all of his life and is trying to do what is best for 
this neighborhood.  He is happy that Council Member Blackburn feels that some of the 
changes are positive.  He has not contacted Council Member Blackburn on this agenda item 
and she has not contacted him either.  The phone works both ways.  He thanked everyone 
in the audience for coming to the meeting and stated that he wished that all of the City 
Council meetings were as well attended as it is tonight. 
 
Council Member Smith stated regarding the zoning compliance letter to be obtained prior 
to permitting the four unrelated individuals, it states that the letter should be by-right.  She 
asked does this mean that they automatically receive this letter. 
 
Council Member Joyner responded that to be correct.  If they meet the requirements, they 
get the zoning compliance letter. 
 
Council Member Smith responded that is what she is trying to understand because it 
indicates by-right, but then it says upon inspection.  It is unclear because if it is upon 
inspection then, in her opinion, it would not be by-right.   
 
Mr. Padgett responded that the ability to have up to four unrelated people in a house or 
dwelling unit has specific conditions in place.  The dwelling unit would be 1,500 square feet 
of heated floor area, at least three off-street parking spaces would have to be provided 
onsite, and four bedrooms are required.   The zoning compliance letter is required to 
ensure that these standards are met. 
 
Council Member Smith asked it matters if they pass the City inspection or not. 
 
Mr. Padgett responded that the inspection would effectively be somebody going to the 
residence to ensure that they have four bedrooms because there is no City record of exactly 
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how many bedrooms are in the houses.  Also, the square footage requirement would be 
verified using tax records.  For the off-street parking requirement, Staff would have to be 
able to verify that they could legally provide the area to have a third vehicle there.   
 
Mr. Flood stated effectively, the zoning compliance letter would be the certification that the 
conditions have been met.   
 
Council Member Smith stated the reason for her question is she would like to ensure that if 
tenants are having problems with a landlord not doing what they need to do in a home with 
the four bedrooms and three parking spaces, is everything else where it should be.  Her 
concern about inspections is that if they are going to be allowed to have four unrelated 
occupants, she wants to make sure that the rental is livable and up to standards.  All of the 
other things can be there without a home being up to standards.  If people do not believe 
this, call and drive with her through West Greenville and she will show them many. 
  
Interim City Manager Thomas Moton responded that zoning compliance is strictly focused 
on the ability to meet zoning requirements. The issues that Council Member Smith is 
discussing really relate to more minimum housing, and this element does not include any inspection of a housing unit to ensure that it meets the Cityǯs minimum housing 
requirements.   
  
Council Member Joyner asked does the City inspect all rental properties in the City and are 
there enough enforcement officers to do that. 
 
Interim City Manager Moton responded that the City does not inspect all rental properties 
and that the costs to do so would be significant. 
 
Council Member Joyner stated there is a provision in the motion that for twelve months 
there will be six people who will be working on additional ideas like this. This is not 
perfect, but it is a start.  He hopes that there are positive changes made to it and that this is 
a blueprint that helps to revitalize this area.  
 
Council Member Mitchell asked when the City Staff does the investigation of the four 
bedrooms in a house, if visually seeing a minimum code violation would be grounds for an 
inspection. 
 
City Attorney Holec stated that to be correct.  
 
Council Member Mitchell thanked everyone for attending this meeting and stated that this 
has been the most consuming topics that he has had to deal with while on the City Council.  
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He met with several groups of people from both sides, attended several stakeholders 
meetings, and tried to understand what is the drive behind this issue.  He did a lot of 
research and while these are not the exact things that he proposed, because state law 
prohibits a lot of the things that he proposed.  He talked about focusing on the actual 
problems that are happening in the area.  A lot was lost in the debate because they were 
focusing so much on the occupancy standard that they were not focusing on crime, 
neighborhood deterioration, and parking.  That is where this discussion has to go because 
there is a lot of statistical factors such as why is the housing occupancy gone down from 30 
something percent to 13 percent, and that did happen while this rule was in place.  There is 
something going on wrong in this neighborhood and they were not concentrating on fixing it because of being so ǲriled upǳ about two sides arguing about a ruleǤ They should be 
focusing on the true problems in this district and put those incentives in place. Once they 
start having the committee meetings, they could talk about other things such as more parks 
and neighborhood grocery stores in that area and making it a more walkable community.  
One thing that they are not talking about yet, which they need to and figure out how they 
can do it, is to legally hold landlords and property managers accountable.  Until that is 
done, none of these ideas are going to be possible.  This may be an item to add to our 
legislative items to have changed.   He dislikes the fact that the City cannot have a rental 
registry and inspect houses for a minimum code inspection outright.  In his opinion, if you 
want to rent a property that is a business and landlords should be there to make sure that your customersǯ needs are taken care ofǤ  A lot of the things that the State put in place have 
tied our hands.  Those are the things that they should concentrate on.  He does not feel that 
an occupancy change to four people in a four bedroom house is a problem, and we should 
focus on those other problems. 
 
Council Member Mercer stated that they have limited debate rules so he will just 
summarize a few points because it is easy to get side-tracked and miss the main points. 
This motion has language of pursued, launched, established, temporary, and so on. In his viewǡ if you drill down to what this is all aboutǡ it is about changing the ǲThree Unrelated Ruleǳ.  More rental properties in single-family neighborhoods reduce property values and 
contribute to neighborhood decline regardless of whether the landlords are absentee or 
not.  This is an issue for the entire city regardless of what this motion says and for every 
neighborhood in the City.  Even if the current change is limited to the University 
neighborhood, a rule that he feels will be strongly opposed in the courts that it sets 
precedence for other neighborhoods later.  This movie will very possibly be coming to your 
neighborhood in time.  Revitalization is very expensive and they do it and he supports it.  
The City has an economic incentive policy to increase homeownership in the University 
neighborhood, and this proposed change is in direct conflict with this economic incentive 
policy.  Council Member Mercer stated further that 
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 Changing the ǲThree Unrelated Ruleǳ is opposed by the Historic Preservation 
Commission; Neighborhood Advisory Board, Daily Reflector editorial, and 79% of 
citizens who weighed-in on public input sessions.   
 

 There is certainly not wide-spread support to changing the ǲThree Unrelated RuleǳǤ 
None of us on this City Council want a legacy of putting a policy in place that 
contributes to the deterioration of neighborhoods. He encourages his fellow citizens 
to think very carefully about the long term impact of what this motion would do.   

 
 Recent headlines at UNC Chapel Hill, and they certainly do not have as low as 38% 

owner occupied, is UNC Chapel Hill will spend $2.1 million to help protect the 
historical black community from too many students moving in.  The University 
announced Thursday that it will seek ways to promote affordable single-family 
housing and save the history of the Westside neighborhood.  Preserving the 
historical character of this neighborhood and promoting the homeownership 
benefits is what both the City and the University said in this excerpt. 
 

 Someone emailed that he is a retired firefighter of 31 years.  It is hard enough to 
rescue one person let alone three additional persons in one structure and because 
building codes changes over the years construction does not stand up to the impact 
to fire as in the old days.   

 
Mayor Pro-Tem Glover stated that she shares some of the same sentiments as Council Member Smith does about not requiring that landlordsǯ property be inspectedǤ  She agrees 
that maybe City Council should get the State to change some of the rules.  At one time, 
houses could be boarded for a year and currently, houses can be boarded only for six 
months.  That helped tremendously in our area, but it did not eliminate the crime, foot 
traffic, and a lot of ills that are in our community.  Someone from the audience said that 
there were murders in the TRUNA neighborhood and asked are they referring to the 
murders in the downtown area.   
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Glover asked how many murders have occurred in the past year in the 
University area excluding the downtown area. 
 
Interim Police Chief Bartlett responded in the last three years there has not been any from 
Reade Street to the Cemetery Road. 
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Glover responded that she wanted verification because she does not 
remember hearing about a murder. City Council would have had many meetings about it if 
there had been a murder in those areas. 
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Mayor Pro-Tem Glover asked how many murders have they had in District 1, District 2 and 
in other areas of the City. 
 
Interim Chief Bartlett responded that he would have to go back and do research, but there 
have been several.   
 
Mayor Pro-Tem Glover asked have the majority of those several murders been in District 2. 
 
Interim Chief Bartlett responded that to be probably correct. 
 
Mayor Thomas stated that he has been struck by the feedback that has been received. He 
has spoken to so many people across the City and full disclosure on his end is that he is one 
of four siblings that lived in that neighborhood, and he is an East Carolina University 
graduate.  That neighborhood has changed a lot.  East Carolina University is absolutely vital 
to the future of this city and the future vitality of this area.  Mayor Thomas stated that he 
has also lived in Chapel Hill where four unrelated people was the rule. The difference in 
Greenville is enforcement and investment in the neighborhood and the feeling of inclusion 
across the city are extremely important. Those are going to turn this neighborhood around 
as well as getting rid of the old police system and come forward to possibly find ways to 
work together on this.  This is not an accident that there are certified gang members four 
blocks from the campus.  It is horrible to hear the stories from graduate students and their 
parents are calling trembling in their voices stating they have to move out their families in 
that area and cannot afford to have their children living in this type of environment.  That is 
across this City, and if it starts, it will spread and nothing can be done about it.  Last 
November, a couple of blocks from the University, people were gunned down in a drive-by 
shooting and not in some place where they stereotypically have things like that happening, 
but on Rotary Street which is a couple of blocks from the University area.  Things are 
changing and he does not just look at that subjectively.  He has talked to the SBI, Greenville 
Police Department and the property tax offices and real numbers mean something and they 
are city-wide.  Accordingly to the statistics from the Greenville Police Department in the 
past three or four years, crime has gone down almost 30 percent in Part 1 crimes which is 
rape, murder, assault, and items that have been discussed. In this particular footprint, the 
most serious crimes have gone up to 34 percent and at that same time, there is an exit of a 
lot of students who are being pushed out.  There is a vacuum from the housing market in 
that area.  Mayor Thomas praised Council Member Mitchell for making it possible to give 
everybody a chance to speak and the smallest voices need to be heard. The goals are so 
much alike for everybody here.  He happens to know that a lot of people have tried to talk 
together and were ostracized for doing so.  We have to get over these old ways of thinking.  
If we are going to try this out in a certain area and let this be a model, maybe we can take 
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the trial to another neighborhood.  Solving the problems starts here at the doorstep of our 
University.  It is time for us to work together with this City Council, the citizens, East 
Carolina University and wherever they can try to find creative ways to make our 
neighborhoods safer.   
 
Council Member Blackburn commented that she has represented District 3 for three years 
and knows almost everybody in her district by name.  This is something that after Mayor Thomasǯ election, he was interested in looking at it.  She affirmed that she is willing to look 
at it and did for about a month.  At the City Councilǯs Planning Session in January 2012, she 
was firmly convinced that to change the occupancy limits in the University community or in 
the City was a bad idea.  She reiterated why is the City Council doing some really good 
things and adding a very bad thing to it.  They act as if nobody ever recognized these 
problems before.  The TRUNA Association has been talking about these things for years and 
tried to get things done for years.  At every turn, there has been resistance.  They put more 
rental property into neighborhoods and more tenants into single family homes where it is 
not intended.  Council Member Blackburn asked that photos of trash in the University area 
be shown that were sent to her from Mr. Jake Postma.  She stated that Council Member 
Joyner served in 2004 on the Task Force on Neighborhood Preservation and provided a list 
and stated nowhere on that that list does it indicate that the Task Force suggested to 
change the ordinance allowing more unrelated people to live in single-family homes.   
Again, they have heard from the people who live in this area and herself as the 
representative for this area although Council Member Mitchell is the At-large 
representative.  Of all the people that should be integrally involved in this decision and 
integrally embraced by whatever they do here, we are the people who are being excluded 
and we are the people over whose objections this motion has been made.  Council Member 
Blackburn concluded stating that the University community has retained legal counsel so 
this could be a messy legal battle for the City as well and she does not think that the City 
Council would want to do that. 
 
Council Member Mercer stated that there are problems in the neighborhood; therefore, the 
rule is not working and we should change it without making that case is a flawed logic of 
the highest order.  There have been many meetings and he has spent a lot of time on this 
item.  He is sorry that the citizens have spent so much time and energy.  Those of us who 
followed the municipal campaign last fall knew this was coming and here we are.  The 
reason for making the change could be effectively addressed if they had time, but on the 
merits of the case, this is not even a close call.  If it were a close call, all you have to do is 
turn to the citizens and the overwhelming number of Greenville citizens from all over the 
City do not want this. It is being supported by what seems to be a fairly narrow interest 
group and the Mayor.  This is a simple meeting, a simple matter, a simple choice, and doing 
what is good policy for the City and what the vast majority of the citizens want or not doing 
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that. Those who support a change will have to live with the problems in the City that result 
and the City Council would have to ultimately answer to the citizens. 
 
Council Member Mitchell stated that he would like for everybody to refocus on what the 
purpose here is.  This is probably a testament of what they have seen during this whole 
period of time when they discussed this and this is why it was so difficult for him to try to 
come up with a decision.  There is a lot of rhetoric that has been thrown around constantly 
and it is clouding his judgment between having a proper debate on this issue.  He asked Mr. 
Flood to place the photo of the trash on the overhead.  The photos of the trash does not 
identify whether the properties are owner occupied or not.  There is a flaw, and this 
happened with the current rule that is presently in place.  The debate is not about what can 
they do to stop this, it is about the rule that they have in place.  There are things that can be 
done to stop this immediately.  They have already started to talk about it including citing 
landlords and making them responsible for the trash.  This is the kind of constructive 
dialogue that is needed but instead they are still harping on the election because our 
candidate did not win.  There are really good things that they could do here.   He has already talked to City Attorney Holec about Charlotteǯs Rental Registry Program.  They do 
not evict people but they give them a Class B Misdemeanor if you do not show up to meet 
with the police, landlords and do not handle their citations like they are supposed to do.  
There are lot of different things can be done.  Let us start focusing on what is going on in 
the University neighborhood.   
 
Council Member Joyner stated that someone called City Hall this week and said that he 
owned property in that neighborhood and should not be able to vote.  About five or six 
years ago, he owned a house over there, but he sold it.  For the record, he does not own 
property in the TRUNA area and nor does his family. 
 
Mayor Thomas stated that these are some very good things that Council Member Joyner is 
throwing out here and Council Member Blackburn had some good things to say as well. 
This is not perfect by any means and nobody is saying that it is, but they need to get some 
dialogue.  After they look into the Charlotte and Fort Collinsǯ type program and all of these 
different elements of people being inclusive in the process then we will ultimately end up 
with something that is unique in Greenville.  The City Council has been chirping on this 
term after term and nothing has been done.  At least they are making some type of move 
and trying to do a number of things to improve this area.  Five out of the nine communities 
shown in the survey had four or more unrelated occupancy standards. The best thing that 
they can do is to work together to make this neighborhood as safe as possible.   
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Upon the conclusion of the discussion, the initial motion passed with a 4:2 vote.  Mayor Pro-
Tem Glover and Council Members Joyner, Smith and Mitchell voted in favor of the motion 
and Council Members Mercer and Blackburn voted in opposition.  
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APPENDIX E 
 

CRIME FREE LEASE ADDENDUM 
 
As part of the consideration for lease of the dwelling unit identified in the lease, Resident agrees as follows:   
 
1.  Resident and Resident’s Occupants whether on or off of the property; and Resident’s and Resident’s Occupant’s guests 

and invitees, are prohibited from: 
 

a. Engaging in any criminal activity, including drug-related criminal activity, on or off the said premises. 
Drug related criminal activity shall mean the illegal manufacture, sale, distribution, use, possession and 
possession with intent to manufacture, sell, distribute, or use an illegal or controlled substance (also as 
defined in Section 102 of the Controlled Substance Act [21 U.S.C. 802] and N.C.G.S. Chapter 90, Article 
5 – North Carolina Controlled Substances Act). 

 
b. Engaging in any act intended to facilitate criminal activity or permitting the dwelling unit to be used for 

criminal activity. 
 

c. Engaging in the unlawful manufacturing, selling, using, storing, keeping or giving of an illegal or 
controlled substance as defined in N.C.G.S. §90-87, at any locations, whether on or near the dwelling unit 
premises. 

 
d. Engaging in any illegal activity, including, but not limited to prostitution as defined in N.C.G.S. Chapter 

14, Article 27, criminal street gang activity as defined in N.C.G.S. Chapter 14, Article 13A, 
communicating threats as prohibited in N.C.G.S. §14-277.1, assaults as prohibited in N.C.G.S. Chapter 
14, Article 8, discharge of a weapon into occupied property in N.C.G.S. §14-34.1, or any breach of the 
lease agreement that otherwise jeopardizes the health, safety and welfare of the landlord, his agent, or 
other tenant, or involving imminent or actual serious property damage. 

 
2.   VIOLATION OF ANY ABOVE PROVISIONS SHALL BE A MATERIAL AND IRREPARABLE VIOLATION   OF THE 
LEASE AND GOOD CAUSE FOR IMMEDIATE TERMINATION OF TENANCY. A single violation of any of the 
provisions of this addendum shall be deemed a serious, material and irreparable non-compliance. It is understood that a 
single violation shall be good cause for immediate termination of the lease under N.C.G.S. Chapter 42, Article 7. Proof of 
such a violation shall not require a criminal conviction, but shall only require a preponderance of the evidence.  
 
3.  Resident hereby authorizes property management/owner to use police generated reports against Resident for any such 

violation as reliable direct evidence, and/or as business records as a hearsay exemption, in all eviction hearings. 
4.  In case of conflict between the provisions of this addendum and any provisions of the lease, the provisions of this 

addendum shall govern. 
5. Resident also agrees to be responsible for the actions of Resident’s occupants, Resident’s guests and invitees, and 

Resident’s occupant’s guests and invitees, regardless of whether Resident knew or should have known about any such 
actions.  A guest or invitee shall be anyone who Resident or Resident’s occupant gives access to or allows on the 
premises or in the rental unit. 

6. This Lease Addendum is incorporated into the lease or renewal thereof, executed or renewed at any time between 
Landlord/Manager and Resident/Lessee. 

 
________________________________________                _______________ 
Resident Signature             Date 
 
________________________________________        _______________ 
Resident Signature      Date 
 
________________________________________         _______________ 
Property Manager's Signature     Date 
 
________________________________________            
Name of Property 
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Doc. # 929147 
 

 
 
 

APPENDIX F 
 
 
EXISTING ZONING 
 
CN (Neighborhood Commercial) 
Permitted Uses 
 
(1) General: 
a.  Accessory use or building 
b.  Internal service facilities 
c.  On-premise signs per Article N 
f.  Retail sales; incidental 
 
(2) Residential: 
* None 
 
(3) Home Occupations (see all categories): 
*None 
 
(4) Governmental: 
b.  City of Greenville municipal government building or use (see also section 9-4-103) 
 
(5) Agricultural/ Mining: 
a.  Farming; agriculture, horticulture, forestry (see also section 9-4-103) 
 
(6) Recreational/ Entertainment: 
f.  Public park or recreational facility 
s.  Athletic club; indoor only 
 
(7) Office/ Financial/ Medical: 
a.  Office; professional and business, not otherwise listed 
d.  Bank, savings and loan or other savings or investment institutions 
e.  Medical, dental, ophthalmology or similar clinic, not otherwise listed 
 
(8) Services: 
e.  Barber or beauty shop 
f.  Manicure, pedicure, or facial salon 
o.  Church or place of worship (see also section 9-4-103) 
x.  Dance studio 
hh. Exercise and weight loss studio; indoor only 
kk. Launderette; household users 
ll.  Dry cleaners; household users 
 
(9) Repair: 
* None 
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 (10) Retail Trade: 
c.   Grocery; food or beverage, off premise consumption (see also Wine Shop) 
c.1 Wine shop (see also section 9-4-103) 
d.  Pharmacy 
e.  Convenience store (see also gasoline sales) 
h.  Restaurant; conventional 
 
 (11) Wholesale/ Rental/ Vehicle- Mobile Home Trade: 
* None 
 
(12) Construction: 
c.  Construction office; temporary, including modular office (see also section 9-4-103) 
 
(13) Transportation: 
* None 
 
(14) Manufacturing/ Warehousing:  
* None 
 
(15) Other Activities (not otherwise listed - all categories): 
* None 
 
 
CN (Neighborhood Commercial) 
Special Uses 
 
(1) General: 
* None 
 
(2) Residential: 
* None 
 
(3) Home Occupations (see all categories): 
* None 
 
(4) Governmental: 
a.  Public utility building or use 
 
(5) Agricultural/ Mining: 
* None 
 
(6) Recreational/ Entertainment: 
t.  Athletic club; indoor and outdoor facilities 
 
(7) Office/ Financial/ Medical: 
* None 
 
(8) Services: 
a.  Child day care facilities 
b.  Adult day care facilities 
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aa. Catering service including food preparation (see also restaurant; conventional and fast  
      food) 
 
(9) Repair: 
b.  Minor repair; as an accessory or principal use 
 
(10) Retail Trade: 
b.  Gasoline or automotive fuel sales; accessory or principal use, retail 
i.   Restaurant; fast food 
j.   Restaurant; regulated outdoor activities 
u.  Pet shop (see also animal boarding; outside facility) 
 
(11) Wholesale/ Rental/ Vehicle- Mobile Home Trade: 
* None 
 
(12) Construction: 
* None 
 
(13) Transportation: 
* None 
 
(14) Manufacturing/ Warehousing:  
* None 
 
(15) Other Activities (not otherwise listed - all categories): 
* None 
 
OR (Office-Residential) 
Permitted Uses 
 
(1) General: 
a.  Accessory use or building 
b.  Internal service facilities  
c.  On-premise signs per Article N 
f.  Retail sales incidental 
 
(2) Residential: 
b.  Two-family attached dwelling (duplex) 
c.  Multi-family development per Article 1 
k.  Family care home (see also section 9-4-103) 
n.  Retirement center or home 
o.  Nursing, convalescent center or maternity home; major care facility 
p.  Board or rooming house 
q.  Room renting 
 
(3) Home Occupations (see all categories): 
*None 
 
(4) Governmental: 
b.  City of Greenville municipal government building or use (see also section 9-4-103) 
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c.  County or state government building or use not otherwise listed; excluding outside  
     storage and major or minor repair  
d.  Federal government building or use 
 
(5) Agricultural/ Mining: 
a.  Farming; agriculture, horticulture, forestry (see also section 9-4-103) 
 
(6) Recreational/ Entertainment: 
f.   Public park or recreational facility 
g.  Private noncommercial park or recreation facility 
 
(7) Office/ Financial/ Medical: 
a.  Office; professional and business, not otherwise listed 
b.  Operational/processing center 
c.  Office; customer service not otherwise listed, including accessory service delivery  
     vehicle parking and indoor storage 
d.  Bank, savings and loan or other savings or investment institutions 
e.  Medical, dental, ophthalmology or similar clinic, not otherwise listed 
 
(8) Services: 
c.   Funeral home   
e.   Barber or beauty shop 
f.   Manicure, pedicure, or facial salon 
g.   School; junior and senior high (see also section 9-4-103) 
h.   School; elementary (see also section 9-4-103) 
i.    School; kindergarten or nursery (see also section 9-4-103) 
j.    College or other institutions of higher learning 
k.   Business or trade school 
n.   Auditorium 
o.   Church or place of worship (see also section 9-4-103) 
p.   Library 
q.   Museum 
r.    Art Gallery 
u.   Art studio including art and supply sales 
v.   Photography studio including photo and supply sales 
w.  Recording studio 
x.   Dance studio 
bb. Civic organizations 
cc.  Trade or business organizations 
  
(9) Repair: 
* None 
 
(10) Retail Trade: 
s.    Book or card store, news stand 
w.  Florist 
 
(11) Wholesale/ Rental/ Vehicle- Mobile Home Trade: 
* None 
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(12) Construction: 
a.  Licensed contractor; general, electrical, plumbing, mechanical, etc. excluding outside  
     storage 
c.  Construction office; temporary, including modular office (see also section 9-4-103) 
 
 
(13) Transportation: 
* None 
 
(14) Manufacturing/ Warehousing:  
* None 
 
(15) Other Activities (not otherwise listed - all categories): 
* None 
 
OR (Office-Residential) 
Special Uses 
 
(1) General: 
* None 
 
(2) Residential: 
d.  Land use intensity multifamily (LUI) development rating 50 per Article K 
e.  Land use intensity dormitory (LUI) development rating 67 per Article K 
i.   Residential quarters for resident manager, supervisor or caretaker; excluding mobile  
     home 
o.(1).  Nursing, convalescent center or maternity home; minor care facility 
r.   Fraternity or sorority house 
 
(3) Home Occupations (see all categories): 
* None 
 
(4) Governmental: 
a.  Public utility building or use 
 
(5) Agricultural/ Mining: 
* None 
 
(6) Recreational/ Entertainment: 
c.(1).  Tennis club; indoor and outdoor facilities 
h.  Commercial recreation; indoor only, not otherwise listed 
 
(7) Office/ Financial/ Medical: 
f.  Veterinary clinic or animal hospital (also see animal boarding; outside facility, kennel  
     and stable) 
 
(8) Services: 
a.  Child day care facilities 
b.  Adult day care facilities 
l.   Convention center; private 
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s.   Hotel, motel, bed and breakfast inn; limited stay lodging (see also residential quarters  
     for resident manager, supervisor or caretaker and section 9-4-103) 
ff. Mental health, emotional or physical rehabilitation center 
 
(9) Repair: 
* None 
 
 
(10) Retail Trade: 
h.  Restaurant; conventional 
j.   Restaurant; regulated outdoor activities 
 
(11) Wholesale/ Rental/ Vehicle- Mobile Home Trade: 
* None 
 
(12) Construction: 
* None 
 
(13) Transportation: 
h.  Parking lot or structure; principle use 
 
(14) Manufacturing/ Warehousing:  
* None 
 
(15) Other Activities (not otherwise listed - all categories): 
a.  Other activities; personal services not otherwise listed 
b.  Other activities; professional services not otherwise listed 
 
R6 (Residential) 
Permitted Uses 
 
(1) General: 
a.  Accessory use or building 
c.  On-premise signs per Article N 
 
(2) Residential: 
a.  Single-family dwelling 
b.  Two-family attached dwelling (duplex) 
c.  Multi-family development per Article 1 
f.  Residential cluster development per Article M 
k.  Family care home (see also section 9-4-103) 
q.  Room renting 
 
(3) Home Occupations (see all categories): 
*None 
 
(4) Governmental: 
b.  City of Greenville municipal government building or use (see also section 9-4-103) 
 
(5) Agricultural/ Mining: 
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a.  Farming; agriculture, horticulture, forestry (see also section 9-4-103) 
 
(6) Recreational/ Entertainment: 
f.  Public park or recreational facility 
g.  Private noncommercial park or recreational facility 
 
(7) Office/ Financial/ Medical: 
* None 
 
(8) Services: 
o.  Church or place of worship (see also section 9-4-103) 
 
(9) Repair: 
* None 
 
(10) Retail Trade: 
* None 
 
(11) Wholesale/ Rental/ Vehicle- Mobile Home Trade: 
* None 
 
(12) Construction: 
a.  Construction office; temporary, including modular office (see also section 9-4-103) 
 
(13) Transportation: 
* None 
 
(14) Manufacturing/ Warehousing:  
* None 
 
(15) Other Activities (not otherwise listed - all categories): 
* None 
 
R6 (Residential) 
Special Uses 
 
(1) General: 
* None 
 
(2) Residential: 
d.  Land use intensity multifamily (LUI) development rating 50 per Article K 
e.   Land use intensity dormitory (LUI) development rating 67 per Article K 
l.   Group care facility  
n.  Retirement center or home 
p.  Board or rooming house 
r.   Fraternity or sorority house 
o.(1). Nursing, convalescent center or maternity home; minor care facility 
 
(3) Home Occupations (see all categories): 
a.  Home occupation; including barber and beauty shops 
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c.  Home occupation; including manicure, pedicure or facial salon 
 
(4) Governmental: 
a. Public utility building or use 
 
(5) Agricultural/ Mining: 
* None 
 
(6) Recreational/ Entertainment: 
a.  Golf course; regulation 
c.(1).  Tennis club; indoor and outdoor facilities 
 
(7) Office/ Financial/ Medical: 
* None 
 
(8) Services: 
a.  Child day care facilities 
b.  Adult day care facilities 
d.  Cemetery 
g.  School; junior and senior high (see also section 9-4-103) 
h.  School; elementary (see also section 9-4-103) 
i.   School; kindergarten or nursery (see also section 9-4-103) 
m. Multi-purpose center 
t.   Guest house for a college and other institutions of higher learning 
 
(9) Repair: 
* None 
 
(10) Retail Trade: 
* None 
 
(11) Wholesale/ Rental/ Vehicle- Mobile Home Trade: 
* None 
 
(12) Construction: 
* None 
 
(13) Transportation: 
* None 
 
(14) Manufacturing/ Warehousing:  
* None 
 
(15) Other Activities (not otherwise listed - all categories): 
* None 
 
R6S (Residential-Single-Family) 
Permitted Uses 
 
(1) General: 

Attachment number 5
Page 8 of 13

Item # 3



Doc. # 929147 
 

a.  Accessory use or building 
c.  On-premise signs per Article N 
 
(2) Residential: 
a.  Single-family dwelling 
f.  Residential cluster development per Article M 
k.  Family care home (see also section 9-4-103) 
q.  Room renting 
 
(3) Home Occupations (see all categories): 
*None 
 
(4) Governmental: 
b.  City of Greenville municipal government building or use (see also section 9-4-103) 
 
(5) Agricultural/ Mining: 
a.  Farming; agriculture, horticulture, forestry (see also section 9-4-103) 
 
(6) Recreational/ Entertainment: 
f.   Public park or recreational facility 
g.  Private noncommercial park or recreational facility 
 
(7) Office/ Financial/ Medical: 
* None 
 
(8) Services: 
o.  Church or place of worship (see also section 9-4-103) 
 
(9) Repair: 
* None 
 
(10) Retail Trade: 
* None 
 
(11) Wholesale/ Rental/ Vehicle- Mobile Home Trade: 
* None 
 
(12) Construction: 
c.  Construction office; temporary, including modular office (see also section 9-4-103) 
 
(13) Transportation: 
* None 
 
(14) Manufacturing/ Warehousing:  
* None 
 
(15) Other Activities (not otherwise listed - all categories): 
* None 
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R6S (Residential-Single-Family) 
Special Uses 
 
(1) General: 
* None 
 
(2) Residential: 
* None 
 
(3) Home Occupations (see all categories): 
b.  Home occupation; excluding barber and beauty shops 
c.  Home occupation; excluding manicure, pedicure or facial salon 
d.  Home occupation; including bed and breakfast inn (historic district only) 
 
(4) Governmental: 
a. Public utility building or use 
 
(5) Agricultural/ Mining: 
* None 
 
(6) Recreational/ Entertainment: 
a.  Golf course; regulation 
c.(1).  Tennis club; indoor and outdoor facilities 
 
(7) Office/ Financial/ Medical: 
* None 
 
(8) Services: 
d.  Cemetery 
g.  School; junior and senior high (see also section 9-4-103) 
h.  School; elementary (see also section 9-4-103) 
i.   School; kindergarten or nursery (see also section 9-4-103) 
t.  Guest house for a college and other institution of higher learning  
 
(9) Repair: 
* None 
 
(10) Retail Trade: 
* None 
 
(11) Wholesale/ Rental/ Vehicle- Mobile Home Trade: 
* None 
 
(12) Construction: 
* None 
 
(13) Transportation: 
* None 
 
(14) Manufacturing/ Warehousing:  

Attachment number 5
Page 10 of 13

Item # 3



Doc. # 929147 
 

* None 
 
(15) Other Activities (not otherwise listed - all categories): 
* None 
 
R9S (Residential-Single-Family) 
Permitted Uses 
 
(1) General: 
a.  Accessory use or building 
c.  On-premise signs per Article N 
 
(2) Residential: 
a.  Single-family dwelling 
f.   Residential cluster development per Article M 
k.  Family care home (see also section 9-4-103) 
q.  Room renting 
 
(3) Home Occupations (see all categories): 
*None 
 
(4) Governmental: 
b.  City of Greenville municipal government building or use (see also section 9-4-103) 
 
(5) Agricultural/ Mining: 
a.  Farming; agriculture, horticulture, forestry (see also section 9-4-103) 
 
(6) Recreational/ Entertainment: 
f.   Public park or recreational facility 
g.  Private noncommercial park or recreational facility 
 
(7) Office/ Financial/ Medical: 
* None 
 
(8) Services: 
o.  Church or place of worship (see also section 9-4-103) 
 
(9) Repair: 
* None 
 
(10) Retail Trade: 
* None 
 
(11) Wholesale/ Rental/ Vehicle- Mobile Home Trade: 
* None 
 
(12) Construction: 
c.  Construction office; temporary, including modular office (see also section 9-4-103) 
 
(13) Transportation: 
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* None 
 
(14) Manufacturing/ Warehousing:  
* None 
 
(15) Other Activities (not otherwise listed - all categories): 
* None 
 
R9S (Residential-Single-Family) 
Special Uses 
 
(1) General: 
* None 
 
(2) Residential: 
* None 
 
(3) Home Occupations (see all categories): 
b.  Home occupation; excluding barber and beauty shops 
c.  Home occupation; excluding manicure, pedicure or facial salon 
 
(4) Governmental: 
a. Public utility building or use 
 
(5) Agricultural/ Mining: 
* None 
 
(6) Recreational/ Entertainment: 
a.  Golf course; regulation 
c.(1).  Tennis club; indoor and outdoor facilities 
 
(7) Office/ Financial/ Medical: 
* None 
 
(8) Services: 
d.  Cemetery 
g.  School; junior and senior high (see also section 9-4-103) 
h.  School; elementary (see also section 9-4-103) 
i.   School; kindergarten or nursery (see also section 9-4-103) 
 
(9) Repair: 
* None 
 
(10) Retail Trade: 
* None 
 
(11) Wholesale/ Rental/ Vehicle- Mobile Home Trade: 
* None 
 
(12) Construction: 
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* None 
 
(13) Transportation: 
* None 
 
(14) Manufacturing/ Warehousing:  
* None 
 
(15) Other Activities (not otherwise listed - all categories): 
* None 
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City of Greenville,  
North Carolina 

 

Meeting Date: 9/18/2012
Time: 6:30 PM 

  

Title of Item: Zoning Map Amendment initiated by the Greenville City Council designating 
territory as a University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) Overlay 
District 
  

Explanation: City Council voted to initiate the University Neighborhood Revitalization 
Initiative (UNRI) at their August 9, 2012 meeting. The UNRI includes changes 
in the zoning ordinance text, zoning map and other actions. The topic of this 
specific request is the zoning map amendment which is described and reviewed 
in the "Combined Staff Report" attached hereto.  
  

Fiscal Note: Staff is unable to determine the fiscal impact associated with designating 
territory as a University Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative (UNRI) Overlay 
District at this time.  This is due in part to the complex nature of predicting the 
private investment, including associated impacts on property valuation, and costs 
of service provision that could result from this action.   
  

Recommendation:    
In staff's opinion, the proposed Zoning Map Amendment is in general 
compliance with Horizons: Greenville's Community Plan, including the 
Future Land Use Plan Map, and other applicable adopted plans (see further 
details included in the attached Combined Staff Report). 
  
If the Planning and Zoning Commission determines to recommend approval of 
the request, in order to comply with statutory requirements, it is recommended 
that the motion be as follows:  
  
"Motion to recommend approval of the proposed map amendment, to advise that 
it is consistent with the comprehensive plan and other applicable plans, and to 
adopt the staff report which addresses plan consistency and other matters." 
  
If the Planning and Zoning Commission determines to recommend denial of the 
request, in order to comply with statutory requirements, it is recommended that 
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the motion be as follows: 
  
"Motion to recommend denial of the proposed map amendment, to advise that it 
is inconsistent with the comprehensive plan or other applicable plans, and to 
adopt the staff report which addresses plan consistency and other matters."  
  
Note:  In addition to other criteria, the Planning and Zoning Commission and 
City Council shall consider the entire range of permitted and special uses for the 
existing and proposed districts as listed under Title 9, Chapter 4, Article D of the 
Greenville City Code.    
  

Viewing Attachments Requires Adobe Acrobat. Click here to download.
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