








amendment.

He explained that during the prior meeting, Council expressed concern that the proposal was
being presented without a concept plan, which is typically required for a conditional rezoning. In
response, the applicant returned with a detailed concept plan and additional supporting
information. Although the request applies to an 11-acre portion of the larger development, staff
required the team to analyze the proposal within the context of the entire master plan area.

Mr. Coleman stated that while the 11-acre site alone does not meet the Future Land Use Map
density recommendations for low-density residential, the overall master plan area would
average approximately 1.5 dwelling units per acre. He stated even when evaluating
development south of Winston Drive only, the density would remain under three dwelling units
per acre. He emphasized the site functions as a transition area within the larger development,
with denser uses across Winston Drive, including a school, and a mobile home park to the east.
When the master plan was originally adopted, land across Winston Drive had been intended for
commercial use, which is why the Future Land Use Map designates the area as a neighborhood
center.

Based on these surrounding uses and the transitional nature of the site, he stated the proposed
townhomes were appropriate. He acknowledged Council’s prior concerns about maintaining
lower-density housing patterns but noted both the overall master plan and immediate context
support this type of housing in this location.

He also addressed a prior question regarding a proposed condition related to vested rights and
the Policy Choice Act. He explained the applicant was not seeking to create vested rights
through the rezoning but wanted to avoid waiving any legal rights provided under North Carolina
law. He stated the applicant remained willing to continue working with staff to resolve this issue.

Mr. Royster, with Thomas Hutton Engineers, presented additional details regarding the
proposed development and provided an illustrative plan that offered more detail than the
concept plan previously submitted. He clarified the additional plan had been submitted to
NCDOT and was intended solely as an illustrative reference, with all elements remaining
consistent with the concept plan included in the application. Staff confirmed the exhibit would
not be considered part of the formal record but served as a visual aid.

Mr. Royster reviewed the project background, noting the consolidated master plan was based
on the most recent approved plan and incorporated prior minor amendments at staff’'s request.
Following Council direction at the previous meeting, the applicant returned with a formal concept
plan, which staff reviewed and found to be consistent with both the master plan and UDO
requirements, with the exception of two requested deviations.

He explained the proposed townhomes are intended as a transitional use between nearby
neighborhood mixed-use areas, a mobile home park, and adjacent single-family residentia!
neighborhoods. He stated while the site was originally designated for a church in earlier
versions of the master plan, the abundance of churches in the area and statewide housing
shortages supported conversion to residential use. The overall project density remains well
below the low-density residential thresholds established in the Future Land Use Plan and the
open space and active recreation requirements for the total master plan area exceed those
originally required.
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Traffic impacts were summarized, with Mr. Royster noting the original traffic impact analysis
assumed significantly more residential units, commercial space, and institutional uses. With the
revised plan eliminating commercial uses and reducing residential intensity, daily vehicle trips
were projected to decrease by approximately 6,700 compared to the original analysis.

The two requested deviations were explained. The first would allow single-car garages to count
as one required parking space, with an additional space provided in the driveway, which the
applicant stated would reduce impervious surface area, support stormwater management, align
with practices in other municipalities, and remain consistent with earlier phases of the
development. The second deviation requested a reduction in guest parking spaces from the
amount otherwise required, citing reduced usage demand and environmental benefits
associated with minimizing excess pavement.

Board questions focused on pedestrian accommodations, guest parking locations, drainage
design, buffering, roadway cross-sections, and long-term maintenance responsibilities. Mr.
Royster explained sidewalks were not currently shown due to the roads being under NCDOT
jurisdiction and to maintain consistency with earlier phases, though he acknowledged the design
remained preliminary. Board members expressed concerns regarding walkability, access to
active recreation, and long-term usability for residents, encouraging the applicant to consider
sidewalks and on-site recreation amenities as the project advances.

Additional discussion clarified stormwater drainage, buffer reductions allowed by fencing, and
the distinction between Town and NCDOT roadway standards. Board members emphasized the
need for clarity in conditions to ensure Town standards apply outside the public right-of-way
while acknowledging that NCDOT standards govern road design within it. Mr. Royster indicated
willingness to continue discussions with staff and NCDOT as part of the ongoing review and
refinement of the project.

During discussion of traffic impacts, Board Member Surasky asked whether the peak-hour trip
numbers cited in the original traffic impact analysis were gross trips or included internal capture.
Nate Bouquin,

Traffic Engineering Lead Nate Bouquin with McAdams, explained the figures referenced were
gross trips and the analysis primarily accounted for pass-by trips rather than internal capture.

Board Member Surasky stated, while supportive of the proposed townhome use, there were
broader concerns related to the overall master plan and transportation goals that could not be
addressed through the current request. He stated the Town’s recently adopted transportation
plan emphasized village concepts and creating neighborhoods where residents can live, work,
and play without needing to drive for most daily needs. He expressed concern that the proposed
townhome development, without nearby shopping, employment, or active recreation, would
require residents to drive for nearly all activities.

Board Member Surasky stated the original traffic analysis included a planned shopping center,
which likely accounted for a significant portion of the projected trips. He stated with the
commercial component removed, residents would now need to travel outside the neighborhood
to access retail and services, which he felt conflicted with the intent of the transportation plan.
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Motion To Adjourn

Result: Passed 9-0

Mover: Deborah Hooker

Seconder: Anita Bland

Yes: Danie! Gleason, Mike Surasky, Anita Bland, Deborah Hooker, Derrick

Applewhite, Mark Hall, Jodie Dupree, Tom McKearney, Randell Durham
No: None

Absent: Jason Carter

Duly Adopted by the Planning Board on Monday, May 26, 2026 while in regular session.
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ATTEST:

Heol L. Hollaunall

Heidi L. Holland, MMC, NCCMC
Town Clerk
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