
 

 

 
 
 

TOWN OF WEDDINGTON 
REGULAR PLANNING BOARD MEETING 

WEDDINGTON TOWN HALL 
1924 Weddington Road 
Weddington, NC  28104 
JUNE 25, 2018 – 7:00 P.M. 

 
AGENDA 

 
 

 
1.  OPEN THE MEETING 
 
2.  DETERMINATION OF QUORUM/ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS TO THE AGENDA 
 
3.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

A.  May 29, 2017 Regular Planning Board Meeting Minutes 
 
4.   OLD BUSINESS 

A. Discussion of Marginal Access Street  
 

5.  NEW BUSINESS  
A. Review and Recommendation of a Modification of the Subdivision Ordinance Section 

46-76(g) Cul de Sac for Weddington Acres (formerly Graham Allen) Subdivision 
B. Review and Consideration of Minor Subdivision for Wesley Chapel Volunteer Fire 

Department for a Portion of Parcel Number  06177015 
C. Presentation of Town Survey Results 
D. Discussion of Meeting with Randall Arendt 

 
6.  UPDATE FROM TOWN PLANNER AND REPORT FROM JUNE TOWN COUNCIL MEETING 
 
7.  ADJOURNMENT  



Draft 

 
 
 

TOWN OF WEDDINGTON 
REGULAR PLANNING BOARD MEETING 

WEDDINGTON TOWN HALL 
MAY 29, 2018 – 7:00 P.M. 
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1.  OPEN THE MEETING 
 
Chairman Dow called the meeting to order at 6:57 p.m. 
 
2.  DETERMINATION OF QUORUM/ADDITIONS OR DELETIONS TO THE AGENDA 
 
Quorum was determined with Chairman Rob Dow, Board members Walt Hogan, Barbara 
Harrison, Steve Godfrey, and Gerry Hartman present. Board members Jim Vivian and Brad 
Prillaman were absent.  
 
Staff present: Town Administrator/Planner Lisa Thompson, Town Clerk Karen Dewey 
 
Visitors: Bill Deter, Wes Hinson  
 
3.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

A.  April 23, 2017 Regular Planning Board Meeting Minutes 
 
Chairman Dow made a correction to comments on page 4.    
 

Motion: Board member Hartman made a motion to approve the April 23, 
2018 Regular Planning Board Meeting Minutes as amended. 

Second: Board member Harrison 
Vote: The motion passed with a unanimous vote. 

 
4.   OLD BUSINESS 

A. Review and Recommendation of a Modification of the Subdivision Ordinance 
Section 46-76 (g) Cul-De-Sac for Woodford Chase Subdivision. 

 
Ms. Thompson presented the staff report: In March, the Planning Board denied 
recommendation of the preliminary plat for the Woodford Chase Subdivision due to the cul-
de-sac length and the need for a private road. The plat moved forward to Town Council in 
April. The Town Attorney thought that a marginal access street was required, but that cul de 
sac length request needed to go through the modification petition process. The Town Council 
tabled the review and approval of the preliminary plat, to wait for answers from NCDOT. 
The petition for the modification has to be reviewed and recommended by the Planning 
Board, and approved by the Town Council before a decision is made on the preliminary plat.   
 
Applicant representative Wes Hinson presented the application.  
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Chairman Dow stated that this is a modification application, not a quasi-judicial hearing. The 
Planning Board will go through the findings of fact to determine if the application is in 
agreement with the Land Use Plan and ordinances. Chairman Dow stated that this review is 
strictly for the modification of the cul de sac length; the decision for that should be weighed 
on its own merit regardless of the other findings on the preliminary plat. 
 
Board member Hartman asked if the sketch plan guaranteed a certain lot yield. Chairman 
Dow responded that the sketch plan doesn’t guarantee the number of lots, the preliminary 
plat, if approved, shows the actual planned lots. Yield plans are only used as a basis for 
figuring the number of lots in conservation subdivisions. Ms. Thompson stated that 
applicants are vested after preliminary plat approval.  
 
The Planning Board reviewed the Findings of Fact:  
 
1. There are special circumstances or conditions affecting said property such that the 

strict application of the provisions of this chapter would deprive the applicant of the 
reasonable use of his land.  Applicant response: The site contains numerous 
circumstances and conditions affecting the property, including but not limited to, above 
ground and underground drainage and utility easements, encumbrances and potential 
future NCDOT roadway improvements to NC Hwy 84. Applicant is requesting 
modification to accommodate potential future NCDOT improvements, and as suggested 
by NCDOT engineer, the western drive connection on the approved Sketch Plan was 
removed resulting in a private street/cul-de-sac greater than 600 feet in length. NCDOT 
recommended moving curb cut down Hwy 84 to best accommodate future installation of 
super street bulb. Reducing the cul-de-sac to 600 feet would also compromise the 
buildable area resulting in the loss of at least one lot from the subdivision yield.  

 
Chairman Dow stated that the Applicant claims the special circumstances are not caused by 
himself, but by the property and NCDOT; and he agrees with that if this was the only relative 
fix.  
 
Board member Hogan asked if the original plan was approvable as submitted with the two 
entrances. Chairman Dow responded that it was. Board member Hogan stated that the 
developer is trying to accommodate the potential widening of Highway 84.  
 
Chairman Dow responded that the original plan had two entrances but NCDOT wouldn’t 
approve it that way. Board member Hogan concluded that the problem is NCDOT caused. 
 
Chairman Dow stated that is true if the cul de sac modification is the only answer to develop 
this property. He doesn’t believe there is a safety issue with the cul de sac modification; he is 
not satisfied with the applicant’s conclusion that they are unable to get the same number of 
lots that would meet all the ordinances. His viewpoint is that there are options to developing 
this property that haven’t been explored.  
 
Board member Hartman stated that the cul de sac length isn’t the issue; the issue is that the 
Planning Board doesn’t believe this is the only way to develop property.  
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Board member Harrison asked if DOT will issue permits for two curb cuts. Mr. Hinson stated 
that they will issue a permit for two curb cuts, but DOT gives redline comments; they don’t 
do an independent analysis overlaying their comments with respective municipalities’ 
ordinances. They provide a set of comments and the applicants respond to what is the most 
reasonable. Mr. Hinson stated that once the comments are addressed to NCDOT satisfaction, 
then NCDOT gives the approval.  One curb cut was suggested because of planned Highway 
84 improvements and the elevation difference between Highway 84 and the planned 
subdivision road. 

 
2. The modification is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial 

property right of the petitioner. Applicant’s response:  Approval of the private driveway 
and access easement at a length greater than 600 feet preserves the applicant’s ability to 
develop the site as a conventional subdivision yielding acre lots and is consistent with the 
yield on the approved Sketch Plan. Further, approval accommodates NCDOT future 
roadway expansion of Hwy 84.  

 
Mr. Hinson stated that in conversations with council, he was told that constituents preferred 
development of conventional subdivisions to conservation because of the larger lot sizes.   

 
Chairman Dow asked if 8 lots would have the subdivision less enjoyable. Mr. Hinson stated 
that it would from the developer’s perspective. The reduction to 8 lots is substantial because 
the development cost would no longer be spread over 9 lots, increasing the development cost 
per lot.  

 
3. The circumstances giving rise to the need for the modification are peculiar to the 

parcel and are not generally characteristic of other parcels in the jurisdiction of this 
chapter. Applicant’s response: The circumstances noted herein, and on the preliminary 
plat, are unique and specific to the physical characteristics of the subject site. Other 
parcels in the jurisdiction are not necessarily encumbered with the same magnitude of site 
constraints and subject to planned future NCDOT improvements. 

 
Chairman Dow stated that the easements are not included in the lots. Mr. Hinson responded that 
the overall site usable space being roughly almost 2 acres less because those easements are 
unique to this site.  
 
Board member Harrison agreed that it is a unique piece of property.  
 

4. The granting of the modification will not be detrimental to the public health, safety and 
welfare or be injurious to other property in the territory in which said property is 
situated. Applicant’s response: Granting the modification to construct a marginally 
longer private street within a private street easement will not be detrimental or injurious 
in that it will still comply with maximum lengths allowed by NCDOT and by the Town in 
accordance with other portions of the subdivision ordinance. Further, the modification 
promotes the public health and safety by lengthening the distance between the NCDOT 
superstreet bulb configuration and the entrance to the proposed subdivision making for a 
safer means of ingress and egress to the subdivision.  
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Board member Hartman stated that the Board only saw one design for the subdivision. He is not 
convinced it cannot be developed differently.  
Chairman Dow stated that the entrance would work better off Lester Davis Road, for public 
safety, rather than pulling out on Highway 84. 
 

5. The modification will not vary the provisions of Chapter 58 applicable to the property. 
Applicant’s response: Standards of Chapter 58 applicable to the subject property will not 
be varied by the requested modification. Conventional Subdivision standards defined by 
the Town of Weddington Zoning Ordinance will apply to proposed subdivision. 

 
Board member Harrison stated that the question becomes how we found the preliminary plat 
had multiple reasons for a vote of no recommendation. She asked if Lester Davis Road can 
be taken into consideration for the entrance. She would rather see the entrance off Lester 
Davis Road; however, she wants to be sure that she’s being fair in consideration of the 
modification application. 
 
Chairman Dow stated that the Applicant is requesting a modification because they feel that 
they have shown no other way to build this subdivision and stay within town ordinances. 
He stated that if there were no other issue with the development, the approval of the cul de 
sac extension would be no problem.  
 
Board member Hogan stated that in spite of how the Board thinks this subdivision might be 
done differently, the question is strictly the length of the cul de sac. He believes the hardships 
are caused by DOT, not by the applicant. 
 
Chairman Dow disagreed, stating that it is assuming that there is no other way this property 
can be built and therefore the modification must be approved. Board member Hartman 
agreed. Board member Hogan asserted that this is only about the cul de sac length.  
 
Board member Hartman responded that issues are being brought into this discussion add to 
more than the length of the cul de sac issue. To grant this modification is assuming that the 
sketch plan that meets all ordinances and will be approved.  
 
Mr. Hinson stated that they have exhausted the different options for development. He stated 
that the modification is the result of a circumstance that has befallen the applicant, not 
applicant created. Mr. Hinson affirmed that the development cost of losing one lot is not only 
income loss.  
 

Motion: Board member Hogan made a motion to forward the application 
for the modification of the Subdivision Ordinance from Section 
46-76g, related to cul de sac length to the Town Council with a 
positive recommendation.  

Second: Board member Godfrey 
Vote: The motion did not pass with Board members Hogan and Godfrey 

voting in favor, and Board members Hartman and Harrison 
opposed. Chairman Dow voted against the motion to break the tie.  
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The Planning Board requested that the exact length for the cul de sac being requested is 
identified for the town council’s review. 

 
B. Discussion of Marginal Access Street  
 
Ms. Thompson explained: one of the concerns in defining a Marginal Access Street is the 
definition of street in the town ordinances. Staff changed the language to Marginal Access 
Drive and defined it as a shared driveway easement which is parallel and adjacent to 
thoroughfares and which provides access to abutting properties and protection from through 
traffic. 
 
Chairman Dow asked if using the word abutting gave any indication of orientation of the lots. 
 
Ms. Thompson stated that the requirements for a marginal access drive should include: When 
a major subdivision adjoins a thoroughfare, as designated in town plans, and the lot fronts the 
thoroughfare because there is no alternative for a public road, the subdivider will be required 
to provide a marginal access drive.   
 
Chairman Dow expressed concern that the developers are going to figure out that they can 
increase the yield, escape buffering requirements, and loss of public right of way, if they take 
lots along current thoroughfare and face them toward the road. If that is done, they gain all 
property that would have to have a buffer-they can single load the street with a marginal 
access drive, and not lose any of that roadway out of that lot and then double load the rest. 
He stated that throughout the Land Use Plan, rural community and keeping the green country 
look is mentioned. This marginal access drive is in effect motivating developers to 
completely usurp the Land Use Plan. Ms. Thompson responded that this will be 
advantageous to properties with a lot of length on a thoroughfare.  
 
Chairman Dow stated that he would like to see the idea of requiring subdivision homes to 
face internal subdivision roads somewhere in the ordinance. Then the buffer and the public 
road requirement would kick in and the exemption would be for marginal access driveway to 
save the small odd pieces of property and keep curb cuts to a minimum.  
 
Ms. Thompson suggested reviewing definitions, adding design standards to conventional 
subdivisions that match the conservation subdivision design standards and looking at 
requirements that should apply to all subdivisions, not just RCDs.  
 
Board member Hartman suggested considering two more requirements to the marginal access 
drive standards: limitation of the total length of the drive and the number of lots the drive 
serves. He also stated that he agrees with Ms. Thompson to tackle design standards for 
conventional subdivisions and include a requirement that homes face internal streets and 
other standards in the RCD requirements that should apply to all subdivisions.  
 
The Planning Board agreed that the Town Planner and Chairman Dow would work together 
and bring ideas for revising definitions and regulating marginal access drive to Planning 
Board for next month. 
 

5.  NEW BUSINESS  
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A. Discussion of Land Use Plan Revisions 
 
Ms. Thompson asked if the Planning Board wants a time table to schedule the review of the 
Land Use Plan and work on the revisions. She suggested analyzing the plan one section at a 
time. The meeting with Randall Arendt will have an effect on the revisions as well as the 
survey results.  
 
Chairman Dow asked what the Council wants. Ms. Thompson wants to get suggestions from 
the Planning Board first.  Chairman Dow suggested a review and consideration of the results 
from the survey first, and then assess the Land Use Plan one section at a time, holding 
workshops with the Council and getting public input as well.  
  

6.  UPDATE FROM TOWN PLANNER 
 
Ms. Thompson gave an update: The survey is complete and raw data will be sent to the planning 
board. There were 993 respondents, which beat the 2012 survey number of respondents. She 
stated that if there are any suggestions for cross tabulating the survey results, please feel free to 
share them. 
 
7.  REPORT FROM THE MAY TOWN COUNCIL MEETING 
 
Ms. Thompson gave a report from the May Town Council meeting: NCDOT gave a presentation 
on plans for NC 16 synchronized street at Rea Road and the Tilley-Morris round a bout. The 
Council gave approval for Ms. Thompson to enter in a contract with Randall Arendt to review 
the town’s conservation subdivision practices and ordinances. Planning Board and Council will 
meet with Mr. Arendt on July 10 and 11.  
 
8.  ADJOURNMENT  
 

Motion: Board member Hartman made a motion to adjourn the May 29, 
2018 Regular Planning Board Meeting at 8:45 p.m. 

Second: Board member Hogan 
Vote: The motion passed with a unanimous vote. 
 
 
 

Adopted: ___________________ 
 
       ____________________________________ 
       Rob Dow, Chairman 
 
 
 
       ____________________________________ 
       Karen Dewey, Town Clerk 

 



 

TOWN OF 
W E D D I N G T O N 

 
MEMORANDUM	

	
TO:  Chairman and Planning Board 
    
FROM:  Lisa Thompson, Town Administrator/Planner 
 
DATE: June 25, 2018 
 
SUBJECT:     Text Amendment to Section 46-76 (c) Marginal Access Street and 46-9; 

Definitions 
 
 
The following changes were made to the definitions, marginal access street, and street standards 
throughout the subdivision and zoning ordinance: 
 

Staff clarified the language to allow shared driveway easements and changed the 
terminology from a marginal access street to a marginal access drive. A marginal access 
drive is only allowed when there is no other alternative. Staff added standards and 
specifications, maintenance agreements, a maximum number of lots and screening 
requirements.   
 
Definitions not used throughout the ordinances were deleted.   
 
In Weddington, roads are either internal subdivision roads or thoroughfares.  Staff 
amended the thoroughfare definition to reference the Comprehensive Transportation Plan 
approved through the CRTPO, and made sure the subdivision and zoning definitions 
matched. 
 
The conservation subdivision design standards were removed and placed in the road 
standards for all types of subdivisions. 
 
Staff changed the word ‘abuts’ to ‘front or have access to’ a public road. 

 
 
Staff has provided a working draft with comments to all the changes and a clean draft for review. 
 
 



SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE 
 
Section 46-9 Definitions  
 
Private driveway means a roadway serving two or fewer lots, building sites, or other division 
of land not intended to be public ingress or egress. 
 
Drive, marginal access, means a shared driveway easement which is parallel to and adjacent to a 
thoroughfare major streets and highways and which provides access to abutting properties and 
protection from through traffic. 
 
Easement means the right to use a specified portion of a tract or tracts of land for a specified 
purpose. All easements must be in a form suitable for recording as part of a plat. 
 
Easement lot means a lot having an area of a minimum of five acres created pursuant to section 
46-76 and that is connected to a public road for access via a recorded easement. An easement 
lot may be a minimum of 80,000 square feet when created within a conservation easement of at 
least 25 acres that is dedicated to a conservation organization. The principal uses shall be 
limited to those uses (i.e., uses by right) that are permitted uses in the underlying zoning 
district. 
 
Road, frontage, means a local street or road that is parallel to a full or partial access controlled 
facility and functions to provide access to adjacent land. 

Road, local residential, means culs-de-sac, loop streets less than 2,500 feet in length, or streets  
less than one mile in length that do not connect thoroughfares, serve major traffic generators, 
or collect traffic from more than 100 dwelling units. 

Road, residential collector, means a local access street which serves as a connector 
street between local residential streets and the thoroughfare system. Residential collector 
streets typically collect traffic from 100 to 400 dwelling units. 

LARTP (local area regional transportation plan) means the plan developed in collaboration 
with and adopted by the Village of Marvin, the Town of Waxhaw, the Town of Weddington, 
and the Village of Wesley Chapel. The provisions of the plan are intended to ensure: (a) an 
integrated system of roads that provides safe and efficient traffic circulation; (b) the efficient 
movement of through traffic by providing an interconnected system of roads; (c) 
uncomplicated road layouts so that emergency service personnel, public service personnel and 
visitors can find their way to and from destinations; and (d) controlled access to thoroughfares. 
 
Private driveway means a roadway serving two or fewer lots, building sites, or other division 
of land not intended to be public ingress or egress. 
 
Street means a dedicated and accepted public right-of-way for vehicular traffic, or a private road, 
when permitted by this chapter. The term "street" includes, but is not limited to, any road, 
freeway, highway, expressway or thoroughfare. 

Comment [p1]: Moved alphabetical order 

Comment [p2]: rename 

Comment [p3]: This term is not used anywhere 
– recommend deleting it. 

Comment [p4]: This term is not used, 
recommend deleting it. 

Comment [p5]:  we don’t really use the term, 
except 46-79 (j)(4)  says residential collector and 
local streets shall be laid out in such a way that their 
use by through traffic will be discouraged.  We could 
just say local residential streets/roads shall 
be….changed in (j) below. 

Comment [p6]: Moved from zoning ordinance 



 
Street, collector, means streets which carry traffic from minor streets to the system of major 
streets. 
 
Street, marginal access, means a minor street which is parallel to and adjacent to thoroughfares 
major streets and highways and which provides access to abutting properties and protection from 
through traffic. 
 
Road Street, private, means an undedicated private right-of-way which affords access to 
abutting properties and requires a subdivision street’s disclosure statement in accordance with 
G.S. 136-102.6. 
 
Streets, minor residential, means an internal subdivision street which is used primarily for access 
to the abutting properties.  
 
 
Thoroughfare, major, means streets which provide for movement of high volumes of traffic 
throughout the town a major thoroughfare as designated by the Comprehensive Transportation 
Plan Mecklenburg-Union Thoroughfare Plan or Local Area Regional Transportation Plan 
(LARTP) and adopted by the town, as amended from time to time. The term "major 
thoroughfare" includes any other routes as designated by the town. 
 
Thoroughfare, minor, means a minor thoroughfare as designated by the Comprehensive 
Transportation Plan Mecklenburg-Union Thoroughfare Plan or Local Area Regional 
Transportation Plan (LARTP) and adopted by the town, as amended from time to time. The term 
"minor thoroughfare" includes any other routes as designated by the town. 
 
Sec. 46-44. - Major subdivision preliminary plat submission and review for conservation 
subdivisions. 

 
(d)  Conservation subdivision design standards delineation standards. 

 (4)  Alignment of streets ;  street access. 
a.  With house site locations identified, applicants shall delineate a street 

system to provide vehicular access to each house in a manner conforming to the tract's 
natural topography and providing for a safe pattern of circulation and ingress and 
egress to and from the tract. 

b.  Streets shall be designed and laid out in a manner that minimizes adverse 
impacts on the conservation lands. To the greatest extent practicable, wetland 
crossings and new streets or driveways traversing steep slopes shall be avoided. 

c.  Street connections shall be designed so as to minimize the number of new 
culs-de-sac and to facilitate easy access to and from homes in different parts of the 
tract (and on adjoining parcels). Where practical, at least two means of ingress and 
egress from the conservation subdivision onto adjoining public roads shall be provided 
for all conservation subdivisions containing more than 15 lots. 

Comment [p7]: There is no definition of a major 
street and it’s not used – again - delete 

Comment [p8]: Renamed to drive and moved. 

Comment [p9]: this is an old reference – it’s CTP 
now. 

Comment [p10]: All streets outside of 
subdivisions are thoroughfares according to town 
maps 

Formatted: Underline

Comment [p11]: All these should be standard 
for all subdivisions – moved and added in below. 



d.  Developable lots shall be accessed from interior streets, rather than from 
roads bordering the tract. Single loaded streets are encouraged to the greatest degree 
feasible. 

e.  Two points of ingress and egress onto an adjoining public road from a 
conservation subdivision containing more than 15 lots is encouraged. Proposals for 
more than two points of ingress and egress onto any adjoining public road shall be 
allowed on a case-by-case basis only when determined by the town council that it 
would not have a negative impact on traffic levels and patterns and the viability of the 
conservation subdivision. 

 

Sec. 46-75. - Subdivision design. 

 (c)  Easements. Easements shall be provided as follows: 
 (3)  Access easements. Private and recorded easements created according to 

subsection 46-76(a) that provide access from an easement lot to a public road. 

Sec. 46-76. - Road standards and buffering along thoroughfares. 

(a)  Public roads. 
(1)  All subdivision lots, except as provided herein and in section 58-10; 58-23, shall 

front or have access to a abut public roads. All public roads shall be built to the design criteria 
and construction standards of the state department of transportation and the town for 
subdivision roads. Streets which are not eligible to be put on the state department of 
transportation system because there are too few lots or residences shall, nevertheless, be 
offered for dedication to the public and shall be designed and constructed in accordance with 
the above-referenced standards. A written maintenance agreement with provision for 
maintenance of the street until it is accepted as part of the state system shall be included in the 
final plat. 

(2)  Exceptions to the public road frontage requirements shall be as follows: Any lot or 
tract shall be allowed to have easement lots created for construction of single-family 
dwellings as the principal use. Creation of such lots is made necessary by virtue of the fact 
that development of said property by conventional means (i.e., extension of public street) is 
impractical due to the disproportionate costs of required improvements as compared to the 
relative value of lots created and is within the spirit and intent of this chapter. These lots shall 
be created as follows: 

a. The applicant shall submit an application to the planning board with a sketch plat 
showing the proposed easement lots for approval to proceed further as specified in this 
section. 

b. All access easements shall be at least 45 feet in width and shall meet or exceed the 
state department of transportation minimum standards for subdivision road width where 
possible. The travel surface of said easement shall be at least 16 feet in width. The travel 
surface need not be paved. The easement shall be maintained at all times in a condition that is 
passable for service and emergency vehicles. 

Comment [p12]:  already required in 4 c. above.  
This should be for all subdivisions. 

Comment [p13]: Already stated in f below. 

Comment [p14]: Not allowed by NCGS.??? 



c. The creation of easement lots shall follow the procedures of a minor subdivision as 
outlined in section 46-40. In addition, a statement shall be placed on the subdivision plat 
acknowledging that said lots were being created upon a privately maintained and recorded 
easement, and a statement indicating the parties responsible for maintaining the easement. 

d. Creation of such easement lots and access easements shall not impair future 
extension of an adequate system of public streets to serve such lots. 

e. Easement lots shall not be further subdivided unless the newly created lots abut a 
public road. Any additional subdivision of easement lots shall be a major subdivision and 
shall be reviewed using the major subdivision plat approval process. 

f. If public road access becomes available to easement lots, all affected lot owners 
shall have the easement terminated of record. 
 
(b)  Subdivision street disclosure statement. All streets shown on the final plat shall be 
designated in accordance with G.S. 136-102.6 and designated as a public street and shall be 
conclusively presumed an offer of dedication to the public. Where streets are dedicated to the 
public but not accepted into a municipal or the state system before lots are sold, a statement 
explaining the status of the street shall be included with the final plat. A written maintenance 
agreement with provision for maintenance of the street until it is accepted as part of the state 
system shall be included in the final plat. 
 
(c) Marginal access drive street. Where a tract of land to be subdivided When a major 
subdivision adjoins a major or minor thoroughfare as designated on the town zoning map 
LARTP or the Comprehensive Transportation Plan maps, and the lots front the 
thoroughfare because there is no other alternative for a public road, the subdivider shall be 
required by the town council to provide a marginal access drive street parallel to  the major 
thoroughfare or reverse frontage on a minor street for the lots to be developed adjacent to the 
major thoroughfare.   A marginal access street drive shall meet the following requirements:  
Where reverse frontage is established, private driveways shall be prevented from having direct 
access to the thoroughfare. In cases where it is not feasible or practical for the subdivider to 
provide a marginal access street, or when the town council determines that the installation of a 
marginal access would result in a less desirable subdivision design, the town council may grant 
an exception to the requirement for a marginal access street. In granting said exception the town 
council shall find that the spirit and intent of this chapter are preserved and that circumstances 
particular to the subject property, such as topography or shape of the tract, exist to warrant the 
exception. 

1) The marginal access drive shall be a minimum of 18’ wide and located on 
a shared access easement that is a minimum 25’ wide.   

2) The access easement shall be a minimum of 50’ from the thoroughfare 
right of way;  

3) Not more than ten lots may be subdivided using a marginal access drive. 
4) A visual screen shall be provided between the thoroughfare and access 

easement.  
5) The marginal access drive shall be built to NCDOT specifications. 
6) A recorded shared access agreement shall be provided prior to approving 

the final plat.  



NOTE: (d) Buffer requirements (move to the end (g) and change references throughout)) 
  
(ed) Access to adjacent properties. Where it is deemed desirable by the town council, 
proposed streets shall be extended by dedication to the boundary of such property and a 
temporary turnaround provided. 
 
(fe)  Street design and standards. Minimum street right-of-way and pavement widths, as well 
as other engineering design standards shall be in accordance with the minimum design criteria 
for subdivision roads as established from time to time, by the division of highways, state 
department of transportation publication entitled "Subdivision Roads: Minimum Construction 
Standards", except where modified by the Town of Weddington Roadway Standards. 
 
 (jf)  Street layout. 

(1)  Conformity to existing maps or plans. Streets shall be designed and located in 
proper relation to existing and proposed streets or any proposed street on any adopted town 
plan, to the topography, to such natural features as streams and tree growth, to public 
convenience and safety, and to the proposed use of land to be served by such streets. 

(2)  Continuation of adjoining streets. The proposed street layout shall be coordinated 
with the street system of the surrounding area. Where possible, existing principal streets shall 
be extended. Street connections shall be designed so as to minimize the number of new culs-
de-sac and to facilitate easy access to and from homes in different parts of the tract (and on 
adjoining parcels).  

(3) Layout of local residential streets. With house site locations identified, applicants 
shall delineate a street system to provide vehicular access to each house in a manner 
conforming to the tract's natural topography and providing for a safe pattern of circulation 
and ingress and egress to and from the tract.  Streets shall be designed and laid out in a 
manner that minimizes adverse impacts on the conservation lands. To the greatest extent 
practicable, wetland crossings and new streets or driveways traversing steep slopes shall be 
avoided. 

(4)  Lots to front local residential streets.  Developable lots shall be accessed from 
interior residential streets, rather than from thoroughfares bordering the tract. Single loaded 
streets are encouraged to the greatest degree feasible. 

(35) Large tracts or parcels. Where land is subdivided into parcels larger than 
ordinary building lots, such parcels shall be arranged so as to allow for the opening of future 
streets and logical further resubdivision. 

(46)  Through traffic discouraged on residential collector and local 
streets. Residential collector and local streets shall be laid out in such a way that their use by 
through traffic will be discouraged. Streets shall be designed or walkways offered for 
dedication to assure convenient access to parks, playgrounds, schools, or other places of 
public assembly. 

(7)  Ingress and Egress.  Two points of ingress and egress onto an adjoining public 
road from subdivision containing more than 15 lots is required. In conservation subdivisions, 
proposals for more than two points of ingress and egress onto any adjoining public road shall 
be allowed on a case-by-case basis only when determined by the town council that it would 



not have a negative impact on traffic levels and patterns and the viability of the conservation 
subdivision. 

(58) Permits for connection to state roads. An approved permit is required for 
connection to any existing state system road. This permit is required prior to any construction 
on the street or road. The application is available at both the Charlotte and Monroe Offices of 
the Division of Highways. 

(69)  Reservation of future right-of-way. Whenever a tract of land to be subdivided 
includes any part of a major or minor thoroughfare shown on the Comprehensive 
Thoroughfare Mecklenburg-Union Thoroughfare Plan adopted by the town, and whenever 
such right-of-way has been further defined by acceptable locational procedures sufficient to 
identify properties to be affected, a right-of-way for the major or minor thoroughfare must be 
platted in the location and to the width specified in the plan. The subdivider is responsible for 
the reservation of the right-of-way. All measurements involving minimum lot standards under 
this chapter will be made at the edge of the full/future right-of-way. 

 
 
ZONING ORDINANCE 
 
58-4 – Definitions. 
 
Lot, easement, means a lot having an area of a minimum of five acres created per 
subsection 46-76(a) and that is connected to a public road for access via a recorded easement. 
An easement lot may be a minimum of 80,000 square feet when created within a conservation 
easement of at least 25 acres that is dedicated to a conservation organization. The principal 
uses shall be limited to those uses (i.e., uses by right) that are permitted uses in the underlying 
zoning district. 
 
LARTP (local area regional transportation plan) means the plan developed in collaboration 
with and adopted by the Village of Marvin, the Town of Waxhaw, the Town of Weddington, 
and the Village of Wesley Chapel. The provisions of the plan are intended to ensure: (a) an 
integrated system of roads that provides safe and efficient traffic circulation; (b) the efficient 
movement of through traffic by providing an interconnected system of roads; (c) 
uncomplicated road layouts so that emergency service personnel, public service personnel and 
visitors can find their way to and from destinations; and (d) controlled access to thoroughfares. 
 
Thoroughfare means streets which provide for movement of high volumes of traffic throughout 
the town. In general, thoroughfare streets consist of numbered state roads and other major 
streets as described in NCDOT, Union County, or Town of Weddington Thoroughfare Plans. 
Design criteria for thoroughfarestreets shall be determined by the NCDOT, and construction 
plans shall be reviewed and approved by the NCDOT District Engineer. 
as designated by the Comprehensive Transportation Plan Mecklenburg-Union Thoroughfare Plan 
or Local Area Regional Transportation Plan (LARTP) and adopted by the town, as amended 
from time to time. The term " thoroughfare" includes any other routes as designated by the town. 
 
 

Comment [p15]: Is this allowed? 

Comment [p16]: Old reference 

Comment [p17]: ? 

Comment [p18]: Only used in subdivision 
ordinance, not Zoning. MOVED 

Comment [p19]: Needs to match subdivision 
ordinance. 



Sec. 58-10. - Lot to abut have access to a public street; exceptions. 
No building or structure shall be erected or located, nor shall any principal use be 

instituted on a lot which does not have access to abut  a public street with the following 
exceptions: 

(1)  A single-family dwelling or mobile home may be constructed on a lot which does not 
abut have access to a street, provided such lot existed prior to the date the ordinance from 
which this chapter is derived became effective and provided such lot is provided access to a 
public street by an easement at least 20 feet in width for occupants of the dwelling established 
on such lot and further provided that such easement is maintained in a condition passable for 
service and emergency vehicles. Said easement may also be used where needed for the 
installation and maintenance of utility facilities. 
 
(2)  Easement lots created pursuant to subsection 46-76(a). 
 
(3) Lots that have been approved within a PRD. 

Sec. 58-60. - MX mixed-use conditional district. 

b.  Except as provided herein, all principal buildings and structures located within the project 
area shall meet a minimum setback of 25 feet from any public road right-of-way and from any 
surrounding property not being rezoned as part of the MX district. Where a public road right-
of-way along a major or minor thoroughfare has not been established by the Mecklenburg 
Union  Metropolitan Planning Organization's Comprehensive Thoroughfare Plan, the right-of-
way shall be determined by a measurement of 50 feet from the centerline of the pavement to 
the measured line and area of that right-of-way must be dedicated to state department of 
transportation to provide for future widening. In addition, after considering the criteria for the 
MX district design as set forth in subsection 58-5(3)b, the town council, at its sole discretion, 
may reduce one or more of the setbacks to less than 25 feet, but only after the applicant has 
demonstrated one or more of the following: 
 
d.  Landscaping, screening and buffers shall meet or exceed the minimum standards as 
provided per section 58-8. A buffer shall be built and maintained the entire width of the 
property fronting major or minor thoroughfares and major or minor roads. The buffers shall 
be built the width of the setback. All such buffers and/or screens shall be built in such a 
manner as to effectively screen the development from any major or minor thoroughfare and 
major or minor road, and/or residential or commercial property existing at the time the MX 
district is approved. All such landscaping, screening and buffers shall include, protect and 
maintain existing and planted trees. 

Sec. 58-272. - Downtown overlay district. 

 (c)  Access from thoroughfares. 
(1)  Access to parcels within the overlay district from Providence Road shall be limited to the 
existing number of access points. Any existing access point may be shifted or modified to 



accommodate new development and/or parking, subject to council approval and provided the 
total number of access points is not increased. 
(2)  Access to parcels within the overlay district from Weddington-Matthews Road shall be 
limited to one shared access point. 
(3)  The town council may require all applicants proposing new commercial development 
within the downtown overlay to coordinate with NCDOT and contribute to the cost of 
construction for the east-west collector road as shown in the local area regional transportation 
plan. The cost of the contribution will be approved by both the town council and NCDOT and 
may be placed into an escrow account, or a similar account, until sufficient funds are in place 
for construction of the road. 
a.  The town council may require that maintenance of the collector road to be the 
responsibility of any or all of the owners within the downtown overlay, until the point that 
NCDOT takes over maintenance of the road. 
b.  If and when the collector road is constructed, it shall be limited to one shared access point 
to parcels within the downtown overlay. 
(d)  Connectivity within the Town Center. 
 (4)  Any proposed development site plan must coordinate with NCDOT and include 
sidewalks along the thoroughfare or the collector road. Maintenance of the sidewalks must be 
the responsibility of the property owner, or included within a maintenance agreement 
including several property owners. 
 (7)  Proposed structures within the downtown overlay should be located towards the exterior 
of the parcels (along the thoroughfares), and contain interior parking. The town council may 
approve structures located towards the interior of the parcels if more than one structure is 
proposed on the same parcel. 



SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE 
 
Section 46-9 Definitions  
 
Drive, marginal access, means a shared driveway easement which is parallel to and adjacent to a 
thoroughfare and which provides access to abutting properties and protection from through 
traffic. 
 
Easement means the right to use a specified portion of a tract or tracts of land for a specified 
purpose. All easements must be in a form suitable for recording as part of a plat. 
 
Easement lot means a lot having an area of a minimum of five acres created pursuant to section 
46-76 and that is connected to a public road for access via a recorded easement. An easement 
lot may be a minimum of 80,000 square feet when created within a conservation easement of at 
least 25 acres that is dedicated to a conservation organization. The principal uses shall be 
limited to those uses (i.e., uses by right) that are permitted uses in the underlying zoning 
district. 
 
LARTP (local area regional transportation plan) means the plan developed in collaboration 
with and adopted by the Village of Marvin, the Town of Waxhaw, the Town of Weddington, 
and the Village of Wesley Chapel. The provisions of the plan are intended to ensure: (a) an 
integrated system of roads that provides safe and efficient traffic circulation; (b) the efficient 
movement of through traffic by providing an interconnected system of roads; (c) 
uncomplicated road layouts so that emergency service personnel, public service personnel and 
visitors can find their way to and from destinations; and (d) controlled access to 
thoroughfares.  
 
Private driveway means a roadway serving two or fewer lots, building sites, or other division 
of land not intended to be public ingress or egress. 
 
Street means a dedicated and accepted public right-of-way for vehicular traffic, or a private road, 
when permitted by this chapter. The term "street" includes, but is not limited to, any road, 
freeway, highway, expressway or thoroughfare. 
 
Street, private, means an undedicated private right-of-way which affords access to abutting 
properties and requires a subdivision street’s disclosure statement in accordance with G.S. 136-
102.6. 
 
Street, residential, means an internal subdivision street which is used primarily for access to the 
abutting properties.  
 
Thoroughfare, means streets which provide for movement of high volumes of traffic throughout 
the town as designated by the Comprehensive Transportation Plan or Local Area Regional 
Transportation Plan (LARTP) and adopted by the town, as amended from time to time. The term 
" thoroughfare" includes any other routes as designated by the town. 



Sec. 46-75. - Subdivision design. 

 (c)  Easements. Easements shall be provided as follows: 
 (3)  Access easements. Private and recorded easements created according to 

subsection 46-76(a) that provide access from an easement lot to a public road. 

Sec. 46-76. - Road standards and buffering along thoroughfares. 

(a)  Public roads. 
(1)  All subdivision lots, except as provided herein and in section 58-10; 58-23, shall 

front or have access to a public road. Streets which are not eligible to be put on the state 
department of transportation system because there are too few lots or residences shall, 
nevertheless, be offered for dedication to the public and shall be designed and constructed in 
accordance with the above-referenced standards.  

(2)  Exceptions to the public road frontage requirements shall be as follows: Any lot or 
tract shall be allowed to have easement lots created for construction of single-family 
dwellings as the principal use. Creation of such lots is made necessary by virtue of the fact 
that development of said property by conventional means (i.e., extension of public street) is 
impractical due to the disproportionate costs of required improvements as compared to the 
relative value of lots created and is within the spirit and intent of this chapter. These lots shall 
be created as follows: 

a. The applicant shall submit an application to the planning board with a sketch plat 
showing the proposed easement lots for approval to proceed further as specified in this 
section. 

b. All access easements shall be at least 45 feet in width and shall meet or exceed the 
state department of transportation minimum standards for subdivision road width where 
possible. The travel surface of said easement shall be at least 16 feet in width. The travel 
surface need not be paved. The easement shall be maintained at all times in a condition that is 
passable for service and emergency vehicles. 

c. The creation of easement lots shall follow the procedures of a minor subdivision as 
outlined in section 46-40. In addition, a statement shall be placed on the subdivision plat 
acknowledging that said lots were being created upon a privately maintained and recorded 
easement, and a statement indicating the parties responsible for maintaining the easement. 

d. Creation of such easement lots and access easements shall not impair future 
extension of an adequate system of public streets to serve such lots. 

e. Easement lots shall not be further subdivided unless the newly created lots abut a 
public road. Any additional subdivision of easement lots shall be a major subdivision and 
shall be reviewed using the major subdivision plat approval process. 

f. If public road access becomes available to easement lots, all affected lot owners 
shall have the easement terminated of record. 
 
(b)  Subdivision street disclosure statement. All streets shown on the final plat shall be 
designated in accordance with G.S. 136-102.6 and designated as a public street and shall be 
conclusively presumed an offer of dedication to the public. Where streets are dedicated to the 
public but not accepted into a municipal or the state system before lots are sold, a statement 



explaining the status of the street shall be included with the final plat. A written maintenance 
agreement with provision for maintenance of the street until it is accepted as part of the state 
system shall be included in the final plat. 
 
(c) Marginal access drive. When a major subdivision adjoins a thoroughfare as designated on the 
LARTP or the Comprehensive Transportation Plan maps, and the lots front the thoroughfare 
because there is no other alternative for a public road, the subdivider shall be required to provide 
a marginal access drive parallel to the thoroughfare or reverse frontage on a minor street for the 
lots to be developed adjacent to the thoroughfare.   A marginal access drive shall meet the 
following requirements:   

1) The marginal access drive shall be a minimum of 18’ wide and located on 
a shared access easement that is a minimum 25’ wide.   

2) The access easement shall be a minimum of 50’ from the thoroughfare 
right of way;  

3) Not more than ten lots may be subdivided and located a marginal access 
drive. 

4) A visual screen shall be provided between the thoroughfare and access 
easement.  

5) The marginal access drive shall be built to NCDOT specifications. 
6) A recorded shared access agreement shall be provided prior to approving 

the final plat.  
 
 (d) Access to adjacent properties. Where it is deemed desirable by the town council, 
proposed streets shall be extended by dedication to the boundary of such property and a 
temporary turnaround provided. 
 
(e)  Street design and standards. Minimum street right-of-way and pavement widths, as well 
as other engineering design standards shall be in accordance with the minimum design criteria 
for subdivision roads as established from time to time, by the division of highways, state 
department of transportation publication entitled "Subdivision Roads: Minimum Construction 
Standards", except where modified by the Town of Weddington Roadway Standards. 
 
 (f)  Street layout. 

(1)  Conformity to existing maps or plans. Streets shall be designed and located in 
proper relation to existing and proposed streets or any proposed street on any adopted town 
plan 

(2)  Continuation of adjoining streets. The proposed street layout shall be coordinated 
with the street system of the surrounding area. Where possible, existing principal streets shall 
be extended. Street connections shall be designed so as to minimize the number of new culs-
de-sac and to facilitate easy access to and from homes in different parts of the tract (and on 
adjoining parcels).  

(3) Layout of local residential streets. With house site locations identified, applicants 
shall delineate a street system to provide vehicular access to each house in a manner 
conforming to the tract's natural topography and providing for a safe pattern of circulation 
and ingress and egress to and from the tract.  Streets shall be designed and laid out in a 



manner that minimizes adverse impacts on the conservation lands. To the greatest extent 
practicable, wetland crossings and new streets or driveways traversing steep slopes shall be 
avoided. 

(4)  Lots to front local residential streets.  Developable lots shall be accessed from 
interior residential streets, rather than from thoroughfares bordering the tract. Single loaded 
streets are encouraged to the greatest degree feasible. 

(5) Large tracts or parcels. Where land is subdivided into parcels larger than ordinary 
building lots, such parcels shall be arranged so as to allow for the opening of future streets 
and logical further resubdivision. 

(6)  Through traffic discouraged on local streets. Residential local streets shall be laid 
out in such a way that their use by through traffic will be discouraged. Streets shall be 
designed or walkways offered for dedication to assure convenient access to parks, 
playgrounds, schools, or other places of public assembly. 

(7)  Ingress and Egress.  Two points of ingress and egress onto an adjoining public 
road from subdivision containing more than 15 lots is required. In conservation subdivisions, 
proposals for more than two points of ingress and egress onto any adjoining public road shall 
be allowed on a case-by-case basis only when determined by the town council that it would 
not have a negative impact on traffic levels and patterns and the viability of the conservation 
subdivision. 

(8) Permits for connection to state roads. An approved permit is required for 
connection to any existing state system road. This permit is required prior to any construction 
on the street or road. The application is available at both the Charlotte and Monroe Offices of 
the Division of Highways. 

(9)  Reservation of future right-of-way. Whenever a tract of land to be subdivided 
includes any part of a thoroughfare shown on the Comprehensive Thoroughfare Plan adopted 
by the town, and whenever such right-of-way has been further defined by acceptable 
locational procedures sufficient to identify properties to be affected, a right-of-way for the 
thoroughfare must be platted in the location and to the width specified in the plan. The 
subdivider is responsible for the reservation of the right-of-way. All measurements involving 
minimum lot standards under this chapter will be made at the edge of the full/future right-of-
way. 
 
ZONING ORDINANCE 
 
58-4 – Definitions. 
 
Thoroughfare means streets which provide for movement of high volumes of traffic throughout 
the town. as designated by the Comprehensive Transportation Plan or Local Area Regional 
Transportation Plan (LARTP) and adopted by the town, as amended from time to time. The term 
"thoroughfare" includes any other routes as designated by the town. 
 
 



Sec. 58-10. - Lot to have access to a public street; exceptions.  No building or structure shall 
be erected or located, nor shall any principal use be instituted on a lot which does not have 
access to  a public street with the following exceptions: 

(1)  A single-family dwelling or mobile home may be constructed on a lot which does not 
have access to a street, provided such lot existed prior to the date the ordinance from which 
this chapter is derived became effective and provided such lot is provided access to a public 
street by an easement at least 20 feet in width for occupants of the dwelling established on 
such lot and further provided that such easement is maintained in a condition passable for 
service and emergency vehicles. Said easement may also be used where needed for the 
installation and maintenance of utility facilities. 
 
(2)  Easement lots created pursuant to subsection 46-76(a). 
 
(3) Lots that have been approved within a PRD. 
 

Sec. 58-60. - MX mixed-use conditional district. 

b.  Except as provided herein, all principal buildings and structures located within the project 
area shall meet a minimum setback of 25 feet from any public road right-of-way and from any 
surrounding property not being rezoned as part of the MX district. Where a public road right-
of-way along thoroughfare has not been established by the Metropolitan Planning 
Organization's Comprehensive Thoroughfare Plan, the right-of-way shall be determined by a 
measurement of 50 feet from the centerline of the pavement to the measured line and area of 
that right-of-way must be dedicated to state department of transportation to provide for future 
widening. In addition, after considering the criteria for the MX district design as set forth in 
subsection 58-5(3)b, the town council, at its sole discretion, may reduce one or more of the 
setbacks to less than 25 feet, but only after the applicant has demonstrated one or more of the 
following: 
 
d.  Landscaping, screening and buffers shall meet or exceed the minimum standards as 
provided per section 58-8. A buffer shall be built and maintained the entire width of the 
property fronting thoroughfare. The buffers shall be built the width of the setback. All such 
buffers and/or screens shall be built in such a manner as to effectively screen the development 
from any thoroughfare and, and/or residential or commercial property existing at the time the 
MX district is approved. All such landscaping, screening and buffers shall include, protect 
and maintain existing and planted trees. 
 
 



 

TOWN OF 
W E D D I N G T O N 

 
MEMORANDUM	

	
TO:	 	 Mayor	and	Town	Council	
	 	 	 	
FROM:	 Lisa	Thompson	Town	Administrator/Planner	
	
DATE:		 June	25,	2018	
	
SUBJECT:								Subdivision	Modification	–	Weddington	Acres	
 

 
Graham Allen is requesting a modification of the subdivision ordinance from Section 46-76(g), 
related to cul-de-sac length. Cul-de-sacs are limited to 600 feet in length. Graham Allen is 
requesting a 1,026’ cul-de-sac due to the shape of the lot.  
 
Originally Planning Board reviewed a modification for this subdivision on November 14, 2016 
and recommended approval.  The Town Council requested the applicant bring back an 
alternative that eliminated a flag lot however it created two double frontage lots.  This plan 
approved was a 762’ cul-de-sac.  The minutes and approved plan from those various meetings is 
attached. 
 
The applicant is re-applying for a modification to go back to the original plan.  Since that 
approval the applicant has agreed to construct a right turn lane taper off of Weddington 
Matthews Road.  In addition, the PRD was approved by Town Council. 

 

Sec. 46-15. - Modifications. 
 

Authorization. The town council may authorize a modification of these regulations when, 
in its opinion, undue hardship may result from strict compliance with these regulations. 
Such a modification shall be granted only to the extent that is absolutely necessary and 
not to an extent which would violate the intent of this chapter. 
No modification shall be granted unless the town council finds that: 
(1)  There are special circumstances or conditions affecting said property such that the 
strict application of the provisions of this chapter would deprive the applicant of the 
reasonable use of his land. 
(2)  The modification is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial 
property right of the petitioner. 



 

(3)  The circumstances giving rise to the need for the modification are peculiar to the 
parcel and are not generally characteristic of other parcels in the jurisdiction of this 
chapter. 
 
(4)  The granting of the modification will not be detrimental to the public health, safety 
and welfare or be injurious to other property in the territory in which said property is 
situated. 
 
(5)  The modification will not vary the provisions of chapter 58 applicable to the 
property. 

 
In approving modifications, the town council may require such conditions as will, in its 
judgment, secure substantially the objectives and standards or requirements of this chapter. 

 

 
If the Planning Board and Town Council find the modification to be necessary, the following 
conditions shall apply: 
 

 The amendments to the construction plans shall be reviewed and approved by 
staff. 

 The revised final plat shall be reviewed by Planning Board and approved by 
Town Council. 

 
 
 

Attachment 1 – Minutes 
Attachment 2 – 162’ extension approved 

Attachment 3 – 426’ extension request 























































TOWN OF 
W E D D I N G T O N 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
 
TO:  Chairman and Planning Board  
    
FROM: Lisa Thompson, Town Administrator/Planner  
 
DATE: June 25, 2018  
 
SUBJECT: Reid Property (WCVFD) Minor Subdivision  
 

 
The applicant, Wesley Chapel Volunteer Fire Department is seeking a minor subdivision for 
property located at the northeast corner of Rea and Reid Dairy Road. They are subdividing a 
portion of parcel 06-177-015 in order to purchase the property.  It is a total of 1.718 acres and is 
zoned R40-Conditional.  The conditional site plan for a fire station was approved on June 11, 
2018.  
 
The proposed minor subdivision is in general conformity with the Town of Weddington Zoning 
and Subdivision Ordinances; therefore, staff recommends approval with the following 
conditions: 
 

1. Certificate of approval signature block needs to be amended to wording of section 46-
40(c)(7) for the Planning Board chair to sign. 

2. Add the name, address, and telephone number of the owner and developer in the 
signature block. 

3. The use of the parcel and adjacent parcels shall be noted. 
4. The zoning for the property needs to be amended to R-40 Conditional – WCVFD. 
5. Add the township to the location data in the title block. 
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Town of Weddington Community Survey: 
Executive	Summary	

	

To	gain	a	better	understanding	of	resident	perceptions	and	inform	future	planning	initiatives,	a	survey	
was	 created	 and	 administered	 through	 Survey	Monkey	 for	 the	 Town	 of	Weddington.	 	 Overall,	 there	
were	 965	 unique	 survey	 respondents	 who	 answered	 the	 vast	 majority	 of	 questions	 presented,	
representing	31	percent	of	households	in	the	Town	of	Weddington.		Below,	you	will	find	a	summary	of	
respondent	characteristics,	along	with	summaries	from	the	different	question	categories,	and	associated	
implications	from	the	analysis.		

Respondent Profile 
Survey	respondents	represent	a	variety	of	age	ranges	and	subdivisions	within	the	Town	of	Weddington.		
Many	of	the	respondents	have	been	Town	residents	for	over	fifteen	years	(39%),	offering	a	different	and	
unique	perspective	 from	the	next	highest	 represented	group,	who	have	 lived	 in	Weddington	between	
one	 and	 five	 years	 (25%).	 	 The	majority	 of	 the	 respondents	work	within	Mecklenburg	 County	 (62%),	
while	20	percent	work	in	Union	County	and	another	18	percent	work	within	Weddington,	typically	from	
their	home.		There	is	a	solid	mix	of	ages	ranging	from	18-65+	with	the	biggest	two	age	ranges	being	45-
54	(32%)	and	55-64	(26%).		Respondents	represent	62	subdivisions	within	the	Town.		Other	respondents	
are	from	homes	outside	of	a	traditional	subdivision	or	did	not	wish	to	declare	where	they	lived.		These	
criteria	 do	 show	 that	 the	 sample	 is	 representative	 of	 the	 Town’s	 demographics.	 	 This	 data	 further	
explains	 that	 the	 majority	 of	 respondents	 are	 families	 with	 children,	 moved	 to	 Weddington	 before	
development	increased	substantially,	and	have	invested	in	the	Town.			

Land Use  
Survey	respondents	know	what	attracted	them	to	Weddington	–	the	small-town	charm,	the	large	lots,	
houses	 tucked	away	 in	wooded	 lots,	and	quality	green	spaces.	 	While	 transportation,	pace	of	growth,	
and	 school	 overcrowding	 are	major	 themes	 in	 all	 resident	 responses,	 the	 largest	 concern	 throughout	
this	section	 is	to	create	parkland	or	open	spaces	for	existing	residents	to	gather,	recreating	a	sense	of	
community.		Many	residents	are	concerned	that	the	pace	of	growth	is	outpacing	infrastructure	and	their	
sense	 of	 community,	 threatening	 to	 swallow	 the	 small-town	 charm	 and	 becoming	 another	 town	
resembling	Charlotte.		Residents	wish	to	maintain	what	charm	they	feel	is	left	and	want	the	Council	to	
consider	 limiting	growth	and	modifying	 the	conservation	subdivision.	 	While	many	do	believe	55+	age	
communities	would	be	appropriate,	many	have	stated	that	this	type	of	development	should	be	limited	
to	areas	adjacent	to	existing	commercial	areas	due	to	walkability	concerns.			

Non-residential Development  
Respondents	were	very	strong	in	their	responses	about	non-residential	development.		The	major	theme	
through	the	majority	of	these	questions	is	that	current	residents	do	not	want	commercial	development,	
but	would	prefer	civic	or	park-related	development,	offering	suggestions	for	parks,	greenways,	and	open	
spaces	 for	 gathering.	 	 There	 was	 a	 solid	 group	 of	 respondents	 that	 did	 wish	 to	 see	 sit-down	 eatery	
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locations	within	 their	 Town	 for	 dinner	 and	 gathering	with	 neighbors.	 	 It	 is	 clear	 that	 the	majority	 of	
residents	 want	 this	 type	 of	 development	 to	 continue	 along	 NC	 16,	 clustered	 toward	 Weddington	
Crossing,	as	opposed	to	creating	any	new	commercial	spaces.		A	vast	majority	of	respondents	said	that	
they	do	not	want	any	large	scale	commercial	or	service	development,	absolutely	no	big-box	style	stores,	
or	any	adult,	tattoo,	vape,	or	other	similar	establishments	within	their	Town.			

Transportation 
Transportation	 is	 a	 significant	 concern	 for	 residents	within	 the	 Town.	 	 The	 residents	 do	 feel	 that	 the	
work	to	widen	shoulders,	repave	roads,	and	widen	NC	16	with	sidewalks	is	adequate	(74%).		While	many	
of	 the	 residents	 do	 want	 a	 more	 walkable	 community	 (47%),	 respondents	 do	 feel	 that	 road-related	
projects	 still	 outrank	 any	 other	mode	 of	 transportation	 (76%).	 	More	 than	 half	 of	 residents	 feel	 that	
walkability	is	important	(56%)	and	want	to	focus	on	connecting	sidewalks	throughout	the	Town.		When	
asked	specifically	about	major	 transportation	concerns,	 the	number	one	 issue	 is	an	 increase	 in	 traffic,	
which	follows	previous	discussion	on	why	residents	do	not	want	commercial	development	or	increases	
in	 residential	 density	 or	 development.	 	Many	 specific	 issues	were	mentioned	and	will	 be	 shared	with	
Council	and	Town	Staff	to	help	prioritize	future	efforts.		Overall,	residents	understand	that	they	chose	to	
live	in	a	Town	that	is	outside	of	the	major	metropolitan	area,	requiring	the	need	to	drive.		However,	the	
increases	in	homes,	traffic,	and	lack	of	safety	with	this	growth	does	create	an	overall	unease	with	how	
the	transportation	system	has	kept	pace	with	growth.			

Parks, Recreation, and Open Space 
Weddington	survey	participants	have	mixed	reviews	about	parks,	recreation,	and	open	spaces.		Roughly	
half	 of	 the	 respondents	 said	 they	 are	 satisfied	 with	 park	 and	 recreation	 facilities	 currently	 available,	
while	the	other	half	of	respondents	are	not.		Some	respondents	commented	on	not	knowing	where	the	
park	facilities	were	located.		A	majority	of	residents	(66%)	believe	a	new	park	will	be	worth	the	Town’s	
investment.	 	 When	 asked	 about	 greenways	 or	 multi-use	 paths,	 the	 majority	 of	 respondents	 believe	
traditional	 greenway	 development	 is	 more	 appropriate	 (45%),	 while	 a	 smaller	 group	 advocated	 for	
multi-use	paths	(29%).		These	responses	highlight	that	parks	or	recreation	development	is	acceptable	to	
the	majority	of	residents.		When	given	the	choice,	residents	would	prefer	this	type	of	development	over	
commercial	or	residential	spaces,	offering	residents	open	spaces	to	walk,	play,	and	gather.			

Services 
Residents	were	asked	a	series	of	questions	about	ordinances,	police	and	fire	protection,	and	other	Town	
services.	 	Participants	 responded	that	 they	did	 think	noise,	 lighting,	and	sign	ordinances	are	adequate	
(48%),	though	39	percent	either	did	not	think	they	were	adequate	or	did	not	know	about	them.		Survey	
participates	were	satisfied	with	policy	and	fire	protection	services	(73%	and	69%,	respectively)	and	did	
not	want	 to	 increase	services	 for	either.	 	When	asked	about	experiences	with	Town	services,	 the	vast	
majority	 (89%)	 stated	 they	had	a	good	experience.	 	Respondents	had	a	variety	of	 ideas	 for	additional	
services,	from	garbage	and	recycling	pickup,	to	road	maintenance,	to	park	services.	 	Many	stated	they	
did	not	know	what	services	they	were	actually	provided	as	a	Town	resident.		When	asked	if	they	would	
pay	for	any	increase	in	or	additional	services,	37	percent	said	they	would	pay	at	least	a	minimal	increase	
to	offer	the	services,	35	percent	would	not	be	willing	to	pay	for	an	increase	in	services,	and	30	percent	
said	 it	would	depend	on	the	cost.	 	Overall,	 residents	would	prefer	to	have	greater	enforcement	for	all	
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services,	but	especially	nuisance	complaints,	as	well	as	other	zoning	codes	and	speed	monitoring	by	the	
police.			

General 
The	last	category	of	questions	related	to	the	Town	of	Weddington	in	general,	or	its	staff.		The	majority	of	
residents	 did	 not	 interact	with	 Town	 staff	 (60%),	 but	 respondents	who	 did,	 stated	 that	 the	 staff	was	
professional	and	courteous,	or	that	they	could	not	interact	with	staff	because	of	the	hours	of	operation	
for	Town	Hall.		The	majority	of	respondents	had	used	the	Town’s	website	(66%)	and	rated	it	an	average	
of	 four	 stars	 for	 ease	 of	 use	 and	 three	 stars	 for	 the	 quality	 of	 information	 available.	 	 Perhaps,	most	
importantly,	 survey	 participants	 overwhelmingly	 responded	 that	 they	 felt	 their	 property	 values	 were	
protected	in	Weddington	(84%)	and	rated	their	overall	quality	of	life	at	four	or	five	stars	(84%).			

Implications 
This	 survey	 is	a	 testament	 to	how	many	residents	value	 the	Town	of	Weddington.	 	The	response	rate	
alone	 shows	 this,	 but	 the	 value	 of	 input	 and	 thought	 given	 by	 each	 resident	 represents	 their	 pride.			
Having	gone	through	all	of	the	responses,	there	are	a	few	main	points	that	stand	out	from	many	of	the	
respondents.		They	are	summarized	below.			

The	residents	do	not	want	to	continue	to	grow	at	this	pace.		Many	residents	do	not	feel	the	conservation	
district	accomplishes	 its	 intent,	 stating	 that	a	 lot	of	 the	 land	set	aside	ends	up	 in	an	overgrown	state,	
does	 not	 conserve	 any	 usable	 land,	 and	 may	 be	 developed	 at	 a	 later	 date.	 	 If	 the	 Town	 wishes	 to	
continue	using	conservation	subdivisions,	 it	would	be	worth	investigating	how	to	educate	residents	on	
the	development	restrictions	in	place	on	conservation	areas	and	having	formal	board	approval	of	where	
these	 open	 spaces	 would	 be	 located.	 	 Additionally,	 the	 12,000	 square	 foot	 lot	 size	 may	 need	 to	 be	
revised	 to	20,000	or	more	as	per	 respondent	comments.	 	Otherwise,	 the	Town	many	want	 to	update	
their	future	land	use	map	significantly	to	conserve	land	from	certain	types	of	development.			

Survey	respondents	are	worried	that	the	pace	of	growth	will	significantly	deteriorate	the	transportation	
and	school	system.		These	issues	highlight	compatibility	and	cohesion	issues	between	the	Town	and	the	
County;	development	zoning	decisions	occur	within	the	Town,	but	transportation	and	school	decisions	
are	 administered	 by	 the	 County.	 	 It	may	 be	 advantageous	 to	 start	 a	 dialogue	with	 the	 County	 about	
these	expressed	concerns.			

It	became	apparent	during	the	survey	analysis	that	some	public	education	material	would	be	helpful	to	
residents,	 especially	 new	 residents,	 about	 what	 the	 Town	 can	 and	 cannot	 control	 and	 some	 general	
planning	practices.		There	seems	to	be	a	perception	that	the	Town	can	deny	subdivisions	because	they	
do	not	want	more	growth;	whereas,	the	Town	cannot	deny	a	subdivision	if	it	meets	current	ordinances.		
Other	 educational	 outreach	may	 include	 discussions	 on	 how	 conservation	 land	 is	 protected,	 services	
available,	 what	 the	 Town	 can	 regulate,	 how	 to	 report	 a	 code	 violation,	 and	 the	 process	 for	 code	
violations	and	remediation.			

Perhaps	 the	 clearest	 opinion	 to	 come	 out	 of	 this	 survey	 is	 that	 residents	 do	 not	 want	 commercial	
development,	 aside	 from	 a	 small	 boutique-style	 complex	 adjacent	 to	 the	 current	 commercial	 area.		
Instead,	residents	would	prefer	an	investment	into	park	and	open	spaces	with	greenways	and	sidewalks	
to	improve	connectivity.		This	opinion	came	across	strong	in	the	majority	of	the	survey	sections,	leading	
it	to	be	a	top	priority	for	Weddington’s	future.			 	
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Questions and Answers 
	

Land Use 
	

Survey	participants	are	very	clear	about	what	 land	uses	they	 like	and	support	and	which	ones	they	do	
not.	 	 The	 largest	 concerns	 are	 focused	 on	 infrastructure	 and	 services	 not	 keeping	 pace	with	 growth.		
While	this	may	seem	to	indicate	that	the	residents	would	like	infrastructure	to	increase	to	accommodate	
growth,	 respondents	 feel	 growth	 should	 slow	or	 stop	altogether.	 	Additionally,	many	 residents	would	
like	to	focus	on	growing	Town	park	facilities	over	additional	residential	development.		Residents	wish	to	
maintain	 what	 charm	 they	 feel	 is	 left.	 	 While	 many	 do	 believe	 55+	 age	 communities	 would	 be	
appropriate,	many	have	stated	that	this	type	of	development	should	be	 limited	to	around	the	existing	
commercial	areas	due	to	walkability.			

Question 1 - What is your perception of the 
pace of growth in the Town of Weddington? 
The	majority	of	 respondents	 feel	 that	Weddington	 is	
growing	 too	 fast,	 48	 percent,	 or	 fast,	 31	 percent.		
Seventeen	 percent	 (17%)	 of	 respondents	 feel	 the	
pace	 of	 growth	 is	 just	 right,	 while	 five	 percent	 (5%)	
say	it	is	growing	slowly.			

	

	

Question 2 - What type of new development do you prefer? 
Of	the	categories	listed,	67	percent	of	respondents	selected	parkland	or	open	space	for	the	type	of	new	
development	 they	 would	 prefer.	 	 This	 was	 followed	 by	 local	 business	 (31%),	 and	 public	 spaces	 and	
residential	 with	 28	 percent	 each.	 	 It	 is	 important	 to	 note	 that	 11	 percent	 of	 respondents	 originally	
selected	“other,”	but	referred	to	parks	or	open	space,	schools	and	post	offices	as	public	spaces,	or	local	
business	 types.	 	 The	one	percent	 (1%)	of	 responses	 that	 remained	 “other,”	 after	 analysis,	 referred	 to	
transportation,	infrastructure,	or	a	master	planned	style	of	mixed-use	development.			

“I	 did	 not	 select	 local	 business/retail;	 however,	 if	 this	 development	
should	 come	 it	 should	have	a	hometown	 feel	 similar	 to	 the	downtown	
areas	 of	 Davidson,	 Statesville,	 or	 Waxhaw.	 The	 buildings	 should	 be	
upscale,	 brick,	 charming	 and	 create	 a	 since	 of	 community.	 After	 all,	
people	gravitate	to	these	downtown	areas	and	spend	a	lot	of	money.”	
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Question 3 - If you selected “Local business or retail” above, what type of new business 
uses do you feel are needed? 
Over	half	of	respondents	(53%)	stated	they	felt	restaurants	were	needed,	specifically	non-chain,	small-
scale,	locally-owned	restaurants	ranging	from	a	small	coffee	shop	to	a	fine-dine	experience	in	a	historic-
looking	structure.		Respondents	also	expressed	a	need	for	boutique-style	shopping	(35%)	with	a	historic	
town	 center	 feel.	 	 Specifically	 mentioned	 were	 book	 stores,	 higher-end	 daycare,	 medical	 offices,	
specialty	or	small-scale	food	stores,	restaurants	and	other	services.		There	was	also	an	expressed	need	
for	 improved	 walkability	 within	 this	 area	 connecting	 to	 neighboring	 developments.	 	 Numerous	
respondents	stated	that	this	development	should	only	occur	along	NC	16,	Providence	Road.			

“Small	commercial	development	tied	to	the	Hwy	16	corridor.	 	 	 	Limited	
height	structures	with	 low	 impact	 to	 the	visual	appeal	 in	 the	area.	The	
development	 in	 Hilton	 Head	 is	 a	 good	 example	 for	 blending	 with	 the	
environment.“	

	

Question 4 – Which residential types would you prefer to see in the Town? 
Preferred	housing	types	are	overwhelmingly	larger	lot,	single-family	homes	on	one	acre	(86%).		Types	of	
housing	that	are	not	preferred	include	town	or	patio	homes	(80%),	smaller	lot	residential	(75%),	a	mix	of	
various-sized	 residential	 and	 small	 business	 spaces	 (66%),	 and	 age-restricted	 communities	 (45%).		
Respondents	could	click	any	that	applied	for	either	preferred,	not	preferred,	or	no	preference.			

Question 5 – Do you support the use of conservation residential districts? 
Fifty-four	percent	(54%)	of	respondents	stated	that	they	supported	the	use	of	conservation	residential	
districts,	with	46	percent	opposing	this	district.	 	Twenty-nine	(29)	people	skipped	this	question.		Those	
that	 did	not	 like	 the	 concept	 stated	 that	 they	 felt	 the	 guidelines	provided	houses	 too	 close	 together,	
allowed	for	poor	quality	housing,	and	increased	density.			

Question 6 – If you have concerns with subdivisions, what would they be? 
The	 response	 to	 what	 concerns	 respondents	 have	 with	 subdivisions	 mirrored	 a	 lot	 of	 the	 responses	
opposing	 conservation	 districts;	 namely	 that	 the	 area	 is	 growing	 too	 fast	 to	 handle	 the	 influx	 of	
residents.	 	The	responses	were	categorized	based	upon	focus,	with	some	responses	being	categorized	
twice	if	they	mentioned	more	than	one	main	focus.		Thirty-six	percent	(36%)	of	respondents	reported	an	
increase	 of	 traffic,	 the	 current	 quality	 of	 transportation	 routes,	 and	 infrastructure	 quality	 as	 major	
concerns	with	both	conservation	and	new	subdivisions.	 	This	was	 followed	by	an	overall	 concern	over	
the	pace	of	growth	(19%)	with	many	stating	that	growth	should	not	continue	until	 transportation	and	
infrastructure	are	upgraded.		It	is	important	to	note	that	many	people	included	an	opinion	that	existing	
residents	are	paying	for	new	water	and	sewer	lines	for	new	development	while	they	are	not	supported	
by	 these	 services.	 	 Other	 responses	 centered	 around	 too	 much	 density,	 the	 increase	 in	 school	
attendance	without	an	 increase	 in	 the	number	of	schools,	 the	overall	 loss	of	 trees	and	environmental	
degradation,	 low	 quality	 homes	 being	 built,	 and	 the	 mistrust	 of	 developers	 conserving	 spaces	 to	 be	
developed	at	a	later	time,	all	under	10	percent	each.			
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“Traffic,	overall	congestion	will	take	away	from	the	exclusivity	and	
quality	of	life	in	Weddington.	One	thing	that	makes	living	in	Weddington	
special	is	that	it's	close	to	the	city	but	it's	tucked	away.”	

	

	

 

 

 

 

 
	

	

	
	

Dear	Weddington,	We	are	having	our	cake	and	eating	it	too.	We	need	to	
share.	We	moved	to	this	place	for	a	reason	11	years	ago.	It	was	beautiful	
and	 it	 was	 country,	 but	 was	 easy	 access	 to	 the	 city.	 (I	 know	 you	 have	
heard	 this	 lament	 before).	 	 Do	 we	 really	 need	 another	 million	 $	
subdivision?	 Can	 residential	 taxes	 pay	 for	 the	 services	 that	 this	 type	 of	
consumer	wants?	 Can't	 someone	 design	 a	mixed-use	 center.	 I	 do	 know	
that	all	poor	people	are	not	criminals	and	they	have	the	same	hopes	and	
desires	 as	 you	 do.	 Let’s	 looks	 outside	 the	 box	 and	 try	 to	 accommodate	
'others'	to	make	them	'us'.		
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Non-residential Development 
	

While	there	are	some	that	would	enjoy	small,	boutique	style	retail	or	food	establishments,	the	majority	
of	survey	participants	do	not	want	any	non-residential	development,	aside	from	a	park	or	common	
green	space.		There	is	a	significant	group	of	respondents	that	would	like	sit-down	restaurants,	especially	
if	in	renovated	historic	buildings.		Respondents	did	state	they	wished	that	if	commercial	development	
occurred,	it	be	concentrated	to	Providence	Road	around	Weddington	Crossings.			

Question 7 – Where should economic development efforts focus? 
When	asked	about	economic	development	efforts,	35	percent	of	respondents	stated	that	they	wanted	
to	focus	on	small	or	local	businesses.		This	was	followed	by	21	percent	stating	they	wanted	to	focus	on	
traditional	 recreation	 or	 tourism	 efforts.	 	 Agricultural	 business	 rounded	 out	 the	 top	 three	 with	 15	
percent	of	 responses.	 	 Eighteen	percent	 (18%)	of	 respondents	 selected	 “other,”	 responding	 that	 they	
primarily	did	not	want	to	see	any	economic	development	in	Weddington.			

	

	

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Question 8 – Would you like to see more small business, office, or retail development in 
Weddington? 
Of	 the	920	answers	 to	 this	question,	62	percent	of	 responses	 stated	no.	 	This	 supports	 the	 responses	
above	including	those	that	did	not	want	this	type	of	development	and	those	that	wanted	recreation	and	
tourism	efforts.			

Question 9 – What style of eateries would you prefer to see in Weddington? 
Almost	500	respondents	(53%)	stated	that	they	wanted	sit-down	restaurants	as	the	main	style	of	eatery	
for	 the	 Town.	 	 Another	 29	 percent	 stated	 that	 they	 did	 not	want	 any	 style	 of	 eatery	 in	Weddington,	
while	eight	percent	 (8%)	 responded	“other,”	with	 suggestions	 from	having	enough	eateries	nearby	 to	
non-chain	 style	 fine	 dining	 to	 boutique	 cafes	 or	 coffee	 houses	 focused	 on	 local	 products.	 	 A	 main	
concern	noted	was	that	no	development	should	happen	until	traffic	issues	have	been	alleviated	and/or	
there	is	more	transportation	infrastructure	to	accommodate	the	business.			
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Question 10 – What type of shopping opportunities would you prefer? 
When	asked	about	shopping	opportunities,	respondents	stated	that	they	wanted	none	(38%),	while	29	
percent	stated	they	wanted	a	neighborhood	market	over	other	types.	 	Specialty	stores	were	preferred	
by	 20	 percent	 of	 respondents	 while	 general	 merchandise	 stores	 carried	 four	 percent	 (4%)	 of	 the	
responses.	 	 Convenience	 stores	 had	 less	 than	one	percent	 (1%)	 of	 responses.	 	 Seven	percent	 (7%)	 of	
respondents	selected	“other”	where	they	shared	the	desire	for	a	farmer’s	market	and	perhaps	upscale	
stores,	 but	 still	 cautioned	 that	 no	 development	 should	 be	 allowed	 without	 transportation	
improvements,	if	at	all.			

Question 11 – Where do you typically go for shopping and services? 
Respondents	generally	shop	as	close	to	home	as	possible.		Generally,	19	percent	of	respondents	shop	in	
Charlotte,	whereas	16	percent	shop	in	Wesley	Chapel,	13	percent	at	Weddington	Crossing,	12	percent	in	
Matthews,	11	percent	specifically	at	Blakeney,	and	10	percent	specifically	at	Waverly.	 	Other	shopping	
areas	were	under	10	percent	each	and	included	online,	Austin	Village,	Ballantyne,	Chestnut,	Indian	Trail,	
Monroe,	Providence	Promenade,	South	Park,	Stonecrest,	and	Waxhaw.			

Question 12 – Are there types of business you would like to see in Weddington? 
Survey	participants	were	clear	that	they	want	nothing	(29%),	sit	down	restaurants	(19%),	small	or	local	
businesses	 (8%),	 unique	 shops	 (7%),	 services	 or	 offices	 (4%),	 and	 competition	 grocery	 (4%).	 	 Some	
residents	gave	specific	examples	of	what	they	would	like,	such	as	Trader	Joes,	a	small	coffee	shop,	park	
spaces,	and	a	post	office.			

“I	feel	 like	we	have	it	all	already!	 	Sit	down	restaurants	are	nice,	and	I'd	
like	more	options	in	this	category	BUT	do	not	want	to	sacrifice	less-funds	
being	directed	at	roadway	improvement!”	

	

Question 13 – Are there types of business you would like to keep out of Weddington? 
When	 asked	 what	 respondents	 want	 to	 keep	 out	 of	 Weddington,	 in	 terms	 of	 non-residential	
development,	 respondents	 stated	 that	 they	 did	 not	 want	 any	 development	 (32%),	 big	 box	 style	
establishments	 (18%),	 or	 fast	 food	 establishments	 (12%).	 	 Other	 types	 of	 businesses	 that	 were	
discouraged	 included	ABC	 stores,	 tattoo	parlors,	 vaping	 shops,	 auto-care	 shops,	 adult	 establishments,	
dollar	style	stores,	industrial	or	manufacturing,	and	any	type	of	large-scale	development.			
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Transportation 
	

Residents	of	the	Town	of	Weddington	have	seen	a	tremendous	increase	in	traffic	over	the	last	decade,	
which	has	highlighted	 issues	 related	 to	development,	 discussed	 in	previous	 sections.	 	While	 the	work	
that	 has	 been	 completed	 is	 satisfactory,	 road	maintenance	has	 not	 kept	 up	with	 the	pace	of	 growth,	
creating	a	myriad	of	issues.		Many	residents	want	more	attention	for	transportation-related	concerns,	as	
well	 as	 to	 increase	 walkability	 within	 the	 Town.	 	 While	 not	 every	 comment	 can	 be	 shared	 in	 this	
document,	all	the	comments	and	suggestions	have	been	forwarded	to	Town	Staff.			

Question 14 – Are you satisfied with road improvements? 
Survey	 respondents	 appreciate	 the	 work	 Weddington	 has	 done	 to	 encourage	 NCDOT	 to	 perform	
roadway	 improvements,	 namely	 the	 work	 to	 re-pave	 roads,	 widen	 shoulders	 and	 widen	 NC	 16	 with	
sidewalks.	 	Seventy-four	percent	(74%)	of	respondents	stated	that	they	were	satisfied	with	these	road	
improvements.		For	the	26	percent	that	
chose	 “no,	 please	 specify,”	 the	
comments	 ranged	 from	widening	more	
roads,	 to	 fixing	 potholes,	 to	 confusion	
over	how	 the	 sidewalk	 connects	 to	 the	
rest	 of	 the	 Town.	 	 Many	 who	
commented	on	the	sidewalks	also	asked	
for	more	sidewalks	 in	order	to	create	a	
network	 that	 people	 could	 use	 to	 get	
from	one	place	to	another.			

	

Question 15 – What are the top transportation-related issues that current affect you? 
When	 asked	 what	 transportation	 issues	 concerned	 them,	 respondents	 answered	 with	 general	 and	
specific	 information.	 	Generally,	 the	 largest	concern	was	an	 increase	 in	 traffic	and	congestion	 (45%	of	
total	 responses).	 	 Other	 concerns	 were	 the	 lack	 of	 traffic	 lights	 on	 country	 roads	 and	 overall	 road	
conditions	 including	 soft	 shoulders,	 potholes,	 and	 the	 need	 for	 re-pavement.	 	 Specifically,	 numerous	
responses	 focused	 on	 Providence	 Road,	 NC	 84,	 Forest	 Lawn,	 Rea	 Road	 Extension,	 Potter	 Road,	
Weddington	Road,	Tilley	Morris	Road	and	Antioch	Church	Road.		It	is	important	to	note	that	Providence	
Road	and	Antioch	Church	Road	concerns	were	 the	 two	highest	occurrences	with	nine	and	six	percent	
(9%,	6%)	of	the	total	responses,	respectively.			

Question 16 – Would you prefer to have access to other modes of transportation, such as 
bicycle lanes, pedestrian pathways/walkways, a bus route, etc.? 
Weddington	survey	respondents	were	split	about	if	they	would	prefer	to	have	access	to	other	modes	of	
transportation,	 aside	 from	 the	automobile.	 	 Forty-four	percent	 (44%)	of	 respondents	 stated	 that	 they	
did	not	prefer	access	to	other	modes,	while	56	percent	said	they	would.		Of	those	who	responded	yes,	
interest	was	expressed	in	sidewalks/pedestrian	pathways	that	were	connected	and	created	a	walkable	
Town,	as	well	as	bicycle	lanes	or	widened	shoulders	to	allow	for	bicyclist	and	motorist	safety.			
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Question 17 – How long is your typical commute? 
When	asked	about	commute	times,	24	percent	of	respondents	stated	that	they	 lived	at	home	and	did	
not	commute,	further	commenting	that	this	was	necessitated	by	the	heavy	traffic.		Twenty-one	percent	
(21%)	of	 respondents	had	a	 commute	between	30	and	45	minutes,	while	20	percent	had	a	 commute	
between	10	and	30	minutes.		There	are	28	percent	of	respondents	who	drive	over	45	minutes	to	get	to	
work	 each	way.	 	 This	 highlights	 the	 traffic	 issues	 as	many	 respondents	 stated	 their	 commute	 from	 5	
years	ago	was	much	shorter.			

	

	

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Question 18 – What roadway connections are needed in Weddington? 
The	 majority	 of	 residents	 skipped	 this	 question	 or	 said	 that	 they	 did	 not	 know	 which	 roadway	
connections	 were	 needed.	 	 The	 intent	 of	 this	 question	 was	 to	 query	 residents	 who	 use	 the	 roads	
everyday	 to	determine	 if	 they	 felt	an	obvious	connection	was	missing.	 	Of	 those	 that	did	 respond,	36	
percent	mentioned	the	necessity	of	finishing	the	Rea	Road	Extension	project.	 	This	was	followed	by	15	
percent	of	respondents	stating	that	they	would	like	to	see	an	additional	exit	for	Interstate	485.	 	Other	
various	connections	were	mentioned,	at	a	smaller	scale,	including	NC	84	and	Providence	Road,	Antioch	
Church	Road	and	Providence	Road,	and	alternative	roads	to	Waxhaw	and	Wesley	Chapel.			

Question 19 – Is walkability important to 
you? 
When	 asked	 if	 walkability	 was	 important,	 the	
majority	of	 respondents	 said	 that	walkability	 is	
important	 (47%),	 while	 36	 percent	 said	 it	 was	
not	 important.	 	 Seventeen	 percent	 (17%)	 had	
no	opinion	and	there	were	94	respondents	who	
skipped	this	question.			
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Question 20 – How would you rank the need for these improvements? 
Respondents	 were	 asked	 to	 rank	 the	 need	 for	 road,	 public	 transportation,	 bicycle	 facilities,	 and	 safe	
pedestrian	pathways	 improvements.	 	The	majority	of	 respondents	selected	road	 improvements	as	 the	
most	 important	(76%),	with	the	second	priority	being	safe	pedestrian	pathways	(57%	for	this	ranking).		
Bicycle	facility	importance	came	in	third	and	public	transportation	was	ranked	last.	 	
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Parks, Recreation, & Open Space 
	

The	majority	of	residents	value	a	Town	park	and/or	greenways	or	pathways	that	connect	developments	
to	 this	 park	 or	 venue.	 	 Some	 residents	 did	 not	 know	what	 parks,	 recreation,	 or	 open	 space(s)	 were	
available	outside	of	specific	developments	and	were	not	shy	about	stating	that	they	would	prefer	this	
type	of	development	over	any	more	residential	and/or	commercial,	allowing	for	residents	to	gather	and	
create	the	once	lost	sense	of	community	that	was	typical	of	Weddington.			

Question 21 – Are you satisfied with the park and recreation facilities available to you? 
Respondents	of	the	Weddington	community	survey	were	split	on	whether	they	were	satisfied	with	the	
park	 and	 recreation	 facilities	 currently	 available,	 with	 52	 percent	 stating	 they	 are	 satisfied	 and	 48	
percent	saying	they	are	not.			

Question 22 – What open space, parks, or recreation needs are not being met? 
Residents	were	 not	 shy	 to	 point	 out	 that	 they	 did	 not	 know	 if	Weddington	 had	 anything	 to	 offer	 to	
address	 recreation,	 parks,	 or	 open	 space	 needs.	 	 Residents	 who	 answered	 this	 way,	 but	 offered	 no	
specifics	on	what	they	wanted	were	categorized	as	answering	that	none	of	their	needs	were	met	(16%).		
Thirty-seven	percent	 (37%)	 stated	 that	 they	wanted	 a	park,	 even	describing	 a	Colonel	 Francis	 Beatty-
style	park,	with	another	nine	percent	(9%)	stating	they	wanted	a	common	green	area	with	a	potential	
amphitheater	or	other	 layout	 to	use	 for	Town	events	and	gatherings.	 	Another	14	percent	 specifically	
suggested	 greenways	 or	 walking	 trails.	 	 Some	 respondents	 stated	 that	 they	 had	 no	 needs	 or	 were	
satisfied	with	what	was	around	the	area	(14%).		It	is	important	to	note	that	some	participants	specifically	
asked	 for	 a	 dog	 park	 (3%)	 or	 mentioned	 other	 amenities	 such	 as	 a	 golf	 course,	 lake	 for	 recreation,	
and/or	splash	pad	facilities	for	young	families	(all	categorized	as	“other”	–	6%).			

“There	 isn’t	 a	 park	 in	 Weddington.	 Now	 that	 the	 town	 bought	 the	
property	behind	 town	hall	why	not	make	 it	 into	a	nice	place	 to	sit	and	
have	lunch/picnic,	read	a	book	in	the	open	air	or	just	sit	and	veg.	Maybe	
even	a	small	walking	path	with	plant	and	tree	identification	markers.”		

	

Question 23 – Do you feel a new park would be 
worth Weddington’s investment? 
A	 majority	 of	 residents	 do	 feel	 a	 new	 park	 would	 be	
worth	 Town	 investment,	 with	 66	 percent	 of	
respondents	showing	their	support.		Thirty-four	percent	
(34%)	 of	 respondents	 said	 a	 new	 park	 was	 not	 worth	
the	 investment	 and	 another	 12	 percent	 of	 survey	
participants	skipped	this	question.			
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Question 24 – What public spaces would you like to see in Weddington? 
The	 majority	 of	 respondents	 reaffirmed	 their	 desire	 for	 a	 park	 (28%),	 while	 another	 21	 percent	
suggested	 a	 community	 center,	 20	 percent	 suggested	 a	 library,	 and	 eight	 percent	 (8%)	 suggested	 a	
common	green	area	including	an	amphitheater.			

“A	 unique	 old	 fashioned	museum	 for	 children	would	 be	 wonderful.	 	 It	
would	be	perfect	 in	the	old	house	which	was	recently	purchased	by	the	
town	by	 the	back	 entrance	of	Weddington	Corners.	 	A	place	where	no	
cell	 phones	 are	 allowed	 but	 blocks,	 dolls,	 trucks,	 a	 little	 garden	 in	 the	
back,	a	clothes	 line	 for	 the	kids	 to	hang	up	clothes,	a	 room	with	books	
and	 little	 tables,	a	wooden	kitchen	with	pots	and	pans.	 	A	place	where	
imagination	 rules.	 An	 	 old	 fashioned	 place	which	 really	 stimulates	 the	
mind.	 	An	experience	they	will	always	remember.	 	 	 I	am	sure	 there	are	
lots	of	volunteers	who	would	love	to	be	part	of	something	like	that.”			

	

	

Question 25 – Would you prefer a bicycle/pedestrian path connecting neighborhoods 
along existing roads or traditional greenway development? 
Forty-five	 percent	 (45%)	 of	 respondents	 stated	 that	 traditional	 greenways	 were	 preferred	 with	 29	
percent	advocating	for	multi-use	paths.	 	There	was	a	group	of	people	who	did	not	want	either	option	
(21%)	and	a	few	respondents	(5%)	selected	“other,”	with	the	majority	of	these	responses	clarifying	that	
they	would	prefer	either	or,	or	had	no	opinion.			

It	 is	 important	to	note	that	some	respondents	seemed	confused	by	this	question.	 	Further	clarification	
on	what	constitutes	a	multi-use	path	versus	a	traditional	greenway	would	be	needed	if	this	was	asked	of	
the	Town	residents	in	the	future,	as	well	as	offering	a	“both”	option	to	the	list.			
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Question 26 – For either the paths or greenways determined above, where would you 
prioritize these connections? 
The	intent	of	this	question	was	to	specify	locations	where	residents	thought	greenways,	parks,	or	other	
facilities	may	be	necessary.		Less	than	half	of	survey	participants	responded,	and	many	of	those	that	did	
respond	stated	that	they	did	not	understand	the	question,	were	not	sure,	etc.			

Specific	 locations	 that	 were	 mentioned	 focused	 mainly	 upon	 bicycle	 lanes	 and/or	 greenways	 and	
sidewalks.		Suggestions	include	along	NC	84	(31%)	and	connecting	developments	(12%).		Connecting	the	
schools	was	the	third	most	populous	answer	with	nine	percent	(9%)	of	the	total.		Other	roads	included	
Wedding-Matthews	 Road	 (7%),	 Hemby	 Road	 (5%),	 Antioch	 Church	 Road	 (3%),	 Providence	 Road	 (8%),	
and	12	Mile	Creek	Road	(2%).		Four	percent	(4%)	of	respondents	stated	that	they	wanted	a	connection	
to	the	center	of	Town,	or	they	wanted	to	let	the	Town	decide	based	upon	existing	projects.			

Question 27 – Where do you typically go for park and/or outdoor recreation 
opportunities? 
Survey	participants	mostly	went	to	parks	or	greenways	outside	of	the	immediate	area,	utilizing	Colonel	
Francis	Beatty	Park	in	Mecklenburg	County	(26%),	greenways	or	parks	in	Charlotte	(15%),	and/or	
greenways	and	parks	in	Matthews	(13%).		Other	mentions	were	all	less	than	10	percent	each,	but	
included	Dogwood	Park	in	Wesley	Chapel,	Cane	Creek	Park	in	Union	County,	Squirrel	Lake	Park	in	
Matthews,	and	the	Wesley	Chapel	Weddington	Athletic	Association	fields.			
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Services 
	

Respondents	were	overall	pleased	with	the	services	offered,	stating	that	they	were	adequate	and	did	
not	want	to	increase	services.		While	the	fire	department	is	a	controversial	topic,	it	should	be	noted	that	
residents	were	overall	pleased	with	their	coverage.		In	terms	of	code	enforcement,	there	were	mixed	
opinions	about	its	effectiveness,	with	many	respondents	describing	a	situation	that	was	not	adequately	
handled.		The	majority	of	these	cases	refer	to	poorly	maintained	accessory	structures,	homes,	or	junk,	
which	are	not	currently	regulated	by	the	Town	of	Weddington.		Additionally,	a	significant	amount	of	
residents	would	like	to	have	trash	and	recycling	handled	by	the	Town	as	opposed	to	individual	
Homeowners	Associations.			

Question 28 – Do you feel that the current noise, lighting, and sign ordinances are 
adequate? 
When	asked	if	they	felt	the	current	noise,	lighting,	and	sign	ordinances	are	adequate,	just	about	half	of	
respondents	 (48%)	 replied	 yes.	 	 The	 remaining	 respondents	 said	 that	 they	 were	 not	 aware	 of	 these	

ordinances	(39%)	or	that	they	were	not	adequate,	siting	
many	 issues	 with	 noise,	 signs,	 and	 lighting	 or	 the	 lack	
thereof.	 	 They	 also	 pointed	 out	 many	 apparent	
violations	 in	 terms	of	deteriorated	accessory	structures	
and/or	 junk.	 	 The	 responses	 for	 noise	were	 similar,	 as	
well	 as	 signs,	 but	 in	 the	 case	 of	 street	 lighting,	
respondents	 were	 fairly	 split	 on	 whether	 there	 should	
be	 more	 lighting	 or	 less	 lighting.	 	 Overall,	 however,	
respondents	felt	that	the	enforcement	of	ordinances	 in	
place	is	insubstantial	and	needs	to	be	more	proactive.			

	

Question 29 – How would you rate police services in Weddington?  
Police	 services	 were	 rated	 as	 satisfying,	 with	 24	 percent	 of	 respondents	 being	 very	 satisfied	 and	 an	
additional	 49	 percent	 being	 satisfied.	 	 Roughly	 20	 percent	 of	 respondents	 had	 no	 opinion,	 with	 six	
percent	(6%)	stating	they	were	dissatisfied.			

Question 30 – Would you like to increase police presence in Weddington? 
The	majority	of	respondents	do	not	want	to	increase	police	presence	in	Weddington	(65%).		Of	those	
that	do	want	to	increase	police	presence,	respondents	wished	to	have	more	visible	patrols	and	a	larger	
presence	at	schools.		It	is	important	to	note	that	it	was	mentioned	that	police	presence	will	need	to	
increase	if	development	increases.			

Question 31 – How would you rate fire protection in Weddington? 
Similar	to	police	presence,	the	majority	of	survey	participants	feel	satisfied	(42%)	or	very	satisfied	(27%)	
with	fire	protection	in	Weddington.	 	Twenty-six	percent	(26%)	of	respondents	had	no	opinion	and	five	
percent	(5%)	of	respondents	were	dissatisfied	or	very	dissatisfied.			
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Question 32 – Would you like to increase fire protection in Weddington? 
The	vast	majority	(80%)	of	respondents	stated	that	they	did	not	want	to	increase	fire	protection	in	the	
Town	of	Weddington.		Of	those	that	did	want	to	increase	fire	protection,	most	stated	it	was	due	to	the	
increase	in	development	or	they	did	not	know	their	existing	coverage.	 	Some	residents	focused	on	the	
lack	of	a	fire	hydrant	nearby	as	opposed	to	increasing	fire	coverage.			

Due	to	the	complexity	of	fire	issues	in	Weddington,	there	were	also	some	respondents	that	shared	their	
opinion	of	changes	in	the	fire	department	and	coverage.	 	While	it	 is	 important	to	note	these	opinions,	
this	is	also	a	political	issue	and	deserves	special	consideration	for	analysis.			

Question 33 – Have you had a poor experience with a Town service? 
It	 speaks	 well	 for	Weddington	 that	 89	 percent	 of	 855	 respondents	 stated	 they	 did	 not	 have	 a	 poor	
experience	with	 Town	 services.	 	 There	was	 a	 small	 percent	 (11%)	 of	 respondents	 that	 did,	 however.		
Respondents	mentioned	 Council-related	 issues,	 reactionary	 code	 enforcement,	 and	 a	 lack	 of	 services	
available	 overall.	 	 One	 common	 issue	 reported	 was	 the	 availability	 of	 Town	 Hall	 and	 employees,	
mentioning	that	it	is	hard	to	meet	with	staff	due	to	the	short	hours	of	operation.		There	were	no	dates	
associated	 with	 these	 incidents,	 so	 deficiencies	 cannot	 be	 placed	 on	 any	 specific	 people,	 on	 or	 off	
Council.			

Question 34 – What types of services would you like to add to the existing planning, 
zoning, fire, and deputy services provided by the Town of Weddington? 
When	 asked	what	 other	 services	were	 desired,	 34	 percent	 of	 residents	 stated	 they	wanted	 no	more	
services,	or	might	want	to	reduce	taxes	and	get	rid	of	services	they	already	had.		However,	14	percent	of	
respondents	wished	for	unified	trash	and	recycling	collection	to	handle	solid	waste	needs	for	the	Town.		
Eleven	percent	(11%)	of	respondents	included	planning	services;	while	the	Town	already	provides	these	
services,	residents	feel	that	planning	is	not	sufficient	or	done	at	the	whim	of	developers.	In	conjunction,	
three	 percent	 (3%)	 of	 respondents	 included	 code	 enforcement	 as	 a	 service	 to	 add,	 even	 though	 the	
Town	 already	 has	 these	 services.	 	 The	 majority	 of	 these	 responses	 related	 to	 junk	 and	 property	
maintenance,	which	the	Town	does	not	currently	regulate.		Respondents	also	included	additional	police	
(8%)	and	 fire	 (5%)	services,	 stating	 they	wanted	 their	 fire	department	back,	while	another	six	percent	
(6%)	wanted	parks	and	recreation	services.		Lastly,	three	percent	(3%)	of	respondents	shared	a	desire	to	
have	water	and	sewer	availability	to	existing	residents.			

“I	would	like	to	see	an	ordinance	that	requires	home	owners	to	maintain	
their	property.	No	trash,	unregistered	cars,	etc.”	

 
“More	 comprehensive	 ordinances	 prohibiting	 junk,	 inoperable,	
abandoned	etc.,	vehicles,	rv's,	boats,	trailors,	tractors,	and	other	safety	
hazards.”		
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Question 35 – Would you be willing to pay a property tax increase to support these 
additional Town-provided services? 
Respondents	 were	 varied	 on	 whether	 they	 would	 be	 willing	 to	 pay	 an	 increase	 in	 taxes	 to	 support	
additional	 services	 they	 mentioned	 in	 Question	 34.	 	 Thirty-five	 percent	 (35%)	 stated	 they	 were	 not	
willing	to	pay	a	 tax	 increase,	while	30	percent	said	 it	would	depend	on	how	much	of	an	 increase.	 	An	
additional	37	percent	said	they	would	pay	the	increase,	or	would	pay	a	minimal	increase.		
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General Town 
	

The	 last	 category	 of	 questions	 related	 to	 the	 Town	 of	 Weddington	 in	 general.	 	 While	 residents	
overwhelmingly	felt	that	their	property	values	were	protected	 in	Weddington,	a	 	significant	portion	of	
respondents	 felt	 that	 Weddington	 was	 a	 wonderful	 place	 and	 is	 now	 losing	 its	 charm	 due	 to	
overcrowding	and	the	pace	of	growth.	 	They	still	 feel,	however,	 that	Weddington	 is	a	 four	or	 five	star	
community	and	has	potential	to	take	stock	of	where	they	are	and	planning	comprehensively	for	a	future	
that	maintains	their	rural	atmosphere.		

Question 36 – What other Town-sponsored events would you like to see? 
Specific	events	in	Towns	are	important	for	generating	a	sense	of	community.		There	were	various	great	
ideas	shared	by	residents.		Some	suggestions	included	summer	concerts	(10%),	Fall	Festivals	(9%),	a	4th	
of	July	Celebration	and	Parade	(8%),	and	Food	Truck	Fridays	extending	throughout	the	summer/fall	(6%).		
Many	 residents	 also	 stated	 that	 they	missed	 the	 Fall	 Festival	 and	 the	 Easter	 Egg	Hunt	 from	 previous	
years.		Lastly,	it	is	important	to	call	out	that	28	percent	of	respondents	said	that	they	liked	the	amount	
of	community	events	as	they	are	and	felt	no	more	are	necessary,	especially	without	a	better	location.			

Question 37 – Have you interacted with Weddington’s staff? 
When	asked	whether	respondents	had	interacted	with	Weddington’s	staff,	the	majority	(60%)	had	not.		
There	were	 still	 40	percent	 that	 did	 interact	with	 staff	 and	 they	 responded	about	 their	 experience	 in	
Question	38.			

Question 38 – Please tell us about this experience? 
Eighty-one	 percent	 (81%)	 of	 respondents	 stated	 their	 experience(s)	 with	 Town	 Staff	 were	 positive,	
professional,	 and	acceptable.	 	 The	other	 13	percent	 and	 six	 percent	 (6%)	 said	 their	 experiences	were	
okay	and	poor,	 respectively.	 	 It	 is	 important	 to	note	 that	many	of	 the	negative	 responses	 referred	 to	
Council	or	Board	members,	not	staff,	and/or	they	were	from	many	years	ago.			

Question 39 – Would you like to be added to our contact list? 
There	 were	 367	 people	 (45%)	 who	 elected	 to	 be	 added	 to	 the	 contact	 list.	 	 Their	 emails	 have	 been	
shared	with	the	Town	Administration.			

Question 40 – Have you used Weddington’s website? 
There	were	563	respondents	who	have	used	the	Town	of	Weddington’s	website	(66%).			

Question 41 – How would you grade the website’s ease of use? 
Out	 of	 five	 starts,	 one	 being	 poor	 and	 five	 being	 excellent,	 the	 majority	 of	 respondents	 graded	 the	
website	at	4	stars	(41%),	while	40	percent	gave	the	website	three	stars,	and	13%	rated	the	website	at	
five	starts.			

Question 42 – How would you grade the website’s quality of information? 
The	 majority	 of	 respondents	 rated	 the	 Town’s	 website	 at	 three	 stars	 for	 the	 quality	 of	 information	
available	(43%),	followed	by	a	four-star	rating	(34%).		



	 20	

Question 43 – Do you feel that your property values are stable in Weddington? 
Overwhelmingly,	Weddington	survey	respondents	stated	that	they	felt	their	property	values	are	stable	
(84%).		Of	the	16	percent	of	respondents	who	did	not	feel	their	property	values	are	stable,	the	majority	
cited	concerns	over	the	fast	pace	of	development	having	a	detrimental	effect	on	their	home	values.		

Question 44 – What is your overall perception of Weddington? 
Survey	respondents	were	detailed	 in	describing	their	perception	of	the	Town	of	Weddington.	 	Overall,	
56	percent	of	respondents	feel	that	Weddington	is	a	good	place	to	live.		Thirteen	percent	(13%)	stated	
that	they	felt	the	Town	is	growing	too	fast,	while	others	said	its	losing	its	charm	(10%).		Other	keywords	
used	to	answer	this	question	were	bedroom	community,	small-town	feel,	developer	friendly,	needs	an	
identity,	and	potential.		Overall,	the	majority	of	residents	like	what	Weddington	was	and	could	maintain	
if	the	amount	of	growth	was	controlled	and	regulated.			

	

	

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Question 45 – Why did you move to Weddington? 
When	asked	why	residents	moved	to	Weddington,	the	majority	of	respondents	moved	for	the	quality	of	
the	 local	 schools	 (30%),	 though	 it	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 some	 of	 these	 respondents	 have	 since	 gone	
through	a	school	redistricting	process.		Rounding	out	the	top	reasons	for	moving	to	Weddington	are	the	
rural	 character	 of	 the	 area	 with	 open	 spaces	 (20%)	 and	 the	 large	 lot	 minimums	 in	 the	 Town	 (16%).		
Other	noted	reasons	 include	the	overall	quality	of	 life,	the	area	has	been	their	home	or	 is	where	their	
ideal	house	was	 located,	 low	taxes,	and	the	ability	to	move	out	of	 the	City	of	Charlotte	while	being	 in	
close	proximity.			
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Question 46 – How would you rate your overall quality of life in Weddington? 
When	asked	to	rate	their	overall	quality	of	life	in	Weddington,	over	80	percent	of	respondents	gave	four	
or	five	stars	(84%).			

Question 47 – What can we do better? 
When	asked	what	the	Town	of	Weddington	could	do	better	in	the	future,	the	majority	of	respondents	
wanted	to	slow	or	stop	development,	both	residential	and	commercial	(33%).		Other	responses	included	
nothing	(16%),	work	on	improving	transportation	(12%),	and	maintaining	a	minimum	lot	size	of	one	acre	
(7%).	 	 Various	 other	 responses	 represented	 at	 one	 or	 two	 percent	 each	 include	 Code	 Enforcement	 –	
specifically	nuisance	ordinance	requests,	allowing	businesses,	being	flexible	and	progressive,	improving	
social	media	and	website	usage,	adding	bike	lanes,	having	a	dedicated	post	office,	building	community	
through	events,	and	improving	communication	with	residents.		Important	to	note	with	communication,	
there	were	quite	a	few	residents	who	thanked	the	Town	for	this	survey,	many	who	want	the	results	of	
this	survey	to	be	distributed.			

	
“Be	more	open	to	change	and	 ideas.	The	survey	 is	a	good	start.	Towns	
and	the	counties	around	Weddington	seem	more	progressive	and	open.	
The	quietness	of	 the	Town	 is	good	but	 it	 could	get	 left	behind.	Finding	
balance	in	growth	is	good.”			
	

“Follow	 up	 with	 residents	 after	 this	 survey	 to	 let	 us	 know	 what	 the	
consensus	is	and	exactly	what	the	town	is	doing	to	affect	change.”	
	
	
“This	 is	a	great	start!	 	Thanks	for	communicating.	 	Always	a	challenge,	
and	 I	am	honestly	always	 fearful	 that	developers	with	the	most	money	
will	have	free	reign.		Thanks	for	your	thoughtful	approach	and	soliciting	
our	opinions.”			

	
	

Question 48 – Is there any additional information you would like us to know? 
There	 were	 just	 over	 200	 different	 responses	 to	 this	 question	 that	 were	 all	 unique	 and,	 therefore,	
difficult	to	summarize.		These	responses	have	been	shared	with	Town	Staff	and	will	be	used	accordingly.			
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Respondent Profile 
	

Survey	respondents	represent	a	variety	of	age	ranges	and	subdivisions	within	the	Town	of	Weddington.		
Many	of	the	respondents	have	been	Town	residents	for	over	fifteen	years	(39%),	offering	a	different	and	
unique	perspective	 from	the	next	highest	 represented	group,	who	have	 lived	 in	Weddington	between	
one	 and	 five	 years	 (25%).	 	 The	majority	 of	 the	 respondents	work	within	Mecklenburg	 County	 (62%),	
while	20	percent	work	in	Union	County	and	another	18	percent	work	within	Weddington,	typically	from	
their	home.		There	is	a	solid	mix	of	ages	ranging	from	18-65+	with	the	biggest	two	age	ranges	being	45-
54	(32%)	and	55-64	(26%).		Respondents	represent	62	subdivisions	within	the	Town.		Other	respondents	
are	from	homes	outside	of	a	traditional	subdivision	or	did	not	wish	to	declare	where	they	lived.		These	
criteria	 do	 show	 that	 the	 sample	 is	 representative	 of	 the	 Town’s	 demographics.	 	 This	 data	 further	
explains	 that	 the	 respondents	 are	 families	 with	 older	 children,	 moved	 to	 Weddington	 before	
development	increased	substantially,	and	have	invested	in	the	Town.			

Specific	subdivisions	represented	include:	

Aero	Plantation	
Antioch	Plantation	
Antioch	Woods	
Atherton	Estates	
Avery	
Bromley	
The	Falls	at	Weddington	
Fox	Run	
Gatewood	
Greylyn	
Greystone	
Hadley	Park	
Highgate	
Highview	Estates	
Hunting	Creek	
Lake	Forest	Preserve	
Lake	Providence	
Lake	Providence	East	
Lochaven	
Mandy’s	Plantation	
Meadows	at	Weddington	
Preserve	at	Brookhaven	
Providnece	Acres	
Providence	Forest	
Providence	Place	
Providence	Woods	
Providence	Woods	South	

Rosehill	
Sanctuary	at	Weddington	
Shannon	Woods	
Shagbark	Lane	
Shaver	Farms	
Steeple	Chase	
Stratford	Hall	
Stratford	on	Providence	
The	Retreat	
Valley	Ranch	
Walden	on	Providence	
Waybridge	
Weddington	Brook	
Weddington	Downs	
Weddington	Estates	
Weddington	Heights	
Weddington	Heritage	
Weddington	Hills	
Weddington	Preserve	
Weddington	Oaks	
Weddington	Woods	
Wedgewood	
Wellington	Place	
Wellington	Woods	
White	Oak	Colony	
Williamsburg	
Willow	Oaks	
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Analysis & Implications 
Analysis  
	

As	 part	 of	 this	 community	 survey,	 responses	were	 reviewed	 and	 analyzed	based	upon	 voting	 district,	
age,	tenure,	and	type	of	development.		Below	you	will	find	a	brief	description	on	how	different	groups	
deviated	from	the	overall	average	responses	given	previously.		

Voting Districts 
When	survey	responses	were	isolated	based	upon	voting	districts,	there	were	no	significant	deviations	
from	 the	 overall	 survey	 response	 outcomes.	 	 This	means	 that	 opinions	 and	 perceptions	 remain	 fairly	
even	throughout	the	Town,	regardless	of	district.			

Respondent Age 
In	terms	of	age,	when	younger	respondents,	those	between	the	ages	of	18	and	54,	were	isolated,	there	
was	 a	 stronger	 support	 for	 parks	 (72%	 as	 opposed	 to	 the	 66%	 of	 overall	 respondents)	 and	 more	
dissatisfaction	with	available	park	and	recreation	amenities	 (56%	of	young	respondents	as	opposed	to	
48%	 of	 overall	 respondents).	 	 Additionally,	 younger	 respondents	 also	 valued	 other	 modes	 of	
transportation	more	with	61	percent	wanting	access	to	other	modes,	as	opposed	to	56	percent	of	the	
overall	population.			

This	 analysis	 highlights	 that	 as	 the	 population	 declines	 in	 age,	 there	will	 be	more	 value	 placed	 upon	
greenways,	parks,	and	sidewalks	to	connect	the	developments	to	Town	facilities.		This	is	common	for	the	
younger	generations	who	value	quality	outdoor	and	gathering	spaces.			

Resident Tenure 
Respondents	were	split	based	upon	how	 long	they	have	 lived	 in	 the	Town	of	Weddington	to	highlight	
any	 issues	 between	 new	 and	 old	 residents.	 	 Newer	 residents	 seem	 to	 be	more	 open	 to	 commercial	
spaces	in	the	Town	with	36	percent	supporting	neighborhood	markets,	as	opposed	to	only	29	percent	of	
overall	 residents.	 	 Similarly,	 newer	 residents	 also	 support	 access	 to	 public	 transportation	 (66%)	more	
than	 older	 residents	 (56%).	 Newer	 residents	 also	 believe	 a	 new	 park	 is	 well	 worth	 Weddington’s	
investment	 (76%),	 as	 opposed	 to	 an	 overall	 support	 of	 66	 percent.	 	 It	 is	 important	 to	 note	 that	 the	
majority	 of	 newer	 residents	 are	 also	 younger	 residents	 (78%),	 further	 highlighting	 the	 differences	
between	population	groups.			

Development Type 
Perceptions	of	land	use	were	analyzed	based	upon	style	of	development	–	conventional	versus	
conservation	residential	developments.		This	analysis	was	performed	to	determine	if	residents	in	
conservation	residential	developments	supported	its	continued	use	or	not.		There	was	a	strong	support	
for	continued	use	of	conservation	districts	among	respondents	who	currently	live	in	one	(74%)	as	
opposed	to	residents	of	conventional	subdivisions	(48%).		Respondents	who	live	in	conservation	
residential	districts	also	were	less	satisfied	with	park,	recreation,	and	open	spaces	(36%)	down	from	52	
percent,	and	77	percent	of	these	respondents	thought	a	new	park	would	be	a	great	investment	for	the	
Town.			 	
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Implications 
This	 survey	 is	a	 testament	 to	how	many	residents	value	 the	Town	of	Weddington.	 	The	response	rate	
alone	 shows	 this,	 but	 the	 value	 of	 input	 and	 thought	 given	 by	 each	 resident	 represents	 their	 pride.			
Many	respondents	thanked	the	Town	for	having	the	foresight	to	survey	their	residents	and	allow	them	
ample	opportunity	to	share	their	opinions	and	desires.		Having	gone	through	all	of	the	responses,	there	
are	a	few	main	points	that	stand	out	from	many	of	the	respondents.		These	are	summarized	below.			

The	residents	do	not	want	to	continue	to	grow	at	this	pace.		Many	residents	do	not	feel	the	conservation	
district	accomplishes	 its	 intent,	 stating	 that	a	 lot	of	 the	 land	set	aside	ends	up	 in	an	overgrown	state,	
does	 not	 conserve	 any	 usable	 land,	 and	 may	 be	 developed	 at	 a	 later	 date.	 	 If	 the	 Town	 wishes	 to	
continue	 using	 conservation	 subdivisions,	 it	 would	 be	 worth	 educating	 the	 public	 on	 how	 the	
conservation	 sections	 of	 development	 are	 preserved	 from	 future	 development	 and	 having	 a	 board	
formally	 approval	where	 these	open	 spaces	are	 located.	 	Additionally,	 the	12,000	 square	 foot	 lot	 size	
may	need	 to	be	 revised	 to	20,000	or	more	as	per	 respondent	comments;	 it	 seems	 that	at	 the	12,000	
square	 foot	 lot	 size,	 the	 houses	 are	 too	 dense	 and	 lose	 the	 charm	 of	 a	 traditional	 Weddington	
neighborhood.	 	 Otherwise,	 the	 Town	 may	 want	 to	 consider	 options	 to	 slow	 or	 stop	 growth	 until	 a	
comprehensive	plan	update	and	review	of	zoning	can	be	accomplished.			

Survey	respondents	are	worried	that	the	pace	of	growth	will	significantly	deteriorate	the	transportation	
and	school	system.		These	issues	highlight	compatibility	and	cohesion	issues	between	the	Town	and	the	
County;	 development	 and	 zoning	 decisions	 occur	 within	 the	 Town,	 but	 transportation	 and	 school	
decisions	 are	 administered	by	 the	County.	 	 Similarly,	 infrastructure	decisions	 are	made	at	 the	County	
level,	 based	 on	 growth.	 It	 may	 be	 advantageous	 to	 start	 a	 dialogue	 with	 the	 County	 about	 these	
expressed	concerns	and	determine	how	to	improve	the	situation	in	the	future.			

It	became	apparent	during	the	survey	analysis	that	some	public	education	material	would	be	helpful	to	
residents,	 especially	 new	 residents,	 about	 what	 the	 Town	 can	 and	 cannot	 control	 and	 some	 general	
planning	practices.		There	seems	to	be	a	perception	that	the	Town	can	deny	subdivisions	because	they	
do	not	want	more	growth;	whereas,	the	Town	cannot	deny	a	subdivision	if	it	meets	current	ordinances.		
Other	 educational	 outreach	 may	 include	 discussions	 on	 services	 available,	 how	 to	 report	 a	 code	
violation,	and	the	process	for	code	violations	and	remediation.			

Specifically	 related	 to	 code	 enforcement	 is	 the	 misconception	 that	 the	 Town	 can	 enforce	 property	
maintenance.		Currently,	the	Town	does	not	have	nuisance	ordinances	regulating	outside	junk,	property	
maintenance,	high	grass,	etc.		Without	these	ordinances,	the	Town’s	enforcement	office	cannot	regulate	
properties,	 even	 with	 complaints.	 	 The	 Town	 may	 want	 to	 consider	 adopting	 a	 set	 of	 nuisance	
regulations	or	discuss	options	with	Homeowners	Associations	to	adequately	handle	these	requests.			

Perhaps	 the	 clearest	 opinion	 to	 come	 out	 of	 this	 survey	 is	 that	 residents	 do	 not	 want	 commercial	
development,	 aside	 from	 a	 small	 boutique-style	 complex	 adjacent	 to	 the	 current	 commercial	 area.		
While	 the	 Town	 cannot	 regulate	 specific	 businesses	 in	 or	 out	 of	 any	 district,	 there	 can	 be	 some	
distinction	within	the	zoning	use	tables	to	allow	sit-down	versus	fast	food	restaurants.			

Instead,	residents	would	prefer	an	investment	into	park	and	open	spaces	with	greenways	and	sidewalks	
to	 improve	 connectivity.	 	 This	 opinion	 came	 across	 strong	 in	 the	 majority	 of	 the	 survey	 sections,	
becoming	a	top	priority	for	Weddington’s	future.		Sidewalks	were	mentioned	throughout	transportation	
related	questions,	but	greenways	and	trails,	and	a	community	green	space	and/or	park	were	highlighted	
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in	 several	 sections.	 	 There	 are	 also	 a	 handful	 of	 dedicated	 respondents	who	 feel	 its	 their	mission	 to	
ensure	a	farmer’s	market	comes	to	Town.			

Overall,	 residents	 are	happy	with	 their	 Town,	but	 are	worried	about	 the	 future.	 	New	 residents	want	
more,	albeit	sparse,	options	for	gathering	and	shopping.		Older	residents	want	to	have	larger	lots,	with	
two-three	acre	minimums,	that	maintain	a	rural	atmosphere.		Marrying	these	two	opinions,	along	with	
ensuring	 continued	 growth	 does	 not	 inundate	 the	 Town,	 is	 the	 complex	 problem	 that	 now	 faces	
Weddington.	 	 There	 are	 numerous	 options	 to	 accommodate	 these	 requests,	 but	 this	 will	 take	 a	
transparent	process	that	includes	significant	community	participation	to	create	a	happy	medium.			



 

TOWN OF 
W E D D I N G T O N 

 
MEMORANDUM	

	
TO:  Chairman and Planning Board 
    
FROM:  Lisa Thompson, Town Administrator/Planner 
 
DATE: June 25, 2018 
 
SUBJECT:     Conservation Subdivision Design Review  
 
 
In 2001 the Town held meetings with Mr. Randall Arendt who assisted the Town in creating the 
ordinances for the conservation district. Mr. Arendt is a nationally recognized planner/landscape 
designer and author of Conservation Design for Subdivisions and Rural by Design. After 
hearing Planning Board concerns on lot size requirements within recently approved 
conservation subdivisions and Town Council concerns over lot width and viewshed, a scope of 
work (attachment 1) was approved to have Mr. Arendt back to revisit the ordinance and conduct 
some case studies on approved conservation subdivisions.   
 
Since the contract was approved the town received survey responses (attachment 2) specifically 
regarding conservation subdivisions.  When shown a picture and asked the following question;   

 
Conservation residential districts have a standard minimum lot size of 
40,000 square feet (roughly one acre), unless they conserve 50% of 
property space, dropping the minimum lot size to 12,000 square foot 
(roughly 1/3 acre) - please see the above image.  Do you support the 
use of conservation residential districts? 
 
54% of the respondents said yes.  However; when asked what you 
don’t like about conservation subdivisions; and concerns with 
subdivisions – the comments and misconceptions were alarming.  Staff 
reviewed the written comments and detailed them below: 
 

 Lots are too small 

 Houses are too close together 

 Less curb appeal 

 Weddington was first designed to be one lot per acre  

 It’s not unique and doesn’t set Weddington apart from other town’s 

 In the future they’ll develop the conservation areas 

 Smaller lots = cheaper homes 

 Smaller lots = smaller homes 

 Smaller lots = lower property values 

 Smaller lots = more density 

 Overall appearance 

 The open space left natural isn’t attractive 

 Common areas aren’t being maintained 



 HOA’s having too much control 

 Developers only save unusable areas that can’t be developed anyways 

 The open space is not available to the community 

 
Mr. Arendt has drafted a memo with recommendations regarding conservation subdivision 
regulations (attachment 3).   
 
Staff is looking for initial feedback to some of the recommendations. 
 
In addition, On July 10th, Town appointed and elected officials will visit some of the recent RCD 
subdivisions under construction. That evening, Mr. Arendt will address some of the issues in a 
presentation to the Planning Board and Council.   
 
Staff is also seeking feedback on what Planning Board likes from some of the older 
RCD subdivisions (attachment 4) and which new subdivisions they’d like to visit.  



Randall Arendt, FRTPI, ASLA (Hon.) 
6 Sparwell Lane 

Brunswick, Maine 04011 
207-406-4242  

rgarendt@comcast.net 
www.greenerprospectscom 

"Designing with Nature for People"\ 
 

                                Proposal 
To:   Lisa Thompson 
    Town Administrator / Planner 
    Weddington, NC 
 
From: Randall Arendt 
 
Date:   April 27, 2018 
 

Subject:  Review and Recommendations Regarding Conservation Subdivision Regulations 

Thank you for asking me to submit a proposal to review the town’s zoning and subdivision regulations regarding 
conservation subdivisions and to prepare a technical memo containing written recommendations regarding 
potential changes to resolve issues identified by town officials, based on their experience with developers and on-
the-ground results. 

I will also review existing regulations and prepare written recommendations for potential wording improvements 
based on experience I have gained since providing model regulatory language to the town (via Centralina COG) 
about 15 years ago. 

In addition to re-reading the regulations and discussing issues with town officials, another part of my review 
process would be to examine older and more recent conservation subdivisions through aerial photography (Google 
Earth), followed by site visits to selected developments to see, photograph, and evaluate them three-
dimensionally. These site visits or tours could be held during the afternoon of my day of arrival, say from 2-5 pm. If 
desired, they could include town staff and interested planning board members (which I recommend, as it is usually 
a good idea for them to visit approved developments after they have been built, in order to critically examine 
them.) Through such a visit or series of visits, one can better appreciate what has worked well and what could have 
worked better, had they been designedifferently, leading to recommendations for regulatory refinements. 

After touring selected developments, I could, say from 7-9 pm, conduct a public presentation illustrating some of 
the more notable and successful conservation subdivisions in the country, so that staff, officials, developers, and 
the general public can see a broad range of results and better appreciate what is potentially achievable locally. 

During the following morning I could lead a technical discussion with staff and planning board members focusing 
on my specific findings and recommendations regarding ordinance language. 

After returning to my office I would update my original technical memo to incorporate ideas and knowledge that I 
gained during the site visits, meetings, and discussions. It would also contain recommended wording refinements 
to the existing regulations. I would anticipate arriving in Weddington around noon on the first day and departing at 
the end of the following workday, to catch an 8 pm flight. 

For the above services, the fee would be $4,750.00, plus travel expenses. 

Attachment  1 















































































  Randall Arendt, FRTPI, ASLA (Hon.) 

6 Sparwell Lane 

Brunswick, Maine 04011 
207-406-4242  

rgarendt@comcast.net 

www.greenerprospectscom 
"Designing with Nature for People"\ 

 

                                 
To:  Lisa Thompson 
    Town Administrator / Planner 

    Weddington, NC 

 

From: Randall Arendt 

 

Date:   June 20, 2018 

 

Subject:  Review and Recommendations Regarding Conservation Subdivision Regulations 

Thank you for asking me to review the town’s zoning and subdivision regulations regarding conservation 

subdivisions. 

Below are my findings and recommendations, specifically addressing the concerns expressed in the 

community survey. 

 

Minimum Required Percentage of Open Space: The ordinance requires a minimum of 50 percent of 

gross tract acreage. This is not the approach recommended in my books and model ordinances, because it 

allows unusable land (wet, floodprone, or steep) to be included, which would be protected in any case due 

to its inherent constraints. The purpose of conservation subdivision design, as I invented the approach 25 

years ago, was to protect land from development that would otherwise be cleared, graded, and divided 

into houselots. I have therefore recommended that 50 percent of all unconstrained land (not wet, 

floodprone, steep, or under powerlines) be preserved, in addition to all unbuildable constrained land. 

Following this approach would meet a major objection reported in the resident survey, that too much of 

the conservation land is unusable and of “low quality”. From a landowner and developer perspective, it is 

important to note that the number of lots permitted would not change by increasing the open space 

percentage, as that is determined by a Yield Plan showing the number of homes possible with 

conventional one-acre lots. 

 

Density Concerns: it is important for residents to understand that conservation subdivisions do not 

permit a greater number of homes than would be built in conventional subdivisions, due to the Yield Plan 

requirement mentioned above. If they are concerned about the number of homes being built in town, the 

only way to lower that number (in any zoning district) would be to increase the minimum land 

requirements per dwelling (say from 40,000 SF to perhaps 60,000 SF, in the R-40 district). Although this 

kind of “downzoning” is legal, it is typically opposed strongly by landowners and developers, and this 

issue is beyond the scope of my review. 

 

Home Price/Value Concerns: Because developers must buy the same amount of expensive land to build 

say 25 homes, regardless whether they are within conventional subdivisions or in conservation 

subdivisions, they cannot, financially, sell homes in conservation subdivisions for less than those in 

conventional subdivisions. Because conservation subdivisions are an option that developers can either 

select or not, they would not opt for this approach if it were less lucrative for them. In fact, experience 



shows that many homebuyers are willing to pay slightly more for a home on a smaller lot in 

neighborhood with preserved open space than they are for the same home on a larger lot without open 

space. Developers of golf course subdivisions have known this for decades: open space boosts the value 

of the smaller lots because many people like to live next to preserved land. 

 

Spacing of Homes: The observation that homes in recent conservation subdivisions have “less curb 

appeal” than those in earlier conservation subdivisions or in conventional developments is probably an 

individual judgment call, based on personal preferences, which is understandable in a community where 

homes have traditionally been built on larger, wider lots. However, there is a fairly simple way to address 

concerns about homes being built too close together: homes in new conservation subdivisions in the 

future can be required to have more space between them by increasing sideyard setbacks. Many 

developers would probably respond by modifying their house designs so their homes would be say 10-12 

feet less wide and perhaps 15-20 feet deeper, providing the same total floorspace. In fact, there is a 

national trend in this direction anyway, with many house designs becoming slimmer and deeper (see 

photo examples in the Illustrated Appendix). Interestingly, there appears to be little push-back among 

homebuyers, who apparently like the stronger sense of community that these newer house designs seem to 

suggest. (Another approach, which I earnestly recommend against, would be to increase lot widths, which 

would increase street lengths and costs, and reduce the conservation land. It should be noted that 

developers do not pay for streets, as they pass the initial cost onto homebuyers, and ongoing maintenance 

costs onto the town.) 

 

Appearance of the Open Space: The town’s regulations require maintenance plans prepared by 

subdivisions applicants and approved by the town. Those regulations could be augmented by additional 

wording listing typical open space types (mown lawn, fields/meadows, pastures, woodlands, etc.) with 

typical maintenance schedules and suggested procedures where desirable. For example, grass not mown 

on a weekly basis during the growing season could be managed as a meadow with annual mowing in the 

late fall, after wildflower seed have been set. There is a particular natural beauty to well-managed 

meadows, and annual mowing would prevent them from being overrun by invasive species such as rosa 

multiflora or Japanese knotweed. (Again, please see photos in the Illustrated Appendix.) Woodlands 

could be managed so that trails are cleared and trimmed every spring and fall. Trees could be inspected 

annually and those found to be injured or weak, posing danger of falling onto streets, trails, or structures., 

would be required to be removed. 

 

Permanent Protection of the Open Space: The town’s regulations provide for perpetual conservation 

easements that permanently protect the open space from future subdivision or other development. 

Residents concerned about that land being built upon in the future can rest assured that this will not be the 

case. Such changes would have to have 100 percent approval of the homeowner association and 

unanimous approval by the town council, plus a zoning change. 

 

Types of Open Space to be Preserved. Current regulations contain a section setting priorities (high, 

medium, and low) for various kinds of resource lands to be preserved. However, applicants are not 

required to address these three tiers until the “Preliminary” Plat stage, rather than at the critical Sketch 

Plan stage. Because of this, town officials and staff have limited scope to help shape the conservation 

lands proposed by developers. This function should therefore be advanced to the Sketch Plan stage. 

 

Setbacks from Existing Public Roads: The regulations require that new buildings be set back at least 

100 feet from existing public roadways. Although developers comply with this requirement, the results 

are often less attractive than they could be, if an innovative design approach were to be followed. Rather 

than backing homes up toward existing roads and (in unwooded areas) buffering them with expensive 

earthen berms and heavy landscape screening -- which tend to be very suburban and nonrural in 

appearance – I have long advocated for the practical and cost-effective “foreground meadow” design 



approach, combined with orienting homes toward the roadway instead of away from it. (Please see 

examples in the Illustrated Appendix.) Backing homes up to public roadways is very nontraditional, as the 

view from roads is typically of house fronts and not of patios, decks, swimming pools and sheds. 

 

Earthen berms and heavy landscaping cost a great deal, and are usually provided to screen residential 

back yards from the street, as most homebuyers are looking for backyard privacy, among other things. 

(Unless the public road is a busy state highway generating considerable traffic noise, I have recommended 

that berms not be used, except as a final resort.)  

 

Public Access to Open Space: The regulations provide for a voluntary option for developers to receive a 

modest density bonus in exchange for designating all or of the preserved open space for public access by 

part people living outside the subdivision.  To require developers to open the conservation land for wider 

public use might be illegal, possibly constituting an unconstitutional “taking” of land by the town for 

public purposes without compensation. Some towns have worked cooperatively with developers to 

encourage them to allow wider public access, particularly when the trail system within the development 

connects with trails in adjacent subdivisions or public parklands. In this manner, for example, Westford 

MA has achieved a notable degree of success, as has London Grove Township in Chester County PA 

(both described in the 2015 edition of Rural by Design.) If the town were to map out potential 

conservation land on all undeveloped properties, and tie this map to the subdivision design and review 

process, it could help ensure that the open space in one conservation subdivision will ultimately link up 

with similarly protected land on adjacent parcels when they are ultimately developed. 

 

Sketch Plans. The regulation contains an excellent section on mandatory Sketch Plans, and the only 

suggestion I have is that these plans be prepared as an overlay sheet and to the same scale as the ER/SA 

Plan so that the former can be overlain on top of the latter. This enables staff and board members to more 

easily identify which resources are proposed to be preserved and which are proposed to be developed. 

 

Four-Step Design Approach. I regularly recommend that the four-step design approach, described and 

illustrated in several of my books, be included in regulations for conservation subdivisions. This practical 

approach, which begins with identifying both Primary and Secondary conservation areas as the first 

design step, is particularly useful to site designers who have not been trained in landscape architecture 

principles, such as civil engineers (who typically begin the design process with street alignments, as they 

have not been trained to conceptualize plans in terms of conservation objectives as the foremost 

consideration). 
 
I believe that the most effective methodology for producing superior subdivision layouts is one that 

begins with the determination of open space as the first step. If this is done, and if the code requires that a 

significant proportion of the unconstrained land be designated as open space, it is nearly impossible to 

produce a truly inferior or simply conventional plan, where the open space consists merely of leftover bits 

and pieces of marginally useful land. The logical second step, after locating the open space areas, is to 

select house locations, with homes positioned to take maximum advantage of the open space in 

neighborhood squares, commons, greens, playing fields, greenways, farms, or woodland.  
 

The third step involves “connecting the dots” by aligning the streets and trails to serve the new homes. 

Drawing in the lot lines, Step Four, is the least significant part of the process. One of the greatest 

weaknesses of most subdivision regulations is that the open space is not defined in this manner, and 

therefore tends to become a collection of whatever slivers or chunks of land are challenging to develop.  
 

Site Inspections: On-site visits -- a critical component of the conservation subdivision design process, as 

detailed in several of my books – is not yet part of the town’s regulations. In my view, this is an essential 

step and it is strongly recommended that the town include it in its next update. The basic reason is that it 



is impossible to completely understand a site only by examining a two-dimensional paper document 

inside a meeting room. Planning Board members and staff should walk the property with the ER/SA Plan, 

to take the full measure of the proposed development site, and to help them determine which site features 

are most worthy of “designing around”. (I also encourage officials to invite abutters to this advertised site 

meeting, where information will be collected and input solicited, but where no decisions will be taken. I 

have found that abutters greatly appreciate being included from the outset, and that they are usually much 

less inclined to fight a process which includes them from the very beginning, rather than being kept in the 

dark and held at arm’s length until the Public Hearing stage, by which time all major design decisions 

have been made.) Without the benefit of experiencing the property in a three-dimensional manner at a 

very early stage in the process, it is extremely difficult for staff and officials to offer informed suggestions 

as to the preferred locations of conservation areas and development areas, and to evaluate the proposed 

layouts. In my view, such site walks should definitely become a standard operating procedure, and part of 

the job description for all Planning Board members (except those with physical disabilities). Once 

members participate in their first site walk, they typically appreciate its value and advantages. 

 

Regarding timing, I suggest walking the site with the applicant even before the Sketch Plan is prepared, if 

possible, so that the applicant may receive critical input from staff, board members, and abutters before 

he/she prepares that conceptual layout. It is usually best to provide ideas to applicants as early as possible. 

The Public Involvement Meeting is another critical component, but if it is scheduled after most of the 

design work and engineering have been done, there is usually little scope for significant change. 

 

Open Space Ownership Options. In addition to homeowner associations as designated holders of the 

open space, I recommend land trusts and public bodies (such as municipal parks departments and county 

conservation districts), as well as non-common private ownerships. In southeastern PA, I know of 

conservation subdivision open space having been sold to individuals who use it for specific purposes, 

such as wholesale nurseries, orchards, and equestrian facilities. Another non-common ownership is the 

"conservancy lot", typically at least 10 or more acres in size, which would support a principal dwelling, 

perhaps a barn or stable, and also an accessory dwelling unit (such as a caretaker's cottage, which could 

also be rented out as a granny flat). The uses allowed on non-common open space must be strictly limited 

and regulated, and they should be subject to the same kinds of permanent easements and Management 

Plans as any other kinds of open space. In Weddington this approach can be seen in the large lot in 

Stratford Hall, with its pastures. Non-common ownership not only relieves HOAs of acreage they would 

otherwise have to maintain, but also provides developers with an additional bonus for doing the right 

thing and opting for conservation design rather than the large land-hog lot approach which is 

contradictory to common open space goals contained in most Comprehensive Plans. However, I also 

recommend that no more than 10-15 percent of the minimum required open space be in noncommon 

ownership 
 

Design Charrettes: I usually end my site walks with a very informal design session, where the significant 

natural and cultural features (from the ER/SA Map) are identified and "designed around", with house sites 

being positioned in proximity to these special features to add value to all homes. This is a lesser version 

of a procedure followed by the Town of Davidson for many years, when a period ranging from a half-day 

to several days was assigned to a very participatory and public design “charrette”. I strongly believe in 

this concept, but also believe that the goals of this kind of exercise can often be accomplished in the 

course of a single afternoon. 

 

Existing Resources and Site Analysis Plan. The regulations require applicants to locate trees with a 

caliper greater than 15 inches in diameter, a species-specific approach would provide better information.  

Some trees, particularly softwood evergreens, grow quickly and attain that diameter relatively quickly, 

but many hardwoods become equally significant at lesser diameters. With respect to the diameter at which 

a tree becomes noteworthy, I recommend girths related to specific species, such as 4 inches for an Eastern 



redbud or flowering dogwood, 6 inches for a sassafras or water beech, 8 inches for a holly, 10 inches for a 

wild cherry, 12 inches for a white oak, 14 inches for a green or white ash or for a red oak, 16 inches for a 

tulip poplar, larch, or sweet gum, 18 inches for a sycamore, 20 inches for white pines, etc. Because 

understory trees are of different scale altogether compared with canopy trees, and because some species 

grown much faster than others (red oaks grow twice as quickly as white oaks), a “one-size-fits-all” 

approach makes little sense. Trees in unbuildable wetlands or floodplains would – of course --  not need 

to be documented, as no development would occur there. 

 

On a related note, I have found that a short-cut to locating the largest trees on a property is to look at old 

aerial photos. Several years ago, I used Davidson’s set of 1937 aerials to locate the oldest trees on an 

entirely wooded tract. Back when the photo was taken, the property was mostly agricultural, with a small 

woodland, which is where the oldest trees were easily found. 

 

Shade Tree Planting Along Streets. The best policy is to require native species trees such as traditionally grow 

in town, based on general observation or survey. These species are well adapted to the local climate and soil 

conditions. They also help to capture “the spirit of the place”. Among my favorite species is the Red maple, 

hardy in our winters, tolerant of both wet and dry conditions, and particularly beautiful (red in the Spring, and 

also red in the Autumn). In my view, canopy shade trees are one of the most important improvements any 

community can require of developers. They should be deciduous varieties of hardy species capable of attaining a 

mature height of at least 60 feet (not flowering ornamentals, which are more suited to courtyard situations and 

areas of lawn decoration), they should be planted with a minimum dbh of 2-1/2”, at intervals of about 35 feet on 

both sides of each street, in “tree-lawns” at least five feet wide located between the sidewalk and the curb or edge 

of pavement. Such standards will ensure that residential streets created in Weddington will be leafy and shady in 

future years. Maintenance requirements are also very important, with replacement assured within 18 months after 

planting, through a performance guarantee (such as a bond). I feel that shade trees are the single most important 

aspect of subdivision design, second only to open space preservation. Please see examples in the Illustrative 

Appendix. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Illustrated Appendix 
 



 

Meadowland in Conservation Areas 
 

      

Former farmland typically has great soil for creating meadows, as illustrated in these four photos (two 

above, and two below). Typically mown once annually (in late fall), they provide habitat for pollinators 

such as butterflies and honeybees, small mammals, and many bird species. On the below left the meadow  

also serves as a broad, shallow infiltration basin for stormwater, 

 

 “Foreground Meadows” Buffering Existing Public Roads 

The design approach, known as “foreground meadows” offers a vast improvement in the way subdivision 

homes are typically built on land bordering existing country roads. Because of safety hazards posed by 

multiple driveways entering such roadways, local regulations usually prohibit this “stripping” of the 

public road frontage. The typical response by developers is to build homes facing onto internal streets, 

with their rear elevations backing up to those country roads, creating an unsightly result sometimes 

referred to as “the Fanny-First School of Design”. Fortunately, this result can be easily avoided by 

following the practical and economic “foreground meadow” design approach illustrated below, on the 

right. Residents of those homes enjoy quieter lots, greater backyard privacy, and green views across the 

enclosed conservation land from their front windows. This approach need not increase the developer’s 

costs, as the length of new street construction can remain the same, as illustrated in this pair of drawings. 

This example is an apples-for-apples comparison, as the number, size, and width of lots, as well as the 

street length and the percentage of open space, are all equal in both cases. The better example on the right 



succeeds in protecting backyard privacy, while the more typical layout on the left exposes back yards to 

all who pass by on the road.  
             

                      

    

Foreground meadows buffer and frame the homes at Stratford Hall in Weddington (left) and at The Park 

at Wolf Branch Oaks in central Florida, both of which I designed for developers. The view from the 

public road is traditional, and costly, suburban berms (an admission of design failure) were avoided. 

 

 

Slimmer House Designs, Deeper than they are Wide (to increase distance between homes) 



      

These four homes have been designed to be located on lots so that side yard separation can be greater than 

would be possible with wider homes. Typicaly a bit deeper than they are wide, they provide as much or 

more floorspace than their wider counterparts. The homes pictured above have two-car garages. The 

homes shown below have three-car garages. (The one on the bottom right is a Toll Brothers house near 

Dallas.) 
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Shade Tree Planting 

   

These four photos show what a significant difference is made when developers are required to plant shade 

trees along new streets in conservation subdivisions, in unwooded parts of the development. Unless this is 

required, experience shows that the streetscapes  remain relatively barren (except for flowers and shrubs) 

even decades later, as individual homeowners almost never join together to coordinate such tree planting. 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Providence Forest Estates 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Highclere 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Gardens on Providence 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Weddington Preserve 

 
 



Hadley Park 

  

  

 

  

 



 

 

 

Lake Forest Preserve 

 

  

 

 



 

  

 

Stratford Hall 

 



  

 

 

 

Vintage Creek 
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