TOWN OF WEDDINGTON
REGULAR TOWN COUNCIL MEETING
MONDAY MARCH 14, 2022 —7:00 p.M.
ALL SAINTS ANGLICAN CHURCH
5328 HEMBY ROAD, WEDDINGTON NC 28104
AGENDA

Prayer-Father Filmore Strunk-All Saints Anglican Church

Open the Meeting

Pledge of Allegiance

Determination of Quorum

Additions, Deletions and/or Adoption of the Agenda

Mayor/Councilmember Reports

AN T o

Public Hearing
A. Conditional Rezoning Application for a mixed-use development-Weddington Green
7. Public Safety Report
8. Consent Agenda
A. February 14, 2022 Town Council Regular Meeting Minutes
B. Approval of Budget Amendment for FY 2021-2022
9. Old Business
A. Discussion of FY 2022-2023 Preliminary Budget
10. New Business
A. Discussion and Consideration of Planning Board Appointment
11. Update from Town Planner
12. Code Enforcement Report
13. Update from Finance Officer and Tax Collector
14. Transportation Report
15. Public Comments
16. Council Comments

17. Adjournment
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Prayer-Father Filmore Strunk-All Saints Anglican Church
1. Open the Meeting

Mayor Craig Horn called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m.
2. Pledge of Allegiance

The Council led the Pledge of Allegiance

3. Determination of Quorum

Quorum was determined with all councilmembers present: Mayor Craig Horn, Mayor Pro Tem Janice
Propst, Councilmembers Anne Pruitt, Jeff Perryman, and Brannon Howie

Staff Present: Interim Planner Leamon Brice, Town Administrator/Clerk Karen Dewey, Town Attorney
Karen Wolter

Visitors: sign in sheet attached for the record

4. Additions, Deletions and/or Adoption of the Agenda

Mayor Pro Tem Propst requested to amend item 10A on the agenda to read “Discussion and Consideration
of Planning Board Appointments” as the Council received the resignation of Chairman Walt Hogan on

March 11,

Motion: Mayor Pro Tem Propst made a motion to adopt the agenda as amended.
Vote: The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

5. Mayor/Councilmember Reports

Councilmember Howie reported that she will be attending the Essentials of Municipal Government class in
April.

Mayor Pro Tem Propst reported that she will be attending the CRTPO meeting on March 8™,
Councilmember Perryman reported that the Western Union Municipal Alliance meeting will be held on
Thursday, March 24" at Weddington Town Hall and Jim Joyce from the UNC School of Government will

be speaking on Extra Territorial Jurisdiction.

Mayor Horn announced his monthly Coffee with the Mayor will be held on Wednesday, March 23 from 5 to
7 p.m.

6. Public Hearing
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A. Conditional Rezoning Application for a mixed-use development-Weddington Green
Mayor Horn opened the public hearing.

Mr. Brice presented the staff report: Provident submitted a Conditional Zoning application for a
mixed-use pedestrian friendly main street type development that includes a two-sided main street
surrounded by single family homes and villas and open space on 80.8 acres. It includes 43% open
space (34.5 acres), and 11 acres (14%) of park/greenway area The property is zoned R40 and RCD
Conservation Subdivision. If approved the property will then be a conditional zoning district and the
standards will only apply to this parcel. Development on the parcel must follow the plan and the
development standards in the plan and these standards only apply to this parcel and project.
Conditional Zoning allows the town to ask for additional improvements and the developer to request
deviations to current regulations. Both parties must agree for a condition to be a part of the plan.

A community meeting was held by the developer at Town Hall on January 27. It included in person
and virtual attendance options. The plan was presented to Planning board on February 28.

The Planning Board recommended approval of the plan with 11 recommendations and questions to
the Town Council. Provident has provided an amended plan and development standards with
positive responses to the Planning Board questions and recommendations that can be legally met.
Town Council is holding a public hearing on the amended plan here tonight. The Council can deny,
approve, approve with conditions, refer back to the Planning Board, continue the hearing or set a
time to discuss the plan among themselves and ask questions of staff and Provident. When the
council will vote depends on the time it takes to consider comments here tonight, get questions
answered and discuss conditions with the developer and as a group. Council must adopt a Land Use
Plan consistency statement and ordinance adopting the plan. A consistency statement from the
Planning Board or Council that the plan is inconsistent from the Land Use Plan does not prevent
approval. The Land Use Plan was updated and adopted in 2019 following a community survey. new
Unified Development Ordinance was adopted in April of 2021. A Land Use Plan is not an ordinance.
It is a guide for future planning and development.

The Provident conditional zoning application plan is consistent with the Land Use Plan as follows:
It meets neighborhood business description in the land use plan

Conserves open space 34.5 acres or 43%

Limits development is environmentally sensitive areas

Minimizes visual effects on surrounding properties-70-foot buffer on Providence Road, 50
foot on Weddington Road and 20 foot buffer to abutting properties.

Maintains single family character.

Provides broader housing options.

Commercial is small scaled to serve Weddington Residents.

Provides park for community gathering space and limited recreation for Weddington
residents.

e Architecture standards meet the LUP design goal to enhance aesthetic quality.

e Commercial is small town scale and designed to be pedestrian friendly

The LUP also states “The town should explore zoning alternatives that allow for better integration of
the town center and residential development within and adjacent to the center.”

Weddington Green is a good example of denser residential development feathering out to one acre
lots away from the town center.



Town of Weddington
Regular Town Council Meeting

03/14/2022
Page 3 of 8

Transportation

All interior roads except the Main Street will be maintained by NCDOT. The Main Street will be
private to allow for the provision of brick paver crosswalks, on street parking and other pedestrian
amenities. The Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) for the original 306-unit plan recommends 19
improvements for Providence and Weddington Roads. NCDOT has asked for 3 or 4 additional
changes to the TIA but it is not anticipated the improvements listed will change. Abellia Drive is
proposed to be connected. Residents are in discussion with town staff to begin a process to abandon
the Abellia Drive right of way making it private and putting up a gate at Old Mill. This process will
be handled separately from the Weddington Green process. Provident is proposing to provide the
right of way up to Abellia so a future connect is not lost.

Mayor Horn asked who completed the TIA. Mr. Waters responded that Andrew Eagle from Ramey
Kemp Associates completed the TIA. Councilmember Pruitt asked if the future proposed expansions
of Providence Road and Weddington Road were taken into consideration with regards to these plans.

Mr. Eagle responded that those expansions were taking into consideration with a couple different
scenarios.

Mayor Horn asked what parameters were submitted to NCDOT. Mr. Eagle responded that the
current TIA is based on the higher number of residential homes.

Mr. Waters and Mr. Jenest presented the Weddington Green conditional zoning application.

Councilmember Howie asked about front porches on the homes. Mr. Jenest replied that not all
homes would have front porches to provide some variety. Councilmember Howie asked if the
porches can encroach 6 feet into the 11-foot setback, how close would it be to the sidewalk. Mr.
Jenest replied that it would be 5 feet from the sidewalk if there is a porch and 11 feet without a
porch. Councilmember Howie asked when the TIA review would be completed. Mr. ?? responded
that it was being revised to match the site plan. It will be resubmitted within the next 2 weeks for
NCDOT review, they have 40 business days to respond.

Councilmember Pruitt asked how these lot sizes at 50x100 and 60x100 compare to R-CD lot sizes.
Mr. Brice responded that R-CD current lot sizes are 50x120 and 60x120.

Councilmember Perryman asked if the Town would be responsible for sidewalks. The applicant
responded that the Town was responsible up to the right of way.

Mayor Horn asked if the applicant was responsible for the development of the commercial property
or would it be sold off to builders. The applicant responded that they were responsible for the main
street development of 137,000 square feet of office and retail space. Mayor Horn mentioned that not
allowing drive throughs was not spelled out in the development standards. The applicant agreed to
add no drive throughs to the development standards. Mayor Horn asked the difference between age-
targeted and age-restricted. The applicant responded that age-targeted is geared toward empty
nesters with no children at home and age-restricted is for over 55 years of age. Mayor Horn asked
about the 70-foot buffer along Providence Road and the 50-foot buffer along Weddington Road. The
applicant responded it is from the edge of roadway to construction and can be enhanced as
necessary. Mayor Horn asked about the wall on the back side of the town homes and stated that it
should be spelled out in the development standards. Mayor Horn asked about the Abellia Drive
connection. Mr. Brice responded that provided a stub to the neighboring property is required in the
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ordinances. There is a question about the public right of way for Abellia. Staff is working with the
residents. Mayor Horn asked about the commercial parking. The applicant responded that there are 4
Y spaces per 1000 square feet, most is behind the buildings.

Councilmember Howie asked if the Town would pay for 2/3 of the stormwater. Mr. Brice responded
that the Town will cover a percentage of the drainage from the park. Councilmember Howie asked if
electricity would be provided in the park area. Mr. Waters responded that it would, and they are
building 2 gazebos and an amphitheater.

8:14 p.m. Resident Hughie Sexton called a point of order stating this was a public hearing and is for
the public to be heard.

All comments submitted to the Clerk attached for the record.

Joyce Plyer 1046 Bromley Drive: Ms. Plyer spoke against the conditional rezoning application.

Walton Hogan 5009 Laurel Grove Lane: Mr. Hogan spoke against the conditional rezoning
application.

Bob Griswold 6725 Tree Hill Road: Mr. Griswold spoke against the conditional rezoning
application.

Bill Cathey 6734 Tree Hill Road: Mr. Cathey spoke against the conditional rezoning application.

Mark Horoschak 1046 Bromley Drive: Mr. Horoschak spoke against the conditional rezoning
application.

Leon Topalian 130 Bluebird Lane: Mr. Topalian spoke against the conditional rezoning application.
Jim Bell 1341 Longleaf Court: Mr. Bell spoke against the conditional rezoning application.

Sarah May and Kathy Heintel from Union County Public Schools gave school enrollment projection
numbers.

Kurt Meadows 4432 Stryker Drive: Mr. Meadows spoke against the conditional rezoning
application.

Kim Topalian 130 Bluebird Lane: Ms. Topalian spoke against the conditional rezoning application.
Kelly Myers 9033 Pine Laurel Drive. Mr. Myers spoke against the conditional rezoning application.
Clayton Jones 5147 Panhandle Circle: Mr. Jones spoke against the conditional rezoning application.
Elton Hardy 1473 Longleaf Court: Mr. Hardy spoke against the conditional rezoning application.
Cathy Killough Brown: Ms. Brown spoke against the conditional rezoning application.

Barbara Harrison 2001 Belle Forest Court: Ms. Harrison spoke against the conditional rezoning
application.
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Don Titherington 2301 Greenbrook Parkway: Mr. Titherington spoke against the conditional
rezoning application.

Bill Deter 401 Havenchase: Mr. Deter spoke against the conditional rezoning application.

Tod R. Uebele, Sr. 201 Amahd Drive: Mr. Uebele spoke against the conditional rezoning
application.

Craig Hazeltine 3166 Foxmeade: Mr. Hazeltine spoke against the conditional rezoning application.

Brad Prillaman 2117 Keegan Court: Mr. Prillaman spoke against the conditional rezoning
application.

Rob Dow 6720 Weddington-Matthews Road: Mr. Dow spoke against the conditional rezoning
application.

Jack Plyler 1015 Estate Lane: Mr. Plyler spoke against the conditional rezoning application.
Tony Prior 2241 Wedgewood Drive: Mr. Prior spoke against the conditional rezoning application.

Wendy Shaw 6733 Weddington Matthews Road: Ms. Shaw spoke against the conditional rezoning
application.

Bruce Klink 2508 Greenbrook: Mr. Klink spoke against the conditional rezoning application.
Michael Ward 126 Larkfield Drive: Mr. Ward spoke against the conditional rezoning application.

Patricia Hines 425 Vintage Creek Drive: Ms. Hines spoke against the conditional rezoning
application.

Christine Prost 1203 Delaney Drive: Ms. Prost spoke against the conditional rezoning application.
Hughie Sexton 417 Gatewood Lane: Mr. Sexton spoke against the conditional rezoning application.

Gordon Howard 316 Squash Harvest Court: Mr. Howard spoke in favor of the conditional zoning
application

Yanni Macheras 6072 Foggy Glen Place: Mr. Macheras spoke against the conditional rezoning
application.

Michael Brook 7119 Stirrup Court: Mr. Brook spoke against the conditional rezoning application.

Margie Timmons 3609 Forest Lawn Drive: Ms. Timmons spoke against the conditional rezoning
application.

Sally Holmes 451 Hunting Creek Road: Ms. Holmes spoke against the conditional rezoning
application.
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Jay Bell 117 Valley Ranch Lane: Mr. Belle spoke against the conditional rezoning application.

Nancy Anderson 13624 Providence Road: Ms. Anderson spoke in favor of the conditional rezoning
application.

Bob Wetteroff 1204 Hadley Park Lane: Mr. Wetteroff spoke against the conditional rezoning
application.

Mayor Horn continued the public hearing until the April 11, 2022 Town Council Regular Meeting.
Mayor Horn called a recess at 10:14 p.m.
Mayor Hom called the meeting back to order at 10:23 p.m.

7. Public Safety Report

Deputy Kropp gave the public safety report.

8. Consent Agenda

A. February 14, 2022 Town Council Regular Meeting Minutes
B. Approval of Budget Amendment for FY 2021-2022

Motion: Councilmember Perryman made a motion to approve the consent agenda as
presented
Vote: The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

9. Old Business
A. Discussion of FY 2022-2023 Preliminary Budget

Motion: Mayor Pro Tem Propst made a motion to table the discussion of the FY 2022-
2023 Preliminary Budget
Vote: The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

10. New Business
A. Discussion and Consideration of Planning Board Appointment

Motion: Mayor Pro Tem Propst made a motion to appoint Gordon Howard to the Planning
Board, Historic Preservation Commission, and Board of Adjustment for a 4-year
term to expire in March 2026.

Vote: The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

Motion: Mayor Pro Tem Propst made a motion to appoint Chris Faulk to the Planning
Board, Historic Preservation Commission, and Board of Adjustment to complete
the term of Walt Hogan due to his resignation. This term will expire in March
2023.

Vote: The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

11. Update from Town Planner

12. Code Enforcement Report
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In packet

13. Update from Finance Officer and Tax Collector
Statements in packet

14. Transportation Report

Mayor Horn stated that he and Mayor Pro Tem Propst attended an introduction class presented by the
CRTPO and it was helpful in getting to understand the process.

Councilmember Perryman suggested projects be presented to CRTPO by a group like the Western Union
Municipal Alliance. He stated that he would discuss getting involved with transportation issues with the
WUMA delegates.

15. Public Comments
16. Council Comments

Councilmember Perryman: I appreciate everybody showing up to speak. The words reflected many of the
things in the emails we received. I think communication is key. We should be using every available outlet to
communicate. We need to educate residents on the process because people don’t understand what is in
place.

Councilmember Pruitt: asked about the sunshine list. Gave no comment.

Mayor Pro Tem Propst: I think there were some very respectful comments. I think some people think we
have some underhanded things going on. I don’t appreciate the comments on people’s character, I don’t
appreciate people making insinuations about people that work for the town, and I personally don’t
appreciate the comments made about me. Thank you for coming.

Councilmember Howie: I was optimistic that people were going to stay so I was going to remind them to
sign up for town emails on the website and with vacation season starting up, you can fill out the form on the
website and the deputies will check on your house when you’re out of town. And I wanted to remind the
residents that we are contracted with the Union County Urban Forestry program and you can call for the
Urban Forester to come out and check your trees.

Mayor Horn: I wanted to thank those that stayed. For me personally, I greatly appreciate the fact that you all
turned out and people expressed themselves generally clearly. This is tough because it’s where we live, it’s
personal. It’s our families, our property and our way of life. Sadly, there’s an assumption that we don’t trust
the government. It doesn’t matter who is in the government. In some cases, there is good reason. We’re a
small community and we have to figure it out.

17. Adjournment

Motion: Councilmember Pruitt made a motion to adjourn the March 14, 2022 Regular
Town Council Meeting at 10:37 p.m.
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Vote: The motion passed with a unanimous vote.
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If you wish to speak at the Public Hearing, please adhere to the following
guidelines:

PRINT your name, address, and phone number for the record

Proceed to the podium and state your name and address clearly

Be concise. Avoid repetition. Limit comments to three (3) minutes

Please designate a spokesperson for large groups
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THE UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE or UDO
The Town's Unified Development Ordinance (‘UDQ”) is a 200-page document that you
could call the rules of the road for developing anything in Weddington. This is what
the Town Planner must use to see if Weddington Green meets these requirements.
We don’t have a permanently hired Town Planner at the moment, so Leamon Brice
of DAVIDSON, is filling in.

Now, I'm not an expert, but there are many deviations from the Town’s Ordinance that
the Town Council would have to approve in order for the 200-unit Weddington Green
complex to be built. Allow me to provide a few quick examples:

PARKING: The UDO has a formula that requires 680 parking spaces for retail or a
shopping center. This Developer is showing 553 spaces...or 592 if you include
on streetparking. And they have the nerve to tell us "4 parking spaces per 1,000
square foot is an accepted standard.” The UDO clearly states that's NOT an accepted
standard in Weddington.

DENSITY: the UDO basically mandates one home per acre. The 80 acres would
mean about 80 family homes. Tom Waters, the Developer, is proposing 170
townhomes, villas, or whatever term you prefer. This proposal with 170 units
blatantly ignores the UDQO’s one home per acre.

STORM WATER RUNOFEFE: The UDO also requires a 100-year storm water runoff for
residential. The Developer proposes using a 10-year. With every development in
Weddington, one of the biggest complaints during the construction phase is flooding.

BUILDING HEIGHTS: The UDO limits building heights to 30 feet. The Developer
updated their Development Standards last Wednesday (March 9) which said quote,
“shall not exceed 3 stories and 45-feet in height.” Rooftop terraces and gables aren’t
part of the calculation, so the Developer could actually build much higher. Again,
blatantly disrespecting the Town and the Town Ordinance here.

BUILDING SETBACKS: The UDO requires buildings to have a 40-foot setback. The
Developer is proposing 5-foot setbacks. When asked to increase the setback they
said, "We have revised the setbacks... to have an 11-foot setback from the street and
front porches CAN encroach up to 6-foot within the set back." So, 11-foot, minus 6-foot
Is a 5-foot setback. Do they think the Town Council and Interim Planner are stupid?
Or is something else going on? The UDO has a defined 40-foot number, and
Conditional Zoning would invalidate the UDO and the hard work from the folks who
put it together.

I'm assuming there is alist of all of the deviations from the UDO that must be
approved for this project to be accepted. And I'm sure it’s a long list. HAS THE
COUNCIL REVIEWED ALL OF THEM? I, AS A WEDDINGTON RESIDENT, AND I'M
SURE | SPEAK FOR EVERYONE IN THIS ROOM, | WANT TO SEE THEM. Thank
you.




Statement by Joyce E. Plyler before the Town Council, Town of Weddington, North
Carolina concerning the Conditional Zoning Request of Provident Land Services for a
Mixed-Use Development on Land Currently Zoned R-40, March 14, 2022

This development is a radical departure from the Town’s Land Use Plan,
which is effective through 2024. It abandons the Land Use Plan without good cause,
and it disregards the wishes of the vast majority of Weddington residents, as shown
in the 2018 Community Survey and by the overwhelming public opposition.

The Land Use Plan was approved after a lengthy process of public input.
Significant deviations, as would be the case here, undermine the very purpose and
process of the Plan. Worse, to approve a plan and shortly thereafter depart from it,
without necessity or good cause, would raise significant questions of motive and
integrity. The Land Use Plan functions as a commitment by the Town Council to
shepherd the land responsibly and according to the vision of the community as a
whole. Citizens count on the integrity of their elected officials. We expect you to
keep your word. We expectyou to act in good faith and in the public trust.

Is this development necessary? No. The Town already possesses land
suitable for a park and commercial expansion. The Town has already expended its
time and our tax dollars to design such a space. Other options are readily available.
This mixed-use plan is not necessary and it is a radical departure from the historic
nature and character of Weddington.

If this development is not necessary, is it desirable? No. Our infrastructure -
Schools, Roads, Utilities - cannot support an expansion of this magnitude at this
time. The Planning Board was unwise to forward this proposal to Council without
proper due diligence and without the citizen engagement contemplated by the
Town’s Unified Development Ordinance. The proposal raises significant issues that
have not been adequately addressed. It is easy to create pretty pictures and
idealized scenarios; it is quite another to do the deep cost-benefit analysis necessary
to support such a radical alteration of the town and its environment.

We are your neighbors. You were elected to serve our best interests. You
were not elected by the people of Union County, you were not elected by the people
of Davidson. You were not elected by anyone who desires to exploit the land of
Weddington to the detriment of the people of Weddington. We are not fools. We
are informed, we are committed to our historic community, and we will fight for it.

I ask you: take the time to do the much-needed due diligence. Listen and respond to
the people. Be open and transparent with your reasoning and decisions. Thatis the
least we deserve.

I request that this statement and attached documentation be placed on the
public record.






Deviations from Land Use Plan
and
Incompatibility with Community Survey

Regarding the Application for a Conditional Rezoning for “Weddington Green”
Presented to the Town Council, March 14, 2022

The proposed mixed-use development is a radical variance from the
Weddington Land Use Plan approved by the Town Council in 2019 and effective
through 2024. Italso ignores the opinions of the vast majority of Weddington
residents, as documented in the 2018 Community Survey. If the Town Council
approves this proposed development, it will be in contravention of its own Land Use
Plan and in contravention of a survey that was determined representative of the
Town residents. There has been no Town-sponsored survey since 2018. The vast
negative outcry of residents against this particular development shows a strong
correlation to the opinions expressed in the Survey.

The Land Use Plan functions as the word of the Town Council regarding their
significant responsibilities in shepherding the use of land within the town. Citizens
count on the integrity of their elected officials to keep their word and to act in the
public trust. The Land Use Plan is approved after a lengthy and costly process of
public input and planning. Significant deviations from it, as would be the case with
the “Weddington Green” proposal, undermine the very process by which such a plan
is created. Worse, to approve a Plan and then to depart from it without necessity or
good cause, and in the face of overwhelming public opposition, would raise
significant questions of motive and integrity.

I. The Land Use Plan

Specific quotes from the Land Use Plan are in italics and are listed in order as
they appear in the Plan.

A community must actively manage its growth and respond to changing circumstances
if it is to continue to meet the needs of its residents and retain the quality of life that
initially attracted those residents to the community.

Residents of Weddington value the natural environment, the rural character and
diversity of the style of their neighborhoods, as well as the strong sense of community
identity. However, they have also expressed concern about the effects of new growth in
and around Weddington.

The 2018 Community Survey and the vast public outcry since this proposal
came into the light show unequivocally that changes wrought by this and
similar developments will NOT retain the quality of life for which residents
were initially attracted to the community. One zoning change will lead to
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another and soon the natural environment and rural character will be
destroyed. A determination to alter the character of a community through
radical rezoning should be made by the voice of the majority and not by a
small group of self-interested political operatives and developers.

The Town recognizes the importance of coordinating growth management efforts with
Union County and adjacent communities while [it is] also cognizant of the limitation of
the authority the Town possesses. The Town can strive to influence the policies and
actions of other parties, but it does not have direct authority to do so, as with decisions
relating to schools or transportation corridors. ... Accordingly, the Town seeks ...
coordinated strategies for growth management to make efficient use of valuable
infrastructure that is already in place, and to minimize unnecessary loss of the
surrounding open space areas where such infrastructure is not yet in place.

This rezoning will further stress existing infrastructure and cause
deterioration of the community. Because of the limits of the Town's
authority, by its own admission, the Town will have no means to assure
needed infrastructure improvements, especially in our schools and roads.

The developer has erroneously claimed that the development will not attract
school-age children. This development is NOT restricted to 55+.
Weddington schools are already overcrowded. According to Don Ogram,
Planning and Construction Manager for Union County Schools:

Weddington Middle is currently at 113% capacity.

Weddington High is currently at 103% capacity.

There are already approved 1418 housing units to be built in multiple
neighborhoods within the Weddington school cluster.

Mr. Ogram states: “Additional residential construction contributes to high
enrollments, which in turn exacerbate problems such as:

- Additional mobile classrooms

- Inadequate capacity for food service and rest room facilities

- Rationing of access to the Media Center

- Insufficient parking and queuing space for parents to safely deliver or pick
up their children

- Inadequate planning/meeting space for additional staff.

Schools are not the only infrastructure problem. The developer has claimed
that the development will comply with traffic and environmental regulations.
This is an empty representation. Of course, legal obligations must be met.
However, the Planning Board forwarded this application to the Town Council
before the developer’s Traffic Impact Analysis had even been completed. The
developer has not proffered a satisfactory analysis of how water and sewer
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overcapacity will be remedied. Water pressure in many homes is already too
low. The Planning Board has insufficiently analyzed all of the material
environmental questions raised by this development, nor to our knowledge
has it retained a town expert to do so. Where are the guarantees these
problems will be fixed? Why create the problems in the first place?

Community values set priorities for community action and plan implementation.

The 2018 Survey and public opposition strongly show that the stresses on
the community caused by this particular development do NOT reflect
community values. If the Town Council really cares about community values,
it will reject this rezoning petition.

All new commercial development will be in the Town Center and is subject to
additional requirements found in the Downtown Overlay District. (Page 11 in exhibit
on Future Land Use Categories)

The proposed development includes a very large commercial expansion of
the type that is NOT desired by residents (see survey results) and which is
outside the Downtown Overlay District. If the Town Council approves it, the
Council will negate and be in contravention of its own representations to the
community through the Land Use Plan. Either the Council will adhere to the
Land Use Plan or it will make a mockery of the entire process. The Land Use
Plan is basically the word of the Council regarding how it will shepherd the
land. Rejection of the Plan is the same as breaking their word to the
community. Land is precious. Integrity matters.

[T]he Planning Board and the Town Council will use the Plan’s policies and maps to
decide whether to approve a proposed rezoning of land within its Town limits.

Weddington has the distinct atmosphere of a small town and a quality of life that
provides its citizens with a sense of place that is different than other parts of the
region. The natural environment and community structure that characterize
Weddington, along with its land use regulations, have been major factors in shaping
the growth of the town and making it a desirable place to live. ... [A] primary
community goal is to maintain the Town’s rural character as new growth occurs. New
growth must occur within a framework that is in keeping with the existing rural
community character and that avoids negative social, economic, and environmental
effects on the town.

The majority of residents are happy with the Town’s existing low-density single-family
developments. Few supporta “growth at any cost” policy.
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In developing a plan, the most important item in assuring that the community has
ownership in the product is public participation.

To date only one, one-hour, community meeting has been held, with very
little prior notice to residents. Prior public participation in the form of the
2018 survey shows strong opposition to such a development.

The Town's Unified Development Ordinance, Article 5, D-501.A, states:

“The planning process shall include opportunities for citizen engagement in
plan preparation and adoption.” (Emphasis supplied.) The Planning Board
apparently had the participation of some community members - they
themselves are community members - but it did NOT provide an opportunity
for input from the broader community. As is evident by the public outcry
against this particular project, most Weddington residents were blind-sided
by this proposal and most were absolutely shocked that the Planning Board
voted to approve the petition. Any deliberations at Planning Board meetings
were conducted during a period of pandemic when meetings either were not
held in person or were conducted online with inferior audio and video. Such
meetings did not allow for public input. It has also become obvious that
Planning Board members, as well as members of the Town Council, have
been negotiating this proposal with developers for as much as two years.

Very simply, the Planning Board did not comply with its obligation to provide
legitimate and complete citizen engagement by law or by common courtesy
to its constituents. This is NOT good government.

The Town conducted a citizens’ survey in the spring of 2018 to gain a better
understanding of resident perceptions and inform future planning initiatives.

The citizens of Weddington are very satisfied with the community, the Town’s land
development pattern, and the quality of life they enjoy. Many people who have moved
to Weddington did so to take advantage of the quality of life that the Town provides.
When driving into Weddington... one notices a distinctly different land use pattern....
As compared with other communities, the Town has been quite successful in
maintaining a low-density residential character that sets it apart from many of its
neighbors.

ati dm t K

uniqu gghgrggtgr and overall qugllgg Q_t lgfg. Emphasis in original, p7

The Planning Board’s vote to recommend Weddington Green is not
compatible with this previously determined strong intent of Town and
community leaders. This is a radical shift away from the “unique character
and overall quality of life” of Weddington. From available records of
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Planning Board meetings and retreats, it appears that further such
developments are already being favorably considered and even encouraged.

The following are specific policies indentified in the Land Use Plan that do not
support the proposed development.

Policy 5: Ensure that development is consistent with the Town’s quality and aesthetic
values, thereby protecting property values.

Policy 8: Prohibit medium and high-density residential development and large-scale
commercial development that could create potential traffic and safety problems for
the Town.

Policy 9: Ensure that the scale and design of commercial development is consistent
with the unique small-town character of Weddington. Limit such development to
small-scale retail and service businesses, serving Town residents, particularly specialty
shops and restaurants and prohibit regional scale retail and service commercial
establishments. Provide for open space preservation in new and/or expanded
commercial developments.

According to the “Weddington Green Development Guidelines and
Standards,” dated February 16, 2022, the following uses, among other things,
would be allowed:

Brewery, Micro (Producing up to 100,000 barrels a year)

Taproom

Brewpub

Restaurants up to 20,000 sq. ft.

Retail business and services up to 20,000 sq. ft.

A brewery is NOT a quaint boutique shop, consistent with the current
atmosphere of Weddington. Itis an industrial use and very obviously not the
type of business contemplated by existing zoning or land use plans. It would
also be an appalling insult to the neighboring Methodist church, which
provides significant alcohol and drug addiction counseling services.

Policy 11: Ensure that land uses abutting residential development are compatible with
the scale, intensity and overall character of existing and planned neighborhoods.

This development is not compatible in scale, intensity or overall character of
neighborhoods as they exist, or as they have been approved or contemplated
under the Land Use Plan.

Policy 13: Allow alternative smaller lots to retain open space while maintaining a
density of 1 dwelling per 40,000 square feet.
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The proposed development is a radical departure from longstanding zoning
standards, for which there is no apparent justification other than to satisfy
the self-interests of a small minority or to satisfy the commercial greed of
developers who wish to exploit Weddington for their own profit.

II. 2018 Community Survey
The following are highlights from the Community Survey.

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.

The proposed development is not 55+. It pretends to offer “walkability” to
existing commercial but most believe crossing Hwy 84 at the traffic circle, as
proposed, would be a danger to pedestrians and a hindrance to the traffic
flow that the traffic circle was initially designed to facilitate. The Planning
Board did not review or vet, using expert opinion, the developer’s Traffic
Impact Analysis before it made its decision to send the application to Town
Council

Respondents were very strong in their responses about non-residential development.
The major theme...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 is a solid group of respondents that
did wish to see sit-down eatery locations within their Town for dinner and gathering
with neighbors.

Roughly half of the respondents said they are satisfied with park and recreation
facilities currently available, while the other half of respondents are not. ... A majority
of residents (66%]) believe a new park will be worth the Town’s investment. ... 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.

Residents have stated desires for a park and gathering space. Existing areas
of the Town are already available for this use. In fact, the Town has
previously considered and requested feedback on plans that would include
an open-seating amphitheatre and walking area. (Where are those plans



Deviations from Land Use Plan and Incompatibility with Community Survey
Proposed “Weddington Green” Subdivision
Page 7 of 8

now?) This development would require an unacceptable bargain of increased
density and unwanted commercial in exchange for a park that would not be
easily accessible (lack of parking) or practical for the majority of residents.
The primary beneficiaries of the park at “Weddington Green” would be those
who have homes in its own high-density subdivision. The development plan
would require Town taxpayers to maintain a park that benefits a very small
minority of residents. The failure to conduct an economically valid cost-
benefit analysis on a development this radical and of this magnitude is
unacceptable. The fact that such a proposal has gotten this far in the
planning process without broader community input or support is indicative
of a government that wishes to arrogate to itself the power to determine the
Town'’s current and future character.

This survey is a testament to how many residents value the Town of Weddington. ...[A]
few main points that stand out [are:]

The residents do not want to continue to grow at this pace. ...Additionally, the 12,000
square foot lot size many need to be revised to 20,000 or more as per respondent
comments. Otherwise, the Town may want to update their future land use map
significantly to conserve land from certain types of development.

To state the obvious, the Town knows that residents have expressed a desire
for an increase in lot size rather than a decrease. For the Town to allow a
decrease in lot size for single family homes to as low as 6000 sq. ft. (not
counting townhomes), is a slap in the face to the residents of Weddington
and to all those who have struggled for so long to maintain Weddington’s
unique qualities.

Survey respondents are worried that the pace of growth will significantly deteriorate
the transportation and school system.

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.

The developer is using an old trick and is being disingenuous. He is dangling
the carrot of “park” but failing to disclose material facts about how the
maintenance of such greenspace would be funded or how practical the
greenspace would be in meeting the needs of Weddington as a whole.
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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.

The Town has yet to conduct sufficient due diligence. The Town should
retain its own experts in the fields of transportation, environmental,
stormwater, etc., to adequately critique the developer’s proffered reports.
Serious concerns about the strain on infrastructure must not be ignored or
Weddington will suffer the same issues that have been caused by
irresponsible development in neighboring communities. For example,
Providence Crossing has suffered an increase in flooding since the
construction of Waverly, presumably due to inadequate planning for
stormwater runoff. The developer of Weddington Green has asked to lower
the current 100-yr stormwater standard to an unacceptable 10-yr standard.

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.

The historic character and charm of Weddington is important to
Weddington residents. “One home per acre” has been a longstanding
planning concept that has lured a significant percentage of homeowners to
the Town. The use of conservation subdivisions has allowed for homes on
smaller lots at lower cost, while preserving nature and maintaining the
overall environmental benefits of greenspace. Once destroyed by buildings
and concrete, greenspace cannot be recovered. Isincerely hope that neither
material interests nor other corruptible factors are influencing our town
leaders to take actions that do not reflect the wishes or needs of the greater
community.

The current zoning restrictions in Weddington preserve this Town as one
option available in the wide world of housing options. There are few, ifany,
alternatives to Weddington in the greater Charlotte metropolitan area. As
noted above, the Town's own Land Use Plan recognized that, “compared with
other communities, the Town has been quite successful in maintaining a low-
density residential character that sets it apart from many of its neighbors.”
The people of Weddington deserve to keep the community that they have
invested in and the Town leaders have promised to protect. The greater
region deserves to have one area with the environmental and other
advantages of a community like Weddington. We should not be coerced into
following a path of irresponsible, excessive and unnecessary growth.



Weddington March 14th

Jim Bell <JBell@media-comm.com>
Sun 3/13/2022 3:55 PM

To: Jim Bell <JBell@media-comm.com>

My name is Jim Bell and | have lived in Weddington for over 22
years.

Taken from the Towns own survey and from what you can see
here tonight, well over 60% of the residents do not want
commercial growth and feel that the town is growing too fast.
86% prefer larger 1 acre lots and the small town feel. 80% said
no town homes, patio homes or a mix of various size
residential.

You guys know this of course from the survey. That's why you
campaigned as you did and made the promises you made.

If I may remind you....

Mayor Craig Horn stated:
Control Growth - Contain Commercial Development.

ANNE PRUITT:

» Continue to limit commercial zoning to the existing district,
Weddington Corners.

o Continue to maintain 1 acre per home density (R-40).
» Protect our rural character.

JANICE PROPST:

- | have a proven record of defending our rural community,
R40-1 acre homes.






« | have and will continue to support the preservation of
Weddington's unique character and our quality of life.

o | support commercial development only at the Weddington
Town Center.

JEFF PERRYMAN:

o | support protecting Weddington from overdevelopment,
preserving our unique small town atmosphere.

| support the Weddington Land Use Plan.

BRANNON HOWIE:
e Ran unopposed and did not state campaign promises.

Guys | was raised that your integrity and character was huge.
And also, to keep your word. If you make a promise then keep
it. Trust is hard to restore once broken,

The residents of Weddington voted for you on your campaign
promises and what you said. They trusted you! I'm asking you
to keep your word and don't deceive the residents of
Weddington. Changing the zoning for Weddington Green is like
saying one thing and doing another. PLASE DON'T. CAN YOU
BE TRUSTED? YOU TELL ME??

14

Thank you!
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A few old maxims

“Can’t teach an old dog new tricks”

Mhos
This old Dog learned a few new teeR®i the last 2 months.

1. Weddington Land Use Plan (LUP)

Beautiful document that captures the heart and sole
of Weddington

Not worth the paper it’s written on. - O/L“\

2. Weddington Unified Development Ordinance (UlDO)

a. Zoning in Weddington has been gutted

i. B-1, B-2, and R-40 doesn’t mean anything.

b. Conditional Zoning makes every lot and platin
Weddington free game.

c. The Planning Board can meet with land owers
and developers and the citizens of Weddington
are not required to be notified or be present.

d. Citizens are only intitled to one Public
Information meeting with as little as 10 days
notice. Maybe not even that much.

If it looks to good to be true the it probably is not true.

b
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1. You’re not going to get anything for free; so how
much are we paying for the free park the developer
has offered us?

2. At the last Planning Board meeting Mr. Tom
Waters admitted the he has not budgeted any
money for the park amenities. He said he thought
Weddington would pay for it since we were already
planning a park.

You get what you pay for.

1. If the citizens want a park then lets pick our own lot, pay a
fair price, and have multiple PIMs and do it the way that
Weddington Citizens want it done.

2. We cannot afford this free park; the cost is way too high.



Good Evening Mayor and Council Members.
I am Walton Hogan, a Weddington resident.

I have been involved with Weddington issues for 8+ years, 5 on the PB. I brought
the concept of the Unified Development Ordinances, (UDO) to Weddington 5
years ago. I also pushed hard for a 5 year plan to compliment the Land Use Plan
by setting a clear vision and path for our future protection of the existing rural
character of Weddington while protecting us from developer overrun/
expansion.

Weddington Green is unsatisfactory for the town residents and is not consistent
with Weddington’s rural character.

I found it interesting that the developer used one part of the 2018 Survey to
justify a small park but failed to mention “NO increase in taxes and 1
house/acre”. Read Tax Increases.

I was shocked to learn at the formal presentation that the Town Interim Planner
had a long time working relationship a member of the development team in
Davidson. (Pause)

I have concerns about several glaring aspects of this proposal.

1. Lack of public notification regarding the public meeting. The -160
series specifically says “Newspaper”. Lots of questions there.

2. Developer’s financial status and solvency for this proposed
development. Dun & Bradstreet is very reliable.

3. An incomplete TIA was presented with a vague “it would be okay”. This
is a show stopper.

4. The existing development commercial district is suitable - no need for
another commercial district.

5. A previous presentation of this project showed it stretching to Aero
Plantation.

6. Weddington has a park in development, and at least 3 parks within
close distance of our town. Same for restaurants.

7. Pedestrian traffic crossing Highway 84 is extremely dangerous and is a
fatality waiting to happen.

8. Proposal for 190+ houses on less than 80 acres does not fit anything in
Weddington.

9. I am not sure about the septic/sewerage and the 100-year stormwater
runoff locations.
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10. Our current zoning prevents us from looking like Mecklenburg,
neighboring towns and Davidson. That's good; we want to look like
Weddington.

11. The Town has been approached by Roots and NC84/12Mile Creek
already. Rea Road/Providence is another future project awaiting your
response/decision.

I found it in extremely poor judgment that 2 current Planning Board members
publicly supported this project before it was formally presented. One of those
members also publicly criticized Weddington citizens for opposing the project
but did not vote in the last election,

I believe a candidate/council member should clearly state their position and
keep their campaign promises. Council is the guardian of the gate and it’s up to
you to protect Weddington. Just manage it properly and in accordance with the
desires of the Weddington residents.

I am personally opposed to this proposal and I ask you to please keep your
campaign promises.

Thank you for your time.
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We are witnessing tonight the power of community involvement.

People are defending their Town against a process that doesn’t represent their
wishes. Those desires and expectations are clearly stated In the Land Use Plan

“ Single Family subdivisions are the preferred land use type; residents continue to
show limited to no interest in having other types of development in the Town”.
This was further supported in the 2018 survey where it is stated that “preferred
housing types are overwhelmingly larger lot, single family homes on one acre
(86% of respondents). Types of housing that ARE NOT preferred include town or
patio homes (80%) and smaller lot residential (75%)”.

So today the residents are here fighting a conditional rezoning that would
encompass everything they are overwhelmingly against. High density Town
homes, 6,000 sq ft lots and loss of a hardwood tree canopy. Increased traffic that
ties into Hwy 84 that NC DOT says is already overstressed and 181 homes and
townhomes on a site that would yield 64 homes at best. UCPS uses build out data
based on 1 home per acre for the UCPS Enrollment Forecast. This development is
117 homes above that forecast and will lead to additional over-crowding.

When looking at this plan it raises serious concerns on several fronts. None of
these uses are allowed today.

e High density housing breaking what has been a strict 1 house per acre
equivalent

e Attached multi-family housing

e Reducing buffers and in some cases eliminating buffers.

e The Open space, even with the proposed park, is less than currently
required

e The Commercial Town Center is clearly defined in the Land Use Plan to
avoid ambiguity. This project is not contiguous or a part of the Town
Center.

e The Town requires residential developments to meet the 100 year storm
requirements to protect current and future residents. This Developer is
asking to reduce this requirement to the 10-year event.






e The proposal calls for a 100,000 Barrel Micro Brewery. Has anyone
researched the fact that this will be the largest micro-brewery in the state?
Once approved the developer is vested.

e What about the private sewer system for 139,000 sq ft of commercial and
181 homes? How long will it run, where is it located , who will manage it,
what are the back-up systems? Not one question was asked at the
planning board.

e And the coup de gras a parking lot and retail 14’ from a historic Cemetery

that dates to the early 1800’s. Have we seen our last Easter Morning
Sunrise Service?

This project is not even close to meeting the vision the residents moved to
Weddington for. It is the Antithesis.

And to the Council the role of a Public Servant is to serve the people who elected
you; not your individual wishes. This is not a Critical Infrastructure or Public
Safety issue. It is a quality of life issue.

| ask that you reject this project. However, if you are inclined to approve this

project | challenge you to verify your assumptions by putting this to a
referendum.

Citizens certainly deserve a vote on something of this magnitude that will forever

change Weddington. This can be done quickly by mail utilizing the secure drop
box at Town Hall.

After all we can elect a President of the United States with mail-in ballots
shouldn’t we have that same say in our Hometown?






“A very small change, a very small change.” I'm quoting Tom Waters, from Provident
Development Group. 1
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To him a very small change is adding 170 high density townhomes, villas, whatever
you want to call them, where Weddington normally allows 62-63 single family homes.

To him a very small change is creating a new commercial center in Weddington. The

Land Use Plan sets as a goal for the town, “to retain a single business center within
the existing overlay district.”

This is not a very small change. It is a very gigantic change for Weddington. it is a
seismic shift away from the vision and policies that have governed Weddington for
almost 40 years. A vision and policies that have made Weddington the unique town
that it is today.

As previously noted, all of you ran and were elected based on your campaign
promises. Your promises were to restrict commercial development and protect our 1-
acre residential heritage. This is why you were elected. That's why you are sitting
where you are now. Several of you took office approximately 90 days ago based on
your campaign promises.

Will this be the legacy of Mayor Horn and the council? Will you be the people who
destroyed the very fabric of our community? Think of why you were elected to
represent the people of Weddington. The promises you made should be promises you
keep.

Let’s talk numbers and the implication on our taxes. Mr. Waters says this will bring
$166 million dollars of taxable revenue to the town. . . of course not to mention the
traffic, high-density housing ,school crowding, crime, etc.

With our current tax rate that $166 million amounts to approximately $78,000 of new
income for the town. Against that we will have expenses of $96,000 just to maintain the
park. The town will also be responsible for maintaining the BMPs. The added expense
of adding a playground and pavilion or something could run into $200,000. The high-
density housing like Waverly has can bring increased crime and traffic. So lets say
$100,000 a year to hire an additional deputy. What happens to the park plaza behind
town hall? The council has already spent $150,000+ on that. Actually, closer to
$700,000 if you include the purchase of the land.

My point being, for the developer it's about money. For the residents it's about quality
of life.
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own council meeting on Monday at the anglican church https://mail.aol.com/webmail -std/en-us/PrintMessage

From: tru120542@aol.com,
To: chom@townofwedding.com,

Cc: nolmommie@aol.com, amy.uebele@gmail.com, tyler.uebele@gmail.com, jperryman@townofweddington.com,
apruitt@townofweddington.com, bhowie@townofweddington.com, jpropst@townofweddington.com,

Subject: town council meeting on Monday at the anglican church
Date: Sat, Mar 12, 2022 4:41 pm

Dear Mayor Horn,

I met you on Election day at the fire department and had several conversations with you about why | moved my family
here.

| truly hope that you are sincere about your love for the community of Weddinghton.

| would like to have the opportunity to speak at the council meeting on Monday evening, so please reserve a moment
for me to speak on behalf of my extended family AND most of the residents of "Providence Woods". | will try and arrive
early to maybe have a few words with you personally. | have below a prepared statement which is what | wish to share
with the council and the Weddington community.

| await your prompt response, thank you,
Warmest Regards,

Todd R. Uebele, Sr.
201 Amanda Drive
Weddington, NC 28104

"Member at Large" Providence Woods HOA

dode bk od ok od ok od ok kb R

"Recently | became aware of the proposed Weddington Green development project which involves high density
housing. Naturally | went to confirm this and found the documentation on the town website. While | was on the
website | also read the {own history, which included references to how "The leaders of the community wanted to
ensure the things which made Weddington unique were preserved for the future,” and "our Town remains
committed to keeping the spirit and character of Weddington alive for those who are here now, and for those who
come after us." As | understand it, an important part of Weddington's founding character is the low density
housing, with one acre per home being the stated minimum. Indeed, this is part of why many families move to
Weddington, and pay a premium so to do. The one acre minimum was even cited by our then-Mayor when our
town suffered the loss of its own fire department as a reason we would never have enough homes to justify our own
department. "

"So, without feeling a need to discuss concerns about traffic, or how area schools are already overcrowded, |
simply ask why the town even considers abandonment of the 1 acre minimum and similar conservation rules, such
as trees per lot, to suffer the development of a high density area which will not match the things which make
Weddington unique or keep the spirit and character of Weddington."

| also ask whether there are any other projects making similar challenges to our town's spirit and character.

lof1 3/12/22, 5:14 PM
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Bruce Klink. 24-year resident of Weddington.
PLANNING BOARD

| served on the Planning Board for four years. The purpose of this position is to review

applications for projects and events within the town, understand the details and compare these
elements to established zoning regulations. Decisions are made based on whether the

application conforms to code and is consistent with the Land Use Plan—or not. Ehissheuidsbe /Jhe //y

straightforward. — o4/ Nowd .

e n)s ib) ;;z
So why is this important? Weddington is the Weddington we know because of almost 40 years

of intentionally curated and enforced zoning regulations. LI'.\se e high sta;p’gards have made
Weddington unique. Weddington has limited commercial mé%% tis attractive and highly
desirable. Residents enjoy nice homes and neighborhoods. We benefit from high property
values and from low taxes. All this by careful design and many years of hard work.

The recommendation of Weddington Green by the Planning Board was made +teFewn-Council
with multiple items of concern; problems inappropriately given over to Town Council to

resolve. One of the more egregious is that the traffic impact analysis was completed on January
31%t, and yet on February 28, 4 weeks later, the Planning Board sent the project to Town
Council with a favorable recommendation without ever having seen the traffic study. Why
didn’t Town Council share this with the Planning Board?

TOWN COUNCIL

Town Council is an elected body and as such is responsible to the citizens of Weddington.

Judging by the magnitude of opposition to Weddington Green and the large number of people Jfg.é
signing a petition opposing the project, | should think that Town Council would pause to

consider the will of the people. Imagine if this were put to the voters by referendum. ot 6! 30

So, here’s the question: Do you, the citizens of Weddington, support this project? Are you
willing to tolerate high density housing, increased traffic, probable increases in crime and most
certainly increases in your property taxes for a small green space and a one-mile walking path?

Few current Weddington residents will benefit from high density housing. Weddington does

not need retail, nor does it need restaurants. Those are available just minutes down the road in

any direction. We certainly don’t need more traffic, nor negative impact on our schools or our
infrastructure. And most concerning of all would be the precedent set by a conditional

approval of this project, which opens the floodgates to commercial development applications '
throughout Weddington. /

Weddington Green is a bad idea. Please reject it.
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Karen Dewey

From: tony prior <tprior2241@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2022 10:15 AM
To: Craig Horn; Karen Dewey

Subject: from resident Tony Prior

2241 Wedgewood Drive- 704-219-1602

Mr Mayor, thank you for the meeting last night, | spoke near the end of the public comments
session. | had prepared remarks but did not use or read them, | didn't need them as | changed my
comments mostly because of the PLANNERS and Developers discussion.

here is a recap

e The previous Board voted in the new Garbage Service, citing heavy traffic from trucks So the
current proposal replaces a dozen trucks with well over 200 cars daily. Really ? Mr Mayor
thats a conflict.

« The Planners and the Developer said we are not going to be like Waverly, but suggested we
be more like Davidson . Really, WHY Davidson ? Do they have a personal connection
to Davidson? Who cares what Davison is doing, we are 40 miles South we are
Weddington.

e Many cited School Overload many years in advance, nobody talked about CURRENT SCHOOL TRAFFIC . Rt 84,
Deal Road Wedgewood Drive , 12 Mile Creek, Buelah Church in and around the 3 schools is a traffic nightmare,
right now. 7 AM to 9 Am and then 3PM to around 4 PM every day. Your neighbors that live in this area are
LOCKED IN and LOCKED OUT. We don't need stats going into 2025.2026 or 2027, we are living the STAT right
now, Why is there no traffic light at RT 84 and Deal Rd ? The schools have been here going on 20 years now.

e The Planners and Developers were quick to bypass COMMUNITY IMPACT, all the focus was on how great
INSIDE their community would be. They showed us pictures of TWO Trees and once again, Davidson . So when
they clear 85 acres, they are leaving TWO TREES ?

e Ilearned a lot last night hopefully so did you and the Board. . The number one thing you should have learned
was that a very busy community stopped, took time out from daily life , came out in FORCE, WHY ? 300 inside
and probably 300 outside, because they don't trust that the Newly Elected Officials will recognize what the
Community wants, WE are hopeful, but not convinced. SO, what you saw last night was a room full of angry,
disappointed residents that don't even understand why this is even an issue. A zoning change along with
adding a NEW Residential ZONE for Town Houses is up to the people, its up to the community not the Planners
and certainly not a Developer.. It should be a Referendum not a Board vote.



| certainly can't tell the Board how to vote but | can tell you that you saw first hand what the community wants. . They
have spoken. They arrived. If this proposal gets passed, its yours and the Boards legacy, not the residents. Your
neighbors have spoken. Do the right thing, prove to the community that you and the Board represent the residents,

VOTE THIS PROPOSAL DOWN, and SOON.

Respectfully

Tony Prior, 2241 Wedgewood Drive.
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