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The City Council of the City of Charlotte, North Carolina convened for a Zoning Meeting 
on Monday, June 15, 2026, at 5:33 p.m. in the Meeting Chamber of the Charlotte 
Mecklenburg Government Center with Mayor Vi Lyles presiding. Council members 
present were Dimple Ajmera, Danté Anderson, J.D. Mazuera Arias, Ed Driggs, Malcolm 
Graham, Renee Johnson, Lawana Mayfield, Joi Mayo, James Mitchell, Kimberly 
Owens, and Victoria Watlington. 
 

* * * * * * * 
 
Mayor Lyles said I love the signs. I’m Vi Lyles and I serve with the members of this 
Council. What we want to do is start off with a welcome and a call to order. So, why 
don’t we start with our City Clerk. 
 

* * * * * * * 
 

INVOCATION AND PLEDGE 
 
Councilmember Johnson gave the Invocation and the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag 
was recited by everyone in attendance. 
 

* * * * * * * 
 

EXPLANATION OF THE ZONING MEETING PROCESS 
 

Mayor Lyles explained the Zoning Meeting rules and procedures. 
 

* * * * * * * 
 

INTRODUCTION OF THE ZONING COMMITTEE 
 

Douglas Welton, Chairman of the Zoning Committee said my name is Douglas A. 
Welton and I’m the Chairman of the Zoning Committee of the Planning Commission. 
Allow me to introduce my fellow Commissioners. They include Melissa Gaston, Erin 
Shaw, Theresa McDonald, Robin Stuart, Carolyn Millen and right next to me today, 
Michael Caprioli. The Zoning Committee will meet on Tuesday, August 4, 2026 at 5:30 
p.m. At that meeting, the Zoning Committee will discuss and make recommendations on 
the petitions that have a public hearing here tonight. The public is welcome to that 
meeting, but please note, it is not a continuation of the public hearing that is being held 
right now. Prior to that meeting, you are welcome to contact us and provide input. You 
can find contact information and information on each one of the petitions that is being 
heard here tonight at the City’s website at Charlotteplanning.org. Thank you very much 
Madam Mayor. It is all yours. 
 

* * * * * * * 
 

DEFERRALS/ WITHDRAWALS 
 
Mayor Lyles said thank you very much for the work that you do for our communities. 
So, the next item that we want to do is deferrals and withdrawals. 
 

 
* * * * * * * 

Motion was made by Councilmember Mitchell, seconded by Councilmember Driggs, 
and carried unanimously to defer: a decision on Item No. 11, Petition No, 2025-077 
by Short Development Group, LLC to August 17, 2026, a decision on Item No. 12, 
Petition No. 2025-086 by Pence Road Development, LLC to August 17, 2026, a 
decision on Item No. 15, Petition No. 2025-133 by Carolinas Properties III, LLC to 
August 17, 2026, and a decision on Item No. 17, Petition No. 2026-027 by C4 
Investments, LLC dba Crosland Southeast to August 17, 2026. 
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CONSENT AGENDA 
 
ITEM NO. 2: CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS 3 THROUGH 10 MAY BE CONSIDERED IN 
ONE MOTION EXCEPT FOR THOSE ITEMS PULLED BY A COUNCIL MEMBER. 
ITEMS ARE PULLED BY NOTIFYING THE CITY CLERK. 
 
Mayor Lyles said then we will go to the rezoning petitions. Please note that these 
petitions meet the following criteria. Had no public opposition to the petition during the 
hearing. Staff recommends approval. Zoning Committee recommends approval and 
there are no further changes to the Zoning Committee’s recommendation. 
 
Councilmember Mayfield said Item No. 4 for separate vote and comment, Mayor. 
 
Councilmember Johnson said agenda Items No. 6 and 7. 
 
Mayor Lyles said alright. So, two additional to exclude and have a petition on six and 
seven, Thurman Brooks and Goode Properties. Is that the correct one Ms. Johnson? 
 
Ms. Johnson said yes. 
 
Mayor Lyles said okay. That will be coming up as well, okay. So, we have three. I’m 
trying to make sure we have three, five, eight, nine and ten. 
 
Alyson Craig, Assistant City Manager said eight, nine and ten. 
 
Mayor Lyles said alright. So, here we go. 
 

 
The following items were approved: 
 
Item No. 3: Ordinance No. 1157-Z, Petition No. 2025-131 by Queen City Land, LLC 
amending the Official Zoning Map of the City of Charlotte to affect a change in 
zoning for approximately 6.16 acres located north of Rocky River Road, east of 
Getalong Road, and west of Seven Oaks Drive from N1-A (Neighborhood 1-A) to 
N2-A(CD) (Neighborhood 2-A, Conditional). 
 
The Zoning Committee voted 6-0 (motion by McDonald, seconded by Millen) to 
recommend approval of this petition and adopt the following statement of consistency: 
This petition is found to be consistent with the goals and policies of the Northeast 
Middle & Outer Community Area Plan based on the information from the final staff 
analysis and the public hearing, and because: The petition may facilitate the following 
priority goals of the area plan: 1: 10 Minute Neighborhoods may be facilitated by this 
petition as it could allow for housing diversity and density in proximity to activity centers 
along East W.T. Harris. 2: Neighborhood Diversity & Inclusion may be facilitated by 
proposing to provide a mix of housing types such as duplexes, triplexes, and 
quadraplexes as allowed in the N2-A(CD) district in an area where much of the housing 
stock is dominated by single family subdivisions. The petition is not in alignment with the 
2040 Policy Map recommendation for the Neighborhood 1 Place Type but meets Minor 
Map Amendment Criteria for a change to the Neighborhood 2 Place Type. Therefore, 
we find this petition to be reasonable and in the public interest, based on the information 
from the final staff analysis and the public hearing, and because: The petition adds a 
multi-family component consistent with the corridor’s recent N-2 rezonings by providing 
a diverse mix of housing types and density such as duplexes, triplexes, and 
quadraplexes. The site meets the meets the Minor Map Amendment Criteria for a 
change in the adopted place type to the Neighborhood 2 Place Type based on the site’s 

Motion was made by Councilmember Mitchell, seconded by Councilmember Graham 
and carried unanimously to approve the Consent agenda as presented and adopt the 
Zoning Committee’s statement of consistency with the exception of Item No. 4, Item 
No. 6 and Item No. 7 which were pulled for a separate vote. 
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acreage, place type adjacencies, and locational criteria. The site is adjacent to Reedy 
Creek Nature Center and Preserve and the Reedy Creek Greenway system, providing 
recreative opportunities and alternative pedestrian connectors. The site is served by the 
number 29 CATS local bus route. The site is within a half-mile of a designated 
Neighborhood Center to the west which contains essential goods and services. The 
approval of this petition will revise the recommended place type as specified by the 
2040 Policy Map, from the Neighborhood 1 Place Type to the Neighborhood 2 Place 
Type for the site. 
 
The ordinance is recorded in full in Ordinance Book 70, at Page(s) 119-120. 
 
Item No. 5: Ordinance No. 1159-Z, Petition No. 2026-004 by Chuda Dhimal 
amending the Official Zoning Map of the City of Charlotte to affect a change in 
zoning for approximately 1.94 acres located south of Oak Street, east of Oakdale 
Road, and north of Shady Circle from OFC (Office Flex Campus) to CG(CD) 
(General Commercial, Conditional). 
 
The Zoning Committee voted 6-0 (motion by Millen, seconded by Shaw) to recommend 
approval of this petition and adopt the following statement of consistency: The petition is 
consistent with the goals and policies of the West Middle Community Area Plan based 
on the information from the final staff analysis and the public hearing, and because: The 
petition may facilitate the following priority goals of the area plan: 1: 10 Minute 
Neighborhoods may be facilitated by developing office, medical office, or retail uses 
therefore providing access to goods and services to the surrounding residential 
neighborhood; and the petition is in alignment with the 2040 Policy Map 
recommendation for the Commercial Place Type. Therefore, we find this petition to be 
reasonable and in the public interest, based on the information from the final staff 
analysis and the public hearing, and because: The proposed rezoning is reasonable 
and in the public interest as the site is within an area designated by the 2040 Policy 
Map for the Commercial Place Type. The site is currently developed with a commercial 
structure that once housed a bank but is now vacant. The conditional plan proposes to 
utilize the existing building for commercial uses limited to office, medical office, or retail. 
Reestablishing commercial use of the vacant building could provide area residents with 
convenient access to daily needs. The site is located on Oakdale Road, designated as a 
2+ Lane Avenue by the Charlotte Street Map. The Commercial Place Type from the 
2040 Comprehensive Plan calls for standalone commercial uses located on arterial 
streets. 
 
The ordinance is recorded in full in Ordinance Book 70, at Page(s) 123-124. 
 
Item No. 8: Ordinance No. 1162-Z, Petition No. 2026-010 by HAD Holdings, LLC 
amending the Official Zoning Map of the City of Charlotte to affect a change in 
zoning for approximately 4.0 acres located west of Twin Lakes Parkway, east of 
Statesville Road, and south of I-485 from OFC (Office Flex Campus) to ML-1(CD) 
(Manufacturing and Logistics-1, Conditional). 
 
The Zoning Committee voted 6-0 (motion by Stuart, seconded by Millen) to recommend 
approval of this petition and adopt the following statement of consistency: This petition 
is found to be consistent with the goals and policies of the North Middle and Outer 
Community Area Plan based on the information from the final staff analysis and the 
public hearing, and because: The petition is in alignment with the 2040 Policy Map 
recommendation for the Manufacturing and Logistics Place Type. Therefore, we find 
this petition to be reasonable and in the public interest, based on the information from 
the final staff analysis and the public hearing, and because: The petition would align the 
site with neighboring parcels and the Manufacturing and Logistics Place Type 
recommendation for the area. The proposed petition may be more compatible than the 
existing office zoning and helps to achieve what is envisioned for the Manufacturing and 
Logistics Place type. The ML-1 zoning district is intended to accommodate a range of 
warehouse/distribution and light industrial uses which aligns with the surrounding area 
uses and entitlements. The site is adjacent to I-485, with no residential uses in 
proximity. This is in alignment with the ML-1 Zoning District which is generally located in 
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areas readily accessible by arterials and interstates, as well as freight rail. The ML-1 
Zoning District includes significant screening and buffering requirements to ensure 
adequate separation and mitigation of potential impacts on surrounding areas. Limited 
restaurant, retail, and personal service uses to accommodate area workers are also 
allowed in the zoning district. 
 
The ordinance is recorded in full in Ordinance Book 70, at Page(s) 129-130. 
 
Item No. 9: Ordinance No. 1163-Z, Petition No. 2026-013 by Avatar Holdings, LLC 
amending the Official Zoning Map of the City of Charlotte to affect a change in 
zoning for approximately 0.63 acres located north of Style Lane, east of Dixie 
River Road, south of Shopton Road, and west of Outlets Boulevard from MUDD-O 
(Mixed Use Development District-Optional) to MUDD-O SPA (Mixed Use 
Development District-Optional, Site Plan Amendment). 
 
The Zoning Committee voted 6-0 (motion by McDonald, seconded by Millen) to 
recommend approval of this petition and adopt the following statement of consistency: 
This petition is found to be consistent with the goals and policies of the Southwest Outer 
Community Area Plan based on the information from the final staff analysis and the 
public hearing, and because: The petition may facilitate the following priority goals of the 
area plan: 1: 10 Minute Neighborhoods may be facilitated by increasing the presence of 
goods and service options in the form of 7,000 square feet of gross floor area of retail 
and/or restaurant uses within a half-mile of a single family neighborhood and apartment 
community. The petition is in alignment with the 2040 Policy Map recommendation for 
the Community Activity Center Place Type. Therefore, we find this petition to be 
reasonable and in the public interest, based on the information from the staff analysis 
and the public hearing, and because: The petition would allow for development of a 
vacant parcel in a Community Activity Center Place Type with 7,000 square feet of retail 
and/or restaurant uses. The proposed new building is designed in an urban form to 
present a frontage and patio to Style Lane with parking located to the rear of the 
building. The proposed retail and restaurant uses are supportive of this Community 
Activity Center, which includes the Charlotte Premium Outlets, surrounded by 
Neighborhood 2 and Neighborhood 1 Place Types. An established sidewalk network 
connects this site to complementary uses. 
 
The ordinance is recorded in full in Ordinance Book 70, at Page(s) 131-132. 
 
Item No. 10: Ordinance No. 1164-Z, Petition No. 2026-022 by Orange Barrel Media 
for the Charlotte Hornets amending the Official Zoning Map of the City of 
Charlotte to affect a change in zoning for approximately 7.96 acres located east of 
East Trade Street, north of North Caldwell Street, and west of East 5th Street from 
UMUD-O SPA (Uptown Mixed-Use District, Optional, Site Plan Amendment) to 
UMUD-O SPA (Uptown Mixed-Use District, Optional, Site Plan Amendment). 
 
The Zoning Committee voted 6-0 (motion by Caprioli, seconded by McDonald) to 
recommend approval of this petition and adopt the following statement of consistency: 
The petition is consistent with the 2040 Comprehensive Plan and accompanying 2040 
Policy Map (2022) based on the information from the final staff analysis and the public 
hearing, and because: The petition is in alignment with the 2040 Policy Map 
recommendation for the Regional Activity Center Place Type. The site is also within the 
geography of the Center City 2040 Vision Plan. Therefore, we find this petition to be 
reasonable and in the public interest, based on the information from the final staff 
analysis and the public hearing, and because: This petition is a site plan amendment to 
the optional provisions approved under rezoning 2008-129. The amendment would 
allow the relocation of an existing electronic sign and permit a larger electronic sign on 
the East Trade Street façade of the Spectrum Center arena. The petition could promote 
a more vibrant pedestrian environment and help establish Uptown as a distinctive 
destination, consistent with the 2040 Comprehensive Plan’s Regional Activity Centers 
and the Charlotte Center City 2040 Vision Plan, by enhancing visual interest along the 
street. Similar signage requests have been approved in Uptown through the same 
optional provision rezoning process, with the largest sign being 2,000 square feet, 
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located on South Church Street. The Zoning Ordinance limits wall-mounted signs to 
10% of the wall area per tenant or 300 square feet, whichever is less. However, 
approved optional provisions could permit more intense signage. The petition does not 
directly facilitate Comprehensive Plan Goals. 
 
The ordinance is recorded in full in Ordinance Book 70, at Page(s) 133-134. 
 

* * * * * * * 
 
ITEM NO. 4: ORDINANCE NO. 1158-Z, PETITION NO. 2025-141 BY DARWAY 
DALMEIDA AMENDING THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP OF THE CITY OF 
CHARLOTTE TO AFFECT A CHANGE IN ZONING FOR APPROXIMATELY 0.97 
ACRES LOCATED WEST OF STATESVILLE ROAD, NORTH OF COCHRANE 
DRIVE, AND SOUTH OF MISTY CREEK DRIVE FROM N1-B (NEIGHBORHOOD 1-B) 
TO N1-C (NEIGHBORHOOD 1-C). 
 
The Zoning Committee voted 6-0 (motion by Shaw, seconded by Caprioli) to 
recommend approval of this petition and adopt the following statement of consistency: 
This petition is found to be consistent with the goals and policies of the West Middle 
Community Area Plan based on the information from the post-hearing staff analysis and 
the public hearing, and because: The petition may facilitate the following priority goals of 
the area plan: 2: Neighborhood Diversity & Inclusion may be facilitated by adding the 
ability to develop more infill housing near commercial areas and points of interest. The 
petition is in alignment with the 2040 Policy Map recommendation for the Neighborhood 
1 Place Type. Therefore, we find this petition to be reasonable and in the public interest, 
based on the information from the post-hearing staff analysis and the public hearing, 
and because: The site is designated as a Neighborhood 1 Place Type by the West 
Middle Community Area Plan and the 2040 Policy Map. The request is in alignment with 
the site’s Place Type designation and Community Area Plan goals. The proposed 
zoning represents a slight increase in intensity over the existing N1-B entitlements. The 
primary difference between N1-B (current zoning) and N1-C (proposed zoning) is in 
dimensional standards, such as lot size and lot width. The two N1 districts permit the 
same uses. Directly south of the subject site, across Cochrane Drive, is the approved 
Rezoning Petition 2024-114, which permits up to 53 multi-family attached units. The site 
meets Place Type 5 criteria using the Creating Complete Communities policy guidance. 
This policy outlines criteria that a rezoning petition should meet if it is requesting a more 
intense Neighborhood 1 zoning district to assess impacts to established residential 
areas that may have defined characteristics. 
 
Councilmember Mayfield said so, I’m not going to motion for this to be approved. So, 
someone if y’all want to approve it, you need to make a motion because I’m speaking to 
it. 
 
Motion was made by Councilmember Driggs, and seconded by Councilmember Graham 
to approve this petition and adopt the following statement of consistency: This petition is 
found to be consistent with the goals and policies of the West Middle Community Area 
Plan based on the information from the final staff analysis and the public hearing, and 
because: The petition may facilitate the following priority goals of the area plan: 2: 
Neighborhood Diversity & Inclusion may be facilitated by adding the ability to develop 
more infill housing near commercial areas and points of interest. The petition is in 
alignment with the 2040 Policy Map recommendation for the Neighborhood 1 Place 
Type. Therefore, we find this petition to be reasonable and in the public interest, based 
on the information from the final staff analysis and the public hearing, and because: The 
site is designated as a Neighborhood 1 Place Type by the West Middle Community 
Area Plan and the 2040 Policy Map. The request is in alignment with the site’s Place 
Type designation and Community Area Plan goals. The proposed zoning represents a 
slight increase in intensity over the existing N1-B entitlements. The primary difference 
between N1-B (current zoning) and N1-C (proposed zoning) is in dimensional 
standards, such as lot size and lot width. The two N1 districts permit the same uses. 
Directly south of the subject site, across Cochrane Drive, is the approved Rezoning 
Petition 2024-114, which permits up to 53 multi-family attached units. The site meets 
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Place Type 5 criteria using the Creating Complete Communities policy guidance. This 
policy outlines criteria that a rezoning petition should meet if it is requesting a more 
intense Neighborhood 1 zoning district to assess impacts to established residential 
areas that may have defined characteristics. 
 
Ms. Mayfield said so, I have concerns on this particular petition for a quad. This is a 
single-family street that we are talking about at the corner basically creating an 
apartment complex. A mini apartment complex down on the end of this where we 
currently have two single-family homes. As we’re looking at attempting to do infill, this to 
me is not infill. I’ve had concerns regarding UDO (Unified Development Ordinance) and 
the impact that UDO can have. So, when we talk about that this request is going from a 
N1-B to a N1-C, this District allows for single-family duplex, triplex and quadplexes in 
some situations. Basically, the only thing we did was reduce the lot size from 8,000 
square feet to 6,000 square feet or greater, but this does not specify exactly what it’s 
going to be. 
 
Holly Cramer, Planning, Design & Development said right. I will clarify. They wouldn’t 
be able to do a quadraplex on this site because it would have to be located along an 
arterial road for this zoning district. Unless you’re doing the N1-F zoning district for all 
the other N1 districts. You’d have to be located on a frontage type, this does not qualify 
as. 
 
Ms. Mayfield said so, that is not what our language says. So, the fact that our language 
does not clarify that, what our language has under planning staff review is what the 
existing zoning is and what qualifies, what the proposed zoning is and what qualifies. 
Then we have the proposed request details, but we also note that this is a conventional 
rezoning petition with no associated site plan. So, there’s no language in here where we 
state what it cannot be. According to what’s here, N1-C, this District allows for single-
family, duplex, triplex, and quadraplexes. 
 
Ms. Cramer said right. 
 
Ms. Mayfield said so, it doesn’t specify since there’s no associated site plan what this 
cannot be. 
 
Ms. Cramer said right. So, that language is put in there to describe what the zoning 
districts allow for and the language does state in some situations, quadraplexes, which 
is applicable here. It is the situation in which a quadraplex would not be allowed for. We 
keep that language in there to describe the intent of all of our zoning districts to give you 
an idea of what they could aspire to essentially in their maximum development levels. 
Just so that there isn’t any illusion about what could be developed under [inaudible]. 
 
Ms. Mayfield said where’s the line that says what it’s not going to be? 
 
Ms. Cramer said this is, as you noted a conventional petition, so there is no description 
as to what can occur on the site. 
 
Ms. Mayfield said so, for clarification and for consistency as I mentioned because what 
happens is what’s in the contract. So, not having any language that actually identifies 
what you just shared as far as what it’s not going to be, in three to five years, it very well 
could be a quad. What the developer and/or the community will read is this language 
because the language that you just stated without actually being in writing, doesn’t go 
anywhere. I had a lot of ideas around the River District. Guess what? It didn’t make it 
into the contract. So, therefore, it’s not valid seven years later. So, for that reason and 
because it is not clearly stated, which we have done, where we have exceptions, we 
clearly type a little line in there regarding exceptions because that is not in here. That is 
why I have concerns. When you look at this single-family residential street and imagine 
that there potentially can be because it’s conventional and there’s no site. You’re saying 
it can’t be. 
 
Ms. Cramer said it cannot be. 
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Ms. Mayfield said it’s not written. 
 
Ms. Cramer said there could not be a quadraplex on this site unless the UDO were to 
be changed to allow for quadraplexes, because this is on Cochran Drive which is not an 
arterial. The prescribed conditions of a quadraplex for this zoning district stipulates that 
the site would have to be located on an arterial. This is not an arterial frontage. 
 
Ms. Mayfield said thank you. 
 
The vote was taken on the motion and recorded as follows: 
 
YEAS: Councilmembers Ajmera, Anderson, Mazuera Arias, Driggs, Graham, Mayo, 
Mitchell, Owens, and Watlington 
 
NAYS: Councilmembers Johnson and Mayfield 
 
The ordinance is recorded in full in Ordinance Book 70, at Page(s) 121-122. 
 

* * * * * * * 
 
ITEM NO. 6: ORDINANCE NO. 1160-Z, PETITION NO. 2026-005 BY THURMAN 
BROOKS AMENDING THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP OF THE CITY OF CHARLOTTE 
TO AFFECT A CHANGE IN ZONING FOR APPROXIMATELY 1.53 ACRES 
LOCATED WEST OF STATESVILLE ROAD, NORTH OF W W.T. HARRIS 
BOULEVARD, AND SOUTH OF SMITH CORNERS BOULEVARD FROM ML-1 
(MANUFACTURING AND LOGISTICS-1) TO CG(CD) (GENERAL COMMERCIAL, 
CONDITIONAL). 
 
The Zoning Committee voted 6-0 (motion by Shaw, seconded by Stuart) to recommend 
approval of this petition and adopt the following statement of consistency: This petition 
is found to be consistent with the goals and policies of the West Middle Community 
Area Plan based on the information from the post-hearing staff analysis and the public 
hearing, and because: The petition is in alignment with the 2040 Policy Map 
recommendation for the Commercial Place Type. Therefore, we find this petition to be 
reasonable and in the public interest, based on the information from the post-hearing 
staff analysis and the public hearing. The proposal creates opportunity to promote 
compatibility with the broader character of Statesville Road as a major commercial 
corridor and aligns with the City’s adopted 2040 Policy Map Commercial Place Type 
designation. The site is situated among other commercially oriented parcels, several of 
which have undergone recent zoning changes that reflect a broader transition toward 
intensified commercial use along this segment of Statesville Road. The site is located 
along Statesville Road, which is designated as an arterial road, hosts a mix of retail, 
office, and personal service uses—and is well-positioned to support commercially 
intensive uses as a transition between the corridor and the adjacent residential 
neighborhoods. Its proximity to major highways I-77 and I-485, further support the 
commercial place type and zoning designation along the corridor. The proposed CG 
zoning district expands opportunities for commercial and service-oriented development, 
allowing a broader mix of by-right and conditional uses that support economic activity 
along the corridor. Increased development intensity on this site is appropriately 
balanced by the parcel’s size, its separation from single-family homes, and its 
adjacency to other ML-1-zoned properties that reflect mixed commercial, and 
employment uses. The petition prohibits Telecommunications and Data Center facilities 
as principle uses on the site. 
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Councilmember Johnson said speaking of exceptions, we talked about it and was 
there a language added regarding this petition? 
 
Holly Cramer, Planning, Design & Development said yes. So, as you likely recall, at 
the public hearing you asked about the data center use in this zoning district. They 
converted to a conditional-type petition to prohibit telecommunications and data storage 
facilities, which is the data center use in our UDO. 
 
Ms. Johnson said thank you. 
 
Ms. Cramer said so, that is the only condition of the plan, but that is now a prohibited 
use on the site. 
 
Ms. Johnson said because originally it was filed as a conventional, right? 
 
Ms. Cramer said that is correct. 
 
Ms. Johnson said like Councilmember Mayfield was saying, with conventional, we just 
don’t get a lot of details. I don’t know why we’re moving toward that more, but I 
appreciate the change and the language. So, I will be supporting. Thank you. 
 
The vote was taken on the motion and recorded as unanimous. 
 
The ordinance is recorded in full in Ordinance Book 70, at Page(s) 125-126. 
 

* * * * * * * 
 
ITEM NO. 7: ORDINANCE NO. 1161-Z, PETITION NO. 2026-006 BY GOODE 
PROPERTIES AMENDING THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP OF THE CITY OF 
CHARLOTTE TO AFFECT A CHANGE IN ZONING FOR APPROXIMATELY 5.01 
ACRES LOCATED SOUTH OF ROBERT HELMS ROAD, EAST OF BENFIELD 
ROAD, AND NORTH OF PROSPERITY CROSSING DRIVE FROM CC 
(COMMERCIAL CENTER) AND UNZONED PARCEL 02707229 TO CAC-1 
(COMMUNITY ACTIVITY CENTER-1). 

Motion was made by Councilmember Johnson, and seconded by Councilmember 
Ajmera, to approve this petition and adopt the following statement of consistency: 
This petition is found to be consistent with the goals and policies of the West Middle 
Community Area Plan based on the information from the final staff analysis and the 
public hearing, and because: The petition is in alignment with the 2040 Policy Map 
recommendation for the Commercial Place Type. Therefore, we find this petition to 
be reasonable and in the public interest, based on the information from the final staff 
analysis and the public hearing. The proposal creates opportunity to promote 
compatibility with the broader character of Statesville Road as a major commercial 
corridor and aligns with the City’s adopted 2040 Policy Map Commercial Place Type 
designation. The site is situated among other commercially oriented parcels, several 
of which have undergone recent zoning changes that reflect a broader transition 
toward intensified commercial use along this segment of Statesville Road. The site is 
located along Statesville Road, which is designated as an arterial road, hosts a mix 
of retail, office, and personal service uses—and is well-positioned to support 
commercially intensive uses as a transition between the corridor and the adjacent 
residential neighborhoods. Its proximity to major highways I-77 and I-485, further 
support the commercial place type and zoning designation along the corridor. The 
proposed CG zoning district expands opportunities for commercial and 
service-oriented development, allowing a broader mix of by-right and conditional 
uses that support economic activity along the corridor. Increased development 
intensity on this site is appropriately balanced by the parcel’s size, its separation from 
single-family homes, and its adjacency to other ML-1-zoned properties that reflect 
mixed commercial, and employment uses. The petition prohibits Telecommunications 
and Data Center facilities as principle uses on the site. 
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The Zoning Committee voted 6-0 (motion by Stuart, seconded by Shaw) to recommend 
approval of this petition and adopt the following statement of consistency: This petition 
is found to be consistent with the goals and policies of the North Middle & Outer 
Community Area Plan based on the information from the post-hearing staff analysis and 
the public hearing, and because: The petition may facilitate the following priority goals of 
the area plan: 1: 10 Minute Neighborhoods may be facilitated by proposing a district that 
allows for uses which may provide additional amenities, goods, services, and/or 
residential units within an existing Community Activity Center. The petition is in 
alignment with the 2040 Policy Map recommendation for the Community Activity Center 
Place Type. Therefore, we find this petition to be reasonable and in the public interest, 
based on the information from the post-hearing staff analysis and the public hearing, 
and because: The site is designated as a Community Activity Place Type by the North 
Middle & Outer Community Area Plan and the 2040 Policy Map. The request is in 
alignment with the site’s Place Type designation and Community Area Plan goals. This 
petition is appropriate and compatible with surrounding development and the 
Community Activity Center Place Type. The CAC Place Type promotes a variety of 
uses such as retail, restaurant, office, and multi-family residential in a walkable and 
transit-friendly environment. The site is served by local CATS bus route 59 and is in the 
Prosperity Church Road micro transit zone. CATS Micro provides on demand shared 
rides from one point to another within a designated zone. 
 

 
Councilmember Johnson said same question. This is a conventional. We talked about 
this. This is the old medical office and they want to keep it some type of medical facility, 
right? Is that my understanding? 
 
Ms. Cramer said well, so as you said, it is conventional. So, they wouldn’t be obligated 
to disclose that or note that at this time, but during their public hearing, they did say that 
they are wanting to keep the urgent care facility that’s on that site and just utilize better 
the portions of the site that don’t have anything developed on it. 
 
Ms. Johnson said okay. 
 
Ms. Cramer said that’s the intent of the petitioner. 
 
Ms. Johnson said in this zoning type, would this allow data centers? 
 
Ms. Cramer said no, it would not. 

Motion was made by Councilmember Mayo, and seconded by Councilmember 
Anderson to approve this petition and adopt the following statement of consistency: 
This petition is found to be consistent with the goals and policies of the North Middle 
& Outer Community Area Plan based on the information from the final staff analysis 
and the public hearing, and because: The petition may facilitate the following priority 
goals of the area plan: 1: 10 Minute Neighborhoods may be facilitated by proposing a 
district that allows for uses which may provide additional amenities, goods, services, 
and/or residential units within an existing Community Activity Center. The petition is 
in alignment with the 2040 Policy Map recommendation for the Community Activity 
Center Place Type. Therefore, we find this petition to be reasonable and in the public 
interest, based on the information from the final staff analysis and the public hearing, 
and because: The site is designated as a Community Activity Place Type by the 
North Middle & Outer Community Area Plan and the 2040 Policy Map. The request is 
in alignment with the site’s Place Type designation and Community Area Plan goals. 
This petition is appropriate and compatible with surrounding development and the 
Community Activity Center Place Type. The CAC Place Type promotes a variety of 
uses such as retail, restaurant, office, and multi-family residential in a walkable and 
transit-friendly environment. The site is served by local CATS bus route 59 and is in 
the Prosperity Church Road micro transit zone. CATS Micro provides on demand 
shared rides from one point to another within a designated zone. 
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Ms. Johnson said okay. That’s what I wanted to know. Thank you. I’ll be supporting this. 
 
The vote was taken on the motion and recorded as unanimous. 
 
The ordinance is recorded in full in Ordinance Book 70, at Page(s) 127-128. 
 

* * * * * * * 
 

DECISIONS 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Mitchell said now at this particular time, the Mayor would like for 
Councilmember Anderson to continue to run the Zoning Committee meeting. I’m going 
to turn it over to Councilmember Anderson. 
 
ITEM NO. 13: ORDINANCE NO. 1165-Z, PETITION NO. 2025-027 BY MISSION CITY 
CHURCH AND FREEDOM COMMUNITIES AMENDING THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP 
OF THE CITY OF CHARLOTTE TO AFFECT A CHANGE IN ZONING FOR 
APPROXIMATELY 5.38 ACRES LOCATED EAST OF VALLEYDALE ROAD, NORTH 
OF SUMMERVILLE ROAD, AND SOUTH OF GOODMAN ROAD FROM N1-B 
(NEIGHBORHOOD 1-B) AND CG (GENERAL COMMERCIAL) TO N2-A(CD) 
(NEIGHBORHOOD 2-A, CONDITIONAL). 
 
The Zoning Committee voted 6-0 (motion by Stuart, seconded by Caprioli) to 
recommend approval of this petition and adopt the following statement of consistency: 
The petition is consistent with the goals and policies of the West Middle Community 
Area Plan based on the information from the post-hearing staff analysis and the public 
hearing, and because: The petition may facilitate the following priority goals of the area 
plan: 2: Neighborhood Diversity & Inclusion may be facilitated by providing a broader 
range of housing types. The plan includes primarily quadplexes, with some duplex and 
triplex units, the goal remains pertinent given that the surrounding area is predominantly 
single family in character. 3: Housing Access for All may be facilitated by providing 
conditions that all housing units will be House Charlotte eligible and all dwellings will be 
deed restricted to ensure affordability for a minimum seven (7) year period; and The 
petition is not in alignment with the 2040 Policy Map recommendation for the 
Commercial Place Type but meets Minor Map Amendment Criteria for a change to the 
Neighborhood 2 Place Type. Therefore, we find this petition to be reasonable and in the 
public interest, based on the information from the post-hearing staff analysis and the 
public hearing, and because: The site is designated as the Commercial Place Type by 
the 2040 Policy Map. The proposed zoning of N2-A(CD) (Neighborhood 2-A, 
conditional) is not aligned with the Policy Map recommendation. However, the site is 
adjacent to an existing commercial area and would provide additional population with 
convenient access to goods and services. The plan limits building forms to 
quadraplexes, which are compatible with the Neighborhood 1 Place Type. The 
petitioner also commits to setbacks, landscape yards, and open spaces that exceed 
ordinance requirements adjacent to abutting Neighborhood 1 Place Types. These 
features will help transition from the Commercial Place Type along Valleydale Road to 
the surrounding Neighborhood 1 areas. All dwellings will be House Charlotte eligible, 
and all dwellings will be deed restricted for a minimum of 7 years to ensure affordability. 
The House Charlotte program is an initiative by the City of Charlotte aimed at making 
homeownership more accessible for low to moderate-income families by providing down 
payment assistance for properties that are $365,000 or less. The proposed 
development will gain access from Summerville Road, adjacent to the existing 
commercial uses, which helps limit disturbance to the surrounding Neighborhood 1 
development. Valleydale Road is designated as a 2+ Lane Avenue on the Charlotte 
Streets Map and is classified as an Arterial Street by the Unified Development 
Ordinance (UDO). The site abuts retail and commercial uses along Valleydale Road 
that provide neighborhood serving goods and services and is designated as a 
Commercial Place Type. The Neighborhood 2 Place Type serves as a transition 
between higher intensity commercial development and lower intensity residential 
development. The petition proposes to dedicate a greenway easement to Mecklenburg 
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County Park and Recreation. The site is located along the route of the number 1 CATS 
local bus providing service between Callabridge Common shopping center and the 
Charlotte Transportation Center. The approval of this petition will revise the 
recommended place type as specified by the 2040 Policy Map, from the Commercial 
Place Type to the Neighborhood 2 Place Type for the site. 
 

The petitioner made the following changes to the petition after the Zoning 
Committee vote. Therefore, the City Council must determine if the changes are 
substantial and if the petition should be referred back to the Zoning Committee 
for review. 
 

1. No parking signage will be installed along Summerville Road and Oak 
Street. 

2. No parking signs will be installed on the odd numbered side of 
Summerville from Valleydale Road to Oak Street. 

3. No parking signs will be installed on the even numbered side of Oak 
Street from Summerville Road to Fred D. Alexander Boulevard. 

 
Holly Cramer, Planning, Design & Development said understanding is that there are 
some conversations happening in the community in regard to this. So, this is to address 
those concerns. We believe that the changes are minor and do not warrant additional 
review by the Zoning Committee. 
 

 
Councilmember Mayfield said so a question for staff because I’m looking at an email 
that was sent regarding the Family Dollar deed of easement. Would that not be a part of 
this conversation as far as additional information? 
 
Ms. Cramer said I’m unfamiliar with the email you might be referring to. 
 
Ms. Mayfield said okay. You didn’t receive that? 
 
Ms. Cramer said I do not believe so. 
 
Ms. Mayfield said okay. Thank you. 
 
The vote was taken on the motion and recorded as unanimous. 
 
Motion was made by Councilmember Graham, and seconded by Councilmember 
Driggs, to approve this petition and adopt the following statement of consistency: The 
petition is consistent with the goals and policies of the West Middle Community Area 
Plan based on the information from the final staff analysis and the public hearing, and 
because: The petition may facilitate the following priority goals of the area plan: 2: 
Neighborhood Diversity & Inclusion may be facilitated by providing a broader range of 
housing types. The plan includes primarily quadplexes, with some duplex and triplex 
units, the goal remains pertinent given that the surrounding area is predominantly single 
family in character. 3: Housing Access for All may be facilitated by providing conditions 
that all housing units will be House Charlotte eligible and all dwellings will be deed 
restricted to ensure affordability for a minimum seven (7) year period; and The petition 
is not in alignment with the 2040 Policy Map recommendation for the Commercial Place 
Type but meets Minor Map Amendment Criteria for a change to the Neighborhood 2 
Place Type. Therefore, we find this petition to be reasonable and in the public interest, 
based on the information from the final staff analysis and the public hearing, and 
because: The site is designated as the Commercial Place Type by the 2040 Policy Map. 
The proposed zoning of N2-A(CD) (Neighborhood 2-A, conditional) is not aligned with 
the Policy Map recommendation. However, the site is adjacent to an existing 
commercial area and would provide additional population with convenient access to 

Motion was made by Councilmember Graham, and seconded by Councilmember 
Driggs, not to refer back to the Zoning Committee. 
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goods and services. The plan limits building forms to quadraplexes, which are 
compatible with the Neighborhood 1 Place Type. The petitioner also commits to 
setbacks, landscape yards, and open spaces that exceed ordinance requirements 
adjacent to abutting Neighborhood 1 Place Types. These features will help transition 
from the Commercial Place Type along Valleydale Road to the surrounding 
Neighborhood 1 areas. All dwellings will be House Charlotte eligible, and all dwellings 
will be deed restricted for a minimum of 7 years to ensure affordability. The House 
Charlotte program is an initiative by the City of Charlotte aimed at making 
homeownership more accessible for low to moderate-income families by providing down 
payment assistance for properties that are $365,000 or less. The proposed 
development will gain access from Summerville Road, adjacent to the existing 
commercial uses, which helps limit disturbance to the surrounding Neighborhood 1 
development. Valleydale Road is designated as a 2+ Lane Avenue on the Charlotte 
Streets Map and is classified as an Arterial Street by the Unified Development 
Ordinance (UDO). The site abuts retail and commercial uses along Valleydale Road 
that provide neighborhood serving goods and services and is designated as a 
Commercial Place Type. The Neighborhood 2 Place Type serves as a transition 
between higher intensity commercial development and lower intensity residential 
development. The petition proposes to dedicate a greenway easement to Mecklenburg 
County Park and Recreation. The site is located along the route of the number 1 CATS 
local bus providing service between Callabridge Common shopping center and the 
Charlotte Transportation Center. The approval of this petition will revise the 
recommended place type as specified by the 2040 Policy Map, from the Commercial 
Place Type to the Neighborhood 2 Place Type for the site as modified. 
 
Councilmember Graham said I had the opportunity, yet again, to go to the site last 
week and visit with the petitioner, members of the congregation as well as those who 
are still opposed of this rezoning. This is one that’s been with us for well over a year. 
The petitioner and the church have made a number of considerations on behalf of being 
a good citizen. You heard tonight additional language that they’re trying to do to ensure 
that this is in compliance with the local community standards over there. It goes without 
saying, this is a part of the City that still continues to grow and still has a lot of State-
owned roads that make our rezoning decisions difficult at best, but this is one that I’m 
going to give a nod yes to and hope that the Council would do the same. 
 
The vote was taken on the motion and recorded as follows: 
 
YEAS: Councilmembers Ajmera, Anderson, Mazuera Arias, Driggs, Graham, Johnson, 
Mayo, Mitchell, Owens, and Watlington 
 
NAYS: Councilmember Mayfield 
 
The ordinance is recorded in full in Ordinance Book 70, at Page(s) 135-136. 
 

* * * * * * * 
 
ITEM NO. 14: ORDINANCE NO. 1166-Z, PETITION NO. 2025-058 BY STUDIOONE9 
ARCHITECTURE, PLLC AMENDING THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP OF THE CITY OF 
CHARLOTTE TO AFFECT A CHANGE IN ZONING FOR APPROXIMATELY 1.61 
ACRES LOCATED WEST OF WEST SUGAR CREEK ROAD, SOUTH OF 
HONDURES DRIVE, AND NORTH OF GLORY STREET FROM N1-B 
(NEIGHBORHOOD 1-B) TO N2-A(CD) (NEIGHBORHOOD 2-A, CONDITIONAL). 
 
The Zoning Committee voted 6-0 (motion by Caprioli, seconded by McDonald) to 
recommend approval of this petition and adopt the following statement of consistency: 
The petition is consistent with the goals and policies of the North Inner Community Area 
Plan based on the information from the post-hearing staff analysis and the public 
hearing, and because: The petition may facilitate the following priority goals of the area 
plan: 2: Neighborhood Diversity & Inclusion may be facilitated by increasing the 
availability of missing-middle housing options in the area through the development of up 
to 20 multi-family residential units which may diversify the existing housing stock, that is 
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dominated by single family detached and townhome units; and the petition is not in 
alignment with the 2040 Policy Map recommendation for the Neighborhood 1 Place 
Type but meets Minor Map Amendment Criteria for a change to the Neighborhood 2 
Place Type. Therefore, we find this petition to be reasonable and in the public interest, 
based on the information from the post-hearing staff analysis and the public hearing, 
and because: The petition is appropriate and compatible with the surrounding land uses 
as the site is adjacent to properties to the north and south designated as the 
Neighborhood 2 Place Type by the 2040 Policy Map. The site is within a quarter-mile 
walk of a designated Neighborhood Center Place Type containing uses such as retail, 
restaurant, childcare, and religious institutions along the Sugar Creek Road corridor. 
The development proposes low-rise multi-family dwellings that are consistent with the 
scale of nearby two-story multi-family buildings on Hondures Drive and the adjacent 
single family detached homes on Hondures Drive and Anna Garrison Road. The site is 
within a one-mile walk of Sugar Creek Station on the LYNX Blue Line. The site is served 
by transit by the number 211 CATS local bus, providing service between Sugar Creek 
Station and Tom Hunter Station on the LYNX Blue Line. The approval of this petition will 
revise the recommended place type as specified by the 2040 Policy Map, from the 
Neighborhood 1 Place Type to the Neighborhood 2 Place Type for the site. 
 

The petitioner made the following changes to the petition after the Zoning 
Committee vote. Therefore, the City Council must determine if the changes are 
substantial and if the petition should be referred back to the Zoning Committee 
for review. 

 
1. Reduced the number of dwelling units from 20 to 16. 
2. Noted that maximum height will be limited as defined by the UDO. 

 
Holly Cramer, Planning, Design & Development said we believe that the changes are 
minor and do not warrant needing to be sent back to the Zoning Committee. 
 

 
Motion was made by Councilmember Mitchell, seconded by Councilmember Mayo, and 
carried unanimously to approve this petition and adopt the following statement of 
consistency: The petition is consistent with the goals and policies of the North Inner 
Community Area Plan based on the information from the final staff analysis and the 
public hearing, and because: The petition may facilitate the following priority goals of the 
area plan: 2: Neighborhood Diversity & Inclusion may be facilitated by increasing the 
availability of missing-middle housing options in the area through the development of up 
to 20 multi-family residential units which may diversify the existing housing stock, that is 
dominated by single family detached and townhome units; and the petition is not in 
alignment with the 2040 Policy Map recommendation for the Neighborhood 1 Place 
Type but meets Minor Map Amendment Criteria for a change to the Neighborhood 2 
Place Type. Therefore, we find this petition to be reasonable and in the public interest, 
based on the information from the final staff analysis and the public hearing, and 
because: The petition is appropriate and compatible with the surrounding land uses as 
the site is adjacent to properties to the north and south designated as the Neighborhood 
2 Place Type by the 2040 Policy Map. The site is within a quarter-mile walk of a 
designated Neighborhood Center Place Type containing uses such as retail, restaurant, 
childcare, and religious institutions along the Sugar Creek Road corridor. The 
development proposes low-rise multi-family dwellings that are consistent with the scale 
of nearby two-story, multi-family buildings on Hondures Drive and the adjacent single 
family detached homes on Hondures Drive and Anna Garrison Road. The site is within 
a one-mile walk of Sugar Creek Station on the LYNX Blue Line. The site is served by 
transit by the number 211 CATS local bus, providing service between Sugar Creek 
Station and Tom Hunter Station on the LYNX Blue Line. The approval of this petition will 
revise the recommended place type as specified by the 2040 Policy Map, from the 
Neighborhood 1 Place Type to the Neighborhood 2 Place Type for the site, as modified. 

Motion was made by Councilmember Mitchell, seconded by Councilmember Mayo, 
and carried unanimously not to refer back to the Zoning Committee. 
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The ordinance is recorded in full in Ordinance Book 70, at Page(s) 137-138. 
 

* * * * * * * 
 
ITEM NO. 16: ORDINANCE NO. 139-140, PETITION NO. 2025-136 BY LARRY 
COOPER AMENDING THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP OF THE CITY OF CHARLOTTE 
TO AFFECT A CHANGE IN ZONING FOR APPROXIMATELY 2.02 ACRES 
LOCATED EAST OF WEST SUGAR CREEK ROAD, WEST OF BURGANDY DRIVE, 
AND NORTH OF KNEIGHTON LANE FROM N1-B (NEIGHBORHOOD 1-B) TO N1-C 
(NEIGHBORHOOD 1-C). 
 
The Zoning Committee voted 7-0 (motion by Caprioli, seconded by McDonald) to 
recommend approval of this petition and adopt the following statement of consistency: 
This petition is found to be consistent with the goals and policies of the North Middle & 
Outer Community Area Plan based on the information from the post-hearing staff 
analysis and the public hearing and because: The petition may facilitate the following 
priority goals of the area plan: 2: Neighborhood Diversity & Inclusion may be facilitated 
by adding the ability to develop more infill housing along a major arterial and near 
commercial areas. The petition is in alignment with the 2040 Policy Map 
recommendation for the Neighborhood 1 Place Type. Plan goals. Therefore, we find this 
petition to be reasonable and in the public interest, based on the information from the 
post-hearing staff analysis and the public hearing, and because: The site is designated 
as a Neighborhood 1 Place Type by the North Middle & Outer Community Area Plan 
and the 2040 Policy Map. The request is in alignment with the site’s Place Type 
designation and Community Area The proposed zoning represents a slight increase in 
intensity over the existing N1-B entitlements. The primary difference between N1-B 
(current zoning) and N1-C (proposed zoning) is in dimensional standards, such as lot 
size and lot width. The two N1 districts permit the same uses. The site meets Place 
Type 5 criteria using the Creating Complete Communities policy guidance. The subject 
property’s particularly large lot width without a clear lot pattern relative to the 
surrounding context, and being on an arterial, provides a strong basis for the requested 
rezoning to the N1-C zoning district. 

 
Councilmember Johnson said I had the pleasure of meeting Mr. and Mrs. Cooper, 
Larry and Sheritha. I think I saw them. Did I see them? Yes. Thank you. I look forward 
to supporting it. This is a couple. This is their property and this is when the UDO was 
approved, this is one of the benefits of the UDO. It allows individuals flexibility with their 

Motion was made by Councilmember Johnson, and seconded by Councilmember 
Mayo to approve this petition and adopt the following statement of consistency: This 
petition is found to be consistent with the goals and policies of the North Middle & 
Outer Community Area Plan based on the information from the final staff analysis 
and the public hearing and because: The petition may facilitate the following priority 
goals of the area plan: 2: Neighborhood Diversity & Inclusion may be facilitated by 
adding the ability to develop more infill housing along a major arterial and near 
commercial areas. The petition is in alignment with the 2040 Policy Map 
recommendation for the Neighborhood 1 Place Type. Plan goals. Therefore, we find 
this petition to be reasonable and in the public interest, based on the information from 
the final staff analysis and the public hearing, and because: The site is designated as 
a Neighborhood 1 Place Type by the North Middle & Outer Community Area Plan 
and the 2040 Policy Map. The request is in alignment with the site’s Place Type 
designation and Community Area The proposed zoning represents a slight increase 
in intensity over the existing N1-B entitlements. The primary difference between N1-B 
(current zoning) and N1-C (proposed zoning) is in dimensional standards, such as lot 
size and lot width. The two N1 districts permit the same uses. The site meets Place 
Type 5 criteria using the Creating Complete Communities policy guidance. The 
subject property’s particularly large lot width without a clear lot pattern relative to the 
surrounding context, and being on an arterial, provides a strong basis for the 
requested rezoning to the N1-C zoning district. 
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lots. So, when we talk about generational wealth and opportunities, I look forward to 
supporting this. So, congratulations. 
 
The vote was taken on the motion and recorded as unanimous. 
 
The ordinance is recorded in full in Ordinance Book 70, at Page(s) 139-140. 
 

* * * * * * * 
 

HEARINGS 
 
ITEM NO. 19: HEARING ON PETITION NO. 2026-001 BY MPV PROPERTIES & 
MISSION PROPERTIES FOR A CHANGE IN ZONING FOR APPROXIMATELY 12.67 
ACRES LOCATED SOUTH OF MOUNT HOLLY ROAD, NORTH OF VERDE CREEK 
ROAD, AND WEST OF RHYNE ROAD FROM ML-1 (MANUFACTURING AND 
LOGISTICS 1) TO N2-B(CD) (NEIGHBORHOOD 2-B, CONDITIONAL). 
 
Councilmember Anderson declared the hearing open. 
 
Maxx Oliver, Planning, Design & Development said good evening, Petition 2026-001 
is a 12.67 acre site located south of Mount Holly Road just west of I-485. The plan 
proposes a development of up to 176 multi-family stacked apartment residential units on 
a site containing a single family house. The site is currently zoned ML-1, Manufacturing 
& Logistics. The proposed zoning is N2-B, CD, Neighborhood 2-B, conditional. The 
2040 Policy Map recommends the Manufacturing and Logistics Place Type for this site. 
The plan is not in alignment with this Place Type. The rezoning proposal calls for up to 
176 multi-family stacked apartment units, construction of an eastbound and westbound 
left turn lanes on Mount Holly Road as well as an eastbound right turn lane into the site 
on Mount Holly Road. They’ll be a 25-foot Class B landscape yard along the eastern 
and western property boundaries and along the railroad right-of-way on the southern 
portion of the site. The buildings facing Mount Holly Road will be at least 40 percent 
brick facades. The plan is inconsistent with the goals and policies of the west outer 
Community Area Plan. The abutting Manufacturing and Logistics Place Type to the 
south, southeast and west are not preferred adjacencies to the Neighborhood 2 Place 
Type. The plan would not facilitate any Community Area Planning priority goals. Staff 
does not recommend approval of this petition in current form, as the proposed rezoning 
is inconsistent with the newly adopted West Outer Community Area Plan and the 2040 
Policy Map. The site directly abuts significant Manufacturing and Logistics uses and 
there’s active freight rail terminal running through the property. The site is also lacking 
safe pedestrian infrastructure that would allow it to access nearby Activity Centers and 
nearby bus stops. However, the site is within a housing gap and a less intense zoning 
district for townhome development and may be a better balance between the needs of 
the surrounding community and the adjacent industrial uses. Happy to take any 
questions following the petitioner’s presentation. 
 
John Floyd, 100 North Tryon Street, Suite 4700 said thank you Councilmember 
Anderson, members of Council. I’m John Floyd with Moore and Van Allen here on 
behalf of the petitioner, Mission Properties and MPV Properties who are working on this 
together. I’m joined tonight by Jason McArthur and Bailey Patrick who are here in the 
audience in case there are questions that I can’t answer. We understand that we lack 
staff support for this petition, but we’re pleased to say that we do have support of the 
Mountain Island Lake Community Association who is active in this area. We engaged 
with them early on in the process, kept them informed throughout our discussion with 
staff, and I’ll talk a little bit about some of the commitments that the petitioners have 
made in discussions with the Mountain Island Lake Community Association. The 
property that we’re talking about is about 12 1/2 acres located along Mount Holly Road, 
close to I-485 and close to the entrance of Pine Island Country Club. A couple of key 
things that I want to point out on this slide that we’ll come back to. There’s a commercial 
node about three-quarters of a mile up Mount Holly Road where you have a grocery 
store, gas station, restaurants, personal services establishments to help or service 
residents in the area. You have a self-storage facility immediately adjacent to the site 
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and then you have this railroad easement that runs along Mount Holly Road and the 
southern side of the property. On the railroad easement, that was originally included as 
part of the petition. We received a letter from CSX objecting to inclusion, and we are 
therefore going to amend the petition to remove that easement from the petition. That 
doesn’t have any practical impact on the site’s proposed development, but you might 
have received a letter about that. We’re addressing it. 
 
There is not a lot of consistent zoning in this area. You do have some residential 
developments close by, some single-family here and here, apartment complex across 
the street and down closer to 485. You also have a new townhome community that was 
recently approved just on the other side of the self-storage facility, and then again, 
you’ve got Manufacturing and Logistics which is on the southside of that rail easement. 
Existing zoning on this site is ML-1. We’re seeking to go to N2-B, Conditional to allow 
the development of a 176-unit multi-family development. This slide shows the Policy 
Map that was in place at the time of filing this petition earlier this year, and I just want to 
show you how things have changed over the last couple of months. 
 
The site originally had a Neighborhood 1 designation with some Manufacturing and 
Logistics adjacencies. You also had Neighborhood 2 across the street which remains 
there, and then you have these two Community Activity Center areas between the site 
and I-485 which is over here. Fast forward to the adoption of the revised Policy Map and 
now the Place Type for the site is Manufacturing and Logistics. The area on the other 
side of the self-storage now has a Neighborhood 2 Place Type. The areas that were 
Community Activity Centers have been changed to a Neighborhood Activity Center and 
additional Neighborhood 2. The Manufacturing and Logistics really hasn’t changed 
except for the fact that this site has been changed to Manufacturing and Logistics. My 
point here is that the idea that you shouldn’t rezone to N2-B simply because you’ve got 
Manufacturing and Logistics and a rail line nearby, really doesn’t carry a lot of water 
because you’ve already got things that are dealing with those conditions in the 
immediate vicinity that have been transitioned to that Neighborhood 2 Place Type. 
 
This slide shows what the Policy Map manual says are things that should be considered 
when you change to the Neighborhood 2 Place Type. We’re well over the minimum 
acreage requirement. Although we have some Manufacturing and Logistics 
adjacencies, again, it’s self-storage to one side and then an area that is separated by a 
large railroad easement to the south. One thing I’ll add regarding that railroad easement 
is that the right-of-way is not considered when determining your buffer. So, not only do 
you have the railroad easement separating the site from the Manufacturing and 
Logistics uses to the south, you also then on top of that have the standard buffer that 
would be required between a Manufacturing and Logistics and a N2-B Place Type. 
Then if you look at the other criteria for transfer to N2-B, a lot of those factor in favor of 
this move, particularly when you look at the proximity to services and the proximity to 
public transportation. This slide shows the location of bus stops along Mount Holly Road 
which are very close. You’ve got one here and here both within less than a half mile. Mr. 
Oliver mentioned and the report mentions a lack of sidewalks along Mount Holly Road, 
but again, you have developments going online here and here that will require shared 
use paths be constructed, I believe. So, what you’re doing is that connectivity to those 
bus stops is being provided as development on this corridor increases. 
 
This slide contains information from the West Outer Area Community Plan and shows 
the existing profile of that area and the goals. Two things that I thought were interesting 
when reviewing the profile of the area is that, number one, 33 percent of the West Outer 
Development is characterized as Neighborhood 1, not multi-family, which is a pretty 
large percentage. The other thing is 26 percent is characterized as Manufacturing and 
Logistics. So, there’s already a lot there. Then you look at the goals in that Community 
Area Plan. Ten-minute neighborhoods, housing diversity, housing access, transit-
oriented development and then diverse and economic opportunity. Look at what the 
Community Area Plan says are the benefits of redeveloping a property to a 
Neighborhood 2 development along a major thoroughfare with two bus stops, and it 
looks to us like it would have a positive impact on four of the five goals of the 
Community Area Plan. Again, this isn’t my slide. This is taken directly out of the 
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Community Area Plan to show what happens when you take vacant land and transition 
it to a Neighborhood 2 Place Type. 
 
So, we think that the Community Area Plan absolutely supports a transition to 
Neighborhood 2. This is the proposed site plan. You see three buildings along Mount 
Holly Road with all the parking on the interior of the site and no one’s driving or living 
across from the parking lot. At the request of the Mountain Island Lake Community 
Association, we included a condition that 40 percent of the facades facing Mount Holly 
Road would have stone or brick masonry along those facades. So, you’ll get a higher 
end view along that stretch. You’ve got the central buildings in the middle that’ll also 
include some of the units as well as clubhouse amenity area that I’ll talk about in a 
minute. Then you have pretty significant buffers around the entire exterior. Again, this is 
self-storage. You had approval for multi-family over here next to self-storage and then 
all this is the right-of-way for the railroad that the developer can’t really do anything with. 
The petitioner has agreed to make traffic improvements that exceed what is required 
under the UDO or requested by NCDOT (North Carolina Department of Transportation) 
or C-DOT (Charlotte Department of Transportation). The development has one widened 
access point right across from Stoney Ridge, which was requested at the community 
meeting, and the developer will be constructing a right and left turn lane into the site, a 
left turn lane for Stoney Ridge and through lanes in each direction right there in front of 
the site. So, providing those left turn lanes in addition to the through lanes hopefully will 
prevent traffic back up in that area of Mount Holly Road. We understand that’s not going 
to alleviate all the traffic that’s on Mount Holly, that’s an area that keeps coming up. 
That is something that needs to be dealt with. We don’t disagree with that, but what the 
developer has tried to do is take a practical reasonable approach to improvements that 
they could make that will mitigate their own traffic as well as try to provide some benefit 
to the immediate area. 
 
The last point I’ll make on traffic is if you look at trip generation data, the proposed use 
generates much less traffic than some of the other uses that could be developed with 
the ML-1 zoning. Staff report has some information about trip generation, but it’s based 
solely on one lesser intensive use. Yes, someone could put an 88,000 square foot 
warehouse on that site, but they’re a lot of other uses that could go on that site as it’s 
currently zoned that would increase traffic. 
 
Then looking at amenities on the project, you certainly have kind of the normal things 
like a pool, fitness center, dog park that you would expect to see, but two other 
interesting amenities that I want to point out. One is an upgraded business center. The 
idea there is that you would be able to do more than just print or make copies. It’s 
someplace where somebody that lives there could go, leave their house if they work 
from home, but still have a place to go so they wouldn’t have to go to Starbucks or their 
local library, keep them off the road. Then also, the second thing is a small market. 
Something along the lines of what you might see in a hotel where again, you need some 
detergent, you need a bag of chips, a frozen pizza, something like that, you can go pick 
that up on site without having to get on the roads and go somewhere else. So, both 
those things, although services to the community themselves, are also helping to 
reduce traffic. Lastly, we just have some sample elevations here. These are ideas of 
what it might look like. Mission Properties is an experienced developer in the region. So, 
we have photos of some of their other projects here in the Charlotte region. No 
architectural plans yet, but this is consistent with what you should expect at this 
location. Again, we think this is a quality project that makes sense in this location. We 
worked hard to get community support on this one, and we hope that each of you will 
support it as well. With that, I’m happy to take any questions that you have. 
 
Councilmember Graham said thank you for the presentation. A question for staff. So, 
my eyes and ears, the Mountain Island Lake Homeowners Association are in 
agreement with the project. So, what’s your unreadiness based on, not having staff 
approval? 
 
Mr. Oliver said it’s primarily based on the Place Type recommendation. So, the CAP 
(Community Area Plan) as you all of course know was adopted in April 2026, just a 
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couple of months ago, which updated the Policy Map and that envisioned Manufacturing 
and Logistics for this site. So, I feel like it’s difficult after all that community engagement 
and discussion around the Community Area Plans to kind of go against that 
recommendation at this point. There is quite a bit, over a million square feet of 
development just across that railroad right-of-way of Manufacturing and Logistics in the 
area. 
 
Mr. Graham said that recommendation is not subject to change based on some of the 
leeways that are made for their project in terms of trying the traffic count and some of 
the other things? 
 
Mr. Oliver said so, we do recognize that it is in a housing gap and feel that maybe 
something a little less intense than stacked multi-family, maybe a townhome project or a 
single-family project, may be more appropriate for the site than for a full apartment 
development. 
 
Mr. Graham said okay. I would love to come out and walk the site. I do that often, 
especially in the Mountain Island Lake area, because I am too concerned about the 
traffic, the congestion, the infrastructure over there. So, sometimes seeing it in person is 
better than on the map. So, if you could contact my office, I would love to come out 
there and just walk the site. 
 
Mr. Floyd said we would love to set that up for you. 
 
Mr. Graham said for you to join me, if you can so we can make sure that we’re all on the 
same page. 
 
Mr. Oliver said absolutely. 
 
Councilmember Ajmera said so staff thank you so much for your due diligence. I’m 
reading based on your notes here, it states that there is an active freight rail right-of-way 
which makes up a quarter of this site along its southern boundary. Can you pull that up 
here on the map? 
 
Mr. Oliver said sure. 
 
Ms. Ajmera said so, the freight rail traffic, I’m concerned. It may be incompatible and 
impactful to the future residents who will be living on the site. I think there needs to be 
some measures that we need to discuss around noise and air pollution. Okay. So, if you 
could just tell me where is that freight? 
 
Mr. Oliver said it’s a double track line. So, there’s a northern track right here where the 
pointer is and then there’s a northern track right around the southern boundary running 
concurrently with that yellow line that marks the site boundary. 
 
Ms. Ajmera said yes. I do agree with staff’s recommendations here. I think we are 
looking at potential air pollution as well as noise pollution for our future residents that 
might be living here. Also, have you considered a less intense zoning district? 
 
Mr. Floyd said I think we looked at certainly a lot of options. I think the issue that you 
have here with the railroad track is that takes a lot of things out of play. Like single-
family residential right next to a railroad track is probably not something that’s going to 
gain a lot of traction. An apartment complex is different. My first apartment when I 
moved to Charlotte was Camden Continental, which is right along the railroad track. 
That’s just what you do when you’re younger. You live with the noise. It’s not that bad, 
but to think if somebody is going to buy a home in that location, probably not, but yes, 
we considered it and felt that multi-family was the best thing for this site. 
 
Ms. Ajmera said okay. Well, in its current form, I don’t think it’s a good idea. So, I do see 
this site is right next to Manufacturing and Logistics as well as to the south, to the 
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southeast and we are talking about 1.2 million square feet, Manufacturing and Logistics 
facility. Am I correct staff? 
 
Mr. Oliver said yes. Along Rhyne Road to the south and southeast of the site, there’s 
currently approximately 1.2 million square feet of industrial development under 
construction. 
 
Ms. Ajmera said yes. So, staff rarely provides opposition or does not support it. So, 
when they do, I think we need to take it seriously because we may not get calls now, but 
once the residents do move in, there might be calls coming about air pollution, noise 
pollution and many more. So, I just think we need to think through this and consider the 
staff’s recommendations because I hear from the petitioner pretty clear they are not 
willing to lower the intensity of the development. That concerns me Mr. Floyd. That’s all 
I have. Thank you. 
 
Councilmember Mayo said would y’all at all be open to spending more money on the 
quality of the windows to kind of impact sound for future residents that are going to be 
there? 
 
Mr. Floyd said obviously I would need to talk to the development team, but I don’t want 
to say that we’re opposed to anything. 
 
Ms. Mayo said okay. 
 
Mr. Floyd said I think the development team here has shown a willingness to take 
feedback from the area residents to incorporate a lot of the feedback that we got in the 
community meeting. That’s how we got support from the community, is hearing that 
feedback and going back in there. So, can’t say yes, can’t say no. I’m happy to have the 
development team look into that and see what the options are. 
 
Ms. Mayo said okay. 
 
Ms. Anderson said okay. 
 
Ms. Ajmera said while you’re looking at these additional tools, also if you could ask your 
development team to decrease the number of units and lower the intensity of 
development. Thank you. That’s all I have. 
 
Mr. Graham said yes. That’s why it’s so important for me to walk it and see the 
proximity. I see the line. So, I get it. Also to talk to the neighborhood association. They 
don’t grant their approval lightly, and so I was pleasantly surprised that they were 
already onboard. I still have a couple of questions I want to ask based on staff’s 
comments. I’m very open and looking forward to the visit. 
 
Mr. Floyd said happy to do it. Thank you. 
 
Ms. Mayo said thank you so much. Would you all at all be open to adding in some of the 
conditions, undisturbed tree canopy between where you’re going to be putting the 
apartments and the actual railroad? I’m just thinking oftentimes if you leave those trees 
there, that’ll help with sound and if it’s being undisturbed, that will help with some of the 
noise and the pollution. That’s something we really learned from Steeleberry Acres. Just 
thinking through how can we put some things in place in the front end so we’re not 
having to deal with issues in the back end. 
 
Mr. Floyd said yes ma’am. 
 
Ms. Mayo said can you ask them that? Is it undisturbed? 
 
Mr. Floyd said yes. So, here’s part of the tree save area. This whole area here is also 
the right-of-way area. That doesn’t mean that the tracks are right up next to this line, 
right? 
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Ms. Mayo said yes. 
 
Mr. Floyd said the tracks are shown down here and all this is currently trees. So, there’s 
a pretty significant gap. You’ve got all those trees, then you’ve got the planning, then 
you’ve got the parking lot, then you’ve got the building. 
 
Ms. Mayo said okay. 
 
Mr. Floyd said so, it’s a pretty significant distance there. Obviously, we can’t do anything 
in that area. 
 
Ms. Mayo said yes. The right-of-way. 
 
Mr. Floyd said they own the property, but the railroad has the easement and has all 
control over what can go on there. So, that’s certainly not a problem. We don’t have any 
plans on taking any of these trees down. It provides privacy, it provides noise reduction, 
it provides a whole bunch of benefits that we’re in support of. 
 
Ms. Mayo said okay. Thank you. 
 

 
* * * * * * * 

 
ITEM NO. 20: HEARING ON PETITION NO. 2026-009 BY DAVID SIMONINI 
SIGNATURE HOMES, LLC FOR A CHANGE IN ZONING FOR APPROXIMATELY 3.0 
ACRES LOCATED SOUTH OF OLD PROVIDENCE ROAD, EAST OF JONES RIDGE 
DRIVE, AND WEST OF MARY BUTLER WAY FROM N1-B (NEIGHBORHOOD 1-B) 
TO N1-D(CD) (NEIGHBORHOOD 1-D, CONDITIONAL). 
 
Councilmember Anderson declared the hearing open. 
 
Holly Cramer, Planning, Design & Development said this site is approximately three 
acres along the southside of Old Providence Road, east of Jones Ridge Drive and west 
of Mary Butler Way in an area where we have predominantly single-family uses, some 
institutional uses and multi-family uses, though further from the site, more eastern along 
Providence Road. The current zoning is Neighborhood 1-B. They are proposing to go to 
Neighborhood 1-D, conditional. That is in alignment with the Policy Map’s 
recommendation for the Neighborhood 1 Place Type for this site as well as the 
surrounding area. The proposal includes a couple of conditional notes. So, they 
stipulate that they would have 10 single-family detached residential lots. The minimum 
lot width would be 50 feet and they would have a minimum lot area of 6,000 square feet. 
Just for a point of reference from where they’re going to where they’re starting with the 
N1-B district and where they are going to N1-D district, they are proposing a greater lot 
width and area than the minimum standards of N1-D, and the N1-B with where they’re 
starting at has minimum area of 8,000 and lot width of 60 feet. 
 
This area is within the South Middle Community Area Plan, which does call for the 
Neighborhood 1 Place Type as I noted. Does not directly facilitate priority goals or 
comprehensive plan goals and we did assess it using the Place Type-Five Criteria. 
That’s an assessment tool that we have under the Creating Complete Community 
Section under every Community Area Plan, which helps us evaluate rezoning petitions 
requesting a more intense Neighborhood 1 zoning district in order to see if what is being 
requested essentially ensures appropriateness for the established community character 
and the area with lot form and development. So, when we look at this area, there is a 
real established lot pattern and with what you see with the lots to the east and to the 
west here. I’ll exclude these because they’re a bit of outliers, these large lots directly to 
the west, but the ones along Jones Ridge Drive and Mary Butler Way, these are 

Motion was made by Councilmember Graham, seconded by Councilmember Mayo 
and carried unanimously to close the public hearing. 
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predominantly developed to minimum standards of what you would see in the N1-B 
classification, sometimes with greater lot areas closer to N1-A classification or 
somewhere in between A and B. So, what they’re proposing would be a bit smaller than 
that or a bit out of line with what we think is the established lot pattern in the area. It is a 
long and arterial road which is a point in its favor in terms of the PT (Place Type)-Five 
Criteria, but it is also located mid-block, which isn’t necessarily preferred when we’re 
stepping up the intensity in our Neighborhood 1 zoning districts on this type of site. 
 
So, all in all, I would say they’re not that far off from what we’d like to see in the area, 
but staff doesn’t recommend approval of this petition in its current form. We think that 
we can work with the petitioner to try and get this plan more in alignment with that Place 
Type-Five Criteria to ensure that the proposal isn’t creating a lot pattern that’s out of 
context with the established development that we see along this corridor, which 
demonstrate pretty consistent characteristics in terms of lot area, width and set back. 
So, with that, I’ll leave my comments be and address any questions after the petitioner 
presentation. 
 
Sonny Crater, 3532 Colony Road said thank you very much members of the Council. 
My name is Sonny Crater. I work for David Simonini Signature Homes. I’ve worked for 
the Simonini’s for over 43 years and the request is to rezone to N1-D. This is three 
acres at 7000 Old Providence Road. To David, it’s a really special opportunity to create 
not just a single-family home here or there, but to create a real community and their 
whole company is really excited about the possibility for what David can do with his 
vision. He’ll create something with lasting contribution and enhance values to the whole 
area. Just a couple examples of that. 
 
Ms. Anderson said are we having a technical issue? 
 
Ms. Cramer said I believe they’re looking for their slides. I will see if somebody else has 
them. 
 
Ms. Anderson said okay. Well, the studio has paused the time while we find the slides. 
 
Mr. Crater said thank you. 
 
Ms. Anderson said have we determined if we have the slides? 
 
Ms. Cramer said I believe I do not have them on hand. We’re trying to see if they can 
send them to somebody else right now. 
 
Ms. Anderson said okay. 
 
Alyson Craig, Assistant City Manager said maybe we can go to the next one and 
then come back to this? 
 
Ms. Anderson said yes. So, why don’t we do this. Because we want to continue to 
advance in the agenda. So, while you all are looking for your slides, we’re going to 
move to the next petition. After that petition we’ll return if you have your slides available. 
Okay? 
 
Mr. Crater said okay. 
 
Ms. Anderson said alright. Thank you Mr. Smith and Mr. Crater. 
 

* * * * * * * 
 
ITEM NO. 21: HEARING ON PETITION NO. 2026-017 BY KEVIN CURRAN FOR A 
CHANGE IN ZONING FOR APPROXIMATELY 7.85 ACRES LOCATED NORTH OF 
RAVENDALE DRIVE, WEST OF SHALIMAR DRIVE, AND EAST OF VENTURA 
AVENUE FROM N1-A (NEIGHBORHOOD 1-A) TO N1-C(CD) (NEIGHBORHOOD 1-C, 
CONDITIONAL). 
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Councilmember Anderson declared the hearing open. 
 
Maxx Oliver, Planning, Design & Development said Petition 2026-017 is a 7.85 acre 
site located on Ravendale Drive, Shalimar Drive, and Ventura Avenue. The plan 
proposed is nine units including seven single-family detached dwellings and one duplex. 
It looks like that is currently developed with a single-family house. The current zoning is 
Neighborhood 1-A. The proposed zoning is N1-C, CD, Neighborhood 1-C, Conditional. 
The 2040 Policy Map recommends the Neighborhood 1 Place Type for this site. The 
plan is alignment with the Neighborhood 1 Place Type. The rezoning calls for a 
development of up to nine dwelling units as I mentioned. That would be eight lots 
including up to seven single-family detached dwellings and one duplex dwelling 
containing two units. Each lot will have a minimum lot area of 10,000 square feet which 
is the minimum lot area for the N1-A district and all lots will gain access from existing 
public streets. There will be no new public streets on this site. While the plan is in 
alignment with the Policy Map, it is inconsistent with the goals and policies of the West 
Middle Community Area Plan. The proposed plan does not meet the Policy Type Five, 
PT-Five Criteria from the Community Area Plan. PT-Five Criteria are utilized to ensure 
new development within the Neighborhood 1 Place Type fits existing neighborhood 
patterns focusing on lot size, street frontage and parcel location within a block. The 
proposed rezoning does not fully meet PT-Five expectations because the lot widths and 
lot dimensions are significantly smaller than those of the surrounding neighborhood. So, 
even though it meets that minimum lot area for N1-A, the proposed lots would typically 
be smaller than those in the existing neighborhood. The proposed plan would not 
facilitate any Community Area Plan priority goals. Staff does not recommend approval 
of this petition in its current form. The plan does not meet the PT-Five Criteria in regards 
to lot dimensions in relation to the adjacent single family development pattern, and the 
plan does not forward any priority goals to the Community Area Plan. However, the plan 
proposes low intensity, primarily single-family detached dwellings along public streets 
which is in keeping with the character of the neighborhood. The proposed dimensions 
and setbacks should be revised to better match the existing lot pattern in the area. 
Happy to take any questions following the petitioner’s presentation. 
 
Kevin Curran, 2002 Ventura Avenue said thank you Council for all the work that you 
do. So, yes, my name is Kevin Curran and the reason I’m appearing today is to ask for 
this rezoning to move from N1-A to N1-C specifically for the purpose of just gaining two 
more lots. There are some very important people to me that I have been friends with for 
a very long time now with the church, and they would like to stay close together as a 
family. This one family has grown into three separate households, and the children 
would like to stay close to their parents, but really finding affordable land to build three 
homes in Charlotte beside each other is proving to be a difficult task for these ones. So, 
since I have this land that I’m willing to sell to them at below market cost for them to be 
able to fulfil their desire for them to honor their parents, but at the current zoning, I just 
do not have enough land to also fulfil the plans that I have for this property. To address 
the staff’s disapproval, I’m just really asking for leniency on the lot width. I am willing to 
comply with all the conditions of the Neighborhood 1 zoning to keep the 10,000 square 
foot minimum lot sizes and I am willing to add conditions to comply with the 27-foot 
setback from the front and the 40-foot rear setbacks as well to follow all the ordinances 
when it comes to the air quality and the erosion control during any construction that 
would happen. Now, my understanding is that I can achieve the number of dwelling 
units that I’m seeking by currently building duplexes and triplexes by-right under the 
existing zoning. The existing entitlement does allow up to 23 dwelling units on this 
property, but in my opinion, that would be way more out of character with the 
surrounding neighborhood than what I’m proposing as part of this petition. I know in the 
community meeting, there did not appear to be any strong objections to what I was 
proposing. The discussion did seem to center primarily on the traffic and stormwater. 
 
Regarding the concerns about the traffic, staff did an analysis and they determined that 
based on the entitlement, up to 23 dwelling units, it would equate up to 261 trips a day. 
My petition would limit the number of dwelling units to nine, which would only add 110 
per day. So, it’s well below what current entitlement is, that I would not have to seek for 
rezoning on. Regarding the concerns about the stormwater runoff, I did contact an 
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engineer about it, and they told me I will have to conduct a 100 plus one stormwater 
analysis to establish the flood elevation of the creek that runs adjacent to this property. 
Whenever these lots would be developed, we will make sure to design the grades in a 
way to keep the runoff from flowing into the neighboring lots, as these lots that we’re 
currently proposing are at a low point in the neighborhood and mostly drain to the creek 
that flows to the property that I own already, as it is. We just want to address the 
neighbor’s concerns, and tell them we’re going to do as much as we can to keep their 
concerns at a minimum. I am going to amend this petition later on to take off a portion of 
the property on Ventura. I was informed that I do not need to keep that property on 
there. So, it would drop off the language of the duplex as well. So, really only the five 
lots on Shalimar is what we’re going to be seeking eventually, not even the eight lots. 
So, that’s all I have for it. I’ll take questions if you do have any. 
 
Councilmember Ajmera said again, staff great job with your due diligence. To the 
petitioner, are you willing to revise the dimensions and setbacks so that this 
development better matches the existing lot pattern in the surrounding neighborhood, 
because this currently doesn’t align. 
 
Mr. Curran said with the current setbacks, N1-A is 27 feet. We are willing to go to 27 
feet. Yes ma’am. 
 
Ms. Ajmera said okay. So, the staff recommends that. So, we have Place Type-Five, 
right? 
 
Mr. Oliver said yes, the criteria. 
 
Ms. Ajmera said okay. So, I know that in your analysis, you had mentioned the 
dimensions and setbacks. How much should that be revised to better fit the existing 
neighborhood? I don’t have the dimensions in front of me, but that’s something staff can 
work with you on if you’re willing to work with staff on that. We want to make sure that it 
fits into the neighborhood’s character so it doesn’t look out of place. We often get 
complaints about that. 
 
Mr. Curran said yes ma’am. I am willing to do whatever work is necessary. They would 
be long lots, but there is that creek that runs behind it. So, there is a stream buffer there 
and in order to do setbacks from the stream and setbacks from the front, there is an 
allowable building area, but I’m not sure what that is, but yes Maxx I’m sure has 
[inaudible]. 
 
Mr. Oliver said yes, we’re going to work with the petitioner on this. So, we’re not 
recommending it in current form. That means we feel there is a path forward to get to a 
place where we could recommend approval. So, we’ll work with the petitioner on this. 
 
Ms. Ajmera said yes. I would suggest that you continue to work with staff to get their 
approval so that it fits into the neighborhood’s character. That’s all I have. Thank you. 
 
Mr. Curran said thank you. 
 
Councilmember Mayo said yes. I would agree with Councilmember Ajmera. Just 
hoping that you’ll continue to work with staff. I’d love to see site plans. This being 
conditional, I just felt it’s a little broad, particularly as staff has given some very specific 
things that they’re looking for. So, I would just like more specification so that we 
understand exactly what we would be approving. Right now, I don’t feel comfortable in 
its current form. 
 

 
Mr. Curran said thank you. 

Motion was made by Councilmember Ajmera, seconded by Councilmember Driggs, 
and carried unanimously to close the public hearing. 
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* * * * * * * 
 
ITEM NO. 20: HEARING ON PETITION NO. 2026-009 BY DAVID SIMONINI 
SIGNATURE HOMES, LLC FOR A CHANGE IN ZONING FOR APPROXIMATELY 3.0 
ACRES LOCATED SOUTH OF OLD PROVIDENCE ROAD, EAST OF JONES RIDGE 
DRIVE, AND WEST OF MARY BUTLER WAY FROM N1-B (NEIGHBORHOOD 1-B) 
TO N1-D(CD) (NEIGHBORHOOD 1-D, CONDITIONAL). 
 
Councilmember Anderson declared the hearing open. Once your slides are up Mr. 
Smith and Mr. Crater, you will have eight minutes. If the studio could set the timer back 
to the eight minutes, that’s how many minutes you had, okay. 
 
Sonny Crater, 3532 Colony Road said thank you very much. Our presentation is up 
there. As I was referring to earlier, I wanted to show you some examples of David’s 
vision and what he can create, other than when he gets a neighborhood that he can do, 
other than just the single-family, which are incredible. The first one, this is from 
Courance. Courance is a mixture of French villas and a winding cobblestone street 
that’s at the back of Pellyn Wood. The first time I saw this, I thought Walt Disney had 
done this neighborhood, and I think that you will probably agree if you were to view it 
itself. The talent and the energy that it took him to create this is just mind boggling. The 
second one is Chipping Campden which is on Vernon Drive between Wendover and 
Providence Road. This is an English village that David created based on townhomes 
with terraces overlooking an English garden that at the time in 2002 was about half a 
million dollars just for the garden. The townhomes here now are selling in the two and a 
half million-dollar range. The interesting story is that the English press covered this in 
several newspapers and actually did on air interviews with BBC (British Broadcasting 
Corporation) with a couple of agents and we also had a couple from the Cotswalds 
come visit Chipping Campden to see that it was for real. That’s how dynamic this 
development was. So, again, we’re excited about that opportunity. 
 
The property is currently zoned N1-B. The requested zoning is N1-D. There is the three 
acres and the proposal is for single family, 10 lots. Fifty feet wide is the minimum and 
6,000 square feet. I’ll get to a preliminary site plan in a moment that our preliminary 
layout is actually the majority of the lots are 55 and closer to 6,700 square feet. As far 
as density, it’s at 3.4 units per acre which is less than the neighborhood here. Our 
clientele is for age targeted. That’s the majority of who we build to and sell to. I expect 
no different here. It’s one of the reasons that we were very intentional about having a 
certain lot size and yard area so that we could keep that to a minimum. So, it really 
works well if you can approve it. Here are just some other neighborhoods nearby. This 
is the subject neighborhood, and again, the lots on our site plan which I’ll show you in a 
moment is 55 feet wide and they average 6,700 square feet. Maison next door, in their 
report, it said that they are 63 feet and they’re actually, the plat says that they’re 58 and 
59. Just a little difference there, and a little higher density. A couple of you got emails 
from Maison neighborhood expressing their desire to see this go forward. We dealt with 
them before we even applied for rezoning, and they were overwhelming in favor of what 
we were proposing to do. Then you have a couple of other neighborhoods. These are 
60-foot lots. They’re a little deeper, but I can see why that would happen. Then you’ve 
got, for some reason, White Manor didn’t make the cut of what was analyzed, but 
they’re 50 feet wide and 6,200 feet deep. 
 
As you can see over here, this is one of the neighborhoods that was used, lots here and 
a few other places. One thing that stands out to me. We’re all onboard with the South 
Middle plan, with the 2040 Area Plan. Where we diverge from planning staff is the Place 
Type-Five, which the statement is that it’s inconsistent with the predominant lot pattern. 
I would suggest to you that between this one and this one and this one and all others, 
there is not a template or predominant lot pattern in this neighborhood. That’s pretty 
much all I have to say. 
 
Councilmember Driggs said so, Mr. Crater, you wrote to me a couple of times. I was 
on vacation. I apologize for not scheduling a meeting. It looks like they ought to be able 
to work something out here. I will just say, colleagues, what we’re seeing actually is 
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ironic because we started our 2040 process and we said, “Density, density, density. 
That’s the answer to rising housing costs.” Now what’s happening is because of 
considerations like the discussions we had around 2.1, we appear to be kind of backing 
from there. So, I think we haven’t yet fully solved the question of how we achieve the 
density that is needed in order to keep housing costs down and compatibility with area 
sensitivity to the surroundings. This looks to me like a creative proposal. So, I hope it 
doesn’t get stopped because of the wording in our plan. What I’d like to do is in the next 
couple of weeks, if you could give me some dates, we’ll get together, go over it. Then 
perhaps I can discuss it also with the staff and we’ll see where we go. The vote wouldn’t 
be until August 2026 anyway. 
 
Mr. Crater said is there a chance for me to show just a couple of more slides? I kind of 
didn’t get to say that. Kind of got thrown out of kilter there. 
 
Ms. Anderson said 10 minutes. 
 
Mr. Crater said okay. Well, I think I’ll say to some of you, but the houses that David has 
already started designing, he sort of goes ahead of it a little bit, but they’re incredible. 
 
Mr. Driggs said okay. I didn’t ask you a question just now. So, we can’t discuss it at the 
moment. I’m just saying we will get together and talk it over. Okay? 
 
Mr. Crater said sure. 
 
Councilmember Ajmera said so a couple of questions Mr. Crater. First of all, Simonini, 
is it your company? 
 
Mr. Crater said I work for the company. 
 
Ms. Ajmera said yes. You have some of the best developments. I love the first few 
examples that you showed with the garden in the middle. It’s beautiful. So, again, 
similar to the previous rezoning petition, this is again not compatible with surrounding 
residential. So, you talked about there is no template or there is no rhythm in this 
neighborhood. What do you mean by that? 
 
Mr. Crater said well what I was showing you is that there are a lot of different 
developments that the lots are all over the place, quite honestly, and the one we 
immediately abut, Maison, we’re right there with them in terms of the lot size and pretty 
close in the dimensions. We actually average about 57 feet wide. So, when you look at 
other developments there, again, there’s not a pattern that you could say, “Okay, we’re 
breaking the pattern.” 
 
Ms. Ajmera said so, if you can hold on to that because staff, in your recommendation, 
you mentioned that there is a noticeable mismatch in lot size and scale within this area. 
I guess because of the lower density development, as opposed to what they are 
proposing which is a higher density. Is that what you’re referring to? 
 
Holly Cramer, Planning, Design & Development said not necessarily with density. It’s 
just when we consider the proposal on a whole, it’s slightly out of step with what we’ve 
considered to be the lot pattern in the area. They’re not that far off. It’s really not that far 
off. I think we have a way forward, certainly, but when you consider the holistic 
perspective of N1-D or any N1 district with your setbacks, your lot area and your lot 
width, all of those dimensional standards combining to create a look and feel, it’s more 
than just one number. So, that’s what we’re looking at when we’re comparing the lot 
pattern and the area, but it isn’t that far off. They are most similar to the compact 
development that is to their east on Mary Butler Way, a little smaller than those lots and 
they would have smaller setbacks than those lots, certainly, under N1-D, but it would be 
closer to those lots than the other ones in the area, which are larger. 
 
Ms. Ajmera said so, it’s good to hear that we are not too far apart here. 
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Ms. Cramer said right. 
 
Ms. Ajmera said what stands out here, because this site is not located on a corner lot, 
so if there is a mismatch, it immediately stands out. So, I hope that you will continue to 
work with our staff to figure out how we can align in terms of it doesn’t stand out from 
the neighboring properties. There needs to be some transition between neighboring 
properties and yours. That’s all I have. Thank you. 
 
Councilmember Johnson said they still seem pretty far apart to me, but I’ll tell you 
where I think these would fit wonderfully is in District Four. We have the research park, 
we’ve got TIAA (Teachers Insurance and Annuity Association of America), Vanguard 
Banks, we’ve got the Blue Line. It’s a great area. So, that’s all. 
 
Mr. Crater said at $2 million apiece, they don’t fit everywhere. 
 
Ms. Johnson said you know what I mean? So, we’d have to talk. Yes, what I wanted to 
know, I think staff answered the question. It’s interesting. This is the third or fourth 
petition tonight that staff is not recommending. So, I appreciate the diligence in looking 
at the petitions, but is there something specific that they would need to do in order for 
staff to recommend it? 
 
Ms. Cramer said we don’t have a specific prescription in mind in terms of a magic 
number, but we’re willing to work with them because we haven’t looked at or been able 
to analyze a formal site plan. So, if they’re working with specific site constraints that are 
dictating certain standards for them and making some of those smaller than what we 
would prefer, then we’re not sure where to go from there. So, if we could have more 
conversations on that and understand what needs more flexibility in terms of a smaller 
standard and where they could create maybe a larger dimensional standard. So, we 
don’t have a specific prescription in mind, but we would just like the look and feel to be 
more in line with what we believe to be established in terms of the overall holistic 
Neighborhood 1 dimensional standards when you look at width, area, setbacks, etc. 
 
Ms. Johnson said thank you. Thanks. 
 
Ms. Anderson said okay. Thank you. Certainly, District One is open to some lovely 
homes as well. 

 
* * * * * * * 

 
ITEM NO. 22: HEARING ON PETITION NO. 2026-025 BY OLYMPIA & WRIGHT 
HOMES FOR A CHANGE IN ZONING FOR APPROXIMATELY 3.80 ACRES 
LOCATED SOUTH OF DEARMON ROAD, WEST OF HAMPTON PLACE, AND EAST 
OF MINERAL RIDGE WAY FROM INST (CD) (INSTITUTIONAL, CONDITIONAL) TO 
N1-E (NEIGHBORHOOD 1-E). 
 
Councilmember Anderson declared the hearing open. 
 
Holly Cramer, Planning, Design & Development said this site is a little under four 
acres along the south side of DeArmon Road, west of Hampton Place and east of 
Mineral Ridge Way in an area where we have predominantly single-family residential 
development here with a more mix of uses occurring east of the site along Benfield 
Road. Currently zoned institutional, condition, an old plan for a masonic lodge. 
Requesting to go to the Neighborhood 1-E zoning district. This is a conventional 
request. So, there is not site plan or associated conditional notes. The request is 
considered in alignment with a Neighborhood 1 Place Type called for on the site by the 
2040 Policy Map. It is within the North Middle and Outer Community Area Plan. Again, 
it’s in alignment with that Neighborhood 1 Place Type recommendation, but it’s not 

Motion was made by Councilmember Graham, seconded by Councilmember Ajmera, 
and carried unanimously to close the public hearing. 
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directly facilitating any priority goals of the Area Plan. It is a conventional request and as 
noted at the top, staff doesn’t recommend approval of this petition in its current form. I 
was going to walk you through the Place Type-Five Criteria here which is also at play, 
similar to the other petitions that we’ve talked about at this meeting here. Place Type-
Five, again, we’re considering that when looking at request for a higher intensity 
Neighborhood 1 zoning district. This one in particular is a Neighborhood 1-E zoning 
district, though it’s not currently a Neighborhood 1 zoning district itself, we still wanted to 
consider it because it sits within a residential area with an established lot pattern. 
There’s N1-B zoning that it abuts and R6 conditional zoning. A lot of those lots are 
developed out to lot widths ranging from maybe high 40s to maybe 70 feet in lot width 
and areas around 11,000, maybe a little bit less than. The N1-E district though, in 
comparison, would allow for lot standards that are pretty different than what we have 
existing in the area. So, N1-E would have a minimum lot width of 30 feet and a 
minimum lot area of 3,000 feet and you have a front set back of 10 feet. That would be 
pretty different than what we see established along that corridor, along the south side of 
DeArmon Road there. So, that’s what’s really driving staff’s recommendation and why 
we believe it’s inconsistent with the goals and policies of the North Middle and Outer 
Community Area Plans. When we take a look at the Place Type-Five Criteria, unlike the 
last petition we were talking about, I think it’s close in some regards but not that far off. I 
think the Neighborhood 1-E zoning district is just too far beyond what we find to be 
appropriate for this site considering the established lot pattern. We don’t have any 
conditions as to what’s occurring on the site or if they would like to condition out for 
different dimensions that are greater than the minimums allowed in N1-E. We haven’t 
seen or heard of those so far. So, that’s where staff’s recommendation is stemming 
from. Happy to answer any questions following comments. 
 
Collin Brown, 1420 East 7th Street, Suite 100 said Mayor Pro Tem, Council members, 
sitting Committee members, Collin Brown on behalf of Olympia and Wright. Kind of 
continuing the theme of tonight where we’ve got some inconsistencies or nonsupport 
from staff. I will go ahead and say, as Holly mentioned, this is filed as a conventional 
petition. I saw Councilmember Johnson shaking her head and I’ll go ahead and let the 
cat out of the bag. We’re going to convert this to a conditional petition. So, you may say, 
“Well, this is a little premature to have the hearing tonight,” but the reason we’re 
proceeding with this, I think you’re going to hear from some folks in the community, 
we’ve had a good amount of community engagement on the site. This is a site where 
everyone we’ve talked to says, “Hey, you know what? We know something is going to 
happen here.” The main feedback that we’ve gotten from the community is a request to 
condition this to single-family homes only, which the petitioner is willing to do. The main 
challenge I think from some of the neighbors we’ve heard from and that you may hear 
from tonight is often the stub street requirement that we run in to. So, we so have a stub 
street here to an existing neighborhood. We’ve got a tough site. You can see it’s a 
triangle. So, there’s a lot of challenges for us already. So, one of the real reasons I’m 
proceeding with the hearing here tonight is to let you have a little feedback from the 
neighborhood. We’re working with the neighborhood and expect to have some follow up 
meetings with this HOA (Homeowners Association) here to talk about the options. We 
know that the ordinance does encourage this. The UDO likes this connectivity. It is very 
difficult for us to find a solution for that. So, all that to say we will convert this to a 
conditional rezoning. We will commit to single-family only, and we will work with the 
community on this connection. 
 
Now, again, I did want you to hear from the community about their concerns on this 
parcel to see if there’s some traction, if it’s something the City is open to us finding an 
alternative. If not, then we can figure out a way to make this work. We did have some 
neighbors attend the meeting. DeArmon Road, as you know, Prosperity Church is right 
down the street. They’re concerned with traffic impact. We had questions such as, 
“Could you guys install a median?” We’d be open to all of those things. So, I think that’s 
a conversation we’re going to be willing to continue to have with the neighborhood. We 
did have a speaker sign up. I think she signed up in support. I’m not sure she’s actually 
supportive, but I did want to give her an opportunity to speak. She, I think, is coming 
from this neighborhood here who’ve reached out and said, “Look, we know something is 
going to happen on the site. Our request, could you do single-family homes? We don’t 
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want apartments. We don’t want townhomes. Single-family we could consider.” Their 
main concern is this connection. So, I’m happy to devote some time to her. We probably 
wouldn’t have brought this, but with the summer break, we at least wanted to start this 
conversation. Let you all hear some feedback from the community about the 
connectivity issue and see if we can find a way forward that way. If we can, then we will 
amend, we’ll make the commitments to single family. We’ll probably still be having a 
little bit of the conversation about, “Well, what is the right size of lots?” Holly’s right. 
You’ve got some giant lots here, you’ve got some medium sized lots here, you’ve got 
some smaller lots here. As you all know, and you just heard from the Simonini team, 
they’re doing $2 million houses on the smallest lot you can get. It is about the value of 
land and if we’re committing not to do apartments and not to do townhomes, we do 
need frankly as much flexibility as we can get on the lot sizes. We’ll talk with our design 
team about we’re going to be the N1 Place Type, but whether we can get to a N1-C or 
D, probably that’s going to come down to what the fate of this street is. So, if we have to 
bring the street through, we might need more flexibility. If there’s a way for us to not 
make that connection, that might give us a little more flexibility. So, that’s where we are. 
Mayor Pro Tem, like I said, there was a speaker that signed up in favor. I’m not sure if 
she’s in favor, but I’ll give her some of my time. 
 
Ms. Anderson said so, is this Thalia Nazario that you’re speaking of? Are you wanting to 
speak in favor of this petition? Because if you’re not in favor, you can’t speak now. 
 
Thalia Nazario said well they put me against, but. 
 
Mr. Brown said she’s welcome to some of my time. I think I know what she’s going to 
say. 
 
Ms. Anderson said we have you on the paper as being for the petition. 
 
Ms. Nazario said yes. 
 
Ms. Anderson said okay. 
 
Ms. Nazario said I’m just learning about the N1-E and D. 
 
Ms. Anderson said okay. Okay. 
 
Mr. Brown said as long as she has time to speak, we’re happy. She’s welcome to our 
time. I mean, we’re going to continue working with them. 
 
Ms. Anderson said so, Ms. Nazario, please come down. When you get to the podium, 
the balance of your time Mr. Brown is five minutes and 48 seconds. 
 
Thalia Nazario, 8712 Ridgeline Lane said thank you. My name is Thalia Nazario and 
as he was mentioning, I live on Ridgeline. My property’s almost on that lot. The 
neighbors around, we gathered. Not everybody could attend the meeting that was held 
over Zoom, but we are all concerned about extending Ridgeline towards DeArmon. As it 
is, there’s a lot of traffic on that road. We already knew there were plans to add 
sidewalks and there’s a lot of tree cutting going on right now. Then we are learning 
they’re going to put something right in the middle of the road that’s going to actually 
make traffic worse for the people that need to go in and out of the subdivision. We also 
just learned that there’s a petition for townhomes on a corner lot down DeArmon for 
townhomes. So, we’re really concerned about what all of this sudden development 
could mean. As he was saying, we know that something was going to happen on that 
parcel of land. When the neighbors gathered, we weren’t sure how big are the lots, we 
didn’t know what N1-E, whatever that means. That’s probably too small for the area, for 
the neighborhoods. Another thing that we’re concerned is that our neighborhood fought 
really hard to restrict rentals and AirBnBs and that sort of thing. There was a 
development two or three years ago that bumped up near us that is just for rental 
homes. I think those things might change the character of the neighborhood. 
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That parcel of land, we’re almost next to the highway and there are fireflies on that lot 
and they come out at this time of year. That area in North Charlotte is like this little 
pocket of residential single-family homes, and we do not want that to change. The 
neighbors across the street are really worried that they might be forced out, especially if 
Ridgeline is extended just to fill that with apartments and townhomes and row homes. 
So, we’re really concerned about that. So, the neighbors surrounding, we’re not that 
opposed to having something built there, but we don’t want the street extended. That’s 
going to increase traffic. If you see the map, people use Hampton Place. They forget 
they’re stop signs there and they just run through to avoid the street on DeArmon. If 
Ridgeline is opened, traffic is going to get horribly worse across our neighborhood and 
there are children playing on the street. It’s just a quiet little neighborhood. We don’t 
want that road extended. We don’t want too much residential density, more than it 
needs to be. We’re not opposed per se to having something built there. 
 
Ms. Anderson said okay. Thank you. 
 
John Sharkey, 8404 Cavett Court said good evening Council. I’m sure many of you on 
the Council know who I am in my other role, but today I come before you in my role as 
the president of Hampton Place Property Owners Association. I stand here before you 
today to be against this rezoning, and as she has already shared with you, they are a lot 
of things going on associated with this that makes us concerned about what’s going to 
happen to our subdivision as part of this. She alluded to a couple of other things. First 
and foremost, we know that the DeArmon Road improvement project is going on. That’s 
going to put a center aisle in there as well as sidewalks. DeArmon Road turns into a 
parking lot every day, and if we extend Ridgeline by adding this additional property in, 
that’s going to make it even worse. So, that’s the first thing that I want to bring to your 
attention. We do not want to extend Ridgeline. 
 
Second thing is that you’ve already heard and it was good to hear some of the 
comments. If we’re going to do some development, there, it needs to be single-family 
homes. It needs to be the same as what is there now. If you go just a couple of blocks 
up the street, we’ve got townhouses going all up, all over our neighborhoods. So, we 
need to make sure that we keep what made that particular area the place that people 
want to live, the same for when these new houses get built, if we move forward with the 
single housing. I think that still is a doable plan right there that we can do. Some of the 
things you did hear about is still concerns for Hampton Place subdivision which is that, I 
think we’ve been approved for Hampton Place Drive to get speed bumps in. I’m going to 
ask the City Council can we get them in the next couple of months because it’s getting 
really bad. The other thing that I will say is that if, for whatever reason, this does get 
approved by you guys, we need speedbumps throughout Hampton Place because it is a 
speed zone. Like you’ve heard in the previous respondent, they’ve turned it into a cut 
through so that they can get to DeArmon Road to get to 485 and without those speed 
bumps, nobody is stopping at the stop sign. So, we’re having kids almost get hit daily in 
our neighborhood. So, I petition to you, the City Council this evening, to hear our appeal 
here to not approve this as it stands. If it is going to get approved, it has to be single-
family only, just like what we have now. With that, I yield. 
 
Mr. Brown said the comments were frankly what we expected. I don’t think we disagree 
with any of that. I think we’re prepared to go with single-family. We’ve got to figure out 
Ridgeline. This may be a little premature, but I did want you to hear from the community 
on that. We will work with the staff to see our options. Perhaps there could be a 
pedestrian connection to get folks through so they can take advantage of the sidewalks, 
but not bring the traffic through. I think we’d also be open to the commitments on the or-
sale housing. We may also be able to participate in some funding of the speed bumps. 
We’ve got two months to work with the folks we’ve heard from tonight. We’ve got 
contact information from them. So, we will be working on that. Happy to answer any 
questions. 
 
Councilmember Watlington said a couple of things. You already spoke Mr. Brown, 
towards the speed bumps/road diet or pedestrian connection there. My question I think, 
as it relates to that is this seems to be an amicable discussion here and there are some 
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solutions that sounds like are coming forward. I’d like to know, and you don’t have to 
answer it tonight, I would like a report out on what in our policy needs to change such 
that this is the rule rather than the exception. I don’t want folks to have to go through a 
conventional then conditional to have this kind of conversation. If there’s a way that we 
can bake it into our policies, I would prefer that. So, again, I don’t expect you to answer 
it tonight, but if you all could come back to me with what places in our policy could we 
codify what’s being described here, that would be helpful. 
 
Ms. Cramer said yes. I think we haven’t had a lot of conversations with them about the 
possibility of conditional because we’ve expressed that we prefer to see the site go 
conditional from the start of this process and we just haven’t heard back frankly. So, I’m 
glad to hear that it will be changing the request and we look forward to working with 
them to improve that and see a better plan moving forward. I don’t know that we 
could’ve prevented tonight’s situation because they were also just looking for more input 
on this forum, frankly, to understand where they could go from there and understanding 
that they do have a timeline situation where they could feasibly resubmit a conditional 
request by mid-July to come back before you in August with a conditional request. So, 
this allows them a chance to get twice the amount of feedback essentially. 
 
Ms. Watlington said sure, and I’m not talking about necessarily how to prevent what 
occurred here. What I’m saying is I think I like the way this is shaping up. If there are 
points in our policy that can get us here as a matter of course rather than it just being 
reliant on the professionalism or the generosity if you will, of the petitioner and the 
petitioner’s agent, that’s what I want to understand. So, I’m not sure who the right 
person is necessarily to take that back is, but, if you all could come back to me with 
maybe a white paper on that, that would be great. 
 
Ms. Cramer said yes. I will just say, I will follow up with that and report out, but I do think 
there are portions of our Community Area Plans and specifically what the Place Type-
Criteria speaks to is setting up for the conversation that we had here and for other 
petitions moving forward. So, that is a big part of it, but we will outline more specifically 
how we can do that more moving forward. 
 
Ms. Watlington said awesome. Thank you. Then my second question, for my own 
understanding. As you all think about moving from multifamily to single family, I’m just 
curious from a price point standpoint how that shapes up. The reason I bring that up is 
because earlier in the conversations here tonight, we talked about density and 
affordability. So, I’m just curious what that looks like versus the houses that are already 
on the ground. 
 
Mr. Brown said it’s funny, the per square foot price, I don’t have it here, but I’d be happy 
to get that to you and let the petitioner answer, but the per square foot price of these 
homes is going to be substantially higher just because that’s what new build is looking 
like. This petitioner is comfortable with going to the single family. You know, most of the 
stuff we see is townhomes because that’s all we can build that people can afford. This is 
a UD (unit dwelling) site here where he does think that he can offer single family homes. 
They may be slightly smaller than the lots we have out there, but I don’t want to throw 
out a number, but I’ll get back to you on that. 
 
Ms. Watlington said sure. That’ll be fine. Yes, I just want to make sure we’re current and 
just thinking about as we’re asking for different types of housing, we’ve got a good 
sense of what that means relative to the surrounding area. 
 
Mr. Brown said we’d be happy to share that because as that lot gets larger, that home 
price multiplies pretty quickly. 
 
Ms. Watlington said yes. 
 
Mr. Brown said so, it’s a great question. 
 
Ms. Watlington said awesome. Thank you. 
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Councilmember Mayo said so glad to hear Collin that y’all are looking at conditional 
rezoning. Just wanted to address some of the community’s concerns. So, thinking 
through HOAs, everyone’s kind of heard my story about how we’ve been able to keep 
corporate landlords out of my neighborhood for the last 11 years by enforcing our by-
laws in order to have owner-occupied units. Are you all amenable to doing something 
similar with the CCRs (Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions) and by-laws? 
 
Mr. Brown said I think so. The last Olympia and Wright deal we did they were 
comfortable with that. That was in your District. 
 
Ms. Mayo said okay. So, maybe like 20 percent? I don’t know if I’m allowed to talk about 
some of this. Okay. 
 
Mr. Brown said I’ll talk with you about it offline. 
 
Ms. Mayo said okay. What about a conservation easement? So, thinking through like 
Ridgeline where it connects to the neighborhood. Could we do a conservation easement 
potentially to help with some of those homeowners for just a little privacy. So, oftentimes 
I’ll see developers clear cut and then they’ll add trees back, but then it’s going to take 20 
or 30 years for those trees to be half of the size that the existing trees are. So, I think 
that may be something that the neighbors may appreciate, keeping those existing 
mature trees there so they have some privacy, and it’s not just they can see in the other 
person’s yard or windows. So, if you could take that back to the petitioner as well, 
potentially putting an easement along that one part of the triangle closer to Ridgeline 
and maybe the other part, but just for some privacy. Y’all can talk about that. Just 
wanted to throw that out there. Holly, have you thought about talking to the 
neighborhood at all and asking if they’re at all interested in having the Planning 
Department do their Roadshow? 
 
Ms. Cramer said I can certainly follow up with them. I haven’t had direct conversations 
with these neighbors. 
 
Ms. Mayo said okay. 
 
Ms. Cramer said we can follow up with you with information on the Community Area 
Plans Roadshow which as you noted, is a planning tool and allows communities to learn 
a little bit more about their Community Area Plans and potentially how to use those Area 
Plans as an advocacy tool. So, I’ll connect them with our long range planning team 
which sets those up. 
 
Ms. Mayo said thank you Holly. I think that would be really helpful. Just going forward, it 
seems like there’s quite a bit of land in the area that may potentially be redeveloped in 
future years. So, I always think it’s important to have the opportunity to be the most 
effective advocate. So, definitely would take that opportunity up with staff. I think that 
has been helpful for a lot of different communities. Lastly, C-DOT is here. Hopefully, C-
DOT, if y’all can chat with them later about the traffic calming. That would be y’alls kind 
of domain. So, if you all could get back with them about if those speed bumps or traffic 
calming has been approved, what’s the timeline for that, but we want to make sure 
we’re being responsive to residents. Thank you. 
 
Councilmember Ajmera said I agree with Councilmember Mayo in terms of the speed 
bump request. I think that’s something City staff can address while working with the 
neighborhood. You heard from Mr. Sharkey, who’s the president of the HOA. So, if you 
could please connect with him, that would be great. Mr. Brown, thank you. You always 
find a way to address community’s concerns. I appreciate your and the petitioner’s 
willingness to address some of the concerns in terms of the lot size and address 
concerns around having lesser density. So, having single-family homes so that it aligns 
with the existing neighborhood and surrounding homes because going from 11,000 
square foot lot to 3,000, it’s pretty significant and I think it’s a noticeable difference. So, I 
would like you to continue to work with them so that we can ensure that there is not a 
mismatch in this new development versus what currently exists there. So, currently this 
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rezoning request is for N1-E, which is more intense. So, if you were to go the less 
intense route, would it go back to something lesser than N1-E? 
 
Ms. Cramer said right. They could consider one of the other N1 districts. As you can see 
in this map here, what is zoned next to them in N1-B and this is some old conditional 
single-family zoning. In terms of the lot dimensions, these lots often exceed the N1-B 
dimensions. They’re developed out before the UDO, long before it, but they could 
consider a less intense zoning district which is what we discussed with them during the 
pre-submittal meeting before this was even filed. N1-E is certainly not something that 
we were wanting to consider on this site. If they have site constraints that they’re trying 
to work around and they do that in a conditional request but still commit to lot 
dimensions or a product type that feels consistent with the neighborhood, then we can 
have that discussion. I think N1-E is still too intense of a district. 
 
Ms. Ajmera said well, I appreciate again staff’s due diligence. You’re on a roll. The 
Planning Department, we appreciate it. I’m sure there will be continued conversations 
Mr. Brown to come to a middle ground here and I appreciate the neighborhood for 
coming out to speak. It certainly adds value and hopefully we can come to a better 
outcome. Thank you. 
 
Councilmember Johnson said I wanted to ask Mr. Sharkey, the HOA President just to 
come down for a moment please, if you don’t mind. While he’s coming down, I’ll ask 
Collin. Mr. Brown, thank you. So, have you met with the District Four Coalition on this? 
 
Mr. Brown said we have kind of given them an intro on this site. This is so close to this 
neighborhood, that’s who we’re concentrating on. The key to it is we’ve got to figure out 
what happens with Ridgeline. 
 
Ms. Johnson said okay. 
 
Mr. Brown said then we’ll know more and of course we’ll present that to District Four, 
but that’s a real threshold question. 
 
Ms. Johnson said okay. So, Mr. Sharkey, I wanted to ask you. Thank you for coming 
down, thank you all for your diligence to your community. Are you a part of the District 
Four Coalition at your neighborhood? A part of that Coalition? I’ll talk to you about it 
afterwards if you’re not. 
 
Mr. Sharkey said I’m a part of everything. So, that’s why I’m here this evening. 
 
Ms. Johnson said okay. Okay, good. I have your email. So, there are pending speed 
bumps for your neighborhood. Right? 
 
Mr. Sharkey said correct, yes. Hampton Place is on the schedule, but I don’t know when 
it’s going to done. We need those now and we need more. 
 
Ms. Johnson said right. So, I just forwarded an email to the At-Large Council members. 
We’re waiting on the Fire Chief to give us a timeframe. So, this is on the radar. They’ve 
already requested it. He’s already worked on that. So, we’ll get that answer for you this 
week, okay? 
 
Mr. Sharkey said we certainly appreciate it. We’ve been working on trying to get speed 
bumps for about four to five years, and we finally made some progress over the last 
couple of years and I want to thank Councilwoman Reneé for helping me in that part to 
get it moved up on the chain. I could use all the help in the neighborhood because I’m 
telling you, we’re going to have some people get hit by cars here real soon. 
 
Ms. Johnson said okay. Thank you. Then I have a question for C-DOT, for Jake about 
the Ridgeline extension, or someone. Thank you. Thank you Mr. Sharkey. 
 
Travis Miller, C-DOT said good evening Council. Travis Miller with C-DOT. 
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Ms. Johnson said hello. How are you? 
 
Mr. Miller said good. 
 
Ms. Johnson said so, the concern is Ridgeline, opening up Ridgeline. 
 
Mr. Miller said yes. 
 
Ms. Johnson said what does it take for a waiver for a neighborhood to be exempt from 
opening or from expanding or opening stud? Is that a possibility? 
 
Mr. Miller said under the subdivision ordinance, there are some specific requirements 
that they have. We have not reviewed a site plan or anything like that. So, I made note 
of it. 
 
Ms. Johnson said okay. 
 
Mr. Miller said we’ll reach out to subdivision to see if there’s any possibility for some 
type of alleviation there, but we’d have to coordinate with them to do that. 
 
Ms. Johnson said okay. Thank you. 
 
Mr. Miller said no problem. 
 
Ms. Johnson said so, Mr. Brown, when they told me about this petition earlier at the 
noon meeting, and I heard it was conventional and staff didn’t recommend it. I was just 
like, “This is District Four?” So, I’m glad that you all have reconsidered and it would be a 
conditional. We do need more information, especially this close to residential. It’s not 
fair for current residents, for me in my opinion, to just file for a petition and they have no 
idea what’s going to be involved. So, I think that the site plan will be helpful so that C-
DOT can review it and also the neighbors and us. 
 
Mr. Brown said thank you. 
 
Ms. Johnson said that’s all I have. 
 

 
* * * * * * * 

 
ITEM NO. 23: HEARING ON PETITION NO. 2025-130 BY MARUTI HOTELS, INC. 
FOR A CHANGE IN ZONING FOR APPROXIMATELY 3.97 ACRES LOCATED ON 
THE WEST SIDE OF BUSINESS CENTER DRIVE, SOUTH OF TUCKASEEGEE 
ROAD, AND EAST OF CALTON LANE FROM ML-1 ANDO (MANUFACTURING AND 
LOGISTICS 1, AIRPORT NOISE DISCLOSURE OVERLAY) TO CG(CD) ANDO 
(GENERAL COMMERCIAL, CONDITIONAL, AIRPORT NOISE DISCLOSURE 
OVERLAY). 
 
Councilmember Anderson declared the hearing open. 
 
Joe Magnum, Planning, Design & Development said good evening. This site is right 
at four acres. It’s located west of Little Rock Road, south of Tuckaseegee Road and 
north of Interstate 85. It is wooded. It’s surrounded by residential uses to the north and 
west with commercial uses to the south and east along Little Rock Road. The current 
zoning is ML-1 ANDO, airport noise disclosure overlay, with a proposed zoning of CG, 
conditional, ANDO. The 2040 Policy Map recommends the Manufacturing and Logistics 
Place Type. The petition would allow for a hotel with 160 rooms. There is an extension 
of Kanimbla Drive proposed to the site. The petitioner does note an intent to abandon a 

Motion was made by Councilmember Johnson, seconded by Councilmember Owens, 
and carried unanimously to close the public hearing. 
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portion of the right-of-way and not construct the extension. There would be a 25-foot 
type B landscape yard along the northern property boundary, open space areas beside 
the building and along the Business Center Drive frontage. The petitioner is committing 
to some common open space standards. There would be an eight-foot planting strip and 
six-foot sidewalk along Business Center Drive. The petition is consistent with the goals 
and policies of the West Middle Community Area Plan. It may facilitate goal eight, 
diverse and resilient economic opportunity by generating a range of jobs across 
different skill levels. This petition does not directly facilitate any Comprehensive Plan 
goals. Requests to amend the Policy Map to Commercial Place Type does meet minor 
map amendment criteria. Staff recommends approval of this petition upon resolution of 
outstanding issues related to transportation and the environment. The site is adjacent to 
both CG zoning and the Commercial Place Type and meets minor amendment criteria 
for a change to Commercial Place Type. The proposed hotel and CG zoning are 
architecturally appropriate given the site’s location in the Little Rock Road commercial 
corridor near I-85 and Charlotte Douglas Airport. Also, the proposed hotel is less 
intense and impactful to the adjacent residential uses than many uses permitted under 
the existing ML-1 zoning. I’ll take any questions following the petitioner’s comments. 
 
Collin Brown, 1420 East 7th Street, Suite 100 said Mayor Pro Tem, Council members 
and the Committee members, Collin Brown on behalf of the petitioner. Joe gave a good 
overview. I do want to go quickly to a couple of things. So, the site is currently zoned 
industrial and continuing this theme of unwanted connectivity, the ordinance would 
require us to extend Kanimbla into this site. That is the last thing this neighborhood of 
very low-density single-family homes wants. Councilmember Mayo I think has been up 
to speed on this petition for a while. I do want to recognize Craig and Cynthia 
Devereaux who are here. They are the closest property owners. They live right here. 
Met with them this morning. Their and the main concern of the neighborhood is they do 
not want a road coming through the site. How are we proposing to do that? We are 
actually going to petition to abandon a portion of right-of-way that is unopened. So, we 
have filed an abandonment petition. The neighbors have signed on to that. If we 
abandon this, then that would not require connectivity. I did not ask everyone to come 
out tonight and holler at you about that. I think the neighborhood will email you about 
the importance of that. 
 
The other item that is important for the Devereauxs, and I’ll point this out, we provided 
tree save next to their site because that’s often what the neighbors would like to see. In 
this case, and I met with the Devereauxs this morning on their site, there are trees out 
there that are in very poor condition and that have fallen on their home and continue to 
fall on their home. So, they have asked, we’re going to have our engineer come out and 
meet them and we would like to remove some of those trees that are a problem and 
replace them with an appropriate buffer. So, I think you’ll hear from them on that. We 
need to make sure we can still meet the ordinance requirements. We’ve got to have tree 
save there. So, that’s what we will continue to work on before we submit a revised plan. 
 
Ms. Johnson said this is a question for staff and maybe we can talk offline. I’d like to 
know more about this abandoned road option that avoids the connectivity. 
 
Mr. Magnum said well, there’s the abandonment and then there’s also the ordinance 
requirement to extend the public street. It’s a subdivision requirement. There is a 
process that’s separate from abandonment. There’s a process to not construct it based 
on topographical challenges, but I think the abandonment will be a different process by 
which they could petition to remove that portion of the public street that is currently 
touching the property. 
 
Ms. Johnson said okay. Can you explain the abandonment process? 
 
Mr. Brown said yes. It’s different in this situation. This situation, this area in the green 
and yellow is dedicated already and it’s on our site. So, there’s an area for us to 
abandon. In the previous one, there’s not an area for us to abandon. So, I’m not sure 
that’ll work. We’re going to continue talking to see if that’s an option. 
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Ms. Johnson said okay. In my four terms, I’ve never heard that term. I’d like to hear 
more about it and how that option applies to residents. So, we can talk offline. Okay? 
 
Mr. Magnum said yes. I think this might have a unique situation, but we’re happy to 
follow up with you on that. 
 
Ms. Johnson said okay. Alright. Thank you. 
 

 
* * * * * * * 

 
ITEM NO. 24: HEARING ON PETITION NO. 2026-015 BY KT TRADING, LLC FOR A 
CHANGE IN ZONING FOR APPROXIMATELY 5.71 ACRES LOCATED SOUTH OF 
REAGAN DRIVE, WEST OF WILSON LANE, AND EAST OF TRANSPORTATION 
BOULEVARD FROM I-1(CD) (LIGHT INDUSTRIAL, CONDITIONAL) TO ML-1(CD) 
(MANUFACTURING AND LOGISTICS-1, CONDITIONAL). 
 
Councilmember Anderson declared the hearing open. 
 
Holly Cramer, Planning, Design & Development said this site is a little under six 
acres located along Reagan Drive, west of Wilson Lane and east of Transportation 
Boulevard. This is in an area where we have a lot of industrial uses as well as 
commercial uses and some single-family residential uses east of the site along Wilson 
Lane. It is currently zoned Light Industrial, conditional. They are proposing to go to 
Manufacturing and Logistics-1, conditional. That is considered in alignment with the 
Manufacturing and Logistics Place Type that’s on the site as part of the 2040 Policy 
Map. The proposal itself, there is no site plan, but they do provide conditional notes as 
part of this proposal and they note prohibited uses which include noxious uses that we 
wouldn’t want to see on this site, especially given residential adjacency. Also, just want 
to point out the prohibited use of telecommunication and data storage facility. They call 
out a 65-foot Class A landscape yard along the southern portion of the site. They would 
also prohibit development along the eastern portion of the site and dedicate a 
permanent greenway easement to Mecklenburg County Park and Rec along the east 
side of the site. So, essentially the entire eastern portion of the site would remain 
undeveloped, and they would also prohibit access from Wilson Lane, which is that 
residential street. So, access could only come off of Reagan Drive. The petition is 
considered consistent with the goals and policies of the North Inner Community Area 
Plan. It may further goal seven because it limits development adjacent to the residential 
areas and provides an easement to Mecklenburg County Park and Rec for a future 
greenway development. Staff recommends approval of this petition. We think that 
[inaudible] it is proposing Manufacturing and Logistics uses currently zoned for light 
industrial uses from an old plan and it provides adequate sensitivity for residential uses 
that’s adjacent to the site along the eastern side, [inaudible] side, given the Class A 
landscaped yard, the commitment for a greenway easement and also the fact that it 
prohibits access from Wilson Lane, the residential street east of the site. So, with that, 
I’ll take questions following petitioner comments. 
 
Lisa Thompson, 100 North Tryon Street, Suite 4700 said thank you Mayor Pro Tem, 
members of Council and the Zoning Committee. My name’s Lisa Thompson, Land Use 
Consultant with Moore and Van Allen. Happy to be here tonight on behalf of KT Trading. 
As staff described, this is a clean up from an old 1980s conditional rezoning plan. By 
updating the plan, we are able to be more aligned with the current UDO and eliminate 
an outdated site plan. So, we are pleased to have staff report no outstanding issues and 
I’d be happy to answer any questions. 
 
Ms. Anderson said okay. I have a question. In the back of this packet, there are some 
permitted and prohibited uses that we’ve outlined. 
 

Motion was made by Councilmember Ajmera, seconded by Councilmember 
Watlington, and carried unanimously to close the public hearing. 
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Ms. Thompson said yes. 
 
Ms. Anderson said for 2B. What is the intention of this site? 
 
Ms. Thompson said it’ll be for sale but for all ML-1 uses besides the ones that we are 
prohibiting through the tier one conditional rezoning. 
 
Ms. Anderson said okay. This particular area is an area that has been struggling for 
years around certain activities. So, I thank you for having these prohibited uses there to 
preclude anything negative for coming into the community. Any other questions? 
 

 
* * * * * * * 

 
ITEM NO. 25: HEARING ON PETITION NO. 2026-018 BY S.R. MOZELEY 
PROPERTIES, LLC FOR A CHANGE IN ZONING FOR APPROXIMATELY 3.80 
ACRES LOCATED NORTH OF FRED D ALEXANDER BOULEVARD, EAST OF OAK 
STREET, AND SOUTH OF TENCH STREET FROM I-2(CD) (GENERAL INDUSTRIAL, 
CONDITIONAL) TO ML-1(CD) (MANUFACTURING AND LOGISTICS, 
CONDITIONAL). 
 
Councilmember Anderson declared the hearing open. 
 
Maxx Oliver, Planning, Design & Development said Petition 2026-018 is a 3.80 acres 
site located north of Fred D. Alexander Boulevard, just west of Brookshire Boulevard. 
The plan proposes a development up to 135,000 square feet of self-storage. The site is 
currently zoned I-2, CD, General Industrial, conditional. The proposed is ML-1, CD, 
Manufacturing & Logistics 1, conditional. The plan is in alignment with the 2040 Policy 
Map for the Manufacturing and Logistics Place Type. The rezoning proposal calls for a 
self-storage facility with accessory outdoor storage. All other uses permitted by-right or 
with prescribed conditions, the ML-1 zoning districts are permitted. However, the plan 
prohibits certain uses such as car washes, drive-throughs, restaurants, bars, vehicle 
sales, gas stations, data centers, parking lots and other more noxious uses. An 
undisturbed Class A landscaped yard with an eight-foot fence will be installed along the 
boundary with the adjacent Neighborhood 1 zoning. The plan is in alignment with the 
Policy Map and is consistent with the goals and policies of the West Middle Community 
Area Plan. Staff recommends approval of this petition as again, it’s consistent with the 
plan and the Policy Map. It also reduces the intensity of the previous entitlements under 
the I-2 district, while maintaining the buffer and screening standards. Happy to take any 
questions following the petitioner’s presentation. 
 
Lisa Thompson, 100 North Tryon Street, Suite 4700 said once again, Lisa 
Thompson, Land Use Consultant with Moore and Van Allen. Happy to be here tonight 
on behalf of the S.R. Mozeley team. As staff described, this is actually a down zoning. It 
brings the site into alignment with the current ordinance and maintains consistency with 
the adopted land use plan. Again, happy to have staff support. No outstanding issues 
and I’d be happy to answer any questions. 
 

 
* * * * * * * 

 
ITEM NO. 26: HEARING ON PETITION NO. 2026-019 BY ACRO DEVELOPMENT 
SERVICES FOR A CHANGE IN ZONING FOR APPROXIMATELY 22.89 ACRES 
LOCATED NORTH OF MOREHEAD ROAD, WEST OF STOWE LANE, AND EAST 

Motion was made by Councilmember Mayfield, seconded by Councilmember Driggs, 
and carried unanimously to close the public hearing. 

Motion was made by Councilmember Driggs, seconded by Councilmember Mazuera 
Arias, and carried unanimously to close the public hearing. 
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OF OLD HOLLAND ROAD FROM N1-A (NEIGHBORHOOD 1-A) TO ML-2(CD) 
(MANUFACTURING AND LOGISTICS-2, CONDITIONAL). 
 
Councilmember Anderson declared the hearing open. 
 
Holly Cramer, Planning, Design & Development said this site is just under 23 acres 
located along Morehead Road, east of Old Holland Road, and west of Stowe Lane. This 
is along the Cabarrus County line in an area where we have some residential, but 
existing industrial facilities that this would be an expansion of. Currently zoned 
Neighborhood 1-A. It is asking to go to the Manufacturing and Logistics-2, conditional 
zoning district. This would be considered out of alignment with the Policy Map which 
does call for the Neighborhood 1 Place Type at this site. The proposal itself calls for 
industrial uses which may include manufacturing, fabrication, a race shop, research and 
development, among other uses that are permitted in the ML-2 district. All of those uses 
would be fully enclosed though, and it also lists a number of prohibited uses. So, it really 
tries to limit the number of ML-2 uses on the site, trying to be sensitive to the fact that it 
is in an area that has some Neighborhood 1 zoning, even if they are [inaudible] existing 
Neighborhood 1 uses in the area. In terms of our landscaping improvements, provides a 
100-foot Class A landscape yard as well as 25-foot Class B landscape yards that’s 
along Old Holland Road and the Morehead Road frontages. In terms of streetscape, 
access to the site would be via Old Holland Road and Team Hendrick Way and 
provides eight-foot planting strip and 12-foot-wide shared use path along Morehead 
Road, and 12-foot shared use path also along Old Holland Road. It is considered 
inconsistent with the North Middle and Outer Community Area Plan. It’s not quite in 
alignment with that Neighborhood 1 Place Type as I noted, but it may facilitate priority 
goal eight, by providing jobs for the area as a part of the expansion of the motor sports 
industry and the Hendricks Facility. Staff recommends approval of this petition upon 
resolution of our outstanding issues. It’s in a more rural area of Charlotte’s ETJ and it is 
an expansion of an existing use that we have on this site, though in the adjacent county. 
Although it’s adjacent to Neighborhood 1 Place Type, it is providing adequate sensitivity 
not only by the limitation of uses on the site, but by noting that all uses that would occur 
would be fully enclosed. We also have those large landscaped yards as stipulated by 
the ordinance. So, we have a couple of outstanding issues to clean up, including 
potentially enhancing those Class B landscape yards, which are the 25-foot-wide ones, 
but we think that we can find resolution on those. Happy to take any questions following 
petitioner comments. 
 
John Floyd, 100 North Tryon Street, Suite 4700 said John Floyd again here on behalf 
of ACRO Development Services. I’m joined by Greg Hartley with ACRO who’s here in 
case we have any questions. Don’t have a lot to add frforom Ms. Cramer’s presentation. 
We certainly appreciate having staff support on this one. Just really quick, again, this is 
a tier one conditional rezoning that really is seeking to expand the Hendrick Motor 
Sports campus, most of which is in Cabarrus County. This property is right on the 
county line. Seeking to go to ML-2 to allow flexibility with future motor sports, R&D 
(Research and Development), but what we’ve done there is included conditions to really 
kind of dial that back. Hendrick wants flexibility to be able to do what they need to do, 
but then include a bunch of conditions to eliminate the possibility of any industrial type 
impacts on neighboring properties. So, things like we have a condition that all the 
primary uses on site have to be indoors. So, everything has to be enclosed. We’ve 
eliminated a whole bunch of uses. There are things that Hendrick just really doesn’t 
have any need to do. This property is technically in the ETJ. It’s not in the City of 
Charlotte. We’ve included a condition that says we’ll comply with all the requirements of 
the City of Charlotte noise ordinance. Then as Ms. Cramer mentioned, there’s 
enhanced buffers and things along the N1-A edge and we’ll continue to have 
discussions about the 25-foot Class B buffer. Although it wasn’t included in the initial 
application, the petitioner has agreed to include a data center as one of the excluded 
uses on this site. So, that’s not something anybody has to worry about. With that, happy 
to answer any questions that you all have. 
 
Councilmember Johnson said I just wanted to thank the petitioner for adding those 
additional and for the attention and responsibility to the community. 
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* * * * * * * 

 
ITEM NO. 27: HEARING ON PETITION NO. 2026-020 BY TERWILLIGER PAPPAS 
FOR A CHANGE IN ZONING FOR APPROXIMATELY 10.9 ACRES LOCATED ON 
THE EAST SIDE OF CARMEL COMMONS BOULEVARD, SOUTH OF PINEVILLE-
MATTHEWS ROAD, AND NORTH OF BANNINGTON ROAD FROM MUDD-O 
(MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT-OPTIONAL) TO MUDD-O SPA (MIXED-
USE DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT-OPTIONAL, SITE PLAN AMENDMENT). 
 
Councilmember Anderson declared the hearing open. 
 
Joe Magnum, Planning, Design & Development said this site is 10.9 acres located on 
the east side of Carmel Commons Boulevard, south of Pineville-Matthews Road, and 
north of Bannington Road. This is in the Carmal Community Activity Center. Site is 
currently developed with an office building and associated parking. It’s surrounded by a 
mix of uses, commercial, office as well as multi-family residential. Current zoning, which 
was established by a 2022 petition is MUDD, Optional. This is a site plan amendment 
with the proposed zoning of MUDD-O, SPA. The 2040 Policy Map recommends the 
Community Activity Center Place Type. The proposal would allow for 360 residential 
units across both development areas on either side of the public street you see on your 
screen, would preserve an option to maintain the existing office building, would remove 
entitlements for 10,000 square feet of medical office and 4,700 square feet of coffee 
shop with drive-through uses from this area, but would allow for some development 
flexibility to spread out those 360 residential units. Existing or completed transportation 
commitments have been removed from the conditional notes. We require a minimum 
8,500 square feet of open space across both development areas with a minimum of 
3,500 square feet of open space in each development area. The petition is consistent 
with the South Middle Community Area Plan and in alignment with the 2040 Policy Map, 
though it does not directly facilitate any priority or Comprehensive Plan goals. Staff 
recommends approval of this petition. It would maintain entitlements of the previously 
approved plan while allowing for residential uses to be spread across two development 
areas. I’ll turn it over to the petitioner team. 
 
Collin Brown, 1420 East 7th Street, Suite 100 said good evening Mayor Pro Tem, 
Council members, Zoning Committee members. Collin Brown on behalf of Terwilliger 
Pappas. Great overview from Joe. This is a continued redevelopment of an early 1980s 
office park that just kind of fell out. So, very successful mixed-use redevelopment as 
Joe mentioned. This is really just a tweak to provide a little more flexibility, almost to 
down zoning. I will say, on our revised plan, we are going to adjust from 360 units to 
366, but very straightforward. We had attendees at our community meeting, some 
business owners. They were very pleased with the changes. 
 
Councilmember Driggs said so, I just want to note that right here if you look at this, is 
where I had my bicycle accident about 10 years ago. Notwithstanding that, I expect that 
I will be supporting this. 
 

 
* * * * * * * 

 
ITEM NO. 28: HEARING ON PETITION NO. 2026-021 BY HINES FOR A CHANGE IN 
ZONING FOR APPROXIMATELY 1.63 ACRES LOCATED SOUTH OF EAST 
WESTINGHOUSE DRIVE, EAST OF BLU CENTRAL ROAD, AND WEST OF CRUMP 
ROAD FROM UR-C(CD) (URBAN RESIDENTIAL-COMMERCIAL, CONDITIONAL) TO 

Motion was made by Councilmember Johnson, seconded by Councilmember Driggs, 
and carried unanimously to close the public hearing. 

Motion was made by Councilmember Driggs, seconded by Councilmember Mayfield, 
and carried unanimously to close the public hearing. 
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UR-C(CD) SPA (URBAN RESIDENTIAL-COMMERCIAL, CONDITIONAL, SITE PLAN 
AMENDMENT). 
 
Councilmember Anderson declared the hearing open. 
 
Joe Magnum, Planning, Design & Development said this site is 1.63 acres located on 
the southside of Westinghouse Drive, east of Blu Central Road, and west of Crump 
Road. The site has been used most recently as a staging area for construction of the 
neighboring townhome community, additional residential uses to the south and the east 
with commercial industrial uses across Westinghouse Boulevard to the north. Current 
zoning is UR-C, conditional. This is also a site plan amendment with UR-C, CD, SPA 
proposed. The 2040 Policy Map recommends the Neighborhood 2 Place Type. It would 
allow for development of non-residential uses, 14,500 square feet of gross floor area. 
Some prohibited uses, which include drive-through windows, automotive sales, 
automobile service or repair and gas stations. There is a condition that if a restaurant 
use is developed, that hours of operation could not go past 11:00 p.m. There’s a 50-
foot-wide Class C landscape yard with a berm including a 15-foot-wide undisturbed 
buffer along the southern property boundary where adjacent to establish single-family 
residential. The petition is consistent with the South Middle Community Area Plan and 
alignment with the 2040 Policy Map. A recommendation for the Neighborhood 2 Place 
Type. The petition may facilitate goal one, 10-minute neighborhoods by providing 
amenities goods and services to the surrounding community. Staff recommends 
approval of this petition upon resolution of outstanding issues related to transportation 
and the environment. The petition is a site plan amendment requesting to amend 
permitted uses and site plan layout without increasing the maximum square footage of 
developable area established in the original approved plan. I’ll turn it over to the 
petitioner team. 
 
Lisa Thompson, 100 North Tryon Street, Suite 4700 said Lisa Thompson, Land Use 
Consultant with Moore and Van Allen. Happy to be here tonight on behalf of Hines to 
close out this evening. This is very limited, narrowly focused, a site plan amendment 
rezoning. It really is to allow more flexibility to attract the neighborhood servicing 
businesses on the site. We’re pleased to have staff report. We’ll address any 
outstanding issues, and I’ll be happy to answer any questions. 
 

 
 

* * * * * * * 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:54 p.m. 
 
 

_______________________________ 
Billie Tynes, Deputy City Clerk 

 
Length of meeting: 2 Hours, 21 Minutes 
Minutes completed: August 6, 2026 
 
 

Motion was made by Councilmember Mayfield, seconded by Councilmember Driggs, 
and carried unanimously to close the public hearing. 

Motion was made by Councilmember Driggs, seconded by Councilmember Mayfield, 
and carried unanimously to adjourn the meeting. 


