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OFFICIAL COMMUNITY MEETING REPORT 
Petitioner:  Proffitt Dixon Partners 

Rezoning Petition No. 2018-142 
 
 
This  Community  Meeting  Report  is  being  filed  with  the  Office  of  the  City  Clerk  and  the 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of the City of Charlotte 
Zoning Ordinance. 
 
PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS CONTACTED WITH DATE AND EXPLANATION OF 
HOW CONTACTED: 
 
A representative of the Petitioner mailed a written notice of the date, time and location of the 
Community Meeting to the individuals and organizations set out on Exhibit A attached hereto by 
depositing such notice in the U.S. mail on December 21, 2018.   A copy of the written notice is 
attached hereto as Exhibit B. 
 
DATE, TIME AND LOCATION OF MEETING: 
 
The Community Meeting was held on Thursday, January 10th at 6:00 p.m. at the Matthew Murkland 
Presbyterian Church, 7001 Old Providence Road, Charlotte NC 28226. 
 
PERSONS IN ATTENDANCE AT MEETING (see attached copy of sign-in sheet): 
 
The Community Meeting was attended by those individuals identified on the sign-in sheet attached 
hereto as Exhibit C.  The Petitioner was represented by Stuart Proffitt, Wyatt Dixon, and Matt Poindexter 
as well as by Petitioner’s agents, Chuck Travis with Housing Studio, Randy Goddard with Design 
Resource Group, and Collin Brown and Brittany Lins with K&L Gates.  Mr John Vickers of KW 
Commercial attended on behalf of the property owners.  Council member Ed Driggs was also in 
attendance.  
  
SUMMARY OF PRESENTATION/DISCUSSION: 
 
Mr. Collin Brown welcomed the attendees and introduced the Petitioner’s team, using a PowerPoint 
presentation, attached hereto as Exhibit D.   
 
Mr. Brown explained that this petition involves approximately 20.5 acres of land located on the west side 
of Providence Road, north of Lynbridge Road and south of Old Providence Road.  Mr. John Vickers 
spoke on behalf of the multiple property owners, giving a history of the property and conveying the 
owners’ desire to sell their land.  Mr. Vickers explained that there is high interest for this site by other 
potential developers if the Petitioner does not follow through with the contract.  
 
Mr. Brown then explained the various development considerations that the Petitioner must account for in 
the rezoning process, including property owner requirements, existing zoning, policy considerations, 
environmental constraints, transportation requirements, adjacent property owner concerns, broader 
community concerns, City Staff and City Council priorities, and market realities. 
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Mr. Brown then gave a brief overview of the rezoning process, generally.  The property is currently zoned 
R-3, which is the baseline zoning for residential development and typically accommodates three dwelling 
units per acre (DUA).  The South District Area Plan (adopted by City Council in 1992) is relatively 
outdated so Planning Staff has utilized general development policies (GDP) to describe the amount of 
development that Staff may support.  The GDP for this site is reportedly supportive of a density up to 
eight DUA.  Mr. Brown also explained the redevelopment options that could occur “by-right” (i.e., 
without requiring a rezoning or any public input), including density bonus options, such as those included 
in the Tree Ordinance and Inventive-Based Inclusionary Housing policy.   
 
The Petitioner is seeking the INST (institutional) zoning district for the central 10-acre portion of the site 
to accommodate an active adult retirement community and the R-8MF (multi-family residential, up to 8 
DUA) zoning district for the other portions of the site to accommodate a townhome community.  Mr. 
Brown stated that the Petitioner’s team had previously held two outreach meetings with community 
members prior to scheduling this required official community meeting, in order to gain initial feedback on 
a preliminary site plan.  Mr. Brown explained that the Petitioner’s team felt that an active-adult retirement 
community was a good fit for the site because it has zero school impact and less traffic impact, two 
concerns that are often expressed in this area of Charlotte.  The Petitioner has added detail to the site plan 
since the initial meetings that it believes is reflective of the community feedback.  Preliminary conceptual 
images were also provided for discussion purposes.  
 
The Petitioner’s team summarized the community feedback received so far and explained the Petitioner’s 
responses, including:  

1. Aversion to high density development, and, if density is necessary, to concentrate it in the center 
of the site away from existing single-family homes.  The Petitioner is committing to a maximum 
of 8 DUA at the perimeter of the site and concentrating the density in the center, in the form of an 
active adult retirement community, restricted to ages 55+.  

2. Concerns about traffic and a request for a traffic signal at the Providence Road and Hamilton 
Mill Road intersection.  The Petitioner engaged a traffic consultant (Randy Goddard) and is 
submitting a signal warrant analysis for the proposed intersection.  This was done at the 
Petitioner’s own direction and was not a requirement of the rezoning process.  If NCDOT 
determines that a signal is warranted at the proposed intersection, the Petitioner is prepared to pay 
the entire cost of its installation.  In response to traffic concerns, Mr. Goddard explained that the 
trip generation formula reflected that the Petitioner’s proposed project would create less trips than 
a trip estimate based on the GDP-supported density and likely less than a possible by-right 
development if a mixed income housing development.      

3. Preservation of Greenspace and reservation of buffer areas adjacent to existing single-family 
homes. The Petitioner has increased the proposed undisturbed buffers on the northern and 
southern portions of the site to 37.5 feet, with a wall or fence, and is committed to preserving 
greenspace areas throughout the site.  

4. Encourage connection to greenway.  The Petitioner has committed to offering a greenway 
connection as part of the rezoning plan, in coordination with the Parks & Recreation department.  

5. Concerns over building height and visibility in relation to grade differences at the site.  The 
Petitioner is sensitive to height concerns and is continuing to work with the design team to 
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provide elevations that are reflective of the height plane and final grade of the site after 
redevelopment. 

6. Stormwater and flooding issues. The Petitioner is required to follow the post-construction 
stormwater ordinance, which, among other things, ensures that flooding and surface water quality 
are not exacerbated by the project’s added impervious surfaces.  

 
Mr. Brown explained that although the rezoning is expensive, time consuming, stressful, and uncertain for 
both the developer and the community, it often results in a better development plan.  Mr. Brown offered 
that the Petitioner’s team is not interested in fighting the neighbors on a contentious rezoning but would 
like to work together with the community on a mutually agreeable rezoning plan.  Mr. Brown hoped that 
discussions during this meeting would indicate whether the community was willing to work with the 
Petitioner.  If not, Mr. Brown said that the Petitioner’s team was prepared to withdraw their rezoning 
petition and end their pursuit of this particular development plan. He said that he believed that the 
property would be developed regardless, ether by-right or through another rezoning process.  He shared 
an example of another property where a rezoning was denied yet the property was still developed under 
the existing R-3 zoning with no provisions to accommodate adjacent neighbors.     
 
Councilman Ed Driggs addressed the community and stated that the large attendance made a powerful 
statement.  He echoed the Petitioner’s prediction that this is desirable property with a likelihood of being 
redeveloped.  Councilmember Driggs noted the developer’s offer to withdraw the petition and asked for a 
show of hands from those wishing to “kill it tonight.”  Approximately 2-3 people raised their hands. 
Therefore, he encouraged the community members to continue to work with the Petitioner’s team. 
 
The Petitioner’s team assured attendees that the public hearing would not occur in March.  If the 
Petitioner’s team is given direction to move forward, they would move forward with submitting a revised 
site plan on January 14th but the site plan would continue to evolve over the coming months based on 
continued conversations with Planning Staff and the community.  
 
One attendee inquired into the final grade of the site and whether the active adult retirement community 
would be built on an elevation.  The Petitioner’s team responded that they are not far enough along in the 
design process to know the final grade.  
 
In response to questions related to the parameters of an active adult retirement community, the 
Petitioner’s agents responded that that portion of the site would adhere to the Zoning Ordinance definition 
and would be age-restricted to those who are 55-years-old or more, and no children would be permitted.   
 
One attendee asked whether the fire department was comfortable with the proposal for only one entrance 
and exit into the main portion of the site.  The Petitioner’s team responded that City departments have 
responded to the initial site plan by requesting a second access point through the site.  The Petitioner’s 
team is currently evaluating options.  
 
Several attendees expressed concern over traffic along Providence Road and inquired into the process for 
requesting a traffic signal.  Mr. Randy Goddard explained that the warrant study requires the road to meet 
certain traffic counts and the Petitioner’s team is currently in the process of collecting those trip counts 
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now.  Mr. Goddard explained that he has already confirmed that the spacing between existing traffic 
signals and the proposed location will not be a problem, but that he does not know whether the site will 
meet the warrant requirements and whether NCDOT will approve of the signal installation at this time.  
The Petitioner’s team is committed to continuing to work with NCDOT. Mr. Dennis Grills, an active 
community member since the beginning of the process, praised the Petitioner’s team for voluntarily 
pursuing the signal warrant analysis in response to community feedback.  However, he also clarified that 
the signal is not in the Petitioner’s control and that money may need to be set aside for the future if the 
signal is found by NCDOT to not be warranted at this time.  He also observed that Mr. Goddard’s 
calculated trip counts were slightly different that those provided in CDOT’s memo for this petition.  Mr. 
Goddard explained that he used the standard manual and, in his experience, the manual’s numbers are 
very accurate.  Another attendee stated that if a traffic light is not installed, the traffic will become a 
major issue for the wider surrounding area, not just those who live close to the site.  
 
An attendee inquired into the site lines and expressed a desire to see elevations from various existing 
single-family property boundaries.   
 
In response to an attendee’s question related to price points, the Petitioner’s team stated that they are 
proposing a market-rate development and are not currently evaluating the addition of affordable housing 
units into the petition. 
 
One attendee asked why the Petitioner is proposing rental units for the active adult housing development 
rather than for-sale units.  The Petitioner’s agents responded that the market currently reflects a demand 
for rental units rather than for-sale units, but that the rezoning does not preclude a for-sale option if that 
becomes marketable in the future.   
 
Several attendees expressed concern that this rezoning petition would set a precedent for other 
developments with additional height and higher density in the future.   
 
The formal meeting concluded at approximately 7:30 p.m. and the Petitioner’s representatives continued 
to answer individual questions until approximately 7:45 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, this 13th day of May, 2019. 
 
cc: John Kinley, Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Department 
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Matthews Murkland Presbyterian Church 
January 10, 2019 

6:00 PM 

Providence Road  
Rezoning Petition 2018-142 

Official Community Meeting 



AGENDA 
 Introductions 
 Property Location 
 Property Owner Perspective 
 Development Considerations 
 Current Zoning 
 Land Use Plan 
 Options without a Rezoning 
 Proposed Redevelopment  
 Initial Community Feedback 
 Updated Plans 
 How the Plan Addresses Initial Community Concerns 
 Conceptual Designs 
 What Now? 
 Discussion 
 Community Discussion? 
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Collin Brown & Brittany Lins 

Wyatt Dixon, Stuart Proffitt 
and Matt Poindexter 

Hattie Pavlechko-Reiter Chuck Travis 

Randy Goddard 

John Vickers 
On behalf of 

Property Owners 



Property Location 
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Approximately 20.5 acres 
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Considerations 



DEVELOPMENT CONSIDERATIONS 
 Property Owner Requirements 
 Existing Zoning 
 Natural/Environmental Constraints 
 Access/Transportation Requirements 
 Adjacent Owner Concerns 
 Ordinance/Policy Requirement (non-zoning) 
 Adopted Area Plans 
 City Priorities 
 Community Concerns 
 Market Realities 
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Current Zoning 
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Adopted Land Use Plans 
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General Development Policies 
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Subject Property is Approximately 20 acres 
 
3 DUA = 60 Homes 
 
6 DUA = 120 Homes 
 
8 DUA = 160 Homes 

Density = Dwelling Units Per Acre 
Total Units/Total Acreage= Density  
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Options without a Rezoning 
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20 acres X 3 DUA =  60 
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20 acres X 6 DUA =  120 



Rezoning Considerations 



 Expensive  
 
 Time Consuming  
 
 Uncertainty  

 
 Stressful 
 
 Can Result in Better/More Profitable Plan 
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PETITIONER/OWNER CONSIDERATIONS 



COMMUNITY CONSIDERATIONS 

 Expensive  
 
 Time Consuming  
 
 Uncertainty  

 
 Stressful 
 
 Can Result in Better Plan 

 
 Have a seat at the table 
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Feedback from Two Outreach Meetings 



FEEDBACK… 

 Don’t want high density, concentrate density in 
center of Site 

 Traffic; Signal on Providence Road 
 Preserve Greenspace 
 Provide Buffer to Existing Single-Family Homes 
 Encourage connection to greenway, as amenity 
 Concerns over visibility, grade difference from 

elevated site 
 Stormwater/Flooding Issues 

klgates.com 31 



Land uses with low traffic volume, low 
school impact, compact, environmentally 

sensitive footprints? 



Proposed Redevelopment 



Initial Rezoning Plan 
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Initial Rezoning Plan 
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Active Adult Retirement  
Community 

(max 200 units) 

Townhome Units 
(max 80 total) 

Townhome Units 
(max 80 total) 

DUA:  13.5 total (but townhome DUA = 8) 
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Density 



klgates.com 42 

Max density of 8 DUA  
Around perimeter of 

site 
Density concentrated in 

center 

Retirement 
Communities 

Calculated Differently 
but would 

be about 20 DUA 
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Traffic Concerns 
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1,221 

Project creates 8 LESS trips than a potential by-right development could be projected to create 
(if affordable housing bonus is applied) 



Traffic Signal on Providence Road 
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Buffers/Greenspace Preservation & Visibility 
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124’ 
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107’ 

Propose  
North and 

South  
Buffers at 37.5 

feet 
plus fence or 

wall 



Greenway Connection 
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Stormwater Concerns 
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Floodplain Map 
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Example of City Review Memo 



School Impact 
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Conceptual Images 
(for discussion only) 
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What Now? 
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Not if, but How the Property  
Will be Developed 
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Discussion 
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Rezoning Timeline 



“BEST CASE” SCENARIO TIMELINE 

 Nov 21st  Filed Preliminary Application 
  (contractual deadline) 

 Jan 8, 2019 Official Community Meeting 
 Feb 2019 Earliest Public Hearing 
 March 2019 Earliest Decision 
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