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TOWN OF WEDDINGTON 

REGULAR TOWN COUNCIL MEETING 
TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 13, 2012 – 7:00 P.M. 

WEDDINGTON TOWN HALL 
1924 WEDDINGTON ROAD 
WEDDINGTON, NC 28104 

AGENDA 
 

Prayer – Mayor Walker F. Davidson 
 
1.  Call to Order 
 
2.  Pledge of Allegiance  
 
3.  Determination of Quorum 
 
4.  Public Comments 
 
5.  Additions, Deletions and/or Adoption of the Agenda 
 
6.  Approval of Minutes 
     A.  September 10, 2012 Special Town Council Meeting 
     B.  October 8, 2012 Regular Town Council Meeting 
     C.  October 11, 2012 Special Town Council Meeting 
 
7.  Consent Agenda (Public Hearings to be Held December 10, 2012 at 7:00 p.m. at the Weddington 
Town Hall) 

A. Call for Public Hearing to Review and Consider Proposed Text Amendment – Section 46-46 (Fire 
Hydrants) 

B. Call for Public Hearing to Review and Consider Proposed Text Amendment – Section 58-60 
(Mixed Use Conditional District) 

C. Call for Public Hearing to Review and Consider Land Use Plan Text Amendments – Changes to 
Pages 24 and 25 

D. Consideration of Resolution Adopting the Union County, North Carolina Multi-Jurisdictional 
Hazard Mitigation Plan 

E. Consideration of Municipal Speed Limit Ordinances 
 
8.  Public Hearing and Consideration of Public Hearing 

A. Public Hearing - Polivka Mixed Use Conditional Zoning Rezoning Application for a 15,000 
Square Foot Office Building Located at 13700 Providence Road – Parcel Number 06-150-045 
(5.06 Acres) 

B. Consideration of Public Hearing – Polivka Mixed Use Conditional Zoning Rezoning Application 
 
9.  Old Business 
 
10. New Business 

A. Review and Consideration of Amendments to the Town Council Rules of Procedures and Policies 
1. Town Council Rules of Procedures 
2. Policy Regarding Invitations to Address the Public 
3. Policy Regarding Request for Support 
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4. Policy Regarding Staff Utilization 
B. Review and Consideration of Instructing Town Clerk to Only Record Votes in Minutes 

 
11.  Update from Town Planner 
 
12.  Update from Town Administrator 
 
13.  Public Safety Report 
     
14.  Update from Finance Officer and Tax Collector 
 
15.  Transportation Report 
 
16.  Council Comments 
 
17. Adjournment 
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TOWN OF WEDDINGTON 
JOINT PUBLIC HEARING OF THE WEDDINGTON TOWN COUNCIL  

AND THE UNION COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
CONCERNING THE APPLICATION OF THE WESLEY CHAPEL WEDDINGTON 

ATHLETIC ASSOCIATION FOR MITIGATION OF VIOLATION 
OF FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT ORDINANCE AND RELATED MATTERS 

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 10, 2012 - 7:00 P.M. 
MINUTES 

 
The Town Council of the Town of Weddington, North Carolina, met in a Joint Session with the Union 
County Board of Commissioners at the Weddington High School Auditorium, 4901 Monroe-Weddington 
Road, Matthews, NC  28104 on September 10, 2012, with Mayor Walker F. Davidson presiding.   
 
Weddington Town Council 
Present: Mayor Walker F. Davidson, Mayor Pro Tem Daniel Barry, Councilmembers Werner 

Thomisser, Pamela Hadley and Barbara Harrison, Town Attorney Anthony Fox, Town 
Planner Jordan Cook and Town Administrator Amy S. McCollum 

 
Absent: None 
 
Union County Commissioners 
Present: Chairman Jerry B. Simpson, Vice Chairman Todd Johnson, Commissioner Tracy 

Kuehler, and Commissioner Jonathan Thomas, County Manager Cynthia A. Coto, Clerk 
to the Board of Commissioners Lynn G. West, Senior Staff Attorney Jeff Crook, County 
Attorney H. Ligon Bundy 

 
Absent: Commissioner Rogers  

 
Item No. 1.  Weddington Town Council Opens its Meeting.  Mayor Walker F. Davidson called the 
September 10, 2012 Special Town Council Meeting to order at 7:06 p.m.  There was a quorum. 
 
Item No. 2.  Union County Board of Commissioners Opens its Meeting.  Chairman Jerry Simpson 
called the September 10, 2012 Special Union County Board of Commissioners Meeting to order at 7:07 
p.m.  There was a quorum. 
 
Item No. 3.  Governing Bodies Determine Rules of Procedure Governing Conduct of Meeting.  Both 
Boards received a copy of the Rules of Procedure governing the conduct of the meeting.  Mayor Pro Tem 
Daniel Barry moved to approve the Rules of Procedure governing the conduct of the meeting.  All were in 
favor, with votes recorded as follows: 
 
 AYES:  Councilmembers Thomisser, Hadley, Harrison and Mayor Pro Tem Barry 
 NAYS:  None 
 
Vice-Chairman Todd Johnson moved to approve the Rules of Procedure governing the conduct of the 
meeting.  The vote was 4/0 – Commissioner Rogers was absent. 
 
Item No. 4.  Adoption of Agenda.  Councilwoman Pamela Hadley moved to approve the agenda as 
presented.  All were in favor, with votes recorded as follows: 
 
 AYES:  Councilmembers Thomisser, Hadley, Harrison and Mayor Pro Tem Barry 
 NAYS:  None 
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Chairman Simpson moved to approve the agenda as presented.  The vote was 4/0 – Commissioner Rogers 
was absent. 
 
Item No. 5.  Presentation of background of Floodplain Management Ordinance Violation at the 
Optimist Park.  County Attorney Ligon Bundy gave the following presentation: 
 
I am going to give you some background information concerning the floodplain violation at the Optimist 
Park, in order to help you understand the history of this matter and to put what you are about to hear into 
context.  This is a very complicated issue, and, due to time constraints, this presentation is intended to be 
only a summary of the history of this matter. 
 
In 2001, the Wesley Chapel Weddington Athletic Association, which I will refer to as WCWAA, wanted 
to develop the property now known as the Optimist Park into a Youth Athletic Complex.  The property 
was in unincorporated Union County, and the County had zoning jurisdiction.  In order to develop the 
Park in compliance with the County zoning ordinance, WCWAA applied for a Special Use Permit from 
the Union County Board of Adjustment.   
 
The Park is bordered on the West by the West Fork of the 12 Mile Creek.  Part of the Park property was 
in the floodplain and the floodway.  The County’s zoning ordinance requires property owners, when 
developing their property, to comply with floodplain management standards that meet the regulations of 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency, or FEMA, which oversees the National Flood Insurance 
Program.  FEMA regulations generally prohibit placing fill in a floodway unless the developer gets prior 
approval from FEMA. 
 
As part of the materials that WCWAA provided to the Union County Board of Adjustment in support of 
its application for the Special Use Permit, it provided a letter from its engineer, Yarbrough-Williams & 
Houle, Inc., dated October 11, 2001 that addressed the plans to develop that portion of the property next 
to the creek.  The letter stated the following: 
 
This letter is written to inform you that the proposed grading plan for the Weddington Optimist Park shall 
be in accordance with FEMA regulations which allow additional fill material to be placed within the area 
between the floodplain and the floodway boundaries.  As part of our plan permitting process, we will be 
requesting authorization from FEMA to grade within the floodway with the stipulation that the cut/fill 
analysis will verify that no additional material has been added to the floodway.  Please call me if you 
need additional information.   
 
Relying upon the letter from WCWAA’s engineer that FEMA regulations would be complied with, the 
Union County Board of Adjustment granted the request for a Special Use Permit on December 3, 2001.  
The WCWAA then began construction activities, including placing fill in the floodplain and floodway of 
the creek. 
 
In late 2004 and early 2005, Union County began to receive complaints about flooding from the owners 
of residences on the other side of the creek from the Park, and County staff began to investigate these 
complaints.  The County staff determined that fill had been placed into the floodplain and floodway, and 
asked the WCWAA’s engineer for a flood study, verifying that no increase in the base flood elevations 
had occurred as a result of the development activities.  After the WCWAA’s engineer failed to produce 
the requested flood study, the County’s zoning enforcement officer issued a notice of violation to the 
WCWAA on July 7, 2005.  The stated violation was the failure on the part of the WCWAA to provide the 
requested flood study. 
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After the Notice of Violation was issued, the WCWAA’s engineer provided numerous engineering studies 
over the period of several years concerning the Park to the County’s engineer.  These studies generally 
showed that there was no rise in the base flood elevations due to construction activities in the Park.  These 
studies were rejected by the County’s engineer, who stated that the methodology of the studies was 
incorrect.  Engineers in the office of the NC Office of Geospatial and Technology Management, (I will 
refer to this office as the “State of North Carolina” from now on) which oversees the enforcement of 
FEMA regulations in NC, got involved and determined that the County’s engineer was correct, and that 
the WCWAA’s engineer was not using the correct methodology in its studies. 
 
During the time that the WCWAA’s engineer was providing the engineering studies to the County, the 
Town of Weddington involuntarily annexed the Park and the property of the residents who were 
complaining about the flooding.  The annexation was complete on November 20, 2007.  The Town of 
Weddington has a zoning ordinance that, like the County’s ordinance, states that owners and developers 
of property within the town limits of Weddington must meet standards that in turn comply with FEMA 
regulations. 
 
A disagreement occurred between the County and the Town of Weddington as to who had responsibility 
to resolve the FEMA violation.  In March of 2009, the State of North Carolina determined that the Town 
and County both had the responsibility to resolve the violation.  As a result of this determination, the 
Town and County entered into an interlocal agreement in April of 2009, in which they agreed to work 
together to resolve the violation.   
 
USI, an engineering firm that Weddington had an existing relationship with, began to work on this matter 
on behalf of Weddington.  The County’s engineer and USI began to work with the WCWAA’s engineer, 
Yarbrough-Williams & Houle, in order to determine the extent of the FEMA violation.  At this time, the 
WCWAA’s engineer was maintaining either that there was no violation of the FEMA regulations or that 
the violation was minor and could be easily remedied. 
 
In 2009, the WCWAA’s engineer submitted an engineering model of the Park, addressing the flooding 
issue.  Both USI and the County’s engineers rejected the model upon the grounds that the methodology 
was incorrect.  The model was sent to the State of North Carolina for review.  The State sent a letter in 
September, 2009, which stated that since the engineers couldn’t agree, it was up to the Town and County 
to prepare an engineering model to identify the extent of the problem. 
 
The County and Town then amended the interlocal agreement, and agreed that USI would model the 
problem.  USI prepared a modeling report that showed that the flooding problem was much greater than 
originally suspected. 
 
USI’s findings were presented to WCWAA representatives at a meeting in 2010.  WCWAA 
representatives stated that if it had to fully mitigate the problem in accordance with FEMA regulations, it 
would go bankrupt and would not be able to do any mitigation at all.  In June of 2010, the WCWAA 
discharged its engineer, Yarbrough-Williams & Houle, Inc., and filed suit against it in Union County 
Superior Court.  The lawsuit is still pending, and it is not known whether the WCWAA can or will 
recover any money as a result of these events that would be available to assist it in mitigating this 
problem. 
 
The WCWAA acknowledges that there is a FEMA violation at its facility.  It has hired a different 
engineering firm, The Isaacs Group, to assist it in resolving this situation.  The Isaacs Group has prepared 
a proposed mitigation plan, which it will submit to you in a few minutes.  The proposed mitigation plan 
does not return the base flood elevation of the West Fork of the 12 Mile Creek to conditions that existed 
before the Park was built, but both the Isaacs Group and USI agree that it has the effect of reducing the 
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flooding problem.   The mitigation plan has not yet been submitted to either the State of North Carolina or 
FEMA for their consideration. 
 
The Isaacs Group and WCWAA have previously met with the owners of property affected by the 
flooding.  They presented a draft of the mitigation plan to the owners.  The owners have been notified of 
tonight’s hearing by notice mailed to their last known address, and also by notice published in the 
newspapers.  They have been told that the final mitigation plan is available for their review and that it will 
not be submitted to the State or to FEMA until they have had an opportunity to be heard.  Many of these 
owners are probably present tonight, and will probably speak to you concerning their property and the 
mitigation plan. 
 
The County and Town have jointly hired an expert in FEMA law, Mr. Ernest B. Abbott, in order to assist 
in this matter.  After the WCWAA presents its mitigation plan, he will address you concerning this 
matter.  He will discuss issues such as the regulatory background of FEMA, how this mitigation plan fits 
into that regulatory background, and what your options are.  Mr. Abbott previously addressed the owners 
of the property affected by the flooding when the Isaacs Group presented the draft mitigation plan to 
them. 
 
Let me briefly introduce Mr. Abbott to you.  He is an attorney in Washington, DC.  He graduated Magna 
Cum Laude from Harvard Law School in 1976.  He was the general counsel to FEMA from July, 1997 to 
January, 2001.  His areas of practice include the FEMA Public Assistance Program, Land Use and 
Zoning, and the National Flood Insurance Program.  His clients include local governments, public 
authorities and non-profit organizations eligible for FEMA assistance, flood insurance policy holders, 
land owners and land developers. 
 
Now, WCWAA and its engineer, The Isaacs Group, will present the mitigation plan. 
 
Item No. 6.  Presentation of Mitigation Plan by the WCWAA.  Attorney Chris Duggan spoke to the 
group: 
 
I represent the WCWAA.  I would like to thank you for the opportunity to speak to you and allow my 
client to submit this proposed mitigation plan which we believe is the greatest extent practicable which 
the park can accomplish in mitigation.  As Mr. Bundy as told you this parcel has been through a long 
sordid tale since 2001 at its purchase through the violation in 2005 and the seven years that leads us here 
to today.  All sides at this point have expended significant amounts of money, time and energy in an 
attempt to find a resolution to this very difficult situation.  It is such a difficult situation that we have had 
to enlist the services of Mr. Abbott to assist us through this regulatory process.  When my client first 
contemplated purchasing the property, it was owned by Bill Nolan.  My clients had a vision of expanding 
the park to take in more kids and families to utilize its facilities.  It offers these facilities not at the County 
or Town’s expense – it is member financed.  When my client had contemplated building the property, 
they wanted to make sure they complied with all the rules and regulations.  They enlisted the services of 
an engineer to assist them in providing a special use permit relying upon those engineers’ expertise to 
guide them through this process.  The engineers assisted them, the park filed for their special use permit 
and they were granted a special use permit in November 2001.  While Mr. Bundy has read to you the 
letter from Yarbrough-Williams and Houle, which is a significant letter, the parks contention is that 
according to the FEMA regulations the flood study should have been in the file before any permit was 
issued.  Why is that significant?  We might not be here today if that had taken place. What took place in 
the next four years is the park began construction figuring that they were in total compliance with all the 
rules and regulations.  They had inspectors come out to the property.  These inspectors were from the 
State on the erosion control issue.  Anytime there was an issue with the permit the park diligently and 
quickly complied with any of those issues.  During the construction phase, there was no notice of any 
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problems that may have been developing.  Certainly our engineers did not tell us that there was a problem 
that was going to be looming on the horizon.  In fact based on the engineers’ representations we went 
forward.  The park was built.  Then in late 2004 early 2005 when the park is substantially completed and 
when significant funds are expended by the park through its members to construct this new facility that is 
going to benefit a whole host of additional population in both the County and in the Town; that is when 
we get notice of a problem.  The park thought it had gone through everything it had to do but apparently 
the park was wrong.  There is arguably a violation and the park acknowledges that.  But what happened 
after that notice of violation is that the park had its former engineers take a look at it.  Again this led to 
nine submissions over the course of these many years from the park’s former engineer to attempt to 
remedy the alleged violation.  Each time those submissions were made my clients relied on their 
engineers’ expertise.  The engineers telling them that it was okay and they were not in violation and they 
will submit it and it will be okay.  They thought that was taking place and could be rectified.  Again, my 
clients were wrong.  It was in the January 2010 meeting that my clients first realized the full extent of the 
alleged violation.  Once my clients were made aware of the significant violation they worked immediately 
to try to find a solution.  They let go the services of their former engineer and hired the Isaacs Group to 
assist them in trying to find a solution.  There were two proposals made at the January 2010 meeting by 
US Infrastructure which is the firm that Mr. Bundy spoke about.  One was to lower all the fields some of 
them by six feet.  The second proposal was to create an overflow channel that would run essentially 
parallel to the existing Twelve Mile Creek.  The problem with that is two fold.  One is the cost and second 
is the impact on the park.  The first mitigation proposal to lower all of the fields has a significant effect 
because there is a short time frame for the park to conduct this mitigation.  The park has a season that 
essentially allows for a construction period at the end of November through late January early February 
before things get ramped back up again.  That is a significant area to lower all of those fields and to have 
it accomplished in a short period of time without affecting any of the programs.  What is going to happen 
is the park is then going to lose its income source/revenue stream and potentially its participants – its kids.  
If they cannot get in the park they are going to look somewhere else.  We estimated the cost of the first 
proposal to be approximately $3.5 million.  That is a lot of money.  It is a lot more than this park has to 
commit to the mitigation.  This includes the lowering of the fields and the cost to rebuild the fields, put 
back up the fencing and lights, take care all of the irrigation - everything that is needed and associated 
with construction of fields.  Clearly we believe the first option would leave the park with absolutely no 
finances and if forced to engage in that mitigation would result in the park trying to satisfy its debts and 
obligations currently on the books with no money left over to try to accomplish the mitigation. The 
second proposal is the overflow channel.  That too is cost prohibitive for my clients.  We estimate that to 
be $780,000 give or take.  What that does not include is the cost to purchase new land for the fields that 
are not going to be replaced.  When you have that overflow channel you are going to be cutting through 
two of the baseball fields that have to be moved somewhere else.  The cost for purchasing new property in 
Weddington would end up costing the park close to a $1 million to get sufficient enough space to put in 
new fields.  We would need the Town to approve us to develop these new fields - a new park close to our 
park so it could continue on.  Again we think this is cost prohibitive for my client.  What we do have is a 
mitigation plan that we feel is the greatest extent practicable that the park can accomplish.  Currently the 
park has an obligation that we should all keep in mind.  It has an obligation for two loans.  These loans 
are associated with the upper portion of the park - the portion of the park that is outside of the floodplain.  
These obligations for the loans amount to roughly $728,000 as of the end of July.  That is a lot of 
obligations that the park and the bank would like to have back if it ever got down to it.  The park takes a 
look at what we can do.  Again it worked with the engineers, worked with US Infrastructure through 
submissions, worked with the County and the Town to figure out what exactly could be done and how can 
we accomplish this.  What we came up with is a mitigation plan that would expend significant money on 
the part of the park to accomplish this mitigation.  Right now we have that estimated at approximately 
$345,000 for the park to spend to mitigate this property.  Again that is a significant amount of money.  
The park has approximately that amount of money to mitigate.  That $345,000 does not take into account 
unforeseen circumstances.  We have not put this out to bid.  We do not know the exact construction 
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dollars.  These are the best estimates that we are able to ascertain of what it will cost to do this mitigation.  
Also there are significant costs that are going to be attached to it - the engineering costs and permitting 
costs.  It is likely going to be increased by $100,000 by the time it is all said and done.  What is the park 
to do?  The park hired the Isaacs Group that will give a presentation in a moment here to mitigate this 
property to the greatest extent practicable.  What the park has done is looked at a way that they can 
accomplish the greatest mitigation possible without affecting the revenue stream.  It is not something that 
that the park is saying we are doing this solely to not touch the fields because we do not want our precious 
fields to be hurt.  They need that revenue stream in order to continue to operate.  They have to meet their 
obligations.  They have obligations for each of the nine sports.  Each of them has their own separate 
budget.  Some operating at a loss as you saw in the packet and some operating at a profit.  Some of these 
sports have specific seta sides for instance some money was raised by baseball for a playground.  There 
are a lot of things that go into how we came up with the amount that the park is able to spend.  We are left 
with more than half of the park’s current finances would be spent on this mitigation plan.  We have this 
$728,000 loan out there from a bank that is going to want their money back at some point.  We have these 
fields and these kids that want to play on these fields.  If we lose some of these fields some of the 
programs, even if we continue to operate some of the programs, would have to be cut because we just do 
not have the sufficient field space to continue to operate as we are.  We were looking to grow and to 
expand but based on this current issue with the FEMA violation the park has to put off all expansion 
plans.  They cannot grow right now until they figure out what we can do to fix the program to the greatest 
extent practicable.  The park recognizes that the neighbors are not going to be happy.  All the park asks is 
that the neighbors and the participants understand that the park was acting in good faith.  It did everything 
that it thought it had to do in order to build this parcel.  It got an engineer, special use permit, and erosion 
control permit.  It complied with any inspections.  It did everything it thought it had to do.  Some of that 
lay at the feet of the former engineer.  The park as the property owner acknowledges that there is a 
violation and that it is incumbent upon the park as the property owner to mitigate that violation.  In an 
attempt to mitigate that violation, I will have Chris Isaacs from the Isaacs Group to stand up here and 
present the mitigation plan at this time.   
 
Councilmember Werner Thomisser – US Infrastructure said in order to fix this problem there would have 
to be a no rise.  You went out and got your engineer and they came back and said that the best they could 
do is reducing it by one third.  What guarantee do we have that that will fix the problem?  I have walked 
this property and given each County Commissioner and Councilmember pictures of this flooding.  You 
are talking about an enormous amount of water.  What guarantee do we have that these affected 
homeowners will not have water coming to their back door? 
 
Attorney Duggan – We have proposed a mitigation plan that would reduce the elevations and floodplain 
lines so that no structures are impacted according to the FEMA mapping.  That is the best guarantee that I 
can do for you.   
 
Councilmember Thomisser – Are you aware that the homeowners that are affected have water wells and 
septic systems? 
 
Attorney Duggan – I am not. 
 
Councilmember Thomisser – What is important is the contamination of the drinking water and the effect 
that it has on the septic systems.  Obviously that has not been taken into consideration.   
 
Attorney Duggan – I do not know where the wells or the septic tanks are located on the individual 
properties.  I am not aware of whether they were within the floodplain originally and if based on the 
modeling it has decreased it out of that floodplain.  It my understanding that the engineers will be looking 
at that going forward and a resubmission on that will be done. 
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Councilmember Thomisser – You gave us three options.  Where is the $345,000 coming from for option 
3? 
 
Attorney Duggan – the Park’s finances. 
 
Councilmember Thomisser – Has the athletic association considered assessing each one of the 2,600 
families that use this park in order to mitigate this situation?  If you assessed everybody $500 you would 
raise $1.3 million.  We had a Bath and Racquet Club in Charlotte where we had a flooding problem and 
that is exactly what happened.  Any one that has belonged to a country club knows that when a country 
club wants to do something they assess their members.  Has any consideration been given by the Board of 
Directors of the Athletic Association as to assessing the people that use it?  Only 54% of the people that 
use that park are from Weddington. 
 
Attorney Duggan – I do not believe there has been any consideration of assessing the members.  I am not 
sure of the finances of the members as a whole.  These are people from all walks of life most of whom I 
would dare to say do not belong to a country club.  If you tell each family we are going to assess you 
$500 per family to play here, I am not sure how many families would stick around. 
 
Item No. 7.  Presentation of report acknowledging receipt of the Mitigation Plan by the Town of 
Weddington. 
 
Mr. Chris Isaacs – I am a registered engineer with the Isaacs Group.  My firm was hired by WCWAA 
back in the fall of 2010 to assist with the preparation of mitigation plan alternatives to help remedy the 
FEMA violation that occurred.  We were provided previous studies that had been performed by US 
Infrastructure including field observations and existing surveys that had been previously prepared.  We 
conducted independent surveys and verification of the information that we were given as needed to 
incorporate that into our modeling.  We were given the modeling that USI prepared that was associated 
with the mitigation alternatives that were provided and proven to be cost prohibitive.  The plan that I have 
given you is an overview.  It shows the area of mitigation.  It shows the FEMA cross sections that were 
used to conduct the study and to do the modeling.  The cross sections are shown in the heavy dash lines 
and there is yellow text representing two sets of data.  At the time of the violation in 2001, the FEMA 
flood study in place was a 1994 study.  That flood study was revised in 2008.  There is a 2008 flood 
insurance study and a 1994 flood insurance study.  We have evaluated the impacts of the mitigation based 
upon both those flood studies relative to the change in elevations as a result of the mitigation that we are 
proposing.  The heavy dashed yellow lines are the cross section locations per the FEMA study in addition 
to additional cross sections that were added to better define the existing conditions at the park.  The red 
shaded area represents the change in the 100-year floodplain limits based on the 2008 study.  The red is a 
reduction in land as a result of the proposed mitigation to the current flood elevations.  The red area on 
the map is the area that will no longer be in the floodplain per the current 2008 flood insurance study 
based upon the implementation of the mitigation plan.  There are two areas that we are proposing to 
remove fill material that had been placed in the floodplain.  Area 1 is an existing gravel parking area to 
the south of the existing ball fields and it is shown right in here (pointing to map) just south of the 
existing baseball fields.  We are proposing in that area approximately 2 to 2 ½ feet which is 9,000 to 
10,000 cubic yards of dirt that will be removed from that area and taken out of the floodplain and 
disposed of offsite.  There is a second mitigation area which is to the north of an existing football field 
that we are proposing grading to remove fill that was placed and move that material outside of the 
floodplain and dispose of at some offsite location.  The total volume of material that we are removing is 
approximately 18,000 cubic yards which is 470,000 cubic feet of dirt that had been placed in the 
floodplain in 2001 that contributed to an increase in the base flood elevations based on the flood studies.  
The yellow box shows the water surface elevation reduction that is the reduction to the water surface 
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elevations based on the 2008 study that will result from the mitigation plan.  Based on the 2008 flood 
insurance study, the mitigation plan will lower water surface elevations over several hundred feet 
beginning around the baseball fields all the way to about half way between Antioch Church Road and the 
baseball fields.  The water surface elevations will go down anywhere from 0 feet to about 1.8 feet which 
results in the 100 year floodplain boundary contracting since the water surface goes down.  The impact is 
up to 1.8 feet reduction based on the 2008 study.  Based on the 1994 flood insurance study which was the 
study in place at the time of the violation the water surface elevations increased as a result of the fill 
approximately up to 1.2 feet in one particular area that is just upstream of the baseball fields.  Our 
mitigation plan that we are proposing consistently lowers water surface elevations relative to the location 
of the cross sections that saw an increase.  The reduction is anywhere from 3 inches to 8 inches. The net 
result is that we still have an increase in the water surface elevations compared to the 1994 study that was 
in place at the time of the violation; however, the increase based on our analysis is less than a foot which 
is within the parameters of what FEMA has the ability to approve.  We will be seeking a grading permit 
to perform this work from the State.  We have applied for a Floodplain Development Permit from the 
Town of Weddington.  We have received comments from USI on that submittal.  We have reviewed those 
comments.  We find those comments to be acceptable.  We intend to revise our plans as needed to address 
those comments.  There are no structures that are being impacted.  In the flood study that we prepared 
based on the 2008 study that is in place as of today there are three structures that are currently impacted.  
Those are shown on the drawing.  It is in the report that we prepared.  Based on the mitigation, we will be 
lowering the water surface elevations adjacent to those structures to the point where the home will no 
longer have water up on the foundation. We are not impacting existing structures - we are actually 
improving the condition of three existing homes that during a 100 year storm event have water on the 
foundation.  In all three of those areas we are improving the condition based on lowering the water 
surface elevation.  The discharge shown on the 2008 study for a 100 year storm event is approximately 
60% higher flow than the 1994 study.  The upstream drainage area from Highway 84 upstream in the 
West Fork of the Twelve Mile Creek based upon development that occurred in the 1994 study showed 
approximately 3,000 cubic feet per second of flow for the 100 year storm.  In the 2008 study there is 
5,000 cubic feet per second.  There is a change over time with flood elevations.  In 1994 you had 
predominately farmland, large parcels and a substantial amount of undeveloped vacant property upstream 
of Highway 84 which in turn lowers the discharge because you do not have as much impervious area and 
as many buildings or driveways, storm drainage curb and gutter.  As development occurs in the upstream 
watershed there is noticeably more flow and you have a difference of a 70% increase just in the discharge.  
In no regard to what WCWAA did at the park, this was just a change based upon the hydrologic and 
hydraulic conditions of the upstream basin.  The increase in flow had nothing to do with what the park 
did.  It was purely based upon the watershed conditions that resulted in 3,000 cubic feet per second in 
1994 versus 5,000 cubic feet per second in the 2008 study.  There is a substantial difference in stormwater 
discharge that has an impact on the surface elevations.  The more flow you have the higher the water 
surface is.  It is not terribly unusual if the park had done nothing you will have an increase in elevations 
over time just based upon upstream development.   
 
Councilmember Thomisser – What are you proposing to do – dig two holes?  The water goes into the 
holes and then what happens to it? 
 
Mr. Isaacs – We are proposing to lower the existing ground elevations which provide additional storage 
capacity for the 100-year storm event.  The more storage you have the lower your water surface 
elevations are.  If you take material out of the floodplain, the effect is that there is more storage capacity 
for the 100 year storm event which lowers the water surface elevation.  As you start adding fill into the 
floodplain like what happened in 2001, the levels can go up.  We are mitigating by removing a portion of 
the material that was placed in the floodplain.  What we are proposing to do if we are approved and we 
can move forward is to submit plans, calculations to FEMA, have them review our proposal to ensure 
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compliance with their requirements and then modify the flood insurance study to show the contracted 
limits in the lower elevations based on our proposed mitigation plan.   
 
Commissioner Kuehler – You are talking about the CLOMR Process being that FEMA makes that 
decision and they have not done that yet.  You are given an area that is a finite area for that study.  I 
would imagine that you have that same area in the no rise.  Is it different between going and getting a 
CLOMR and if you are doing a no rise study the two points between which you have to do the base flood 
elevation calculations and the cross section? 
 
Mr. Isaacs – Our down stream point of analysis was just to the south of Highway 84.  We extended the 
analysis up to a cross section just to the north of Antioch Church Road.  That was the limit of our 
analysis.  We followed FEMA protocol in regards to confirming that our starting point and our ending 
point was within a ½ foot of published elevations. 
 
Commissioner Kuehler – You feel that the area that is represented in this mitigation plan is the area you 
are going to be required to provide those numbers for to FEMA.   
 
Mr. Isaacs – Yes. 
 
Commissioner Kuehler – I do not want anyone to say that my area was excluded for your study or that I 
am upstream and I was not included.  You are saying that there are rules that govern where you have to 
study and you believe as the engineer for the project that you have complied with that. 
 
Mr. Isaacs – Yes we have. 
 
Item No. 8.  Discussion of FEMA requirements by Ernest B. Abbott of FEMA Law Associates, 
PLLC.  Attorney Ernie Abbott - As you know, I have been retained to assist the Town and the County 
with FEMA compliance issues raised by the illegal placement of fill during the construction of the 
Optimist Park more than a decade ago.  I want to review briefly how FEMA and FEMA compliance 
issues are involved in the mitigation plan and approval of the mitigation plan submitted by WCWAA.  
Basically, under the National Flood Insurance Program, the federal government agreed through this 
program to provide insurance in communities across the country.  Because flooding is such a big risk and 
it depends so much where people build relative to water sources Congress included a requirement that 
says that only communities can be part of this program if they adopt and enforce floodplain management 
regulations which will mean that any new buildings or developments are built in a manner that reduces 
flood risk and allows flood insurance premiums to be lower and more affordable.  Thus, FEMA does not 
directly engage in the enforcement of these floodplain management regulations as it relates to property 
owners.  What FEMA regulates is the communities who have agreed to adopt and enforce ordinances 
which meet the FEMA requirements.  The County for example had an ordinance that prohibited the 
placement of fill in floodways.  A permit was granted.  We are here tonight because for whatever the 
reason there was the illegal placement of fill.  What is FEMA’s role in this?  FEMA’s role is to determine 
whether this action is such that the Town or the County or both have not shown themselves to be 
enforcing their floodplain management regulations and therefore might need to be put on probation or 
suspended from the program.  What probation means is every flood insurance policy holder in the 
community has a $50.00 increase in their flood insurance premiums to get the attention of the community 
that this is serious.  If the community does not take whatever steps to enforce floodplain management 
regulations and to remedy past violations the best they can to the maximum extent practicable, then the 
community can be suspended from the National Flood Insurance Program.  When that happens, no flood 
insurance is available and no existing flood insurance can be renewed.  Federal disaster assistance for 
flooding in special flood hazard areas is extremely limited and premiums will go up.  There may even be 
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some issues with respect to financing of homes.  If there is a federally regulated loan that requirement 
may still be there despite the fact that the flood insurance is no longer available.   

 
Both Union County and the Town of Weddington joined the NFIP a number of years ago so they both 
have adopted and enforced floodplain management ordinances and as a result your residents and 
businesses have flood insurance available to them.  However, the question is what do you do and what 
will FEMA do with the fact that there was this violation and placement of fill a decade ago?  As Mr. 
Bundy’s brief chronology of events makes clear, the State of North Carolina’s Floodplain Management 
office is very aware of this violation and has been waiting for the County and the Town – which now has 
floodplain management jurisdiction over the park property – to take and complete enforcement action.  
This violation has been sufficiently prominent and is so long-standing that FEMA and its floodplain 
management staff in Atlanta are aware of it and is waiting for the floodplain management violation matter 
to be resolved. 

 
If the WCWAA had proposed a mitigation plan that would reduce the amount of flood rise from 
placement of fill to zero or they were able to afford all of the work that would lead to a no rise then I 
would not be here and the issue would be easy.  However, the original analysis of mitigation alternatives 
by the County and the Town’s engineer indicated that the construction of such a no-rise would be very 
extension and very expensive.  This analysis was confirmed in the more detailed analysis that the Isaacs 
Group did in putting together the WCWAA’s mitigation plan.  Since it does not achieve a ‘no-rise’, there 
is going to be this outstanding violation and the question is how will FEMA deal with that?  It is going to 
be reviewed by FEMA as part of a CLOMR application that has been mentioned.  I have heard officials at 
FEMA make this statement generically in a situation where there is mitigation being proposed.  In 
floodplain management violations one of the things to watch carefully is if the mitigation does not 
actually remedy the whole thing does it at least get all of the structures that are in the standard flood 
hazard area that became in the standard flood hazard area because of a violation out of the floodplain.  
That is what the Isaacs Group just indicated their plan would do and that is something that FEMA would 
review very carefully in my view. 
 
The current effective flood insurance map in the area is a 2008 map which when the flood study for it was 
put together basically reflects the existence of the fill and reflects the construction of the park.  With the 
construction of the mitigation plan as proposed there will be a reduction of the area that is the standard 
flood hazard area.  The way you implement the map changes is through the filing first of the CLOMR to 
get approval of the concept that they agreed with the modeling and mapping and this is the way they 
would revise the plan if the construction was to take place as proposed.  Then at the completion of 
construction FEMA would again look at the demonstration that the construction which was proposed 
actually did happen to make sure they actually did in fact build what they said they were going to build 
before they then revise the map itself.  They also look to see whether there is an issue of past violations 
that are involved and will generally withhold issuance of a CLOMR (Conditional Letter of Map Revision) 
unless they have determined in their view that past violations have been remedied to the maximum extent 
practical.  That gives you the sense of the FEMA framework.  What the County and the Town from a 
FEMA perspective are doing is demonstrating that they do in fact adopt and enforce floodplain 
management requirements so that they can continue to be part of the National Flood Insurance Program 
and therefore so that flood insurance and flood disaster assistance can be available. 
 
The Weddington Town Council and Union County Commissioners took a 10 minute recess. 
 
Item No. 9.  Public Comment.  Chairman Jerry Simpson discussed the Proposed Rules for Public 
Comment that was approved. 
 

12



 11 

Tom Schwartz – For the past 60 days I have been a resident of Mecklenburg County but for 22 years prior 
to that I was a resident of Union County and over the last 12 years lived in Weddington and my five 
children were all raised here and went through Weddington schools and have spent time at WCWAA.  I 
am currently the Athletic Director at Weddington High School.  I wanted to speak briefly about what I see 
as the tremendous benefit that WCWAA has provided both families and children in this community.  We 
have over 600 athletes at the High School about the same amount of athletes at Marvin Ridge and I would 
venture that the vast majority of those athletes have spent a good bit of their childhood over in those fields 
at WCWAA.  While they are over there, they are developing a lot more than just athletic ability.  They are 
developing things like character, the ability to work as a team, integrity, determination and a commitment 
to excellence and we feel that here at the high school when these kids walk in the door.  Last year the NC 
High School Athletic Association gave Weddington High School the Exemplary Award.  They give to 
one high school in the state regardless of size.  It is based not only on athletics but on sportsmanship, 
academics and a commitment to excellence.  At the high school we like to think we developed that in the 
kids – that is not the truth.  They walk in the door with that.  We thank the folks at WCWAA because a 
lot of that was fostered on those fields.  I wanted to thank WCWAA for the significant contribution they 
have made to the kids here in our community. 

 
Scott Wahlers – I am a six year resident of Waxhaw, Union County.  I am currently the Basketball 
Commissioner on the Board of WCWAA.  We have hired the professionals and this was not done with 
Weekend Warriors.  The park serves so many people.  It is not just a Western Union County park.  We are 
interacting with the folks at Piedmont and Wingate.  We work hand in hand with all of them in a lot of 
our different programs.  There is a lot of blame to go along.  That has been happening for the six years.  It 
seems like the people that lose all the time are the kids.  It is time for us to come together with the best 
resolution and move forward for not only for the Town, Union County and Western Union County but 
most definitely for the kids.  They should not be the ones who suffer for some mistakes that someone has 
made.  It is not time to blame.  It is time to move forward for the kids.  
 
Ethan Troub – I am a resident of Union County for all of my 11 years and I am from Marvin.  I am a 6th 
grader and I have played baseball at Weddington for four years.  My teams have been very successful and 
I enjoy playing at Weddington because the baseball is very competitive and lots of my friends play at 
Weddington.  I am happy to say that I played for the 9th largest little league in the world.  I also like 
playing with the community that cares for baseball and being friends.  When our team plays in 
tournaments away from Weddington, I want to represent Weddington’s little league well and ensure that 
we respect the game.  This will be my last year playing for little league.  I hope that I can come back 
some day to the Town of Weddington and see my name on a banner that hung many years from now and 
see the same great lower fields with so many memories. 
 
Michael Corrigan – I live on Wedgewood Drive.  I am one of the adjacent property owners of the 
Weddington Optimist Park.  My children have played at that field.  I have coached on that field and I 
want to see that field be successful.  Unfortunately for me, when they show these highlighted areas over 
here, these structures that were impacted, that is my home.  My home is at the tax value at which the 
Optimist Park is proposing to make these remediations.  In that house I have three children and two dogs.  
That is my life right there.  While I applaud the Optimist Park, I have volunteered with them and I 
completely agree with their concepts and philosophies and I will support them any way that I can.  
Unfortunately that is my home.  That is where I live.  That is what I have been working for for the past 30 
years.  That is where my children have been raised.  Unfortunately I have no option but to oppose this.  I 
ask you to consider something a little bit different.  I wonder sometimes if the remediation that has been 
identified might have been done on purpose to highlight significant areas that would have the most 
dramatic impact to these folks.  I would personally volunteer to go over there and help with this 
remediation.  Am I going to have to worry every time that we get a major storm that one of my kids will 
be out there or the dog will be missing?  It gets pretty rough and pretty nasty back there.  I cannot 
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completely agree with some of the statements that were made earlier by some of the legal advice.  There 
are three different kinds of fields out there – football, baseball and soccer fields.  We do not play those 
fields all the time.  I do not see why we could not do this in phases.  I think that the revenue stream could 
still be adequately addressed yet we could also come to some kind of compromise.  Right now what this 
proposal is doing is putting the flood waters instead of in front of my house, my well and over my septic 
system, it is putting it right at my back door.  When I purchased this house in 2001 the flood area was a 
lot further down.  I can concede to some of the comments that as development continues that flood line is 
going to rise.  Until we live in downtown Charlotte where we have that much asphalt it is going to 
continue to happen but what this plan does is it removes any kind of a buffer that I may have.  It could 
have taken 200 years for that flood to get up to my house.  As it stands right now as I walk out my back 
door it is right there.  I am friends of the previous owners.  They were there for Hurricane Gloria.  The 
house has been there since 1991.  The floods that we get now with an inch of rain do not compare to the 
water that we have seen.  They are equivalent to the waters that they saw with Hurricane Gloria is what 
we are getting right now with a typical three-quarter of an inch in an hour rain.  We do not want the park 
to fail.  I need to protect my investment and my family. 
 
Russ Brasher – I am resident of Union County since 1994 and now a proud resident of Weddington as of 
a few years ago.  I am here to request that the mitigation plan as it stands now be rejected in favor of 
complete remediation back to the way it was whenever the WCWAA started putting fill dirt into the park.  
The fill dirt that the Weddington Athletic Association placed there violates the FEMA regulations which 
are threatening the availability of flood insurance to everyone in Union County not just the people that 
live on the other side.  The rise in the 100 year flood plain caused by the Athletic Associations constitutes 
water trespass on the neighboring properties and a legal situation.  The rise in the 100-year floodplain 
caused by the Athletic Association threatens and reduces the values of several homes on the other side of 
the creek.  The proposed mitigation plan does not fully restore the floodplain to the level prior to the 
illegal filling of dirt and that is the standard to which any law violation should be held - put people whole 
back where they were to start with.  Two of the wronged property owners in this situation are hydrologists 
that have presented lots of data and calculations to show that these studies along the way have not been 
accurate – they have been smoking mirrors and less than honest.  I find this one dubious as well.  The tax 
paying property owners and citizens of the whole county count on you our County leaders to look out for 
us in situations like this.  Everybody here is probably a resident and probably a property owner and 
whenever this fire storm dies down of all the propaganda – all of us love kids and we want the park to 
continue.  None of us want the park to discontinue but we want our rights protected.  Every single one of 
us here would want our properties protected – the biggest investment in our lives and we look to you to 
help us with that.  I am definitely not against the park.  I spent five years on the Board and three years as 
President.  I have sacrificed a lot of time on that board volunteering helping in many ways with that park 
that I should not be required to sacrifice my home, value and integrity of my home.  I ask you to stand up 
tonight for all of the property owners in Union County and especially those affected by this fill dirt and 
insist on complete and full remediation. 
 
Wayne Griffin – I am a resident of Weddington for 17 years.  I am against this also.  I raised my kids on 
this ballpark.  I sponsored teams, donated building materials to build scoring booths.  I am in favor of the 
ballpark.  I love to hear them playing.  I live on Antioch Church Road at the corner of High Meadow 
where the horses are.  A lot of the kids will come over at times and pet the horses which I enjoy seeing.  
This is not against the kids.  I hope my grandkids can play over there in the next two years.  The biggest 
thing is the fill dirt that was brought in.  Commissioners and Councilmembers – you have received all of 
our emails and pictures.  I appreciate the responses I received.  We feel like we have had our property 
taken away.  I have 630+ feet on the creek.  Back in 1995 the water would come 15 feet to 20 feet out of 
the creek.  If you look at this map now my barn which is 175 feet from the creek with 2 ½ inches of rain 
we have to bring the horses up into our front yard.  That is the amount of water that we have coming 
through there.  All of you on the Council and Commissioners today had nothing to do with this.  It was 
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your predecessors.  They approved permits that should not have been approved.  You cannot get a permit 
for a well or septic tank in Union County if it is in a floodplain.  Right now they could condemn a few of 
our septic systems and wells.  That is our drinking water.  Somebody mentioned about assessments.  That 
is a good way to raise money – not $500.00 – maybe $50.00.  If you start removing this fill dirt I would 
like to get the Isaacs Group to put some of that dirt to on my property to raise my area up and stay out of 
the floodplain.  I am willing to help.  I cannot give up 4 ½ acres every time we have a massive storm.  Mr. 
Bundy – like the water tower, we do not get used to it. 
 
Brooke Dunwoody – I live in the Wedgewood Neighborhood.  I have lived in Union County for 21 years.  
I do not want to repeat what everyone else has said.  I support the park.  My child played at Weddington – 
played soccer and baseball.  That is not the issue.  The issue is the fill that has been put in the floodplain.  
When I first moved into my house, the flood would come up to the creek bank and it would go both ways.  
Now it comes up - there is a three to six foot wall on the park side of it.  Where does that water go?  It 
comes our way.  If you look at the map referenced Mr. Corrigan and I are probably the two most impacted 
homes.  The proposed mitigation plan shows the existing 100-year floodplain.  The proposed mitigation 
plan is going to make it even closer to my home.  When I moved into my home in 1991, the 100 year 
floodplain was 50 feet from my home.  Now it is less than 12 feet from my home, according to this plan.  
This is my house.  I have worked hard for it.  You have worked hard for your houses.  Put yourself in my 
shoes.  I am not against the ball park.  I am all for you playing.  My biggest issue is that I have had flood 
insurance since 1996.  Am I going to lose my flood insurance?  If I do, who is going to pay for it when 
the flood does get up that extra foot or so and floods out my house?  I have been active in this since day 
one during the first initial hearing.  I expressed my concern about the flood insurance.  I constantly call 
Union County.  Union County dropped the ball.  They knew about this issue.  We told them about the fill 
being brought in and they just ignored it.  We need some help.  It may not be all WCWAA’s 
responsibility.  The County needs to step up on this too as well as the engineer.  Where is their 
responsibility in this whole thing?  I feel like a heathen to a lot of people.  I am not a terrible person.  It is 
my home.  I am trying to protect what is mine.  I have not added one shovel of dirt on my side but there is 
80,000 cubic yards of dirt on your side. 
 
Tracey Clinton – I am currently the President of WCWAA.  We are a non-profit organization providing 
youth athletic programs to children of Western Union County.  Because of the service that we and other 
organizations like us provide to the County, your citizens do not complain to you about the lack of 
recreation programs provided by local government.  WCWAA and other athletic associations in Union 
County are a great example of how privatization of a government service can be successful.  We are 
funded through registration fees paid for by our members, business sponsorships and donations.  We offer 
scholarships to those in need.  We have over 1,100 people that volunteer their time to help make our 
programs successful.  Let’s talk about growth.  Ten years ago in 2003 when our lower fields were under 
development there were slightly over 3,000 kids in three elementary schools and one middle school in this 
area of Union County - 41% of those kids at that time participated in our programs.  Over the past 10 
years Union County has opened five new elementary schools and two middle schools to serve the 9,000+ 
elementary and middle school kids that live in this area today.  WCWAA still serves 41% of that current 
population of those schools.  So we have grown just as fast as the schools have.  Last year WCWAA had 
over 6,800 registrations across our nine different sports.  In addition to providing athletic opportunities to 
our youth our association benefits the community in lots of other ways.  We feed into highly successful 
middle and high school sports teams.  We partner with the local schools to provide field space when they 
do not have any.  We rent their gym space and provide them with some revenue to fund the schools.  Our 
association helps support many local businesses in the purchase of their goods and services to run our 
park.  Our members frequent many local restaurants and retail stores on the way to and from practice and 
games.  As the numbers of businesses serving youth athletics increases, WCWAA continues to grow and 
is one of the few that will not turn away kids based on their skill level.  Our recreational level programs 
are still the core foundation of our association.  We do not want to get into a situation where we have to 
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say no to the kids in our community because of the lack of field space.  With our growth the last few 
years, our limited field space and our inability to resolve this flood issue we have been forced to find 
creative ways to continue to provide our programs to all who wish to participate.  We cannot afford to 
lose any of our existing fields.  In the plan we have submitted to you, we are committing to spend our 
financial reserves to mitigate the flood issue to the greatest extent we can without losing our fields.  These 
reserves were originally planned for future expansion and improvements.  The plan is financially and 
logistically the best we can do without additional financial help and availability of alternative field space 
to run our programs.  Eleven years ago the leadership of WCWAA did all the right things.  They hired an 
engineer to develop plans for the park.  They received approval from the County to develop the park.  
They developed the park according to the plans.  After the park was completed only then were we notified 
of the floodplain issue.  As adult leaders in this community, we have to look out for our children.  Do not 
allow a series of errors made by adults to negatively impact our kids.  It is within your power tonight to 
send this plan to FEMA for technical review.  Please help us to continue to serve the youth in our 
community.  They are counting on you. 
 
Susan Harvey – I am a resident of Union County.  I live in Weddington and am one of the adjacent 
property owners.  My husband and I worked very hard for our home.  It is the single most expensive 
investment that you will ever make and because the WCWAA has put in the fill and had all of the 
flooding our property values decline every single day.  We have not been able to sell our home because of 
WCWAA.  The only plan that will work is if the WCWAA is made to take the property back to its 
original state.  
 
Dennis DelValle – I am a Union County resident and I reside in the Town of Waxhaw for the past six 
years.  I am a homeowner and like these other homeowners I have plenty of sympathy for them.  This is a 
problem that just does not begin and end with WCWAA.  There is plenty of blame to go along.  If it is 
something that is going to be resolved, I think it should be incumbent upon the Town and also Union 
County to help fix the problem.  I am for the mitigation plan that we have proposed.  For the first time in 
my 43 years, this is the first time I have ever felt part of a community.  I coach in WCWAA.  My son 
participates in three different sports.  My youngest daughter participates in two different sports.  This is 
an important resource for the community.  It begins in these children learning life lessons.  This is where 
we build character and where we begin to teach them to deal with adversity.  It is about inclusion.  As our 
president has said we do not turn away kids because of ability.  We take everybody.  The goal that we 
have is to develop everybody.  It builds confidence and success. 
 
Michael Babcock – I am a resident of Waxhaw for the last five years.  I am the Vice President of 
Administration for Weddington Little League.  I wanted to talk about the impact of not approving this 
mitigation plan would have on our program.  Losing the two fields that are in question here would force 
us to cut our program by 25%.  That means that in any season we are talking about 300 kids that would 
not be allowed to be part of our program.  I am not sure how we would ever decide who those 300 are but 
that is the impact.  That is a significant impact to everybody’s community and it is not something that we 
want to see and hope that you will be able to help us fix that problem. 
 
Kevin Qualls – I have been a homeowner here in Union County since 2007 living in Waxhaw.  I want to 
thank you as Town Council and Board of Commissioners the opportunity to share tonight.  My family has 
been a part of WCWAA since 2009 with my two sons playing baseball, football and soccer.  We found 
out very quickly that WCWWA was a class organization.  We are so proud to be a part of it so much so 
that my wife and I begin to volunteer in many different roles.  One role that I volunteered for that has 
been so rewarding was to be a head coach in baseball.  One of the true blessings of my life has been the 
opportunity to pour into the lives of children and families as a head coach in baseball the last five seasons.  
My hope is that I and others like me will continue to have the opportunity to instruct kids in the area of 
sports but more importantly model for them and teach them life principals that will help and guide them 
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as they become young men and women in our community.  I am afraid that a decision to downsize the 
recreational fields in any way will greatly diminish that opportunity.  It is obvious that some mistakes 
were made in the past to bring us where we are today.  This is not the time to blame any group or any one 
person.  As a senior pastor the last 10 years in some large churches in North Carolina and South Carolina, 
I realize personally how it is impossible to please everyone with every decision that you make.  For me 
this has been an especially difficult thing to learn personally as I want to befriend all people and do not 
want to have anyone upset with me.  Now as a 41 year old pastor at First Baptist Church in Charlotte with 
a little more maturity and experience there is one filter that helps me in decision making and especially 
controversial issues.  That is to do as much research and study as possible making sure as to not make a 
decision that is best for me and what I can gain from personally but to spend time on my knees in prayer 
and seeking what is pleasing and honorable to God.  As I do that I know that I can lay my head on my 
pillow at night that I have honored God in what I have done and felt what was right.  Serving in the 
position of leadership can be a blessing and at other times it can be very agonizing.  I want to thank you 
as a citizen of this County and on behalf of WCWAA for all you do as the Town of Weddington and 
Union County and my prayer is that we can come to a peaceful resolution that will result in the 
homeowners being satisfied and WCWAA continuing to be a growing and positive influence for kids and 
families in the future. 
 
Mark Hudson – I have been a resident of Waxhaw, Union County for the past seven years.  Sometimes to 
see the value in something is to take a look in from the outside.  The outside is referring to how other 
organizations function in their effective outcomes.  It is my intent to help the WCWAA as well as 
Councilmembers to see the need for these ball fields and to see from that perspective.  I am a proud part 
of the WCWAA organization.  My son has received invitations to join travel teams but we have remained 
at WCWAA all due to the objectives that this organization stands for and the equal opportunity that it 
offers these kids from the highest skilled athletes to the brave children who in some way are athletically 
challenged.  I have coached or umpired little league baseball in six different states in eight major cities 
over the last 30 years.  I have seen first hand and can personally attest to the disappointment kids 
experience due to being turned away for lack of available fields to accommodate the number of interested 
participants.  I can describe the desire of younger siblings to want to play ball like big brother but can’t 
because the lack of fields limits the progress to 10 year olds and above.  I have had my son in the little 
league program at WCWAA since 2007 and can speak to the fact that WCWAA is the best of the best.  
No kids are turned away regardless of their ability and are given an equal chance to experience baseball at 
a very early age.  At WCWAA, I have seen the joy of recreationally skilled kids playing equal time with 
all others, those whom in other organizations were being placed in a pool for call up due to a limited 
number of available teams and roster positions.  With other leagues I have experienced seasons where 
tryouts ended and 50 or more kids stood in the infield and were explained to that they did not make the 
team and they would be placed in a pool and would be called up if an active player left during the season.  
I have seen those same kids try out year after year only to be turned down until they aged out of the 
program.  At WCWAA I have seen the difference it makes to the children to make the program available 
to all not just the pick of the crop in tryouts.  I have seen how WCWAA goes to great lengths to not 
expose any kid to the above mentioned disappointments while instilling the proper values that prepare 
you for the trials of tomorrow.  WCWAA is envied by many for their success for providing the 
competitive level of play to those who desire as well as the recreational experience to those who are not 
quite as skilled at the time.  Where does this lead?  It all has the same basic foundation - the foundation 
for space and gracious volunteers but mostly available fields for use.  Without WCWAA, we will face 
turning kids away and be forced to work with skill based rosters and a huge waiting list of kids wanting 
the opportunity to join in. 
 
Joe Tolan – My wife and I own the property at the corner of Highway 84 and Deal Road.  I will not go 
into additional information regarding the engineering studies since my wife will address that situation but 
I will note the amount of fill that is being proposed to be removed is far less than the substantial 40,000+ 
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yards that were brought in.  I doubt that there is anyone in this room that would take a position different 
than mine if it was their home and property that was being flooded or living with the threat of that 
possibility every time it rains.  Charlotte and Myers Park Country Club golf courses are located in the 
floodplain, if it rains and high water is expected they do not play golf.  What makes this park other than 
the activities different is if it rains, people go home to non-flooded properties.  If our income is reduced 
and we spend our money on other things such as medical expenses, necessary or frivolous purchases 
would Union County or the Town of Weddington forgive our taxes because we said we could not afford 
to pay them.  I doubt it.  Has Union County or Weddington ever been presented with a certified audit 
from an independent auditing firm?  Why do Union County and Weddington continue to distribute funds 
after the notice of violation was issued in terms of 10’s of 1000’s of dollars?  This mitigation plan should 
be a fact not inaccurate misinformed opinions and what ifs.  Unless the mitigation plan returns the water 
surface elevation to the predevelopment elevation it should not be considered for approval. 
 
David Miesse – I live in Weddington, Union County for the past six years.  Every good town and county 
in America has a park to learn sports and practice sports.  That is why people move to the towns and the 
counties.  It is a part of life.  What you have here is a perfect example of the public and private sector 
working together so we all do not have to pony it up – I did not see any toll booths up at Colonel Beatty 
Park lately for the $500 fee to play up there.  It is what towns and counties do – parks.  I feel sorry for the 
homeowners as well but my suggestion is for the County and the Town to move forward and pay for 
whatever plan that FEMA and everybody agrees on.  Buy the property next to the fields so that we can 
have the park for our kids to learn and practice sports and move forward.   
 
Tom Grommersch – I am against the mitigation.  I have sent you emails with pictures attached that 
showed where Antioch Church Road was closed due to the flooding.  I have lived there about nine years 
and ever since the impact of the fill the water has gotten higher.  I have seen kids come down through the 
road and try to go through the water, their cars stall out and the brakes get wet and it is a dangerous 
situation.  I bought the property knowing it was in a floodplain – 1% chance.  It is twice a year at least.  
Little more extreme than what people seem to think anyway.  I pay property taxes.  WCWAA does not 
pay property taxes on a $2.6 million property and has paid nothing for the past 10 years.  I have paid 
$38,000 in five years for my property.  I feel like I deserve some protection.  My kids played soccer there 
and I coached and volunteered and did all the right things just like everyone else here has.  The last thing 
that I can say is if they go to zero fill why can’t the fields still be played on? 
 
Boyd Despard – I have lived in Union County for eight years and I live in the Town of Waxhaw.  We 
have been attending WCWAA for the last eight years.  I am speaking as a father on behalf of four kids 
who enjoy all kinds of different sports as well as a volunteer coach there.  If you look at a place that you 
want to raise your family and grow into a community what Weddington brings is not just a park but a 
place to really grow as a community.  I spend most of my time at the park and the life lessons learned for 
your kids and as parents the opportunities to give yourself to the community are tremendous.  Looking 
back in history and hearing a lot tonight, I was not aware of the detail and the history.  There have been 
some honest mistakes that have been made.  Weddington is trying to come forward with a proposed plan 
and I am for that.  It is not going to make everyone whole but I think we have to look at the best interest 
of both together.  I am for the plan tonight and I hope you vote for that. 
 
Eric Riden – I am a homeowner in Weddington, Union County.  I have been coaching baseball at 
Weddington for the last eight seasons and have four children that all use the park.  I came here tonight 
with an open mind as a coach here at Weddington.  I have a vested interest in the park and have 
developed a lot of great relationships with families there.  At the same time I am a homeowner myself.  I 
have empathy for the folks that have been expressing issues with their homes.  We have a quandary.  
What do we do?  Every one of the homeowners said that they love kids and I do not doubt that.  I 
appreciate that we have been able to have a nice and open discussion here and they have said that they 
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hope that their kids and grandkids can play at the park.  The reality is that they will not be able to play at 
the park if we have to go beyond what the park can afford for remediation.  At the same time as a 
homeowner to do nothing and to hear the stories about the flooding I do not like that either.  We do not 
hear compromise.  We need to come up with a compromise.  As a great philosopher said the good of the 
many outweighs the good of the few.  Pastor Kevin said it better than I could about spending enough time 
on my knees trying to think about what to do in situations like this.  Sometimes the best is the enemy of 
better.  This has been studied for 7 to 8 years and those waters still come.  I hear tonight about more 
studies and it seems like we could go on for another 7 to 8 years whereas the plan that is put forth makes 
it better.  It may not make it perfect.  There have been other factors such as how much development there 
has been in the area.  It is a very complicated issue.  There is no one here saying that the plan will not 
make it better.  Everyone loves kids and everybody wants these homeowners to be satisfied.  The plan 
that has been put forth will make the situation better if we approve it. 
 
Ryan Clinton – I have lived in Union County all my life and I started playing sports at WCWAA since – I 
really cannot remember a time that I was not playing at WCWAA.  That park really made me who I am 
today.  I would not know half of the people I know and I would not have the same relationships with all 
the families that I have in the area that I have now.  I want to ask all the kids that have played a sport or 
are currently playing a sport to stand up.  All the kids that are not playing a sport right now would not be 
the same people without WCWAA just like I am.  That young man standing up right there participates in 
the Challenger Program at WCWAA.  Once a year when we do Challenger Baseball and we have the 
Charlotte Knights who are the local AAA team come out and play baseball with the young men and 
women who are participating in that program.  I can tell you that is one of the highlights of their season 
and they are all smiling from ear to ear.  That event takes place on the lower fields because the upper 
fields cannot handle that many people.  We need the lower fields for that and for all the kids that we have 
playing in the 9th biggest little league program of the world.  We can’t turn away all of those kids because 
they could quit baseball and honestly I would hate to see that happen.  Everyone knows the story about 
Michael Jordan and how he got cut and he practiced and practiced.  We do not want to turn someone 
away and make them not want to practice and not be the best baseball player, soccer or football player 
that they can be.  If we do not have that field space it is going to hurt everything that WCWAA is about, 
equal opportunity and how everyone no matter the skill level gets to play.  Try to consider all the kids that 
play at the park and all the families that participate and how it benefits everything here before you make 
your decision. 
 
Susan Tolan – I do have a couple of technical things that I want to bring up.  I am a registered 
professional engineer in North Carolina.  You heard Mr. Isaacs talk about how the first version of this 
plan was submitted to USI.  They offered some comments and Mr. Isaacs said that they agreed with the 
comments but when I review this revised version of the plan there is a comment that stands out that I do 
not think has been addressed.  She read the comment that USI made.  (USI identified an errant negative 
channel profile slope used in the study and if not corrected could significantly mask the impacts of the fill 
placed on the WCWAA property and therefore correcting the downstream channel slope is necessary to 
actually determine the extent of the impacts and the effectiveness of the mitigation plan.)  I do not see 
where that has been addressed.  That is going to have a substantial influence on the results.  If that 
comment was not addressed, the results of the success of the mitigation plan are not going to be the same.   
The other thing that I want to talk about is something Mr. Abbott talked about and also Mr. Isaacs talked 
about.  They talked about the 1994 study and the 2008 study.  We talked about how the flows were higher 
in 2008.  We talked about how the affected maps adopted in 2008 were based on illegally placed fill.  
That seems to be the benchmark that we are determining the success of this mitigation plan off of.  Where 
is the study that uses the 1994 topo and run the 2008 flows through it?  I know the flows went up.  The 
flows increasing have nothing to do with the park.  Run the higher flows through the 1994 topo.  What are 
the results?  Those results show that the water surface rises almost 2 feet more than the original.  Then run 
the mitigation plan and compare it to the 1994 topo?  Use the mitigation topo with the higher flows and 
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see what are the results are.  The results are the mitigation plan lowers it some but it still remains at 1 foot 
4 inches in some locations. 
 
Burke McKinney – I live in Waxhaw, Union County and have been a resident for the past two years.  A 
lot of what has been said is extremely repetitive.  Same things that I had planned to say many others have 
said.  Many have shown some emotional response.  You are drawing young people into a situation to put 
them in an area around leaders that could potentially be progressive in an outstanding community.  I know 
what it is like to live in a State and an area when we had a meeting like this just four years ago with a 
Town Council wondering how in the world are we going to maintain youth athletics in a State with one of 
the highest obesity rates in the country.  We have to work really hard to determine which steps we are 
going to take next to enhance our leaders of the world.  There are so many challenges among all these 
young people that are pulling them in directions that are wrong and right as we try to lead them as 
coaches and as parents.  In all due respect to the homeowners because no one ever wants to see anyone 
lose value in their home, I do ask based on comments from Mr. Abbott and the other engineers involved 
let’s move the political positioning out of the way make a decision that is at least progressive. 
 
Steve Gertzman – I am a resident of Weddington for 19 years.  I want to speak basically to how WCWAA 
has been a woven fabric of Union County.  Through WCWAA’s programs I have coached 7 girls that are 
on Marvin Ridge’s softball team, two at Piedmont, two at Parkwood, 6 at Weddington and 3 at 
Cuthbertson.  We tried to instill how to win graciously, how to lose with dignity, social skills and working 
within a group.  The bottom line is if this facility is not able to take care of the kids in the community 
where do they go and what do they do?  These people have the right to have their properties maintained at 
their current values at least.  You are our elected officials of the community.  We need your help.  Help 
this facility maintain and help these people to take care of their property.  WCWAA has put as much 
forward as they can.  They have gotten pushed back a lot from the Union County Engineering Department 
10 years ago.  We are here tonight to ask all of you to help these people get whole but do not take away 
from the kids.  We have more kids to come.  That is the future and that is your responsibility to make sure 
these kids have the opportunity to learn, grow, socialize and to be part of the community. 
 
Janice Dunwoody – I have owned our home for 21 years and we are one of the homeowners on the other 
side of the creek.  This is personal to us.  I am personally against this plan.  When I was looking at the 
mitigation plan I thought to myself what is the difference between mitigate and remediate?  Mitigate is to 
cause or become less harsh or to make less severe.  Remediate is to correct and I think that is what we 
need to be doing is to correct the problems and actions that have been made over the past few years.  Let’s 
play fair. 
 
Gina Fisher – I live in Wesley Chapel since 2003.  My family has been involved at WCWAA since we 
moved here in 2003.  In 2007 we started the sports program for the special needs mentally and physically 
handicapped program and we were totally embraced by those members of the WCWAA and the 
community at large.  My heart goes out to these homeowners.  I have sat on the WCWAA board for the 
last four years and have learned more about floodplains, engineering, FEMA, attorneys than I ever wanted 
to know about.  There has got to be some type of way that we make this all work for a community that has 
no boundaries.  It is not a Weddington property, it is not a Union County property it expands through 
several jurisdictions, several municipalities and is bringing in people from South Mecklenburg.  It is a 
community program.  It does not belong to a municipality or a county.  I love this community.  Yes, it is a 
mitigation plan.  It is not full remediation.  As I understand what I have learned over the past four years 
and what has been presented tonight it will severely reduce the amount of flooding without impacting all 
of the lower complex of the WCWAA which would totally erase the opportunity for additional soccer or 
even maintain the soccer levels that we have and additional baseball for the 9th largest little league in the 
world.  Do you know what a diamond you have out here?  It would totally eliminate that if we went with 
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full mitigation.  It would totally eliminate additional football.  Do you know you are feeding how many 
schools here – how many champions?  My single most important investment in my life is my children. 
 
Chris Coleman – I had left on the form for or against the mitigation blank because honestly I did not 
know what side of the issue I would fall on.  I am trying to be impartial and put myself in the 
homeowners’ shoes and the people from WCWAA’s shoes.  I think you have heard compelling arguments 
for both sides.  I would be alarmed if I was any of these homeowners and I see water rising and animals 
being endangered and worried about the safety of my family.  I also hear all these compelling arguments 
for what a great organization this is and what an institution it is becoming.  I have come up with this, if I 
was a homeowner and WCWAA would just say, “Hey, we are just too big to fail, we have become so 
important in this community and we did all our due diligence, not our problem.” I would be irate.  But 
that is not the case here.  They have committed money to a plan and I think you can see that they are 
trying here and as a non profit organization they cannot move mountains.  I have made my decision in 
favor of this mitigation plan and I hope you will vote for it also. 
 
The group took a five minute recess. 
 
Item No. 10.  Presentation of Governing Bodies’ Options by Mr. Abbott.  Attorney Abbott - At the 
moment there is only one mitigation plan that has been presented to the Town and the County.  That is a 
plan that has been engineered and the property owner has agreed to construct it.  They have file 
applications for the necessary conditional letter of map revision from FEMA that if approved would 
indicate FEMA’s agreement that the plan in fact would reduce the flood risk in the way that it is proposed 
in the plans and that FEMA would consider that this action is sufficient to allow the County and the Town 
to be in the National Flood Insurance Program.  The plan is not a plan that would remove all of the flood 
rise.  It would make it better.  One option would be to allow that plan to go forward for FEMA review.  
The second option is to send the plan back essentially and ask that the County and the Town Staff work to 
see if there is another plan that the property owner is both willing and able financially to propose.  It is not 
possible for the County to approve and the Town to disapprove or vice versa.  What the County’s 
approval would do is that we are finding that the notice of violation that was issued 7 years ago in 2005 
will be deemed settled upon completion of the construction that is proposed in the plan.  The construction 
that is proposed in the plan cannot start without the Town agreeing to the Floodplain Development Permit 
and the certification in the application for the conditional letter of map revision that allows it to go to 
FEMA.  Action from one body without the other body is essentially a rejection by both bodies.  If the 
Town and the County decide to go forward there have been draft resolutions prepared for the County and 
the Town.  They set forth the history of how we got here.  The County for its part would determine that it 
would deem the floodplain management violation settled upon completion of construction.  This action is 
subject to FEMA’s approval of the CLOMR which indicates that the County had taken action to protect 
its status as participating communities in the National Flood Insurance Program.  The Town did not issue 
the notice of violation so it does not say anything about the NOV.  The Town would be agreeing to certify 
that the areas removed from the standard flood hazard area by the proposed mitigation are reasonably safe 
from flooding.  That is the standard part of any condition letter of map revision or letter of map revision 
application.  The Town also would be approving the Flood Plain Development Permit which would be 
subject to the approval by FEMA of the CLOMR and that approval provides the confirmation that the 
actions to be taken in resolving this matter are consistent with the Town’s status as members of a 
participating community in the National Flood Insurance Program.  Go forward with this plan because it 
is better than nothing or hope that another plan can be developed through additional work by the staff in 
negotiations with WCWAA. 
 
Item No. 11. Joint deliberations and consideration of action by Board and Council.  Chairman 
Simpson made a motion to approve the Resolution that was in front of the Commission with regards to 
the mitigation plan. 
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Commissioner Kuehler – I have been involved with this since I took office four years ago.  I have heard 
things tonight about the impacts of rise and I hear a lot about 1 foot to 2 feet based on the fill that was put 
in the floodplain.  Then I hear people get up and talk about increased levels of flooding and how it has 
come on to their yards and we were talking 200 to 250 yards.  I live on a floodplain.  I know they are hard 
to understand.  I also live on a floodplain where somebody developed on my creek line and got a CLOMR 
that legally increased the floodways by a foot.  I am very aware of the impact.  The impact or the lack of 
or the mitigation or the correction that is not what this board is being asked to decide.  That is the 
CLOMR process that is up to FEMA and the engineers and the experts that are better equipped to handle 
those kinds of decisions than we are.  What we are being asked to do is to determine whether we believe 
based on the information that we have been presented from all the parties whether this plan meets the 
maximum extent practicable given the resources and revenues and bank accounts and the financial 
wherewithal of the park.  We are not approving or disapproving the plan.  We are trying to move this 
forward.  I am sure the park is not happy that things were not the way they thought they were going to be 
and they are expending funds and disrupting their membership and doing the things that they got to do 
and living on a floodplain I know that everybody would like for it to go back to zero.  It is my 
understanding that people will have the opportunity to talk to FEMA during the CLOMR process as well.  
I would support the motion. 
 
Commissioner Thomas – I think it is important for you to know that as your elected officials where we 
stand and the rationalization behind our decision in the positions that we take.  Couple of comments that 
were made tonight that I believe are important to repeat.  Mr. Abbott stated that in his FEMA overview 
that if nothing is done we are looking a $50.00 increase in order to get our attention.  Regardless of where 
you stand on the issue you realize that we have an issue that is brewing about and if we do not take action 
then we are looking at suspension, of no flood insurance that would be available and an increase in 
premiums and the possibility of no national assistance if there is a case of severe flooding.  Now is the 
time to move forward.  I know the opportunity to look at a second plan has been put forth.  It has taken us 
7 years to get here tonight.  I have spent time sitting behind this desk here tonight and saying where was I 
seven years ago?  Where were you seven years ago?  Probably the majority of us were not in this 
community.  I am not in the WCWAA not by choice but by close proximity.  I understand what those 
property owners that have come forward tonight said and from a parent that has seen the benefit in one’s 
own family and then as a former athlete the impact it has made on my life.  You are absolutely right.  I 
learned more lessons of life on the baseball field and the basketball court than I did in the classroom.  
That is not against our educators.  It is just the way that athletics is built you learn how to deal with the 
issue.  Mr. Isaacs said tonight this plan consistently lowers the water elevations and another quote was 
which is less than a foot which is what FEMA would have approved.  I want to reiterate what 
Commissioner Kuehler said tonight.  We are not the jury or the judge.  We are simply moving this plan 
along with a vote to allow those experts to hear from all interested parties and make the best decision 
based on technicalities and objectivity and not subjectivity because this can be a tremendously polarizing 
issue.  I want to close and say thank you for the spirit in which you spoke tonight, the respect for one 
another because we are all citizens of the same community and we all share the same values and we all 
come at it with a different perspective.  I want to thank those speakers who spoke and the courage.  I 
thought you did so eloquently particularly little Ethan.  I was impressed with the courage that he took.  I 
know his parents are proud and that is an example of tomorrow’s community for someone who will stand 
up tonight as intimidating as that can be.  I will support the plan.  I made it very clear when I sought 
public office that I would do anything I possibly could with the leadership of WCWAA to try to be able 
to determine the solution that mitigated the impact to both parties to be able to move forward.  Right after 
the election I met with the President and the Board of Directors to let them know how willing I was to 
work with them.  I believe tonight we are just a little bit closer in bringing some resolution.  Thank you 
for your attendance here tonight. 
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Chairman Simpson – Thank you for coming out tonight and I appreciate your passion for both sides of the 
issue.  I would like to express our appreciation for our staffs and attorneys.  I do appreciate the time you 
have given to that. 
 
The vote from the County Commissioner on the Resolution was 4/0 – (Commissioner Rogers was 
absent). 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Barry moved to approve the Resolution that they were presented: 
 
Councilmember Thomisser - I would like to echo what Commissioner Thomas said.  As a former baseball 
player and football player I understand the benefit of youth sports and we have a lot of people here 
tonight who talk about the advantages of getting youth involved in sports.  I want to ask you to suppose 
you bought a house in 1993 and paid $600,000 prerecession and then attempted to sell the house and kept 
reducing the house until you got to $400,000 and today you are still not able to sell that house.  That is 
what these homeowners have experienced – a huge financial loss.  I have also heard that the WCWAA is 
financially unable to remedy the current violation and to return the property to a no rise situation.  My 
deceased mother used to say, “Where there is a will, there is a way.”  I cannot tell you what the way is 
you probably know it better than I do.  In my opinion, the mitigation plan is insufficient and must be 
corrected to a no rise situation.  The current plan only addresses one third of the problem and the 
homeowners will still have flooding.  It may not come up to their patio but it will certainly be in their 
back yard and I remind you 80% of the homes in Weddington are on water wells and on septic systems 
and do you really want to contaminate people’s wells?  I cannot support this. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Barry - There are no winners.  The park has to deal with it and certainly the adjacent 
homeowners have had to deal with it.  I have a whole list of questions but at the end of the day 
Commissioner Kuehler was right, we are not asked to be the judge and to pick winners and losers.  We 
are to determine if this is the best we got and it is the best we got in a horrible situation.  Let the real 
professionals get involved and hopefully you will have your time with those FEMA engineers as the final 
plans get drawn. 
 
Mayor Davidson – I want to say this is not an easy decision.  No one is a clear winner here and we do not 
want winners and losers.  It has been 7 years and three entities have probably spent $200,000 and we have 
not moved any dirt.  If we move forward with this and FEMA approves it, we are going to move some 
dirt and I think it is time to do that.  I support this.  We do not want to be in the suspension phase of the 
National Flood Insurance Program.  This plan does not violate any of our ordinances and it is up to 
FEMA to determine if it is going to meet their requirements that we have to enforce.  This is merely going 
on to FEMA and they will decide whether they approve it or not. 
 
Attorney Fox - One point of clarification is that the Resolution that is before you does contemplate that 
there has been a certification by the Floodplain Administrator but in light of the comments from USI 
those have to be addressed by the park and that is a continued process.  I want to make you aware that the 
language may be modified slightly to reflect USI comments. 
 
The vote on the motion is as follows: 
 
 AYES:  Councilmembers Hadley, Harrison and Mayor Pro Tem Barry 
 NAYS:  Councilmember Thomisser 
 
Item No. 12.  Adjourn Meetings.  Mayor Pro Tem Barry moved to adjourn the September 10, 2012 
Special Town Council Meeting.  All were in favor, with votes recorded as follows: 
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 AYES:  Councilmembers Thomisser, Hadley, Harrison and Mayor Pro Tem Barry 
 NAYS:  None 
 
Chairman Simpson moved to adjourn the Commission Meeting.  The vote was 4/0 to adjourn. 
 
The meeting ended at 9:53 p.m. 
              
        Walker F. Davidson, Mayor 
 
Attest: 
 
       
 Amy S. McCollum, Town Clerk 
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TOWN OF WEDDINGTON 
REGULAR TOWN COUNCIL MEETING 
MONDAY, OCTOBER 8, 2012 - 7:00 P.M. 

MINUTES 
 

The Town Council of the Town of Weddington, North Carolina, met in a Regular Session at the 
Weddington Town Hall, 1924 Weddington Road, Weddington, NC  28104 on October 8, 2012, with 
Mayor Walker F. Davidson presiding.   
 
Present: Mayor Walker F. Davidson, Mayor Pro Tem Daniel Barry (Arrived at 7:22 p.m.), 

Councilmembers Werner Thomisser, Pamela Hadley and Barbara Harrison, Town 
Attorney Anthony Fox, Town Planner Jordan Cook and Town Administrator Amy S. 
McCollum 

 
Absent:  None 
 
Visitors: Judy Johnston, Ken Evans, Bill Price, Neil Atkins, Brian Vessels, Paisley Gordon, Jim 

Vivian, Rob Dow, Nancy Anderson, Chris Rea, Mike Simon, Dot Cooper and Laura 
Carver. 

 
Mayor Walker F. Davidson offered the Invocation. 
 
Item No. 1.  Call to Order.  Mayor Walker F. Davidson called the October 8, 2012 Regular Town 
Council Meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 
 
Item No. 2.  Pledge of Allegiance.  Mayor Davidson led in the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
Item No. 3.  Determination of Quorum.  There was a quorum. 
 
Item No. 4.  Presentation by Citizens for Clear and Consistent Process in Local Government – Stress 
Test of the Current Weddington Land Use Plan (The Politics and Consequences Relevant to the 
Land Use Change of Parcel 06-150-045 and the Possible Land Use Change of Other Parcels Such as 
06-150-047, 06-150-048, 06-150-148A, 06-147-010, 06-147-011 and 06-147-012) – 20 Minutes.  Mayor 
Davidson gave the gavel to Councilwoman Pamela Hadley.  Attorney Anthony Fox advised that the Mayor 
was handing the gavel over because according to the Town’s Rules of Procedures when the Mayor is 
engaged in debate they are to designate a person on Council to serve in their capacity. 
 
Mayor Davidson - I have added something to the agenda.  It is basically my opinion on where we stand 
with our Land Use Plan after the Polivka change that we made.  The group name for the presentation was 
developed because I have been sitting in this room for three years and have seen a lot of frustrated people 
on different issues.  I am frustrated and this is how I am going to try to state my case.  I feel like I have 
represented people who like a clear and consistent process and the maddest I think I see people is when 
they do not think they got a fair shake and it was not clear and consistent.  I will leave it up to someone 
else to represent the unclear and inconsistent process.  I now want to state my case on why I think it was 
unclear and inconsistent.   
 
The Objective of the Land Use Plan – the citizens of Weddington want to maintain or improve their 
hometown.  They have a financial investment in the house that they live in.  They have their environment 
that they have to live here every day.  The objective of the developer is to maximize their investment.  I 
hate to say it that way.  That is the facts.  I am in investments.  Maximize and return on investment is their 
objective.  That does not mean that we cannot work together.  That does not mean in the Land Use Plan if 
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there is something that we are missing and we want to improve upon that we cannot work with the 
developer.  You take the developer’s plan and you put it together with the Land Use Plan and if they fit 
and work together that is fine.  If changes need to be made in the developer plan that is fine.  If we need to 
make changes in the Land Use Plan that is fine.   
 
The Land Use Plan Process – the Town Council develops a Land Use Plan based on citizen input.  We 
have a Land Use Plan.  We are in the middle of updating the Land Use Plan.  Our plan is good until 2012 
or until we change it.  There is a map that goes with the Land Use Plan.  If we change the map which we 
did you need to be able to explain the change within the text of the Land Use Plan.  If the map does not 
match the text then you need to change the text.  You have to apply all that text to all the parcels in Town 
or describe some kind of exception that was made for that parcel.   
 
Elections – The Process - The other thing that you are familiar with is the election process.  Some citizen 
thinks he or she can do it better than the current council and they become a candidate.  The candidate 
develops a platform on the issues to answer the main question why should I vote for you.  The voters make 
the decision based on the information provided by the candidate or recommendation by others.  The 
elected official makes decisions consistent with what they said during the campaign.  That is the election 
process that we would like to see.  In reality the election and the land use process are all bundled together 
– with developers, citizens and the Town Council involved in both processes and they make decisions 
accordingly.  When you look at where you want to put your influence keep in mind that we have 10,000 
citizens, 7,000 registered voters, 1,400 active voters, 5 elected officials but it only takes 3 votes to make a 
decision.  The Mayor does not get to vote unless they break the tie.  Everyone is going after three votes.   
 
This is the Land Use Plan Map as it stood a few years ago before we made some recent changes.  This is 
the document that supports that map.  This is some text in the Land Use Plan that has to do with 
business/commercial development: 
 
§ Commercial development in Weddington is confined (enclosed or restricted; limited) to that area 

located at the northeast quadrant of the intersection NC 16 and NC 84 (i.e., “Town Center”) – 
Page 46. 

§ Prohibiting additional commercial development outside of the town center, particularly in the form 
of linear or strip development along roadways is an important policy that residents feel should be 
maintained – Page 12. 

§ Limit such (commercial) development to small-scale retail and service businesses primarily 
serving Town residents – Page 17. 

§ Residents believe that the Town should maintain a single commercial center.  While the existing 
commercial center should transition to become a more pedestrian-friendly town center, its 
geographic area should not increase significantly and individual businesses should be limited to 
the scale needed to serve primarily Weddington residents – Page 12. 

§ Limit the number of street curb cuts to avoid traffic congestion and ensure safety – Page 18. 
 
These are the things that should be talked about when you change something from residential to business: 
 
§ Is the parcel within the northeast corner? 
§ Will the business serve the needs of Weddington residents? 
§ Does the change make the Town Center more pedestrian friendly? 
§ Does the change create more curb cuts? 

 
Here is a blow up of the Town Center before all the changes took place.  As I listen to these meetings over 
the last three years, every once in a while people talk about how they were raised, what their parents taught 
them.  I am going to share with you something that my dad used to say to me.  I remember asking him 
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when I wanted something I would go to him and say I want this.  He would say that is great.  He would tell 
me that people in hell want ice water.  What he meant by that was I know that you want it, that does not 
mean you are going to get it and that does not mean you deserve it.  State your case in terms that are 
relevant to conversations we have had in the past or a grievance we have had in the past.  Stay on topic.  
The first change we made was the Treske property which changed this parcel to business.  The reason was 
that he wanted to expand his existing business.  The parcel is within the NE corner.  It currently does 
service the needs of the Weddington residents.  The change does make the Town Center pedestrian 
friendly.  It does not create more curb cuts.  That one passed.  The next one was the Spittle and Matthews 
properties.  Here is Spittle and as far as I know the reasoning was I am adjacent to business therefore I 
want business.  It is in the NE corner.  We do not know what business that is going to be.  Does it make the 
Town Center more pedestrian friendly?  It could.  Does the change create more curb cuts?  Not on 
Highway 16 but it could make one here.  They went ahead and did the Matthews property at the same time 
so there would not be a donut hole.  I remember that Rob Dow on the Planning Board recommended that 
the Town needed to provide some kind of boundary here.  If you keep going with make me business 
because I am adjacent to business – there is no line and it is going to keep going.  Let’s go to Polivka that 
we just did.  It is right here.  Is the parcel within the northeast corner?  It is not.  Will the business serve the 
needs of Weddington residents – we will find out later what they said that they do.  Does the change make 
the Town Center more pedestrian friendly?  Not unless you want to walk across Highway 16 – four lanes 
of traffic with cars going 45 to 50 mph.  Does the change create more curb cuts?  Yes, in a place that we 
have had traffic problems before and NCDOT has just now resolved them for us.  What I am getting at is 
that we have a map that is different than the text.  We need to decide if we are going to change this text for 
all parcels or are we going to call out an exception for this property and use some language to tell us what 
happened so when we get other requests for change we will know what to do. 
 
Why change to Business?  This is the applicant’s request.  This is the letter that they sent.  There is no 
application to do this.   
§ Enhance the quality of life in the community.   
§ Complement (add to something in a way that enhances or improves it; make perfect) adjacent 

properties which are listed as commercial and business. 
§ Planning Board has amended the land use of three other parcels near my property from residential 

to business.  I am trusting that the Planning Board will provide me with the same consideration.   
 
This concerns me more than anything – other people are doing it and therefore you will give me the right 
to do it too.  Now on this one let’s look at these adjacent properties that are listed as commercial and 
business.  That is the property, there is Hunter Farms, there is the church, they are not listed as business 
but they cited them as a reason.  Adjacent is touching or next to.  I do not think we are going to allow 
adjacent meaning jumping across the road. 
 
For the public hearing, the representative for the applicant stated the reasons to change to business. 
§ We want to do this to build complementary relationships together 
§ Change in Providence Road dictates looking at this property in a different light from residential.  

(Mayor Davidson - In this case the Providence Road widening was not a surprise to anyone.  In 
our 2002 survey we asked a question specifically given that the Highway 16 corridor between 
Hemby Road and Marvin-Weddington Road will be four lanes wide within four years would you 
like to see development other than single family detached residential units?  The answer was that 
31% said yes and 69% said no.  That was not an issue for the Town or citizens.)   

§ Not prepared to build a home there across the street from a gas station or a commercial building.  
(Mayor Davidson - They bought the property with a house on residential property.  They have all 
the property rights that the property came with.  They have not been duped.  They essentially 
overpaid for a Honda Accord and they want the Town to turn it into a Lexus.) 
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§ Time to come forward because there have been other amendments (other properties on the East 
Side). 

§ We realize we are across the street but we feel it is all really together.   
§ Mr. Polivka would like to have just his corporate office here.   
§ The property across the street to one side is a church.  As we just heard there are 600 students 

there and it is really a business in the sense that there is a service provided for a fee.  (Mayor 
Davidson - They want us to make churches a business on our Land Use Map.) 

§ To the other side is a farm but likewise there is a business that runs off that property.   
§ On both sides of us even though technically they are not zoned or identified as business on the 

Land Use Plan, there are businesses operating on both sides of us.  We simply want to operate our 
corporate office.   

 
Polivka International is a large corporation.  They work exclusively for Class 1 railroads in the United 
States and Canada.  They build the intermodal facilities as well as other railroad enterprises.  Our 
definition is neighborhood scale businesses that serve the needs of Weddington residents?  I doubt on 
Saturday morning I am going to go out and run some errands and ask Sally if she needs anything from 
Polivka International because I can run by there. 
 
This is the Land Use Map before all the changes were made.  This is what the Land Use Map will look like 
if we will take the definitions that have been put in here as far as churches or anything where there are 
people coming and going and transactions are taking place.  If we blow it up and get close, here are three 
parcels that could make the same argument.  I am adjacent to business.  I am on Highway 16, who wants to 
build a house right here?   This is before we started all these changes and they can be explained with 
everything that is in here and it is quickly turned into that and how do we explain that.  The only way I can 
explain it is that you have blown a hole in our Land Use Plan.  It is no longer recognizable and we need to 
make some changes to it.   
 
Why change to business?  This is from the public hearing from the people that voted for it.   
Barbara Harrison 
§ In the past, other councilmembers have voted for things that are inconsistent with the Land Use 

Plan.   
§ Seven people are not going to cause a traffic jam.   

 
Pam Hadley 
No reasons stated 
 
Dan Barry 
§ I have already voted in favor of it at the earlier hearing. 
§ Basil is a very good friend of mine. 
§ We have a donut hole of development. 
§ It is surrounded by commercial enterprises. 
§ What in the world will you put there, because no one in their right mind is going to buy a house 

for a million dollars because that is what it will cost you to get your money out of it? 
§ If not residential what will it be? 

 
Are we going to put these things in our Land Use Plan?  We have another example of a house on 
Providence Road down here on Bluebird Lane.  This person tried to sell that house for $3.2 million in 
November 2008.  Then they lowered to $2.7 million then $2.2 and now $1.9.  I do not know why he is not 
in here asking to be business.  What I am asking the Town Council to do is to take a survey to give me 
some language to put on public record as to what we did. 
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§ Was this change to the Land Use Map consistent with the Land Use Plan text?   
§ If yes, please state the consistencies within the context of the Land Use Plan. 
§ If no, what changes or additions should be made to the Land Use Plan to support the goals and 

objectives of the Land Use Map? 
§ Of the 6 proposed parcels, which should be changed to business?  Please explain your answer 

within the context of the Land Use Plan. 
 
Item No. 5.  Public Comments.  Nancy Anderson – Thank you for your service.  I wanted to talk about 
the public hearing that you are calling for the Polivka property.  I would like for you to consider 
postponing that until after you get the survey back.  I am not sure what the rush is for that.  I think if you 
want good public input that would help you more.  I want you to consider several other things when you 
make this decision.  You have all seen what the elevation of the front of it looks like from Providence 
Road.  I would like you to see what it looks like from behind from the view point of the Hunter Farm.  I 
think we would all agree from past conversations with people who live here why they came here.  People 
want to preserve the small town rural atmosphere and the agricultural heritage of the Town of Weddington.  
I want you to be careful not to destroy what everybody wants in favor of something that not too many 
people want or certainly need.  I do think there is a compromise that can be made.  Jamming as much in 
there as there was in the first application was probably not the way to go.  Just a quick comment on why 
the former Councils changed the Land Use Plan for the Treske, Spittle and the Matthews properties is 
because it does enhance the walkability, the plan would be to connect the parking lots for the shopping 
center that we have now and those three parcels would all be connected and then NCDOT will help us put 
a road in and a light.  That does two things - it slows traffic down but it also gives much better access. 
 
Rob Dow – I would like to applaud the Mayor’s attempts at maintaining the integrity of the Town’s goals, 
plans and objectives to the Land Use Plan.  A great portion of the time spent as of late has been by the 
Council and the Planning Board and discussions regarding commercial development.  We are embarking 
on updating our Land Use Plan and if the results from the new survey, focus groups and public workshops 
generate a new Land Use Plan that shows a reversal of sentiment to favoring more non residential or 
commercial development, the Town needs to be aware of the very different forms that that can take.  The 
current plan attempts to greatly restrict commercial development and to set a preference for a single 
downtown core off the highway where pedestrians could walk from area to area with a small town feel and 
a community versus the commercial strip development along a highway.  I wonder if the results of the new 
Land Use Plan and surveys are consistent with the past.  Mayor Davidson used this in his presentation -
given the widening of Providence Road and Highway 16 he stated the overall return of 31% for yes for 
commercial and 69% for no.  The next part of the question breaks it down as to of that 31% what do you 
want.  This is astounding - 14% wanted more offices.  That is 14% of 31%.  That is 4.2% of the total 
answering the survey which is 95.8% did not want any offices.  Approximately 92.25% wanted restaurants 
and retail.  This was the survey for 2002.  I am wondering if the Planning Board and Town Council will 
respond and respect the desires of the citizens that elected them. 
 
Bill Price – I would like to commend Councilwoman Barbara Harrison and staff for the wonderful festival 
that they put on several weeks ago.  I attended and had a wonderful time.  There are several concerns.  
There is evidence from the booths that were displayed that we have a very well rounded talent here within 
this area.  It was amazing.  The entertainment was amazing.  I have one question about that.  Being an 
elderly person we had about five rocking chairs out here.  In the future, I think we should have some 
additional seating or advertise that people bring chairs.  The street into the shopping center is a main artery 
to get in and out of the shopping center and to also get on Highway 84.  There were vehicles parked on 
either side of the street making it one way traffic.  I tried that route four different times before I finally got 
out.  In the future things of that nature and this size I think we should limit parking on both sides of that 
road for protection services. 
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Chris Rea – I want to commend the Mayor on his presentation. The thing that occurred to me when I saw 
that presentation is that the red areas look like a blood stain that was spreading out.  My wife and I have 
lived in Weddington for 18 years and there seems to be a history of people that have gotten elected to 
Council saying they were going to do one thing and then turning around and doing something else entirely 
different.  I have seen the Town change slowly but surely.  The kind of things you brought up really 
concern me.  I wanted to speak in support of you and go on the record that I am opposed to the commercial 
development. 
 
Mike Simon – This is the first time I have seen this presentation.  What concerns me and some other folks 
that I talk with when I have had discussions with members around this table and with Jordan on things in 
Weddington is it always came down to “what does the text say?”  I have been frustrated by some of those.  
But I have learned that I have to abide by them.  In this case with the land use I see text/rules if that is all 
true and see decisions being made otherwise or no explanation because of it.  I would ask that you at least 
explain to the residents of Weddington if you are going to go forward with these kinds of decisions with 
what happened and why.  You cannot tell me on one hand that my argument does not make sense because 
the text says this that was established by a Council and then turn around and say we make this decision 
regardless of the text.  We have to have it consistent or it is not going to mean anything at all.  Sure there 
are exceptions and you can explain it that way.  I am also concerned about the process for change.  If you 
have not done a survey of the residents of Weddington recently then how do you know what the residents 
of Weddington want?  Whenever you listen to one person if you act on that decision without thinking 
about what happens in Weddington and what the future plans of Weddington will be you are setting a 
precedent.  That precedent is just what I heard – more and more people come forward – more and more 
people want to do the same thing.  That worries me.  The Council is supposed to be about all the citizens 
and not just one or two.  I respect the time and effort that you put into this and what you do but the rest of 
us only play this game once in a while and we play it when we hear things and we step up and we learn.  I 
would ask that you be careful with what you are doing.  If the Land Use Plan that you established is no 
longer valid, then change it, explain it and then give the citizens a chance to react to it.  If it is valid, then 
what was the exception made to suit this decision? 
 
Dot Cooper – I want to thank the Mayor also for presenting this.  I am concerned about how we got here 
and how the changes and decisions were made.  I know it caused uproar to me and other neighbors with 
the Polivka property.  I want to caution you in how you move forward because I think that you are setting 
a precedent and we have a certain procedure that needs to be followed.  I am real concerned about the 
decisions being made.  I think we need to step back and look at that process and decide what changes need 
to be made and follow that in due course. I am concerned about the development also for that property.  I 
do not think the church and the farm are a business in the sense that you are talking about.  I would be real 
cautious on what retail development is going to go there if that is what you decide. 
 
Laura Carver – I have participated in every Town survey.  I want to let you know that I am one of the 69% 
that voted not in favor of commercial development except what already exists here which is in the Town 
plan if you so chose to read it.  I am very concerned about the fact that you are interested in changing this.  
It does not make sense.  I do not know who you think you are all of a sudden… 
 
Councilwoman Hadley called for Point of Order.  I am more than happy to hear any and everyone’s 
opinion but not be insulted. 
 
Attorney Fox – This is public comment.  She is allowed to just speak.  She has three minutes.  I did not 
hear any names being called so I did not associate it with any particular person. 
 
Councilwoman Hadley – I want everyone to have that ability.  I want to listen to everyone. 
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Councilwoman Hadley left the room. 
 
Ms. Carver – The people that elected you are asking that you abide by this Land Use Plan and that is what 
we expect as voters and that is our constitutional right. 
 
Item No. 6.  Additions, Deletions and/or Adoption of the Agenda. Mayor Davidson requested that 
Council move Old Business until after New Business.  Councilwoman Harrison moved to approve the 
amended agenda.  All were in favor of the motion, with votes recorded as follows: 
 
 AYES:  Councilmembers Thomisser, Hadley, Harrison and Mayor Pro Tem Barry 
 NAYS:  None 
 
Item No. 7.  Approval of Minutes. 
A.  August 9, 2012 Special Town Council and Planning Board Meeting.  Councilwoman Harrison 
moved to approve the August 9, 2012 Special Town Council and Planning Board Meeting minutes.  All 
were in favor of the motion, with votes recorded as follows: 
 
 AYES:  Councilmembers Thomisser, Hadley, Harrison and Mayor Pro Tem Barry 
 NAYS:  None 
 
B.  September 10, 2012 Regular Town Council Meeting.  Councilwoman Harrison moved to approve 
the September 10, 2012 Regular Town Council minutes.  All were in favor of the motion, with votes 
recorded as follows: 
 
 AYES:  Councilmembers Thomisser, Hadley, Harrison and Mayor Pro Tem Barry 
 NAYS:  None 
 
C.  September 20, 2012 Special Town Council and Planning Board Meeting.  Councilwoman Harrison 
moved to approve the September 20, 2012 Special Town Council and Planning Board Meeting minutes.  
All were in favor of the motion, with votes recorded as follows: 
 
 AYES:  Councilmembers Thomisser, Hadley, Harrison and Mayor Pro Tem Barry 
 NAYS:  None 
 
Item No. 8.  Public Hearing and Consideration of Public Hearing. 
A.  Public Hearing to Review and Consider – Cable and Telephone Lines Text Amendment.  Mayor 
Davidson opened the public hearing to review and consider the cable and telephone lines text amendment.  
Town Planner Cook reviewed the proposed text amendment with the Town Council: 
 
Section 58-4 “Definitions” 
 
Essential services means publicly or privately owned facilities or systems for the distribution of gas, 
electricity, steam or water, the collection and disposal of sewage or refuse, the transmission of 
communications, or similar functions necessary for the provision of public services. The term "essential 
services" is divided into the following classes: 
 
(1) Class I. Transmission lines, whether subterranean or overhead, including electrical, natural gas and 
water distribution lines, sewer gravity lines and pressure mains, underground septic tanks and drainfields, 
cable television and telephone transmission lines or similar utility lines.  Electrical lines and electrical 
transmission towers, except for non-monopole structures such as steel lattice towers, are exempt from all 
setbacks that would otherwise be required by this Ordinance.  Cable television and telephone 
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transmission lines that co-locate on electrical transmission towers that have been exempted from the 
setback requirements are exempt from all setbacks that would otherwise be required by this 
ordinance. 
 
(2) Class II. Booster stations, pumping stations, switching facilities, substations, lift stations or other 
similarly required facilities in connection with telephone, nonwire communications, electricity, steam, 
water, water storage, sewer or other similar utilities. This classification is not intended to govern apparatus 
and functions set out in essential services class IV, more particularly defined below. 
 
(3) Class III. Generation, production, or treatment facilities such as power plants, sewage treatment plants 
or similar utilities. 
 
(4) Class IV. Subterranean neighborhood or cabinet-style switching facilities designed to handle telephone 
transmissions within the immediate vicinity of the town. 
 
With there being no comments or questions, Mayor Davidson closed the public hearing. 
 
B.  Consideration of Ordinance Adopting Cable and Telephone Lines Text Amendment.  Mayor Pro 
Tem Barry moved to adopt Ordinance O-2012-13: 
 

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND SECTION 58-4 
OF THE CODE OF ORDINANCES  

OF THE TOWN OF WEDDINGTON 
O-2012-13 

 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF WEDDINGTON THAT 
SECTION 58-4 OF THE CODE OF ORDINANCES BE AMENDED AS FOLLOWS: 
 
Section 58-4 “Definitions” 
 
Essential services means publicly or privately owned facilities or systems for the distribution of gas, 
electricity, steam or water, the collection and disposal of sewage or refuse, the transmission of 
communications, or similar functions necessary for the provision of public services. The term "essential 
services" is divided into the following classes: 
 
(1) Class I. Transmission lines, whether subterranean or overhead, including electrical, natural gas and 
water distribution lines, sewer gravity lines and pressure mains, underground septic tanks and drainfields, 
cable television and telephone transmission lines or similar utility lines.  Electrical lines and electrical 
transmission towers, except for non-monopole structures such as steel lattice towers, are exempt from all 
setbacks that would otherwise be required by this Ordinance.  Cable television and telephone 
transmission lines that co-locate on electrical transmission towers that have been exempted from the 
setback requirements are exempt from all setbacks that would otherwise be required by this 
ordinance. 
 
(2) Class II. Booster stations, pumping stations, switching facilities, substations, lift stations or other 
similarly required facilities in connection with telephone, nonwire communications, electricity, steam, 
water, water storage, sewer or other similar utilities. This classification is not intended to govern apparatus 
and functions set out in essential services class IV, more particularly defined below. 
 
(3) Class III. Generation, production, or treatment facilities such as power plants, sewage treatment plants 
or similar utilities. 
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(4) Class IV. Subterranean neighborhood or cabinet-style switching facilities designed to handle telephone 
transmissions within the immediate vicinity of the town. 
 

Adopted this 8th day of October, 2012. 
 
All were in favor of the motion, with votes recorded as follows: 
 
 AYES:  Councilmembers Thomisser, Hadley, Harrison and Mayor Pro Tem Barry 
 NAYS:  None 
 
Item No. 9. New Business. 
A.  Call for Public Hearing – Review and Consideration of the Polivka M-X Rezoning (Public 
Hearing to be Held Tuesday, November 13, 2012 at 7:00 p.m. at the Weddington Town Hall)* 
Meeting on Tuesday because of Veteran’s Day.  The Town Council received a copy of the Conditional 
Zoning Application dated April 24, 2012. 
 
Councilwoman Harrison moved to call for the public hearing to review and consider Polivka M-X 
Rezoning to be held November 13, 2012 at 7:00 p.m. at the Weddington Town Hall. 
 
Councilmember Thomisser - I do not think it is a secret I opposed the land use text amendment change for 
the Polivka property.  I was in the minority.  I feel like we are moving too fast on this.  We have a Land 
Use Plan in effect and it specifically states in the northeast quadrant.  We have a lot of new people who 
have moved to Weddington.  We have no idea how people feel about this now versus 10 years ago.  I make 
a substitute motion that we schedule the public hearing for the Polivka M-X rezoning until after we 
complete the revisions to the Land Use Plan. 
 
Mayor Davidson questioned Attorney Fox whether the motion was valid under the law. 
 
Attorney Fox – This is just calling for the public hearing - you set the time and date for it.  You could 
move the date if it is the will of the Council. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Barry - He could say I want to change to the first week in January as an example. 
 
The vote on Councilmember Thomisser’s motion is as follows: 
 

AYES:  Councilmember Thomisser 
NAYS:  Councilwoman Harrison and Mayor Pro Tem Barry 

 
There was a discussion on how to count Councilwoman Hadley’s vote due to the fact that she had left the 
Council chambers prior to discussion of this matter and returned after the vote was taken.  Attorney Fox 
and Council discussed whether her vote would be counted in the affirmative or with the majority.  
Attorney Fox felt that her vote would be counted with the majority so the vote would be 3 to 1 with the 
motion failing.  Mayor Pro Tem Barry did not feel that Attorney Fox’s ruling was consistent with rulings 
in the past. 
 
Councilmember Thomisser made another substitute motion to schedule the public hearing to the first 
Monday in January of 2013.  The vote was as follows: 
 

AYES:  Councilmember Thomisser 
NAYS:  Councilmembers Harrison, Hadley and Mayor Pro Tem Barry 
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The motion failed. 
 
The vote on Councilwoman Harrison’s original motion is as follows: 
 
 AYES:  Councilmembers Harrison, Hadley and Mayor Pro Tem Barry 
 NAYS:  Councilmember Thomisser 
 
B.  Review and Discussion of Union County’s Economic Development Program.  Town Administrator 
McCollum reviewed the following information with the Town Council: 
 
Town staff received an email from County Manager Cindy Coto regarding a motion made by Chairman 
Simpson on August 30, 2012 regarding pursuing an Interlocal Agreement with the City of Monroe for a 
county-wide economic development program which would include: 

• Appointing a 24-member advisory board as follows:  eight (8) voting members appointed by the 
City; eight (8) voting members appointed by the County, and eight (8) ex officio members.    In 
order to give the municipalities an opportunity to buy into the program financially or through 
strategic planning, no more than six (6) of the County’s eight (8) appointees may be 
representatives of municipalities, with no municipality having more than one (1) seat on the board.  
The remaining two (2) County appointments shall be at large members. 

• Offering the Chairmanship of the Board of Directors to the City of Monroe for the first two years 
and at the end of that two years, the board would negotiate how to decide the Chairmanship 
thereafter. 

• Exploring the opportunity to establish a 501(c)(3) corporation, which would allow for the use of 
private funding in support of the economic development program. 

• Designing the Interlocal Agreement so that it would sunset on June 30, 2015, which would allow 
approximately six months to establish the organization, and two (2) full years of operation of the 
program. 

• If a successful negotiation has not been reached with the City of Monroe by October 1, 2012, then 
consider a program more in line with the town managers’ proposal. 

• Funding of the program on an annual basis would be $700,000 with $400,000 being paid by the 
County and $300,000 being paid by the City.  The County would pay the $400,000 annually and 
then work with the municipalities, who have an interest in contributing financially to the program, 
on repayment of their proportionate share to the County.   

• Employing five staff members who are and would continue to be employees of the City of 
Monroe.  

 
Current Status – County and City staff have met and are developing an Interlocal Agreement that contains 
the above bullet points. 
 
Councilwoman Harrison - I do not want to give any of our taxpayer money to Union County for this 
considering we paid Union County taxes already. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Barry - I really do not have an opinion on this.  The Western Union County Municipalities 
Coalition has a little bit of interest in this only to make sure where something is not located.  The question 
for this Council is do we want to engage only to be part of the team versus saying you go do what you 
want to do and we will sit it out.   
 
Mayor Pro Tem Barry moved to defer consideration on this item until the Town receives a formal 
invitation from Union County.  All were in favor of the motion, with votes recorded as follows: 
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 AYES:  Councilmembers Thomisser, Hadley, Harrison and Mayor Pro Tem Barry 
 NAYS:  None 
 
C.  Consideration of Donating Town Laptop to Providence VFD.  Councilwoman Hadley stated, “I 
was asking the Providence VFD their timetable for doing the inspection of the hydrants.  In that 
conversation I was told about a program that they can utilize to input the pressure from the hydrant at the 
scene and this program actually does the map, gives the gallons per minutes and creates a PDF.  It takes a 
lot of time and effort off of the manpower needed to write it down at the scene, take it back to the 
department and to do the math.  We are moving towards a new computer system with VC3 and we are 
going to have some laptops available.  I suggested donating one of those laptops to Providence VFD to 
help with the hydrant inspections.” 
 
Attorney Fox advised that a Resolution would need to be drafted and included in the motion for this 
donation. 
 
Councilwoman Harrison questioned how old the laptop was.  Town staff advised approximately eight 
years old.  Councilwoman Harrison further discussed that in corporate America laptops are written off 
every three years.   
 
Councilwoman Hadley moved to donate the laptop to the Providence VFD and to instruct staff to prepare a 
Resolution to declare the property surplus. 
 
Councilmember Thomisser questioned if the computer is going to be solely used for the fire hydrant 
testing.  He stated, “I understand that Providence’s area of responsibility has increased and I do not have a 
problem with the computer.  Does Stallings VFD or Wesley Chapel VFD have any areas that need this 
computer software program?” 
 
Councilwoman Hadley – They do not in the Town of Weddington.  Providence VFD cannot use the 
program unless they have a laptop.  I am sure they will be able to incorporate its use for some of their other 
duties such as taking minutes, etc. 
 
All were in favor of the motion, with votes recorded as follows: 
 
 AYES:  Councilmembers Thomisser, Hadley, Harrison and Mayor Pro Tem Barry 
 NAYS:  None 
 
Item No. 10.  Old Business. 
A.  Review and Consideration of 2012 Land Use Town Survey.  The Town Council received a copy of 
the proposed Town Survey.  Town Council discussed and recommended changes to the proposed land use 
survey.  Council discussed the best way to give the survey to the citizens.  The Town Council agreed to 
allow COG and Town Planner Cook to revise the survey and make recommendations at Thursday’s Land 
Use Plan Meeting on how to distribute. 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Barry moved to approve the 2012 Land Use Town Survey as amended.  All were in favor, 
with votes recorded as follows: 
 
 AYES:  Councilmembers Thomisser, Hadley, Harrison and Mayor Pro Tem Barry 
 NAYS:  None 
 
Item No. 11.  Update from Town Planner.  The Town Council received the following update from Town 
Planner Jordan Cook: 
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• Construction of the Weddington Church Road relocation project began on June 27th.  The traffic 

signal has been installed and the intersection construction is nearly complete. 
• The Town Council and Planning Board held another joint meeting on Thursday, September 20th to 

discuss the Land Use Plan Survey.  Staff is working with Centralina COG to fine tune this survey 
based on comments received from the Town Council and Planning Board.  The Council will 
approve a survey at their Monday, October 8th meeting.   

• The Agritourism and Agricultural Use Definition text amendments were on the February 27th 
Planning Board agenda (both received a favorable recommendation).  These text amendments 
have been amended since that February Planning Board meeting.  Town Attorney Anthony Fox is 
currently reviewing these text amendments.  

• Stillwell NC, LLC’s Sketch Plan for a 90 lot conservation subdivision called Vintage Creek on 
parcels 060-90-004, 060-90-007 and 060-93-011 was approved by the Planning Board.  The 
applicant is now working with Union County on finalizing sewer plans.  Once finalized, the 
applicant can submit the Preliminary Plat. 

• The Planning Board gave the Polivka MX Conditional Zoning Rezoning application a favorable 
recommendation at their September 24th meeting.  This rezoning will be on the November 13th 
Town Council agenda for Public Hearing and Consideration. 

• The Planning Board approved the Temporary Use Permit for the Weddington Country Festival.  
That event took place on Saturday, September 22nd. 

• The following items were on the September 24th Planning Board agenda:  Polivka MX Conditional 
Zoning Rezoning 

• The following items will be on the October 22nd  Planning Board agenda: 
o Section 58-60 MX Zoning Text Amendment 
o Land Use Plan/Map Text Amendment 
o Section 46-46 Subdivision Checklist Text Amendments:  requirements for fire hydrants 

and Traffic Impact Analysis 
 
Item No. 12.  Update from Town Administrator.  The Town Council received the following update 
from Town Administrator Amy McCollum: 
 
§ The new computers for the Weddington Deputies are up and running. 
§ Deputy Tyler Mills will be leaving the UCSO effective next week.  They are working on getting 

his replacement for the Town. 
§ The Weddington Country Festival was a success.  Councilwoman Harrison will give an update 

during the November Council Meeting. 
§ Mayor Davidson, Mayor Pro Tem Barry and Deputy Black will be attending the HOA Meeting for 

the Greystone Subdivision at the end of this month. 
§ The Fall Litter Sweep is October 6 here at the Weddington Town Hall beginning at 9:00 a.m.  We 

are working with God Bless the USA to have containers for residents to recycle small non-
hazardous waste. 

§ Councilwomen Hadley and Harrison and Town Planner Cook and I have been trained on how to 
use the defibrillator.  Plans are being arranged to train the rest of the Council and staff on how to 
use the defibrillator. 

§ Plans for this year’s Tree Lighting are underway.  The event is scheduled for Friday, November 
30. 

§ Applications are being requested to fill the vacant seat on the Public Safety Advisory Committee 
and for the two seats that are to expire on the Planning Board. 

§ The USPS has conducted the ZIP Code Boundary Review.  After reviewing the data collected, 
they believe it would not be in the best interest of the 757 current customers who would have to 
change their ZIP Code to accommodate our request of a last line address change for all the 
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annexed areas of Weddington.  They believe such a ZIP Code assignment is also unnecessary.  
Residents who have the last line address of Matthews, NC 28104 can use the alternate name of 
Weddington, NC 28104.  However, the 757 residents who reside in Waxhaw, NC 28173 ZIP Code 
will not be allowed to use the last line of Weddington, NC as it would create the possibility of mail 
being disrupted to include return to sender as no such address exists.  They are planning to have a 
staff member from their office to visit the Town to discuss further. 

 
Upcoming Meeting Dates: 
October 6 - 9:00 a.m. (Litter Sweep) 
October 8 - Town Council Meeting at 7:00 p.m. 
October 11 - Town Council and Planning Board Land Use Plan Meeting at 6:00 p.m. 
October 22 - Planning Board and Historic Preservation Commission Meeting at 7:00 p.m. 
November 12 - Town Hall Closed for Veteran’s Day 
November 13  - Regular Town Council Meeting (One Day Later due to Veteran’s Day) 
 
Item No. 13.  Public Safety Report. 
 
Weddington Deputies – 485 Calls 
 
Providence VFD – The Town Council received the Income and Expense Budget Performance and Balance 
Sheet for September 2012. 
 
Item 14.  Update from Finance Officer and Tax Collector. 
A.  Finance Officer’s Report.  The Town Council received the Revenue and Expenditure Statement and 
Balance Sheet for 9/1/2012 to 9/30/2012. 
 
B.  Tax Collector’s Report.  Monthly Report – September 2012  
 

Transactions:  
Tax Charge 2012  $1,109,263.29 
Tax Exemptions 2012 $(55,337.20) 
Tax Deferments 2012 $(64,663.87) 
Tax Write-offs Under $5.00  $(792.29) 
Late List Penalties 2012 $155.60 
Adjust Under $5.00 $(5.89) 
Advertising Fees Paid  $(53.06) 
Refund  $1,476.77 
Penalty and Interest Payments  $(133.27) 
  
Taxes Collected:  
2008  $(60.00) 
2009 $(142.48) 
2010 $(222.79 
2011 $(760.54) 
2012 $(129,487.48) 
 
As of September 30, 2012; the following taxes remain  
Outstanding: 
2002 $82.07 
2003 $129.05 
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2004  $122.90 
2005  $252.74 
2006  $150.20 
2007  $144.42 
2008 $1,902.02 
2009 $2,616.79 
2010 $4,668.67 
2011 $7,109.82 
2012 $860,584.98 
  
Total Outstanding: $877,763.66 

 
Item 15.  Transportation Report.  There was no Transportation Report. 
 
Item 16.  Council Comments.  Mayor Davidson thanked Councilwoman Harrison for her work on the 
Weddington Country Festival.  
 
Item 17. Adjournment.  Councilwoman Harrison moved to adjourn the October 8, 2012 Regular Town 
Council Meeting.  All were in favor, with votes recorded as follows: 
 
 AYES:  Councilmembers Thomisser, Hadley, Harrison and Mayor Pro Tem Barry 
 NAYS:  None 
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:25 p.m. 
              
               Walker F. Davidson, Mayor 
 
       
 Amy S. McCollum, Town Clerk 
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TOWN OF WEDDINGTON 
SPECIAL TOWN COUNCIL AND PLANNING BOARD MEETING 

THURSDAY, OCTOBER 11, 2012 - 6:00 P.M. 
MINUTES 

 
The Town Council and Planning Board of the Town of Weddington, North Carolina, met in a Joint 
Session at the Weddington Town Hall, 1924 Weddington Road, Weddington, NC  28104 on October 11, 
2012, with Mayor Walker F. Davidson presiding.   
 
Present: Mayor Walker F. Davidson, Mayor Pro Tem Daniel Barry, Councilmembers Werner 

Thomisser, Pamela Hadley and Barbara Harrison, Planning Board Members Rob Dow, 
John Giattino (6:20 p.m.), Jennifer Romaine and Jim Vivian, Town Planner Jordan Cook 
and Town Administrator Amy S. McCollum 

 
Absent:  Dorine Sharp, Janice Propst and Jeff Perryman 
 
Visitors: Bob Davis, Matthew Delk, Genny Reid, Ken Evans, Richard Sahlie, Jack Parks, Mike 

Sealy, Paisley Gordon, Pat Harrison, Monica and Bill Snider, Bob Lockerman, Liz Delk, 
Angela Curcio, Amy Curcio, Catherine Heath, Elton Hardy, Larry Cravens 

 
Item No. 1.  Open the Meeting.  Mayor Walker F. Davidson called the October 11, 2012 Special Town 
Council Meeting to order at 6:01 p.m.  There was a quorum. 
 
Vice-Chairman Rob Dow called the October 11, 2012 Special Planning Board Meeting to order at 6:20 
p.m. when a quorum arrived. 
 
Item No. 2.  Development of the 2013 Weddington Land Use Plan. 
A.  Presentation by Union County Public Works Director Ed Goscicki.  Union County Public Works 
Director Ed Goscicki gave the following presentation to the Town Council and Planning Board regarding 
Water and Sewer Line Extension Policy Revisions and discussed Union County’s water and sewer 
approval process. 
 
Background and Purpose 
§ Policy has been in place since 1997 with periodic updates 
§ Policy addresses developers’ responsibilities to design and construct W/S infrastructure to UCPW 

standards and transfer these assets to Union County to serve the new customers in the proposed 
development 

§ In consideration of contribution of assets we agree to provide capacity to meet the service needs, 
and to provide the ongoing W/S service to the development 

§ Policy assumes all projects are treated with the same degree of priority (no restrictions on the 
amount of capacity we have) 

§ Two workshops with the Board and two meetings with development community for input on this 
draft 

 
Old Policy was disjointed in its approach 
§ Approval of the projects is through NCDENR permit issuance 
§ Water and sewer capacity fees are treated differently 
§ Capacity allocation is tracked outside this process – through DENR Permits 
§ No clear process for acceptance of ownership of the infrastructure 
§ Policy is “cluttered” with extraneous issues (Leak credit policy and hydrant use) 
§ No defined policy for dealing with off-site improvements. 
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Features of the New Policy/Ordinance 
§ Union County approves the project not NCDENR 
§ Capacity is defined in the review process and allocated through a “Standard Agreement” 

incorporated in this policy 
§ Limits the time - capacity will be held for five years. 
§ Provides for defined coordination with appropriate planning jurisdictions 
§ Water and Sewer capacity fees and capacity allocation are treated the same 
§ Policy specifically addresses oversizing and off-site improvements 
§ Creates a policy for short line extensions to existing platted lots 

 
New Policy Drivers 
§ Discourages Developers from tying up capacity  
- Shifts capacity fee payment up front 
- Put more constraints and conditions on partial acceptance of line extensions 
- Idle projects will forfeit their capacity allocation 
§ Levels the playing field 
- Off-site improvements and over sizing responsibilities defined 
- Review and approval processes are clarified 
§ Allows developers to lock in zoning (preliminary plat) and phase water and sewer capacity 

allocation 
§ Replaces the Self-help program 

 
Roles and responsibilities are defined 
 
First Step is still sketch plan submittal 
§ Purpose is to get an understanding of the project and its impact on the utility system 
§ Acceptable plan is not an approval 
§ No commitment by either party at this time 

 
Plan review is next step 
 
Plan review and approval stage is when the developer locks down system requirements and may apply 
for Preliminary Plat approval 
 
Final Approved Plans 
§ Defines any off-site improvements needed to serve development 
§ Addresses options for over sizing - In 5 year CIP or not 
§ Allows developer to obtain preliminary plat for entire plan and then move forward with capacity 

commitment on a portion of the development 
 
Standard Line Extension Agreement allows project to move to construction 
 
With NCDENR approval we now enter into a Standard Line Extension Agreement 
 
Agreement locks in capacity for all or a portion of the proposed development 
§ Capacity Fees paid in full 
§ Allocated capacity specified in agreement 
§ Off-site improvement (if any) specified 
§ Five years to complete development or forfeit capacity and fees 
§ Planning agency notified on approval to construct and commitment of capacity 
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Construction and Acceptance 
 
With Agreement executed developer may proceed with construction of W/S infrastructure 
 
At start of utility construction developer may submit final plat approval request.  Public Works should 
be sent the final plat from the appropriate planning jurisdiction to confirm availability of water and 
sewer. 
 
We recognize there will be cases that require a partial acceptance of the Project (even given that the 
“Project” may be a phase of the Development) 
 
Partial Acceptance comes with additional requirements 
§ Additional works may be required to assure water quality 
§ Portion of the project must on its own meet UCPW specification for partial acceptance 
§ Maintenance Bond will be required for the partial acceptance 
§ We do not require a separate LOC for completion of the work 

 
First Step is transfer of ownership upon completion of construction 
§ Warranty starts with acceptance of the Project 
§ Public Works issuance of CO after receipt of Title and Warranty Letter of Credit 
 

 
Other Items Discussed: 
§ Union County has made material changes to their Water and Sewer Line Extension Policy. 
§ In September, the County Commissioners rescinded the Water and Sewer Allocation Policy. 
§ Union County has achieved additional water capacity. 
§ Mr. Goscicki reported that the County is already working on their first amendment to the policy 

due to issues that were brought up by the developers for the proposed Vintage Creek Subdivision.  
He advised that Vintage Creek has not submitted a sketch plan to Union County. 

§ In July, Union County allocated $500,000 a year to fund short line extensions for individual 
property owners or individual businesses that are up to 1,000 feet from an existing line.  Union 
County would pay for the first 1,000 feet on a first-come first-serve basis. 

§ Mr. Goscicki informed the Council that developers are concerned if they have a big project that 
will take 10 to 15 years to build out that they cannot afford to come in up front and pay all of the 
fees and to try to build the infrastructure in five years.  He stated, “We worked up a process with 
them where we would facilitate them locking in at the preliminary plat phase.  The preliminary 
plat locks in the zoning, land use and they get vested rights.”   

§ At the time the developer has an acceptable set of plans, the County would send an “Accessibility 
Letter” to the planning jurisdiction.  Union County is not making any commitment as to capacity.  
Union County is saying that the plans are acceptable.  He stated, “That is usually the trigger for 
the planning jurisdiction that the developer has satisfied UCPW for water and sewer and this is an 
acceptable way to move forward.  At that point the Town could issue a preliminary plat.  We 
submit the final plans to the State agency for review and approval.  When we get those plans, we 
then move forward with executing an agreement with the developer to move forward on whatever 
portion of that project they want to move forward on.” 

§ Mr. Goscicki advised that the big challenge right now for the Vintage Creek Subdivision is that 
sewer is quite a distance away.  Union County’s policy/ordinance as it is written right now says 
that the developer is responsible for 100% of the design, construction and permitting of any and 
all off-site improvements.  He stated, “Centerline/Vintage Creek informs us that they are building 
90 homes but would have to spend $1 million on off-site sewer improvements.  They have 
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advised that they cannot do it.  The challenge is with the geography.  Our roads were typically 
built on ridge lines.  Our sewage lines all run in the drainage ways.  Centerline has advised us that 
economically they could not make their project work under the current ordinance.  We are 
working on a program to allow the developer to contribute money rather than build that entire 
pipe or have them contribute a proportionate share of that cost.  We recognize that is not 
equitable.  We are working through some recommendations for our Board to consider in 
December or January.” 

§ Mr. Goscicki reviewed water and sewer maps for Weddington. 
§ The developer would be responsible for acquiring the right-of-way.  He stated, “If the property 

owner does not want to sell, would Union County condemn the property?  Nothing in our 
ordinance says that we will or will not.  Our board is not predisposed to doing a lot of 
condemnation.  They will do it when there is a public good, health and public safety.”  

§ The only water improvements shown for Weddington in Union County’s Capital Improvement 
Program are a water tower and two new pressure reducing valves associated with that tower.  
Everything else is through developer contribution or private citizens doing line extensions. 

§ Mr. Goscicki reported that water lines are located everywhere in the Town; however, sewer flows 
down hill and is much more of a challenge.   

§ Union County has identified areas in the Town that have septic issues as reported by the Health 
Department. 

§ Mr. Goscicki discussed the Enterprise Fund and that all revenues come from the users of the 
system and zero taxes support the water and sewer fund.   

§ If Weddington is considering as part of the Land Use Plan Update a redevelopment of the 
downtown area, the County Commissioners approved a policy as part of the Water and Sewer 
Master Plan that Union County will work with communities to ensure that there is sewer capacity 
infrastructure available. 

§ Under State Statutes, the Public Works Department is not able to give preferential rates or free 
service for water or sewer. 

§ Union County is not required to be in the utility business and cannot require people to hook up 
except through local land use ordinances. 

§ Antioch Church Road area does not have water.   A lot of Weddington is still on wells but water 
is nearby.  Providence VFD President Jack Parks expressed his concern with fire flow in the 
Antioch Church Road area and asked if Union County would consider extending a line for safety 
reasons.  Mr. Goscicki advised that would be a County Commission decision.  He also advised 
that Union County does not run a water line any longer without also putting in the necessary fire 
hydrants. 

 
Council thanked Mr. Goscicki for his time to present water and sewer plans for Weddington and Union 
County. 
 
B.  Land Use Plan Survey.  Town Planner Jordan Cook advised that COG is finalizing the latest 
revisions to the Town survey.   Town Council agreed to pursue an online survey and to have paper copies 
at the Town Hall for people that do not have access to a computer.  The Town will send out a post card 
notifying citizens about the survey and give them two to three weeks to complete.  Depending on the 
percentage of residents filling out the survey, Town staff may send out an additional post card to remind 
people to complete the survey. 
 
Item No. 3.  Adjournment.  Mayor Pro Tem Barry moved to adjourn the October 11, 2012 Special Town 
Council and Planning Board Meeting.  All were in favor, with votes recorded as follows: 
 
 AYES:  Councilmembers Thomisser, Hadley, Harrison and Mayor Pro Tem Barry 
 NAYS:  None 
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Mr. John Giattino moved to adjourn the October 11, 2012 Special Town Council and Planning Board 
Meeting.  Mr. Jim Vivian seconded the motion, with votes recorded as follows: 
 
 AYES:  Vivian, Giattino, Romaine and Vice-Chairman Dow 
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 7:19 p.m.          
        Walker F. Davidson, Mayor 
 
              
        Rob Dow, Vice-Chairman 
Attest: 
 
       
 Amy S. McCollum, Town Clerk 
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Sec. 46-46. - Information to be contained in or depicted on preliminary and final 

plats. 

The preliminary and final plats shall depict or contain the information indicated in the 

following table. An 'X' indicates that the information is required. Preliminary plat 

information is only required for major subdivisions.  

Information Preliminary 

Plat 

Final 

Plat 

Title block containing the subdivision name and the name of the owner X X 

Location (including township, county and state) X X 

Date or dates survey was conducted and plat prepared X X 

A scale of drawing in feet per inch listed in words and figures X X 

A bar graph scale and north arrow X X 

The name of the subdivider X X 

A sketch vicinity map with north arrow showing the relationship 

between the proposed subdivision and surrounding area 

X X 

The names, addresses and telephone numbers of all owners, 

mortgagees, registered land surveyors, land planners, architects, 

landscape architects and professional engineers responsible for the 

subdivision  

X X 

The registration numbers and seals of the professional engineers and 

land surveyors 

X X 

Date of plat preparation X X 

The boundaries of the tract or portion thereof to be subdivided, 

distinctly and accurately represented with all bearings and distances 

shown  

X  

The exact boundary lines of the tract to be subdivided, fully 

dimensioned by lengths and bearings, and the location of existing 

boundary lines of adjoining lands  

 X 

The names of owners of adjoining properties X X 

The names of any adjoining subdivisions of record or proposed and 

under review 

X X 

Minimum building setback lines X X 

The zoning classifications of the tract to be subdivided and on 

adjoining properties 

X  

Existing property lines on the tract to be subdivided and on adjoining 

properties 

X X 

Existing buildings or other structures, watercourses, railroads, bridges, 

culverts, storm drains, both on the land to be subdivided and land 

immediately adjoining  

X X 
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Proposed lot lines, lot and block numbers, and approximate 

dimensions 

X X 

The lots numbered consecutively throughout the subdivision  X 

Marshes, swamps, rock outcrops, ponds or lakes, streams or stream 

beds and any other natural features affecting the site 

X X 

The exact location of the flood hazard, floodway and floodway fringe 

areas from the town's FEMA maps in compliance with chapter 58, 

article XIII of the Weddington Code of Ordinances  

X X 

Septic tank suitability data furnished by the appropriate county health 

department 

X  

Proposed roads with horizontal and vertical alignment X X 

Existing and platted roads on adjoining properties and in the proposed 

subdivision 

X X 

Rights-of-way, location and dimensions X X 

Pavement widths X X 

Proposed grades (re: Roads) X X 

Design engineering data for all corners and curves X X 

Typical road cross-sections X X 

Road names X X 

If any road is proposed to intersect with a state maintained road, the 

subdivider shall apply for driveway approval as required by the state 

department of transportation, division of highways' manual on 

driveway regulations. Evidence that the subdivider has obtained such 

approval  

X X 

Subdivisions which are connected to Union County water systems 

must show the location of proposed fire hydrants in accordance with 

Union County Public Works standards. 

X X 

The location and dimensions of all utility and other easements X X 

The location and dimensions of all buffer strips X X 

The location and dimensions of all pedestrian or bicycle paths X X 

The location and dimensions of all school sites, both existing and 

proposed 

X X 

The location and dimension of all parks and recreation areas with 

specific type indicated 

X X 

The location and dimensions of areas to be used for purposes other 

than residential with the purpose of each stated 

X X 
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The future ownership (dedication or reservation for public use to 

governmental body, homeowners' association, or for tenants remaining 

in subdivider's ownership) of recreational and open space lands  

X X 

Acreage in total tract to be subdivided X  

Acreage in parks and recreational areas and other nonresidential uses X  

Total number of parcels created X  

Acreage in the smallest lot in the subdivision X  

Linear feet in streets X  

The name and location of any property or buildings within the 

proposed subdivision or within any contiguous property that is listed 

on the U.S. Department of Interior's National Register of Historic 

Places or is designated as a local historic property by the county  

X X 

The accurate locations and descriptions of all monuments, markers and 

control points 

 X 

A copy of the approved erosion control plan submitted to the 

appropriate field office of the department of natural resources and 

community development, land quality division, for any major 

subdivision  

X X 

A copy of any proposed deed restrictions or similar covenants X X 

A separate map drawn at the same scale as the preliminary plat 

showing only proposed streets and lot lines, topography with contour 

intervals of no greater than ten feet (at the discretion of the subdivision 

administrator, contour intervals of five feet may be required), and an 

accurate mapping of soil classifications found on the site and general 

depths thereof  

X  

A disk or tape copy of the final plat to be submitted in a format 

compatible to the town's GIS system. If this can not be supplied, 

expenses will be charged to the developer for the service to be 

completed by the town plus 15 percent  

 X 

A copy of the approved roadway plan submitted to the appropriate 

office of the state department of transportation for any major 

subdivision  

X  

A copy of permits from Army Corps of Engineers, pursuant to section 

58-342 

X  

The location and dimensions of all drainage easements as defined in 

article XIII of the chapter 58, including P.E. certification when 

required  

X X 

Compliance with section 58-338, "setbacks from streams" X X 

Establishment of flood protection elevation (FPE) in accordance with 

section 58-338 

X X 
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Drainage, stormwater management plan and wetland protection plan 

demonstrating compliance with Chapter 58, Article XIII, Division 6 of 

the Weddington Code of Ordinances 

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

 

The MX mixed-use conditional district is hereby established in order to 

accommodate a highly limited type of mixed use development in accordance 

with the intent described in subsection 58-5(3)b. Development in a MX 

mixed-use district may only occur in accordance with the requirements for 

conditional zoning as outlined in section 58-271. Rezoning to a MX district 

shall only be applicable to areas designated for future retail/office 

development in the town's land use plan.  MX district rezoning’s will only 

be considered for areas designated for future Business in the Land Use Plan. 
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IV.  PLAN ADMINISTRATION AND IMPLEMENTATION 

STRATEGIES 

 

This element provides for the implementation and ongoing administration of the Land 

Use Plan by: 

 

 Describing the processes for monitoring and amending the Plan over time; 

 

 Explaining specific strategies required to achieve the Plan’s goals and objectives; 

and 

 

 Scheduling the implementation of plan strategies. 

 

PLAN MONITORING & AMENDMENT 

The Land Use Plan is intended to serve as a guide for public and private development and 

land use decisions through the year 2012.  Changes to the Land Use Plan shall only be 

initiated by the Town Council, Planning Board or Zoning Administrator.  As local and 

regional conditions change, changes to the policies (including maps) and strategies will 

be required to keep the plan current.  While specific procedures for amendment should be 

adopted by ordinance, the following paragraphs outline the process for monitoring and 

amending the plan.  The Town should conduct an annual review to determine its progress 

in achieving plan goals, objectives and strategies.  During this review, the Town should 

evaluate development decisions (e.g., zoning changes, subdivisions, building permits and 

public works projects) that have been made by the Town and other jurisdictions, growth 

trends and the progress made in accomplishing the strategies listed in this Plan element.  

The result of the annual review may be to recommend revisions to policies, the future 

land use map or the implementation program.  

 

POLICY REVISIONS 

To ensure that the Land Use Plan remains an effective guide for decision-makers, the 

Town should conduct periodic evaluations of the Plan policies and strategies. These 

evaluations should be conducted every three to five years, depending on the rate of 

change in the community.  Should a major review be necessary, the process should 

encourage input from merchants, neighborhood groups, developers, and other community 

interests through the creation of a Citizen Review Committee. Any Plan amendments that 

appear appropriate as a result of this review should be processed according to the adopted 

Plan amendment process.  These evaluations should consider the following: 
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 Progress in implementing the Plan; 

 

 Changes in community needs and other conditions that form the basis of the Plan; 

 

 Fiscal conditions and the ability to finance public investments recommended by the 

Plan; 

 

 Community support for the Plan's goals and policies; and 

 

 Changes in State or federal laws that affect the Town's tools for Plan implementation. 

 

LAND USE MAP AMENDMENTS 

The future land use map is a guide for development and land use decisions.  Changes to 

the Land Use Map shall only be initiated be the Town Council, Planning Board or Zoning 

Administrator.  Changing conditions (e.g., market conditions, economic development 

initiatives, redevelopment prospects, etc.) will result in the need to periodically amend 

the future land use map.  While land use amendments may occur more frequently than 

policy changes, they should not occur more than twice per year.  By limiting 

opportunities to amend the future land use map, the Town will reduce the potential for 

incremental land use changes that result in unintended policy shifts. 

 

DESCRIPTIONS OF IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES 

Successful implementation of the Plan results from many individual actions by the Town, 

other public jurisdictions, and private decision-makers over the course of many years.  

The vision, goals and objectives describe what the community wants to become and the 

policies describe how decision-makers should respond to varied circumstances.  To 

accomplish the Plan’s goals and objectives, the Town will need to accomplish many tasks 

throughout the life of the Plan. These key action items will be used to accomplish the 

Plan's goals in the initial years of plan implementation.  While most of the items 

identified in the following discussion will be carried out by the Town, some items may 

require coordination with Union County or some other entity. 

 

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM 

The following list of strategies should be reviewed and updated annually to reflect 

community accomplishments, new approaches to community issues, changing conditions, 

shifting priorities and new demands. 

 

This list is not intended to be exhaustive or all inclusive -- the Town, County and other 

public and private entities will take numerous actions throughout the life of this plan to 

50



achieve the community’s goals.  This list of strategies is intended to identify those 

deemed to be of the highest priority that should be pursued by the Town over the next 

several years.  The strategies 
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Union County Multi-jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan Update Overview 
 
 
Union County is vulnerable to a wide range of natural hazards, including flooding, tornadoes, tropical 
storms and hurricanes, winter storms and earthquakes. These hazards threaten the life and safety of 
county residents, and have the potential to damage or destroy both public and private property and 
disrupt the local economy and overall quality of life.  While the threat from hazardous events may never 
be fully eliminated, there is much we can do to lessen their potential impact upon our community and our 
citizens. By minimizing the impact of hazards upon our built environment, we can prevent such events 
from resulting in disasters. The concept and practice of reducing risks to people and property from known 
hazards is generally referred to as hazard mitigation. 
 
The original Union County Multi-jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan was adopted in 2004.  The plan is 
multi-jurisdictional and includes the participation of Union County and all of its incorporated municipalities.  
Each of these jurisdictions are continuing participants of Union County’s original Hazard Mitigation Plan. 
 
The update of the plan began with the Mitigation Advisory Committee’s meeting on December 4, 2009. 
The Committee reviewed the process specified in the Maintenance Section of the previously approved 
plan for monitoring, evaluating and updating the plan, and discussed the goals and methods to be used in 
the plan update. The Committee decided that Union County Emergency Management would spearhead 
the effort and coordinate with local leaders to review risks, capabilities, and mitigation strategies in each 
jurisdiction. 
 
A final meeting of the Mitigation Advisory Committee was held on September 22, 2011. The meeting was 
open to public comment, and legal notices were placed in local newspapers, directing the public to the 
online draft for review. No members of the public attended the meeting.  During the meeting, the 
committee reviewed the changes to the plan and suggested minor revisions to a handful of mitigation 
actions. It was agreed that after these changes were made, the plan was recommended for submittal to 
state and federal officials. 
 
The plan was submitted to the North Carolina Division of Emergency Management, Hazard Mitigation 
Planning Section for review, and returned with recommendations for minor revisions.  These changes 
were made and the plan was then sent to FEMA for review.  FEMA returned the plan with 
recommendations for minor revisions.  These changes were made as well and FEMA approved the plan 
on February 01, 2012. 
 
Section 9 of the plan contains the mitigation actions that have been developed for the next plan period. 
Plan requirements are that there must be a mitigation action to address each hazard that is identified in 
Section 4 of the plan; Hazard Analysis section.  These are the Mitigation Actions for the Town of 
Weddington.    
Join the National Flood Insurance Program. 
1.  Continue actively participating in the National Flood Insurance program. 
 
2.  Regularly calculate / document the amount of flood prone property preserved as open space. 
 
3.  Seek and encourage continued training for first responders by coordinating with local fire 
department. 
 
4.  Educate the public about potential natural hazards and safety measures that can be taken. 
 
5.  Continue to coordinate with NCEM and FEMA to update the local Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
through the North Carolina Floodplain Mapping Program. 
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Together we will work toward accomplishing these mitigation actions over the next five years.  It is our 
intent for the Mitigation Advisory Committee to meet annually to review each mitigation action listed in the 
plan and to evaluate each action on its progress and its continued applicability. 
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                     U.S. Department of Homeland Security 

     FEMA Region IV 

3003 Chamblee Tucker Road 

Atlanta, GA 30341 

 

 

 

 

 

February 1, 2012 

 

 

Mr. Chris Crew 

State Hazard Mitigation Officer 

North Carolina Division of Emergency Management 

4713 Mail Service Center 

Raleigh, North Carolina 27699 

 

Reference:   Union County, NC Multi-jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan Update 

         

Dear Mr. Crew: 

 

This is to confirm that we have completed a Federal/State review of the Union County Hazard Mitigation 

Plan Update for compliance with the federal hazard mitigation planning standards contained in 44 CFR 

201/6(b)-(d).  Based on our review and comments, Union County developed and submitted all the 

necessary revisions.  We have determined that the Union County Hazard Mitigation Plan is compliant 

with federal standards, subject to formal community adoption.  

 

In order for our office to issue formal approval of the plan, Union County must submit adoption 

documentation and document that the final public meeting occurred.  Upon submittal of these items to our 

office, we will issue formal approval of the Union County Hazard Mitigation Plan.   

 

If you have any questions or need any further information, please do not hesitate to contact Victor Geer, 

of the Hazard Mitigation Assistance (HMA) Branch at (770) 220-5659 or Linda L. Byers, Planning Lead 

Specialist, at (770) 220-5498. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

 

Robert E. Lowe, Chief 

Risk Analysis Branch 

Mitigation Division 
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TOWN OF WEDDINGTON 
RESOLUTION TO ADOPT THE UNION COUNTY NORTH CAROLINA MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL 

HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN 
R-2012-09 

 
WHEREAS, the citizens and property within the Town of Weddington are subject to the effects of an array of 
natural hazards that can cause loss of life and damages to public and private property; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Town of Weddington desires to seek ways to mitigate the impact of such hazard risks; and 
 
WHEREAS, it is the intent of the Weddington Town Council to protect its citizens and property from the 
effects of natural hazards by preparing and maintaining a local hazard mitigation plan; and  
 
WHEREAS, N.C. Gen. Stat. § 166A-6.01(b)(2)(a)(3) states: “For a state of disaster proclaimed pursuant to G.S. 
166A-6(a) after the deadline established by the Federal Emergency Management Agency pursuant to the 
Disaster Mitigation Act of 2002, P.L. 106-390, the eligible entity shall have a hazard mitigation plan approved 
pursuant to the Stafford Act;” and 
 
WHEREAS, Section 322 of the Federal Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 states that local governments must 
develop an All-Hazards Mitigation Plan in order to be eligible to receive future Hazard Mitigation Grant 
Program Funds and other disaster-related assistance funding and that said Plan must be updated and adopted 
within a five year cycle; and 
 
WHEREAS, it is the intent of the Weddington Town Council to fulfill its obligation under the aforementioned 
laws in order that the Town of Weddington will remain eligible to receive state and federal assistance in the 
event of a declared disaster affecting the Town of Weddington; and   
 
WHEREAS, Union County and the other jurisdictions included in the Plan have performed a comprehensive 
review and evaluation of each section of the Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan approved by the 
County in 2004, and have updated the plan as required under regulations at 44 CFR Part 201 and according to 
guidance issued by the Federal Emergency Management Agency and the North Carolina Division of Emergency 
Management. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Weddington Town Council hereby: 
 

1. Adopts the updated Union County North Carolina Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan (the 
“Plan”), which plan shall supersede the Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Plan adopted by Weddington in 
2004; and 

 
2. Agrees to take such other official action as may be reasonably necessary to carry out the proposed 

actions of the Plan. 
 
Adopted on the 13th day of November, 2012. 
              
        Walker F. Davidson, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
       
 Amy S. McCollum, Town Clerk 
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TOWN OF WEDDINGTON 
MUNICIPAL DECLARATION TO ENACT SPEED LIMITS 

AND REQUEST FOR CONCURRENCE 
O-2012-14 

 
 

 
BE IT ORDAINED by the Town of Weddington Town Council that the speed limit modification 

on the following described portion of the State Highway System Street be adopted: 
 
 
 

SPEED LIMIT ROUTE AND DESCRIPTION 
45 SR 1358 (Forest Lawn Drive) from SR 1357 (Potter Road) NW to 

SR 1338 (Antioch Church Road) 
45 SR 1358 (Forest Lawn Drive) from SR 1357 (Potters Road) NW to 

SR 1344 (Weddington-Matthews Road) 
 
 

Adopted this 13th day of November, 2012. 
 
              
        Walker F. Davidson, Mayor 
 
 
Attest: 
 
      
       Amy S. McCollum, Town Clerk 
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TOWN OF 
W E D D I N G T O N 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
TO:   Walker Davidson, Mayor 

Town Council 
 
CC:   Amy McCollum, Town Clerk 
    
FROM:  Jordan Cook, Zoning Administrator/Planner 
 
DATE:  November 13, 2012 
 
SUBJECT:  Polivka International MX Rezoning Request 
 
 
Polivka International Company, Inc. requests a MX (Mixed Use) Conditional Zoning Rezoning for a 
15,000 square foot office building located at 13700 Providence Road, Weddington, NC.   
 
Application Information 
 
Date of Application:  April 24, 2012  
Applicant Name:   Polivka International Company, Inc. 
Owner Name:  Polivka Parking Solutions LLC 
Parcel ID#:  06-150-045 
Property Location:  13700 Providence Road (Highway 16) 
Existing Land Use:  Business  
Existing Zoning:  R-40 
Proposed Zoning:  MX 
Existing Use:  Vacant House 
Proposed Use:  15,000 square foot office building 
Parcel Size:  5.06 Acres   
 
General Information-MX Rezoning 
 

• The applicant proposes a 15,000 square foot, two-story brick office building on Providence 
Road.   

• The office building will be accessed by two driveways along Providence Road.  The required 
Public Involvement Meetings for this project were held on July 25th and August 16th, 2012.  
The meeting on July 25th was held on site at 13700 Providence Road.  The meeting on 
August 16th was held at Weddington Town Hall.  
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Minimum Standards for Office Uses in the MX Zoning District: 
  
• Minimum Front Yard Setback-25 feet from any public road right-of-way 
• Minimum Side Yard Setbacks-28 foot buffer is required, not a setback 
• Minimum Read Yard Setback-28 foot buffer is required, not a setback 

o Applicant has met these buffer and setback requirements. 
    

Access and Parking: 
 
• The site will be accessed by two driveways from Providence Road.  Both driveways will have 

18 foot travel lanes with a ten foot landscaped median.   
• The southern entrance will serve as the main entrance to the site.  A left turn lane, from 

Providence Road is being proposed at the northern entrance. NCDOT has provided feedback 
on the proposed plan and Traffic Impact Analysis.  NCDOT has stated that the proposal will 
have no significant impact on surrounding roads and/or intersections.  However, Town 
Transportation Engineer Justin Carroll does not see a need for a left turn lane at the northern 
driveway. 

• The applicant is required 50 parking spaces for the 15,000 square feet of office space (1 
space per employee during the shift with greater employment plus 1 space for each 300 
square feet of gross floor area.).  The applicant has provided 70 parking spaces, therefore 
complying with Section 58-175 of the Weddington Zoning Ordinance. 

• Parking spaces and loading zones meet the minimum size standards set in Section 58-175 and 
58-176 of the Weddington Zoning Ordinance. 

• A Traffic Impact Analysis was submitted on August 9, 2012 and has been reviewed by the 
Town Traffic Engineer and NCDOT.  The applicant and the Towns Transportation Engineer 
have exchanged comments and continue to work through the Traffic Impact Analysis.  All 
transportation documents are included in your packet. 

 
Screening and Landscaping: 
 
• Screening and landscaping will be provided by using several types of trees and shrubs.  The 

applicant is required a 28 foot buffer around the perimeter of the property per Section 58-8 of 
the Weddington Zoning Ordinance.  The applicant has provided a 28 foot buffer around the 
perimeter of the property.  The applicant will also provide internal landscaping within parking 
areas and islands.   

• The proposed landscaping plan does comply with Section 58-8 of the Weddington Zoning 
Ordinance.  All proposed plants are permitted in Section 58-384 of the Weddington Zoning 
Ordinance. 

• The MX zoning district requires 10% of the gross acreage of the project to be open space.  
The applicant is required 21,041 square feet of open space and has provided 66,443 square 
feet of open space in the form of Village Greens, therefore complying with Section 58-60 (2) 
n of the Weddington Zoning Ordinance. 

 
 
 
 

61



Elevations: 
 
• Elevations of all buildings have been provided.  Materials on the building include: hardi- 

plank siding, brick veneer, fiberglass columns and fiberglass shingles. 
• The proposed building is within scale and has similar physical relationship as abutting 

properties as required in Section 58-271 of the Weddington Zoning Ordinance.  Proposed 
building height also complies with Section 58-60 (2) f of the Weddington Zoning Ordinance. 

• The Planning Board will serve as the Design Review Board for this project.   
 
Additional Information: 
 
• Adjacent Property Uses are as follows: 

North:  Parcels containing single family house and farmland (The Hunter Farm) 
South:  Weddington United Methodist Church 
East:  Providence Road (four lane highway with concrete median) 
West:  Parcels containing single family house and farmland (The Hunter Farm) 

• A lighting plan has been submitted and will be reviewed by the Town’s Lighting Engineer 
(plans included).  

• Water to be provided by Union County Public Works once rezoning is approved by the Town 
Council. 

• Sewer to be provided by septic tank approved by Union County Health Department 
(Approvals Included). 

• Stormwater management to be handled by sand filter/detention pond in accordance with 
Weddington Zoning Ordinance and NCDENR (Plans and Approvals Included). 

 
Conditions of Approval: 
 
1. Water Plans and Allocation must be approved by Union County Public Works; 
2. Lighting Plan must be approved by Town Lighting Engineer; 
3. All engineering must be approved by Town Engineer-Stormwater Management Plan and 

Calculations approved by Town Engineer; 
4. NCDOT driveway permit must be approved by NCDOT; 
5. Traffic Impact Analysis must be approved by Town Traffic Engineer-Town Traffic Engineer 

recommendations included in packet; 
6. All signage must comply with Chapter 58, Article 5 of the Weddington Zoning Ordinance; 
7. Prior to the commencement of any construction, the Town Council must approve 

Construction Documents in accordance with Section 58-271 (h) of the Weddington Zoning 
Ordinance; 

8. Applicant must provide detention volume controls for a 25 year storm-Applicant has 
provided detention volume controls for a 25 year storm; 

9. Any future revisions to the approved site plan and other approved documents must comply 
with Section 58-271 (i) of the Weddington Zoning Ordinance. 

10. Save the large tree near the house if at all possible, if not possible provide Zoning 
Administrator written documentation of why tree cannot be saved; 

11. Any future sewer connection must be made at Providence Road (Highway 16); 
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12. Pedestrian crosswalks to be added to two driveway entrances along Providence Road-
Crosswalks have been added to site plan (sheet RZ 1); 

13. Security lights in the parking lot can be on one hour after the last business closes until one 
hour before the first business opens. 

 
In addition to the aforementioned conditions, the Planning Board expressed concerns about the 
following items: 
 

1. Two driveway cuts along recently widened Providence Road; 
2. Negative impact of left turn lane into site 

 
The Planning Board gave the proposed MX Rezoning a favorable recommendation with a 5-1 vote.  
The Planning Board added conditions 10-13 in the above written conditions. 
 
Staff has reviewed the application and submitted documents and finds that the MX Rezoning 
Application is in compliance with the Town of Weddington Zoning Ordinance with the 
aforementioned Conditions of Approval. 
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Sand Filter Maintenance Tasks and Schedule  
 

TASK  

 

SCHEDULE  

Street sweep parking lot  Quarterly  

Trash removal  Monthly   

Inspect outlet for obstructions  Monthly  

Inspect for clogging   Monthly  

Inspect inlet grates  Monthly  

Skim sand media  Yearly  

Pump oil and grit from sedimentation 
chamber  

Yearly or at 50% full  

Replace sand media  As needed (expect 3 years)  
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Development Facts: 

 
This  report  is  an  independent  review  of  the  Traffic  Impact  Analysis  (TIA)  for 

Weddington Office Development conducted by Stantec Consulting Services Inc. Since 

this development is being proposed along and near NCDOT facilities (NC 16 and NC 

84),  my comments are intended to reflect/supplement NCDOT’s comments; not replace 

them. 

 

The  report  evaluates  the  existing  and  future  traffic  operations  for  the  proposed 

Weddington Office Development site located on the west side of NC 16 (Providence 

Road) just north of the intersection of NC 16 with NC 84 (Weddington Road) in 

Weddington, North Carolina.  The report also recommends improvements to mitigate 

those impacts.  The proposed development will consist of a general office building with a 

maximum of 15,000 square feet (SF). The estimated project completion date is proposed 

for the year 2014.  The proposed access for the development consist of two driveways 

connecting directly to NC 16.  

 

TIA Recommendations: 
 

Stantec’s  recommendations  for  transportation improvements needed to mitigate the 

proposed mixed use development’s traffic are: 

 

1. NC16 at Weddington Corners Access1/Site Access 1: 

� Provide a northbound left turn lane (left-over) with 100’ storage. 

� Provide access southbound via the existing through lane that will become a 

through/right turn shared lane. 

� Provide one ingress and egress lane on Site Access 1. 

2. NC 16 at Weddington Corners Access2/Site Access 2: 

� Provide access southbound via the existing through lane that will become a 

through/right turn shared lane. 

� Provide one ingress and one egress lane on Site Access 2. 

 

Recommended Corrections or Additions: 
 

1.1 “Project Description”:  The submitted sketch plan shows a large amount of 

undeveloped land associated with the site; will this land be built upon in the 

future?  It’s preferred to have a statement to give the intent of this undeveloped 

land.   It  would  be  prudent  to  also  add  a  statement  that  says,  “additional 

development would necessitate an update to the traffic impact analysis“. 

 

2.2 Exhibit 2.1 “Existing (2012) Laneage and Traffic Control”:  The most recent state 

Transportation  Improvement  Project  (TIP)  constructed  a  mid-block  U-turn 

intersection between Hemby Road and Proposed Site Access 1.  This is not 

depicted on this exhibit, nor used or referenced in any of the analysis.  It is 

recommended to update all exhibits and analysis to reflect this mid-block U-turn. 
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3.4 Exhibit  3.4: “Total Site Traffic Assignment” needs very minor adjustment.  

Adjusting the numbers should not affect the outcome of the study.  Please see 

Appendix 1 for corrections. 

 

4.3 “NC 16 (Providence Road) at Site Access 1“: There is no mention where the 

space to fit in a 100’ turn lane and taper comes from.  This needs to be discussed 

in detail due to the impact to the dual SB left turn lanes on NC16 at NC84.  The 

dual SB left turn lanes were built under a state TIP with a 20 yr design life.  

Compromising this storage is not in the best interest of the traveling public. 

 

4.5 “NC 16 (Providence Road) at NC 84 (Weddington Road)”: It is stated that the 

proposed development will have a minimal impact on the operations along NC 16 

and NC 84.  When looking at the LOS this may be true, however the reduction of 

storage for the dual SB left turn lanes due to the installation of the 100’ NBL into 

the site will cause issues with stacking into the main line, based on the Synchro 

analysis.   The 2014 build analysis shows the 95th % queue exceeding past the 

storage.             

 

 

Recommendations: 
 

A thorough review of the TIA has led to several recommendations.  

  

1. I disagree with the recommendation for a left-over at Access 1.  The addition of a 

NB 100’ left turn lane at Access 1 would necessitate the shortening of the dual 

600’ SB left turn lanes at NC 84. Based off of the 2030 analysis conducted for the 

state TIP, both 600’ SB left turn lanes are warranted.  

2. An analysis should occur that includes the mid-block U-turn intersection between 

Hemby Rd and Proposed Site Access 1. This attractive and efficient option will 

replace the need to have a left-over constructed at Access 1.   This will provide 

adequate access to the site, maintain the integrity of the left turn lane storage, 

while significantly reducing the cost of construction. 

3. Considering the proposed site design and the deletion of the left-over, it would be 

an option to delete one of the driveways from the site.  It appears that one 

driveway can handle the number of trips for a 15,000 SF general office building.  

Further analysis can prove if my assumptions are correct. The deletion of a 

driveway will improve the capacity of NC 16 while also reducing the cost of 

construction. If a driveway is deleted, it’s preferred the southern most drive go 

away. 

 

The recommendations above are my professional opinion, ultimately NCDOT has the 

approval authority over any treatment to these intersections.   
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Appendix 1: 
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E-mail from Trisha L. Hattzell dated 9/24/12 
 
Jordan, 
  
My sincerest apologies for not getting back with you sooner. My comments are as follows 
regarding the Stantec Letter Dated 9/13/12.  
  
1.1 – The undeveloped parcels of land were previously discussed between NCDOT, the 
consultant Stantec and the Town. It was stated by the town that any new additional 
development would require a new zoning process, which in turn would require an updated TIA.  
2.2 – The NCDOT does not concur with the need for this intersection to be analyzed and 
included in the study. The intersections and driveways were agreed upon by the NCDOT and 
concurred with by the town for study in this TIA. Furthermore, the driveways were previously 
approved by NCDOT under a much larger development plan in 2009.  
3.4 – I agree that there are a few minor errors in the TIA, but nothing that would impact the 
results and conclusions and do not feel the consultant should revise the study for this.  
4.3 – I feel the consultant should provide some discussion on the impact that the NB directional 
crossover has to the reduction of the left turn lanes onto NC 84.  
4.5 – Required storage for turn lanes is not calculated from the Synchro analysis. An additional 
analysis performed using SimTraffic and accurate existing/proposed storage and tapers is 
performed. Then the required storage is determined from the queue reports from these 
analyses. NCDOT looked at this level of analysis and it was determined that the proposed 
reductions in storage to 550’ each lane would be adequately served by the increase in traffic 
from the proposed development.  
  
If there are any other questions or if I can be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to 
contact me.  
  
Regards,  
  
Trisha L. Hartzell, P.E. 
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TOWN OF WEDDINGTON 
REGULAR PLANNING BOARD MEETING 
MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 24, 2012 - 7:00 P.M. 

MINUTES 
 
The Planning Board of the Town of Weddington, North Carolina, met in a Regular Session in the Town 
Hall Council Chambers, 1924 Weddington Road, Weddington, NC  28104 on September 24, 2012, with 
Chairman Dorine Sharp presiding.   
 
Present: Chairman Dorine Sharp, Vice-Chairman Rob Dow, Jennifer Romaine, John Giattino, 

Janice Propst, Jeff Perryman and Jim Vivian, Town Planner Jordan Cook and Town 
Administrator Amy S. McCollum 

 
Absent: None 
 
Visitors: Barbara Harrison, John Temple, Stephen F. Overcash, Pamela Hadley, Pat Harrison and 

Robert Wadsworth 
 

Item No. 1.  Open the Meeting.  Chairman Dorine Sharp called the September 24, 2012 Regular 
Planning Board Meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. 
 
Item No. 2.  Determination of Quorum/Additions or Deletions to the Agenda.  There was a quorum.  
There were no additions or deletions to the agenda. 
 
Item No. 3.  Approval of Minutes. 
A.  August 9, 2012 Special Town Council and Planning Board Meeting Minutes. Mr. Jeff Perryman 
moved to approve the August 9, 2012 Special Town Council and Planning Board Meeting minutes.  Vice-
Chairman Rob Dow seconded the motion, with votes recorded as follows: 
 
 AYES:  Vivian, Perryman, Propst, Giattino, Romaine and Vice-Chairman Dow 
 NAYS:  None 
 
B.  August 27, 2012 Regular Planning Board Meeting Minutes.  Vice-Chairman Dow moved to 
approve the August 27, 2012 Regular Planning Board Meeting minutes.  Mr. Jim Vivian seconded the 
motion, with votes recorded as follows: 
 
 AYES:  Vivian, Perryman, Propst, Giattino, Romaine and Vice-Chairman Dow 
 NAYS:  None 
 
Item No. 4.  Old Business.  There was no Old Business. 
 
Item No. 5. New Business. 
A.  Review and Consideration of the Polivka M-X Rezoning.  The Planning Board received the 
following memo from Town Planner Jordan Cook: 
 
Polivka International Company, Inc. requests a MX (Mixed Use) Conditional Zoning Rezoning for a 
15,000 square foot office building located at 13700 Providence Road, Weddington, NC.   
 
Application Information 
Date of Application:  April 24, 2012  
Applicant Name:   Polivka International Company, Inc. 
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Owner Name:  Polivka Parking Solutions LLC 
Parcel ID#:  06-150-045 
Property Location:  13700 Providence Road (Hwy. 16) 
Existing Land Use:  Business  
Existing Zoning:  R-40 
Proposed Zoning:  MX 
Existing Use:  Vacant House 
Proposed Use:  15,000 square foot office building 
Parcel Size:  5.06 Acres   
 
General Information-MX Rezoning 

• The applicant proposes a 15,000 square foot, two-story brick office building on Providence Road.   
• The office building will be accessed by two driveways along Providence Road.  The required 

Public Involvement Meetings for this project were held on July 25th and August 16th, 2012.  The 
meeting on July 25th was held on site at 13700 Providence Road.  The meeting on August 16th 
was held at Weddington Town Hall.  

 
Minimum Standards for Office Uses in the MX Zoning District: 

 Minimum Front Yard Setback-25 feet from any public road right-of-way 
 Minimum Side Yard Setbacks-28 foot buffer is required, not a setback 
 Minimum Read Yard Setback-28 foot buffer is required, not a setback 

    
Access and Parking: 

• The site will be accessed by two entrances from Providence Road.  Both entrances will have 18 
foot travel lanes with a ten foot landscaped median.  NCDOT has provided feedback on the 
proposed plan and has stated that the proposal will have no significant impact on surrounding 
roads and/or intersections. 

• The middle entrance will serve as the main entrance to the site.  There may be a left hand turn 
lane going north off of Providence Road if approved by NCDOT. 

• The applicant is required 50 parking spaces for the 15,000 square feet of office (1 space per 
employee during the shift with greater employment plus 1 space for each 300 square feet of gross 
floor area.).  The applicant has provided 70 parking spaces, therefore complying with Section 58-
175 of the Weddington Zoning Ordinance. 

• Parking spaces and loading zones also meet the minimum size standards set in Section 58-175 
and 58-176 of the Weddington Zoning Ordinance. 

• A Traffic Impact Analysis was submitted on August 9, 2012 and has been reviewed by the Traffic 
Engineer hired by the Town and reviewed by NCDOT.  The applicant and the Town’s traffic 
engineer have exchanged comments and continue to work through the Traffic Impact Analysis. 

 
Screening and Landscaping: 

• Screening and landscaping will be provided by using several types of trees and shrubs.  The 
applicant is required a 28 foot buffer around the perimeter of the property per Section 58-8 of the 
Weddington Zoning Ordinance.  The applicant has provided a 28 foot buffer around the perimeter 
of the property.  The applicant will also provide internal landscaping within parking areas and 
islands.   

• The proposed landscaping plan does comply with Section 58-8 of the Weddington Zoning 
Ordinance.  All proposed plants are permitted in Section 58-384 of the Weddington Zoning 
Ordinance. 
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• The MX zoning district requires 10% of the gross acreage of the project to be open space.  The 
applicant is required 21,041 square feet of open space and has provided 74,202 square feet of 
open space, therefore complying with Section 58-60 (2) n of the Weddington Zoning Ordinance. 

 
Elevations: 

• Elevations of all buildings have been provided.  Materials on the building include: hardy plank 
siding, brick veneer, fiberglass columns and fiberglass shingles. 

• Proposed buildings are within scale and have similar physical relationships as abutting properties 
as required in Section 58-271 of the Weddington Zoning Ordinance.  Proposed building height 
also complies with Section 58-60 (2) f of the Weddington Zoning Ordinance.   

• The Planning Board will serve as the Design Review Board for this project.   
 

Additional Information: 
• Adjacent Property Uses are as follows: 

North:  Parcels containing single family house and farmland (The Hunter Farm) 
South:  Weddington United Methodist Church 
East:  Providence Road (four lane highway with concrete median) 
West:  Parcels containing single family houses and farmland (The Hunter Farm) 

• A lighting plan has been submitted and will be reviewed by the Town’s Lighting Engineer (plans 
included).  

• Water to be provided by Union County Public Works once rezoning is approved by the Town 
Council. 

• Sewer to be provided by septic tank approved by Union County Health Department. 
• Stormwater management to be handled by sand filter/detention pond in accordance with 

Weddington Zoning Ordinance and NCDENR. 
 
Conditions of Approval: 

1. Water Plans and allocation must be approved by Union County Public Works; 
2. Lighting Plan must be approved by Town Lighting Engineer; 
3. All engineering must be approved by Town Engineer; 
4. NCDOT driveway permit must be approved by NCDOT; 
5. Traffic Impact Analysis must be approved by Town Traffic Engineer; 
6. All signage must comply with Chapter 58, Article 5 of the Weddington Zoning Ordinance; 
7. Prior to the commencement of any construction, the Town Council must approve Construction 

documents in accordance with Section 58-271 (h) of the Weddington Zoning Ordinance; 
8. Applicant must provide detention volume controls for a 25-year storm; (Town Planner Cook 

advised that this condition is above and beyond due to the sensitivity of the Highgate 
neighborhood.  He stated, “You have heard some of the complaints from the Highgate neighbors 
about the water/stormwater runoff.  Based on conversations with our engineer they have 
recommended that the applicant provide these volume controls for a 25-year storm.  We typically 
ask for a 10-year storm.” 

9. Any future revisions to the approved site plan and other approved documents must comply with 
Section 58-271 (i) of the Weddington Zoning Ordinance. 

 
Staff has reviewed the application and submitted documents and finds that the MX Rezoning Application 
is in compliance with the Town of Weddington Zoning Ordinance with the aforementioned Conditions of 
Approval. 
 
The Planning Board also received a copy of the following: 

 Conditional Zoning Application 
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 Aerial Map 
 Zoning Map 
 Land Use Map 
 Letter from Mike Garbark with Union County Public Works dated September 20, 2012 advising 

that the site plan for 13700 Providence Road has been reviewed by Union County Public Works 
and county water is accessible along Providence Road; however, county sewer is not accessible. 

 Union County Health Department – On-Site Wastewater Treatment and Disposal System 
Improvement Permit 

 Sets of Plans include Illustrative Plan and Notes, Illustrative Elevations, Open Space Plan and 
Proposed, Landscaping Plan, Grading, Storm Drainage, and Stormwater BMP Plan, Stormwater 
BMP Details and Drainage Map and Electrical Site Plan 

 
 
It was advised that any lighting plans would need to be reviewed by a lighting engineer contracted by the 
Town. 
 
Chairman Sharp – What about hours of operation?  We specified lighting restrictions with the Daycare 
Center that after a certain time of night lighting was only for security purposes and the structure could not 
be lit up.  The Council has approved the change of this parcel on the Land Use Plan Map from residential 
to business but what we are looking at tonight is a request to rezone this particular parcel.  It has not been 
rezoned to business and it has only been indicated that the Council believes it is appropriate for that parcel 
to be future business.  The advantage of the MX zoning is what you see is what you get.  If we 
recommend the rezoning, we are recommending the rezoning for this particular project and if they decide 
not to do this project it reverts back if the Town Council does not vote to approve it. 
 
Mr. John Giattino - Are there any changes to the architecture or anything? 
 
Chairman Sharp - The architecture itself will come during the construction phase. The picture is not what 
we are looking at tonight.  We are looking at the site plan and the fact that it will be a 15,000 square foot 
two story office building. 
 
Town Planner Cook - You can look at the elevations and make some type of determination of what you 
think the building may look like.  You have a comfort level knowing that they are going to have to come 
back again through the construction document process and the Planning Board is going to serve as the 
Architectural Review Committee.  Those elevations could certainly change but this site plan should not 
change. 
 
Chairman Sharp - They could change the actual look of the building between now and the time 
construction documents are submitted. 
 
Mr. John Temple – I represent Polivka International.  We have one intention.  We just want to build an 
office building and have our team work out of that building.  We also understand that the design process 
will come though this board.  We have an initial design that we like with brick and it has a southern 
colonial look to the building.  We also will work with whatever group we need to work with if we are 
successful in working through this project.  Steven Overcash is our architect.   
 
Mr. Vivian - Is there a set purpose in mind for the two entrances as opposed to one? 
 
Mr. Overcash - It has to do with the one being able to get in a little easier and one is furthest north.  The 
one in the middle the owner really liked this center drive which would be the main drive for most people 
when you are really focusing on the building as you come up the hill.   
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Chairman Sharp - NCDOT has not indicated that they have any issues with two curb cuts? 
 
Mr. Overcash – No, they have reviewed it and they said it would have a minimal impact the way it is 
designed with the left over. 
 
Mr. Vivian - When I went on the subject property, there are two structures there.  In talking with Mr. 
Temple he said that Providence VFD plans to burn one of the structures as practice.  There is an 
unbelievable old tree there and if you are having this campus setting and trying to set it off on the hill, I 
think it is a shame aesthetically to risk torching that tree.   
 
Mr. Temple – The tree is on the top of the hill to the right.  We are definitely taking that into 
consideration.  One of the things that I have really appreciated working though the process is that we have 
been listening to what people have said to us regarding certain issues.  That was an issue that was brought 
to my attention and I have discussed it with the owner. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow - The problem with that is on the topo the dotted lines are the current.  The solid 
lines are after construction.  They are going to move about 4’ of dirt.  That tree has to come down with 
this design. 
 
Mr. Overcash - Not necessarily.  There are ways to create retaining walls.  It looks like it could be very 
close to being in this courtyard.  We could certainly do a retaining wall to maintain the root structure and 
drip line and save that tree.  We need to get it located on the survey accurately. 
 
Mr. Temple - The fire department has asked us for permission to use the house as a burn practice.  We are 
trying to figure out how to do that.  What we wanted to do was use the garage to store materials during 
construction and then after construction that would go.  We don’t want to leave materials out in the open.  
We want a neat construction site. 
 
Mr. Perryman read sections from the traffic plan.  He questioned if DOT’s approval or statement saying 
that there is no significant impact is contingent on the left turn lane?   
 
Town Planner Cook - DOT has reviewed and provided comments based on the same site plan that we are 
looking at.  DOT has provided their no impact statement based on that left hand turn lane.  The traffic 
impact analysis was prepared by the applicant and was sent to both our traffic engineer and to DOT.  
There is a little bit of disagreement between our traffic engineer and DOT.  DOT does not think there is a 
huge impact.  Our engineer thinks that the left turn lane or the other entrance is not necessarily needed.  
These are DOT roads.  It is going to be up to the Planning Board or Town Council to make those 
conditions.  I am not sure how much our traffic engineer can make all of these recommendations if DOT 
is not requiring it. 
 
Mr. Perryman - That left turn lane was part of their list? 
 
Town Planner Cook – Yes, they have reviewed that and said there is no impact but they will also have to 
approve a driveway permit for that driveway cut. 
 
Chairman Sharp - That second bullet says that the middle entrance will serve as the main entrance and 
Providence Road may have a left turning lane accessing this entrance.  It looks to me like the left turn 
lane is for the north entrance.  That bullet needs to be corrected before it goes to the Town Council.  The 
left turn lane is not for the main entrance which is the center one.  It’s the north entrance. 
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Town Planner Cook - They have not approved the cut.  They have said that based on the site plan there is 
not a significant impact by putting that left turn lane in or really by putting both of those driveway cuts in.   
 
Mr. Perryman - The final approval on that traffic analysis is the Town Council? 
 
Town Planner Cook - Yes the Town Council can take the traffic engineer’s comments and make those 
conditions. 
 
Mr. Overcash - The Town Engineer recommends to go down the road where there is an existing left over.  
We felt that there was some danger there because everybody goes so fast.  It is a safer maneuver than 
trying to u-turn it 700 feet north of the site. 
 
Mr. Vivian - Has there been any consideration given for the surface material?   
 
Mr. Overcash - We have talked about it but we have not done an in-depth study.  The detention pond was 
not designed with impervious material.  We wanted it designed for the worst case.  This is designed to 
asphalt and concrete.  We certainly want to consider those more impervious surfaces. 
 
Chairman Sharp – I think when the applicant was here previously he had indicated that he was planning to 
use some type of impervious surface. 
 
Mr. Temple - Yes, he has a product that he has developed.  Since his product has come out another 
product has come out as well.  He is using it exclusively on some major projects and it allows the water to 
seep through it.  We are very much committed to build it as green as possible.   
 
Chairman Sharp - Would you have a problem with that being a condition?  We could make it a certain 
percentage would need to be impervious. 
 
Mr. Temple - As a Planning Board we are listening to what you are saying but we are very open to going 
as green as possible. 
 
Mr. Perryman - I know on some previous projects that had come before the Planning Board where they 
were planning to build using a septic system initially with the plans being that when county sewer became 
available then there would be a connection option.  Is that the intent here? 
 
Mr. Overcash - We have not even discussed that.  It is so far out in the future.  We are living with the 
septic system for now.  Who knows if you get sewer in 20 years what we will do at that point. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow - In the beginning I thought this was going to be an office building for Polivka 
International.  Now I understand that a great deal of the space will be leased.  I assume now since you 
have applied for MX office business you are looking at the list in that category office only.   
 
Mr. Overcash - Including potentially medical office which is broken out separately in your list. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow - You have no idea what they will be obviously.  You don’t have tenants? 
 
Mr. Temple - We have confidentially talked with people who are interested and they are physicians.   
 
Chairman Sharp - The number of parking spaces was one space per employee.  If half the building is 
going to be leased, how did you come up with a number of employees when calculating parking? 
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Town Planner Cook - They assumed that 15,000 square feet would be used for office.   
 
Mr. Overcash – The reason we are a little over in parking is to anticipate medical. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow – How many do you think will be on the top floor with Polivka? 
 
Mr. Temple - There are over 100 employees that work for Polivka but that is all over the United States.  
At the present location which is just down the road they have seven people working out of there.  The 
objective is to move the accounting office from Ohio to Charlotte which would be another three which 
would be ten.  We are also looking at hiring another potential estimator to help come on the team.  You 
could have 11 to 12 people work out of that office.  
 
Mr. Overcash - Healthcare is usually 1 per 200 which translates into 37-38 spaces. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow - Jordan you mentioned that our traffic engineer was having some problems.  What 
are the concerns that they have to work through? 
 
Town Planner Cook – The traffic engineer disagrees with the recommendation for a left over at Access 1.  
The second bullet states, “An analysis should occur that includes the mid block u-turn section between 
Hemby Road and the proposed site Access 1.  This attractive and efficient option will replace the need to 
have a left over constructed at Access 1.  This will provide adequate access to the site maintain the 
integrity of the left lane storage while significantly reducing the cost of construction.  The third item – 
considering the proposed site design in the deletion of the left over would be an option to delete one of the 
driveways from the site.  It appears that one driveway can handle the number of trips for a 15,000 square 
foot office building.  Further analysis can provide if my assumptions are correct that the deletion of a 
driveway will improve the capacity of NC 16 while also reducing the cost of construction.  If the 
driveway is deleted is preferred that the southern most driveway go away.” 
 
Mr. Overcash - They went to great length to talk about stacking here at 5:00 p.m. and someone trying to 
turn left.   The beauty of an office building is you are not trying to get into the office building at 5:00 p.m.  
You are leaving at 5:00 p.m.  He just ignored the fact that we don’t have coffee shops and restaurants 
where people are trying to get in there.  I see very few people trying to turn left in there at 5:00.   
 
Chairman Sharp - Leaving the office building you would have to turn right? 
 
Ms. Propst - They are going to have more than one option to turn.  When they turn right they can turn left 
at Providence at 84.  If they can’t make it through those three lanes of traffic to get over they are going to 
have another light almost 100’ down the road. 
 
Mr. Temple - I understood the logic when I read the report except for if you are heading south and if there 
was a turn lane you could go in there to make that left it would be less dangerous.  I have actually tried 
that myself.  People coming out of that light at Weddington pick up speed and you are in the left hand 
turn lane and if there is traffic coming the other way now they are waiting behind you or they are going 
around you.  I almost got hit the first time.  It is a safety issue for me to say that left over further up the 
road is a better deal.  I would question the safety of that decision.   
 
Vice-Chairman Dow – No, it staggers out with a long acceleration lane.  You can go 45 miles an hour and 
get in the left hand lane.  The one that is right across from Highgate’s second entrance and it has a cutout 
on the other side so you can make the left hand turn. 
 
Mr. Temple - I stand corrected.  I will look at the other one. 
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Vice-Chairman Dow – On the retention pond - when I look at the topos and I am not an engineer but I 
know water levels.  You are going to have to build up the Providence Road side of that retention pond.  
How high will that go – six or seven feet? 
 
Mr. Overcash – We are digging down and landscaping.  It is not berming up. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow – So on the top side you are cutting down.   
 
Ms. Propst - It says plus emergency bypass for 50 year storms.  You are really saying this pond covers a 
50 year storm. 
 
Mr. Overcash – It would.  We are designing to the 25 year storm because we were asked to.  I talked to 
the engineer it is up to 50.  It is less water leaving the site than it is today.  We are bettering the situation. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow - I see the perimeter lighting and the parking area lighting.  Are you going to want 
lights on the building like flood lights from the ground up at the façade in the evening? 
 
Mr. Overcash - I don’t think so.  We have that porch so we might leave a couple of lights on that porch 
for security so it is not so dark up there. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow - It talks about brick and hardy plank.  Am I to assume that the back will be hardy 
plank? 
 
Mr. Overcash – The whole thing is brick.  Sometimes we make the eves out of the hardy plank.  It is 95% 
brick on four sides. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow – Back on the topo, I want to make sure that the other members understand and that 
I understand if I am reading this right.  I am on Page RC-5 and it talks about the site area being 4.84.  Is 
that incorrect?   
 
Mr. Overcash – Yes Jordan asked us to correct that.  It is 5.06 acres - the difference came between a tax 
map and a survey. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow - It talks about a disturbed area plus or minus all of it.  I want you to understand that 
we are clear cutting this entire lot minus anything you can fight for.  All of the planting around that will 
grow hopefully.  It looked to me like this flattened up this area through here and you cut into this and 
steepen that property line bank a good bit. 
 
Mr. Overcash – Yes, at the back. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow - And then let it flood down through here.  What concerned me was that it looked 
like a lot of the runoff from this high area here was going to come down across your road and there was 
no catch on this side.  What am I missing or is it all going to dump out here? 
 
Mr. Overcash looked at the map with Vice-Chairman Dow and discussed at the table with the members. 
 
Town Planner Cook - USI has looked over the plans twice.  I can certainly ask them to look at that. 
 
Mr. Vivian - Has there been recently any conversation with the church to make common connectivity at 
the rear so that people could come out with the light? 
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Mr. Overcash - I think that bridge was burned. 
 
Mr. Temple – I do not know if it is burned but the answer is no there hasn’t been any conversation. 
 
Mr. Vivian - If it means that we can work with it and avoid some of these left turns are you open to that?  
I am saying that I could be a part of that conversation.  I am a member of that church.  It seems that is a 
perfect way to come out and turn left.  It is overflow parking and it is a win-win. 
 
Mr. Temple - No one has approached us and we have not approached them.  If they approached us would 
we engage in conversation?  Absolutely - we would listen to what the proposal would be.   
 
Town Planner Cook – The first submittal a year and half ago I did bring that up with them and I know 
there was some conversation.   
 
Chairman Sharp - I think the church didn’t want any extra traffic coming from the office complex through 
their property especially because they have school children there.  They did not want increased traffic on 
the church property. 
 
Mr. Vivian – Can I try to find out about that? 
 
Mr. Overcash – Connectivity is good.  It helps everyone. 
 
Chairman Sharp – Is the school not at the rear of the church. 
 
Mr. Vivian – It is in the new building. 
 
Ms. Propst – There is a nursery school still here which has lots of cars during the middle of the day. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow - Did our engineer come up for a 15,000 square foot building and this type use what 
a typical in and out day is? 
 
Town Planner Cook - Their engineer did and NCDOT replied to that and said that is not going to have 
enough of an impact.   
 
Vice-Chairman Dow – I am not worried from a traffic standpoint.  I am just asking trips in and trips out. 
 
Chairman Sharp – A lot of that would depend on who the tenants are. 
 
Town Planner Cook - The study assumptions were taken from ITE trip generation manual 8th edition and 
a 15,000 square foot office building would generate 310 daily trips. 
 
Chairman Sharp – Jordan has provided us with nine conditions of approval.  We have come up with some 
other ideas that we may want to attach as conditions.   
 
The Board asked that the language be found that was done recently for the daycare center regarding 
lighting after hours. 
 
Mr. Vivian – Is there a requirement that the lighting has to be can fixtures? 
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Chairman Sharp – The actual fixtures have to be on the approved list.  They have to be hooded and 
shielded. 
 
Mr. Giattino - Typically office buildings are cleaned after hours.   
 
Chairman Sharp – I am talking about the parking lot not in the building. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow - Do you have any intended hours of use of this building? 
 
Mr. Overcash – 8-5. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow - You aren’t envisioning putting a 24-hour veterinary office. 
 
Mr. Overcash – We are not planning to have a 24-hour call center. 
 
Ms. Propst – But the vet cannot have overnight care at this vet. 
 
Chairman Sharp – We are not talking about interior lighting. 
 
Chairman Dow - Minimal lighting for security after a certain time of night we can add as a condition.   
 
Mr. Giattino discussed some type of condition that they do not have any type of 24-hour office use. 
 
Chairman Sharp – I do not believe we can restrict who they lease to.  If they wanted to have a 24 hour 
urgent care veterinary or medical clinic we cannot restrict that.  If you are concerned about that then you 
might not want to recommend the rezoning. 
 
Mr. Temple - The people that I am in contact with are just physicians.  They want to move from Charlotte 
to Weddington with their practice.  We are not planning to be open 24 hours.  To drive by and see black is 
not healthy.  I do not think it should be lit up like Christmas either.   
 
Ms. Propst - I don’t think you can ask someone to save a tree.  This town is going to build Rea Road and 
cut down 150 acres of trees.  If they can save the tree, that is great.   
 
Chairman Sharp - We could say if they can’t save the tree they need to submit documentation to Jordan 
explaining why not.  Also, what about the asphalt being some type of impervious surface. 
 
Mr. Perryman - That is a worthy goal but not sure about the percentage. 
 
Town Planner Cook – I think that is similar to the tree.  If possible if it works, I think it is a great idea. 
 
Mr. Propst - We didn’t ask the church to do it. 
 
Chairman Sharp – Do we want to make some sort of condition regarding that or do we want to leave that 
alone. 
 
Mr. Vivian – I think you can have a statement saying every effort will be made. 
 
Chairman Sharp – That is not measurable.  The condition needs to be measured. 
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Mr. Perryman - It would only be helping you if you were able to do that because that would negate the 
need do all this grading. 
 
Chairman Sharp - Regardless of what they do, they have to follow this plan that would not affect 
anything. 
 
Gentleman from Audience - The retention pond is so close to Providence Road.  That can really become 
an eye sore and then you have some fencing that would have to go around that? 
 
Chairman Sharp - There is sufficient landscaping between Providence Road and the retention pond. 
 
Gentleman - I live in Steeple Chase Subdivision.  Originally there was a sewer line that was going to go 
across Hunter Farms down through my back yard.  Can you make a condition so that in the future that 
would never happen?  A condition that says they must tap in at Providence Road?   
 
Chairman Sharp - A condition that any sewer connections in the future must be at the front of the 
property. 
 
Mr. Propst - How would it ever happen anyway? 
 
Gentleman - If they come to you guys and want expansion on a property and no longer use the existing 
septic system and now we have to revisit going through Steeplechase to tie-in at Highgate. 
 
Chairman Sharp - Any future sewer connections to a sewer system must be through the front of the 
property.  You can’t cut across Hunter Farms and go to Steeplechase or over to Kings Manor Drive. 
 
Town Planner Cook – In the conditional zoning district of our ordinance it does say that the Planning 
Board can suggest and the Town Council may request that reasonable and appropriate conditions be 
attached to the approval of the application.  Any such conditions may relate to the relationship with the 
proposed use to the surrounding property to the proposed support facilities screening, landscaping, etc. 
 
Town Administrator McCollum read information regarding the previous lighting condition placed on the 
daycare - Security lights in the parking lot can be turned on one hour before starting business and one 
hour after closing business. 
 
Chairman Sharp - If the office building opens at 8 and closes at 6 then the lighting would go off at 7am 
and on at 7pm. 
 
Town Administrator McCollum also read the following:  The lights will be on from dusk to dawn or 
approximately between the hours of 5:30 p.m. until 7:30 a.m. during winter months and 7:30 p.m. until 
6:30 a.m. during summer months.  In the actual approval it says security lights in the parking lots can be 
turned on 1 hour before starting business and 1 hour after closing business. 
 
Chairman Sharp - Exterior lighting is minimized to security lighting only from one hour after the last 
business closes until one hour before the first business opens. 
 
Mr. Giattino – That is not what that says.  That may be what we want.   
 
Ms. Propst - He doesn’t want the place to be totally black all night long.  Mr. Overcash talked about 
having some type of lighting somewhere on the building that is minimal like a porch light.   
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Chairman Sharp – The porch lights and the parking lights is the only lighting that you can have. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow - During the construction phase and for the first several years after this is built, I 
have read that the buffering is going to be predominately new around the perimeter where the buffer is.  
You can’t plant very large trees and hope they will make it.  They are going to be smaller trees, correct?  
What is our biggest tree that goes in the first year? 
 
Town Planner Cook – We have size requirements in our landscaping text.  All trees shall have a minimum 
caliber of 2” measured 6” above the ground at the time of planning. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow - I walked around the perimeter of the property.  The Anderson’s house is right 
behind the building.  This is a higher spot than the house.  Do you want to try and make use of some of 
the larger trees that are already growing but I guess because of the grading you may not be able to? 
 
Town Planner Cook - I always prefer that landscaping be met by existing vegetation if possible. 
 
Mr. Temple - Nowhere in our plan did we plant trees this big.   We plan to put some significant height to 
it.  We want this to add to the beauty of our building.  If we put small trees our building will be dwarfed. 
It takes time for trees to grow.  Mr. Polivka has in his mind bigger trees to plant around the perimeter.  
We are not planning to clear cut.  We are planning on trying to save as much as we can in this project.  
We only will cut what we need to cut to provide for the septic and building.  We would like to keep as 
many of those pines as we can especially to the south of us.   
 
Town Planner Cook - This is going to come through the construction document process which will also 
include a grading plan which could also include a tree save area plan.    
 
Vice-Chairman Dow - It is very clear on the topo where they are going to change the elevations by 
several feet along the border.  If you are going to drop down two feet you are going to take a tree down to 
do that.  I was simply wondering if there was a way we could help accelerate the growth of the perimeter 
border by leaving some of the stuff that was there.   
 
Chairman Sharp – We hope to see some of that during the construction phase.  I would like to see a 
condition.  We have a sidewalk going across the front of the property.   I would like to see cross walks 
painted for walking across the entrances on Providence Road where the existing sidewalk is.    
 
Mr. Temple - We will probably use pavers there. 
 
Chairman Sharp – The other condition was to have our engineer examine the runoff on the south side of 
the property. 
 
Mr. Overcash - We have to come back eventually for them to review anyway.   
 
Chairman Sharp – It would be to determine if some sort of mitigation is going to be needed to keep the 
runoff from the south side of the property from going over Providence Road especially in the winter time. 
 
Mr. Overcash – These are looked at in Raleigh.   
 
Vice-Chairman Dow – I would be satisfied with our engineer looking at. 
 
Town Planner Cook - I was going to call Bonnie to look at it.  I don’t think it needs to be a condition. 
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Chairman Sharp – Satisfying USI comments is a condition already.  Does not need to be listed as a 
separate condition? 
 
Town Planner Cook - We require 10% open space but do not require them to save any trees. 
 
Chairman Sharp – The question is should we make a recommendation to the Town Council to approve or 
not to approve rezoning this property for this project to create District MX-001 which would have its own 
zoning classification and set conditions.    
 
Mr. Perryman - I think the project as presented meets our design codes and I think compared to what is on 
the property currently it would be received favorably by the Town Council.  I think that office use is 
appropriate for that parcel. 
 
Mr. Vivian – I concur with Jeff and my concern is the number of curb cuts and the traffic flow and I do 
not believe we need that many. 
 
Mr. Giattino – I too would rather have one curb cut than two. 
 
Chairman Sharp – A lot of it depends on who ends up leasing the ground floor.  The traffic engineer 
recommended just having the northern entrance. 
 
Mr. Vivian – The northern one seems to be predicated upon that as soon as you could have a left into it.  
It is my understanding that when they tried to get one into the Hunter Berry Farm that was turned down 
and they send you further north and then you turn.  That is why in my mind I think it is worth the effort to 
contact the church and to see if there is any type of connectivity that could be arranged. 
 
Mr. Perryman - I think that if they want two entrances it is his piece of property and they should have it. 
As long as it does not constitute a major safety hazard or DOT comes back and says no.  If it does not 
violate a DOT traffic parameter and if the property owner wants it I would say let them have it.   
 
Town Planner Cook - NCDOT said they would approve two.  
 
Ms. Propst – NCDOT builds roads.   
 
Chairman Sharp – NCDOT said they would approve two curb cuts or entrances.  Our traffic engineer said 
that the northern entrance should be the only curb cut. 
 
Town Planner Cook - DOT has also looked over this site plan and said this site plan with that left hand 
turning lane does not create any significant impact on traffic. 
 
Ms. Propst – Two entrances will be easier and safer for all traffic especially since NCDOT said it was 
fine.  NCDOT should be the law. 
 
Mr. Giattino – Ingress and egress would be quicker if there were two. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow – Maybe I am getting out of touch.  We have maybe 310 in and outs a day – 
roundtrip - probably more like 200 and that will depend and could change based on tenants.  I think it is 
great to give a guy anything he wants and I understand why he would like that very attractive driveway at 
the front.  But I also understand that NCDOT would tell you this that every time he cuts the road you add 
incrementally to the danger for traffic incidents.  While they say they will approve it I don’t think that 
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means that is the way to do it.  We hire an engineering firm to look out for what we want.  They have 
questions and I would wait until they settle it.   
 
Mr. Giattino – NCDOT is going to look at the minimum standards. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow – NCDOT planned the ingress and egress to this shopping center when they 
widened Providence Road.  Great job! 
 
Mr. Overcash – From the engineer memo – they are just saying by the way if you want one you can save 
yourself some money.  Considering the proposed site design and the deletion of the left over it would be 
an option to delete one of the driveways from the site.  It appears that one driveway can handle the 
number of trips.   
 
Mr. Propst – NCDOT said it is fine and they build roads all over North Carolina. 
 
Town Planner Cook - We hired our engineer to look over this but the applicant does reimburse all 
engineering costs.  They will be paying for this review.  Comment #1 the traffic engineer is saying I 
disagree with the recommendation for a left over at Access 1.  The addition of a northbound 100 foot turn 
lane at Access 1 would necessitate the shortening of the dual 600 southbound left turn lanes at NC 84 
based off of the 2030 analysis conducted for the State TIP both 600 foot southbound turn lanes were 
warranted. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow – My point is if we have an expert we hired we ought to let them finish their job. 
 
Chairman Sharp - Why not include a comment to Town Council that the Planning Board has some 
questions about two entrances versus one.  The Town Council makes the final decision anyway.  If we are 
not coming to a consensus, let’s bring the concerns up to the Town Council.  Do we want to recommend 
that if both entrances are kept that they do not put in the left turn lane?  Our engineer said the left turn 
lane was not necessary but it was on the drawing.  If they don’t have the left turn lane then they would 
have to go up and make a u-turn.   Our traffic engineer said that would cause issues with traffic at 
Providence and Highway 84. 
 
Mr. Giattino - I think u-turns are dangerous. 
 
Chairman Sharp - The Planning Board has possible concerns about two entrances versus one and a left 
turn lane on Providence Road. 
 
Councilwoman Hadley asked how many believe that it would be better for them to have just a single 
entrance - 4 out of 7 of the Planning Board members had concerns. 
 
Chairman Sharp - How many of you have a concern with the left turn lane into the property? 
   
Vice-Chairman Dow – When NCDOT addressed the widening of Providence Road they went through 
hours with us advising that u-turns are safer than making left hand turns. 
 
Mr. Temple - If DOT had one ounce of a concern they would have listed that as a bullet. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow - I am not a traffic engineer that is why we hired the people.  Let’s just wait and see 
what they have to say.   
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Mr. Temple – NCDOT says one thing – engineer who we paid for says that they disagree.  I agree earlier 
with the statement that they are still working on and let them come back. 
 
Chairman Sharp – We are just saying that we believe this is something that should be further studied. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow – We do not have to make a decision tonight.  We can wait until the next meeting.  
There are nine bullet points on this that we cannot answer. 
 
Town Planner Cook discussed that half of the conditions may be met if the applicant was to wait another 
month. 
 
Ms. Propst – Are you going to make them have everything exactly perfect before it goes to the Town 
Council for them to have a discussion?  I do not know why we can’t work through these things that we 
discussed tonight.  They have all their permits.  They have done all of their engineering.  Why can’t this 
move forward to the Town Council. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow – I think we can. 
 
Ms. Propst – I think we should.  We put them off last month. 
 
Chairman Sharp – The ordinance says that the application must be complete.  Jordan could not bring it to 
us until the application was complete. 
 
Town Planner Cook – I did not have a complete application last month. 
 
Ms. Propst - We have a property that has a 15,000 square foot building on five acres of land.  They saved 
74,202 square feet of open space.  They could build five houses with asphalt covered all over that 
property.  You would not have any choice of what they do on that property.  This is a beautiful asset to 
our community.  If we have it restricted so they can only put office space that is doctors, attorneys or 
professionals – what an added addition to this community.  I feel that we have nit picked them to death.  
Let’s move forward with something that is an asset to this community.  I feel bad for the way we treated 
these people.   
 
Chairman Sharp – It is our job. 
 
Vice-Chairman Dow – I am not going to fight the Land Use Plan battle again.  What we are supposed to 
do is look through the conditions and see that it fits within our community.  Those conditions are clearly 
stated.  I am concerned that it is not pedestrian friendly.  It begins a crossing of Providence Road that is a 
safety hazard.  I don’t think we want to come off as promoting people walking across Providence Road.  
It is not between two commercial enterprises.  It is between two residential enterprises.  Don’t get 
confused legally.  I am concerned and am interested to hear your renditions to DOT.  I sat with NCDOT 
for hours listening to how dangerous left hand turns were and how they needed to stack up here and they 
would not give anyone a left hand turn in that area.  Why they changed their mind, I have no idea.    
 
Town Planner Cook - Upon making a recommendation the Planning Board shall advise and comment on 
whether the proposed amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plan that has been adopted and 
with any other officially adopted plan that is applicable. 
 
Mr. Perryman moved to send a favorable recommendation to the Town Council for the Polivka M-X 
Rezoning with the following conditions and found the plan to be in compliance with all applicable Town 
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Codes and Ordinances as contained in the Land Use Plan, Lighting Plan, Noise Plan and Transportation 
Plan: 
 
Town Planner Cook’s Conditions 

 Water Plans and allocation must be approved by Union County Public Works; 
 Lighting Plan must be approved by Town Lighting Engineer; 
 All engineering must be approved by Town Engineer; 
 NCDOT driveway permit must be approved by NCDOT; 
 Traffic Impact Analysis must be approved by Town Traffic Engineer; 
 All signage must comply with Chapter 58, Article 5 of the Weddington Zoning Ordinance; 
 Prior to the commencement of any construction, the Town Council must approve Construction 

documents in accordance with Section 58-271 (h) of the Weddington Zoning Ordinance; 
 Applicant must provide detention volume controls for a 25-year storm; (Town Planner Cook 

advised that this condition is above and beyond due to the sensitivity of the Highgate 
neighborhood.  He stated, “You have heard some of the complaints from the Highgate neighbors 
about the water/stormwater runoff.  Based on conversations with our engineer they have 
recommended that the applicant provide these volume controls for a 25-year storm.  We typically 
ask for a 10-year storm.” 

 Any future revisions to the approved site plan and other approved documents must comply with 
Section 58-271 (i) of the Weddington Zoning Ordinance. 

 
Additional Conditions of the Planning Board: 

 Exterior lighting is minimized to security lighting only from one hour after the last business 
closes until one hour before the first business opens. 

 Save the existing old tree on the property or provide to the Zoning Administrator as to why it 
cannot be saved. 

 Any future sewer connections must occur along Providence Road. 
 Crosswalks either painted or pavers installed for walking across the entrances on Providence 

Road where the existing sidewalk is located. 
 
Concerns of Planning Board: 

 The Planning Board has possible concerns about two entrances versus one and a left turn lane on 
Providence Road. 

 
The vote on the motion is as follows: 
 
 AYES:  Vivian, Perryman, Propst, Giattino and Romaine 
 NAYS:  Vice-Chairman Dow 
 
Item No. 6.  Update from Town Planner.  The Planning Board received the following update memo 
from Town Planner Cook: 
 

• Construction of the Weddington Church Road relocation project began on June 27th.  The traffic 
signal has been installed and the intersection construction is nearly complete. 

• Clay Burch with GreenTek has completed the installation of additional landscaping to the 
medians along Providence Road, Hemby Road and Rea Road.  The Town has budgeted waterings 
for the remainder of the summer months.  Daryl’s Lawn Care has sprayed for weeds and will 
spray once a month as needed. 

• The Town Council and Planning Board held another joint meeting on Thursday, September 20th 
to discuss the Land Use Plan Survey.  Staff is working with Centralina COG to fine tune this 

135



 17

survey based on comments received from the Town Council and Planning Board.  The Council 
will approve a survey at their Monday, October 8th meeting.   

• The Town Council approved Orleans Homebuilders Final Plat for Lake Forest Preserve Phase 
3A.  Phase 3A is a 23 lot phase located along Twin Lakes Drive in the previously approved 
subdivision. 

• Stillwell NC, LLC’s Sketch Plan for a 90 lot conservation subdivision called Vintage Creek on 
parcels 060-90-004, 060-90-007 and 060-93-011 was approved by the Planning Board.  The 
applicant is now working with Union County on finalizing water and sewer plans.  Once 
finalized, the applicant can begin preparing the Preliminary Plat. 

• The Planning Board approved the Temporary Use Permit for the Weddington Country Festival.  
That event took place on Saturday, September 22nd. 

• The Agritourism and Agricultural Use Definition text amendments were on the February 27th 
Planning Board agenda (both received a favorable recommendation).  These text amendments 
have been amended since that February Planning Board meeting.  Town Attorney Anthony Fox is 
currently reviewing these text amendments.  

• The Town Council will hold a public hearing on the following items at their October 8th meeting:  
Cable and Telephone Lines Text Amendment 

• The following items may be on the October 22nd Planning Board agenda for discussion:  
Agritourism and Agricultural Use Definition text amendments and Land Use Plan related changes 
and/or Land Use Plan related text amendments 

 
Item No. 7.   Other Business. 
A.  Report from the September Town Council Meeting.  The Planning Board received a copy of the 
September Town Council Meeting agenda as information. 
 
Item No. 8.  Adjournment. Vice-Chairman Dow moved to adjourn the September 24, 2012 Regular 
Planning Board Meeting.  Mr. Perryman seconded the motion, with votes recorded as follows: 
 
 AYES:  Vivian, Perryman, Propst, Giattino, Romaine and Vice-Chairman Dow 
 NAYS:  None 
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:00 p.m.           
         Dorine Sharp, Chairman 
Attest: 
          
      Amy S. McCollum, Town Clerk 
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TOWN OF WEDDINGTON 
 

Policy Regarding Invitations to Address the Public 
 
 
This purpose of this policy is to define who represents the Town of Weddington at the request of other 
governing bodies or the general public. 
 
The Mayor, Town Council, and staff receive requests for elected officials to meet with groups and other 
elected bodies regarding current issues and developments in the Town of Weddington.  If the Mayor or 
Councilmember receives the request directly, it must be forwarded to the Town Clerk within three (3) 
business days. 
 
For Homeowner Associations and smaller groups, the Mayor and the Councilmember representing the 
district will present.  If the Councilmember is unavailable, another Councilmember may appear in their 
place with general consent of the full Council.  
 
For broader groups and other elected bodies, the Mayor and a member of the Council will present.  The 
Councilmember will be determined through general consent of the Town Council. 
 
The opinions expressed must be the general consensus of the Council or the opinion expressed must be 
disclosed as their own and not that of the elected body. 
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TOWN OF WEDDINGTON 

Request for Support 
 

This purpose of this policy is to assure the entire Council is included in consideration of letters of support. 
 
The Mayor, Town Council, and staff receive requests for support of funding and special projects from 
other organizations and elected bodies.  If the request is made directly to the Mayor’s office, the Mayor 
must consult the Council and seek approval prior to responding.  
 
In the event of a difference of opinion between the Council and the Mayor, the consensus of the Council 
will stand.  In this case the response will come from the Town Council.  

165



 
 
 
 

TOWN OF WEDDINGTON 
 

Staff Utilization Policy 
 

 
This purpose of this policy is to define the access to Town resources by the Mayor and Town Council. 
 
The Mayor and Town Council may use staff resources from time to time on projects in the citizen’s 
interest.  If the scope of the work will require more than 3 hours of combined staff time and resources 
then the Town Council must provide direction to staff by approving the project with a duly made and 
passed motion by the Weddington Town Council.   
 
Under no circumstances should there be an assumption of confidentiality.  All work product will be 
distributed to the entire Council and made available to the general public. 
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               TOWN OF WEDDINGTON  
N           MEMORANDUM 

DATE: 11/13/12 

TO: MAYOR 

TOWN COUNCIL   

CC: AMY MCCOLLUM, TOWN CLERK  

FROM: JORDAN COOK, ZONING ADMINISTRATOR/PLANNER 

RE: UPDATE FROM PLANNING/ZONING OFFICE   

• Land Use Plan Surveys have been available to the citizens for two weeks.  The deadline for 
responses is Monday, November 19th.  CCOG will compile the data from the survey and 
report back to the Town Council shortly thereafter. 

 
• The Agritourism and Agricultural Use Definition text amendments were on the February 

27th Planning Board agenda (both received a favorable recommendation).  These text 
amendments have been amended since that February Planning Board meeting.  Town 
Attorney Anthony Fox has provided feedback on the proposed text amendments and 
recommends some changes.  These can be discussed at a later date.  

    
• Stillwell NC, LLC’s Sketch Plan for a 90 lot conservation subdivision called Vintage Creek 

on parcels 060-90-004, 060-90-007 and 060-93-011 was approved by the Planning Board.  
The applicant is now working with Union County on finalizing sewer plans.  Once finalized, 
the applicant can submit the Preliminary Plat. 
 

• The Planning Board gave the Polivka MX Conditional Zoning Rezoning application a 
favorable recommendation at their September 24th meeting.  This rezoning will be on the 
November 13th Town Council agenda for Public Hearing and Consideration. 
 

• I have received several inquires about age restricted developments and commercial 
development in Weddington over the last month.  Many of these developers, property 
owners, etc. have requested meeting with the Town Council as allowed through our 
Conditional Zoning process.  After talking with Council members it was determined that 
these meetings should occur after the survey results are back. 

 
• The following items were on the October 22nd Planning Board agenda: 

o Section 58-60 MX Zoning Text Amendment 
o Land Use Plan/Map Text Amendment 
o Section 46-46 Subdivision Checklist Text Amendments:  requirements for fire 

hydrants  
 

• The following items will be on the November 26th  Planning Board agenda: 
o Beulah Church Road Minor Subdivision 
o Howie Property Minor Subdivision 
o Bromley Monument Signs 
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 2:02 PM
 11/02/12
 Cash Basis

 Providence Volunteer Fire Department
 Income & Expense Budget Performance

 October 2012

Oct 12 Budget $ Over Budget Jul - Oct 12 YTD Budget $ Over Budget

Ordinary Income/Expense
Income
110 · Subsidies
111 · Mecklenburg Cty 5,417.33 5,416.66 0.67 27,086.65 21,666.72 5,419.93
113 · Town of Weddington 45,500.00 45,500.00 0.00 182,000.00 182,000.00 0.00
114 · Town of Weddington - Day Staff 0.00 15,705.00
115 · Town of Weddington - Night Staf 0.00 9,885.00
117 · Mecklenburg Cty Radio Subsidy 1,300.00 1,300.66 -0.66 6,500.00 5,202.72 1,297.28

Total 110 · Subsidies 52,217.33 52,217.32 0.01 241,176.65 208,869.44 32,307.21

120 · Dues & Fees
121 · Union County Fire Fees 545.00 833.33 -288.33 1,161.22 3,333.36 -2,172.14

Total 120 · Dues & Fees 545.00 833.33 -288.33 1,161.22 3,333.36 -2,172.14

130 · Vol Donations
131 · Memorials 0.00 41.66 -41.66 0.00 166.72 -166.72
134 · Other 70.00 250.00 -180.00 654.00 1,000.00 -346.00

Total 130 · Vol Donations 70.00 291.66 -221.66 654.00 1,166.72 -512.72

140 · Other Income
157 · EMS Stand By Income 0.00 1,780.00
142 · Fire Fighters' Relief Fund 0.00 416.66 -416.66 5,300.13 1,666.72 3,633.41
143 · Fuel Tax Refund 0.00 83.33 -83.33 0.00 333.36 -333.36
144 · Sales Tax Refund 0.00 250.00 -250.00 0.00 1,000.00 -1,000.00
145 · Interest 0.00 250.00 -250.00 2.49 1,000.00 -997.51
147 · Medic-EMS Reimbursement 41.10 1,000.00 -958.90 3,164.70 4,000.00 -835.30
148 · Firemen Relief Interest 0.00 1.88
155 · Christmas Fundraising Income 0.00 416.66 -416.66 0.00 1,666.72 -1,666.72
156 · Newsletter Income 720.00 625.00 95.00 720.00 2,500.00 -1,780.00

Total 140 · Other Income 761.10 3,041.65 -2,280.55 10,969.20 12,166.80 -1,197.60

150 · Uncategorized Income 281.34 290.34

Total Income 53,874.77 56,383.96 -2,509.19 254,251.41 225,536.32 28,715.09

Expense
200 · Administration
202 · Legal Fees 967.80 83.33 884.47 9,410.30 333.36 9,076.94
203 · Building Upgrade Fees 0.00 500.00
209 · Annual Dinner/Award 0.00 500.00 -500.00 0.00 2,000.00 -2,000.00
210 · Fire Chief Discretionary 76.75 166.66 -89.91 333.62 666.72 -333.10
211 · Bank Charges & Credit Card Fees 0.00 20.83 -20.83 77.60 83.36 -5.76
212 · Prof Fees 450.00 333.33 116.67 1,800.00 1,333.36 466.64
213 · Computer Upgrades 0.00 166.66 -166.66 0.00 666.72 -666.72
214 · Off Supplies 308.73 208.33 100.40 890.81 833.36 57.45
215 · Printing/Newsletter 1,186.10 250.00 936.10 1,186.10 1,000.00 186.10
216 · Postage 1,127.95 125.00 1,002.95 1,167.05 500.00 667.05
217 · Dues, Subscriptions, & Internet 107.40 62.50 44.90 307.40 250.00 57.40
218 · Fire Fighters' Association 0.00 41.66 -41.66 0.00 166.72 -166.72
219 · Miscellaneous 527.22 166.66 360.56 958.27 666.72 291.55

Total 200 · Administration 4,751.95 2,124.96 2,626.99 16,631.15 8,500.32 8,130.83

220 · Insurance
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 2:02 PM
 11/02/12
 Cash Basis

 Providence Volunteer Fire Department
 Income & Expense Budget Performance

 October 2012

Oct 12 Budget $ Over Budget Jul - Oct 12 YTD Budget $ Over Budget

221 · Business Auto 0.00 776.00
223 · Vol. Fire Fighters' Workers Com 344.00 583.33 -239.33 344.00 2,333.36 -1,989.36
224 · Commercial Package 0.00 1,500.00 -1,500.00 0.00 6,000.00 -6,000.00

Total 220 · Insurance 344.00 2,083.33 -1,739.33 1,120.00 8,333.36 -7,213.36

225 · Drug Testing/Physical Exams 0.00 416.66 -416.66 350.00 1,666.72 -1,316.72
230 · Taxes
231 · Sales Taxes
232 · Meck CO. 1,763.53 125.00 1,638.53 2,503.69 500.00 2,003.69
233 · Union County 160.00 33.33 126.67 567.59 133.36 434.23

Total 231 · Sales Taxes 1,923.53 158.33 1,765.20 3,071.28 633.36 2,437.92

236 · Property Tax 0.00 8.33 -8.33 0.00 33.36 -33.36
237 · Freight 0.00 8.33 -8.33 0.00 33.36 -33.36

Total 230 · Taxes 1,923.53 174.99 1,748.54 3,071.28 700.08 2,371.20

300 · Build Maintenance
310 · Cleaning 0.00 41.66 -41.66 250.00 166.72 83.28
320 · Landscaping & Lawn Care 145.00 208.33 -63.33 620.00 833.36 -213.36
330 · Trash and Landfill 50.00 41.66 8.34 200.00 166.72 33.28
340 · Pest Control 285.00 41.66 243.34 285.00 166.72 118.28
350 · Maintenance Supplies 1,769.50 250.00 1,519.50 2,712.97 1,000.00 1,712.97
351 · Furniture 0.00 166.66 -166.66 2,841.72 666.72 2,175.00
360 · Repairs 208.95 833.33 -624.38 970.88 3,333.36 -2,362.48

Total 300 · Build Maintenance 2,458.45 1,583.30 875.15 7,880.57 6,333.60 1,546.97

400 · Utilities
410 · Electric 840.24 750.00 90.24 3,861.78 3,000.00 861.78
420 · Natural Gas 47.10 291.66 -244.56 92.66 1,166.72 -1,074.06
430 · Telephone 282.90 375.00 -92.10 1,137.66 1,500.00 -362.34
440 · Water 34.08 41.66 -7.58 132.16 166.72 -34.56

Total 400 · Utilities 1,204.32 1,458.32 -254.00 5,224.26 5,833.44 -609.18

500 · Fire Fighters' Equip/Training
510 · Clothing
512 · Dress Uniforms 140.75 166.66 -25.91 140.75 666.72 -525.97
513 · Clothing - Other 0.00 416.66 -416.66 0.00 1,666.72 -1,666.72

Total 510 · Clothing 140.75 583.32 -442.57 140.75 2,333.44 -2,192.69

520 · Equipment
521 · Radios\ Pagers - New 0.00 250.00 -250.00 0.00 1,000.00 -1,000.00
522 · Radios\ Pagers - Maintenance 0.00 83.33 -83.33 0.00 333.36 -333.36
523 · Equipment - New 9,920.40 750.00 9,170.40 17,132.40 3,000.00 14,132.40
524 · Equipment - Maintenance 4,290.70 416.66 3,874.04 4,339.67 1,666.72 2,672.95
525 · Firefighting Supplies 490.00 416.66 73.34 863.80 1,666.72 -802.92
528 · Mecklenburg Radio Contract 0.00 1,300.00 -1,300.00 0.00 5,200.00 -5,200.00

Total 520 · Equipment 14,701.10 3,216.65 11,484.45 22,335.87 12,866.80 9,469.07

529 · PPE (Personal Protective Equip) 6,724.00 2,916.66 3,807.34 17,881.53 11,666.72 6,214.81
530 · Medical
532 · Supplies 173.84 208.33 -34.49 1,194.96 833.36 361.60
533 · Waste 169.99 125.00 44.99 628.08 500.00 128.08
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 2:02 PM
 11/02/12
 Cash Basis

 Providence Volunteer Fire Department
 Income & Expense Budget Performance

 October 2012

Oct 12 Budget $ Over Budget Jul - Oct 12 YTD Budget $ Over Budget

Total 530 · Medical 343.83 333.33 10.50 1,823.04 1,333.36 489.68

540 · Training
541 · Seminars 1,330.00 1,075.00 255.00 1,330.00 4,300.00 -2,970.00
542 · Books 0.00 125.00 -125.00 158.25 500.00 -341.75
543 · PR Literature 0.00 125.00 -125.00 0.00 500.00 -500.00
544 · Other - Training Bonus 0.00 291.66 -291.66 0.00 1,166.72 -1,166.72

Total 540 · Training 1,330.00 1,616.66 -286.66 1,488.25 6,466.72 -4,978.47

Total 500 · Fire Fighters' Equip/Training 23,239.68 8,666.62 14,573.06 43,669.44 34,667.04 9,002.40

600 · Fire Engines
620 · '99 Southern Coach Eng #322 567.20 1,250.00 -682.80 4,216.61 5,000.00 -783.39
635 · '93 KME Engine #323 25,380.61 28,250.63
640 · '03 Red Diamond #324 825.68 500.00 325.68 825.68 2,000.00 -1,174.32
650 · '02 Ford Quesco Brush #326 188.37 166.66 21.71 1,703.25 666.72 1,036.53
660 · '95 Intern\Hackney Squad #32 0.00 416.66 -416.66 5,564.32 1,666.72 3,897.60
680 · '06 KME Pumper #321 0.00 1,333.33 -1,333.33 3,513.69 5,333.36 -1,819.67
681 · Diesel Fuel 2,129.50 1,500.00 629.50 6,934.39 6,000.00 934.39
682 · Gasoline 0.00 16.66 -16.66 65.00 66.72 -1.72
683 · Cleaning Supplies 0.00 83.33 -83.33 0.00 333.36 -333.36
684 · Miscellaneous Parts 75.94 83.33 -7.39 217.02 333.36 -116.34
685 · Fire Engines - Other 0.00 500.00 -500.00 0.00 2,000.00 -2,000.00

Total 600 · Fire Engines 29,167.30 5,849.97 23,317.33 51,290.59 23,400.24 27,890.35

800 · Firefighters Payroll
801 · Payroll - Day Shift (Hourly) 23,635.50 17,480.00 6,155.50 63,301.57 69,920.00 -6,618.43
809 · Payroll - Day Shift (Stipend) 1,200.00 1,500.00 -300.00 9,660.00 6,000.00 3,660.00
802 · Payroll - Night Shift (Hourly) 11,978.00 9,490.00 2,488.00 37,354.00 37,960.00 -606.00
810 · Payroll - Night Shift (Stipend) 2,460.00 1,825.00 635.00 7,470.00 7,300.00 170.00
815 · EMS Stipend 216.00 2,475.00
808 · Payroll Expenses
FICA 3,020.96 1,798.58 1,222.38 9,573.63 7,194.36 2,379.27
FUTA 0.00 125.00 -125.00 0.00 500.00 -500.00
SUTA 394.41 500.00 -105.59 1,235.02 2,000.00 -764.98
808 · Payroll Expenses - Other 110.50 444.55

Total 808 · Payroll Expenses 3,525.87 2,423.58 1,102.29 11,253.20 9,694.36 1,558.84

Total 800 · Firefighters Payroll 43,015.37 32,718.58 10,296.79 131,513.77 130,874.36 639.41

850 · Christmas Fundraising Expense 0.00 333.33 -333.33 0.00 1,333.36 -1,333.36

Total Expense 106,104.60 55,410.06 50,694.54 260,751.06 221,642.52 39,108.54

Net Ordinary Income -52,229.83 973.90 -53,203.73 -6,499.65 3,893.80 -10,393.45

Net Income -52,229.83 973.90 -53,203.73 -6,499.65 3,893.80 -10,393.45
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 2:02 PM
 11/02/12
 Cash Basis

 Providence Volunteer Fire Department
 Income & Expense Budget Performance

 October 2012

Ordinary Income/Expense
Income
110 · Subsidies
111 · Mecklenburg Cty
113 · Town of Weddington
114 · Town of Weddington - Day Staff
115 · Town of Weddington - Night Staf
117 · Mecklenburg Cty Radio Subsidy

Total 110 · Subsidies

120 · Dues & Fees
121 · Union County Fire Fees

Total 120 · Dues & Fees

130 · Vol Donations
131 · Memorials
134 · Other

Total 130 · Vol Donations

140 · Other Income
157 · EMS Stand By Income
142 · Fire Fighters' Relief Fund
143 · Fuel Tax Refund
144 · Sales Tax Refund
145 · Interest
147 · Medic-EMS Reimbursement
148 · Firemen Relief Interest
155 · Christmas Fundraising Income
156 · Newsletter Income

Total 140 · Other Income

150 · Uncategorized Income
Total Income

Expense
200 · Administration
202 · Legal Fees
203 · Building Upgrade Fees
209 · Annual Dinner/Award
210 · Fire Chief Discretionary
211 · Bank Charges & Credit Card Fees
212 · Prof Fees
213 · Computer Upgrades
214 · Off Supplies
215 · Printing/Newsletter
216 · Postage
217 · Dues, Subscriptions, & Internet
218 · Fire Fighters' Association
219 · Miscellaneous

Total 200 · Administration

220 · Insurance

Annual Budget

65,000.00
546,000.00

15,608.00

626,608.00

10,000.00

10,000.00

500.00
3,000.00

3,500.00

5,000.00
1,000.00
3,000.00
3,000.00

12,000.00

5,000.00
7,500.00

36,500.00

676,608.00

1,000.00

6,000.00
2,000.00

250.00
4,000.00
2,000.00
2,500.00
3,000.00
1,500.00

750.00
500.00

2,000.00

25,500.00
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 2:02 PM
 11/02/12
 Cash Basis

 Providence Volunteer Fire Department
 Income & Expense Budget Performance

 October 2012

221 · Business Auto
223 · Vol. Fire Fighters' Workers Com
224 · Commercial Package

Total 220 · Insurance

225 · Drug Testing/Physical Exams
230 · Taxes
231 · Sales Taxes
232 · Meck CO.
233 · Union County

Total 231 · Sales Taxes

236 · Property Tax
237 · Freight

Total 230 · Taxes

300 · Build Maintenance
310 · Cleaning
320 · Landscaping & Lawn Care
330 · Trash and Landfill
340 · Pest Control
350 · Maintenance Supplies
351 · Furniture
360 · Repairs

Total 300 · Build Maintenance

400 · Utilities
410 · Electric
420 · Natural Gas
430 · Telephone
440 · Water

Total 400 · Utilities

500 · Fire Fighters' Equip/Training
510 · Clothing
512 · Dress Uniforms
513 · Clothing - Other

Total 510 · Clothing

520 · Equipment
521 · Radios\ Pagers - New
522 · Radios\ Pagers - Maintenance
523 · Equipment - New
524 · Equipment - Maintenance
525 · Firefighting Supplies
528 · Mecklenburg Radio Contract

Total 520 · Equipment

529 · PPE (Personal Protective Equip)
530 · Medical
532 · Supplies
533 · Waste

Annual Budget

7,000.00
18,000.00

25,000.00

5,000.00

1,500.00
400.00

1,900.00

100.00
100.00

2,100.00

500.00
2,500.00

500.00
500.00

3,000.00
2,000.00

10,000.00

19,000.00

9,000.00
3,500.00
4,500.00

500.00

17,500.00

2,000.00
5,000.00

7,000.00

3,000.00
1,000.00
9,000.00
5,000.00
5,000.00

15,600.00

38,600.00

35,000.00

2,500.00
1,500.00
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 Income & Expense Budget Performance

 October 2012

Total 530 · Medical

540 · Training
541 · Seminars
542 · Books
543 · PR Literature
544 · Other - Training Bonus

Total 540 · Training

Total 500 · Fire Fighters' Equip/Training

600 · Fire Engines
620 · '99 Southern Coach Eng #322
635 · '93 KME Engine #323
640 · '03 Red Diamond #324
650 · '02 Ford Quesco Brush #326
660 · '95 Intern\Hackney Squad #32
680 · '06 KME Pumper #321
681 · Diesel Fuel
682 · Gasoline
683 · Cleaning Supplies
684 · Miscellaneous Parts
685 · Fire Engines - Other

Total 600 · Fire Engines

800 · Firefighters Payroll
801 · Payroll - Day Shift (Hourly)
809 · Payroll - Day Shift (Stipend)
802 · Payroll - Night Shift (Hourly)
810 · Payroll - Night Shift (Stipend)
815 · EMS Stipend
808 · Payroll Expenses
FICA
FUTA
SUTA
808 · Payroll Expenses - Other

Total 808 · Payroll Expenses

Total 800 · Firefighters Payroll

850 · Christmas Fundraising Expense
Total Expense

Net Ordinary Income

Net Income

Annual Budget

4,000.00

12,900.00
1,500.00
1,500.00
3,500.00

19,400.00

104,000.00

15,000.00

6,000.00
2,000.00
5,000.00

16,000.00
18,000.00

200.00
1,000.00
1,000.00
6,000.00

70,200.00

209,760.00
18,000.00

113,880.00
21,900.00

21,583.00
1,500.00
6,000.00

29,083.00

392,623.00

4,000.00

664,923.00

11,685.00

11,685.00
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 Cash Basis

 Providence Volunteer Fire Department
 Balance Sheet

 As of October 31, 2012
Oct 31, 12

ASSETS
Current Assets

Checking/Savings
Checking Accounts

BB&T Checking-5119 81,199.58
BOA Payroll-7449 4,601.01

Total Checking Accounts 85,800.59

CD - BBT - 0094 (02/10/14) 119,487.22
CD - BBT - 0108 (02/10/14) 59,649.81
Firemen Relief-BOA-8254 39,746.85

Total Checking/Savings 304,684.47

Total Current Assets 304,684.47

Fixed Assets
Air Packs 73,087.70
Bauer Vertecon Air Compressor 40,000.00
Commercial Protector System 2,112.50
Dexter T-400 Washer\Extractor 3,611.00
Fire Fighter Main Equipment 18,219.29
Groban Electric Generator 5,000.00
Ladder Truck Building 32,452.08

Total Fixed Assets 174,482.57

Other Assets
1993 KME Engine #323 50,000.00
1996 Internat'l #32 119,365.76
1999 SouthCo #322 274,231.58
2002 Ford #326 44,029.33
2003 Red Diamond #324 240,302.00
2006 KME Pumper #321 400,555.50
Building 346,812.09
Equip 27,615.37
Land 12,590.00
X Accum Depr -1,019,298.00

Total Other Assets 496,203.63

TOTAL ASSETS 975,370.67

LIABILITIES & EQUITY
Liabilities

Current Liabilities
Other Current Liabilities

2100 · Payroll Liabilities 10,098.55

Total Other Current Liabilities 10,098.55

Total Current Liabilities 10,098.55

Total Liabilities 10,098.55

Equity
3900 · Retained Earnings 971,771.77
Net Income -6,499.65

Total Equity 965,272.12
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TOTAL LIABILITIES & EQUITY 975,370.67
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Count of Alarms Per MonthCount of Alarms Per Month

WESLEY CHAPEL VFD 11/6/2012

ALARM DATEINCIDENT#FDID EXP

10/01/2012120726809020 0

10/01/2012120727009020 0

10/01/2012120727509020 0

10/01/2012120782409020 0

10/02/2012120729709020 0

10/02/2012120730409020 0

10/02/2012120731309020 0

10/02/2012120731509020 0

10/03/2012120732109020 0

10/03/2012120733009020 0

10/03/2012120733109020 0

10/03/2012120733209020 0

10/03/2012120733509020 0

10/04/2012120733909020 0

10/04/2012120734409020 0

10/04/2012120734609020 0

10/04/2012120735209020 0

10/04/2012120735909020 0

10/05/2012120736509020 0

10/05/2012120737009020 0

10/05/2012120737409020 0

10/05/2012120737609020 0

10/05/2012120737709020 0

10/05/2012120737809020 0

10/05/2012120738109020 0
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ALARM DATEINCIDENT#FDID EXP

10/06/2012120738809020 0

10/06/2012120739909020 0

10/06/2012120739609020 0

10/06/2012120739209020 0

10/06/2012120739409020 0

10/06/2012120739509020 0

10/07/2012120741209020 0

10/07/2012120741909020 0

10/08/2012120742309020 0

10/08/2012120742709020 0

10/08/2012120743409020 0

10/08/2012120743509020 0

10/09/2012120743809020 0

10/09/2012120744009020 0

10/09/2012120744509020 0

10/09/2012120744709020 0

10/09/2012120744909020 0

10/09/2012120745409020 0

10/09/2012120745809020 0

10/09/2012120746009020 0

10/10/2012120750709020 0

10/10/2012120746909020 0

10/10/2012120747209020 0

10/10/2012120747309020 0

10/11/2012120748809020 0

10/11/2012120749009020 0

10/11/2012120749209020 0

10/11/2012120750009020 0

10/12/2012120750409020 0

10/12/2012120750609020 0

10/12/2012120751009020 0

10/12/2012120751409020 0

10/13/2012120752909020 0

10/13/2012120754909020 0

10/13/2012120755409020 0

10/13/2012120755609020 0

10/14/2012120757009020 0

10/15/2012120757809020 0

10/15/2012120759109020 0

10/15/2012120759009020 0

10/16/2012120759909020 0

10/16/2012120760209020 0

10/16/2012120761009020 0
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ALARM DATEINCIDENT#FDID EXP

10/17/2012120761709020 0

10/17/2012120762009020 0

10/18/2012120762309020 0

10/18/2012120763109020 0

10/18/2012120763509020 0

10/18/2012120763709020 0

10/18/2012120763809020 0

10/18/2012120764109020 0

10/18/2012120764009020 0

10/19/2012120764509020 0

10/19/2012120764909020 0

10/19/2012120766509020 0

10/20/2012120767109020 0

10/20/2012120767909020 0

10/20/2012120768809020 0

10/21/2012120769409020 0

10/21/2012120771209020 0

10/22/2012120771609020 0

10/22/2012120771709020 0

10/22/2012120772309020 0

10/23/2012120773109020 0

10/23/2012120773409020 0

10/23/2012120773509020 0

10/23/2012120773609020 0

10/24/2012120774909020 0

10/24/2012120775109020 0

10/24/2012120776109020 0

10/25/2012120776909020 0

10/25/2012120777109020 0

10/25/2012120777209020 0

10/25/2012120777609020 0

10/25/2012120778009020 0

10/25/2012120777909020 0

10/25/2012120778109020 0

10/25/2012120778309020 0

10/26/2012120779609020 0

10/26/2012120780009020 0

10/26/2012120780309020 0

10/27/2012120781609020 0

10/27/2012120782009020 0

10/27/2012120782109020 0

10/27/2012120783509020 0

10/27/2012120784409020 0

3
178



ALARM DATEINCIDENT#FDID EXP

10/27/2012120784209020 0

10/28/2012120785309020 0

10/28/2012120785509020 0

10/28/2012120786709020 0

10/29/2012120787209020 0

10/29/2012120787809020 0

10/29/2012120785209020 0

10/29/2012120788609020 0

10/30/2012120788909020 0

10/30/2012120789209020 0

10/30/2012120790009020 0

10/31/2012120790609020 0

10/31/2012120790409020 0

124Month Total: 

Grand Total: 124
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11/6/2012

NFIRS Incident Listing Summary Report

WESLEY CHAPEL VFD

2 111   Building firetotal calls for Incident Type
52 311   Medical assist, assist EMS crewtotal calls for Incident Type

4 322   Motor vehicle accident with injuriestotal calls for Incident Type
1 331   Lock-in (if lock out , use 511 )total calls for Incident Type
2 381   Rescue or EMS standbytotal calls for Incident Type
2 412   Gas leak (natural gas or LPG)total calls for Incident Type
1 440   Electrical  wiring/equipment problem, othertotal calls for Incident Type
2 500   Service Call, othertotal calls for Incident Type
1 511   Lock-outtotal calls for Incident Type
5 553   Public servicetotal calls for Incident Type
2 600   Good intent call, othertotal calls for Incident Type

17 611   Dispatched & canceled en routetotal calls for Incident Type
1 631   Authorized controlled burningtotal calls for Incident Type
1 651   Smoke scare, odor of smoketotal calls for Incident Type
1 700   False alarm or false call, othertotal calls for Incident Type

15 735   Alarm system sounded due to malfunctiontotal calls for Incident Type
5 736   CO detector activation due to malfunctiontotal calls for Incident Type

10 745   Alarm system activation, no fire - unintentionaltotal calls for Incident Type

Total Incidents: 124

1
180



For the Month of:  October 2012

Events By Nature

Union County Sheriff's Office Date of Report

11/2/2012

 4:00:57PM

Event Type Total

911 ABANDONED CALL  10

911 HANG UP  13

911 MISDIAL  1

911 SILENT OPEN LINE  7

ACCIDENT EMD  3

ACCIDENT PD COUNTY NO EMD  18

ALARMS LAW  54

ANIMAL BITE REPORT LAW  1

ANIMAL COMP SERVICE CALL LAW  7

ANIMAL LOST STRAY UNWNTD LAW  3

ASSAULT SIMPLE LAW  3

ASSIST EMS OR FIRE  1

ATTEMPT TO LOCATE  1

BARKING DOG  1

BOLO  9

BURGLARY HOME OTHER NONBUSNESS  3

BURGLARY VEHICLE  5

BUSINESS CHECK  18

CALL BY PHONE  3

COM SERVICE PROGRAM  1

DEBRIS IN ROADWAY  2

DELIVER MESSAGE  1

DISTURBANCE OR NUISANCE  6

DOMESTIC DISTURBANCE  4

ESCORT  1

FOLLOW UP INVESTIGATION  9

FOOT PATROL  1

FRAUD DECEPTION FORGERY  3
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Event Type Total

FUNERAL ESCORT  3

HARASSMENT STALKING THREATS  6

INTOXICATED PEDESTRIAN  1

INVESTIGATION  4

KEEP THE PEACE REQUEST  1

LARCENY THEFT  5

LIVE STOCK ON HIGHWAY  1

LOST OR FOUND PROPERTY  1

MOTORIST ASSIST  4

NC DOT MISCELLANEOUS  1

NOISE COMPLAINT  1

PREVENTATIVE PATROL  267

PROP DAMAGE VANDALISM MISCHIEF  5

PROWLER REPORT  1

PSYCHIATRIC PATIENT EMD  1

PUBLIC SERVICE  1

PUBLIC WORKS CALL  1

RADAR PATROL INCLUDING TRAINIG  16

REFERAL OR INFORMATION CALL  2

RESIDENTIAL CHECK  2

SEARCH CONDUCTED BY LAW AGNCY  1

SERVE CRIMINAL SUBPOENA  2

SERVE WARRANT  6

STRUCTURE FIRE EFD  1

SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT  1

SUSPICIOUS CIRCUMSTANCES  1

SUSPICIOUS PERSON  7

SUSPICIOUS VEHICLE  7

TRAFFIC HAZARD  4

TRAFFIC STOP  35

TRAFFIC VIOLATION COMPLAINT  1

TRESPASSING UNWANTED SUBJ  1
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Event Type Total

UNAUTHORIZED USE  1

UNDERAGE DRINKING ABC VIOL  2

UNLOCK REQUEST  1

VEHICLE DISABLED  2

VEHICLE FIRE EFD  1

WELL BEING CHECK  2

 589Total Calls for Month:
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 TOWN OF WEDDINGTON 
 REVENUE & EXPENDITURE STATEMENT BY DEPARTMENT 
 FY 2012-2013 
 10/01/2012 TO 10/31/2012 
 CURRENT PERIOD YEAR-TO-DATE BUDGETED % BUDGET REM

LESLIE 11/06/2012  9:38:15PM Page 
fl141r07 
 

 
 REVENUE: 
 10-3101-110  AD VALOREM TAX - CURRENT 191,044.42 319,496.88 960,000.00 67
 10-3102-110  AD VALOREM TAX - 1ST PRIOR Y 0.00 1,755.38 7,000.00 75
 10-3103-110  AD VALOREM TAX - NEXT 8 YRS  0.00 500.02 2,000.00 75
 10-3110-121  AD VALOREM TAX - MOTOR VEH 4,797.83 8,565.29 57,000.00 85
 10-3110-122  AD VALOREM TAX -MOTOR VEHI -2,343.76 0.00 0.00 
 10-3115-180  TAX INTEREST 2.34 144.54 2,250.00 94
 10-3231-220  LOCAL OPTION SALES TAX REV -  12,618.10 26,472.42 157,700.00 83
 10-3322-220  BEER & WINE TAX 0.00 0.00 48,750.00 100
 10-3324-220  UTILITY FRANCHISE TAX 0.00 92,123.76 450,000.00 80
 10-3340-400  ZONING & PERMIT FEES 1,560.00 5,195.00 10,000.00 48
 10-3350-400  SUBDIVISION FEES 0.00 25,000.00 62,250.00 60
 10-3830-891  MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 0.00 -2,239.20 1,500.00 249
 10-3831-491  INVESTMENT INCOME 95.98 5,880.03 17,500.00 66
 TOTAL REVENUE 207,774.91 482,894.12 1,775,950.00 73
 
 
 AFTER TRANSFERS 207,774.91 482,894.12 1,775,950.00 
 4110 GENERAL GOVERNMENT 
 EXPENDITURE: 
 10-4110-126  FIRE DEPT SUBSIDIES 59,900.00 239,600.00 776,000.00 69
 10-4110-128  POLICE PROTECTION 58,040.25 116,080.50 233,000.00 50
 10-4110-192  ATTORNEY FEES 16,415.12 16,954.64 110,275.00 85
 10-4110-195  ELECTION EXPENSE 0.00 1,899.50 2,000.00 
 10-4110-340  EVENTS & PUBLICATIONS 2,901.67 1,689.90 13,500.00 87
 10-4110-495  OUTSIDE AGENCY FUNDING 0.00 0.00 3,000.00 100
 TOTAL EXPENDITURE 137,257.04 376,224.54 1,137,775.00 67
 
 
 BEFORE TRANSFERS -137,257.04 -376,224.54 -1,137,775.00 
 
 AFTER TRANSFERS -137,257.04 -376,224.54 -1,137,775.00 
 4120 ADMINISTRATIVE 
 EXPENDITURE: 
 10-4120-121  SALARIES - CLERK 5,563.48 22,089.32 69,475.00 68
 10-4120-123  SALARIES - TAX COLLECTOR 2,144.14 11,587.48 41,000.00 72
 10-4120-124  SALARIES - FINANCE OFFICER 516.78 1,888.92 10,850.00 83
 10-4120-125  SALARIES - MAYOR & TOWN COU 1,750.00 7,000.00 21,000.00 67
 10-4120-181  FICA EXPENSE 755.05 3,224.17 11,000.00 71
 10-4120-182  EMPLOYEE RETIREMENT 1,136.85 4,967.33 18,500.00 73
 10-4120-183  EMPLOYEE INSURANCE 1,485.00 5,940.00 18,500.00 6
 10-4120-184  EMPLOYEE LIFE INSURANCE 28.56 112.84 350.00 68
 10-4120-185  EMPLOYEE S-T DISABILITY 12.00 84.00 325.00 74
 10-4120-191  AUDIT FEES 0.00 0.00 8,900.00 100
 10-4120-193  CONTRACT LABOR 0.00 2,243.75 5,000.00 55
 10-4120-200  OFFICE SUPPLIES - ADMIN -234.00 3,254.20 37,125.00 91
 10-4120-210  PLANNING CONFERENCE 0.00 0.00 2,500.00 100
 10-4120-321  TELEPHONE - ADMIN 252.55 765.50 4,500.00 83
 10-4120-325  POSTAGE - ADMIN 439.36 1,668.80 4,200.00 60
 10-4120-331  UTILITIES - ADMIN 518.91 926.78 4,725.00 80
 10-4120-351  REPAIRS & MAINTENANCE - BUIL 300.00 300.00 35,000.00 99
 10-4120-352  REPAIRS & MAINTENANCE - EQU 3,703.22 12,209.46 25,000.00 51
 10-4120-354  REPAIRS & MAINTENANCE - GRO 2,595.00 8,055.00 36,000.00 78
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 10-4120-355  REPAIRS & MAINTENANCE - PES 110.00 750.00 750.00 
 10-4120-356  REPAIRS & MAINTENANCE - CUS 400.00 1,300.00 5,750.00 77
 10-4120-370  ADVERTISING - ADMIN 0.00 236.27 1,000.00 76
 10-4120-397  TAX LISTING & TAX COLLECTION 94.20 702.49 1,000.00 30
 10-4120-400  ADMINISTRATIVE:TRAINING 0.00 370.00 4,100.00 91
 10-4120-410  ADMINISTRATIVE:TRAVEL 449.39 1,585.62 6,500.00 76
 10-4120-450  INSURANCE 0.00 10,091.35 20,000.00 50
 10-4120-491  DUES & SUBSCRIPTIONS 0.00 11,442.00 18,000.00 36
 10-4120-498  GIFTS & AWARDS 42.00 92.00 1,500.00 94
 10-4120-499  MISCELLANEOUS 718.30 904.27 3,500.00 74
 TOTAL EXPENDITURE 22,780.79 113,791.55 416,050.00 73
 
 
 BEFORE TRANSFERS -22,780.79 -113,791.55 -416,050.00 
 
 AFTER TRANSFERS -22,780.79 -113,791.55 -416,050.00 
 4130 PLANNING & ZONING 
 EXPENDITURE: 
 10-4130-121  SALARIES - ZONING ADMINISTR 5,091.62 20,366.48 62,000.00 67
 10-4130-122  SALARIES - ASST ZONING ADMIN 92.82 318.24 2,500.00 87
 10-4130-123  SALARIES - RECEPTIONIST 1,696.71 6,322.02 22,910.00 72
 10-4130-124  SALARIES - PLANNING BOARD 1,450.00 5,600.00 17,500.00 68
 10-4130-125  SALARIES - SIGN REMOVAL 373.89 1,602.94 4,500.00 64
 10-4130-181  FICA EXPENSE - P&Z 665.93 2,617.01 8,500.00 69
 10-4130-182  EMPLOYEE RETIREMENT - P&Z 1,001.28 3,936.56 13,000.00 70
 10-4130-183  EMPLOYEE INSURANCE 1,485.00 6,840.00 19,500.00 65
 10-4130-184  EMPLOYEE LIFE INSURANCE 22.68 89.88 325.00 72
 10-4130-185  EMPLOYEE S-T DISABILITY 12.00 48.00 215.00 78
 10-4130-193  CONSULTING 5,608.75 5,901.25 15,000.00 61
 10-4130-194  CONSULTING - COG 0.00 0.00 10,000.00 100
 10-4130-200  OFFICE SUPPLIES - PLANNING &  484.67 1,305.59 5,000.00 74
 10-4130-201  ZONING SPECIFIC OFFICE SUPPLI 0.00 0.00 2,500.00 100
 10-4130-215  HISTORIC PRESERVATION 0.00 0.00 500.00 100
 10-4130-220  TRANSPORTATION & IMPROVEM 0.00 0.00 23,750.00 100
 10-4130-321  TELEPHONE - PLANNING & ZONI 252.55 765.51 4,500.00 83
 10-4130-325  POSTAGE - PLANNING & ZONING 439.37 1,581.51 4,200.00 62
 10-4130-331  UTILITIES - PLANNING & ZONING 518.91 926.78 4,725.00 80
 10-4130-370  ADVERTISING - PLANNING & ZON 0.00 123.73 1,000.00 88
 TOTAL EXPENDITURE 19,196.18 58,345.50 222,125.00 74
 
 
 BEFORE TRANSFERS -19,196.18 -58,345.50 -222,125.00 
 
 AFTER TRANSFERS -19,196.18 -58,345.50 -222,125.00 
 
 GRAND TOTAL  28,540.90 -65,467.47 0.00 
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 TOWN OF WEDDINGTON 
 BALANCE SHEET 
 FY 2012-2013 PERIOD ENDING: 10/31/2012 
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 ASSETS 
 
 
 ASSETS 
 10-1120-000  TRINITY CHECKING ACCOUNT 524,989.04 
 
 10-1120-001  TRINITY MONEY MARKET 1,176,577.63 
 
 10-1120-002  CITIZENS SOUTH CD'S 511,226.71 
 
 10-1170-000  NC CASH MGMT TRUST 529,830.88 
 
 10-1211-001  A/R PROPERTY TAX 681,654.23 
 
 10-1212-001  A/R PROPERTY TAX - 1ST YEAR PRIOR 7,101.68 
 
 10-1212-002  A/R PROPERTY TAX - NEXT 8 PRIOR YRS 10,068.86 
 
 10-1232-000  SALES TAX RECEIVABLE 927.28 
 
 10-1610-001  FIXED ASSETS - LAND & BUILDINGS 828,793.42 
 
 10-1610-002  FIXED ASSETS - FURNITURE & FIXTURES 14,022.92 
 
 10-1610-003  FIXED ASSETS - EQUIPMENT 127,827.46 
 
 10-1610-004  FIXED ASSETS - INFRASTRUCTURE 26,851.01 
 
 
 TOTAL ASSETS 4,439,871.12 
 
 
 LIABILITIES & EQUITY 
 
 
 LIABILITIES 
 10-2115-000  ACCOUNTS PAYABLE ACCRUAL 13,425.50 
 
 10-2120-000  BOND DEPOSIT PAYABLE 262,038.40 
 
 10-2155-000  HEALTH INSURANCE PAYABLE -3,111.00 
 
 10-2156-000  LIFE INSURANCE PAYABLE -53.48 
 
 10-2620-000  DEFERRED REVENUE - DELQ TAXES 7,101.68 
 
 10-2625-000  DEFERRED REVENUE - CURR YR TAX 681,654.23 
 
 10-2630-000  DEFERRED REVENUE-NEXT 8 10,068.86 
 
 
 TOTAL LIABILITIES 971,124.19 
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 EQUITY 
 10-2620-001  FUND BALANCE - UNDESIGNATED 1,919,413.61 
 
 10-2620-003  FUND BALANCE-DESIG FOR CAP PROJECTS 569,629.30 
 
 10-2620-004  FUND BALANCE-INVEST IN FIXED ASSETS 997,494.81 
 
 10-2620-005  CURRENT YEAR EQUITY YTD 47,676.68 
 
   CURRENT FUND BALANCE - YTD NET REV -65,467.47 
 
 TOTAL EQUITY 3,468,746.93 
 
 TOTAL LIABILITIES & FUND EQUITY 4,439,871.12 
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TOWN OF 
W E D D I N G T O N 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
TO:   Mayor and Town Council 
    
FROM:  Kim Woods, Tax Collector 
 
DATE:  November 13, 2012 
  
SUBJECT:  Monthly Report – October 2012  
 

Transactions:  
Tax Charge Utilities 2012  $8466.30 
Adjust Under $5.00 $1.73 
Overpayments  $(3195.06) 
Advertising Fees Paid  $(5.80) 
Refund  $4173.64 
Penalty and Interest Payments  $(5.07) 
 
 

 

Taxes Collected:  
2012 $(188374.63) 
 
As of October 31 2012; the following taxes remain  
Outstanding: 
2002 $82.07 
2003 $129.05 
2004  $122.90 
2005  $252.74 
2006  $150.20 
2007  $144.42 
2008 $1902.02 
2009 $2616.79 
2010 $4668.67 
2011 $7101.68 
2012 $681654.23 
  
Total Outstanding: $698824.77 
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