
 
 
 

 

 
Minutes of the Meeting 

Regular Planning Board Meeting 
May 25, 2021 - 6:30 PM 

TOWN HALL (101 Huntersville-Concord Road) 
 

Virtual Meeting Information- Members of the public may view or access the meeting on Facebook Live at 
https://www.facebook.com/HuntersvilleNCTownGovernment. If you would like to speak at the upcoming meeting during 
public comment, please send your name and email address to Tracy Barron tbarron@huntersville.org by 3:00 pm on the 
day of the meeting, to be added to the speaker’s list. The Town will use your email address to send you an email invitation 
from Ring Central. This will allow you to call in and/or access the meeting to deliver your comments (the 3-minute time 
limit still applies).  In addition, the Town will receive written comments below by email to Tracy Barron 
tbarron@huntersville.org until twenty-four (24) hours prior to the meeting. 

1. Call to Order/Roll Call  
Members Present: S. Swanick, J. Davis, C. Graffy, F. Gammon, C. Boyd, G. Baber, S. Hensley, J. Sny. 
 
Member Absent: D. Partee 

    
 

2. Approval of Minutes  
    

 

  2.A. Consider approval of April 27, 2021, Regular Meeting Minutes 
 
C. Graffy made a Motion to Approve the April 27, 2021 Minutes. J. Sny seconded the motion. The 
motion passed unanimously (8-0).   

      
 

3. Public Comments - Speakers are limited to 3 minutes. The Chairperson reserves the right to shorten the time 
limit for speakers when an unusually large number of persons have signed up to speak. Speakers may not give all 
or a portion of their time to other speakers 
 
David Sayers, 12232 Mayes Road expressed a concern about the intersection of Mayes Road and Old Statesville 
Road being inadequate for the additional residences that are being considered for this project and other projects 
along Mayes Road. It is above grade at that railroad crossing and very precarious, he would like to know if there 
is a plan to make an at-grade crossing where it is level and more safe for vehicles to travel that route, and 
expressed concern about the lot sizes being small.  

    
 

4. Action Agenda  
 

J. Davis made a Motion to Amend Agenda and hear item 4E – Mayes Road Subdivision Sketch Plan 
prior to Item 4D – TA21-01 Amendments to Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance. F. Gammon seconded 
the motion. The motion passed unanimously (8-0). 

    
 

  4.A. SUP21-01 - Ivory Barn Banquet Facility Modification 
 
B. Priest, Principal Planner entered the Staff Report into the record, a copy of which is attached hereto as 



 
 
 

 

Exhibit A and incorporated herein by reference. Staff provided a summary of the original special use 
permit (SUP20-01) approved September 8, 2020 and stated that today’s request is to amend the 
conditions and restrictions from the original approval. Proposed amendments include:  
 

1. Increase from 5,000 square feet to 5,416 square feet). 
2. Addition of second event structure – open air pavilion in rear of Event Barn. Maximum 
size 2,400 square feet.  
3. Additional specimen tree removal/tree canopy removal in conformance with ordinance. 
4. Reduction of 7 paved parking spaces.  
 

Staff has requested documentation that the proposed 83 paved parking spaces will be sufficient; septic 
permit be reconciled with the SUP plan; notes are clarified to indicate maximum use per day which 
could require a different TIA report and septic field; and that septic area will not encroach into 30-foot 
buffer area since plantings on septic fields are not permitted. Staff recommends approval based on the 
findings of fact described in the staff report, with the condition that staff comments 3 – 6 be addressed 
prior to final approval. 
 
F. Gammon asked if the tree canopy is being removed given what is indicated on the site plan. Staff 
stated that it appears there are two trees outside of the buffer that are being removed which is reducing 
the canopy, but they are still well within their required tree save/canopy.  
 
C. Graffy asked if the note related to the large specimen tree near the parking area was retained in this 
requested amendment or needed to add to any proposed motions today. Staff confirmed that the note has 
remained on the plan and will not be required to be included in the motion to amend.   
 
C. Boyd asked what would prevent this location from having more than 200 people here. Staff 
commented that enforcement would be done occasionally through code enforcement visits, the 
conditions of the overflow parking, and any complaints submitted by neighbors which would be routed 
to the Police.  
 
J. Davis asked where the paved parking will be located, if the applicant plans to improve or adjust any 
landscape buffer since they are requesting an outdoor pavilion, and if the outstanding septic permit 
capacity issues are the same as the issues raised in September. Staff commented that the applicant is 
permitted and has elected to pave with gravel, any adjustments to buffer landscape would be required to 
be replaced to maintain opaqueness of the buffer, and the septic permit capacity issues are the same.  
 
G. Baber asked if the potential encroachment to the 30-foot buffer is still outstanding. Staff stated that 
the applicant has confirmed it is close but not in the 30-foot buffer.  
 
Jay Henson, Henson Foley 121 Gilead Rd, Huntersville, NC 28078 spoke for the applicant and stated 
that based on comments from staff the proposed amendments have been adjusted. The building size will 
remain at 5,000 square feet; parking spaces will remain at a total of 90; grading close to a tree can appear 
as reduced tree canopy but the tree is saved so it does not count as canopy when the tree is not actually 
removed, which this will not be, and there will not be any grading in the buffer; the septic plan works for 
200 people a day as designed. The applicant asked staff if the wording under Use and Hours of 
Operation should be limited to one event per day or maximum number of people in attendance per day.  
 
F. Gammon confirmed the tree save/canopy and asked if there is a new septic plan versus the one 
submitted with the agenda which indicates 150 people per day, once per day, 4 – hours duration. J. 
Henson stated that the septic permit finalized around April 26 is approved for 200 people.  
 
J. Davis asked if Staff has received and reviewed the confirmation of the septic permit approval. Staff 
stated that it was not received prior to the staff report and has not been able to review that yet. J. Davis 
commented that based on that she would recommend deferral.   
 



 
 
 

 

F. Gammon made a Motion to Approve SUP 21-01, modification of SUP 20-01 Ivory Barn Event 
Venue, the Planning Board finds that the request meets all required conditions and specifications, it is 
reasonable and does not pose an injurious effect on adjoining properties. The Planning Board further 
finds that the impact upon the character of the neighborhood, as well as the health, safety and general 
welfare of the community will be minimized. The decision is supported by the Town of Huntersville 
Zoning Ordinance as stated in the staff analysis findings as follows: 1) The request meets the zoning 
ordinance criteria of Article 3.2.1 and 2) The request meets the zoning ordinance criteria of Articles 
9.59.1 through 9.59.11.d. This recommendation for approval is contingent upon Mecklenburg County 
approval of the septic permit limits the site to 150 guests and one – four-hour event per day; however, 
the site plan states the maximum capacity for the venue is limited to 175 guests and 25 staff/workers. 
There will be one wedding or event per day, and it will operate no earlier than 8 a.m. and no later than 
12 a.m. to include set-up and clean-up. The Planning Board recommends the number of guests and 
workers and the hours of allowed operations on the septic permit be reconciled with staff to match the 
number of guests, workers and hours of operation on the special use permit plan. Under use and hours of 
operation notes on the special use permit plan, the Planning Board recommends clarifying that the 
permit is limited to one event per day for the entire facility, for example a wedding and an additional 
event of any type is not permitted. S. Hensley seconded the motion.  
 
F. Gammon commented that it appears that the applicant has everything submitted correctly and Staff 
will have the opportunity to review it prior to sending it to the Town Board. This use appears to be a 
good fit for this land.  
 
S. Swanick asked for confirmation that the motion is to approve one total event per day. F. Gammon 
responded that the Use and Hours does not need to be specific, it needs to be reconciled to the permit to 
determine what should be allowed. What time of day, how many guests/workers, and how many events 
as indicated on the septic permit.  
 
J. Davis commented that she is in support of the plan, but she is not comfortable making a 
recommendation with partial information. F. Gammon responded that the inclusion of the motion being 
contingent upon should cover the outstanding items, which if met they receive approval and if the do not 
meet then they do not receive the approval.  
 
S. Hensley commented that he agrees with J. Davis and the Planning Board wants to send a good 
product up to the Town Board. He is comfortable with the motion and that it will reconcile any 
outstanding issues. The motion as he understands it will not be more restrictive than the septic permit.  
 
C. Boyd expressed concern about the one event limitation when in reality one morning event with 50 
people and one in the evening with 50 people would still meet the septic requirements. S. Swanick asked 
if the applicant has concerns with the motion. J. Henson commented that he agrees with C. Boyd and it 
would be great to have that option and not be more restrictive than the septic permit.  
 
F. Gammon commented that he agrees with the C. Boyd and his intent is for Staff to review the septic 
permit and adjust the Use and Hours of Operation notes to align. Staff reviewed that the Zoning 
Ordinance Article 9.59 addresses that the facility must provide proof of adequate septic services for the 
proposed use.  
 
C. Graffy commented that staff stated that considering multiple events would require a new TIA and 
stated that it appears Staff has all the documents that will be needed to review this prior to the Town 
Board meeting. Staff stated that the applicant will have to state their intent regarding multiple events and 
that would need to be reviewed with Engineering to determine if a new TIA will be required. As it 
relates to the septic permit, Staff agrees that the paperwork will be able to be reviewed prior to the Town 
Board meeting.  
 
S. Hensley commented that the motion may need to be amended to state the applicant can have up to two 
events, that shall not exceed the total amount of guests permitted by the final septic permit issued by 



 
 
 

 

Mecklenburg County. J. Henson commented that the applicant’s intent is to stay within the scope of the 
septic permit and TIA. Staff stated that while they understand how this makes sense, it is moving away 
from the general assumptions and should be reviewed by the Engineering department. S. Hensley asked 
the applicant if they would like to consider a deferral to get the necessary input that would be possibly 
allow this amendment. J. Henson said the applicant is comfortable moving forward with the current 
motion.  
 
S. Swanick requested that it be noted that there was extensive discussion with the applicant related to the 
quantity of events so long as the totality met the septic permit restrictions.  
 
The motion passed (6-2) with J. Davis and J. Sny opposed. 

      
 

  4.B. R20-05 Vermillion Village Town Center Conditional District Rezoning Amendment 
 
S. Hensley expressed conflict with his business and this project and requested to be recused. J. Sny made 
a Motion to Recuse Scott Hensley for Items 4B and 4C. J. David seconded the motion. The motion 
passed unanimously (7-0).  
 
J. Simoneau, Planning Director entered the Staff Report into the record, a copy of which is attached 
hereto as Exhibit B and incorporated herein by reference. Staff reviewed the plan approved in 2017 
which allowed for 400 multi-family units (apartments/townhomes) and up to 165,000 square feet of 
commercial development. The proposed rezoning modifies to 292 apartments, 49 townhomes and a 
minimum of 70,000 square feet of commercial development.  
 
The TIA and Engineering Staff recommends: 

1. NC 115 at Gilead Road/Huntersville-Concord Road: Addition of a protected/permitted signal 
phasing for the existing southbound left-turn lane, or applicant funding towards a future 
improvement project. 

2. Huntersville-Concord Road at Cinnabar Place/Driveway #1: Construct an eastbound left-turn 
lane on Huntersville-Concord Road with 100 feet of storage; construct a westbound left-turn 
lane on Huntersville-Concord Road with 100 feet of storage; construct a westbound right-turn 
lane on Huntersville Concord Road with 100 feet of storage.  

3. Huntersville-Concord Road at Site Driveway #2: Construct a westbound right-turn lane on 
Huntersville-Concord Road with 100 feet of storage; Right-in/out only access (concrete median 
along Huntersville-Concord Road) 

 
The developer has modified to a 10’ wide side path along Huntersville-Concord Road to align with the 
newly adopted Huntersville Bike Plan. Per the comments at the public hearing which expressed a strong 
desire for a grocery store and other commercial uses, the developer has proposed language to “limit the 
first floor of the commercial uses to be permitted by right, and offices will be limited to health care 
services only.” Staff recommends approval and the applicant is present to answer any questions.  
 
S. Swanick asked what the language regarding the commercial uses would change. Staff responded that 
insurance and legal offices, for example, would not be permitted on the first floor. In the category of 
office use, only medical would be allowed on the first floor of the commercial space.  
 
Nate Bowman, 13815 Cinnabar Pl, Huntersville, NC 28078 commented that the concern was that the 
space would be filled up with business offices and this language is to show that that is not the intent. The 
first floor uses total 47,600 square feet.  
 
J. Davis asked for clarification on what medical only entails or limits, why the modification is being 
requested, and how many phases of construction are proposed. The applicant stated that medical uses 
would allow for things like an Urgent Care, medical, and dental, but not other types of business offices. 
The original grocer interested in this space has stated that they will not be able to consider this location 
until at the earliest, 2024-25. Given the lack of interest from a grocer to become an anchor tenant, the 



 
 
 

 

plan had to be modified to move commercial tenants to front Huntersville-Concord Road and add a 
possible brewery site by the water tower location. There is a proposed 14,000 square foot commercial 
building and the developer continues to try to secure a tenant for a neighborhood market. The goal is to 
have the density of the development provide an adequate base to attract the commercial. The applicant 
stated that all building pads will be installed in the first phase, the commercial buildings will be added in 
the second phase.  
 
J. Davis followed up asking if the reduced commercial density is what caused the previously required 
traffic light to go away. The applicant responded that the low accident rate and traffic counts did not 
warrant a light; however, they are working with NCDOT regarding a flashing beacon for a pedestrian 
crossing warning.  
 
C. Boyd expressed that he understands not receiving a response from Harris Teeter, but this is the one 
piece of land large enough to develop a grocery store on this side of town. The applicant agreed that the 
residents may want it but the grocers do not, there are 5 grocery stores within 1.5 miles. Additionally, 
there are still 5-6 locations on this side of town that are large enough to develop a grocery store in the 
future, should a grocer express interest in the future.  
 
C. Graffy commented about the safety of crossing Huntersville-Concord and she applauded the applicant 
for working to get a signalized crosswalk. She then asked if there is flexibility in the proposed plan to 
increase commercial since this now asks for a minimum of 70,000 square feet, and if flexibility is built 
in, how does that affect parking and potentially TIA. The applicant responded that there will not be 
flexibility beyond the 70,000 square feet, the wording is to ensure that the intention of the commercial 
aspect is clearly understood.  
 
N. Bowman followed up that the discussions with Mecklenburg County related to a greenway 
concession are nearing completion but as of today have not been finalized. 
 
J. Sny asked how the adjustments have affected the ownership of the project, if Embrey will be the 
owners of the apartment complex, what a building pad entails, and if there is a reason that they are not 
going with a shell approach to the commercial structures. The applicant responded that they are 
restructuring their partnership with the adjustments to the commercial development, Embrey will own 
the apartments and the building pads will be building ready short a slab, and the shell approach has not 
been ruled out.  
 
J. Sny asked why the developer does not wait for the rooftops and traffic counts to grow to support the 
currently approved commercial development, and what assurance there is that if this is approved the 
developer will build this and not return and ask for additional concessions. The applicant stated that it is 
not financially viable to wait, adding the density will support the proposed commercial and there are 
other lots on this side of town that could be used to develop a grocery store in the future. The applicant 
stated that in their opinion, this is the highest and best use of the land at this time and any time a large 
development is done there are adjustments that may need to happen but those always go through Town 
staff and when needed these Boards to allow the public to have input on those changes.  
 
G. Baber asked what amount of commercial space would remain if a doctor and dental office and Urgent 
Care were all secured, and if the applicant has an approximate total number of possible neighborhood 
grocers that would fit within that footprint. S. Vermillion, applicant, stated that an Urgent Care will 
likely go to the second story, and if they were able to secure a doctor, a dentist and an Urgent Care it 
would likely utilize 10,000 square feet; and there are 3-4 grocers that may consider the smaller square 
footage. The access to the interstate continues to be the determining factor for grocers such as Trader 
Joe’s (moving into Cornelius) and Lowe’s (moving into old Earth Fare building).  
 
G. Baber stated that what the residents have expressed they wanted originally was a village, how does 
the applicant propose to maintain a community feel with these amendments, will there be any outdoor 
space for tenants to utilize. The applicant stated that all water retention will be placed underground, there 



 
 
 

 

is a community park proposed and a brewery/restaurant site is proposed adjacent to this, the water tower 
will be painted and kept in the open space, there is a promenade between the two spaces of the 
townhomes and apartments, the architecture of the apartments will be a nice feature and their amenities 
for the apartments should be very attractive, there will be a continuation to the Clarke Creek greenway 
here, and a nice buffer between the existing homes on Glendale Drive and the development, and the 
proposed 14,000 square feet for the neighborhood grocer could definitely incorporate some outdoor 
space.  
 
F. Gammon commented that this plan calls for 11 units/acre. Staff confirmed that is correct. F. Gammon 
then clarified that the density is allowed because it is within a quarter mile of a proposed but non-
existent rail transit stations. He then referenced Zoning Ordinance, Article 3.2.6.d.4 and the East 
Huntersville Area Development Plan that was adopted in 2007 which states on page 7 that a Commuter 
Rail Train will be located just north of the intersection of Main Street and Huntersville-Concord Road. 
He then asked, from what specific point is that measured and was it the same point used to measure the 
NorthState Development. Staff confirmed that the engineered plans from CATS indicate the location, 
which is roughly across the street from the Veteran’s Park, and Frank can stop by the office to view the 
plans for himself. N. Bowman stated that he has not given up on the rail even though it may not happen 
in the next 20 years; just like sidewalks, if we don’t put them in there will never be connections, even if 
at present the sidewalks do not connect. If we had the rail, then the density on this property should have 
been 20-30 units/acre such as in South End. Hopefully we will get rail service, even its not what was 
originally envisioned, possibly new technology. F. Gammon commented that it concerns him that we are 
allowing development, based on densities, based on locations of non-existent rail transit stations that 
may or may not ever come in our lifetime. While he doesn’t know the impact of that and values that J. 
Simoneau knows far more about it, but he has concerns about it.  
 
J. Simoneau responded that the Town has committed to do a Downtown Plan for this conversation as 
Frank is not the first person to raise the concern related to a rail line not coming soon, if at all. The 
conversation with the community is getting ready to begin and this has been budgeted for. Additionally, 
if the desire is to have commercial development, he reminded, you must have rooftops. Currently, within 
half mile of Town Center there are 505 single-family homes, 301 condo/townhomes and 490 apartments. 
Currently, in Cornelius, where people have commented that there is a grocery store, there are 661 single-
family homes, 478 condo/townhomes will increase to 528 if approved; and 548 apartments which will 
increase to 946 if approved. To support transit with residential, the density you are looking for is 15-40 
units per acre, well over the proposed 11 units per acre. F. Gammon restated that he is not necessarily 
opposed to the density he is concerned about how we allow it. The downtown plan would be the process 
he would be more in favor of.  
 
J. Sny commented that even if you removed the quarter mile limitation to the Town Center zoning, the 
density still applies. There is no downtown model that doesn’t include people. He agrees with many 
people that the red line is a waste but as far as the density is concerned, he thinks it makes sense.  
  
G. Baber made a Motion to Approve the proposed rezoning petition R20-05; Vermillion Village, the 
Planning Board recommends approval. We find the amendment to be consistent with but not limited to, 
the following policies, LU2-1, LU6-2, LU7.1, LU9.1, EV2.3, DT1.3 of the Huntersville 2040 
Community Plan. The Planning Boards approval is subject to the following recommendations, all 
required TIA Town NCDOT required improvements are provided, all outstanding transportation 
comments are addressed, all outstanding redline Huntersville Planning Staff comments are addressed, 
and the Town Board approving the revocation of the Special Use Permit.  It is reasonable and in the 
public interest to rezone because the updated plan is better suited to the potential businesses that might 
move into this property. J. Davis seconded the motion.  
 
G. Baber commented that he has changed his stand on this during the discussion and is moved to 
approve this based on the applicant’s feedback related to the current market, what is reasonable and 
workable for this area, this is an asset to the community, and he has to take the applicant’s word that the 
original plan is not viable.  



 
 
 

 

 
J. Davis commented she also changed her position and in listening to the discussion and reviewing the 
plans that while she is disappointed in the commercial square footage reduction, but 70,000 square feet 
will be a good addition and she thanked the applicant for meeting the tree save on this project.  
 
J. Davis then shared a comment from Derek Partee who was absent this evening, “I am in agreement 
with the community residents that express a need for a grocery/market in the commercial space, a 
holistic/natural food market, i.e. Earth Fare or Whole Foods type of market has a loyal, select customer 
base that will drive from surrounding towns to buy healthy produce. I would encourage the developers to 
continue their search for a retail business or grocery market.”  
 
S. Swanick commented that the original plan was up to 165,000 square feet and now it is amended to a 
minimum of 70,000 square feet which is coming across as an under delivery but in reality, is not. He has 
provided a commitment and neighborhood feel which will be an asset to the community. 
 
J. Sny asked if the original sale contract improvement minimum of $250,000 will still be required with 
this amendment. The applicant responded that the cost will greatly exceed the minimum off-site 
improvements.  
 
The motion passed unanimously (7-0).   

       
 

  4.C. Removal of Special Use Permit 17-01 
 
J. Simoneau, Planning Director entered the Staff Report into the record, a copy of which is attached 
hereto as Exhibit C and incorporated herein by reference. Staff related that the original SUP 17-01 was 
required for a building over 50,000 square feet, which was necessary for the original anchor grocery 
store. An official action to vacate the special use permit is required and is recommended by the staff.  
 
C. Graffy made a Motion to Approve to permit the removal of special use permit 17-01 from its 
application to this property. C. Boyd seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously (7-0). 
 
F. Gammon made a Motion to Reinstate Scott Hensley. G. Baber seconded the motion. The motion 
passed unanimously (7-0).  

      
 

  4.D. TA21-01 Amendments to Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance 
 
J. Simoneau, Planning Director entered the Staff Report into the record, a copy of which is attached 
hereto as Exhibit E and incorporated herein by reference. Staff reviewed the state statutes which required 
the proposed changes.  
 
J. Davis asked what the expected role of the Planning Board is regarding the many amendments 
proposed here. Staff responded that the proposed amendments started with the Town Attorneys, then 
Staff reviewed them, and the the proposed changes were provided in about three segments to the 
Ordinance Advisory Board for review. The Ordinance Advisory Board held a special meeting to endorse 
it in its entirety and there were a few questions prior to their motion to recommend approval. 
 
S. Swanick commented that this is legally required by July 1 and he is not sure what the Planning Board 
is required to add in this limited time. While it is possible that there may be an error, that will need to be 
resolved through a text amendment at that time, and at this time he recommends approving the changes 
to move forward.  
 
F. Gammon commented that he agrees the amendments should be moved forward.  
 
J. Sny commented that he is fine with moving this forward based on the administrative staff completing 



 
 
 

 

their roles in preparing this.  
 
S. Swanick made a Motion to Approve TA21-01 to amend the Huntersville Zoning & Subdivision 
Ordinance, the Planning Board recommends approval based on the amendments being consistent with 
state law. It is reasonable and in the public’s interest to amend the Zoning Ordinance because state law 
has forced revisions to ordinances, and it is in the best interest of the town to comply. F. Gammon 
seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously (8-0). 

      
 

  4.E. Mayes Road Subdivision Sketch Plan 
 
J. Simoneau, Planning Director entered the Staff Report into the record, a copy of which is attached 
hereto as Exhibit D and incorporated herein by reference. Staff reviewed the proposal for a development 
to include 83 single-family homes, including the preservation of the existing home built in 1921 with a 
density of 1.49 units per acre.  
 
At the neighborhood meeting there was concern about the proximity of the houses to the adjoining 
neighbors. The plan has been revised to have a minimum of 60 feet on the eastern side, and the access 
point which would have affected neighbors to the north. NCDOT has determined that they will allow a 
full access point so that it will not affect the neighbors.  
 
Additionally, staff noted that there is a vegetated buffer requirement along the property lines, the 
proposed plan exceeds the minimum 80-foot buffer along Mayes Road, the tree save includes the large 
trees around the existing home which is to be preserved. Staff recommends approval as the application is 
complete and with a comment to clarify the minor issues noted.  
 
To the public comments, staff shared that there was a study done by CATS, Norfolk Southern and the 
Towns regarding this intersection. The result was that the grade was too great so you would adjust the 
crossing to occur using the Caldwell Station Road just south of Mayes Road. Mayes Road is an NCDOT 
road so it will be up to them and they are in conversation with Norfolk Southern as a result of this 
potential development. In terms of lot size, there are two other developments proposed on Mayes Road, 
one in Davidson at 2.63 units/acre and one in Cornelius at 1.89 units/acre. The density proposed here is 
the lowest of the three developments.  
 
J. Sny asked staff how the proposed 2.1 acres surrounding the existing home will be handled. N. 
Bowman, applicant, responded that it will be its own deed restricted lot that will be part of the 
community to preserve the home and the outbuildings. They are still deciding if they will talk with the 
Mecklenburg Historic Landmarks Commission as the Mayes have lived in this home for over a hundred 
years.  
 
S. Hensley made a Motion to Approve Mayes Road Subdivision. The Planning Board finds that 1) the 
application is complete, 2) the sketch plan complies with all applicable standards, and 3) the Planning 
Board recommends approval of the site plan. C. Boyd seconded the motion.  
 
S. Swanick commented that it is refreshing to a see a by-right development with density that is fitting 
with the zoning and in working to preserve the historical home and while not resolved that intersection is 
noted as an issue that NCDOT will need to address. 
 
The motion passed unanimously (8-0). 

      
 

5. Other Business  
    

 

6. Adjourn  
 



 
 
 

 

J. Davis made a Motion to Adjourn. C. Graffy seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously (8-
0).  

    
 

 



ITEM 4A 

Our main concern is about any music, noise, or other sounds that may be introduced into the 
environment as a result of adding an open air pavilion and/or increasing the size of the event 
barn and/or modifying other unspecified aspects of the site plan. 
 
We strongly object to any and all changes which would introduce music, noise, or other sounds 
into the environment as a result of adding any open air pavilion and/or increasing the size of 
the event barn and/or modifying other unspecified aspects of the site plan. 
 
Thank you for your assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Earl & Marjorie Owens 
Parcel ID: 01313109 
 
 
 
ITEM 4B 
 
Planning Board Members, 
We’re here once again to talk about VV. The town held onto this large piece of property for 
decades waiting for the right opportunity for revitalization. Bowman Development Group came 
in and promised a vision that excited the town and residents. He said, “It’s really neighborhood 
goods and services we’re after.” 
  
He told everyone in a 2017 meeting that he was going to create a place where residents would 
be able to get the goods and services they needed without driving a long distance, “I think this 
provides an option close to town that people are going to relish.” 
 
Partner, Steve Vermillion, told the Business Journal, “The east side of that interchange will 
ultimately need this type of product to keep people from having to cross the interstate to do 
their daily shopping.” 
 
Mr. Bowman also told the Lake Norman Citizen in 2017 that this was going to be a walkable 
project that would keep people from needing to leave the area to run errands or have a meal 
out. “If you live there you can just walk down to the store and pick up something or you can 
walk across the parking lot to a restaurant.” 
 
This third iteration of site plans, like the last, is drastically different from the original. Although 
this plan does increase the previous non-residential from 22 to 70k sq ft, it doesn’t guarantee 
non-residential will be anything other than offices. At the community meeting we were told 
there wasn’t enough “rooftops” to pull retail to this project. If that’s the case, how can 127-acre 



Antiquity pull the amount of retail it has, and 400-acre Vermillion not do the same? With all the 
other projects in the immediate area currently going on and in the approval process only adding 
to that acreage/rooftop count, this explanation seems odd. 
  
Two new projects have been approved since the VV process began. Those projects will add 
another 109 units across the road from Vermillion Village. These projects, as well as the by right 
minor developments happening in the adjacent neighborhood, with more on the way, could 
make the number of new units in the immediate area upwards of 500. Five hundred new units 
on a country road and emptying into neighboring communities, affecting every existing resident 
on Huntersville-Concord Rd. This must factor into your decision-making process. The 
developments that have and are still being built along Huntersville-Concord Rd also play a role 
in the traffic count. Imagine in 3 years when VV, VF, Walden and other minor developments are 
complete. And let’s not forget the North State apartments, just 3 blocks away and the land 
beside Foster’s Frame that will more than likely end up being apartments. The Main St project 
will be hard pressed to help negate all the new congestion. It will be a nightmare. 
 
How many times have grandiose site plans been brought to the board touting, “This is going to 
be a live, work, play community,” but ends up being solely residential? At what point will the 
surrounding communities be offered amenities to enhance their daily living to help negate the 
additional traffic in their areas and make them feel better about their diminished quality of life? 
Why not tell developers to present doable projects that don’t promise things that can’t be 
delivered? Expectations wouldn’t be set, and personal and town investments wouldn’t be 
made, only to be let down. This is a pattern that has gone on for 25+ years and seems to have 
become expected AND accepted as the norm. 
  
In closing, I’m requesting the planning board reject this revised plan unless the developer can 
make a commitment that a large part of the non-residential will be retail and a small market of 
some sort be included. Again, I do not want to stop development. Citizens just want 
development that takes into account their wants and needs and what best serves EVERYONE. 
Let’s cut to the chase and get the show on the road. 
  
Kathy Jones 
104 Walters St. 
704-575-1414 
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