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	Planning Board Minutes

October 11, 2007
	



	Members Present:
	Also Present:
	

	John Dodson, Chairman
	Mayor Thunberg
	

	Danny Martin
	Commissioner Rader
	

	David Nail
	Tony Tagliaferri, Traffic Engineer
	

	John Robertson
	Tim Brown, Planning Director
	

	Larry Stamm
	Craig Culberson, Senior Planner
	

	David Steen
	Jim King, Planner
	

	Greg Whitfield
	Michael Harper, Zoning Administrator
	

	
	Maureen Gable, Planning Assistant
	

	
	Alan Bradford, IT Specialist
	


Absent:  Nancy DeCaron
Mr. Dodson called the meeting to order at 7:07 p.m. following the Board of Adjustment Meeting.  

1. Approval of the minutes from the September 13, 2007 Planning Board Meeting.

ACTION:  Mr. Whitfield made a motion, seconded by Mr. Steen, to approve the minutes as submitted.  The motion passed unanimously.
2.
Consideration of an ESTABLISHMENT OF ZONING request from the Mooresville Planning Dept.  The properties located at 113-143 Cornelius Road and 2186 Charlotte Hwy are further referenced as Iredell County Tax Map PINs 4658-53-1848, 4658-53-0838, 4658-43-9839, 4658-43-6956, 4658-44-4051, 4658-44-3055, 4658-43-5959, 4658-43-7943, 4658-43-8941,  4658-53-2859 & 4658-53-0579.   The request is to establish zoning from RA (Residential Agricultural-Iredell County) to R-20 (Suburban Residential-Town of Mooresville).
Mr. Harper presented the case.  He stated that the request is for an ESTABLISHMENT OF ZONING for the properties located at 113-143 Cornelius Road and 2186 Charlotte Hwy further referenced as Iredell County Tax Map PINs 4658-53-1848, 4658-53-0838, 4658-43-9839, 4658-43-6956, 4658-44-4051, 4658-44-3055, 4658-43-5959, 4658-43-7943, 4658-43-8941, 4658-53-2859 & 4658-53-0579.   He said that the request is to establish zoning from RA (Residential Agricultural-Iredell County) to R-20 (Suburban Residential-Town of Mooresville). He said that the area is approximately 14.35 acres.   He stated that this is an arrangement between NC Department of Environment and Natural Resources, Iredell County, and the Town of Mooresville.  Mr. Harper stated that to the best of his knowledge these people have suffered for over a decade with well failure and contamination.  He also stated that Iredell County has released these properties to the Town of Mooresville but they will not be annexed.    
Mr. Stamm asked how long it will be for the residents to get the water.  Mr. Harper said that the Town’s line is in place and that the State is working to get contractors in place to take care of their part.  Mr. Nail asked if the wells have been contaminated for some time or is this something new. Mr. Harper said that has been a problem for a while.  He said that it is his understanding that the vacant corner property used to house a service station and petroleum products have caused the contamination.   
ACTION:  Mr. Stamm made a motion to adopt the Statement of Reasonableness and Compliance and to recommend approval of the request to the Town Board of Commissioners.  Mr. Martin seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.
3.
Consideration of an ESTABLISHMENT OF ZONING request from the Mooresville Planning Dept.  The properties located on the NW and SW corners of Charlotte Hwy at Cornelius Road are further referenced as Iredell County Tax Map PINs 4658-54-4342 and 4658-54-3024.  The request is to Establish Zoning from NB (Neighborhood Business-Iredell County) to NB (Neighborhood Business-Town of Mooresville).
Mr. Harper presented the case.  He stated that the property to the south is vacant.  He said that it is his understanding that this parcel is the source of the contamination.  He said that the northern property is developed with a single family residence.  He stated that Iredell County has them zoned as NB (Neighborhood Business) and that is in keeping with comparable zoning the Staff is recommending NB (Neighborhood Business) for the Town of Mooresville zoning.  He stated that these two tracks of land comprise 1.99 acres and are referenced as Iredell County Tax Map PINs 4658-54-4342 and 4658-54-3024.  
Mr. Stamm asked if on the larger track there had been a car wash.  Mr. Harper said yes.  Mr. Stamm asked if we could expect to see a car wash there again.  Mr. Harper stated that he has no knowledge of a current business plan for that property.  Mr. Nail asked if the source of the contamination has been solved or if the oil tanks are still in place.   Mr. Harper stated that he believes that the tanks were removed a few years ago.  

Mr. Stanley Goodman, owner of the property to the south, stated that before he purchased the property from Davis Oil Company he made sure that the tanks were removed.  He said that he made sure that he would not be liable for any contamination.   He stated that the Mooresville branch of NC DENR (North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources) turned it over to the State.  He said that he has worked with Scott Rawls on this problem.  He said that everyone believes that the source of contamination is the corner gas station, but that has not really been determined.  Mr. Goodman asked if the people will be charged for tying onto the Town’s water.  Mr. Harper stated that it is his understanding that the State will pay for the tap fees and for the change in plumbing.  
ACTION:  Mr. Stamm made a motion to adopt the Statement of Reasonableness and Compliance and to recommend approval of the request to Establish Zoning as NB (Neighborhood Business) to the Town Board.  Mr. Nail seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.   
4.
Consideration of an ESTABLISHMENT OF ZONING request from the Mooresville Planning Dept. The property located on Mazeppa Road at Overhead Bridge Road is further referenced as Iredell County Tax Map PIN 4668-36-0698.  The request is to establish zoning from RA (Residential Agricultural-Iredell County) to GI (General Industrial-Town of Mooresville).
Mr. Culberson presented the case.  He stated that this property is currently in Iredell County’s jurisdiction.  He stated that we have been asked to make a recommendation to establish zoning on this property as GI (General Industrial) before the County has released jurisdiction. He said that recently there was an economic development issue that was discussed with our Chamber of Commerce, local officials, and County officials.  He said that we are asking to establish zoning as GI on this property contingent on Iredell County Board of Commissioners releasing jurisdiction to the Town of Mooresville at the next County Board of Commissioners meeting (scheduled for next Tuesday-October 16).  Mr. Culberson said that the property is currently zoned RA (Rural Agricultural).  He said that typically we recommend zoning that would be consistent with the current County zoning.  He stated that due to economic considerations and the location of this property the request is to establish the zoning as GI (General Industrial).  Mr. Culberson showed the location of the subject property on the map and pointed out the locations of nearby industrial parks:  South Iredell Industrial Park (zoned EX-I-Exclusive Industrial), Mazeppa Park (EX-I), Barley Park (GI-General Industrial), at the edge of the property there is another property zoned EX-I, and the Mooresville Business Park (EX-I).  He said that the predominate land use along Mazeppa Road is commercial industrial.  Mr. Culberson said that the Town’s current Land Use Plan shows the Mazeppa corridor from NC 115 to Triplett Road as commercial industrial development.  He said that for those reasons the Staff feels the request to establish zoning as General Industrial is appropriate and is in keeping with the existing land use pattern.  Mr. Culberson stated that there is not a current development plan in our office for this property, but it is his understanding that the property owner is planning to establish a commercial business park similar to Barley Park.  

Mr. Dodson asked if the motion needed to be conditioned to be contingent on Iredell County Board of Commissioners’ release of jurisdiction at their next meeting (Tuesday).  Mr. Culberson said that that is correct.  He stated that if for some reason the County Commissioners did not release zoning jurisdiction, then the request would not go to our Town Board of Commissioners.  Mr. Stamm asked why the Staff has chosen General Industrial instead of Exclusive Industrial.  Mr. Culberson said that Exclusive Industrial lends itself more to larger employment centers (such as Southern Container, Cardinal Glass, Polar Plastics-larger manufacturing facilities).  He stated that the economic considerations that are driving this request are more in keeping with the General Industrial district which has a wider variety of uses.  He explained that basically EX-I is manufacturing or warehouse uses and GI lend itself to ancillary uses to those in EX-I.  

ACTION:  Mr. Stamm made a motion to adopt the Statement of Reasonableness and Compliance and to recommend approval of the request to establish zoning as GI (General Industrial) contingent on the Iredell County Board of Commissioners releasing this property to the Town of Mooresville at their next meeting (Tuesday, October 16, 2007).  Mr. Robertson seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.         
5.
Consideration of a SUBDIVISION VARIANCE request from Community Housing Development Corp. for the property located at 353 Sharpe St, further referenced by Iredell County Tax Map PIN 4666-19-9667. The request is to allow relief of the Subdivision Ordinance and the underlying zoning district that requires a minimum 60’ of lot width.
Mr. Culberson presented the case and stated that this is the first request of a subdivision variance since he has been employed by the Town of Mooresville (April 1997).  He stated that the difference between a subdivision variance and a Board of Adjustment variance is the Board of Adjustment acts in a quasi judicial manner and in a subdivision variance the Planning Board will make a recommendation to the Town Board of Commissioners (and they can take action).  Mr. Culberson stated that the property is located within the R6-MH district (High Density Residential-with a Mobil Home allowance on single family lots under certain conditions).  He stated that the property is currently conforming to the district lot requirements: the lot must be a minimum of 6,000 square feet, and must be a minimum of 60 feet wide at the front building line.   The request is to take this lot (approx. 84 feet in width) and subdivide into two 42 foot lots.  Mr. Culberson said that those lots would be nonconforming under the district regulations.  Mr. Culberson read the Findings of Fact as follows:    
a)
That there are special circumstances or conditions affecting said property such that the strict application of the provisions of this ordinance would deprive the applicant of the reasonable use of his land.

b)
That the variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right of the petitioner.

c)
That the circumstances giving rise to the need for the variance are peculiar to the parcel and are not generally characteristic of other parcels in the jurisdiction of this ordinance.

d)
That the granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public health, safety and welfare or injurious to other property in the territory in which said property is situated.

Mr. Culberson stated that just like a Board of Adjustment variance, this variance does run with the land.  He told the Board that when they are considering the facts of this case they should look at the land and not consider the petitioner (applicant).  Mr. Culberson stated that Sharpe Street contains pre-existing lots of varying widths with some being less than 60 feet and some being equal to or greater than 60 feet in width.  He explained that if the variance is granted any home built on the site would still be required to meet the other lot requirements (such as setbacks – front 30’, side 8’, rear 25’).  
Mr. Robertson asked about the difference in the lot dimensions.  Mr. Brown said that the existing lot width is 82.5 feet.  He said that the applicant intends to split that into two 41.26 foot wide lots.  Mr. Steen asked about the other lots that are less than 60 feet wide.  Mr. Brown stated that this area is the Eastern Heights area that had a variety of lot dimensions when it was platted in the 1920s.  Mr. Whitfield asked if the purpose of this request is to put trailers on the lots lateral to the street.  Mr. Brown said no.  He said that the applicant is Community Housing Development Corporation, a non profit organization that develops affordable workforce housing in the community. He said that they will build stick built homes.  He said that currently there are two homes on Sharpe Street that are under construction by Community Housing.   
Mr. Martin asked about the lot size where the homes are currently under construction.  Mr. Rich Hawkins with Community Housing Development Corporation stated that one lot is 41 feet wide and the other is 43 feet wide.  He showed a picture of one of the homes.  Mr. Hawkins said that they have built 16 houses so far.  He said that if the variance is granted they will be able to build four more homes.  He said that the neighborhood wants them there.  Mr. Hawkins stated that 62% of the lots on Sharpe Street are nonconforming lots.  
Mr. Stamm asked if they are planning to put two homes on very narrow lots.  Mr. Hawkins stated that they will put one home of each of the two lots that are created if the variance is granted.  

Mr. Nail said that he has seen several projects that they have done and that they are great for Mooresville.  
ACTION:  Mr. Nail made a motion to recommend the approval of the Subdivision Variance to the Town Board of Commissioners.  

Mr. Stamm asked Mr. Dodson to read the Findings of Fact for the Planning Board to consider as they make their decision:

1.  That there are special circumstances or conditions affecting said property such that the strict application of the provisions of this ordinance would deprive the applicant of the reasonable use of his land.

2.  That the variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right of the petitioner.
3.  That the circumstances giving rise to the need for the variance are peculiar to the parcel and are not generally characteristic of other parcels in the jurisdiction of this ordinance.

4.  That the granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public health, safety and welfare or injurious to other property in the territory in which said property is situated.
The Board answered yes to each finding.
Mr. Whitfield seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.
6.
Consideration of a SUBDIVISION VARIANCE request from Community Housing Development Corp. for the property located at 354 Sharpe St, further referenced by Iredell County Tax Map PIN 4666-19-9971. The request is to allow relief of the Subdivision Ordinance and the underlying zoning district that requires a minimum 60’ of lot width.

Mr. Culberson presented the case.  He said that this property is across the street from the property in the previous request.  He stated that it is zoned R6MH (High Density Residential with a mobil home provision).  The applicant is requesting the ability to split the 82.5 foot wide lot and create two lots with an lot width of 41.26 feet and a third lot with frontage on South Elm Street.  He explained that this request if granted will create two lots with frontage on Sharpe Street and one lot on South Elm Street.     
He stated that if the variance is granted any home built on the site would still be required to meet the other lot requirements (such as setbacks – front 30’, side 8’, rear 25’).  Mr. Culberson stated that the Planning Board will be recommending a variance to the Subdivision Regulations and the R6MH section of the Zoning Ordinance (dealing with lot size).  
Mr. Hawkins stated that they would like to divide this lot into three with the intention of building on the two Sharpe Street lots soon and having the lot with frontage on Elm Street to be developed at a later date.  Mr. Whitfield asked if there would be two lots on Elm Street.  Mr. Hawkins stated at the present time we are looking at one house on the lot on Elm Street.
Mr. Dodson read the Findings of Fact for the Planning Board to consider:

1.  That there are special circumstances or conditions affecting said property such that the strict application of the provisions of this ordinance would deprive the applicant of the reasonable use of his land.

2.  That the variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property right of the petitioner.
3.  That the circumstances giving rise to the need for the variance are peculiar to the parcel and are not generally characteristic of other parcels in the jurisdiction of this ordinance.

4.  That the granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public health, safety and welfare or injurious to other property in the territory in which said property is situated.

The Board answered yes to each finding.

ACTION:  Mr. Nail made a motion to recommend the approval of the Subdivision Variance to the Town Board of Commissioners.  Mr. Whitfield seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.
7. 
Consideration of a TEXT AMENDMENT request from the Planning Department.  The request is for a Text Amendment to Article 14, Water Supply Watershed regulations.
Mr. Culberson presented the case.  He stated that the Town of Mooresville sits in three Water Supply Watershed areas-the WS IV Catawba Lake Norman, the WS II Yadkin Back Creek and the WS II Yadkin Coddle Creek     He said that in 1993 when these regulations were put in place, the WS II was the most stringent of the watershed regulations.  Mr. Culberson stated that at that time development could be done at a low impervious option (12%) or a high impervious option (30%).  He explained that in the State’s model ordinance, they have a provision that 10% of the land area in the WS II Yadkin Back Creek area and 5% of the land area in the WS II Yadkin Coddle Creek area could be developed at up to 70% impervious coverage under certain circumstances.  Mr. Culberson stated that at that time the Town Board of Commissioners chose to allocate the 70% option only to property zoned EX-I (Exclusive Industrial).  He said at that time the Town had approximately 2,000 acres that was within the WS II Watersheds.  He stated that 10% of the Yadkin Back Creek area is approximately 200 acres.  He said that the thought at the time was that it was an advantage to bring in a big industrial user and give them the opportunity to develop their property at 70% impervious coverage (instead of 30%).  He said that since that time the Town has used almost none of the allocation.  He explained that one of the reasons for this is that the Mooresville Business Park (which would be the user of a 70% provision) is in Iredell County’s jurisdiction (from a watershed standpoint).  He stated that most of the allocation that we have is still in place.  

Mr. Culberson said that since the establishment of watersheds, there has been significant residential development on the east side of Town.  Residential development can more easily develop under the 30% limit than commercial developments.  With the increase in residential development, there is a need to provide convenient services (neighborhood oriented) to those residents.  Mr. Culberson stated that the intent of the request is to widen the parameters in which a project could avail itself the 70% impervious option.  He explained that if someone wanted to build a commercial development, they would need to purchase enough property (at commercial prices) to use only 30% of the property.   He stated that this proposal states that in addition to the EX-I area, the 70% provision could be used in other commercial zoning districts provided that criteria are met.    
Mr. Culberson stated that there are seven criteria that must be met in order for a project to be considered for the 70% provision.  They are:
1. The project addresses a legitimate community need; i.e.

a. Provides neighborhood -oriented services to surrounding residential communities
b. Civic or educational use(s)

c. Public infrastructure

d. Other (describe _____________________) Must be approved by Town Board
2. The project is complies with the Town’s adopted Comprehensive Land Use Plan or applicable Small Area Plans.
3. The project will be served with public utilities.
4. The project will mitigate traffic concerns either by installation of roadway improvements as required by a Traffic Impact Analysis, reducing existing traffic trips or a combination of the two. 

5. The project promotes economic development by;

a. advancing adopted plans

b. creating or retaining  jobs
c. Other (describe_________________) Must be approved by Town Board
6. The project is located within 1/8 mile of the signalized intersection of two major roadways.
7. The project proposal includes a conceptual site specific plan denoting the layout, uses, and conceptual elevations of the buildings.

Mr. Culberson said that if a development meets the criteria, it does not guarantee the 70% provision will be granted, it just allows the developer to request it from the Town Board.  

Mr. Dodson asked if a case would go before the Town Board similar to a Conditional Use Permit request.  Mr. Culberson said yes.  He stated that an applicant would be required to have a concept plan with impervious calculations and justifications (meeting the criteria) for granting the 70% provision.  Mr. Whitfield asked if there was a minimum acreage required to be able to make a request.  Mr. Culberson stated that the Planning Board could make that (the project proposal is a minimum of 10 acres) a condition of approval (number 8 in the criteria list).  Mr. Dodson asked if the criteria that the project be located within an eighth of mile of a signalized intersection take care of it.  Mr. Culberson stated that the intent of the minimum project size is to create a unified project, not strip development up and down the corridors.  Mr. Brown said that it is wise to add this provision because you want to create a node to cluster the neighborhood services.  Mr. Nail asked if 10 acres is a reasonable area.  Mr. Culberson stated that this provision would allow creation of a community shopping center, but does not create the ability for a regional provider.  Mr. Nail asked about the size of the North Main Food Lion.  Mr. Culberson stated that it is just under10 acres.  He stated that the Rocky River Promenade project is just under 10 acres also.  

Mr. Stamm asked (in regard to criteria 2) which Land Use Plan the project would need to comply with-the current plan or the one we expect to adopt soon.  Mr. Culberson stated that it must comply with whatever regulations are currently in place.  

Mr. Culberson stated that there is a time frame for the applicability of the 70% provision.  He stated that construction of an approved plan must start within one year or provide (to the Town Board) a reason for not starting.  He explained that this would ensure that a developer would not sit on a project for a long time.  
ACTION:  Mr. Whitfield made a motion to adopt the Statement of Reasonableness and Compliance and to recommend approval of the Text Amendment request to Article 14, Water Supply Watershed Regulations, with all seven criteria and the addition of number eight stating that the development proposal is a minimum of 10 acres.  Mr. Stamm seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.     
8.
Consideration of the ADOPTION of THE COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN.  This will replace the 1999 Land Development Plan.
Mr. King presented the case.  He stated that the Staff has been working on this for two years.  He stated that this request supports Planning Strategies 14, 15, 16, and 17 and does not require a Statement of Reasonableness and Compliance. Mr. King introduced Mr. Tim Brown and Ms. Jinni Benson (project manager from Mary Means and Associates).  He said that he would start with a Power Point presentation that is a synopsis of the two Joint Board Workshops that were held for the Comprehensive Land Use Plan earlier this year. 
 The following is a summary of the Power Point Presentation:
· A Land Use Plan is a policy document used to guide development.

· There have been significant changes (population & employment increases) which are not reflected in the 1999 Land Development Plan and do not reflect the Town’s anticipated needs.
· There is Coordination between the Comprehensive Transportation Plan, the Zoning Ordinance, and existing area plans (Downtown Master Plan, Mount Mourne Small Area Plan, Parks and Greenway Master Plan).

· Public Participation was facilitated through a Citizens’ Advisory Committee appointed by the Town Board of Commissioners with 48 members from the Town Board, Planning Board, Town Staff, State and County Staff, and citizens.  The steering committee for the Land Use Plan met eight times and held two Public Workshops.

· One of the desired goals of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan is a more compact growth scenario (instead of a sprawl growth scenario).

· These goals can be achieved through General Principals, Policies, and Recommendations.

· The General Principals:  1) High density mixed-use redevelopment and infill should be concentrated where infrastructure exists.  2) Existing road system should be used more efficiently.  3) Large commercial; employment, and office development should support future public transportation.  4) Concentrations of more dense urban developments present an opportunity to provide a better transportation system.  

· The Policies:  1) Efficient Use of Land.  2) Efficiently utilizing public services.  3) Protect the environment.  4) Manage continued growth.  5) Designate growth areas-Activity Centers, Employment Centers, Industrial and Mixed Use Corridors.

· The Recommendations:  1) Aggressively pursue zoning authority within the study area.  2) Continue to explore future transit options to link neighborhoods with employment centers.      3) Adopt design guidelines.  4) Incorporate overlay districts to protect land designated as industrial and employment centers.

· The Comprehensive Land Use Plan graphically represents the desired pattern of land uses for the study area and serves as the basis for delineating zoning districts and establishing community design.

· Land Use Classifications:  TR-Town Residential, NR-Neighborhood Residential, RR-Rural Residential, PC-Peninsula Conservation, D-TC-Downtown Town Center, RC-Regional Activity Center, CMU-Corridor Mixed Use, EC-O Employment Center Office, EC-I-Employment Center Flex/Light Industrial, and I-Industrial.

· Maps were shown with a gradual increase in density and intensity of use from Rural Residential to Village and town Centers.

· Maps were shown depicting:  Downtown-Town Center, Corridor Mixed Use, Regional Activity Center, Employment Center Office & Flex/ Industrial, Industrial, Activity Centers- Neighborhood & Business Center Concept, and the Village Center Concept.  

Mr. King pointed out that the study area has changed.  It now reflects the annexation agreement between Mooresville, Troutman, and Statesville.  
Mr. Stamm asked about ECF (Employment Center/ Flex Industrial) in purple along I-77 along Cornelius Road.  He said that it may someday become a future interchange.  He stated that he is concerned about light industrial directly on the shores of Lake Norman.  He said that it does not seem to work well and that he does not understand it.  Mr. Brown stated that this plan does anticipate a future interchange at Cornelius Road and I-77.  He said that the interchange is identified and supported by the Comprehensive Transportation Plan (recently adopted by the Town Board).  He stated that the interchange was modeled in to the scenario.  Mr. Brown said that the emerging interchange node is shown with an activity center there (on the Proposed Land Use Plan).  He explained that the activity center is urban in form and is intended to support emerging uses.  He said that in this case what we anticipate it to support is emerging employment center uses to the east of the interchange.  He said that Class A offices could occur within immediate proximity of the interchange.  He also said that we would look to see flex/office uses as supported by the zoning map to be located along the Cornelius Road Corridor which would provide a connection to the industrial uses found on the Mazeppa Road Corridor.  He said that the predominate use of flex/office and industrial are to the east.  Mr. Brown stated that we intend as the interchange emerges for that node to support Class A office uses, Employment Center uses, retail uses, and the services that support those uses.  He said that immediately off the interchange the uses would feather into residential uses.  He said that is what this plan indicates.  He stated that employment type uses and office uses could occur along the Bluefield Road Corridor.  Mr. Brown said that we are not advocating industrial uses along the lakeshore.  Mr. Brown said that if development interest does emerge in that area or an interchange advanced, the Staff would advocate that a small area plan be adopted in advance of the interchange.
Mr. Stamm asked Mr. Brown if the Class A office, Flex Office, and retail- would fit into the red (map color) or ECO (Employment Center Office) category instead of the purple (light industrial).  Mr. Brown said that it could.  He said that it is a more generalized land use pattern.  Mr. Brown said that we are trying to support the Cornelius Road Corridor supporting Flex Office uses to the east of the interchange.  He said that those employment center uses could be Flex Industrial and Flex Warehouse, but it is not intended for the west side of the interstate.  Mr. Stamm said that he understands what the intent is, but years later the plan will still potentially say light industrial directly on the shores of Lake Norman.  Mr. Brown said that we will also rely on the text of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan-not just the graphics.  He said that the activity centers will define the mix of uses there.  Mr. Stamm said that he is struggling with the issues in Iredell County-the potential bio-diesel plant in the middle of an agricultural area.  He said that he is concerned that something like that could potentially end up on the shores of the lake.  Mr. Brown said that that use would be considered heavy industrial and would not be supported by this document.  He said that this document does not permit any uses, but serves as a policy guide for future regulatory decisions.  
Mr. Stamm said that the Staff is to be commended on a fine job and that he supports this plan.  Mr. Brown thanked him for his comments.  Mr. Steen asked about the degree of flexibility there would be in regard to the neighborhood centers.  He said that at the northern portion of the study area there is a void of neighborhood centers.  Mr. Brown said that the Staff would use the same criteria for new neighborhood centers as for the centers that have been noted on the plan.  He said that this plan does not account for emerging activity centers outside of our jurisdiction.  Mr. King stated that the plan can be amended.

Mr. Dodson said that in the northern area there should be a gradual transition from the residential to the industrial.  Mr. King said that it could be accomplished through the neighborhood residential area that allows for higher density residential and is a great transition buffer between single family residential and industrial.  

Mr. Dodson commended the Staff on a job well done.  Mr. Brown thanked Jinni Benson (with Mary Means and Associates) for her work.  He also thanked Jim King for his work and guidance throughout the project.  
ACTION:  Mr. Stamm made a motion to recommend adoption of The Comprehensive Land Use Plan.  Mr. Whitfield seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  
Mr. Nail made a motion to adjourn.  Mr. Robertson seconded the motion.  Mr. Dodson closed the meeting at 8:40 p.m.     
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