PLANNING BOARD
REGULAR MEETING
TUESDAY, JANUARY 8, 2019
7:00 PM
HOOD ROOM, MATTHEWS TOWN HALL

I.

CALL TO ORDER

II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES – NOVEMBER 27, 2018

III. ZONING APPLICATION 2018-691 – 14901 Boyd Funderburk Dr (Townhome and
commercial development at Idlewild and I-485), R-15 to R-VS, R-15 (CD) and B-1 (CD)
IV. ZONING APPLICATION 2018-692 - 300 West John Street Office Building, R-20 to
O (CD)
V. ZONING APPLICATION 2018-693 – Multiple Crestdale properties at 121 George Clay Ln,
834 Matthews School Rd, 710 Selma Burke Circle and 206 Amir Circle, CRC to CRC2
VI. HOUSING STUDY UPDATE
VII. ADJORNMENT

MEMO
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
RE:

Planning Board Members
Jay Camp
January 2, 2019
January 8th Regular Planning Board Meeting

I hope that everyone enjoyed the holiday season and made the best of the continued wet weather we are
experiencing. If you all will recall, back in 2018 we had a Board of Commissioners meeting with three Public
Hearings. I know it seems like a long time ago so here is a brief recap and update on each case:
Zoning Application 2018-691 – This project, located on the County line, consists of 121 townhomes and
25,000 square feet of nonresidential space. Overall, the development will ultimately consist of almost 500
residential units split between Matthews and Stallings. The nonresidential component of the project on the
Matthews side will be developed at a later date and will require the Board of Commissioners approval of
building elevations prior to construction. Since the Public Hearing, the applicant has made several changes.
New architectural renderings have been provided. However, the renderings do not match the conditional note
language that indicates a 5’ minimum depth porch for each dwelling. The stub street has been moved to the
Stallings side of the project.
Zoning Application 2018-692 – This project at 300 West John Street is a proposed 7,700 square foot office
building. Per the Downtown Overlay, the building is located along West John Street with parking to the rear.
The architectural drawings presented at the Public Hearing are in compliance with the Overlay. The updated
rezoning documents have addressed concerns regarding the curb and gutter, planting strip and sidewalk
along Ames Street. The most recent building elevations are attached.
Zoning Application 2018-693 – Finally, this rezoning is a CRC conversion for 4 parcels in the Crestdale
neighborhood. No development is proposed as a result of this rezoning request as it is part of our ongoing
efforts to convert properties in the Crestdale neighborhood from old to new CRC.
Please be sure to let one of us know if you will be unable to attend next Tuesday’s meeting. We wish Kathi
the very best in retirement and understand that she is probably happy to have some of her evenings back! I
will be serving as interim Planning Director until the position is permanently filled and look forward to working
with you all to make Matthews a better place both now and in the future.

MINUTES
PLANNING BOARD
TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 27, 2018
7:00 PM
HOOD ROOM, MATTHEWS TOWN HALL
PRESENT:

Chairman David Wieser; Vice-Chairman Kerry Lamson; Members Jana Reeve, Michael Ham,
Natasha Edwards, and Mike Rowan; Alternate Member Larry Whitley; Youth Voice Matheus
Sadovsky; Town Attorney Charles Buckley; Planning and Development Director Kathi Ingrish;
Senior Planner Jay Camp; Senior Administrative Specialist/Deputy Town Clerk Shana Robertson.

ABSENT:

Member Mike Foster and Alternate Member Scott Query

CALL TO ORDER
Chairman David Wieser called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm.
Jana Reeve motioned to appoint Alternate Member Larry Whitley as voting member for the November 27, 2018
Planning Board meeting. Michael Ham seconded the motion and it was unanimously approved.
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
Mike Rowan motioned to approve the minutes from the October 23, 2018 Planning Board meeting. Mr. Whitley
seconded and the motion to approve was unanimous.
ZONING APPLICATION 2018-690 – 1400 and 1500 Matthews Township Parkway and 441 Matthews-Mint Hill
Road, Novant Health, R/I (CD) and O (CD) to R/I (CD)
Senior Planner Jay Camp said that based on comments that were received during the November 12, 2018 Public
Hearing, Novant Health has submitted revised language regarding the architecture and future Charlotte Area Transit
System (CATS) Silver Line light rail alignment on the site. Mr. Camp said that the language regarding architectural
approvals may need to be further clarified to detail what future projects the Board would need to approve. Mr. Camp
gave examples of small additions or remolding projects that may not need to be brought before the Town Board of
Commissioners. Mr. Camp said that the applicant had stated that they were willing to work with CATS for the future
placement of the Silver Line on the Novant Health Matthews campus.
Mr. Ham asked about the Downtown Overlay and if consideration was made to remove a portion of the site from the
overlay. Mr. Camp said that was something that staff could initiate and that through conditional zoning the buildings
that were proposed would front Matthews-Mint Hill Road exactly as the Downtown Overlay would require. Mr. Camp
said that staff would support modifying the Downtown Overlay line and could possibly move the border back to
Andrew Caroline Drive.
Mr. Rowan asked if the property was also part of the Highway 51 Overlay. Mr. Camp said that it was in the Highway
Overlay district and would need to follow those requirements along Matthews Township Parkway.
Kerry Lamson asked if there were conversations with the applicant regarding a landscaping plan for fronting
Matthews-Mint Hill Road. Mr. Camp said that the applicant was proposing low level screening for the parking area.
Mr. Lamson asked about the tree save during the future development. Mr. Camp said that would be within the
general tree save percentage. Mr. Lamson asked if any of the major tree species or large maturing trees would be
saved and Mr. Camp said that there was a tree survey submitted and made a note about the driveway curb cut that
was eliminated to prevent breaks in the newly installed multi-use path.
Matt Stiene of with Novant Health, 1500 Matthews Township Parkway was available for questions.
Mr. Ham asked about the light rail development and where that placement was planned and what kind of impact that
would have on the Novant Health Matthews Campus. Mr. Stiene said that they were willing to work with CATS on
the location of the Silver Line. They met with CATS over a year ago to discuss the proposed location and its inability
to work as designed. Mr. Stiene said that they have asked that the light rail be placed on the edge of Novant’s
property along Andrew Caroline Drive. Mr. Stiene said that Novant would commit to continuing to work with CATS.
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Mr. Ham said that he would like to have his opinion noted that as much as the Silver Line is desired, he did feel that
it was a high cost if it negatively impacted the hospital.
Mr. Lamson inquired about the size of the campus and Mr. Stiene said that it was around 51 acres. Mr. Lamson
asked how much of that property was planned for development currently. Mr. Stiene said that currently what was
shown on the site plan was how they were planning to build the site out over time but added that it was difficult to
know what future needs would be. Mr. Lamson asked if the Matthews campus was comparable in size to other
Novant campuses. Mr. Stiene said that Novant Matthews was considered a community hospital. He elaborated by
comparing that Charlotte Presbyterian had 600 beds, Matthews had 157 beds, Huntersville had 91 beds that would
be expanding to 138 beds, and Mint Hill had 36 beds. Mr. Lamson followed up by asking about the acreage size and
Mr. Stiene said that the Huntersville campus was about 30 acres, Mint Hill had 80 acres on site but had only
developed 30 acres.
Mr. Lamsom asked if Novant would consider incorporating work force housing onto their campus. Mr. Stiene said
that conversations were had about some property that was around the Presbyterian campus but he said it was very
complicated because Novant Health was a private not-for-profit and anything of that nature would be difficult from a
legal and tax purpose. Mr. Lamson asked if some of the of the property could be subdivided out from the existing
Matthews campus plan. Mr. Stiene said that community hospitals of this size supply parking and ease of access to
the community and once the land is built out and parking decks are added, patients and visitors are more
inconvenienced and that was something that Novant did not want.
Mr. Ham asked if work force housing could be added for hospital staff. Mr. Stiene said that the same issue existed
as it would be outside of what their primary business was.
Natasha Edwards asked what their timeline was for development and Mr. Stiene said that they had hopes of starting
in 24 to 36 months. Mr. Wieser asked if before building there would be some kind of determination made by CATS
and Mr. Stiene said that they will plan to have additional conversations with CATS on how Novant would like to see
placement of the Silver Line light rail but he was unsure if CATS would have final plans in place.
Ms. Reeve asked what kind of medical offices would be offered on the site saying that she did not want to see
additional traffic diverted to Matthews. Mr. Stiene said that their goal was to bring specialty services closer to home
and not to create Matthews as a medical hub.
Mr. Whitley moved that the requested zoning action, as most currently amended, be recommended for approval,
and has been found to be consistant with the Matthews Land Use Plan as Novant Matthews Medical Center is part
of the commercial core of Matthews Township Parkway. The Matthews Downtown Plan and Streetscape Plan
indicate the extension of Andrew Caroline Drive through the property. Ms. Edwards seconded the motion and it
passed unanimously.
ADMINISTRATIVE AMENDMENT – 2035 Moore Rd, Liberty Healthcare, Royal Park CCRC, Revisions to Phase
2, Independent Living Units
Mr. Camp reviewed the 2010 rezoning of Liberty Healthcare, Royal Park Continuing Care Retirement Community
(CCRC) and the site layout. Mr. Camp said that the applicant was requesting to modify the site plan with the assisted
living facility being moved to the future north side of the site, the independent living building would be pushed closer
to Moore Road, and the cottages along Moore Road reconfigured to include a compact village green in the center
and alley load home sites. Mr. Camp said that the applicant was also requesting a decrease in density from 300 to
204 independent living units. New elevations were also being requested for the senior independent living/clubhouse
building and the cottage elevations. Mr. Camp discussed the November 27, 2018 letter (exhibit one attached and
made part of these minutes) that referenced the financial collaboration between Liberty Healthcare and Capstone
Lifestyle Communities. Mr. Camp added that CCRC did not require an initial buy in or the reservation of beds within
the skilled nursing facility. Mr. Camp said that more detail was needed on how facilities functioned together or if
they functioned together at all from the residents’ perspective. Other information that was needed included four
sided elevations. Mr. Camp said that the rezoning was eight years old and there was a need in Matthews for this
style of independent living that did not have a large upfront buy in but was a monthly rental retirement community.
Mr. Camp reminded the Planning Board members that according to the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO), their
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Board could vote to approve or deny the Administrative Amendment or they could refer the decision to the Town
Board of Commissioners.
Mr. Lamson asked if the business model was to have the cottages and independent living facilities be rental and
managed by a third-party in the original concept and Mr. Camp said that rental units were in the original plan but the
financial or third-party management was never discussed. Mr. Lamson asked if there was discussion on the market
rates of the rentals. Mr. Camp said he did not know but the rates would have adjusted in the eight years since the
rezoning. Mr. Lamson asked if there were discussions on any of the units being subsidized rentals. Town Attorney
Charles Buckley reminded the Board that ownership and the type of occupancy were not land use and Planning
Board had to determine land use. Mr. Buckley said that the business model was not applicable to the function of
each unit or the function of each building, but how they fit together. Mr. Lamson said that his concern was the thirdparty relationship that was being defined in exhibit 1 and not knowing about that party or if they were originally
involved in the 2010 rezoning. Mr. Camp said that when discussions started a few months ago with the applicant, it
took staff a little off guard as it did not resemble other CCRCs’ such as ACTS and Erickson because there were
different partners on the Royal Park Campus. Mr. Lamson said he wanted to make sure he understood what had
changed with this development and the members that were involved and their responsibilities in the management of
the property.
Mr. Lamson said that there was a reference made in the letter that a smaller number of units were to be developed
and he asked if that was just at that time or permanently. Mr. Camp said that he understood it to be a permanent
request for a smaller density. Mr. Camp said that once the Administrative Amendment was granted that would
permanently reduce the number of units of what gets built. Mr. Lamson said that he had seen “at this time” in the
letter and needed clarification from the applicant. Mr. Camp agreed that it needed to be clarified in the notes and
staff was not asking for a reduction in density but that was what was shown on the site plan that the applicant
provided.
Ms. Reeve asked if staff recommended that the Planning Board make the decision or if based on the number of
items to be clarified, the decision be recommended to the Board of Commissioners. Mr. Ham asked if there were
items that needed to be clarified could the Planning Board ask the applicant to come back and Mr. Buckley said that
Planning Board could but then Planning Board would have to make the final decision. Mr. Buckley added that
members needed to hear the applicant’s presentation and make the decision after whether to make a decision or to
refer to the Town Board.
Phillip Hobbs, a site planner with Benesch, introduced himself, Paul Babinski, and Jay Oglesby to the members of
Planning Board and said that he and Mr. Babinski had worked on the original approved rezoning for Royal Park. A
slide presentation was presented to the Board (exhibit two attached and made part of these minutes).
Paul Babinski, a licensed Nursing Home Facilitator with Liberty Senior Living, said he was a Matthews resident and
had worked with Liberty from the very beginning of the planning phases of Royal Park. Mr. Babinski spoke of the
history of Liberty and their different home health, skilled nursing, rehabilitation, long term care, pharmacy and medical
specialties throughout the region.
Mr. Ham asked for clarification on the low monthly rental rates that the letter in exhibit 1 had referenced. Jay Oglesby,
President of Capstone Lifestyle Communities spoke about his history as a commercial real estate lender and within
the specialized seniors housing lending group with Wells Fargo and his partnership with Capstone Collegiate
Communities in launching affordable senior residential communities. Mr. Oglesby said that the one-bedroom units
at Windsor Run were priced at $2,065 to $2,560 per month and the front-end equity fee was $188,000 to $323,000.
Mr. Oglesby compared that with $1,495 per month with no required front-end fee for a one bedroom at Royal Park.
He added that two-bedroom units ranged $2,515 to $3,935 with an initial buy in between $277,000 and $544,000.
Windsor Run had 217 units in their initial phase that opened in June 2018 and were currently 85% occupied. Mr.
Oglesby said that when they did their demographic study, they saw seniors from 55 years old to 85 years old in an
income bracket between $50,000 and $150,000 and added that the product at Royal Park targeted incomes in the
$50,00 to $100,000 range. Mr. Ham asked the price of the cottages and Mr. Oglesby said three-bedroom, two bath
cottages with garages ranged from $2,200 to $3,000 per month.
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Mr. Ham asked if the wetlands were being protected. Mr. Hobbs said that they were not anticipating any impacts to
the wetlands except to cross the stream on the north west side when the greenway is constructed. Mr. Ham asked
if the pond was natural or manmade and Mr. Hobbs said that it was a manmade pond that had been there since the
dairy farm occupied the property.
Mr. Ham noted the 50-foot change in elevation and asked about erosion control. Mr. Hobbs said that they were
looking into solutions.
Mr. Ham asked when the assisted care and memory care units would be constructed. Mr. Babinski said that there
were certificates of need that would need to be obtained and Liberty was working to make that phase of the project
feasible and perfectly sized for the community. Mr. Ham asked for more detail about the assisted care and memory
care facility and if they would be in the same building. Mr. Babinski said that they would be in the same building with
one floor being dedicated to memory care and the other floor housing the assisted care units.
Mr. Oglesby said that Liberty was the developer and sole owner of the CCRC. Mr. Oglesby said that the monthly
rent included access to amenities such as breakfast and activities that were designed for the senior residents.
Additional amenities that were typical, such as additional meals, housekeeping, and linen service were available at
additional a-la-carte rates. Mr. Oglesby described the 204 living units as having high ceilings, well-appointed kitchens
with stone counter tops, plank flooring, full-sized washers and dryers, tile backsplashes, and looked and felt like
class A facilities. The clubhouse would be 11,000 square feet that would include a meal area, fitness center with a
yoga studio, a spa, and a pet grooming area. Outdoor amenities included an outdoor cooking and gathering space,
saltwater pool, walking trails, dog park, and sports courts.
Ms. Edwards asked if utilities were included in the rental price and Mr. Oglesby said that they were not included but
the maintenance of commons areas were included.
Mr. Lamson asked if there were any other fees and Mr. Oglesby said that there was a front-end community fee that
was under $1000, a $25 per month pet fee, and a slight fee for a second resident to a unit due to the meals.
Mr. Lamson asked if there was an age or income qualification. Mr. Oglesby said that it was not income restricted
and age restricted at 55 years plus.
Mr. Lamson asked about transportation services and Mr. Oglesby said that was something that they were still
discussing. Mr. Oglesby added that assisted living typically had shuttle services, independent living facilities
sometimes use town car, and many were working with rideshare such as Lyft or Uber that could be directly billed to
the resident’s rental monthly rate.
Mr. Lamson asked for clarification on the total number of units that the applicant was requesting. Mr. Babinski said
that in total, for the current phase requested, there would be 184 units in the multi-story building and 20 cottages
giving a total of 204 units. The existing zoning allowed for 300 units of which 50 could be cottages. Mr. Hobbs said
that the intent was not to lose any of the unit count as they would all not get constructed in the current phase of the
project. Mr. Lamson said that the site plan notes indicated independent living density was being reduced and did not
say anything about phases. He suggested that the language be made clearer.
Mr. Rowan asked for clarification on the total units including the skilled nursing units. Mr. Babinski said that for
independent living 300 units were allowed of which 50 could be cottage units and 169 beds in the skilled nursing
facility.
Discussion continued on the density and the need for clarification on how many units the applicant intended to build
in the total site development.
Mr. Hobbs reviewed the original rezoning noting the changes on each page of the approved site plan. Mr. Hobb said
that there were no changes to RZ-1. On RZ-2 changes would include the senior independent living building footprint
had been revised, the future assisted living building had been moved to the north of the site, and the cottage units
along Moor Road were reconfigured to include open community space and rear alley load units.
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Mr. Hobbs reviewed the new added RZ-2.1 sheet with the clarification that 300 units were allowed but only 204 were
being developed in the current phase, revised parking to reflect the density change, and the landscape berm on
Moore Road.
Mr. Lamson asked how many units were in the multi-level independent living facility and Mr. Oglesby said there were
184 units. Mr. Lamson asked about the other 96 units that were left for development and if there was enough room
to build another unit of that size. Mr. Oglesby said that the original design called for the independent living building
to be larger and two pods of geographically separated cottage units. Mr. Lamson said that the way that the site was
being configured, 300 units would not fit onto the site without further modifications. Mr. Lamson asked how much
time was allowed for the planning of this new phase as he felt that the site plan revisions did not feel complete. Mr.
Oglesby said that they had been working on the amendment for about a year.
Mr. Lamson asked if there was access to the assisted living area, other than the entrance at Moore Road and Mr.
Hobbs said that was the only access due to being landlocked.
Mr. Ham asked Mr. Camp if future phases would need to come back to the Planning Board before being constructed
and Mr. Camp said that because there was not defined site plan, they would need to come back. Mr. Ham asked
what the tree save was and Mr. Hobbs said that it would stay the already determined 17% for the original rezoning.
Mr. Rowan asked if the setbacks were different and Mr. Hobbs said they were unchanged from original rezoning.
Mr. Oglesby added that there were no changes in any of the original commitments.
Mr. Hobbs and Mr. Oglesby reviewed the locations of the cottages noting the central common green and the rear
alley loaded garages. Mr. Oglesby said that the cottages were envisioned to have small fenced courtyards that
would open up to the central green space.
Mr. Hobbs said that there were no changes to page RZ-3 of the approved site plan. He said that changes to RZ-4
revised the sidewalk and planting strip along Moore Road to a 6 foot sidewalk and a 8 foot planting strip.
Mr. Lamson asked about the significant changes to the elevations of the independent living facility and the cottages.
Mr. Hobbs reviewed the approved elevations and what was being proposed. He said that the designs were consistent
with what was present in the community. Mr. Lamson said that the previously approved design included 50% brick
and he said that there could be an expectation that the new design also contains the same percentage. Mr. Hobbs
reviewed the materials that were being proposed that included cultured stone and white painted brick veneer. Mr.
Oglesby said that the only materials on the clubhouse that were not stone or brick were the dormer roof and the
hardy plank trim. Mr. Hobbs said that the cottage homes would be constructed of painted brick veneer, hardy plank,
and fiber cement.
Mr. Ham asked how deep the front porches were and Mr. Oglesby said they were 8 to 10 feet deep.
Mr. Mr. Hobbs said that there were no changes to the Moore Road improvements that have already been completed
or the interior connectivity and pedestrian access of the community.
Mr. Wieser asked if the streets were public or private and Mr. Hobbs said they were private.
Mr. Ham asked for further clarification on the stormwater and wetland and asked how the applicant planned to protect
that area. Mr. Hobbs said they would stay undisturbed in wooded areas excepts for a bridge crossing on the multiuse path.
Mr. Lamson asked about landscaping and sidewalks along Moore Road. Mr. Hobbs said that there was an intensive
landscape plan with a berm planned as well as natural woods that would remain. Mr. Lamson asked how residents
of the cottages would be able to access the sidewalk along Moore Road and Mr. Hobbs said that they would access
through the main entrance of Royal Park.
Mr. Ham asked Mr. Camp what staff was needing clarification on. Mr. Camp said that the Planning Board had
addressed most of the items such as clarifying the conditional notes. Mr. Camp said that more fully designed
renderings would be needed.
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Mr. Ham clarified with Mr. Buckley the options of referring to the Town Board or asking the applicant to bring further
information back to the Planning Board. Mr. Buckley said again that if the Board chose to have the applicant return
to their Board then the Planning Board would need to make the final decision. Mr. Ham said that he felt that if they
referred it to the Town Board, the Commissioners would ask the same questions with a short two-week turnaround
for the applicant to regroup.
Planning Director Kathi Ingrish asked where cottage visitors would park and enter the homes. Mr. Oglesby said that
the side entry cottages had a small driveway but the direct entry garages did not. He said that those visitors would
need to park in the visitor parking area located next to the independent living facility. Mr. Oglesby said that visitors
could enter through the common green area or the rear entry as entry points were located on the front and rear
elevations except the single car garage unit had only one that could be accessed through the common green area.
Further discussion was had on parking with the Board feeling that visitor parking should be looked into further.
Mr. Rowan said that he did like the product and Mr. Ham and Mr. Lamson agreed saying that it fit a need that
Matthews had. Mr. Lamson said that he could not vote on the plan as submitted as he had too many concerns. Mr.
Lamson added that he would like to see more clarity in the elevation designs with renderings of all four sides,
renderings of the open space area between the cottages, visitor parking needed to be reevaluated and clear
conditional notes.
Discussions were had on if the Planning Board should defer the decision to a later date or if the Board should refer
the decision to the Board of Commissioners.
Mr. Ham made motion to defer the decision to January 22, 2019 with the applicant returning to the Planning Board
for final decision and Mr. Whitley seconded. The motion passed unanimously.
RESCHEDULE DECEMBER MEETING DATE
Ms. Ingrish told the Board of events that were coming up. The first event was a presentation of demographic trends
for Matthews with Dr. Rebecca Tippett, Director of the North Carolina Demographic Center that would be part of The
Board of Commissioners Mini Conference on December 7th at 1:00 pm.
Ms. Ingrish encouraged the Board members to come for the 6:00 pm reception on December 10, 2018 Board of
Commissioners meeting which was her last council meeting. .
Ms. Ingrish said that the December Planning Board meeting was scheduled for December 25, 2018 and Town offices
would be closed that day. Ms. Ingrish said that the meeting could be rescheduled for December 18, 2018, or January
8, 2019.
Mr. Whitley motioned to reschedule the December 25, 2018 meeting to January 8, 2019. Mr. Rowan seconded and
the motion passed unanimously.
HOUSING STUDY UPDATE
Mr. Lamson said that the housing committee has one last meeting scheduled on Dec 11, 2018. A presentation is
scheduled for the Planning Board on Jan 8, 2019.
ADJOURNMENT
Ms. Reeve motioned to adjourn and Ms. Edwards seconded. The motion passed unanimously and the meeting
adjourned at 9:33 pm.
Respectfully submitted,
Shana Robertson
Senior Administrative Specialist/Deputy Town Clerk
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STATEMENT OF CONSISTENCY WITH LOCAL ADOPTED GROWTH POLICIES
Recommendations on Zoning-Related Issues

Rezoning Request 2018-691 Boyd Funderburk Drive

Matthews Planning Board adopts the checked statement below:

A) _X___ The requested zoning action, as most currently amended, is recommended for approval, and has
been found to be CONSISTENT with the Matthews Land Use Plan as follows:
1. Provides new housing in a location with both easy interstate access and amenities such as shops and
restaurants within walking or biking distance.
2. Creates a seamless street network connected to the portion of the development within the Town of
Stallings.
3. Preserves open space, natural beauty and environmentally sensitive areas.
This proposal creates housing opportunities in a walkable environment with easy interstate access and nearby
amenities.

OR

B) ____ The requested zoning action, as most currently amended, is not recommended for approval, and
has been found to be INCONSISTENT with the Matthews Land Use Plan as follows:
1. The development would add to the 1,000+ approved but not yet constructed housing units planned within
the town limits.
2. The Land Use Plan calls for “alternative housing styles” to be developed on this property. Townhomes
are a style of housing already present within Matthews.
The request would add additional traffic to congested roads and could overburden area schools.

(Statement must explain why the Board deems the action reasonable and in the public interest. Reasons given for a zoning
request being “consistent” or “not consistent” are not subject to judicial review.)

Date January 8, 2019

STATEMENT OF CONSISTENCY WITH LOCAL ADOPTED GROWTH POLICIES
Recommendations on Zoning-Related Issues

Rezoning Request 2018-692 300 West John Street

Matthews Planning Board adopts the checked statement below:

A) _X___ The requested zoning action, as most currently amended, is recommended for approval, and has
been found to be CONSISTENT with the Matthews Land Use Plan as follows:
1.
2.

Creates new office development, adding to the employment population in downtown.
Conforms to architectural proposal within the Downtown Plan to create office cottage style
buildings for new construction along West John Street

The proposal adds an architecturally compatible office building on an infill lot along one of the most important
roadways within the Town. For over 20 years, planning documents such as the Land Use Plan and Downtown
Plan have specified office development as most appropriate for the West John Street corridor.

OR

B) ____ The requested zoning action, as most currently amended, is not recommended for approval, and
has been found to be INCONSISTENT with the Matthews Land Use Plan as follows:
1. The building is out of scale with adjoining properties and would detract from nearby early 20th
century buildings.

The mass and bulk of the proposed building are out of scale in comparison to nearby buildings and is thus
inconsistent with the vision for West John Street.

(Statement must explain why the Board deems the action reasonable and in the public interest. Reasons given for a
zoning request being “consistent” or “not consistent” are not subject to judicial review.)

Date January 8, 2019
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CURRENT 2018-692
12/31/2018

STATEMENT OF CONSISTENCY WITH LOCAL ADOPTED GROWTH POLICIES
Final Decisions on Zoning-Related Issues
Rezoning Request 2018-693 CrC-4
Matthews Planning Board of Commissioners adopts the checked statement below:
A)___X__The requested zoning action, as most currently amended, is recommended for approved,
and has been found to be CONSISTENT with the Matthews Land Use Plan as follows:
1. It encourages a mix of land uses in appropriate and well-planned locations.
2. It provides a range of housing styles, protects and preserves the character of the
Crestdale neighborhood.
The rezoning will remove the properties from the special use requirements no longer available in
Matthews and bring the properties into a current zoning classification compatible with the
surrounding properties.

OR
B)_____The requested zoning action, as most currently amended, is not recommended for approval, and has
been found to be INCONSISTENT with the Matthews Land Use Plan as follows:
1. It may encourage home owners to sell for other possible uses.

The properties already have a zoning district assigned to them.

(Statement must explain why the Board deems the action reasonable. Reasons given for a zoning request being
“consistent” or “not consistent” are not subject to judicial review.)

Date January 8, 2019

