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Wake County Planning Board Land Use Committee
Wednesday, May 13, 2009
11:00 a.m. Wake County Office Building, Room 341
Raleigh, N.C.
Attendance:
Name Representing
Amy Artrip Lake Falls Resident
Barry Scott Lake Falls Resident
Brent Artrip Lake Falls Resident
Craig Evans Lake Falls Resident
David Doak Lake Falls Resident
Ellen Stone Lake Falls Resident
Erin Beesley Lake Falls Resident
Jim Birk Lake Falls Resident

Joe Bloomon

Lake Falls Resident

Karen Beesley

Lake Falls Resident

Kyle Sandy Lake Falls Resident
Lily Doak Lake Falls Resident
Margaret Wall Lake Falls Resident

Martha Kanelakos

Lake Falls Resident

Mary Stascak-Berrant

Lake Falls Resident

Robert Posgai

Lake Falls Resident

Roxann Evans

Lake Falls Resident

Sam Beesley

Lake Falls Resident

Scott Daughtrey

Lake Falls Resident

Steve Kanelakos

Lake Falls Resident

J.D. Goldston, Jr.

Property Owner

Tim Clark Smith Moore Leatherwood
David York Smith Moore Leatherwood, Applicant
Frank Cope Wake County Community Services

Calvin Pippin Wake County Planning Board
Dale Bouldin Wake County Planning Board

Joseph Springer

Wake County Planning Board

Bryan Coates

Wake County Planning Department

Celena Everette

Wake County Planning Department

Larry Morgan

Wake County Planning Department

Russ 0O6 Me |

Wake County Planning Department

Sharon Peterson

Wake County Planning Department

Sherry Taylor

Wake County Planning Department

DRAFT

Land Use Plan Amendment 05-08: Review the Wake County Land Use Plan Map to
expand the existing 33-acre activity center to include the northwest corner (10.38-acre
parcel) at Old Creedmoor Road and NC Highway 98 as a Neighborhood Activity Center

(NAC)

Mr. Bouldin called the meeting to order.

Mr. Coates presented the staff report. The staff recommendation is that the Land Use
Committee review LUPA 05-08.
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Mr. Bouldin asked whether staff is making a recommendation.

Mr. Coates said that staff is not making a recommendation on LUPA 05-08 yet other
than that the committee reviews the proposal. Staff has contacted the City of Raleigh
Public Utilities Department for their comments, and they would like that information
before making a recommendation.

Ms. Peterson also noted that there are letters and emails from residents in the area that
the committee has not reviewed yet.

Mr. Pippin asked if there is a limitation on the number of acres that can be in a
neighborhood activity center.

Mr. Coates said that the Land Use Plan has general guidelines that state that
neighborhood activity centers can be up to 35 acres. He noted one neighborhood
activity center in the Little River Watershed that is 40 acres. In the Falls Lake
watershed, the largest neighborhood activity center is 35.5 acres.

Mr. Bouldin asked what the uses are on the tracts to the east of the lumber yard.
Mr. Coates answered that there are three residential properties and a vacant lot.

Mr. York of Smith Moore Leatherwood stated that he represents Mr. & Mrs. Goldston.
He noted that this request is to amend the Land Use Plan; it is not a rezoning. If the
request is approved, it does not change the zoning designation (R-40W) of the property.
No entitlements are granted as a result of an approval of this request. If this Land Use
Plan Amendment is approved and a proposal for non-residential use, the request would
have to go to the Wake County Board of Adjustment (BOA) for approval of a Special Use
Permit. The BOA would have to conduct a public hearing with notification to adjacent
property owners, and the BOA would have to find that the proposed use is not harmful or
injurious to the adjacent properties in order to grant a Special Use Permit. Also, the
BOA can place conditions on the Special Use Permit to ensure that the use would not be
harmful. He said that the property is suitable for inclusion in the activity center.
Currently the activity center is limited to the northeast quadrant of the intersection; the
southwestern quadrant has a church; the southeastern quadrant has residential uses;
the property in question is vacant. There is a rental unit on the property, but the future
use of the property given its location seems to invite the potential for non-residential use.
The Land Use Plan does not differentiate between neighborhood activity centers inside
or outside the watershed. Mr. York feels that in reference to the acreage that the Land
Use Plan suggests for an activity center, it is hard to deliver the same goods and
services from that acreage within the watershed. Outside the watershed, an activity
center can be developed up to 70% impervious surface; inside the watershed, following
best management practices for stormwater you could achieve a maximum of 24%
impervious surface. This request would increase the acreage of the activity center from
33 acres to just over 43 acres. He said that with the impervious surface requirements in
the watershed a slight increase in the acreage of activity centers in the watershed is
warranted. He recommended that with the approval of the Land Use Plan Amendment,
language should be added to the Land Use Plan that suggests a 75-foot Type A buffer
along the western boundary line adjacent to the Lake Falls Subdivision instead of the
minimum 40-foot Type C buffer as defined by the Wake County Unified Development
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Ordinance (UDO) in the event that the tract is developed for a non-residential use. He
shared an illustration with the group that is an approximation of what the 24% impervious
surface coverage would look like. He anticipates that any development for non-
residential use would occur closest the intersection of Highway 98 and Old Creedmoor
Road. He said that there is a stream that runs into the property on the northern part that
would be buffered fifty feet on either side. He noted that the illustration does not take
into account NCDOT distance requirements from intersections or setbacks.

Mr. Doak gave the following presentation.

My name is David Doak. 1 live at 1609 Great Woods Rd, Wake Forest, in the Lakefall
subdivision, which is immediately adjacent to the parcel which is the subject of Land Use
Plan Amendment 05-08.

fl would like to thank the Members of the Land Use Committee for their continuing efforts
to organize and regulate development in Wake County, for the betterment of the entire
community. Thank you also for allowing me to speak.

fl am here today to speak in opposition to Land Use Plan Amendment 05-08. There are
many in the Lakefall subdivision who share my concerns. We, in fact, comprise a large
majority and wish to submit a Petition, signed by 97% of the available property owners in
Lakefall.

fAs you are now aware, the Applicant for the Amendment desires to add 10.38 acres of
land, adjacent to the Lakefall subdivision, to the existing 32.8 acre Activity Center,
located at the Northeast corner of Old Creedmoor Rd and Hwy 98 north of Raleigh.

fAs you are likely also aware, this would total far more acreage than is allowed for
Neighborhood Activity Centers in Wake County.

iCl ear | vy, in order for the Applicant é6s
proper justification, not only that the Activity Center size could be increased, but that it
needs to be increased, and show how he plans to meet the other recommendations and
guidelines for Activity Centers, while still obeying the rules and regulations which protect
the Watershed.

Ve will show that the case the Applicant attempts to make for expansion of the Activity
Center is, at best, extremely weak.

fRegarding recommendations and guidelines for proper development of the Activity
Center, the Applicant has provided no information--no Plan--instead choosing to state
that the devel opment dAwil/l complyo with

firhe Applicant is requesting a huge increase in a previously-defined Activity Center,
which is already near the maximum size allowed by the Land Use Plan. The size limit is
there for good reason. Requesting that this limit be drastically raised, without a plan for
how the greatly-expanded Activity Center would be properly developed, simply for the
purpose of the convenience of the Applicant, is irresponsibled and ever more so for an
Activity Center located in a Watershed.
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fFurt her mor e, we wi | | s h ow ddamage, rathar¢hanfbenpfit,i cant 6 s
an existing community (Lakefall) which could otherwise benefit from the Activity Center,
as it is defined today in the Wake County Land Use Plan. In fact, the Applicant has
entirely failed to show how t hi s e x p a iAdvanoenPublici Health, ®Bafety and
General Wel fare. o This is a requirement for Lar

fAdditionally, we maintain that the Applicant is actually hindering proper redevelopment
of the Activity Center, and is using that as justification in his petition, for adding his
parcel to the Activity Center.

lLet s | ook at these points in detail

fOur first major point is as follows: The Activity Center expansion is simply unnecessary.
We will point to four justifications for this argument.

fFirst, the existing Activity Center is appropriately-sized and already near the maximum
size allowed by the Land Use Plan.

filhe existing Activity Center comprises 6 parcels totaling 32.82 acres and is already one
of the largest Activity Centers in the Falls Lake Watershed. The Applicant requests to
add 10.38 additional acres to the Activity Center, bringing the total to over 43 acres,
which exceeds the Land Use Plan maximum for Activity Centers by more than 23%.
Keep this large number in mind; we will expand on it in a later section.0

Mr. Doak said that this amendment would make this activity center the largest activity in
all of Wake County, not just in the Falls Lake Watershed. (Later in the meeting, Mr.
Coates stated that this is not true; there are activity centers in the urban areas of Wake
County larger than 43 acres.)

fiSecond, the Activity Center parcels were appropriately chosen for maximum benefit
with minimal additional impact on surrounding neighborhoods and the Watershed.

fin Land Use Plan Amendment 01-08, various planning committees researched and

assigned the existing parcels to this Activity Center, specifically choosing at that time not

to include the Applicantds parcel. We know fr
meeting on May 7™, 2008, that the landowner s had been noanunfiberefd, and t
people came to the meeting and were in agreement with this proposed change. No one

in the audience wished to speak. 0

fit is appropriate here to note that 70% of the parcels selected for the existing Activity
Center are owned by the Goldston Family Limited Partnership, which includes the
Applicant, Mr. J. D. Goldston, Jr. Mr. Goldston also owns the parcel we are discussing
today, and he owned that parcel at the time that Land Use Plan Amendment 01-08 was
approved in the meeting described above.

fin other words, the Applicant, Mr. Goldston, approved of the original parcel selection.
firhe lumberyard was an obvious parcel to include because it already contained two non-

conforming uses which would logically and necessarily be replaced by more appropriate
developments in the future.
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fiWe expectt hat t he A me,linipartecular, vas ngt selected to be part of the
Activity Center for good reasons: it is immediately adjacent to the Lakefall neighborhood,
and it plays a critical role in local water runoff, as we will see shortly.

fin our Community Meeting, we were told that the parcel at the southeast corner of the
intersection was not included because it was a low-lying area with flood-prone soils.
Indeed we can see this is true in our Figure 1 on Slide 5.

Figure 1

iy
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firhe Figure also showsd and the Applicant has admitted in our Community Meetingd

that the Parcel in the Amendment also has low-lying areas in its northern section. What
the Applicant does not say is that water in this area is formed from runoff in the local
region, and this is carried, with any pollutants from the surrounding area, directly into
Falls Lake. In fact, you can follow this continuous flood-prone soil region all the way to
Falls Lake, just north of the neighborhood, as shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2

fLimiting the size of Activity Centers is especially critical in areas of the watershed. The
land in question is in a Non-Urban Area/Water Supply Watershed. By definition, this
area is not expected to be served by municipal services in the foreseeable future, and so
must account for such needs in advance. Since the exact needs of an Activity Center
cannot be known in advance, there are limits to the size of the acreage and buildings
which are allowed. These limits must be respected. We will have more to say in a few
minutes about the extent of the proposed Activity Center expansion, and its potential
impact on the watershed, but it can be plainly seen that the existing Activity Center
parcels were wisely chosen.
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filrhe third reason that the Activity Center expansion is unnecessary, is that the existing
lumberyard with associated cement plant are expected to be replaced soon.

fit is important to realize that the existence of the lumberyard is the main argument the
Applicant offers for expansion of the existing Activity Center. Yet in our Community
Meeting on April 27th, Mr. Goldston repeatedly said that the lumberyard would be
leaving.

fin fact, Mr. Gol dst on t ol d ubkeyazrwb ydars lgfuoo the lkase and
theywanttoget out now. 0

fiMany of us have noticed that activity at the lumberyard and cement plant has
dramatically decreased the past year. Some of us have wondered if it might go out of
business. Mr . Gol dstonds comment adds
photographs in Figures 3-6, which were taken yesterday, in the middle of the day.

Figure 3:
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Figure 4:

Figure 5:
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Figure 6:

fiMr. Goldston also told us in the meeting that a Harris Teeter grocery store was a
possibility to replace the lumberyard. How such a grocery store would fit within the
15,000 sq ft building size limit imposed by the Land Use Plan, Mr. Goldston did not say.

fReplacement of the lumberyard with proper and limited redevelopment inside the
existing Activity Center would eliminate the nonconforming uses of the lumberyard and
cement plant. Many Lakefall residents would welcome this. We recognize, as you do,
that the non-conforming uses need to be phased out.

firhe fourth reason that the Activity Center expansion is unnecessary is simply this: we
d o n 0 t or meadthe additional development.

firhe residents of Lakefall have signed a petition with 97% surveyed in opposition to the
Amendment. Some of those people are here in the room today. Others have sent
emails. Out of 74 homes in Lakefall, the owners of 68 were available for petitioning, and
only two homeowners declined to sign the Petition.

fFigure 7 shows t he Applicant os parcel i n red,
neighborhood.
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