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March 25, 2009
Northern Quarters, LLC
c/o Michael Murray
500 Spring Garden Street
Greensboro, NC 27401
RE:

SITE PLAN AMENDMENT W-3024

Dear Mr. Murray:
The attached report of the Planning Board to the City Council is sent to you at the request
of the Council Members. You will be notified by the City Secretary’s Office of the date on
which the Council will hear this petition.
Sincerely,

A. Paul Norby, FAICP
Director of Planning
pc:

City Secretary’s Office, P.O. Box 2511, Winston-Salem, NC 27102
Doug Stimmel, 601 N. Trade Street, Winston-Salem, NC 27101
Matt Brandon, 922 Tuscan Row, Winston-Salem, NC 27105
Erlecia Tarrents, 923 Wincastle Lane, Winston-Salem, NC 27105
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ACTION REQUEST FORM
DATE:
TO:
FROM:

March 25, 2009
The Honorable Mayor and City Council
A. Paul Norby, FAICP, Director of Planning

COUNCIL ACTION REQUEST:
Request for Public Hearing on Site Plan Amendment of Northern Quarters, LLC

SUMMARY OF INFORMATION:

Site Plan Amendment of Northern Quarters, LLC to remove the two-story mixed-use buildings
at the entrance to the development and replace them with two drive through banks in a MU-S
[Residential Building, Townhouse; Residential Building, Multifamily; Arts and Crafts Studio;
Food or Drug Store; Furniture and Home Furnishings Store; General Merchandise Store;
Hardware Store; Nursery, Lawn and Garden Supply Store, Retail; Restaurant (without drivethrough service); Retail Store, Specialty or Miscellaneous; Banking and Financial Services;
Hotel or Motel; Medical or Dental Laboratory; Medical and Surgical Offices; Non-Store
Retailer; Offices, Miscellaneous; Professional Office; Services, Business A; Services, Business
B; Services, Personal; Testing and Research Lab; Child Care, Drop-In; Child Care, Sick
Children; Child Day Care Center; Government Offices; Library, Public; Museum or Art
Gallery; and Post Office] zoning district: property is located on the south side of Hanes Mill
Road, east of Brassfield Drive (Zoning Docket W-3024).

PLANNING BOARD ACTION:
MOTION ON PETITION: APPROVAL IF SITE PLAN CHANGES ARE MADE IN
CONFORMANCE WITH STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR:
JERRY CLARK, WESLEY CURTIS, ARTHUR KING,
LYNNE MITCHELL, PAUL MULLICAN
AGAINST:
ARNOLD KING, CLARENCE LAMBE, BRENDA SMITH
SITE PLAN ACTION:
CONFORMS TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE UDO
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CITY ORDINANCE - SPECIAL USE
Site Plan Amendment of Northern Quarters, LLC,
Docket W-3024
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE
WINSTON-SALEM CITY
ZONING ORDINANCE AND THE
OFFICIAL ZONING MAP OF
THE CITY OF WINSTON-SALEM, N.C.
_________________________________
BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of Winston-Salem as follows:
Section 1. The Winston-Salem City Zoning Ordinance and the Official Zoning Map of
the City of Winston-Salem, N.C. are hereby amended by granting a Site Plan Amendment for
property zoned MU-S [Residential Building, Townhouse; Residential Building, Multifamily;
Arts and Crafts Studio; Food or Drug Store; Furniture and Home Furnishings Store; General
Merchandise Store; Hardware Store; Nursery, Lawn and Garden Supply Store, Retail; Restaurant
(without drive-through service); Retail Store, Specialty or Miscellaneous; Banking and Financial
Services; Hotel or Motel; Medical or Dental Laboratory; Medical and Surgical Offices; NonStore Retailer; Offices, Miscellaneous; Professional Office; Services, Business A; Services,
Business B; Services, Personal; Testing and Research Lab; Child Care, Drop-In; Child Care,
Sick Children; Child Day Care Center; Government Offices; Library, Public; Museum or Art
Gallery; and Post Office] - Site Plan Amendment] and described as follows:
Tract Four:
Beginning at a point which is the ROW intersection of Hanes Mill Road and proposed Northern
Quarters Drive; thence bearing S 16-55-58.752 E a distance of 48.160 feet; thence bearing S 2723-30.398 W a distance of 168.441 feet to the ROW intersection of proposed Northern Quarters
Drive and proposed Gramercy Park ; thence along a curve to the LEFT, having a radius of
287.000 feet, a delta angle of 11.63, and whose long chord bears N 74-17-30.306 W a distance
of 58.134 feet ; thence bearing N 81-47-53.574 W a distance of 71.585 feet ; thence along a
curve to the RIGHT, having a radius of 177.566 feet, a delta angle of 24.16, and whose long
chord bears N 76-56-24.879 W a distance of 74.331 feet ; thence bearing N 59-47-44.000 W a
distance of 15.655 feet to the intersection of proposed Gramercy Park ROW and the southeast
corner of adjacent parcel Block 6322A Lot 002; thence bearing N 30-12-16.000 E a distance of
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273.573 feet to the intersection of Hanes Mill Road ROW and the northeast corner of adjacent
parcel Block 6322A Lot 002; thence bearing S 31-6-59.282 E a distance of 3.539 feet ; thence
bearing S 55-17-47.154 E a distance of 99.968 feet ; thence bearing S 59-43-52.150 E a distance
of 37.115 feet ; thence along a curve to the LEFT, having a radius of 1046.500 feet, a delta
angle of 1.42, and whose long chord bears S 60-26-23.859 E a distance of 25.892 feet to the
point of beginning; totaling 1.11 acres +/-.
Tract Five:
Beginning at a point which is the intersection of Hanes Mill Road ROW and the northwest
corner of adjacent parcel Block 6322 Lot 001J ; thence bearing S 0-0-0.000 E a distance of
318.844 feet; thence bearing N 63-53-42.667 W a distance of 283.436 feet to the intersection of
proposed Northern Quarters Drive ROW and adjacent parcel Block 6322 Lot 001J; thence
bearing N 26-6-17.333 E a distance of 65.045 feet ; thence along a curve to the RIGHT, having
a radius of 21.500 feet, a delta angle of 76.95, and whose long chord bears N 13-56-33.961 W a
distance of 26.755 feet ; thence bearing N 27-9-29.488 E a distance of 146.057 feet ; thence
bearing N 71-26-3.024 E a distance of 72.681 feet to the ROW intersection of proposed
Northern Quarters Drive and Hanes Mill Road; thence along a curve to the LEFT, having a
radius of 2605.000 feet, a delta angle of 2.33, and whose long chord bears S 65-52-29.850 E a
distance of 106.045 feet to the point of beginning; totaling 1.44 acres +/-.
Section 2. This Ordinance is adopted after approval of the site plan entitled Northern
Quarters, LLC and identified as Attachment "A" of the Special Use District Permit issued by the
City Council the _______ day of __________________, to Northern Quarters, LLC.
Section 3. The City Council hereby directs the issuance of a Special Use District Permit
pursuant to the Zoning Ordinance of the Unified Development Ordinances for a development to
be known as Northern Quarters, LLC. Said Special Use District Permit and site plan with
associated documents are attached hereto and incorporated herein.
Section 4. This Ordinance shall be effective from and after its adoption.
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CITY - SPECIAL USE DISTRICT PERMIT
SPECIAL USE DISTRICT PERMIT
Issued by the City Council
of the City of Winston-Salem
The City Council of the City of Winston-Salem issues a Special Use District Permit for
the site shown on the site plan map included in this zoning petition of Northern Quarters, LLC,
(Zoning Docket W-3024). The site shall be developed in accordance with the plan approved by
the Board and bearing the inscription: "Attachment A, Special Use District Permit to remove the
two-story mixed-use buildings at the entrance to the development and replace them with two
drive through banks, approved by the Winston-Salem City Council the ______ day of
_____________________, 20____" and signed, provided the property is developed in
accordance with requirements of the MU-S zoning district of the Zoning Ordinance of the
Unified Development Ordinances, the Erosion Control Ordinance, and other applicable laws, and
the following additional conditions from the original rezoning approval W-2667 be met:
• PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF GRADING PERMITS:
a.
Developer shall identify and cordon off the limits of encroachment in the 100 year
floodplain of Mill Creek and/or the required one hundred (100) foot stream
buffers on that tributary, if greater. Trees in all these areas shall be protected
from grading encroachment in accordance with UDO Section 3-4.2(H)(3).
b.
Developer shall have a storm water management study submitted for review by
the Public Works Department of the City of Winston-Salem.
• PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF BUILDING PERMITS:
a.
Developer shall dedicate a forty (40) foot greenway easement to the City of
Winston-Salem along the east side of Mill Creek.
b.
On-site fire hydrant locations shall be approved by the City Fire Department in
writing to the Inspections Division.
c.
Developer must install an approved fire apparatus turn around at the terminus of
Windcastle Drive.
• PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF OCCUPANCY PERMITS:
a.
Developer shall install a sidewalk along the property's entire frontage on Hanes
Mill Road to the specifications of the Public Works Department of the City of
Winston-Salem.
b.
Developer shall install road improvements on Hanes Mill Road to the
specifications of the Winston-Salem Department of Transportation.
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• OTHER REQUIREMENTS:
a.
Two free-standing monument style signs shall be permitted on each side of the
two main entrances off Hanes Mill Road. The height of said signs shall not
exceed six (6) feet in height.
b.
The City Council added the following condition at the February 2, 2004 Public
Hearing: There shall be no connection to Executive Drive.
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CITY-COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
STAFF REPORT
PETITION INFORMATION
Docket #
Staff
Petitioner(s)
Owner(s)
Subject Property
Address
Type of Request
Proposal

Zoning District
Purpose
Statement

Applicable
Rezoning
Consideration
from Chapter B,
Article VI,
Section 6-2.1(S)
Location
Jurisdiction
Ward(s)
Site Acreage
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W-3024
David Reed
Northern Quarters, LLC
Same
PIN #6828-68-0892
140 Executive Drive
Site Plan Amendment in a MU-S Zoning District
The petitioner is requesting a Site Plan Amendment to a previously zoned
MU-S site to remove the two-story mixed-use buildings at the entrance to
the development and replace them with two drive through banks.
The property is currently zoned for the following uses: [Residential
Building, Townhouse; Residential Building, Multifamily; Arts and Crafts
Studio; Food or Drug Store; Furniture and Home Furnishings Store;
General Merchandise Store; Hardware Store; Nursery, Lawn and Garden
Supply Store, Retail; Restaurant (without drive-through service); Retail
Store, Specialty or Miscellaneous; Banking and Financial Services; Hotel
or Motel; Medical or Dental Laboratory; Medical and Surgical Offices;
Non-Store Retailer; Offices, Miscellaneous; Professional Office;
Services, Business A; Services, Business B; Services, Personal; Testing
and Research Lab; Child Care, Drop-In; Child Care, Sick Children; Child
Day Care Center; Government Offices; Library, Public; Museum or Art
Gallery; and Post Office]
The MU-S District is intended to accommodate a comprehensively
planned, pedestrian oriented mix of three (3) or more distinct land uses.
This district has applications in a broad range of urban or suburban
locations. The size and intensity of MU-S developments may vary based
on their physical context and location. The MU-S District provides
greater development flexibility in exchange for certain planning and
design considerations.
(S)(1) - Is the proposal consistent with the purpose statement(s) of the
requested zoning district(s)?
The proposed design for stand-alone outparcels does not meet the intent
of the Mixed Use District.
GENERAL SITE INFORMATION
South side of Hanes Mill Road, east of Brassfield Drive
City of Winston-Salem
Northeast Ward
Approximately ± 2.55 acres

-7-

Current
Land Use
Surrounding
Property Zoning
and Use

Vacant
Direction
North

Zoning District
CPO and GI

Use
Sara Lee Office Park and
K&W Cafeteria
East
GI
Vacant and developed office
uses
South
MU-S and GI
Undeveloped property and
Vulcan Quarry
West
MU-S
Townhouses
(S)(2) - Is/are the use(s) permitted under the proposed
classification/request compatible with uses permitted on other
properties in the vicinity?
The previously approved uses are compatible with the other existing uses
in the general area. There is no change proposed in the uses allowed for
the overall site.
The site has recently been graded and is relatively flat.

Applicable
Rezoning
Consideration
from Chapter B,
Article VI,
Section 6-2.1(S)
Physical
Characteristics
Public water and sewer are available to the site.
Proximity to
Water and Sewer
No known issues. A stormwater condition was included in the original
Stormwater/
rezoning.
Drainage
The site is not with a water supply watershed.
Watershed and
Overlay Districts
The site appears to be suitable for the proposed improvements.
Analysis of
General Site
Information
Generalized
BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF CONDITION(S):
Recommended
Conditions
•
See previously approved conditions below.
SITE ACCESS AND TRANSPORTATION INFORMATION
Capacity/LOS D
Street Name
Classification
Frontage
ADT
Count
Hanes Mill Road
Major
554’
20,300
30,100
via the future
Thoroughfare
Northern quarters
Drive
Access to the site will be from Hanes Mill Road via the future Northern
Proposed Access
quarters Drive and an extension of Gramercy Park.
Point(s)
The Thoroughfare Plan recommends the addition of sidewalks along
Planned Road
Hanes Mill Road.
Improvements
Trip Generation - Because the original MU-S proposal included the Banking and Financial
Existing/Proposed Services use, the overall trip generation calculated in the TIS
accommodates the proposed changes.
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Sidewalks
Transit
Connectivity
Traffic Impact
Study (TIS)
Analysis of Site
Access and
Transportation
Information
Generalized
Recommended
Conditions

In accordance with the Thoroughfare Plan, sidewalks are proposed along
Hanes Mill Road. Sidewalks are also proposed along both sides of the
future Northern quarters Drive and the extension of Gramercy Park.
Route 44 Westside Connector along Hanes Mill Road.
While the entire 33.44 acre site of the original rezoning has no external
street connections except to Hanes Mill Road, the site does have good
internal connectivity.
A TIS was submitted as a part of the original approval, W-2667.
Access to the site is adequate.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF CONDITION(S):
• See previously approved conditions below.

CONFORMITY TO PLANS AND PLANNING ISSUES
Growth Management Plan Area (Legacy): 3
Legacy GMA
Relevant Legacy
• Retail and office buildings should be near the street and
Recommendations
sidewalk. This reduces the distance pedestrians and transit users
have to travel and provides direct access to buildings along the
street. Locating buildings close to the street, lining the street with
trees, buffering the street with parked cars, ensuring buildings
have display windows at the sidewalk edge all provide an
interesting walking environment where pedestrians feel a sense of
activity, enclosure and safety. Parking should be located to the
rear and sides or under retail and office buildings. (p. 52)
• Encourage new and revitalized neighborhoods that offer a variety
of quality housing types, convenience to services and shopping,
and foster a strong sense of community. (p. 120)
• Encourage compact, pedestrian-oriented neighborhoods that
contain a mixture of residential and commercial buildings, public
spaces and amenities, and offer a variety of transportation options.
(p. 121)
• Revitalize and concentrate development in downtowns and
existing commercial centers, maximizing the density in these areas
rather than promoting growth at the suburban fringe. (p.26)
• Apply traditional neighborhood design principles and standards to
existing neighborhoods and neighborhood commercial areas. (p.
123
North Suburban Area Plan
Relevant Area
Plan(s)
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Relevant Development Guide Recommendation(s): The North Suburban
Area Plan
Area Plan identifies this site as part of the Northern Quarters
Recommendations
development. The plan recommends that features of this
development as approved by City Council and the Planning Board
be used in other mixed-use communities. These features include
residential units above ground floor retail; buildings pulled up to
the street; parking to the side and rear of buildings; common
areas; alleys which serve townhouses and hide parking; and
sidewalks and street trees which provide a pedestrian network that
is functional and visually appealing.
Applicable
Rezoning
Consideration
from Chapter B,
Article VI,
Section 6-2.1(S)
Analysis of
Conformity to
Plans and
Planning Issues

(S)(3) - Have changing conditions substantially affected the area in
the petition?
Yes. The petitioners have been unable to market the vertical mixed use
element of the project in the five years since its approval.
(S)(4) - Is the requested action in conformance with Legacy?
See comments below.
The subject property was rezoned in 2004 as a part of a 34+ acre site that
was rezoned from General Industrial (GI) to a Mixed Use development
(MU-S), W-2667. The site forms the eastern edge of the North Summit
Square Metro Activity Center as identified in Legacy. As noted in that
Staff Report, a Metro Activity Center (MAC) is conceived as a large
scale, comprehensively planned mixed-use development with a welldefined pedestrian orientation. MAC’s are intended to include
commercial, residential, institutional, manufacturing and public spaces.
Because of the predominance of commercial uses already in the area, staff
commended the outstanding design elements of the original rezoning
proposal, including the residential component which included a total of
241 multifamily units throughout the entire site. The multifamily
residential is needed in this area in order to achieve a better balance in the
mixture of uses. Specifically noted were the neo-traditional elements such
as alleys (which eliminate driveway cuts within a townhouse streetscape),
and live-work units or residential above the ground floor retail.
In 2006 the petitioner submitted a site plan amendment to remove the
second stories of the two mixed use entrance buildings located on the
subject tracts. In the staff report, it was noted the resultant streetscape at
the entrance onto Hanes Mill Road would lose the appearance and
function of a mixed use village as originally approved and take on the
appearance of a single story commercial center. The petitioner ultimately
withdrew that request and resumed his efforts to market the vertical
mixed use concept.
In light of the amount of time that has elapsed since the original approval
and the petitioner’s willingness to withdraw the 2006 site plan
amendment to continue marketing the two story concept, staff appreciates
the need for other design options for these two tracts. The proposed
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product; however, is significantly different from the originally approved
concept and care must be taken to not throw away all of the elements of
the MU-S district. Staff could support the proposed uses including the
single story design as proposed if the developer were willing to make
some changes that would retain some of the relationship to the remainder
of the MU-S District. As proposed, the drive- through lanes are fronting
on what had been the signature entryway into the development. By
flipping the building to front on the entryway with the drive through in
the rear and using on-street parking in the design, the new single story use
would retain enough of the original design elements to still function as an
interconnected mixed use design. Without that, the outstanding efforts to
create the good pedestrian-oriented design with the adjacent multifamily
(unit ownership) will be negated by an auto-oriented commercial look at
the very entrance to the development.
Generalized
Recommended
Conditions

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF CONDITION(S):
•
See previously approved conditions below.

RELEVANT ZONING HISTORIES
Case
Request
Decision & Direction Acreage
Recommendation
Date
from Site
Staff
CCPB
W-2900 Site Plan
Withdrawn Included
5.02
Denial
N/A
Amendment
at 1-11-07
current
PB mtg
Site
W-2667 GI to MU-S
Approved
Included
34.33
Approval
Approval
2-2-04
current
site
SITE PLAN COMPLIANCE WITH UDO REQUIREMENTS
Building
Square Footage
Placement on Site
Square Footage
2,414 sf
Two buildings.
Parking
Required
Proposed
Layout
83 spaces
111 spaces
Mixture of on-street and offstreet
Building Height
Maximum
Proposed
60 feet
Single story
Impervious
Maximum
Proposed
Coverage
N/A
59.8%
UDO Sections
• Chapter B, Section 2-1.5 (C) MU-S Mixed Use Special Use District
Relevant to
Subject Request
(A) Legacy policies:
Yes
Complies with
Chapter B,
(B) Environmental Ord.
N/A
Article VII,
(C) Subdivision Regulations Yes
Section 7-5.3
Analysis of Site
Plan Compliance
with UDO
Requirements
W-3024 March 2009

The outstanding site plan issues are noted below. It is anticipated that a
revised site plan will be submitted which complies with the requirements
of the UDO.
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REMAINING SITE PLAN ISSUES
Issue
Site is designed as a stand alone
outparcel rather than part of a MU-S
development.

Status
Staff is working with the site plan preparer on
possible revisions that would retain more of the
character and interconnectedness of the overall
development.
CONCLUSIONS TO ASSIST WITH RECOMMENDATION
Positive Aspects of Proposal
Negative Aspects of Proposal
Amendment would give the developer
Stand alone outparcels effectively erodes the
more flexibility.
character and interconnectedness of the overall
mixed use development for the homeowners who
purchased adjacent homes.
SITE-SPECIFIC RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

The following proposed conditions are from interdepartmental review comments and are
proposed in order to meet codes or established standards, or to reduce negative off-site impacts.
*** Conditions in italics are from the original rezoning approval W-2667***
• PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF GRADING PERMITS:
a.
Developer shall identify and cordon off the limits of encroachment in the 100
year floodplain of Mill Creek and/or the required one hundred (100) foot stream
buffers on that tributary, if greater. Trees in all these areas shall be protected
from grading encroachment in accordance with UDO Section 3-4.2(H)(3).
b.

Developer shall have a storm water management study submitted for review by
the Public Works Department of the City of Winston-Salem.

• PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF BUILDING PERMITS:
a.
Developer shall dedicate a forty (40) foot greenway easement to the City of
Winston-Salem along the east side of Mill Creek.
b.
On-site fire hydrant locations shall be approved by the City Fire Department in
writing to the Inspections Division.
c.
Developer must install an approved fire apparatus turn around at the terminus of
Windcastle Drive.
• PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF OCCUPANCY PERMITS:
a.
Developer shall install a sidewalk along the property's entire frontage on Hanes
Mill Road to the specifications of the Public Works Department of the City of
Winston-Salem.
b.
Developer shall install road improvements on Hanes Mill Road to the
specifications of the Winston-Salem Department of Transportation.
• OTHER REQUIREMENTS:
a.
Two free-standing monument style signs shall be permitted on each side of the
two main entrances off Hanes Mill Road. The height of said signs shall not
exceed six (6) feet in height.
b.
The City Council added the following condition at the February 2, 2004 Public
Hearing: There shall be no connection to Executive Drive.
W-3024 March 2009
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: APPROVAL IF CHANGES ARE MADE TO THE SITE
PLAN LAYOUT
NOTE: These are staff comments only; final recommendations on projects are made by the
City-County Planning Board, with final decisions being made by the appropriate Elected Body,
who may approve, deny, table or request modification for any project. THE APPLICANT OR
REPRESENTATIVE IS STRONGLY ENCOURAGED TO ATTEND THE PUBLIC
HEARINGS WHERE THE CASE WILL BE CONSIDERED BY THE PLANNING
BOARD AND THE ELECTED BODY.
David Reed presented the staff report.
PUBLIC HEARING
FOR:
Doug Stimmel, 601 N. Trade Street, Suite 200, Winston-Salem, NC 27101
• We started this process in 2003 as a mixed use development.
• The property has been on the market for over 5 years.
• At your request two years ago, we're here now because we have an end user, Piedmont
Federal.
• We've worked with staff back and forth. We both understand each other's situation.
• It's a matter for the client that in trying to sell the mixed use with residential above and
commercial below, they couldn't find any buyers. Five years is a very reasonable time to
leave that on the market and they can't do that anymore.
• We took sketches back and forth with staff, trying to figure out alternatives that would
work for Piedmont Federal. We couldn't find one that fit their business plan and would
work with their new prototype. They would have to redesign their building in order to
get it to work. They have a lot of elderly clientele. They are concerned about their
clients parking on the street into the development. They don't want pedestrian circulation
to cross vehicular circulation for that reason. They have a way that works for them. At
the end of the day, they aren't willing to stray from that.
• This is still a mixed use development, it's just mixed horizontally instead of vertically.
• In the petitioner's plan, there are seven spaces against the sidewalk and 15 across the
driving aisle. In staff's proposal there are 12 spaces against the sidewalk.
• Each scheme we looked at, Piedmont Federal didn't feel they could live with.
AGAINST:
Matt Brandon, 922 Tuscan Row, Winston-Salem, NC 27105
• I live in the mixed use townhomes here.
• My question is whether your recommendation is the one with the parking on the street.
• With us living here and this having been marketed as a pedestrian friendly development,
having the street parking does slow down traffic. That's important now that we're talking
about putting a bank here which generates more traffic.
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• The only way into these banks is to use the road that comes between the residential and
the commercial bank uses. We'd like to be able to pass without worrying about traffic
pulling through.
• Getting the land behind this site developed is a concern to me also. There's been very
little development over the last five years.
• The road has just been graded and the infrastructure has just been put in.
• The ability to market this development in this time frame is a lot worse than if they'd
gone ahead and done some of that to begin with.
• My concern is for future development when there won't be that visual "pop" at the
entrance that there would have been if the mixed use two story plans would have been
built.
Erlecia Tarrents, 923 Wincastle Lane, Winston-Salem, NC 27105
• Asked for clarification of a couple of points about the site plan. Mr. Stimmel, Chairman
King, and Mr. Reed responded to her questions.
WORK SESSION
During discussion by the Planning Board, the following points were made:
There are approximately the same number of spaces inside the proposed site and the
parking spaces on the entrance street are almost bonus spaces.
Wesley Curtis stated that the original site plan reflected the spirit of coming into an area
that is retail that is pedestrian. If we are trying to keep the feel that we approved
several years ago, staff's recommendation comes closer to that.
Lynne Mitchell: There is a loss of three spaces within the site. I agree that the spirit of
the original approval should be kept.
Brenda Smith: What is the significance of the on-street parking? David Reed responded
that it's the pedestrian network. This is the entrance into an inclusive
development so it wouldn't have the high level of traffic like a main street
downtown. In addition, the on-street parking with the sidewalk right beside it
keeps it open to people walking from the homes to the south and accessing the
restaurant and office across the street.
Gary Roberts noted that on-street parking tames the street.
Arnold King: We're changing from several retail shops to having two banks here. I don't
see why we need the on-street parking. David Reed noted that we are losing that
part of it, but it's important to maintain the means to allow people to walk to this
area and to the commercial area further to the west. We don't want to throw away
every element of the pedestrian friendly plan. We want to let this user go in here,
but still retain enough so that walking by there isn't walking by the back of a
building.
W-3024 March 2009
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In response to a question from a Board member, Mr. Stimmel noted that the other two
parcels near this site were outparcels. The petitioner's layout can be attractive and
clean. I'm speaking for Piedmont Federal and what their needs are. Realistically,
it comes down to what they will do and what they will not do. I have no better
way to resolve that than they won't go here if they have to change their site plan.
That's what they told us. Everything the original petitioners proposed to put in
has gone in with the exception of fronting these L-shaped buildings on this
entrance on these four out-parcels. That's the only thing they can't do. The
developer feels they've tried for five years and their concept hasn't worked. Are
they supposed to wait another five years? That's why they're back again. This
will still be a very attractive entrance.
Clarence Lambe: I think this is a great example of too much planning. You can set some
guidelines, but the market determines what's going to happen. I know we don't
want to lose beautiful entrances that were planned there and everything else.
Obviously that was a major selling point, probably for our approval. It certainly
played a part in that approval. We have a mechanism in place that allows for a
beautiful design to influence approval of a relatively high density multifamily
project. That's where the profit is coming from. The commercial has been
designed such that it's too expensive to warrant. You can't invest that much
money in that front and get any return from your rents or sales. It's just overdone.
We're at a point now where we either deny it and Piedmont goes to another site,
or we approve it and they use their plan.
Brenda Smith: It's still meeting the intent of the multi-use. It's not the same combination
of uses, but it still falls within the realm of the approved uses and with
adjustments made to protect that pedestrian friendly entranceway it's a big
change. We need to step back and look at what is practical, what fits, and are you
maintaining the intent of the zoning. I think that it is.
Wesley Curtis: I hear what you're saying. If you're going to present a plan, it's not just to
us, but to everyone in the area. The whole idea of planning and zoning is to
protect the people in the area who will be using those areas whether it's
commercial or residential. If you have a plan and the citizens buy into it,
whatever you do in the future should be close to that plan. Maybe they did show
too much architectural detailing, but the goal was to sell the rest of the property.
Like staff tried to do, I think it's important instead of scrapping the plan, there are
more things that are important to keep the spirit of the plan than to just say yes,
it's still a retail building and it's still mixed use. The homeowners who have been
sitting here had an expectation of a certain feel of the area, not just the retail, but a
certain feel of it. I agree that markets dictate in some cases 100% what happens.
In this case what staff is recommending is an option that is a strong compromise
from a two-story mixed use residential retail below to just a stand alone retail but
at least keep the spirit of the law how the orientation and entrance to the site so it's
more pedestrian oriented beyond just the sidewalk. It's more pedestrian oriented.
I think that's the intent of what we're trying to do with the retail below and the
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residential above. Otherwise we could just rezone this as HB and the rest of this
as a residential RM-8 or whatever and be done with it, but I think to me that's
what gives the spirit of the mixed use.
Paul Mullican: I think the situation, if I understand it correctly, is the way the building is
facing. That's what we're basically talking about. I'm a little bit confused and
maybe Doug can clear this up for me one more time as to why they don't want to
turn it around. Is it because they're losing so many parking spaces that they won't
have enough parking in the front for their customers? Is that the main objective
because Piedmont Federal is a great Savings & Loan. They're a staple in this
community. They've been here forever. I remember when we rezoned the piece
of land on Peace Haven. I went over and walked the land myself as many of us
did. It was right next to residential. We went ahead and approved that, it got
approved, they built a nice building there and it was a shot in the arm for that
area. For Piedmont Federal to say they're not going to do this, I want to know
why. As good a company as they are, they've got to have a good reason for this.
They're viable, and I can't praise them enough 'cuz they've been here forever. I
really do not understand, if it's a betterment for the community, and for this
development, then I cannot see Piedmont Federal going against that. So, I want to
understand point-blank why they don't want to turn it around. Is it basically the
parking?
Paul Mullican: Well, I want to clear this up because we're talking about a company here
that I think the world of and it's not like we don't know what's going here. We do
know what's going here and I want clarity as to why they are not willing to switch
it, because for me (and I'm not speaking for the rest of the board), I think it would
look better and make a more beautiful entrance to have that drive in with the bank
facing that street, but if you can change my mind, do it.
Doug Stimmel: Do I wear a planner's hat or a client's hat or what do I wear?
Paul Mullican: I want you to wear a client hat.
Doug Stimmel: Yeah, that's what I'm wearing and I've been sent the signal from them
that they've reviewed these. They didn't dismiss these easily. They took it
upstairs, their group met, discussed it, and came back to us and said what you said
about Peace Haven Road. That layout worked for them. Functionally everything
there worked. The original request to us from staff was to put a two-story
building on Piedmont Federal, and flip it, and move it to the corner and they
would recommend approval. They weren't willing to go two-story. We said we
can't do it, we're staying with what worked for us on Peace Haven. That's the
directive that came back to me and that's why the site plan is the way it is. Now,
if you pull out the other plan, how much closer to the corner and pulling up to the
street is the building really? If I put hedgerow in there, the actual vertical distance
from the corner of the building between this plan and the other plan is not that
much difference. Can I put a hedgerow in there, a nice landscaping and make it
attractive? Yes. Does a one-story building in appearance from that intersection
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make that much difference? I don't think so in the big scheme of things. See
where the building is relative to the street, where it is relative to this street? It's
not that much closer than what we have proposed. It's a matter of the front door
being flipped. Is that going to make this a village? Is that going to make this a
totally new entrance way because we flip the building? No, it'll still look the
same. The landscaping will be nice. All the sidewalks will be there and it'll all be
tied in. I agree if we kept the original scheme with the two-story mixed
residential, I think it would look better than this scheme. No doubt about it. I
would love to do it. So would my client. We planned it. We thought it worked
well. In their eyes, if it can't sell, it can't work. That's why we're back. Is there
that big a difference between what's proposed here and what's up there? I don't
think so. I think we can make it look good. I think it can be what the residents
who live there had on the original plan relative to pedestrian and still get around
to and from the same types of uses that were originally approved on zoning.
Paul Mullican: Was there any thought given to the , we're looking at the elevation from
the street at the drive-through. You've got a real long brick wall there. Was there
any thought given to the , the elevation that has the sign where the Piedmont
Federal is. I don't know if that's recessed or just brick work or architectural work.
Was there any thought to sort of breaking that up or anything to give it more
appeal? I know that's in the eyes of the beholder, but do you have the shot of the
one looking onto the drive-through?
Clarence Lambe: That's what you're going to see.
Paul Mullican: You see that long brick wall right there? I don't want to get into doing
your architectural drawings, but that's just a personal thing.
Doug Stimmel: Yeah, and I don't know what's the vault, backed up to that wall. I doubt
it. If a window there would make the difference in a recommendation, sure.
Paul Mullican: That's a personal thing and I don't want to get involved in doing
architectural work.
Doug Stimmel: The other thing is that we can have a hedgerow across here and
landscaping, so if you can imagine hedgerow taken off here along the front of
these cars, in this location, this is a lot of asphalt, a lot more asphalt than what is
proposed in this plan. These parking spaces aren't against the street. There's a
pass-through lane on the outside of this, so that building is actually on this plan
closer. Can we hide that and the single lane that's out in front that we've approved
in other cases, this single lane that's fronting the street? Can we hide the teller
lane traffic there with hedges and things? Yeah. We can do a good job by doing
that, I think.
Wesley Curtis: Do you see what I'm saying Doug? As opposed to saying we're going to
hide the bank, we want to say "We want you to come there."
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Doug Stimmel: What I'm saying is that we are trying to hide the cars. We're not trying
to hide the bank.
Wesley Curtis: You see what I mean though?
Doug Stimmel: I say flipping the building is not going to make it more inviting. How
much more inviting will it look?
Clarence Lambe: Well, you will be looking at the front of the building instead of the
back of the building.
Arthur King: Let me say this because this discussion is bothering me a lot. I think it
comes down to the Golden Rule. Who has the gold? Who has something that this
community wants? It's basically holding this planning process, over a barrel. The
real issue here is that planning concepts are necessarily abstract. The concept of
trying to create a mixed-use look and feel is itself an abstraction and I understand
that putting a bank in a spot has some practical issues, but this is not, I can't
understand how flipping the building is that much of an issue. If the square
footage is the same, it seems to me just a hard over "I won't do it because I don't
want to." And that bothers me frankly. I hate to be that blunt but I think that's
where I am.
Lynne Mitchell: I agree and it bothers me that the sidewalk the way it currently is, is all
the way around the drive-through side and not anywhere for people to walk to.
We say it's pedestrian friendly. It's not. I don't think it's in the spirit of
community and I guess that I will move for denial.
Arthur King: I second.
Arnold King: I have a motion by Ms. Mitchell, second by Mr. King to deny it.
Discussion?
Brenda Smith: I was thinking, looking at the plans and why would you not want to flip it.
If it stays like it is, you go in and you have the choice of either parking or going
through the drive-through. With it flipped, everybody has to go one way and you
get the drive-through traffic mixed in with the walk-in traffic. I can see a
practical difference and maybe some safety issues as a user of the bank why there
is a difference there. Is that significant enough to decide what we should do here?
I don't know, but I do see some practical reasons why if I were using that bank I
would rather have it so that if I were going to walk in I would go to the walk-in
side and if I was going to drive-through not have to mix those two together.
Jerry Clark: I'm trying to understand what you're saying there because I don't know of
any bank were you don't have to walk through the traffic across somewhere to
get... What bank do you know that you don't have to do that? I don't get that. A
good example for what you're describing is over at the BB&T bank building over
on Stratford Road. If you come to the teller side, you still come around the
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building to go to the teller side. I mean you're going to have that. The key to all
of this would be to get rid of cars so you wouldn't even have the problem
whatsoever, but we're constantly battling over those kind of issues but at the same
time I don't think we're ever going to solve it unless we get rid of the cars. You're
still going to walk through where cars are coming.
Clarence Lambe: I think what she's talking about is that all of the traffic, every piece that
comes to that bank is going to go through this single or double lane.
Jerry Clark: I understand that.
Clarence Lambe: Which is completely different from the way many, many, many banks,
including the one I go to, you can separate traffic that goes just to the teller line,
walks through the front door. That traffic is separated from the drive-through
traffic. The drive-through is on the back of the building. Drive-through is on the
back of the building. It's not one-way traffic into the entrance.
Wesley Curtis: Can I ask a question here? The staff presented this plan to us and they
would approve it if they agreed to flip it.
Clarence Lambe: Right.
David Reed: We had conceded everything - the two-story, the vertical mixed use, and on
and on and on. The only thing we're holding out for is to front the street.
Wesley Curtis: If it's possible because I think it's a good compromise for the bank to go
there if you flip it. Like I say, they've been out so long and nothing's happened. I
don't want to dwarf that, but as opposed to denying it, what I would rather do is to
support a motion to support staff's recommendation to approve the plan as long as
the petitioner was willing to flip the building as staff had shown.
Lynne Mitchell: I don't hear that though.
Arnold King: We're not going to be the final decision maker anyway. They have 30
days to decide.
Wesley Curtis: To me I guess the point I'm making is I would like to send a signal to the
City Council that it's not that we are against the bank being there. I think we have
all compromised to the point that we realize for a lot of reasons they've got to get
something going so we support the bank. It's just that we think the spirit of what
we approved is better served by having the building flipped.
Arnold King: The thing I still don't understand, Doug, is that on either plan, all the traffic
is circling the building. Whether they go through the drive-through first, they're
still going all around the building to go back out or whether they come in here and
go around to get to the drive-through. It looks to me that the circulation is going
around the building in either case.
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Clarence Lambe: They go in and go back out.
Arnold King: No, they can't get out of there on this plan. Yeah, but the drive-through
traffic is what I'm talking about. The drive-through traffic is still going to have a
conflict with ...
Doug Stimmel: One of the reasons they don't want to flip, Luke in my office just told
me, is that with Piedmont Traffic all their traffic come from University Parkway
and they want the front to be facing where their traffic comes from. That's one of
the elements.
Clarence Lambe: They'll be able to see that until the next building is built. They'll have
good visibility until the next building is built.
Arnold King: Explain that to me again. Get back up there. Explain why you can't make
the end of the building look like the front. I don't understand.
Doug Stimmel: (pointing to a diagram) This is the front of the building right here. All
their customers come this way.
Arnold King: I got you. Okay.
Doug Stimmel: Keep in mind that right down here is approved for a bank, etc. We're
protecting one of two sites. They want to be here at this location because the
signal is there as well for their customers to get in and out. That's the main
reason, but they have others that they went through that I wasn't privy to.
Paul Mullican: If they'd move to the other lot, they'd be facing that way.
Arnold King: We have a motion for denial. We have a suggestion that we'd perhaps like
to recommend approval along with the staff's recommendation.
Lynne Mitchell: How do you do that? Do you say, "If you're willing to do this?"
Arnold King: Yes. We can put whatever conditions we want to.
Lynne Mitchell: Okay. Well, I'd be willing to withdraw mine and substitute that motion
then.
Arthur King: And I would substitute my second.
Arnold King: So we have a motion to support the staff recommendation, to recommend
approval if the site plan is changed and the building is flipped. And we have a
second. Any further discussion on that?
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Clarence Lambe: Yes. I still have... I'll have a tough time deciding on this how I vote
because we have created... First of all, we have demolished our original concept.
I don't care what we do with these single story buildings, that's gone. Now, what
is the difference between doing it the way the bank wants to do it and the way
staff wants to do it? In my opinion, because they are going to be heavily buffered,
any plan that we use is going to have street trees and hedgerows and, as a matter
of fact, we'll probably add more to it before this is all over. They're going to be
highly buffered outparcels. That's what these two things will turn into. I think the
original intent is destroyed so for me it will be a really tough decision. I don't see
there's any meaningful difference between the two layouts. I like, I'd love to see
the front of the building fronting this street. I think it just makes some natural
sense when you're driving through the complex. But if you're driving down this
road or up this road, these are going to be highly buffered outparcels. That's what
they're going to turn into.
Brenda Smith: I'm trying to understand. If the problem so much with the on-street
parking that's taken out as far as the staff's view or...
David Reed: Basically, just a watering down of what this started out to be and what was
presented to the homeowners out there. By turning the back of the site onto that
entrance drive we lose the last element we were holding out for when we decided
to concede all the other elements that made it a mixed use entryway into this
overall mixed use development.
Clarence Lambe: That was the on-street parking, right?
David Reed: Well actually, letting the front of the building face the entryway rather than
the back of the building combined with on-the-street parking.
Paul Mullican: To make it look like an entranceway.
Paul Norby: If I could just kind of jump in for a little bit for a historical perspective.
This is Hanes Mill Road a fair distance east of University Parkway. This was not
an area where we were encouraging commercial development here. If you recall
it was basically an industrially zoned area that was morphing into a high quality
office park area, Sara Lee, now Hanes across the street and another office park to
the southeast of here. When the idea that maybe some commercial land use come
into this area, we were a little bit reluctant about introducing that because
certainly the commercial concentration was up at University Parkway. Then the
idea of putting this into a mixed use development came up and we thought maybe
that's a flexibility on land use in return for some pedestrian walkable mixed use
design. That's sort of something of the conversation that lead to the plan that got
approved a few years ago. We fully understand that, for some reason, that
concept just did not sell over five years so we are totally understanding of that and
willing to back up. But in the meantime we've had this residential development
that was based on that concept: pedestrian oriented residential addressing the
street so our thought was while we certainly respect, understand, welcome the
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idea of Piedmont Federal coming in there, as Paul said, we really need to
approach this as more than an isolated tract of land that is all by itself. But is
something that really needs to relate to its neighbors. That's why we felt that we
really needed to have that front of the building face the entrance instead of the
back end of the building address the entrance there because that is the entrance
with the stop light that comes into the neighborhood. That's why we felt with the
alternate design that could actually get them more parking spaces near their front
door and for even the people parking on the angled parking spaces on the street,
they only have to cross a one-lane, one-way drive as opposed to coming into the
concept as proposed where you've got a two-way double aisle that someone
parking on that other side has to come through. We thought there were some
advantages to doing that. Obviously backing out is a disadvantage, but overall we
felt we had to address this because there is more than just that site going on in this
area.
Doug Stimmel: As we discussed, there are other reasons that become apparent. A point
on the circulation that they didn't like was that this is one way circulation all the
way around so everybody that comes in to the bank and parks has to go through
the drive-through teller lanes in order to get out. On the other scheme you don't,
so you're keeping your circulation separate.
Paul Mullican: I'm like Clarence Lambe. I'm having a real dilemma with this, mainly
because of who it is, with Piedmont. If I put my planner's hat on, which is what I
have on right now, I would say let's turn it around and make it a nice entrance as it
should be. If I put my developer's hat on, I would say the same thing. Now, if
I've got my banker with me and it's a financial thing, I'm going to do whatever I
can to make this work. I understand that. I feel like I'm going to have to support
the motion for the simple reason that I think that's the right thing to do. I hate that
if they are really dead set not to do this, it really hurts me because I just can't see
that it won't work to turn it around. I think the parking is there. I know it's a
much better looking site to bring it in that way from sitting on the lot itself, the
entranceway, everything concerned. But like I said, I just want Piedmont Federal
to know this. It really hurts me that, if they're truly serious and won't do it, that
really bothers me.
Arthur King: This is a venerable institution. Everybody knows that in this community.
This is a company that has done an awful lot for this community. The community
is bigger than one institution. I think that for this to be true to the planning
aspects that allow us to building a community that serves the greatest number of
people in the best way, this makes sense.
Paul Mullican: Very well said. Thank you.
Arnold King: I think I share Clarence Lambe's feelings. We've had two motions and I
don't like either one of them. I would not have voted for the motion to deny. I
don't like telling Piedmont Federal "our way or the highway" either.
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Clarence Lambe: Anybody. Not just Piedmont Federal. Anybody.
Arnold King: Yeah. So I'm sort of torn whether to support the motion or not. I'd be
inclined to approve this use and ask them to try to do that and I have enough
confidence in them that they are going to try to do that. They're not going to put
anything out there that they're going to be embarrassed about, so I'm not sure how
I'm going to vote, but I'm going to have to call the question in a moment.
Paul Mullican: That's the reason I said what I did. If I vote for this motion, I would like
to think they would turn it around and get on with life but I understand what
you're saying too.
Arnold King: Any chance the thing would happen different in 30 days, Doug?
Doug Stimmel: No sir.
Arnold King: Okay. We have a motion to approve it provided they meet staff's
recommendations. Any other discussion on that?
Motion made earlier in discussion. Vote taken at this point.
MOTION: Lynne Mitchell moved approval of the zoning map amendment and site plan
provided they meet staff's recommendations including changes to the site plan layout.
SECOND: Arthur King.
VOTE:
FOR: Jerry Clark, Wesley Curtis, Arthur King, Lynne Mitchell, Paul Mullican
AGAINST: Arnold King, Clarence Lambe, Brenda Smith
EXCUSED: None

____________________________
A. Paul Norby, FAICP
Director of Planning
NOTE:
The day after the Planning Board hearing referenced
above, the representative for the petitioner informed
staff that the petitioner has agreed to revise the site
plan consistent with the Planning Board's motion. The
revised site plan is included with the attachments to
this staff report.
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52.86%
31.43%
100.00%

0.96 AC +/- =

BUFFER YARDS:
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HAMILTO

0.22 AC +/- =
0.74 AC +/- =
0.45 AC +/- =
1.40 AC +/- =

Total Impervious

INFRASTRUCTURE:

W

TRACT 1
28.51± AC

15.71%

Parcel Total

For the purposes of the calculations above, professional offices were used. A balance between all
uses will be achieved or building square footage will be reduced to meet minimum parking
requirements per section 3.3-2 of the UDO.
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10,400 SF+/10,400 SF+/-

OFF STREET PARKING CALCULATIONS:
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Pavement to Land
Open Space

4 LANE DRIVE THRU
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Option B:
Story 1 - Office (no Drive Thru):
Story 2 - Office:

8,000 SF+/8,000 SF+/-

SITE COVERAGES:
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1.40 AC +/-

Maximum Building Height = 60'
Option A:
Story 1 - Bank w/ Drive Thru or Retail:
Story 2 - Office:
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Total Acreage =

BUILDING NOTES:
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TRACT 5
1.40± AC
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SS

50

MU-S
MU-S

Multifamily, Townhouse, Arts and Crafts Studio, Food or Drug Store, Furniture and Home
Furnishings Store, General Merchandise Store, Hardware Store, Nursery (Lawn and Garden Supply
Store, Retail), Restaurant (without drive-through service), Retail Store (Specialty or Miscellaneous),
Banking and Financial Services, Hotel or Motel, Medical or Dental Laboratory, Medical and Surgical
Offices, Non-Store Retailer, Offices (Miscellaneous), Professional Office, Services (Business A, B,
and Personal), Testing and Research Lab, Child Care (Drop-In), Child Care (Sick Children), Child
Day Care Center, Government Offices, Library Public, Museum or Art Gallery, Post Office
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PREVIOUS DOCKET #: W-2667
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Existing =
Proposed =
Proposed Use:

854.4

W

WINSTON-SALEM, NORTH CAROLINA

HC
HC

SITE IS NOT LOCATED WITHIN A WATERSUPPLY WATERSHED AREA.

SITE DATA: Tract 4
ZONING:

TRACT843.6
4
1.06± AC

TRACT 3
1.28± AC

BANK/OFFICE TO BE LOCATED ON TRACTS #4 AND #5.

WATERSHED:

NORTHERN QUARTERS
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W

841.9

LOCATION MAP

1 STORY BUILDING
3,515 SF +/-
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SCALE: 1' = 30'

STIMMEL ASSOCIATES, P.A.
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