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Members Present 
Steve Fuchs – Chairman 
Richard McDonald – Vice-Chairman 
Stanley Friedman 
Jeffery White 
Mitchell St. Clair  
Wali Saleem - Alternate 

Members Not Present 
Sam Barrow – Alternate 

 
Others Present 

Mike Dail, Community and Cultural Services Director 
Glen Moore, Planning Administrator 

Holli Tetterton, Administrative Support Specialist 

 
I. Opening of the meeting 

II. Invocation 

1. Chairman Steve Fuchs led a moment of silence. 

III. Roll Call 

1. Staff took a silent roll call.  All members were present except for Alternate, Sam Barrow.  

IV. Old Business 

o Chairman Fuchs, the Board would like to think the City of Washington for allowing us to 
attend the School of Government training this past Monday Night. I am happy and proud 
to report that the entire Board of Adjustment attended the training. I think it is 
unprecedented for any of your volunteer boards for the City of Washington. I don’t know 
of any other time where an entire board attended a School of Government training. It 
was about three hours long. All of the Board volunteered to attend. That just shows you 
what a dedicated Board of Adjustment the City of Washington has. Again, we thank the 
City for paying for that, setting it up, and for feeding us. I think we have a better, well-
trained Board now. It was a good refresher course for some of us, and I’m sure it was very 
helpful to the new members.  

o Chairman Fuchs, this is not old business, but I would like to recognize City Councilman 
Brooks. Thank you for being here tonight. Councilman Brooks is the City oversight for the 
Board of Adjustment. He is a former member and Chairman of the Board. Mr. Brooks we 
appreciate you being here tonight.  

V. New Business 

1. A Variance request from Joseph Moore from the building setback requirements at 611 Plant 
Street. Parcel No: 5676-43-8334. 

o Chairman Fuchs, all of those who would like to speak in favor or against this request 
please come forward and Staff will swear you in.  

o Staff swore in Joseph Moore.  

o Mr. Moore, the property in question is located at 611 Plant Street. It is currently a duplex 
that we are wanting to convert to a single-family home. The reason for the variance 
request is the entry to the proposed renovated area will go about four to five feet into 
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the current, existing setback. It is not a wall. Just the post for the entry door to have the 
appropriate shading from inclement weather.  

o Chairman Fuchs, the normal setback is 30 feet and you’re asking for 25.2 feet. A variance 
of 4.8 feet. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any more questions. There were none. 

o Chairman Fuchs, when do you propose to start the work? Mr. Moore, the structural 

engineer was just waiting for this approval to finalize his plans. Once he finalizes his 

plans, I’ll have to get back with the architect. Hopefully, it will begin within the next 30 

days.  

o Chairman Fuchs, have you had any conversations with the adjoining neighbors? Mr. 

Moore, we own the building to the left and the right. Those are the ones that it would 

immediately effect.  

o Chairman Fuchs opened the Public Hearing. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone would like to speak in favor or in opposition to this 

request. There were no comments. 

o Chairman Fuchs closed the Public Hearing. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked Staff for the Findings of Fact. 

o Staff, it is at 611 Plant Street on .31 acres. He wants to add the front porch as noted on 

the plan, which would make the setback 25.2 feet rather than 30 feet. Variance criteria 

(1)-(4) is listed on the second page of the Staff Report.  

o Chairman Fuchs, does the City staff have any problem with the variance request? Staff, 

no, the TRC has reviewed the plan. The Planning Department did request concerns if it 

was an actual hardship. Overall, the TRC did approve it.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any more questions, concerns, or comments. 

There were none.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked for a motion.  

 Stanley Friedman made the motion, based upon the Findings of Fact that this request 
meets the NCGS Criteria for issuance of a Variance, I move that the Board grant the 
request for a Variance for tax parcel #: 5676-43-8334 to reduce the front lot setback 
from 30 feet to 25.2 feet from Plant Street right-of-way as shown on the attached site 
plan based on the aforementioned findings of fact (1)-(4). Jeffery White seconded the 
motion. Members voted, 5 in favor and 0 opposed. The motion passed. Record of vote 
below. 

 Record of vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

X  Steve Fuchs – Chairman  

X  Richard McDonald–Vice-Chairman  

X  Stanley Friedman Made the Motion 

X  Jeffery White  2nd the Motion 

X  Mitchell St. Clair   

--- --- Wali Saleem – Alternate  

--- --- Sam Barrow – Alternate  
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2. A Variance request from Beaufort County from the building setback requirements at 136 West 
2nd Street. Parcel No: 5675-88-3646. 

o Chairman Fuchs, all of those who would like to speak in favor or against this request 
please come forward and Staff will swear you in.  

o Staff swore in West Overman, the Deputy Director of Public Works for Beaufort County.  

o Mr. Overman, Beaufort County desires to install a standby generator for it’s financial 

services building, which is located at 132 to 136 West Second Street. This building is 

actually two parcels. The request is for the 136 West Second Street, based on our 

desired position for the generator. The setbacks for this are 20-foot side and rear. The 

width of the lot is only 30 feet. It would be impossible for us to put this generator on 

this lot without a Variance. This is a natural gas generator. We have ordered the 

generator several months ago, it was ordered with as much sound attenuation as 

possible to limit the effect neighboring properties. We desire to put this generator in 

this location because it's going on the parking lot and this would have the least effect on 

traffic flow in our parking lot. Also included in the request is to install pipe bollards 

around the generator within the five-foot setback.  

o Chairman Fuchs, when you say pipe bollards, are you talking about the protective pipes 
at each corner? Mr. Overman, yes I believe there will be six.  

o Chairman Fuchs, you are requesting a variance to go from 20-feet to 5-feet? Mr. Overman, 
yes. 

o Chairman Fuchs, I assume you have never had one there before and the County feels like 
they need to have one at this point. Mr. Overman, yes this will be the first generator on 
that property. It is the financial services building. It is all the financial services for the 
County. Anytime the power is out it is out.  

o Chairman Fuchs, there is not a better location that you could have found to put it? MR. 
Overman, there is nothing but parking lot outside of the building footprint. If we followed 
the setback it would be in the middle of a parking lot. Chairman Fuchs, I understand.   

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any more questions. Mr. Overman, one more 

thing. The generator will operate at 69 decibels, which according to the CDC is about the 

same as a washing machine or a dishwasher.  

o Chairman Fuchs, how big and wide will the generator be? Mr. Overman, the length is 

about 11.5 feet. The width is a little over 3.5 feet. The height is 5.5 feet.  

o Chairman Fuchs, the lot is only 30 feet wide? Mr. Overman, yes.  

o Chairman Fuchs again asked if the Board had any questions. There were none. 

o Chairman Fuchs opened the Public Hearing. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone would like to speak in favor or in opposition to this 

request. There were no comments. 

o Chairman Fuchs closed the Public Hearing. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked Staff for the Findings of Fact. 

o Staff, you can see a picture of the property in your packet. They want to put the 

generator on the northern tip of the property. It is surrounded by parking lot. There is a 

site plan of the concrete pad they’re proposing to put the generator on. Again, it is 
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located at 136 West Second Street. It is zoned B2, which is why the setbacks are so 

great. Twenty foot side and rear is what is required. This request would reduce it to five 

feet. The Variance Criteria (1)-(4) is on the second page of the agenda.  

o Chairman Fuchs, would this be considered the same as an accessory structure? Staff, 

yes, accessory structures have the same setback in B2.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any more questions, concerns, or comments. 

There were none.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked for a motion.  

 Jeffery White made the motion, based upon the Findings of Fact that this request 
meets the NCGS Criteria for issuance of a Variance, I move that the Board grant the 
request for a Variance for tax parcel #: 5675-88-3646 to reduce the side and rear 
setbacks from 20 feet to 5 feet as shown on the submitted site plan based on the 
aforementioned findings of fact (1)-(4). Stanley Friedman seconded the motion. 
Members voted, 5 in favor and 0 opposed. The motion passed. Record of vote below. 

 Record of vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

X  Steve Fuchs – Chairman  

X  Richard McDonald–Vice-Chairman  

X  Stanley Friedman 2nd the Motion 

X  Jeffery White  Made the Motion 

X  Mitchell St. Clair   

--- --- Wali Saleem – Alternate  

--- --- Sam Barrow – Alternate  

 

3. A Variance request from AG’s Home Solutions from the building setback requirements at 410 
East 2nd Street. Parcel No: 5685-07-4601. 

o Chairman Fuchs, all of those who would like to speak in favor or against this request 
please come forward and Staff will swear you in.  

o Staff swore in Tony Edwards with AG’s Home Solutions.  

o Mr. Edwards, this is a historical property on 410 East Second Street. We received approval 
from the Historical Preservation Commission last week to add the porch to the house. 
Through research we did find out the house originally had a front porch. We want to put 
back a 6-foot front porch. It will pretty much match the house next door. We just want to 
add back what it originally had.  

o Chairman Fuchs, will that porch fall in line with others along the street? Mr. Edwards, yes. 

o Chairman Fuchs, any comments from the neighbors? Mr. Edwards, we had a neighbor 
that was just curious what we were going to do. He was happy with it.  

o Chairman Fuchs, what will the porch be made of? Mr. Edwards, wood, it meets the 
historical requirements.  

o Chairman Fuchs, when do you expect to have it completed? Mr. Edwards, probably within 
the next week if approved.  

o Chairman Fuchs, you’re saying that it originally, historically had a porch and at some point 
that was removed? Now you just want to put it back to the original? Mr. Edwards, that is 
correct.  
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o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any more questions. There were none. 

o Chairman Fuchs opened the Public Hearing. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone would like to speak in favor or in opposition to this 

request. There were no comments. 

o Chairman Fuchs closed the Public Hearing. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked Staff for the Findings of Fact. 

o Staff, the address is 410 East Second Street. You have a copy of the submitted sketch 

plan. The two porches to the left and one to the right all stick out six to seven feet. It 

would be in line with the other homes there. It did get approval from the Historical 

Commission at their last meeting. The property is not in the 100 year floodplain. The site 

plane was approved by the TRC. Variance criteria (1)-(4) are on the second page.  

o Chairman Fuchs, again the proposed porch will be completely in line? Staff, yes. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any more questions, concerns, or comments. 

There were none.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked for a motion.  

 Vice-Chairman Richard McDonald made the motion, based upon the Findings of Fact 
that this request meets the NCGS Criteria for issuance of a Variance, I move that the 
Board grant the request for a Variance for tax parcel #: 5685-07-4601 to reduce the 
front lot setback from 20 feet to 11.6 feet from 2nd street right-of-way as shown on 
the attached site plan based on the aforementioned findings of fact (1)-(4). Mitchell 
St. Clair seconded the motion. Members voted, 5 in favor and 0 opposed. The motion 
passed. Record of vote below. 

 Record of vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

X  Steve Fuchs – Chairman  

X  Richard McDonald–Vice-Chairman Made the Motion 

X  Stanley Friedman  

X  Jeffery White   

X  Mitchell St. Clair  2nd the Motion 

--- --- Wali Saleem – Alternate  

--- --- Sam Barrow – Alternate  

 

 

o Chairman Fuchs, we will combine items 4 and 5.  

 

4. A Special Use Permit request from Bridge Harbor Marina, LLC to operate a dry-stack boat 
storage facility and commercial marina at US Hwy 17 South Bus. Parcel No’s: 5675-67-4388, 
5676-67-5100, 5675-67-1317, 5675-56-4569, and 5675-56-5537. 

5. A Variance request from Bridge Harbor Marina, LLC from the parking, bufferyard, and building 
setback requirements at US Hwy 17 South Bus. Parcel No’s: 5675-67-4388, 5676-67-5100, 5675-
67-1317, 5675-56-4569, and 5675-56-5537.   

o I will ask Mr. Dail to come forward first and give us some background information. 
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o Mike Dail, Director of Community and Cultural Services, this is a complex request. That is 
why I've been asked to come forward and let everyone know what is going on. The 
property in question is on both sides of US Highway 17, on the south side of the river, 
heading towards Chocowinity. The applicant is proposing to build a dry-stack, another 
building, a pavilion, and a parking lot on the eastern side of the road. They will build a 
remote parking lot on the western side of the road with a travel lift and boat ramp. The 
proposed dry-stack building is 327 feet long, 118 feet wide, and 70 feet wide. The racks 
will store 272 boats and there will be space for boat repair. The marina will have five piers 
with 152 slips with individual boatlifts. There will be three fuel stations. The applicant is 
also proposing a second building to sit beside the dry-stack. The pavilion will be further 
to the east. The second building will house a ships store, restaurant, banquet hall, 
member’s lounge, and rooftop bar and grill. The applicant is proposing 98 parking spaces 
on the east side and 62 parking spaces on the west side of US Hwy 17. The property is 
zoned O&I and B2. It is within the 100-year floodplain.  

o Chairman Fuchs, do you want to comment on City Council's actions from Monday night? 
Mr. Dail, to facilitate this development, the applicant requested a text amendment to City 
Council to allow dry-stack storage in the O&I zoning district. It is currently a special use in 
B2 district, but was not a special use in the O&I district. The other dry-stack being built 
down the road received a special use permit from this Board to build a dry-stack in the B2 
district. Now, this applicant’s text amendment was approved by Council. It is considered 
a Special Use in the O&I zoning district and they are asking for that at this time.  

o Mr. Dail, The applicant is also requesting several variances from the zoning ordinance to 
help facilitate their development. The first is a minimum front yard setback. In the site 
plan, they are showing the proposed minimum being within the 50 foot NDL. The required 
is 50 foot and they are asking to be inside of that. It would be reduced to 30 feet. The 
second variance is concerning off street parking. That is on the west side of the property. 
They're asking to be within the 30 foot for their parking for the waterfront setback and 
be within the 10 foot of the property on the western side. Third would be a variance from 
the sidewalk requirements. They are not proposing enough room in their development to 
build sidewalks. I think they had some discussion with NCDOT about having the sidewalks 
in the NCDOT right-of-way. I will let the applicant expound upon that. The next variance 
is buffer yard requirements and vegetation requirements. On both frontages, you are 
supposed to have a buffer yard with green space where nothing is allowed. It is supposed 
to be 10 foot wide on the east side and 4 foot wide on the west side. You are also 
supposed to plant 2 large trees and 25 shrubs per 100 feet in the 10-foot strip and 2 large 
trees and 12 shrubs in the 4-foot strip. They are asking a variance from those 
requirements because they are not proposing enough room. The next variance deals with 
remote parking requirements. They are asking for a remote parking lot on the west side. 
The ordinance currently does not allow remote parking in conjunction with new 
construction. The ordinance wants to design your project so that you have parking onsite. 
Also, the ordinance does not allow parking across a major thoroughfare. Hwy 17 is a major 
thoroughfare. They have a proposed crosswalk. I think they have had some discussion 
with NCDOT about that. I will let the applicant speak to that also. They are also asking to 
reduce the parking requirement. Based on Staff's calculations, with all the uses they are 
proposing on the site, Staff has come up with 268 required spaces. They are proposing 
160 spaces, so they would be short 108 spaces. So, they are asking for a variance of 108 
spaces less than the requirement.  

o Chairman Fuchs, does that include the remote parking? Mr. Dail, yes, they are proposing 
68 spaces in the remote lot and 92 spaces on the lot with the building. Chairman Fuchs, 
so even with the remote parking they are 108 spaces short? Mr. Dail, that is correct.  
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o Chairman Fuchs asked the Board if they had any questions. There were none.  

o Chairman Fuchs, all of those who would like to speak in favor or against this request 
please come forward and Staff will swear you in.  

o Staff swore in Jim Mezzanotte, Jeff Furst, Dot Moate, Mohamed Darar, Bobby Roberson, 
William White, and Betsy Kane.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked the applicant to come forward and present his special use permit.  

o Mr. Friedman requested to be recused from this item due to his relationship with Mr. 

Overton.  

o Chairman Fuchs, Mr. Friedman has requested to be recused from this. He has worked 

with them and has expressed a deep friendship with the Overtons. Mr. Saleem, our 

alternate member, will become a voting member to give us our five votes for the 

Variance. What is the Board's pleasure on recusing Mr. Friedman?  

o Mr. White made a motion to recuse Mr. Friedman from this item. It was seconded by 

Mr. St. Clair. All members voted in favor and Mr. Friedman was recused.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone would like to come forward about any ex parte 

conversations had before this meeting. He stated he did have two phone calls. One was 

with Mr. Roberson. We did not discuss any details, just general questions about 

variances. I did not have the agenda or packet at that time, so I could not comment on 

anything. There were no other conversations mentioned.  

o Mr. Mezzanotte, we have spent a lot of time working on this project. We have 

presented this to CAMA. We are working in conjunction with them with 14 different 

federal and state agencies. We have worked with DOT. As stated, there are 152 wet 

slips; there are 22 50-foot slips. Ten of those will have boatlifts. We left the other slips 

without a boatlift to handle larger boats. There will be 56 36-foot slips and 74 26-foot 

slips. On the 38-foot side, it will hold 120 boats and on the 20-foot side, it will hold 152 

boats. There isn’t anything in the area to store larger boats. In working with the Army 

Corps, we had to change the configuration of the multipurpose building to square in 

order to disturb the least amount of wetlands. In moving this, it has really tightened 

everything up. We need the dry-stack building to be this wide because we will be 

running a gantry crane system that is completely electric and computerized. It will take 

the boat out of the building and set it down on a launcher. Our employees won’t have to 

get inside the boats. This has pushed us to where we will need a variance on the west 

side of the building. CAMA regulations require us to have a 50-foot setback. There are 

also provisions in City Ordinances regarding corner lots. This is basically a corner lot. We 

think the request for everything is within reason.  

o Chairman Fuchs, let’s deal solely with the Special Use part first. If that is approved then 

we can start going into each of the individual variances.  

o Mr. Mezzanotte, the current zoning is Office & Institutional. That is a result of a prior 

owner asking for a change in zoning. The rest of the zoning in that area is B2.This would 

have been allowed in B2.We feel that a dry-stack building is an appropriate use for a 

marina. Most marinas up and down the coast have a dry-stack. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any questions regarding the Special Use permit.  
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o Vice-Chairman McDonald, what experience do you have in the marina business? Mr. 

Mezzanotte, I owned a marina on the Connecticut River. It is a combination of retail, 

restaurant, dry-stack, and wet slip marina. My partner Gary developed and managed the 

Sheraton Hotel Marina in New Bern. He managed it for 16 years. After that he was 

Chairman of their Civic Center Development Committee.  

o Chairman Fuchs opened the Public Hearing. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone would like to speak in favor of this request.  

o Mr. Furst, I live at 149 Van Norden St and run When Pigs Fly Inn and I also have Flying 

Pig Provisions next to Scoops that looks out over where this proposed work is to be 

done. I just want to speak in 100% support about this. I have been excited about this 

project ever since I heard about it. The biggest concern I have heard is about the size of 

it. I completely understand that. When I look at what it is going to look like it is exciting. 

What better structure to have in that location than a marina. A marina has a dry-stack. 

When I look at from that perspective, back at the waterfront of Washington, I see boats 

on the water, and in harbor with buildings behind it as the view. When I see this I see 

that same thing, buildings with boats in front of it. It will be beautiful. I have a couple of 

tenants that their property will look right at this. I asked them today, knowing I would 

come here tonight, and they are excited about it. They are going to be looking at this 

everyday and it is something they find appealing. I know some don’t and some do. I 

think it’s a beautiful thing. I hope it gets built.  

o Chairman Fuchs, as an owner of a business at the waterfront you are in favor of this? 

Mr. Furst, yes.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone else would like to speak in favor of this request. 

o Ms. Moate, I live at 121 E Second St. I am very much in favor of this. I will tell you I’m 

not a boater. I don’t go out on boats; I get sea sick, but I do love to watch them. I believe 

this will be a big attribute for the City. Most of the people that I have talked to are very 

happy about it.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone else would like to speak in Favor. 

o Mr. Darar, I own a business across from this. I support any business coming to 

Washington, in general. I think this business would add more traffic to the waterfront, 

which we really need. The City needs to have fuel on the river. This businessman has the 

courage to come and do that. I think it is a great thing. I see good traffic from people not 

local to the town, it will help sustain jobs, and grow the town. I don’t see any reason to 

reject it. I support the project.  

o Chairman Fuchs, you stated you are a business owner. What business do you own? Mr. 

Darar, Mulberry House. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone else would like to speak in favor of this request.  

o Staff swore in Jillian Jones. 

o Ms. Jones, I have been here about ten years as a homeowner. I have renovated a couple 

of properties within the City limits. I am also the trustee with a local historic 

organization that has been her for fifteen years. We work very hard to promote the 

maritime heritage of Washington. I am really in favor of this because our whole town is 

built around the river. It goes back to maritime commerce. We are fortunate that we 
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still have boat building going on in our community. Locals and tourists all love the 

waterfront. I’m an avid boater. I am concerned about boat traffic, the bridge, and 

boating safety. I am a public health professional, so I am also concerned about 

pedestrian traffic. I just would say I’m really in favor of it. It is fantastic. I don’t like the 

height of the storage. I would love it if it was lowered and in line with the clubhouse. 

The clubhouse is beautiful.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone else would like to speak in favor the request. There 

were none. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone would like to speak in opposition of the request. 

o Mr. Roberson, I live at 235 East Main St. I would first like to talk about procedure. City 

Council had the right to grant the Special Use permit on Monday, but they put it on you. 

What are the procedures for the notification of property owners? Chairman Fuchs, all 

the property owner within 100 feet are supposed to be notified in writing.  

o Mr. Roberson, the rules of procedure state that you have to notify everybody within 

100-feet of the property. You have to advertise in the paper. You have to put the sign on 

the property. According to the application what happened on September 4th? I’m asking 

the Planning Administrator. I just want this done right. Staff, a sign was placed on the 

property on September 3, the public hearing notice was advertised on September 4, and 

the adjoining property owner letters went out on September 3. Mr. Roberson, that’s 

what I needed to know. So it was advertised as a Special Use Permit and Variances on 

September 4. The question I had is was it a Special Use in O&I on September 4 in the 

zoning ordinance of the City of Washington? Staff, no. Mr. Roberson, speak up. Let’s 

here you. Chairman Fuchs, no it was not. Mr. Roberson, no it wasn’t. So, guess what? 

You’ve got a problem. In addition to that did you advertise the variances? Staff, yes, 

letters were sent out for both. Mr. Roberson, how can you advertise the variances when 

it wasn’t a permitted Special Use? I think you have a procedure problem. Let’s move 

along. As you can see, where the subject property is located, on the other side of the 

river are there adjoining property owners? Here’s the deal. If you have a railroad right-

of-way, a major thoroughfare plan, guess what happens to those people on the other 

side? Guess what the answer is. You’re supposed to notify. Planning Administrator did 

you notify those people on the other side of the river? Be careful now, because I talked 

to them. Staff, no. Mr. Roberson, no he didn’t. So my question is has the notification 

process been followed? I don’t think it has, but we’ll move on. First of all, the general 

statutes were mentioned I have to say we have to go through the process here. I’m the 

first one to tell you I like the Overtons. It’s not about what I like. I want the project to 

make it, but guess what. I want to follow the procedures that the City of Washington 

has on the books. That’s all I’m asking to do. Let’s talk about the very back of the Special 

Use Application and Variance Application. Both of them apply. Now according to the 

information that I received, it appears, you know, that they’ve signed it all. It looks 

great; there is no question about that. The property itself is owned by Mr. Overton. It 

says here they have a limited partnership on it. They signed some stuff. I question about 

the duplication, and that kind of stuff. You should have a copy of the LLC in your 

package. You need to know who it is. That is a requirement of State law. You need to 

know who the parties are, but it is not in the package. Let’s turn on over here. Another 

thing I’ve got a question about, and I’m not questioning him, I know him, he works with 

Edward Jones, but on one page here it says Stuart O’Neal is one of the owners. He’s got 
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his address here as 705 Page Rd. Well he doesn’t live there. You have another one here 

is Phyllis Roberson, but guess what. Uh oh. She didn’t sign it, so guess what? How can 

you approve the permit and the variance application when the owner of the subject 

property is waiving to them and they didn’t sign it? How can that be? Well I can answer 

that. You need to table this until the petitioners and Staff can get the application right. 

Because if you vote on it, guess what? You’re in trouble. I’m going to go on and talk 

about the Special Use permit. Let’s do that. Are we ready to talk about that? Okay, let’s 

go to page two. It says general criteria (a)-(k). There are 11 specific requirements that 

the applicant has to meet. Okay. Now out of the eleven that’s on this page, how many 

do you think they can meet? Five is all they can meet. Let’s talk about this. The 

proposed use will be placed on a lot of sufficient size to satisfy the space requirements 

of such use. Can they do that? They answer is no they can’t do that because how many 

variances are they asking for? The answer is six variances. Okay, (g), the proposed use 

will not constitute a nuisance or fire hazard. Now, let’s take a look at the site plan. If you 

look at that site plan that you’ve got there, what’s the first thing a firefighter would look 

at? You’ve got a multi-million dollar project here with one entrance. One entrance is all 

you have on  this subject property. And you’re going to back in that Snorkel truck and 

fight a fire? I hope it never happens. But guess how tall that building is going to be? 

Seventy-five plus feet. You wouldn’t have enough turning radius to get that truck in 

there. And then if you go all the way down the private drive to the parking area at the 

end, guess what? I hope you don’t back it into the Pamlico River because that’s the only 

way you’re going to turn it around. So my question is, is it a fire hazard? Okay, let’s go to 

(h). The proposed will comply with all additional specifications. I don’t think it will. (i) 

The proposed use will comply with the minimum area, setback, and other locational 

requirements of the zoning district in which it will be located. Can it do that? No, it can’t 

do that. That’s why they are asking for six variances. Now, let’s go down here to the 

proposed use will comply with off-street parking. Now guys, come on here, let’s talk 

about this. Guess what it says in your requirements here, which is a dangerous situation. 

Guess what they’re going to use that site for? Off-street parking. Then they’re going to 

have a light up there that’s going to click on and off for pedestrians. It’s dangerous out 

there on 17. You know this. You’re going to push a button, the lights are going to pop 

up, and people are going to stop. They’re not going to do that. That’s what they say 

they’re going to do. They’re going to have valet parking across the street. Now, how 

many parking spaces are they short? 108. To be sure people, I’m looking at you, if you 

bring a 108 parking space exemption, guess what. I got to tell you as my friends I’m 

going to buy you a cup of coffee because you don’t need to be doing that. They need to 

rework this plan. You do not need to have 108 parking spaces across a major 

thoroughfare inside the City because the requirements say it’s got to be on the same 

side. Now the last thing is not to create or aggravate a hazard to vehicular or pedestrian 

traffic. Guess what they’re asking to do. They don’t want to put any sidewalks in. Guess 

what they’re saying. You’ve got to fend for yourself. Now let me ask you something. 

We’ve got some brand new businesses down here on 17 North. What’s a couple of 

them? How about the Waffle House. Did they put sidewalks in? You better believe they 

put them in. And why did they? Because the City required it. Did they want to? No they 

didn’t want to do that. Now let’s talk about something else. They’re showing, in addition 

to this, four piers. And they are also saying there are fuel docks. So, of the four how 

many are fuel docks? Chairman Fuchs, there are five piers. Mr. Roberson, three of them 

are showing they are fuel docks. What do you got to have on those fuel docks? Fire 
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protection. You got to have stand pipes up and down those piers. I don’t see any stand 

pipes on that drawing. I’m saying, guys, I want it right. I want protection for the general 

public. I’m telling you we need to go back to the drawing board. The developers need to 

sit down with City staff and work these things out because guess what, it’s a problem. 

I’m telling you that. In addition to that, they say they got a CAMA permit. Here’s my 

deal. If somebody over there has got a signature on a CAMA Land Use Permit, if it’s been 

signed off on by CAMA, I want to know who they are. Nobody can sign of that it 

complies with the zoning ordinance because it was just passed Monday night. And even 

with that you have to get a Special Use Permit and six different variances with that. If 

somebody signed off on that CAMA Land Use permit, guess what. We’ve got some 

problems.  

o Chairman Fuchs, it sounds like you are opposed more to some of the variances than you 

are to the special use permit being granted to allow the project to be built. Mr. 

Roberson, well I have a problem with the special use permit procedurally. How can you 

grant a special use permit when you can’t meet six of the items here? You’ve got to get 

the variances first before you do the special use permit and make the special use permit 

conditional on the variances. That’s a procedural issue. I’m telling you the six 

requirements, based on the application I read, guess what, they can’t meet them. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any questions for Mr. Roberson. There were 

none. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone else would like to speak in opposition of the request.  

o Mr. White, I live on East Second Street. I definitely opposed to it; although, I spoke to 

the three gentleman who worked very diligently to create this entity. I’ll be nice. I 

appreciate speaking to them. After speaking to them I don’t think there are any kind of 

giant ogre like Godzilla trying to destroy Tokyo, to destroy the waterfront. So I 

appreciate that. I know they put a lot of effort into it, obviously. After listening to Mr. 

Roberson, I believe there is more they should have put into it, obviously. First of all, I 

created a comedy show at the Turnage Theatre. Unfortunately, COVID kind of killed it. 

When I moved here in 2016, I had a comedy group and we had a space to perform. And I 

did, with my group, just so we could bring people to Washington to show off the talent. 

When my wife and I lived in Greenville, we would come pretty much every weekend. 

We would bring our kayaks. We would enjoy the waterfront. We were just super 

amazed at how beautiful it was in the evening time at the waterfront with the sunsets. 

You could see the stars and hear the wildlife. The biggest problem I have is not so much 

the marina. I think the marina is pretty lovely. I grew up around the water, so I know a 

marina is not an eyesore. My father was good friends with a shrimp boat fisherman. We 

were from South Carolina. I’ve been on a shrimp boat a time or two, so I get that. I know 

how important the waterfront it. I grew up on the water, essentially. That’s why I want 

to move back to Washington because I just miss it. This town reminds me of the town I 

grew up in, Mount Pleasant. Some of the biggest problems I have are this building and 

the size of the building. Speaking with the gentleman, I understand why they want  they 

building this large. It’s not they need a boat stack. The need a boat stack with lots of 

boat slips because of money. My understanding is just the marina itself wouldn’t be self-

sustaining. I appreciate that as a business. I understand they have a bottom line. You’re 

talking about something that is bigger than the Statue of Liberty. It’s essentially a 

warehouse. I live in the historic area. I have covenants and certain things I have to do to 
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have my house fit within the look of the historic district. Now we’re asking for a special 

use, to make the building bigger, to not have sidewalks. Highway 17 in a four-lane road 

with no median. Four-lane highways are one of the most dangerous large thoroughfares 

that exist. Most places are shrinking down the size of those in lieu of a middle turn lane 

or some type of median because of traffic issues. You’re talking about a building the size 

of a 747 jumbo jet wingspan, which is only 245 feet. You’re talking about basically 

parking six and a half tractor trailer rigs. If someone wanted to park a whole bunch of 

tractor trailer rigs so would say of course not. If we’re talking about for boats or people 

we go, oh that’s great. I don’t see anything great about a large white, seven-story 

building. Is any building in this town of county 70-feet tall? I don’t think there is. I’m fine 

with the marina. I think the fuel dock is a great idea. Imagine looking across the river 

and seeing this giant white building that will gleam in the sun. I’m opposed to this 

because I’m opposed to all the stuff that is going to go with it, mostly the size of the 

structure. We want our downtown area to look a certain way, but now we have to look 

across and see a large white building. There are other issues in terms of safety on the 

water, safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, cars, fire issues. I think not enough has been 

done. I think people see it as a good idea in theory. I disagree with the structure as 

essentially a big warehouse. I think you would disagree if we said we want to build a 

storage facility right there. That’s essentially the same thing except this is for boats.  

o Chairman Fuchs, so, you don’t mind seeing it built. You just disagree with the height and 

the color. Mr. White, that’s the majority of it. I think the marina itself is a fairly good 

idea. I don’t think the room is enough to make the marina sustainable. The biggest issue 

is the eyesore.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone else would like to speak in opposition to the request.  

o Ms. Kane, I live on East Second Street. I am here in my personal capacity and my 

professional capacity, not my capacity as an elected official. Let me establish my 

professional qualifications since I intend to give some professional opinions for your 

consideration. I have a master's degree in Urban and Regional Planning from the 

University of Florida. I've been a practicing planner since 1994 in North Carolina, South 

Carolina, Virginia, Maryland, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, and possibly a couple of other 

states. I've been a consultant, a zoning administrator, a transportation planner for the 

North Carolina Department of Transportation, analyzing community impacts. I’ve done 

strategic planning, downtown revitalization planning, economic development, real 

estate forecasting, public space planning, placemaking, neighborhood planning, and 

strategic planning for communities, counties, and cities mostly in North Carolina for the 

last 15 years. I did own my consulting firm for several years. I also have a JD, Juris 

Doctor, with honors from the University of North Carolina in Chapel Hill. I was a licensed 

attorney in North Carolina for 19 years, a few years ago when I became semi-retired. I 

spent most of my time as an attorney working on land use matters, in addition to 

consulting to other attorneys. I worked for the school of government at Chapel Hill. 

o Chairman Fuchs, let me interject and say the Board recognizes you as an expert witness.  

o Ms. Kane, thank you. I just want to include the observations as professional opinion of 

mine for your consideration. I want to reiterate, first of all, the concerns that Mr. 

Roberson raised about the notice on the special use. It does seem like you don't have 

effective notice to the public when the ordinance doesn't, at the time of the notice, 

allow what is indicated at the public hearing for consideration. I would just say into the 
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terms of professional observation to the largely private nature, the private club, private 

restaurant, private this, private that, the nature and elements of the development as it 

has been described limits the benefit to the city. I think it will increase existing 

inequalities of income, access, and economic benefit. What happens to those of us who 

can’t afford a boat, or can only afford a johnboat or kayak? I have to wait my turn and 

launch it at the couple of public ramps, which are City sponsored. That takes a few 

minutes, and on the weekends it gets backed up. I think we’ve got some potential for 

inequalities here with access to the water by being orders of magnitude more available 

to people from out of town versus the locals. Our city is here for the citizens and I think 

we have to consider that. I will just point out, there's no strategic plan or small area plan 

for that key site, which is at the interest of the city. It is the most visible, undeveloped 

site on that side of the river, perhaps some of the only undeveloped property on that 

side of the river within the city's jurisdiction. To proceed in the absence of any kind of 

strategic plan would be detrimental in terms of not envisioning the maximum benefit 

that could come, not just to the private owners, but to a public entity that is asked to 

confer with development permission. The City should take into account the City’s visions 

and plans. We don’t have a vision plan or any kind of strategic plan for that strategic 

property, or the area around it.  

o Chairman Fuchs, are you saying that it's not part of the City's Comprehensive Plan? 

o Ms. Kane, it is, but our Comprehensive Plan is so minimal and lacking in detail that we 

really don’t have what I would call a strategic plan. It might be a land use, but it's not by 

any means a strategic or comprehensive approach. In my opinion, the sheer number of 

boat slips and facilities described in the petition along with the size, very tall height of 

buildings would overwhelm the area and be larger and more impactful visible than 

anything comparable to it in the City. Also, such disproportionate development 

permissions on one tract, is in my experience as a planner, likely to result in the inflation 

of other property values in a disproportionately speculative way. Coming in and granting 

excessive development permissions on request to one property causes other property 

owners to speculate in proportion to what the entire area could expect as far as value. 

When you allow these disproportionate development permissions on one site in an area 

that has limited economic growth, it probably cannot support that level of development. 

It does result in speculation and the valuation of properties becomes warped, making it 

actually more difficult to develop things that are reasonably affordable to prevailing 

area wages. Now, let me speak just a moment to the variance request. It seems to me 

that the variance requests are primarily to the applicants development plans or 

intentions of the property rather that the outcomes and apparent nature of the 

property and its setting and the types of things that the statute allows us to grant 

variances for. It seems to me that a very reasonable piece of property could be made 

without some of these variance requests. I will just leave it at that, but that creates a 

self-imposed hardship. It would be inequitable to grant those variances given that other 

owners still have to follow them, even though that might not allow them to achieve 

their highest dreams for development of their properties. In summary, there may be 

ways to develop the site that would address those improvements. The current proposal 

does not in my opinion, do that. We have yet to explore how it could be made to be 

more compatible and meet the requirements of the special use permit.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone else would like to speak in opposition to this request. 
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o Staff swore in property owner Michael Overton as allowed by Chairman Fuchs. 

o Mr. Overton, I’m really here just to observe. My family bought this property back 

around 2005, 2006. In those 16-17 years, this is the first group that has really shown the 

interest. I understand a lot of the concerns. I am a former resident of Washington. stand 

down. I helped Stan with building the Moss landing property. I sat on the Historic 

Preservation Commission as Chair for several years. I love in the town. I'm not here to 

speak about the size buildings, big or small or anything. The special use is about there 

being a dry-stack. I guess I'm confused with the long discussion about size of the 

buildings. Chairman Fuchs, yeah that was getting off track a little bit. Right now is should 

just be about the Special Use and to allow it or not. Mr. Overton, I’m definitely speaking 

in favor to see something happen with the property. The intention when we bought the 

property was do actually do a dry-stack. Some of the very early discussions were to do a 

15 story or a 90-foot tall condominium complex and we switched to the dry-stack 

around 2006 2007. So, that has always been in the plans. I was in discussion with CAMA, 

as well as the permitting to do the marina. We ourselves never developed it, but these 

guys come in wanting to do that. I am supporting wanting to see something happen in 

terms of the special use itself specific to allowing a dry-stack. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone else would like to speak in opposition to the request. 

There were none.  

o Chairman Fuchs closed the Public Hearing. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked Staff for the Findings of Fact on the Special Use Permit. 

o Staff, this is a special use request. They have to meet both the specific criteria for a dry-

stack boat storage facility and the specific criteria for a commercial marina. General 

Criteria for the Special Use permit is listed in the packet (a)-(l). The Specific criteria for 

the dry-stack is Section 40-120 (oo) (1)-(14). The Specific Criteria for the commercial 

marina is Section 40-120 (ss) (1)-(13).  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any questions. 

o Chairman Fuchs, just to reiterate, the City Council approved to and dry-stack boat 

storage as a special use in that zoning which is O&I. That is what we are considering 

now.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any more questions, concerns, or comments. 

There were none.  

o Chairman Fuchs, remember we are not considering the height of the building or the 

setbacks. We’re voting on allowing a dry-stack as a special use in this O&I district.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked for a motion to approve or deny the request.  

 Vice-Chairman Richard McDonald made the motion, based upon the Findings of Fact 
that this request meets both the General Criteria for the issuance of a Special Permit 
as found in Section 40—15 (A)-(L) and the specific criteria as found in Section 40-
120(oo) (1)-(14) and Section 40-120 (ss) (1)-(13) of the City of Washington Zoning 
Ordinance, I move that the Board grant the request for a Special Use Permit for a 
Commercial Marina and Dry-stack Boat Storage Facility at US Hwy 17 Bus. based on 
the aforementioned findings of fact. Jeffery White seconded the motion. Members 
voted, 5 in favor and 0 opposed. The motion passed. Record of vote below. 
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 Record of vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

X  Steve Fuchs – Chairman  

X  Richard McDonald–Vice-Chairman Made the Motion 

--- --- Stanley Friedman  

X  Jeffery White  2nd the Motion 

X  Mitchell St. Clair   

X  Wali Saleem – Alternate  

--- --- Sam Barrow – Alternate  

 

o Chairman Fuchs, Staff review the variances and we will take them one at a time. 

o Staff, it was one application, but we have split it up in sections. For each one we have 
separated out the findings of fact and individual motions. We have 6 individual motions. 

o Staff, the first one is the minimum front yard setback. Chairman Fuchs, for the record, 
what is it they are asking for the minimum front yard setback? Staff, the minimum front 
yard setback requirement is 50-feet. Based on the plan submitted, they would reduce it 
to 30-feet. Chairman Fuchs, so they want a variance of 20-feet.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked the applicant to present why the front yard setback variance is 
needed.  

o Mr. Mezzanotte, As I explained earlier, we went through seven different iterations with 
the Army Corps of Engineers. Let me let me clarify, we do not have a CAMA permit in 
hand. We've gone through their process. Now we go through each individual group to get 
the permits. In doing that, we had to move the multipurpose building over and totally 
redesign it. From a 50’x100’ building to a 76’x76’ building. 

o Chairman Fuchs, so you’ve already reduced it some. Now, you just need a variance to 
make it work. 

o Mr. Mezzanotte, yes. A lot has been said about the size of the building. We have to have 
a certain amount of space in order for it to work. We’ve been at this a couple of years. I 
think it is important as part of the overall project. If we If we had put just a dry-stack 
facility there we would have had many yards of concrete. We have very little concrete 
under that building. It’s going to be gravel. It’s all about the equipment we are using. In 
order to make that equipment work it needs a certain size building. It’s just what we need 
in order to make the project work. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the board had any questions. There were none.  

o Chairman Fuchs opened the public hearing and asked if anyone would like to speak in 
favor of or against this request. There were none.  

o Chairman Fuchs closed the public hearing.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked Staff for the Findings of Fact.  

o Staff, this is variance request number one. It is for the minimum front yard setback along 
US Hwy 17. It is a revision from 50-feet to 30-feet. The variance criteria (1)-(4) is in the 
packet.   

o Chairman Fuchs, asked staff if they had any other variances of this caliber in the City. Staff, 
I personally have not.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any questions or comments. There were none.  
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o Chairman Fuchs, I will say that the Board has granted variances in the past that were not 
quite half. What they are asking for is in line with what we have approved before.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked for a motion to approve or deny this variance request.  

 Vice-Chairman Richard McDonald made the motion, based upon the Findings of Fact 
that this request meets the NCGS Criteria for issuance of a Variance, I move that the 
Board grant the request for a Variance from Section 40-120(oo)(5) c. to reduce the 
front building setback from 50 feet to 30 feet based on the aforementioned findings 
of fact. Jeffery White seconded the motion. Members voted, 5 in favor and 0 opposed. 
The motion passed. Record of vote below. 

 Record of vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

X  Steve Fuchs – Chairman  

X  Richard McDonald–Vice-Chairman Made the Motion 

--- --- Stanley Friedman  

X  Jeffery White  2nd the Motion 

X  Mitchell St. Clair   

X  Wali Saleem – Alternate  

--- --- Sam Barrow – Alternate  

 

o Staff, the second variance is for off-street parking requirements. Off-street parking is 
allowed in the minimum setback requirement but no closer than ten feet to any property 
line and thirty feet to any shoreline. The request is to allow parking within that 30-foot 
setback and within the 10-foot property line.  

o Chairman Fuchs, will this be for offsite parking? Staff, we have not gotten to that part yet. 
Mr. Dail, this variance request is that there is required to be a 10-foot separation between 
the parking and the property line. They are proposing parking within that 10-foot. The 
other part is there is supposed to be 30-feet between the parking and the waterfront. 
They are asking to encroach on that setback as well for this particular parking lot. This is 
the remote parking lot, but it’s just to meet the dimensional standards of the remote 
parking lot.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any questions. 

o Mr. Saleem, how far is it from the shoreline? Staff, it varies depending on the shoreline. 
You can see the shoreline in the picture in the packet. Chairman Fuchs, you’re 
encroaching due to the contour of the waterfront? Mr. Mezzanotte, yes.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked for a motion to approve or deny the variance request.  

 Jeffery White made the motion, based upon the Findings of Fact that this request 
meets the NCGS Criteria for issuance of a Variance, I move that the Board grant the 
request for a Variance from Section 40-120(oo)(6) to allow parking within the 30 foot 
waterfront setback and within 10 foot of the property line of the property on the 
western side of US Hwy 17 Bus. based on the aforementioned findings of fact. 
Mitchell St. Clair seconded the motion. Members voted, 5 in favor and 0 opposed. 
The motion passed. Record of vote below. 

 Record of vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

X  Steve Fuchs – Chairman  



 Revised September 30, 2021                                                                                                                                                   Page 17 of 22 
 

X  Richard McDonald–Vice-Chairman  

--- --- Stanley Friedman  

X  Jeffery White  Made the Motion 

X  Mitchell St. Clair  2nd the Motion 

X  Wali Saleem – Alternate  

--- --- Sam Barrow – Alternate  

 

o Staff, the third variance request is sidewalk requirements. The City code Section 40-150 

requires sidewalks. They are requesting not to construct sidewalks along US Hwy 17 Bus. 

The requirements (1)-(4) are in the packet.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked the applicant to come forward and present the request. 

o Chairman Fuchs, it seems to me that you would want sidewalks with people walking 

across the bridge. It would give them a nice easy way to walk into your new business.  

o Mr. Mezzanotte, I agree with you 100%. When we filed this application we had not yet 

heard back from DOT. As long as the DOT will grant us an encroachment easement then 

we can build the sidewalk. It becomes impossible if they don’t grant us the 

encroachment easement.  

o Chairman Fuchs, so you do want to install sidewalks? Mr. Mezzanotte, yes we do want 

to install sidewalks. Chairman Fuchs, but if DOT does not approve then you will need a 

variance. Mr. Mezzanotte, yes. Chairman Fuchs, it sounds like DOT is causing the 

hardship here and not you. You want to do it, but you can’t do it until DOT tells you that 

you can do it. Mr. Mezzanotte, our civil engineers have been working to figure out what 

exactly the encroachment agreement is going to look like.  

o Chairman Fuchs, will the crosswalk be a part of the sidewalk? Mr. Mezzanote, we have 

agreed to offer a crosswalk. There are proposed signs that flash to let you know that 

someone is in the crosswalk. It is a State statute that once that crosswalk is there, 

pedestrians have the right-of-way. We have agreed with the City to be annexed. That 

will allow DOT to reduce the speed limit to the citywide maximum speed of 35mph. 

o Mr. Saleem, I had a question, but you answered it when you said being annexed by the 

City will facilitate the reduction of speed. 

o Chairman Fuchs opened the public hearing and asked if anyone would like to speak in 

favor of or in opposition to the request. 

o Staff swore in Jill Jones. 

o Ms. Jones, locals and visitors are going to want to walk across the bridge. Whether it is 

annexed or not, provisions for pedestrians is going to be important. A lot of people will 

have the desire to walk back and forth.  

o Seeing no other comments Chairman Fuchs closed the public hearing.  

o Chairman Fuchs, when DOT is in control isn’t it a moot point with the City? Mr. Dail, the 

ordinance is that you are supposed to build the sidewalk on your property. There are 

very wide right-of-ways here so it kind of makes it difficult. Them working out the 

encroachment agreement is so that they can build it on the NCDOT right-of-way. They 

are asking to have an exemption from building the sidewalks on their property.  
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o Staff, you have the variance criteria (1)-(4) in your packet.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any questions, comments, or concerns about the 

request. There were none.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked for a motion to grant or deny the variance request.  

 Vice-Chairman Richard McDonald made the motion, based upon the Findings of Fact 
that this request meets the NCGS Criteria for issuance of a Variance, I move that the 
Board grant the request for a Variance from Section 40-150 not to require side-walk 
installation based on the aforementioned findings of fact (1)-(4). Wali Saleem 
seconded the motion. Members voted, 5 in favor and 0 opposed. The motion passed. 
Record of vote below. 

 Record of vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

X  Steve Fuchs – Chairman  

X  Richard McDonald–Vice-Chairman Made the Motion 

--- --- Stanley Friedman  

X  Jeffery White   

X  Mitchell St. Clair   

X  Wali Saleem – Alternate 2nd the Motion 

--- --- Sam Barrow – Alternate  

 

o Staff, variance number four is buffer yard requirements. They are asking to reduce or 

eliminate buffer yard A setback and vegetation requirements. The code is listed in the 

packet for buffer yard A.  

o Chairman Fuchs, how many shrubs or trees are the intending on putting in? Mr. Dail, 

they are proposing not to do the buffer yard. They don’t have room to build the 

sidewalks are the buffer yard. They are asking to be exempt from the 4-foot buffer yard 

on the west side and the 10-foot buffer yard on the east side.  

o Chairman Fuchs, the contour of the river effected parking and it is also effecting the 

buffer yard.  

o Mr. Mezzanotte, there isn’t any place to put it. We will have shrubs off to the left. We 

will be required by CAMA to put trees back in on the river. We will be doing a lot of 

planting. We just don’t have the room to do it here. 

o Chairman Fuchs opened the public hearing and asked if anyone would like to speak in 

favor or in opposition to this request. There were no comments. 

o Chairman Fuchs closed the public hearing. 

o Staff, the variance criteria (1)-(4) are listed in the packet.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any questions, comments, or concerns about the 

request. There were none. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked for a motion to approve or deny the variance request.  

 Jeffery White made the motion, based upon the Findings of Fact that this request 
meets the NCGS Criteria for issuance of a Variance, I move that the Board grant the 
request for a Variance from Section 140-171(a) to reduce or eliminate the buffer yard 
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Setback “A” and Vegetation Requirements along US Hwy 17 Bus. based on the 
aforementioned findings of fact (1)-(4). Wali Saleem seconded the motion. Members 
voted, 5 in favor and 0 opposed. The motion passed. Record of vote below. 

 Record of vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

X  Steve Fuchs – Chairman  
X  Richard McDonald–Vice-Chairman  

--- --- Stanley Friedman  

X  Jeffery White  Made the Motion 

X  Mitchell St. Clair   

X  Wali Saleem – Alternate 2nd the Motion 

--- --- Sam Barrow – Alternate  

 

o Staff, variance number five is remote parking requirements. Remote parking may not be 

allowed for any use which cannot provide parking on the same parcel of land as the 

principal use, provided such use complies with all of the following requirements: No 

new construction, expansion, or enlargement of the existing or proposed use is 

requested which would intensify or create an on-site nonconforming parking situation. 

The applicant is requesting to allow remote parking in conjunction with new 

construction and to allow remote parking across a major thoroughfare. This is not the 

number of spaces just to allow remote parking and across a major thoroughfare.  

o Chairman Fuchs, this variance is just to allow off-site remote parking? If it were on the 

same side it would not need a variance. Mr. Dail, the ordinance does not allow remote 

parking or parking across a major thoroughfare. 

o Mr. Mezzanotte, we’ve gone through the reasons we need the parking. It’s the only 

place left to put parking. The other side of the property is all wetlands.  

o Chairman Fuchs, what about parking behind the property? Mr. Mezzanotte, we have 

just found out in the last two weeks who owned the property. It has been a lot of work 

and we have had a lot of help to find out who owned it. We have made an offer on the 

land and would like to put an acre of parking. We would donate the rest of the land to 

the estuarium. We have agreed to give the City access to the wetlands to build a nature 

walk and put a pier and gazebo. The calculations on the parking needed is based on the 

businesses done on the property. If we don’t have parking people are not going to 

come, so we have to solve that problem. Employee parking could be remote.  

o Chairman Fuchs, have you thought about doing stairs and a walkway over the highway? 

Mr. Mezzanotte, that was short lived after we found out it would cost 1.4 million dollars 

to build.  

o Chairman Fuchs opened the public hearing and asked if anyone would like to speak in 

favor of or in opposition to this request. There were no comments. 

o Chairman Fuchs closed the Public Hearing. 

o Staff, this would not change if he purchased the other property. The remote parking still 

has to be approved. The variance criteria (1)-(4) is in the packet.  
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o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any questions, concerns, or comments about the 

request. 

o Chairman Fuchs, I’m not crazy about the remote parking. I’m concerned about people 

walking across the four-lane highway. It could come back to haunt us if someone got 

hurt. Mr. Mezzanotte, we intend to use it for employee and valet parking.  

o Chairman Fuchs, did the TRC say anything about safety? Staff, Chief Drakeford did have 

concerns when we met, but he did not submit anything in writing. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked for a motion to approve or deny the variance request.  

 Jeffery White made the motion, based upon the Findings of Fact that this request 
meets the NCGS Criteria for issuance of a Variance, I move that the Board grant the 
request for a Variance from Section 40-447(b)(2) and (d)(7) to allow remote parking 
in conjunction with new construction and to allow remote parking across a major 
thoroughfare based on the aforementioned findings of fact. Vice-Chairman Richard 
McDonald seconded the motion. Members voted, 5 in favor and 0 opposed. The 
motion passed. Record of vote below. 

 Record of vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

X  Steve Fuchs – Chairman  

X  Richard McDonald–Vice-Chairman 2nd the Motion 

--- --- Stanley Friedman  

X  Jeffery White  Made the Motion 

X  Mitchell St. Clair   

X  Wali Saleem – Alternate  

--- --- Sam Barrow – Alternate  

 

o Staff, the sixth variance is regarding the number of parking spaces. The variance request 

is 108 spaces of what is required by  Staff’s calculations. 

o Mr. Mezzanotte, that calculation is a theoretical maximum. My restaurant expert 

doesn’t think we will have more than 150 at a time. The banquet of 291 seats is a 

maximum number. That business will be conference business. They would stay at local 

hotels. You also have to take in account the time of day. The possibility that we have all 

of this at once is very small.  

o Chairman Fuchs, there may only be a couple times out of the year that you would be at 

maximum. Mr. Mezzanote, it is going to be in our best interest to figure that out. We 

will also have two pontoon boats to drive people across the river. Vice-Chairman 

McDonald, the only time you might get this is on weekends or holidays. I don’t see you 

having an issue with parking. The chances of a perfect storm are zero.  

o Chairman Fuchs opened the public hearing and asked if anyone would like to speak in 

favor of or in opposition to the request. There were no comments.  

o Chairman Fuchs closed the public hearing. 

o Staff, the request is to reduce the number of required parking spaces from 268 to 160. 

Chairman Fuchs, so it will be a variance of 108 spaces. How many are remote and how 
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many are on the building side? Mr. Dail, there are 98 on the building side and 62 on the 

remote side.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any more questions, concerns, or comments.  

o Mr. Saleem, how will you direct parking? Will there be some direction so people park on 

the building side? Mr. Mezzanotte, yes, there will be signs that say valet parking only 

and direct you to the parking lot on the east side.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked for a motion to approve or deny the variance request.  

 Vice-Chairman Richard McDonald made the motion, based upon the Findings of Fact 
that this request meets the NCGS Criteria for issuance of a Variance, I move that the 
Board grant the request for a Variance from Section 40-449 to reduce the required 
parking from 268 spaces to 160 spaces based on the aforementioned findings of fact. 
Wali Saleem seconded the motion. Members voted, 5 in favor and 0 opposed. The 
motion passed. Record of vote below. 

 Record of vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

X  Steve Fuchs – Chairman  

X  Richard McDonald–Vice-Chairman Made the Motion 

--- --- Stanley Friedman  

X  Jeffery White   

X  Mitchell St. Clair   

X  Wali Saleem – Alternate 2nd the Motion 

--- --- Sam Barrow – Alternate  

 

o Staff, we do have one more item pertaining to this. This previously was the job of the 

Planning Board. When the ordinance was amended, it made sense to have this Board 

approve the façade. (Pictures of the proposed façade were presented.)  

o Mr. Mezzanotte, the roof of the main building will be white. The repair building will be 

40-feet and attached to the building.  

o Chairman Fuchs, what will it be made of? Mr. Mezzanotte, it will be made out of steel.  

o Mr. Saleem, what will the colors be? Mr. Mezzanotte, it will be the light color.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked for a motion to approve the façade for the dry-stack building.  

 Jeffery White made the motion to approve the proposed façade. Wali Saleem 
seconded the motion. Members voted, 5 in favor and 0 opposed. The motion passed. 
Record of vote below. 

 Record of vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

X  Steve Fuchs – Chairman  

X  Richard McDonald–Vice-Chairman  

--- --- Stanley Friedman  

X  Jeffery White  Made the Motion 

X  Mitchell St. Clair   

X  Wali Saleem – Alternate 2nd the Motion 
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--- --- Sam Barrow – Alternate  

 

I. Other Business 

o None. 

IX. Approval of Minutes- August 12, 2021 

1. Correction to Minutes 
 
o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone had any corrections, additions, or deletions to the minutes 

of the meeting from July 15, 2021. There were none.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked for a motion.  
 

 Vice-Chairman Richard McDonald made a motion to approve the August 12, 2021 
minutes.  Mitchell St. Clair seconded the motion all voted.  5 in favor and 0 opposed. 
The motion passed. Record of vote below. 

 Record of vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

X  Steve Fuchs – Chairman  

X  Richard McDonald–Vice-Chairman Made the Motion 

X  Stanley Freidman  

X  Jeffery White   

X  Mitchell St. Clair  2nd the Motion 

--- --- Wali Saleem – Alternate  

--- --- Sam Barrow – Alternate  

 

X. Adjourn 

o There being no other business, Chairman Fuchs asked for a motion to adjourn.  

 

 Jeffery White made a motion to adjourn. Sam Barrow seconded the motion and all 
voted.  5 in favor and 0 opposed. The motion passed.  Record of vote below. 

 Record of vote. 
  

 YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

X  Steve Fuchs – Chairman  

X  Richard McDonald–Vice-Chairman  

X  Stanley Freidman  

X  Jeffery White  Made the Motion 

--- --- Mitchell St. Clair - Absent  

--- --- Wali Saleem – Alternate  

X  Sam Barrow – Alternate 2nd the Motion 


