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Members Present 
D. Howell Miller – Chair 
J. Herbert Schmitt – Vice-Chair 
John Wehrenberg 
Jane Alligood 
Gary Phillips 
Michael McDuffie 

Members Not Present 
Marie Freeman Barber 

 
 

Others Present 
Mike Dail, Community and Cultural Services Director 

Glen Moore, Planning Administrator 
Holli Tetterton, Administrative Support 

 
I. Opening of the meeting 

II. Invocation 
 Chair Miller led a moment of silence. 

III. Roll Call 

 Staff took a silent roll call.  All members were present except for Marie Freeman Barber.  

IV. Old Business 

1. None. 

V. New Business 
1. Rezoning request by Fred Mills to rezone a 7.42 acre portion of property on Clarks Neck 

Road from RA20 (Residential) to RMF (Residential Multi-Family).  Beaufort County Parcel 
Numbers: 5676-14-0608. 

o Staff, this is a revised request for the rear portion of the property to be rezoned from 
RA20 to RMF. Adjoining property owner notices were mailed and a notice sign was placed 
on the property on January 13, 2023.  The public hearing notice advertisement date was 
January 14, 2023. The property is located on Clarks Neck Road just west of its intersection 
with W. 5th Street. The land uses within the subject property’s area are primarily industrial 
with some single-family residential.  The adjacent properties to the north and south are 
zoned I1 (Heavy Industrial).  The property to the west is zoned RMF (Residential Multi-
Family).  Properties to the east are zoned RA20 (Residential Agricultural) and R15S 
(Residential). The developer has submitted an annexation request to the City and it is 
anticipated that City Council will hold a public hearing and act on the annexation request 
at their February 2023 meeting. The developer has also submitted a 60-unit multi-family 
project that is proposed for this site. TRC is currently reviewing the site plan and it will 
come before the Planning Board at a future meeting. A very small portion of the property 
is located within the 100-year floodplain.  Any development in that area would be subject 
to the City’s Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance. The property is within the Interchange 
Overlay District and any development would be subject to the requirements within 
section 40-385 of the Zoning Ordinance. If this property is rezoned by City Council, it will 
also be considered an amendment to the Future Land Use Plan based on state law. The 
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Comprehensive/CAMA Future Land Use Map recommends heavy industrial development 
for this area.  The requested zoning of RMF is not consistent with the 
Comprehensive/CAMA Future Land Use Map.  However, the proposed rezoning could be 
found to be consistent with the Comprehensive Plans Housing Goals 1, 2, and 3 because 
of the uses that are allowed in the RMF zoning district. On December 20, 2022, the 
Planning Board voted to recommend denial of the rezoning request to City Council based 
on the finding that the request is inconsistent with the Comprehensive/CAMA Land Use 
Plan Map recommendation of heavy industrial for the area. On January 12, 2023, the City 
Council voted to return the request to the Planning Board to assess the future land use in 
this area and to consider the amended rezoning request. 

o Vice-Chair Schmitt, in the packet it states 7.42 acres. In the letter to the adjoining property 
owners, it states 6.5 acres. Which one is correct? Staff, it is 7.42 acres. We did not have an 
exact acreage at the time the letters had to go out. They gave us their best estimate of 6.5 
acres. The actual lot size and the zoning map is 7.42 acres.  

o Ms. Alligood, I assume they will still have to access it from Clarks Neck Rd. Staff, correct.  

o Chair Miller invited the applicant to come forward.  

o Ms. Tammy Stern of Mills Construction, 1021 Washington Street, Raleigh,  presented the 
following presentation: 
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o Ms. Stern (during her presentation), we are a small family business. We do new 
development, construction, and property management. Long term, we own and 
manage all of our housing communities. We are based in Raleigh, but we have 
properties across the state of North Carolina, including River Run Apartments in 
Chocowinity. We also have a property in Greenville and many other places 
around the state. You saw a very similar presentation last month where we were 
requesting rezoning for the entire property. Since then, we went to City Council. 
They suggested downsizing the size of the request and pushing it back to the 
Planning Board.  I’m here today seeking rezoning for 7.42 acres of the same lot. 
This rezoning is supported by the housing goals in the Comprehensive Plan. The 
site is just west of the Highway 17 intersection with 264. It is surrounded by 
commercial, residential, manufacturing, vacant land, and agricultural land. It is 
convenient to shopping and an elementary school. It also has easy highway 
access. The residents of the site wouldn’t necessarily be driving through busy 
parts of town to come and go. The neighboring property is already zoned 
multifamily (RMF). The property is serviced by Clarks Neck Rd. We are actively 
working with DOT who is doing a traffic assessment to see if there are any 
necessary improvements. We have spoken to the utilities staff for the City. There 
is water and sewer capacity for rezoning this to a multifamily property. The 
existing zoning is residential agricultural. The RMF zoning complements the 
nearby allowable uses. The Future Land Use Plan has it indicated as heavy 
industrial. The Future Land Use Plan is from 2013. It is 10 years old and it was a 
10-year plan. In that time, no industrial uses have manifested on this site. In 
addition, the industrial park is just 3 miles up the road, which is the designated 
place for industrial growth. The zoning is consistent with four out of the five 
housing goals in the Comprehensive Plan. The housing goals that are consistent 
with this request are: 
1. Promote an adequate supply of safe, affordable, and suitable housing options 

for residents.  
2. All persons who live and work in Washington should have the opportunity to 

rent or purchase safe, decent, accessible, and affordable housing. 
3. Washington will promote a variety of housing opportunities throughout the 

City, both in terms of the housing type and the price of housing, that respect 
the existing character of the community. 

5. The City’s housing stock will be maintained, protected, and expanded to 
ensure an adequate supply of housing for future generations. 

Although the Future Land Use Plan indicates heavy industrial, we are hitting four 
out of the five housing goals with this one rezoning. We think that multifamily is 
harmonious with the existing surrounding uses. Industrial development would be 
a much more intensive use of the land at this site. This site meets very stringent 
and specific site characteristics that are required by the North Carolina Finance 
Housing Agency. This is the number one source for funding and development of 
workforce housing in the State. This rezoning is an opportunity to take advantage 
of how well the site aligns with both those requirements and the City’s housing 
goals. We know there is a housing deficit. A 2022 study showed that comparable 
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housing communities are operating at over 99% capacity. That is showing a need 
and a deficit. According to the census in Beaufort County, over 2,000 renter 
households are cost-burdened by housing. This means they are spending more 
than 30% of their income on housing. This shows a deficit in affordable housing 
options. Our own comparable property in Chocowinity is operating with an 18-
month to 2-year waitlist for residents.  We believe that the housing need 
outweighs the industrial designation from a 10-year-old plan where industrial 
development has not come to fruition. I want to address the floodplain. It was 
definitely a concern at our last meeting. Less than 0.5 acres, at the rear edge of 
the property, is in the 500-year floodplain. Less than .03 acres is in the 100-year 
floodplain. There will be no development in these floodplain areas. In addition, 
there will be state-permitted stormwater management improvements on the 
site. It would capture any rain and runoff and will not impact neighboring sites. 
Since our last meeting, we had our engineer come out to the site and assess the 
drainage area that we heard about in the last meeting. Grimes Rd has a separate 
drainage area from this site.  The other environmental concern we heard was 
about habitat. We will do a full environmental study of the site. This would 
identify if there is any habitat for endangered species. There are no trees within 
the boundary of the site. We would not be disturbing any nesting habitat. If any 
sort of endangered species habitat was found on the site, we would not be able 
to get permits for it. I did include the existing site plan that is under review by the 
TRC. It does show access from Clarks Neck Road. It has 60 multifamily units as 
well as a community center that would be staffed full-time by the property 
manager. After this, we would go to City Council for rezoning. If approved we 
would then come back to the Planning Board for site-plan review. We have the 
same timeline as before with design drawings in the spring of 2024 and place the 
property in service by the end of 2025.  

o Chair Miller, I assume that you do not own this property yet and that it is 
contingent upon this rezoning. Is that correct? Ms. Stern, yes. 

o Chair Miller, the rezoning request is for the back half of this property. What is the 
zoning of the access road? Would that have to come back to us? Staff, that can 
remain RA20. Chair Miller, the road itself would remain RA20? Staff, yes.  

o Chair Miller, what are the plans for the front part of the property? Ms. Stern, we 
don’t really have plans for the front. We have worked with other community 
garden groups before. We talked about the community garden, but there really 
are no plans. 

o Mr. Wehrenberg, will you purchase both parts of the property? Ms. Stern, yes. 

o Mr. Wehrenberg, what is a tax credit development? Ms. Stern, the North Carolina 
Housing Finance Agency has a program where they commit tax credits to get 
investment in affordable housing. It’s a way to help finance workforce housing 
like this.  
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o Chair Miller, so these will be apartments and not townhouses? Ms. Stern, correct, 
they will be apartments.  

o Vice-Chair Schmitt, over the last few years we have been discussing affordable 
housing in Washington. Can you quantify what affordable housing is? Ms. Stern, 
the definition that this tax credit program works with is when someone is not 
paying more than 30% of their income on housing. When we use this funding 
mechanism, we are committed to keeping our rates at a level where people are 
not paying more than 30% of their income on rent. There are different levels. 
Often we use 60% of the average median income for a county as the level the 
state would require. If the average person is earning $80,000 in the county, we 
would have to price our rent at what is affordable to 60% of that income.  

o Mr. Wehrenberg, do you know about what the rent would be? Ms. Stern, I don’t 
have that answer right now.  

o Vice-Chair Schmitt, at the last meeting there was a comment made about section 
8 and that there would not be any discrimination if someone had the proper 
vouchers. I think I also saw that it would be wage limited. Ms. Stern, it is not 
project-based section 8 housing. No property owner can discriminate against a 
section 8 voucher holder if they pass through the application and screening 
process. We don’t discriminate against voucher holders, but they still have to be 
vetted through our application system.  

o Vice-Chair Schmitt, what is meant by wage limited? Ms. Stern, because we work 
with the state program, we are required to serve 60% of the average median 
income. We have to guarantee that the residents are not earning above 60% of 
the area’s median income. It’s income-restricted in that if you are earning 
$100,000, you couldn’t rent one of these units. We make a commitment to serve 
households that are below the average income of the area.  

o Chair Miller, do you know what the average is? Ms. Stern, I can look it up, but I 
don’t know off the top of my head. 

o Ms. Alligood, did you discuss the concerns the residents brought up with the 
potential owner of this property? Is that being taken into consideration? Ms. 
Stern, absolutely, we will do a full site assessment and the state-permitted 
stormwater permits will be sized for the impervious surfaces and the amount of 
land we have. Our company has been building multifamily housing across North 
Carolina for 50 years. We are well-versed in floodplains and hurricanes.  

o Chair Miller, have you looked at what kind of impact this project will have on the 
drainage in that area? Ms. Stern, we had our engineer come out to the site. He 
assessed that the drainage area from this property and the drainage area for 
Grimes Road are separate drainage areas. In addition, we will go through the 
state stormwater management permitting process. By law, we are not allowed 
to increase runoff on a site.  
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o Vice-Chair Schmitt, did you say that there had been a drainage study and your 
development would not have any impact on the neighbors? Ms. Stern, he didn’t 
do a full report. We had an engineer come to the site to do an assessment. He 
said the drainage issues we talked about last month are a separate drainage area 
from this property.  

o Mr. Phillips, are these questions that would be addressed by the TRC? Staff, yes.  

o Mr. Phillips, any problems that we have could be addressed when we see the site 
plan. Staff, yes, that is correct.  

o Mr. Phillips, there were four housing goals mentioned in the presentation. Staff 
only mentions three. Is there a reason that Staff did not include number five? 
Staff, we felt it meets three. Mr. Phillips, is it just a difference of opinion on 
whether it meets number five? Staff, yes.  

o Mr. Phillips, do you have an opinion of how this meets number five? Ms. Stern, 
yes, the fifth goal is to ensure the City’s housing stock will be maintained, 
protected, and expanded to ensure an adequate supply of housing for future 
generations. The statistics that I added to the slide show a lack of adequate 
supply. Goal five states that the housing stock will be maintained and expanded 
to ensure an adequate supply. I think this rezoning for multifamily housing is 
working towards that adequate supply.  

o Dr. McDuffie, it seems to me, when we look at housing goal five, that the City 
hasn’t done a very good job of maintaining it because of the need. This will help 
with that. There is a great need.  

o Mr. Phillips, of the 2,000 renter households that are cost-burdened, what 
percentage of them would be advantaged by the housing opportunity in this new 
plan? Ms. Stern, we are only building sixty units, which would be a relatively small 
percentage. Our original plan was to take a deeper dive into the deficit. We had 
to reduce the plan to address a bunch of concerns.  

o Dr. McDuffie, the Planning Board plays a big part in ensuring that we maintain an 
adequate supply. I really think we should take a look at this.  

o Chair Miller asked if the Board had any more questions. There were no comments.  

o Chair Miller opened the public hearing.  

o Mr. Luther Bailey of 619 Grimes Road, if you remember the first meeting, Ms. 
Amanda spoke about watching the eagles. I have some photographs for you to 
look at. This is going to be my main topic for the night. There are two eagles that 
are nested in this area. The eagles are protected under the bald eagle and golden 
eagle protection act. This is covered by the U.S. federal government. The eagle’s 
habitat covers an area of 2.5 square miles up to 15 square miles. The bald eagle 
requires a large, uninhabited track of land near rivers, lakes, streams, or wetlands. 
The closest you can build to an eagle’s nest is 660 feet. From the wooded area to 
the proposed site is less than two football fields. There have been construction 
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sites that have had to shut down because they were built too close. I am against 
the apartments being built. If it was housing it might be different. I’m afraid it will 
be like the apartments that were built on 3rd Street. They were nice when they 
were built. A year or two after that they started going downhill. Now they have 
been torn down and we have a veteran’s park. We were annexed into the City in 
the mid-’70s to early ’80s. We were promised a lot. We don’t have everything that 
we were promised. I’m not going to get into the flood. We are still having 
problems with water. I have lived there for 48 years so I guess I can still put up 
with that.  

o Mr. Jason Briley, I am the owner of the property. I have owned it for about 15 
years. Since I’ve owned it, there hasn’t been any flooding on the property. I keep 
the property maintained. I haven’t seen any eagles on the property. There is no 
woodland on the property. According to the NC Wildlife Resource Commission, 
during certain times of the year, eagles will feed in areas that are inland. There are 
none nesting on the property. The site has not been flooded since I have owned it. 
I have come through the area during prior hurricanes. The only place that was 
flooded was on the Greenville side of the bridge. The site says industrial on the 
Future Land Use Plan. There was an article in the Washington Daily News earlier 
this year that interviewed the Economic Development Commissioner. One of his 
goals was to bring more companies to Beaufort County and have them use existing 
sites and buildings that are not in use. We also have the existing industrial park 
that has the proper infrastructure. I don’t think the best land use for this site is 
industrial. Having housing next to industrial would not be a good transition. 
According to article 4 of the City’s Industrial Zoning District, it could increase noise, 
odor, smoke, and other debris that might be detrimental to the health, safety, and 
welfare of others in the surrounding area. The Future Land Use Plan is in the 
process of being updated. I have read that the goal is to have industrial going 
around existing industrial sites. In that same newspaper  article, he states that one 
of the main challenges to overcome is to increase the workforce.  He explained 
that everyone would like to see people work and live in Beaufort County. 
Businesses want employees that live in Beaufort County and have a short 
commute. However, finding housing in the county can be a challenge. He 
continued to say, Beaufort County has a lot of amenities that would attract 
families, but lack of housing pushes those families to surrounding areas. In the 
same article, the City Manager said the City is working on recruiting traditional 
chain retail stores and restaurants. These businesses will also need a workforce. As 
far as drainage, the development will have no impact on adjoining landowners as it 
will be required to have its own stormwater retention system mandated by the 
State. The site’s water flows to the back of the property toward Mason’s Landing.  

o Mr. Briley showed the Board a topography map of the area. The Board and Mr. 
Briley discussed the map, the topography of the area, and stormwater flow in the 
area.  

o Chair Miller asked if anyone else would like to speak for or against this item. There 
were no comments.  



Planning Board Regular Meeting                                                                                                                                                  Page 12 of 13 
  January 24, 2023 

o Chair Miller closed the public hearing and brought it back to the table. There were 
no comments.   

o Chair Miller asked for a motion.  

 Michael McDuffie made a motion to recommend approval of the rezoning 
request to City Council based on the finding that the request is consistent 
with the Comprehensive Plans Housing Goals 1, 2, and 3.  Gary Phillips 
seconded the motion. All members voted, 5 in favor and 0 opposed. The 
motion passed unanimously.  

 Record of the vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 
--- --- D. Howell Miller - Chair  
x  J. Herbert Schmitt – Vice-Chair  
x  Jane Alligood   

--- --- Marie Freeman Barber   
x  John Wehrenberg   
x  Gary Phillips  2nd the Motion 
x  Michael McDuffie Made the Motion 

 
VI. Other Business 

1. None 
 

VII. Approval of Minutes- December 20, 2022 

1. Correction to minutes.  

o Chair Miller asked if there were any corrections to the December 20, 2022 
Minutes. There were none.  

o Chair Miller asked for a motion to approve the minutes.  

• Vice-Chair J. Herbert Schmitt made a motion to approve the December 20, 
2022 minutes. Gary Phillips seconded the motion. All members voted, 5 in 
favor and 0 opposed. The motion passed.  

 Record of the vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 
--- --- D. Howell Miller - Chair  
x  J. Herbert Schmitt – Vice-Chair Made the Motion 
x  Jane Alligood   

--- --- Marie Freeman Barber   
x  John Wehrenberg   
x  Gary Phillips  2nd the Motion 
x  Michael McDuffie  

 

VIII. Adjourn 
o There being no other business: 
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 Vice-Chair J. Herbert Schmitt made a motion to adjourn.  Michael McDuffie 
seconded the motion. All members voted, 5 in favor and 0 opposed. The 
motion passed.   

  Record of the vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 
--- --- D. Howell Miller - Chair  
x  J. Herbert Schmitt – Vice-Chair Made the Motion 
x  Jane Alligood   

--- --- Marie Freeman Barber   
x  John Wehrenberg   
x  Gary Phillips  2nd the Motion 
x  Michael McDuffie  

 


