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Members Present 
D. Howell Miller – Chairman 
J. Herbert Schmitt – Vice-Chairman 
Jane Alligood 
Marie Barber 
John Wehrenberg 
Dot Moate  
Fred Scales 

Members Not Present 
 
 
 

Others Present 
Mike Dail, Community and Cultural Services Director 

Glen Moore, Planning Administrator 
Holli Tetterton, Administrative Support 

DUE TO COVID-19 MEETING WAS CONDUCTED VIA ZOOM. 
 

I. Opening of the meeting 

 

II. Invocation 

 Chairman D. Howell Miller led a moment of silence. 

 

III. Roll Call 

 Staff took a silent roll call.  All members were present.  

 

IV. Old Business 

 Revised Preliminary Subdivision Plat – Powell Place, located at 123 Avon Avenue, Beaufort 
County Parcel Number: 5686-50-6934.  The proposed subdivision is 5.37 acres in size and 

contains 18 lots. 

o Staff, this is a revision of Powell Place subdivision plat based on comments from the 
Planning Board and the public. The developer has redesigned the subdivision. The proposed 
number of lots is 18. The adjoining property owner notices were mailed on March 12. The 
public notice advertisement was in the newspaper was March 13. The subject property is 
located within the city limits and is not located within the 100-year flood plain. Water and 
sewer are available to the subject property. The TRC has completed a review of the plan 
and all departments have approved it. The plan does meet the standards of the subdivision 
ordinance.  

o Chairman Miller asked Mr. & Ms. Peele if they had any comments.  

o Mr. Peele, we are very thankful that we could be at this meeting with the Planning Board 
and did not have to delay more. We hope the Board likes the revisions made.  

o Chairman Miller asked Marie Peedin to present the revisions to the subdivision plat.  

o Ms. Peedin, we have made some modifications to the plan we had before. One of the main 
concerns was the traffic pulling out onto Avon Avenue. We have included just one road 
accessing Avon Avenue now. Everything will be inclusive to the neighborhood. We did add 
a second entrance to the neighborhood. The Planning Director did ask that we put sidewalks 
in and we have added that. The new entrance off Avon Avenue makes it safer for everyone 
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to access the subdivision. We have done traffic counts in the area. Between 7:30 and 8:30 
in the morning, there were 80 vehicles. This would equate to about 800 vehicles per day. 
For comparison, Whootentown Road is about 820 vehicles per day. Highland Drive is 6,500 
vehicles per day. Brick Kiln Road is 3,900 vehicles per day. This should help understand the 
volume of traffic. It is less than maybe some were thinking. The new entrance will provide 
all access to the new roadway with no access onto Avon Avenue. We have a 10-foot non-
access easement all the way around so the driveways would not be allowed to access Avon 
Avenue and would be internal to the subdivision. The owners want to add soft fencing. It 
will have brick columns and plantings in the middle and encompass the neighborhood.   This 
would give it the feel of being a community of its own. The layouts of the homes would be 
very similar to each other. Due to the changes, we are only able to have eighteen lots. We 
know that housing is an issue. We have heard this from City Council, the community, and 
realtors. The number of lots will decrease from twenty to eighteen and the average lot size 
will increase from 7,500 to 9,300 square feet. The owners have been very cooperative in 
the redesign. We feel like this design takes into consideration numerous things discussed in 
the last meeting. (Pictures of the front elevation of a home and a housing perspective were 
presented to show what the houses would look like.) There were some comments before 
about the density and how the houses would look over the years. (A picture of the oak ridge 
subdivision plat was shown.) Oakridge was done back in the early 2000s. The lots are about 
9,000 square feet and closer together. It was done in a similar concept. They also had one 
builder that built all the houses. They also have the roll curb and gutter and concrete 
driveways. I will be happy to answer any questions. 

o Chairman Miller asked if the Planning Board had any questions.  

o Vice-Chairman Herb Schmitt, there is one discrepancy in your drawing compared to the 
number of lots. If you look at C2.1, note 3, it still refers to 20 lots. Ms. Peedin, we will get 
that changed.  

o Jane Alligood, I see you have included the recreational area. Ms. Peedin, yes that was 
explained better to us. We now know exactly what that is and how it is managed. It will give 
the City the opportunity to purchase the recreational area.  

o Dot Moate, I would like to ask Marie if the original plan was the same along Avon Avenue 
as the second plan. I was not at the first meeting, but I have reviewed everything from that 
meeting. I believe there was some increase in the width of the right of way. Could you 
repeat those changes to me? Ms. Peedin, along Avon Avenue we had four or five lots very 
similar to the three existing lots there. In the revised plat the lots are long, linear, and front 
to the new road. Nothing will be fronting to Avon Avenue.  

o John Wehrenberg, where are lots nine and ten? I only count seventeen lots and I don’t see 
any labeled nine or ten. Ms. Peedin, lot nine is the one that would be in Macswoods. Lot 
ten is the one at the end of the cul-de-sac. Wehrenberg, lot nine would be accessed through 
Macswoods? Ms. Peedin, yes.  

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

o Chairman Miller opened the public hearing. He also stated public comments would be 
limited to five minutes per person. 

o Alice Sadler, we appreciate the revisions that have been made in the plat and the Planning 
Board being willing to hear our concerns again. We do have a few unaddressed concerns. 
First, the piece of land that is wetland has been turned into recreational space. Without a 
clear plan of how that would be developed, we don’t know if that would serve both 
purposes of being recreational and preserving that land in its natural state. We hope that 
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the community will approve some type of facility like the one they have in Willows or 
Sommerset. That would add some stability to the subdivision. Still, in our opinion, a high-
density subdivision does not satisfy the standard as a desirable buffer. In our view, it looks 
like they are not trying to blend into the existing community. They are just trying to get as 
many home sites on this property as possible. High-density communities without 
covenants, or other long-term oversight, do not age well. We believe that once these 
houses are built this LLC will dissolve and the community will not age well. We believe that 
it will dissolve because it has dissolved in the past. Noted on the plot is the abandoned pool 
that has fallen into ill repair. They are putting about 20 homes on acreage that is less than 
a neighboring subdivision that was designed for four homes. If that is not overcrowding, by 
sheer math, then I don’t know what is. The primary purpose of zoning ordinance is to guard 
against overcrowding. We believe it is your duty to serve as guardian of that ordinance. The 
issue of property value isn’t a concern for those of us just in Match Point. When high-density 
subdivisions pop up, they are a concern for everyone’s land who touches them. The zoning 
ordinance is supposed to protect property values. Property value is not just affected by the 
size and cost of homes, but also by the culture a community creates. With this high-density 
subdivision coming into our midst, with little disregard for what has already been 
established, we have reason to be concerned about the social stresses these homes may 
bring to us. None of us anticipate moving. We are established retirees that have found 
where we want to be. The tennis courts were considered an amenity rather than a nuisance. 
What this community brings is not an amenity or a happy medium between the two 
communities that already exist. We asked that the parties get together to reach that happy 
medium. That didn’t happen. We were never approached by the developers to make it 
happen. Part of your duty is to protect the citizens from developers who feel that they can 
put anything they desire in the midst of a community. Regardless if it meets engineering 
standards. You have a duty to take into account the people that are established. We want 
the property developed, just not overcrowded. Chairman Miller, you have ten seconds to 
finish please. Ms. Sadler, I want you to recognize that we are asking you to take care of us 
and to look out for Washington. Once this is done, the Peeles can go back to their 
uncrowded Bath neighborhood and we will be left with the fallout.  

o Chairman Miller asked if anyone else from the public would like to speak.  

o Jerry Boone, my wife and I live at 129 Avon Avenue. We have lived here for about three 
years. We are happy that the Peeles are planning to develop the property that is located 
behind us. However, we object to the number of houses they plan to build. This will only 
increase the congested traffic on Avon Avenue. The planned eighteen houses translate to 
approximately fifty-seven people with thirty-five vehicles feeding onto an already 
dangerous street. We already have a problem with speeding vehicles. I would say the 
average speed is fifty miles per hour. The posted speed limit is thirty-five miles per hour. I 
have contacted the Washington Police Department and they are unable to enforce the 
posted speed limit. There is a lot of elderly people that live in Village Apartments. They used 
to walk to Food Lion, but it has become too dangerous. There is a daycare center that has 
a lot of school buses that enter and exit onto Avon Avenue. This increase in traffic will also 
affect the intersections at Highland Drive and John Small Avenue. John Small Avenue is a 
very dangerous intersection already. We feel that the safety of the residents on Avon 
Avenue will be put in jeopardy with the increase in vehicle traffic. If the developers would 
be willing to reduce the number of houses to an acceptable amount, we would be willing 
to support them in their project. We hope the Planning Board will support this 
neighborhood in declining the proposed development as submitted.  

o Chairman Miller asked if anyone else from the public would like to speak.  
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o Gary Phillips, I live at 141 Atkins Drive with my wife Alice. Thanks for the opportunity to 
speak again. Alice is traveling and is unable to be here; so, I am speaking on her behalf as 
well. We both agree strongly that the revised plat is not sufficient. Though there are 
important changes that we appreciate, we ask the Planning Board not to approve this. 
Despite repeated efforts to contact the Peeles and find a cooperative way that our needs 
could be heard and responded to, they have not responded to us. That leads us to worry 
about what will happen after a plat is approved and the building begins. If we can’t 
communicate now what will it be like downstream? While the modifications, particularly 
with respect to pedestrian and vehicular traffic, are somewhat improved, it is far too 
crowded with homes on these size lots. It will increase, as Mr. Boone reported, the traffic 
on Avon Avenue. We think there are still too many houses. This will not promote the kind 
of desirable living conditions that the zoning ordinance lays out as part of the mission for 
the Planning Board. My second concern has to do with the quality of life for the Match Point 
community and the adjacent homes and properties and for our property values.  Despite 
the renderings that have been shared with us, we have no assurance about the quality of 
construction, both exterior and interior. We have not seen evidence of a restrictive 
covenant that would give us some confidence. Nor, I presume, has the Board seen one. I 
think one is needed to ensure a high quality of exterior and interior construction. The Peeles 
have said that they are interested in one, but they have told us things before and changed 
their mind. The Planning Board should see a covenant, in detail, before it takes any action. 
Only then can you, the Planning Board, and we, the neighborhood, be assured that any 
construction will be held to a high enough standard that our property values and quality of 
life won’t be adversely affected.  If you approve the proposal without knowing what the 
details of a restrictive covenant say the Planning Board will be making a decision without 
enough information. You would be handing the Peeles a blank check to develop and build 
whatever is finally decided. Who knows what the economy will produce or what it will bring 
for any of us? Their plans could change. If the quality that we need and hope for is lowered 
that could be disastrous for our neighborhood, community, and quality of life for the City. 
We request that the Planning Board decline to approve this proposal and that you ask the 
Peeles to resubmit with a restrictive covenant and a smaller plot size.  

o Chairman Miller asked if anyone else from the public would like to speak. There were no 
comments. 

o Chairman Miller closed the Public Hearing.  

o Mr. Peele, I appreciate the concerns of the Phillips, Boones, and Sadlers. I don’t think we 
were required to have a restrictive covenant and a homeowners association before coming 
to the Planning Board. Our plan was to get through this process and then proceed forward 
with that. We are not about just trying to throw as many home sites in there as we can. We 
are looking for quality development, utilization of the space, and to increase the tax base 
for the City of Washington. If the racquet club were in operation there would be a lot more 
traffic in the daytime then there will be with the development. Since the racquet club is not 
open right now, the residents are used to having no one in that area. They need to consider 
the fact that if it were in operation there would be a lot more traffic than there is with the 
development.  

o Ms. Peele, Dr. Phillips said that he has repeatedly reached out to us. I have had absolutely 
no indication that any of the neighbors have tried to reach out to us or to speak to us. We 
would have spoken with you. I have absolutely no problem with that. Also, because this 
area is zoned O&I we have a lot of options other than doing quality home construction. One 
option would be apartments, which would be a higher density and create far more traffic. 
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We worked diligently and very thoughtfully in the replanning of this. We would be building 
quality homes. It will increase the tax base for the homes on the street, perhaps not for the 
$500,000-$700,000 homes, but for everyone else there it should increase their property 
value. We are creating a larger tax base for the City of Washington. 

o Chairman Miller brought it back to the table for the Board to discuss.  

o Dot Moate, could we have Staff explain to everyone exactly what it is the Planning Board 
has to do versus what will be the next steps. If we approve the plan, it doesn’t mean we 
approve the subdivision. Not everything is final. Staff, this is merely a recommendation to 
City Council. The next step will be for this to go to City Council. We will send out public 
notices and advertisements for that meeting as well. There will also be a public hearing. 
This will be the official public hearing regarding the subdivision plat. The Council will make 
the final decision at that time. Ms. Moate, once the plan is approved there are still 
additional things that have to be done. Chairman Miller, once it is approved by City Council 
what happens to the plat as far as construction? Staff, the plat is a preliminary plat. They 
would be able to begin construction. This includes the roads, drainage, and utilities. Once 
they are ready to either sell lots or deed them to a builder, they will have to do a final plat. 
This could be done as a group of lots or one lot at a time. This would be recorded at the 
courthouse. Also, to address any other concerns about restrictive covenants, this would be 
put into place when they actually record the plat. They are not enforced by the City, but by 
the homeowners association.  It would be recorded with the deed at the time the final plat 
is recorded for the lots.  

o Jane Alligood, I am very pleased with all of the work that the Peeles have done to satisfy all 
of our concerns. I do not believe that you could divide that piece of property into four or 
five lots and people buy it to build houses like those that you see in Smallwood and Match 
Point because of its location. I think this is a great alternative. They said these homes would 
be around $200,000. I think that is a nice price point for Washington. I am very pleased with 
what they have done.  

o Fred Scales, I didn’t have the advantage of being at the last meeting, but I have reviewed 
the minutes. This development may not be everyone’s favorite idea. I don’t think it’s the 
purview of the Planning Board to collect personal opinions or issue their own opinions. I 
may or may not like this subdivision is not important to the consideration of the Board. We 
have been informed the Technical Review Committee has approved this plat. My 
understanding is that the plat is compliant with all the regulations and the Peeles comply 
with everything they need to do to put a development like this together. My advice to the 
City Council would be that they are in compliance. Matters about quality and size are for 
building codes and other people. I find that this proposal complies with our rules and 
regulations. It doesn’t need to have the approval of everyone in the City. The Peeles are 
only looking for eighteen people that think this will be a great place to live. I don’t think I 
need to sit here on a board and prejudge or tell people what kind of house they would like 
to live in. I don’t think that is our place to do that. At the appropriate time if another 
member makes a motion for the approval of this plan I will stand ready to second that 
motion.  

o Chairman Miller asked if the Board had any more questions.  

o Herbert Schmitt, I agree totally with Fred. The Technical Review Committee has reviewed it 
and they see no issues. It meets the full intent of the ordinance. Technically, as long as it 
meets that intent I think the Board should agree that it is time to move on.  
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o Marie Freeman Barber, I think it is great what the Peeles are doing and they have put a lot 
of insight and study into it. When I was speaking to other people, they were saying that it 
was a great idea to put it there. They were just concerned about how congested the area 
would be. One of the reasons they moved to Match Point was because of the space. I can 
understand where everyone is coming from. I would like everyone to think about would this 
be somewhere you would like to live with eighteen houses.  

o Mr. Miller asked if the Board had any other questions or comments.  

o Dot Moate, I think they have done a very good job of preparing both of these plans. My 
preference would have been the one entry to the subdivision. I think the two entries will 
create more confusion with the vehicles. I am willing to go with the second plan if that is 
what the rest of the Board wants. I also want to remind everyone that they have met all the 
requirements with the Planning Board and the rules and regulations. With the O&I zoning, 
there could be many uses allowed that would not be beneficial to this community. I think 
the community should be pleased with what the Peeles have done.  

o Chairman Miller asked if there were any more questions or comments from the Board. 
There were none.  

o Chairman Miller asked for a motion. 

 J. Herbert Schmitt made a motion to recommend the approval of the 18 lot preliminary 
subdivision plat.  Fred Scales seconded the motion and all voted. 5 in favor and 1 
opposed. The motion passed. Record of vote below. 

 Record of vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

--- --- D. Howell Miller  
x  J. Herbert Schmitt Made the Motion 
x  Jane Alligood  
 x Marie Freeman Barber  

x  Dot Moate   
x  Fred Scales  2nd the Motion  
x  John Wehrenberg   

  

V. New Business 

1. Exterior Building Façade – Approval request of Exterior Building Façade of proposed Dry-
Stack Boat Storage Facility located at 980 US Hwy 17 Bus., Beaufort County Parcel Number: 
5675-56-0123. 

o Staff, this is a proposed use for a dry-stack boat storage. It requires a special use permit 
from the Board of Adjustment. He received that approval at the December meeting. One of 
the stipulations of the approval is that the Planning Board approves the building exterior 
façade. The property is 3.08 acres. The applicant is proposing to build two 32’ x 155’ dry-
stack storage buildings. Previously there was a special use permit approved for a private 
club there in March 2019, The Social Club. The Social Club will continue to operate on the 
property and will be an accessory use to the dry-stack boat storage facility. The only 
guideline is about exterior design. It states the building’s exterior shall be broken up by a 
variation in design, materials, and/or color, as approved by the Planning Board. Staff 
presented a picture of the proposal for the façade of the building. The only comment from 
Staff would be that we only allow one sign per use. You would be limited to one sign rather 
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than the two shown. Staff presented a picture of the proposed hurricane shutters that 
would be used.  

o  Austin Smithwick, the picture you see is what I came up with it in Microsoft. The finished 
project will look more professional than what I was able to do here. I have a scale drawing 
that does not have colors, but it will show the relation of how everything will actually be.  

o Chairman Miller, Staff, are these the actual colors that the building will be? The gray and 
blue are the colors you are asking us to approve Mr. Smithwick? Mr. Smithwick, that is 
correct. Chairman Miller, and Staff said that only one of the logos would be on one of the 
buildings, is that correct? Staff, yes, we would work with them on that. He would need to 
get a sign permit after it was built. What the Board is deciding on tonight is the gray panels, 
the blue shutters, and the blue at the bottom. Chairman Miller, Staff, we do not have to 
have a public hearing, is that correct? Staff, that is correct.  

o Chairman Miller asked if the Board had any questions.  

o Dot Moate, I’m not too excited about the blue and the gray. My thought is to have a 
separate sign as opposed to being on the building itself. Would that be possible? Mr. 
Smithwick, at this point, we can do different things. (Mr. Smithwick shared a picture of his 
scale drawing.) These are relatively tall buildings. The circle, that would be the sign, was to 
have something higher up. This way it wouldn’t look like a big monolithic building. We are 
certainly open to different things related to the signs. The colors, blue and gray, are 
consistent with what we do at our sister company, Park Boat Company. It uses the same 
color patterns. Ms. Moate, since you can only have one sign you would just put it on one 
side? Mr. Smithwick, I would like to have it on both. I think it would look better on both with 
the symmetry between the two buildings. We are willing to do whatever we have to do. 

o Fred Scales, I wanted to ask Mr. Smithwick if this is his personal design or if he had 
professional advice? How representative is this design of dry stack installations around the 
coast? Mr. Smithwick, WIMCO is our general contractor. There are a couple of dry stack 
building-specific builders. The one we are working with, which is the one that does more 
installations in the country, is Roof and Rack. They specifically build dry stack buildings. We 
will work with them and their design team on what exactly we want it to look like. The type 
of building and racks that we are proposing is very consistent with other dry stacks. Many 
of them have no color patterns. That is not what we were after. We wanted to have a little 
more character and architecture to it. That’s why we went with the color break, the 
shutters, and the sign. It is consistent with what you will see in different parts of the country. 
Mr. Scales, that helps thank you very much.  

o Marie Freeman Barber, it’s good that you are doing this. I think the colors are a personal 
opinion. I think it is consistent. I think they are fine, but maybe you could meet with people 
who disagree with your colors. I think that is a personal opinion. If you think it’s a good idea 
for you to have blue and gray, then I think it’s a good idea.  

o Chairman Miller asked if the Board had any more questions or comments. There were none.  

o Chairman Miller asked for a motion.  

 J. Herbert Schmitt made a motion to approve the exterior building façade of the 
proposed Dry-Stack Boat Storage Facility to be located at 980 US 17 Business.  Marie 
Barber seconded the motion and all voted. 6 in favor and 0 opposed. The motion 
passed. Record of vote below. 

 Record of vote. 
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YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

--- --- D. Howell Miller  
x  J. Herbert Schmitt Made the Motion 
x  Jane Alligood  
x  Marie Freeman Barber 2nd the Motion  
x  Dot Moate   
x  Fred Scales   
x  John Wehrenberg   

 

2. Proposed Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map Amendment – Request by the 

Washington City Council to amend the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map for the 

area shown as future office and institutional development located at the northeast corner 

of Brick Kiln Road and Whootentown Road to be designated as low-density residential for 

future development. 

o Staff, this request is coming from Washington City Council. The required notices were 
sent to adjoining property owners on March 12, 2021. A public meeting notice was 
advertised in the paper on March 15, 2021. Land uses in the area of the subject property 
are primarily single-family residential with some mixed-use commercial areas just to the 
south along River Road. The adjacent properties to the east and west are RA20. The 
property to the north is R15S. The properties to the south are zoned RA20 and O&I. Just 
to the south in the mixed-use area there are some tracts zoned O&I and B2. This parcel 
was the subject of three previous rezoning requests that were heard and denied by City 
Council in April and July of 2020 and March of 2021. The first request was for R15S zoning 
and the second and third were for O&I zoning. The Washington City Council has 
expressed, by the way of previous action on the rezoning requests for the subject 
property, that the area would be more suited for low-density residential purposes in the 
future rather than office and institutional uses. Given the character of the surrounding 
neighborhood as a low-density single-family development, the City Council wishes to 
amend the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map to identify this area as low-density 
residential. (Staff presented a map of the area in question.) The darker mustard color is 
low-density residential. The blue is O&I. The area outlined in red on your map in your 
agenda packet is the area involved in the request by City Council.  

o Chairman Miller, Staff will we need to have a public hearing on this? Staff, yes.  

o Mr. Steve Fuchs, considering everything that has happened to my request in the past 
year, this really doesn’t surprise me. I would disagree with the City Plan’s assumption 
that most of the area is low-density residential. My property is back up to medium 
residential. Across the street and behind me is mostly undeveloped farmland. The 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan that the City has enacted goes from 2013 to 2023. The 
plan is still good. This plan was approved by a previous City Council. Mr. Brooks and Mr. 
Pitt were on that City Council. This plan has been public knowledge for eight or nine 
years. When this plan was developed, it had public input, it had the unanimous support 
of the Planning Board, and it had a unanimous vote of the City Council. The City Council 
and the Planners probably thought this would be a good area, especially being next to a 
railroad track, for O&I. Nobody wants to build a house up against a railroad track. There 
are five acres there. There is plenty of room to have some O&I development. There is a 
plan in place. I feel like there needs to be a good reason to change that plan. I don’t see 
anything that has changed in that area to necessitate the changing of the Comprehensive 
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Plan. I would like to see the Planning Board continue to follow the Plan that has been set 
out by the Planning Board, the City Council, and from public input. Now is not to change 
the plan, but time to follow the plan. Nothing has changed in that area. There has been 
no development in that area or houses being built that would cause this Planning Board 
to change this Plan. I knew what the property was zoned when I bought the property. I 
also knew what the Comprehensive Plan called for. The Comprehensive Plan called for 
that piece of property to have an eventual rezoning to O&I. I have followed the rules 
with the City Council for over a year now. I have been to the Council three times asking 
them to follow the Comprehensive Plan and allow my property to be rezoned. I do not 
understand why they will not approve it. I follow the rules. When I bought the property, 
nobody had to tell me to go clean it up and do what had to be done. I did that. I didn’t 
wait for the City to send me a letter to tell me to do that. I knew what needed to be 
done. Just because a citizen comes forward and is denied a rezoning that is not a good 
grounds, or in the spirit of the Plan, or what the City of Washington needs to be known 
for to start changing the Plan. I feel like legally I probably don’t have any vested rights, 
but I almost feel like I do. Without changing the Plan, I’m going to continue to come 
forward and ask the City to follow the Plan. I feel like that’s probably why they want to 
make it stay RA20. If it stays RA20 then I can never again come forward and ask for it to 
be rezoned because it wouldn’t fit into the Comprehensive Plan. You’re treating me 
totally different than a lot of people in the area. You’re not treating me like the medium-
density residential on Hodges Road. Some people were rezoned from RA20 to O&I across 
the street. Across the railroad track is not being changed. It’s still allowed to be O&I. I 
feel like by changing this Plan you are going to single me out and I’ll never be able to get 
this property rezoned. I will never be able to build any houses in there, which I know is 
what the community wants, because of the railroad track and the shape of the property. 
It would be too expensive to try to put some lots in there. Nobody is going to build a 
house with a backdoor facing a railroad track.  

o Staff, I would like to point out one thing. The bulk of that area does belong to Mr. Fuchs, 
but there are six parcels in there and so there are some other property owners. I just 
wanted to clarify.  

o Dot Moate, when you say within this area what are you referring to? Staff, in the blue, 
requested area.  

o Fred Scales, I would like a clarification. I see the blue area to the south of Whootentown 
Road and the railroad tracks and to the East of Brick Kiln Road. If I remember correctly 
that is now zoned residential, is that correct? Staff, this is not our zoning map. Mr. Scales, 
this is the Future Plan Use Plan Map. Staff, yes. (Staff presented the zoning map.) That is 
all currently zoned RA20. Mr. Scales, so what we are talking about here is some 
aspirational goal for the future. At the present time that is residential. Staff, yes. 
Chairman Miller, that’s right. 

o Mr. Scales, I’m wondering what our role is here. The Planning Board advises the City 
Council. The instruction is that the City Council wants to make this a LDR zone. They are 
asking us to advise them. I don’t see where our decision-making is going to come into 
play here. Chairman Miller, my understanding is that they want us to change the Future 
Land Use, which is shown to be O&I. The number of permitted and special uses under 
O&I is much longer than the uses under RA20. The Council is asking us to change the 
Future Land Use, not zoning, from O&I to low-density residential.  Mr. Scales, I 
understand; but, what they are doing is communicating to us their wishes, and then they 
are asking us for our advice. We advise the City Council. It is kind of hard to figure out.  
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o Ms. Moate, this is kind of going backward. The City Council wants us to do a job that we 
are going to send right back to them. I personally think it was out of place for the City 
Council to do that. I have been in the community for almost twenty years. I’ve never 
seen anything like this happen. Before that, I was on other Planning Boards in other 
communities. I have never seen a City Council send a document like this to the Planning 
Board and ask them to make changes to the Comprehensive Plan. If Council really wants 
that, and the Planning Board is thinking about doing what they are asking, it would be to 
our benefit to have a subcommittee research and do a study on this whole area to see if 
anything else may need some changes. I don’t think it’s a good idea to just change one 
piece of property. I just wanted to present to the Planning Board to see if they would do 
that before making a decision.  

o Mr. Herbert Schmitt, I would advise the City Council to follow the Future Land Use map 
that they currently have. Ms. Moate, I agree with that best of all. Mr. Schmitt, this man 
has been denied three times. Now the City Council wants to change this after three 
denials. It seems like a bad precedent to me. I’m totally against it. Ms. Moate, I agree 
with that. 

o Chairman Miller, I don’t usually like to make comments, but I’m going to speak. I think 
this is unfair to the current property owner. This would restrict his use further. I agree 
with Mr. Schmitt that it sets a precedent that could be unfair to future property owners. 
We always talk about growth and progress in this City. This is the kind of thing that 
restricts that. The public talks about drainage problems. As we just discussed with Powell 
Place, drainage issues have to be considered before there is any development in an area. 
Ms. Moate, I agree with everything you just said. 

o Chairman Miller asked if the Board had any more questions.  

o Mr. Scales, we’re an advisory board. If the City Council wants to make this move then 
they are going to do what they want to do. We can have a long discussion and do studies, 
but when we vote it is only advice to the City Council. If they want to do this, they are 
going to do it no matter what our decisions are.   

o John Wehrenberg, I have been on the Board when at least one of these Land Use Plans 
was put together. They are very extensively done. They are put together according to 
what you think will happen in the future as a guide. I think O&I is a good plan for this 
particular property because of the railroad and the intersection. I voted against this 
property at the last meeting. I have a prejudice against voting for something unless I 
know specifically what the developer is going to do with it. He has been vague in that. 
There are many uses in the office and institutional and I think some of them are very 
acceptable. I think what the City Council is doing is just adding insult to injury. I think it’s 
a low blow and I am not going to support this at all. I don’t think they should change the 
Land Use Plan. I think they are doing this specifically for this particular person and I think 
it’s wrong.  

o Mr. Fuchs, in closing I just want to say that I am very disappointed in the whole process. 
I’m disappointed that the City Council didn’t follow the Planning Board’s advice. The first 
two times I went before the City Council they didn’t say anything about the Planning 
Board. Ms. Dot Moate went before the Council and they told her that because she didn’t 
live in the area that she didn’t really have anything to say about it. That’s kind of been 
the attitude about this piece of property. All I have ever asked to do is to be rezoned like 
my neighbors or like what had been granted to other people. I don’t think the message 
being sent by the actions of City Council in the last year shows that there is any 
promoting of growth for the citizens of Washington. I’m very aware if I see this property 
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that some apartments could be built there or a commercial building. Elected officials are 
elected to make choices for what’s good for the greater number of people. If they make 
decisions and it causes them not to be reelected then that’s just part of being an elected 
official. I know Washington needs housing. I have met with all the City Council members 
out there on that piece of property before. Every one of them I met with, except Mr. 
Brooks, told me they didn’t have a problem with rezoning the property. I met with them 
physically, face-to-face and that was the message they sent me. That’s why I went 
forward with the rezoning. The bottom line is that if you do grant the City’s request and 
you cause me to be low-density residential, I’ll never be able to do anything with housing 
on that piece of property. I’m already limited because I’m in the City Limits. It limits a lot 
of the agricultural uses, especially with production and things of that nature. As I pointed 
out last time to the Planning Board, because of the property and its relationship to the 
railroad track a lot of those uses will never be done there. Nobody is ever going to build 
a bed and breakfast there. It’s not big enough for a golf course. It’s not big enough for a 
driving range. You can’t do any livestock there. I doubt anybody is going to build an 
orphanage there. I’m just limited. I would ask that the Planning Board deny City Council’s 
request to change this. Then this prime piece of property could be developed, with the 
City’s oversight, which would do some greater good for the greater number of citizens.  
I apologize to the Board that you have been beaten over the head with this piece of 
property. Never in a million years would I have thought this piece of property was so 
important. It laid abandoned and grown-up for years. It never dawned on me that this 
would all of a sudden become front-page news in the newspaper. We should not be here 
tonight. We should not be at this point. It’s just a travesty all the way around. Thank you 
very much. 

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

o Chairman Miller opened the public hearing.  

o Chairman Miller reminded the public that they will have five minutes to speak. 

o Ernest Moore, I am here with my mother Ms. Nelly Moore. She lives on the property 
adjacent to the property that Mr. Fuchs is trying to develop. I agree with Mr. Fuchs in 
one sense and that is he is of his own opinion. I agree that we need more housing in 
Washington. I agree and think that’s a great thing. I disagree with the fact that he desires 
to change the scope of the neighborhood. I am in agreeance with it being low-density 
homes. I know you have a job to do, but I just wanted to let you know where we stand 
on it. Residential homes are what we would like to have. If Mr. Fuchs wants to build 
residential homes there I am all for it. My mom and the people that live around here are 
all for it. We are totally against it being changed to destroy the scope of our 
neighborhood. I thank you so very much for hearing us. I pray that the decision will be 
made for this motion.  

o Dorian Miller, I live at 107 Hodges Road. My property backs up to the property in 
question. The map that was sent out only shows O&I on that side of Whootentown Road 
in this little plot. The rest of it is LDR or MDR. I’m not sure what all this stuff stands for 
as far as zoning goes. I know that when you do the Comprehensive Plan, part of that job 
is to not upset and destroy neighborhoods. It is to keep them together are to stay in line 
with the neighborhood that is around it. I don’t understand why we are here looking at 
one piece of property. I’m assuming it’s to help protect our neighborhood, which is a 
good thing. It is what I would think we all want to do. I have no problem with houses 
being put in there or a number of other things if that’s what he wants to do. I do have a 
problem with a lot of the O&I uses. There are probably eighty-some uses to O&I zoning. 
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That is a huge, wide-open field. It is just too much for this neighborhood. I would 
appreciate it if you all would just do what it is you need to do. Relook at the 
Comprehensive Plan, or whatever it is, to lay this to rest instead of coming back every 
month or two or three and going through this again. I’m getting a little tired of it and I’m 
sure Mr. Fuchs is too. I appreciate your time and your effort, thank you very much. 

o Chairman Miller asked if anyone else in the public would like to speak. There were no 
comments. 

o Chairman Miller closed the public hearing. 

o Chairman Miller brought it back to the table for the Board to discuss. There were no 
comments. 

o Chairman Miller asked for a motion. 

 J. Herbert Schmitt made a motion to recommend denial of the Comprehensive Plan 
Future Land Use Map amendment request as presented, from the Office & Institutional 
designation to the Low-Density Residential designation.  John Wehrenberg seconded 
the motion and all but Fred Scales voted.  5 in favor and 0 opposed. The motion passed. 
Record of vote below. 

 Record of vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

--- --- D. Howell Miller  
x  J. Herbert Schmitt Made the Motion 
x  Jane Alligood  
x  Marie Freeman Barber  
x  Dot Moate   
  Fred Scales (Abstained)  

x  John Wehrenberg  2nd the Motion 
 

VI. Other Business 

 None 

VII. Approval of Minutes- December 22, 2020 

1. Correction to minutes.  
o Page 1 of 16 

 V. New Business, Item 1, Bullet Point 1, Line 5:  On Avon Avenue there is are 
multifamily development, commercial, and office uses.  

o Page 2 of 16 
 Bullet Point 2, Line 2: Mr. Peele, Marie Peaden Peedin is going to speak on our 

behalf.  
o Page 3 of 16 

 Line 9: In Staff’s opinion, is the requested zoning generally meets the intent of 
the comprehensive plan of the Future Land Use Map.  

 Bullet Point 1, Line 1: There was were none.  
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 Bullet Point 3, Line 8: The required six months has passed so I have returned to 
ask the Planning Board to follow the plan recommend recommendation to 
rezone the property to O&I. 

 Bullet Point 4, Line 1: There was were none.  
o Page 4 of 16 

 Bullet Point 5, Line 1: There was were none.  
o Page 5 of 16 

 Line 4: For the discussion tonight, it is clear that the pool area is not pertinent? 
o Page 11 of 16 

 Line 4: Whatever the vote is, it doesn’t stop. 
 Item 2, Bullet Point 1, Line 2: The property in question is to the southwest of US 

Highway 264 and east of Cherry Run Road.  
 Item 2, Bullet Point 1, Line 7: A portion of the property is within the 100-year 

floodplain of Cherry Run Road, which borders the property along the northwest.  
 Item 2, Bullet Point 2, Line 1: We have had several people come a to present 

plans for this piece of property.  
o Page 12 of 16 

 Bullet Point 1, Line 1: There is one houses house that borders this property. 
 Bullet Point 1, Line 2: Mr. Paige Page, yes, that house is occupied.  
 Bullet Point 2, Line 2: There was were none.  
 Item 3, Bullet Point 2, Line 3: Ms. Peaden Peedin 
 Item 3, Bullet Point 2, Line 5: Once we have sight site plans they will be brought 

back to the City for approval.  
 Item 3, Bullet Point 4, Line 1: Ms. Peaden Peedin 

 

 J. Herbert Schmitt made a motion to approve the February 23, 2021 minutes with the 
corrections emailed by Chairman Miller (listed above).   J. Herbert Schmitt seconded 
the motion all but Dot Moate voted. 5 in favor and 0 opposed. The motion passed. 
Record of vote below. 

 Record of vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

--- --- D. Howell Miller  
x  J. Herbert Schmitt Made the Motion  
x  Jane Alligood 2nd the Motion 
x  Marie Freeman Barber  
  Dot Moate (Abstained)  

x  Fred Scales   
x  John Wehrenberg  

 

VIII. Adjourn 

 There being no other business: 

 Fred Scales made a motion to adjourn.  D. Howell Miller seconded and all voted. 6 in 
favor and 0 opposed. The motion passed.  Record of vote below. 
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  Record of vote. 

 YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

--- --- D. Howell Miller 2nd the Motion  
x  J. Herbert Schmitt  
x  Jane Alligood  
x  Marie Freeman Barber  
x  Dot Moate   
x  Fred Scales  Made the Motion  
x  John Wehrenberg  


