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Members Present: Sue Hodgin, Will Hewett, Christopher Jones, Gustavo Mibelli,  

Fred Fiss, Mo Meehan, Scott Jones, and Dick Sloan 
 
Members Absent: Donnie Joyner 
 
Staff Present:  Thomas Lloyd, Development Services Director 
    Tori Deviney, Permit Technician  

   
       
Board of Aldermen Karen Mosteller and John Allen  
     Liaisons:  

 
 

1. Chair Sue Hodgin called the meeting to order at 6:01 p.m. 
 

2. Mr. Scott Jones gave the Invocation.  
 

3. Chair Hodgin led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
In the absence of Mr. Donnie Joyner, Alternate Member Mr. Fred Fiss was appointed as a voting member.  
 
Motion to approve the June 16, 2022, meeting minutes by Mr. Scott Jones, and seconded by Mr. Dick Sloan.                       

Unanimous vote; motion carried.  
 

4. Motion to approve the agenda by Vice-Chair Hewett and seconded by Ms. Meehan 
Unanimous vote; motion carried. 

 
5. Public Comment:  

 
Vice-Chair Hewett motioned to enter Public Comment and was seconded by Mr. Mibelli.  

Unanimous vote; motion carried. 
 

1. Mr. Adam Steadman, 5968 Dutchman Creek Rd; has concerns about the traffic impacts from 
the proposed Indigo Phase 2 development. He recommended that connections should be 
directed further North to 11th or 12th Street. He also suggested facilitating roundabouts to 
keep the traffic flowing from the corridor at Indigo Plantation Dr. to Robert Ruark Dr.  

 
2. Mr. Ray Martino, 6065 Sullivans Ridge Rd; is in favor of promoting sensible growth. He said 

that currently, local businesses are having staffing issues which make it difficult to manage 
their daily operations. He favors promoting affordable housing, senior living, and job growth. 

 
3. Bob Lambert, 109 W. Nash St; lives directly behind the proposed project at 115 N. Howe St. 

(formerly Carr Insurance). He said that he is not against people making changes to their 
property, but there should be some compromise on how it will affect the surrounding 
neighbors. 
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4. Shirley Sullivan. 5003 Seaward Crt; stated that the Phase 2 Indigo Plantation Project does 
not have the demographics for a development like this. She said the Traffic Impact and 
Fiscal studies should reflect that the development would burden the City. She said the 
project does meet the requirements for the City’s CAMA Land Use Plan, Comprehensive 
Core Land Use Plan, or the Future Land Use Plan. She implored the Board to vote against a 
recommendation for approval. 

 
Since there were no other questions or comments from the public, Vice-Chair Hewett 
motioned to close out of Public Comment, seconded by Ms. Meehan. 

Unanimous vote; motion carried. 
 

6. Old Business: 
 

I. Planned Unit Development Master Development Plan: Indigo Plantation Phase 2, 
submitted by East West Partners Management Co. Inc. and Bald Head Island Limited, 
LLC. 

 
II. RZ-21-1104-01: Indigo Plantation Phase 2: 346.57 acres; R-20 to PUD; submitted by East 

West Partners Management Co. Inc. and Bald Head Island Limited, LLC 
 

Chair Hodgin came to the podium and reviewed the Indigo Phase 2 Development. She reiterated 
that the 375-acre property is zoned in the R-20 district and can be developed even if it is not annexed 
into the City’s corporal limits. However, the UDO will apply to the property located within the ETJ. She 
stated that even though the property will develop, it would be beneficial to see that it is constructed in a 
way that is for the betterment of Southport and in a respectful manner to the existing neighborhoods and 
the environment. She said the property owners, the Mitchells, had selected their buyer and developer as  
E. West Partners. She said although some of the Mitchells may be involved as investors, neither they 
nor Bald Head Island Limited would be directly involved in the development.  

 
She said the PUD and RZ request application was formally submitted in March 2020. The 

Planning Board’s responsibility was to examine the submission’s applicability to the UDO and to 
determine what is in the best interest of Southport. The one thing that the Planning Board did not use as 
a form of measurement was the increased tax base for the City. She said this discussion had been held 
up many times in presentations to discuss the request for rezoning and the potential for annexation. She 
stated that this consideration is not the Planning Board’s charge. 

  
Chair Hodgin stated that the Planning Board formed a Hub Committee for oversight as soon as 

the applications were submitted. This committee broke into four subcommittees to review over 1500 
housing units in the most vital areas for consideration. The four subcommittees consisted of Traffic 
Impacts, Infrastructure Issues, Character and Design, and Environmental Issues. The public was able to 
submit questions and comments on the City’s online survey for review and response. The meetings 
were noticed and open to the public. Questions and concerns were addressed either online or at the full 
Board meetings. Because the Fiscal and Infrastructure Impact studies were not received by the June 
deadline, the applicant and the City agreed to an extension so that the reports could be reviewed in 
detail. Since the studies were not received until recently the Board and the City requested another 
extension but the applicant disagreed. The consensus of the Planning Board was that there was limited 
information in the studies to affect their summarization and recommendation. She said the Planning 
Board will now leave the detailed review of the studies to the Board of Aldermen before they make their 
final decision. She thanked the Board for their hard work and dedication throughout this process. 

 
There was a summarization of each subcommittee. 

 
1. Traffic Impacts: Subcommittee; Vice-Chair Hewett, Ms. Meehan, and Mr. Chris Jones. 
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Major Concerns and Discussions: 

 

• The potential for 3K more cars on 9th Street, Robert Ruark Drive, and adjacent Streets. 

• The Traffic Study used by E. West Partners did not consider the amount of usage on 9th street by a 
school.  

• Traffic Subcommittee Recommendations: IF the submission is approved, as a part of any 
Development Agreement executed: 

• The developer would be required to develop and fund a 3rd access point to the project on 11th St. 

• The developer establishes non-vehicle connectivity for pedestrians, bikes, and/or electrical vehicles 
separate from vehicular traffic.  

• The DOT proposed traffic signal be moved from 13th/Howe St. to 11th/Howe St. 
 

2. Environmental Issues: Subcommittee; Ms. Meehan, Mr. Mibelli, Mr. Scott Jones, 
            and alternate Vice Chair Hewett. 
  

• Wetland Protection (specifically in the Carolina Bay area on the East side of the property)  

• Stormwater Management. Storm inundation maps show this area has potential for high levels of 
inundation, especially during slow-moving storms.  

• Conservation of Habitat. Although the clustered lots are intended to preserve the habitat, it will 
increase the impervious coverage on each lot. 

• Open Space allocation and Density for each neighborhood (specifically in the marina area). With the 
proposed 20 dwelling units per acre, marina, restaurant, retail spaces, and parking requirements it 
appears that there will not be enough land to accommodate these uses and the open space 
requirement. 

 
3. Infrastructure Issues: Subcommittee; Fiss, Mr. Sloan, and Mr. Chris Jones 

 

• Provision of water and sewer will be provided and serviced by the county. 

• The City does not have the electrical capacity for a PUD. The City would have to partner with the 
developer to share approximately $3M of the cost for a new substation/feeder.  

• The developer suggested adding additional fees to buyers’ tap fees to mediate electric and water 
expenses. 

• Concluded that the City will be “upside down in the math” in projected expense to revenue.  
 

 
4  Design and Character: Subcommittee; Mr. Mibelli, Mr. Sloan, Mr. Fiss, and alternate Mr. Joyner 

 

• Lack of Consistency with the UDO (existing zoning district) 

• Lack of Consistency with the CAMA Land Use Plan 

• The development goes beyond the stipulated density limits which will cause heavy stress on traffic, 
infrastructure, environment, health services, and businesses. 

• Development presents a contrast in character for the City of Southport 

• The Marina area incorporated as part of the proposal was originally zoned as Planned Residential 
District which was later renamed and designated Planned Unit Development. The approved and 
implemented use for this tract is for long-term parking, not multi-family dwellings. As a consequence, 
there are no vested rights for high-density development. 

• Applicability for PUD in accordance with the UDO is land to be planned and developed as a unit. In 
the ETJ it must be 25 acres or more on one or more continuous parcels. The only exception is for 
parcels on both sides of the street. The Indigo Phase 2 project comprises two distinct and separated 
parcels of land and as such does not qualify for a PUD.  
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• Access for developments with 100 units or more the UDO mandates that a project that surpasses 
the 100 unit threshold shall have two direct points of direct ingress and egress onto a major or minor 
thoroughfare. The Marina Village which is proposed to have 188 dwellings does not meet these 
criteria. This would additional ingress and egress points.  

• The Subcommittee concluded that the materials submitted do not suffice to solidify and determine 
the characteristics of development and the dimensional standards.  

 
Chair Hodgin stated that approval for a project of this magnitude using incomplete information 

signifies a considerable risk for Southport. With the Subcommittee’s findings and citations of 
inconsistencies applicable to the City Ordinance, the Planning Board has determined that the Indigo 
Plantation Phase 2 Project “in the big picture” does not add overall value to the health, safety, and 
welfare of Southport and its citizenry. The Planning Board would not be opposed to the evaluation of a 
resubmission that takes into equal consideration the developer’s desire for maximum profits alongside 
the City’s allegiance to preserving its historic character and small neighborhood feel. A resubmission 
that is realistic to what our City can live with. The Planning Board’s recommendation to the Board of 
Aldermen is that approval for the Indigo Plantation Phase 2 PUD and the associated rezoning request as 
submitted be denied.    

 
Mr. Chad Paul with Bald Island Limited thanked the Board and the Subcommittees for their hard 

work and thorough review of the project. He thought it was a great process for addressing questions and 
concerns from both the Board and the Public. He stated that the application for the Planned Unit 
Development Plan and Rezoning was formally submitted in March 2020 prior to the updated UDO that 
was adopted by the Board on September 9, 2020. He said the submitted applications were complete 
and they agreed to wait until after the completion of the UDO to start review. He questioned whether the 
outcome of the assessment of the project would be different if the process for approval would have 
started before the UDO was updated.  

 
The Statement of Plan Consistency and Zoning Recommendation was read by Ms. Meehan that 

recommended the denial of the submitted application and zoning map amendment to the Board of 
Aldermen. 

 
A motion was made by Ms. Meehan to adopt the Statement of Plan Consistency and Zoning 

Recommendation that recommended denial of the Indigo Phase 2 development plan and zoning map 
amendment to the Board of Aldermen, seconded by Mr. Chris Jones.   

Unanimous vote; motion carried.  
 
 

2. Zoning Map Amendment: RZ-22-0512-01; 300,302,304 W. 11th St; MF to R-10; submitted by 
Coastline Homes. 

                                              
Development Services Director, Mr. Lloyd gave an overview of the proposed 

amendment. He explained that the application is for a .478 acre (20,821 sf) tract in the corporate 
limits on W. 11th St. owned by Coastline Homes. It is currently zoned in MF and the applicant 
would like to rezone the property to R-10. The property consists of 3 existing lots in the historic 
Smith and Weeks Subdivision. The lots in the subdivision are 42 ft by 165 ft. R-10 would allow 
this lot to be developed for single-family residential uses using the nonconforming R-10 lot 
provisions found in the ordinance. 

 
A Review Committee was established that consisted of Vice-chair Hewett, Christopher 

Jones, and Scott Jones and met on July 12th to review the proposed amendment. The committee 
went over the existing zoning and future land use map of the area. The future land use map 
shows this area as medium-density residential rather than multifamily. The committee found that 
rezoning this to R-10 would be consistent with the adjacent uses since it is single-family 
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residential to the east, west, and south. It was the consensus of the Review Committee to 
recommend approval.  

 
Vice-Chair Hewett read the Statement of Plan and Consistency and Zoning 

Recommendation that recommended approval to the Board of Aldermen. 
 

A motion was made to adopt the Statement of Plan and Consistency and Zoning 
recommending approval by Vice-Chair Hewett and seconded by Scott Jones. 

                                  Unanimous vote; motion carried. 
 

 
3. Zoning Map Amendment; RZ-22-0609-01: 1208 N. Caswell; BD to R-10, submitted by Heidi 

Paiva. 
 

Mr. Lloyd explained that the Zoning Map Amendment application is for a .141 acre.  
(6,138 sf) tract in the ETJ owned by Heidi Paiva at 1208 N. Caswell St. It is currently zoned BD, and the 
applicant would like to rezone the property to R-10. The property is one existing lot in the Historic 
Southport Heights Subdivision. The lots in this Subdivision are 50 ft by 123 ft. The rezoning would be 
consistent with the two previous rezonings that the Planning Board recommended at the May 19th 
meeting. This Zoning Map Amendment would bring this property in line with those directly north and 
south.  

A Review Committee was appointed that consisted of Vice-Chair Hewett, Mr. Christopher Jones, 
and Mr. Scott Jones and met on July 12th to review the zoning map amendment. The committee went 
over the existing zoning and future land use map of the area. The future land use map shows this area 
as a high-density residential rather than Business District. The committee found that rezoning this to R-
10 would also be consistent with adjacent uses since it is single-family residential to the east, west, and 
south. It was the consensus of the Review Committee to recommend that the Planning Board rezone it 
to R-10. 

There was a question brought up at the previous meeting about whether this rezoning would 
constitute spot zoning. According to the UNC School of Government, Spot Zoning is defined as the 
practice of zoning a relatively small area differently from the surrounding property. These cases typically 
involve property that is owned by one person and rezoning that only benefits one person and not the 
overall public interest. When determining whether something is spot zoning, it is important to consider 
the size of the tract in question, the compatibility of the proposed zoning with the comprehensive plan, 
the compatibility of the proposed zoning with the surrounding area, and the relationship of the uses 
envisioned under the new zoning and the uses currently present in adjacent tracts. Staff argues that this 
is the opposite of spot zoning since the rezoning is compatible with the comprehensive plan, the 
proposed zoning is more compatible with the surrounding area as single-family residential as opposed to 
Business District, and the permitted uses in R-10 are more compatible with the surrounding residential 
zoning than the permitted uses in Business District. Otherwise, there would be one small tract zoned 
Business District adjacent to areas largely zoned R-10 and MF. 

 
The Statement of Plan and Consistency and Zoning Recommendation was read by Mr. Chris 

Jones that recommended approval to the Board of Aldermen. 
 

A motion was made by Mr. Chris Jones to adopt the Consistency Statement that 
recommended approval to the Board of Aldermen and was seconded by Mr. Mibelli.   

Unanimous vote; motion carried 
 
 

4. Zoning Text Amendment, Section 3.5 Table of Permitted and Special Uses, submitted by  
Terin Ellis. 
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The applicant is requesting that the table be modified to make Commercial Recreation, Outdoor 
permitted by right in the Business District. Commercial Recreation, Outdoor is defined as a commercial 
facility that is typically outdoors and that provides entertainment, recreational, and amusement 
opportunities. Examples include water parks, mazes, and miniature golf. It is important to note that this 
would allow Commercial Recreation, Outdoor uses in all of the Business District. 

 
A Review Committee was appointed that consisted of Christopher Jones, Dick Sloan, and Sue 

Hodgin. The Review Committee met on July 30th to review the zoning text amendment. Present were 
the committee members staff, and the applicant Terin Ellis. The committee discussed the proposed 
change. There were concerns raised about whether this would be an appropriate use in the Business 
District and whether it would fit in with the uses that are already allowed in BD as well as the character of 
BD. There were also safety concerns about outdoor recreation being too close to the road. Even more 
so with the amount of traffic on Howe Street. The committee members felt like this would be more 
appropriate in a zoning district like Highway Commercial. Highway Commercial would have more 
restrictive dimensional standards like setbacks and buffers to keep outdoor recreation a more 
appropriate distance from the road. It was the consensus of the Review Committee to recommend the 
denial of the zoning text amendment. 

 
The Statement of Plan and Consistency and Zoning Recommendation was read by Chris Jones 

that recommended denial of the amendment to the Board of Aldermen.  
 
A motion was made by Chris Jones to adopt the Statement of Consistency that recommended 

denial of the zoning text amendment and was seconded by Dick Sloan.  
Unanimous vote; motion carried. 

 
5. Major Site Plan: 115 N. Howe St. Mixed-Use Development; submitted by Barbee Enterprises of 

Southport Inc. 
 

Mr. Lloyd presented the Major Site Plan application for the redevelopment of an existing property 
within the City Limits. The property is located at 115 N. Howe St., at the corner of N. Howe and W. Nash 
St. The site area is 15,608 sf or (.38 acres). It is zoned in the Central Business District. The existing 
structure is proposed to be demolished and replaced with a new structure proposed as a multi-story 
building 102 feet by 90 feet. The layout on the site would add an additional 3,886 sf for a total of 14,317 
sf. The Site Plan proposes four residential dwelling units. The Sketch Plan will be reviewed in detail to 
ensure all requirements are met and in accordance with the UDO.  

 

A  Review Committee was appointed and met on July 15th at 3:30 pm. The Review Committee 
consisted of Chair Sue Hodgin, Gustavo Mibelli, Fred Fiss, and staff. Also present were the project 
manager Ron Greger and the property owners Frankie & Eric Beacham. The committee started out 
discussing the importance of the Central Business District in Southport and how it was important to have 
architectural design that matched the character of Southport. The review committee mentioned that 
missing from the application was a Traffic Impact Study, lighting plan, and signage plan. A traffic impact 
study is required for any project that exceeds 500 trips a day. If an applicant feels like their project does 
not exceed 500 trips a day, they need to have a traffic engineer submit documentation as to why this is 
the case using ITRE Trip Generation Manual. 

 
The applicant said that they would get back together with their civil engineer and work on that 

documentation. A review committee also indicated that they were concerned with the lack of 
parking for these uses. Although the CBD does not require off-street parking for nonresidential 
uses, they were concerned with the lack of parking for the intensity of uses at this location. There 
was discussion on the 8 parking spaces for nonresidential uses and how one of those parking 
spaces was handicapped. They asked if the dwelling units be able to use this spot if they did not 
have a handicapped placard. Staff indicated that they would not. Mr. Mibelli brought up the 5 ft 
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parking setback from the property line and how it needed to be shown on the plan. Mr. Greger 
indicated he would get that modified. He also asked whether there would be an elevator 
structure to the rooftop bar in order to comply with ADA requirements. The elevator shaft would 
need to be in line with zoning requirements. The committee also discussed that the corner 
visibility needed to be clarified and discussed the increase in impervious areas on the site. While 
the site already has 11,431 sf of impervious area, there would be an additional 2,886 added to 
the site if developed as proposed.  

 
The committee further discussed the architectural compatibility. Mr. Greger said they were 

willing to talk about architectural considerations within reason. He indicated that they would talk 
to a local architect in Wilmington to get further ideas on how to soften the building and make it 
more compatible with Southport. There was also discussion on whether the applicant was aware 
of potential changes to the City’s lighting policy and becoming Dark Sky Compliant. Mr. Fiss 
asked about the occupancy and whether there was enough Egress according to the fire code. It 
was his understanding that there would need to be 3 stairwells. Mr. Greger indicated that they 
were considering adjusting that and that they would need to resubmit an updated version. There 
was also discussion on grease interceptors, recycling containers, and the dumpster. Mr. Fiss 
conveyed to the applicant that folks around town indicated that they would be more comfortable 
with a two-story structure rather than a 38-foot tall building. Mr. Greger indicated that this was a 
good way to introduce the project and that they gained valuable feedback. He indicated that he 
would incorporate some changes and bring the plan back as a resubmittal. 

 
It was the consensus of the Board to table the site plan until the plan was resubmitted and 
further information was provided by the applicant.  
 
6. Zoning Text Amendment: Tree Preservation Changes 

 

Mr. Lloyd gave an update on the progress of the proposed amendment. He stated the Forestry 
Committee helped come up with suggestions on how to utilize the current tree ordinance with language 
that becomes more apparent to the current Tree and Landscape Preservation Ordinance. He said there 
are several things that the ordinance is lacking in qualifying for a Tree City USA Community for the Arbor 
Day Foundation. He said there is certain language that needs to be implemented to quality for the Tree 
City USA Community. The NC Urban Forestry Council also said that the ordinance should be more about 
ensuring the preservation of existing trees vs replanting new trees. The draft of the proposed amendments 
was provided to the Board for review. Mr. Lloyd felt that legal counsel would help intake on how to disperse 
penalty funds. Civil penalties currently go to the school system. Other things to consider would be if the 
City would consider putting a lien on the property until the fees are paid. The Board will continue to work 
on the proposed amendment and provide updates to the proposed language and discussions with the City 
Attorney. 

 

New Business: 
 

1. Zoning Map Amendment: R-22-0701-01: 1403 Howe St; PUD to BD, submitted by RDK 
Investments. 

 
Mr. Lloyd gave an over of the application. The zoning map amendment is for a 0.35-acre 

tract within the City limits. The property is located on N. Howe Street, at the corner of N. Howe and 
W. 14th Street. It is currently zoned PUD, and the applicant would like to rezone it to BD. The legal 
description indicates that it is part of the Southport Heights subdivision that was originally platted 
in 1910. The parcel is approximately 101 feet by 150 feet. The BD does not designate a minimum 
lot size, only a 10- foot setback, and a 40-foot maximum height. The proposed zoning map 
amendment would remove PUD zoning and replace it with BD zoning on the zoning map. This 
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would match most of the adjacent properties and would encourage the continuity of the Business 

District. 
It was the consensus of the Board to establish a Review Committee. Vice Chair Hewett, Dick 
Sloan, and Chris Jones were appointed to the Committee. 

 
2. Establishment of Central Business District Review Committee 

 
At its meeting on July 14th, the Board of Aldermen requested that the Planning Board consider 

appointing a committee to review zoning regulations in the UDO pertaining to the City’s Central 
Business District. Staff recommends the appointment of that committee. 
 

  Chair Hodgin, Dick Sloan, and Fred Fiss were appointed to the Committee. 
 

3. Exterior Lighting Amendment. 
 

During the Street Light Policy update process, the Street Light Committee recognized the need to 

also update the City's Code of Ordinances to include general exterior lighting consistent with the lighting 

ordinance in the UDO and the street light policy. While changes to the Code of Ordinances do not require 

Planning Board review, the Committee understands that lighting is important to the community at large and 

an essential element in the planning process. Prior to final consideration, the committee recommends 

submitting the draft language for the Exterior Lighting amendment to the Planning Board for review. 

 

Vice Chair Hewett, Chris Jones, and Chair Hodgin were appointed to the Review Committee. 

 

I. New Business/ Board Comments 

 

 Mr. Mibelli mentioned that the experience from the last two major site plan applications such as the 
Indigo Plantation Phase 2 project and the site plan for the mixed-use development at 115 N. Howe St. has 
been different and challenging. He said that we can learn from the experience in various ways such as through 
a preliminary meeting between the developer, the consultant working on the project, and the City Planner and 
UDO Administrator. He said he felt that the Developers with the Indigo Plantation Phase 2 project acted as if 
they were entitled to the development and that having preliminary discussions prior to the detail of the review 
would be beneficial to the dialogue for appropriate concerns. He said that Article 2:5 mentions a determination 
and interpretations of the Ordinance, and he would like to extrapolate that slightly and ask that the next UDO 
Administrator provides their opinion on whether a project is in complete accordance with the UDO regulations 
and requirements, or completely out of line. Mr. Mibelli said that interpretations of keywords in the UDO are 
not defined or explained clearly. He said this would save time when discussions arise such as “the corridors 
linking, different green areas, and the coal ash parcel for recreation”. He said the ordinance states that coal 
ash cannot be used in recreational spaces. He said he believes that it is the responsibility of the property 
owner to mitigate that the property is safe and in good condition. Mr. Mibelli feels like these issues need to be 
discussed and revised in the UDO to ensure that the language is defined clearly. 
 

Mr. Sloan is not in favor of the proposed three-story mixed-use development at 115 N. Howe St.  
He said that a rooftop bar would not only be a potential safety hazard but also a nuisance to the  
adjacent residents. He recommends that the third story be eliminated from that project. 
  

Vice-Chair Hewett was in agreement with Mr. Mibelli and recommended that the Board have workshops 
to discuss and review certain language to help improve the interpretations and determinations of the policies 
and procedures in the UDO.  
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Chair Hodgin confirmed Mr. Fiss’ return to Alternate Member status.  
 
  
Adjournment: 
 
There being no further business, Vice-Chair Hewett made a motion to adjourn, and second by Mr. Gustavo 

Mibelli. Unanimous vote; motion carried.  
 
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:00 P.M. 
  
 
 
 
_________________________________ 
   Sue Hodgin, Chair  
 
 
      __________________________________ 
       Tanya Shannon, Deputy Clerk 
 
 
 


