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Members Present: Sue Hodgin, Will Hewett, Christopher Jones, Donnie Joyner,  

Fred Fiss, Mo Meehan, Scott Jones, and Dick Sloan 
 
Members Absent: Gustavo Mibelli 
 
Staff Present:  Gordon Hargrove, City Manager 
    Dorothy Dutton, City Clerk 
    Tanya Shannon, Deputy Clerk 
    Tori Deviney, Permit Technician 
 
Others:  Sam Shore, Cape Fear Council of Government 
 
       
Board of Aldermen Karen Mosteller and John Allen  
     Liaisons:  

 
 

A. Chair Sue Hodgin called the meeting to order at 6:02 p.m. 
 

B. Mr. Donnie Joyner gave the Invocation.  
 

C. Chair Hodgin led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 

In the absence of Mr. Gustavo Mibelli, Alternate Member Mr. Fred Fiss was appointed as 
a voting member.  
 

D. Swearing in reappointed Planning Board Member Will Hewett. 
 

E. Motion to approve the July 21, 2022, meeting minutes by Mr. Donnie Joyner and 
seconded by Mr. Scott Jones.   Unanimous vote; motion carried.  

 
F. Motion to approve the Meeting Agenda by Vice-Chair Hewett and seconded by Mr. Fred 

Fiss. Unanimous vote; motion carried. 
 

G. Public Comment:  
 

Vice-Chair Hewett motioned to enter Public Comment and was seconded by Mr. Sloan. 
Unanimous vote; motion carried. 
 

1. Bob Lambert, 109 W. Nash St, has concerns regarding the proposed mixed-use 
development at 115 N. Howe St. He said the feedback from the neighbors is not in favor 
of this development and discourages this type of use adjacent to residential properties. He 
suggested that the retail shops be located on the first floor, short-term rental units and 
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office space use the second, and the restaurant/roof-top bar move somewhere more 
appropriate. Decisions that are made will have consequences, and the neighborhood will 
have to bear the results. 

 
2. Tracy Beaulieu, 206 W. Nash St, is opposed to the proposed development at 115 N. Howe 
 St. She said this type of use and design does not fit with the character of Southport. She 
 is concerned about the impact on the surrounding residents and the availability of parking 
 for customers of the proposed use, especially for the restaurant and roof-top bar during 
 parties and events. She implored the Planning Board and the Board of Aldermen to 
 preserve the charm of Southport.  

 
Being that there were no other questions or comments, Mr. Joyner made a motion to go out 
of public comment and was seconded by Mr. Sloan.  

Unanimous vote; motion carried.  
 
H. Old Business: 

 
1. Zoning Text Amendment: Tree Preservation Changes (Article 3.18) 

 
Mr. Sam Shore, with the Cape Fear Council of Government, gave an overview of the 

proposed amendment. The text amendment is proposed to provide new regulations and 
guidelines to the current Tree Preservation Article in the UDO, such as:   

 
• Requiring an as-built tree survey for residential and non-residential new 

construction and subdivisions. 
• Defining how to calculate mitigation credit for retaining Heritage Live Oak trees. 
• Setting penalties for violations of the regulations. 
• Defining the responsibilities of the City, the Forestry Committee, and the Citizens. 
• Defining “Regulated Tree.” 

 
Staff has forwarded some legal questions to the City Attorney that the Review 

Committee submitted. Once there are answers, there may be further amendments to the Tree 
Preservation Ordinance. 

The Review Committee, which included Ms. Meehan, Mr. Fiss, and Mr. Chris Jones, 
met to discuss the proposed revisions in detail. Along with recommendations from the Forestry 
Committee, the changes and modifications to the Article will be beneficial for clarification of 
some of the language and defining terms. The Board was provided the proposed language to 
the amendments in their Board packets for review. 

Mr. Scott Jones asked for clarification on the proposed requirement for an as-built tree 
survey before a Certificate of Occupancy is issued. He asked if this would come from the 
landscape surveyor or from the final as-built provided by the developer/builder that has done 
their own tree survey. He questioned the fact that many people are ready to move in, but they 
do not have the landscaping as-built completed. He asked if the as-built tree survey would be 
a part of the building as-built survey or completely separate. 
 Mr. Sam Shore said that prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy, a submission 
for the dwelling’s final as-built survey and the as-built tree survey should be provided at the 
same time. Mr. Chris Jones agreed and said the intent of the language is to have them both 
sent simultaneously to ensure that nothing is missed and that they are meeting all the 
requirements.  
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 Mr. Shore explained that the tree and landscape plan would need to be submitted for 
review and approval. But only the tree survey must be completed and submitted before the 
final CO is issued. Mr. Shore said that the proposed language may need to be revised, so 
there is no confusion.  
 Mr. Fiss suggested that a temporary CO could be issued, and then when the final as-built 
along with the tree-as-built is received, the final CO could be issued. Mr. Chris Jones 
recommended adding the as-built tree survey to a checklist for builders to remind them that 
this too will need to be included for issuance of the final CO. Mr. Fiss reiterated that this is to 
ensure that there will be a record of what the survey states will be planted. For example, if the 
record states that there are supposed to be 6 trees planted, and then they all die, that 
information can be verified to ensure that the intent of the Tree Preservation Ordinance is 
being regulated efficiently.  

It was the consensus of the Board to make a recommendation to the Board of Aldermen 
for approval as drafted. 

Mr. Chris Jones read the Statement of Consistency. He motioned to adopt the Consistency 
Statement that recommended approval of the Zoning Text Amendment for changes to the Tree 
Preservation Article 3.18 and was seconded by Mr. Fred Fiss.    
 Unanimous vote; motion carried.         

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

 Mr. Shore 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 historic Southport Heights subdivision 
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 would match most of the adjacent properties and encourage the 
Business District's continuity. 

 The Board established a Review Committee on July 21, 2022 that included Vice Chair 
Hewett, Dick Sloan, and Chris Jones.   
 Since the applicant could not attend the meeting, it was the consensus of the Board to 
table the proposed amendment. A motion was made by Vice-Chair Hewett to table the 
proposed amendment and was seconded by Mr. Sloan. Unanimous vote; motion carried. 
 
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, which consisted of Chair Hodgin, Vice-
Chair Hewett, and Chris Jones, recommended submitting the draft language for the Exterior 
Lighting amendment to the Planning Board for review. After approval from the entire Board, it 
was the consensus to forward the amendment to the Board of Aldermen. 



 

4 
 
 

A motion was made by Vice-Chair Hewett to recommend approval of the Exterior Lighting 
Amendment to the  Board of Aldermen and was seconded by Ms. Meehan. 
Unanimous vote; motion carried. 
 
I. New Business 
 
 1.  Central Business District Committee: UDO Text Amendments  
 Chair Hodgin gave an introduction and referred to Southport’s CAMA Core Land Use Plan. 
She stated that in the Southport Vision and Core Values statement, the first Core Value is to 
“Preserve the City’s Historical Character.” She said that there is tremendous growth in 
Southport and, with that, the disappearance of open space. She said that people have moved 
to Southport to enjoy the quiet, quaint, and slow pace of the City but that it is being significantly 
altered. She reiterated the amount of growth that is also surrounding the City and bringing 
more people to the destination of Southport. She said one thing that is not growing in Southport 
is parking. When considering what can be done about the parking issues, the Board must 
always consider the impacts of their actions. She stated that included with the Vision and Core 
Values statement is the commitment to “Preserve the City’s Residential Areas.” She said there 
must be a consideration for the effects on the surrounding residential areas as there is 
contemplation regarding the proposed changes for business buildings and their use in the 
Central Business District. She stated the commitment to preserve the residential areas must 
include seeing to every side street and the overflow of parked cars in the ROW’s. She said is 
not only a safety issue but also aesthetically unpleasing. She concluded by asking if it is the 
desire for Southport to allow the proposed modern, more considerable city-type changes in 
the CBD or to preserve the city’s historical character and protect the city’s residential areas in 
the CBD.  
 The Review Committee, which consisted of Chair Hodgin, Mr. Fiss, and Mr. Sloan, met on 
August 9th. The Committee has some concerns about what is in the City’s best interest and to 
change some of the standards in the Central Business District. These changes include 
reducing the maximum height of any new building, limiting the number of stories that can be 
built, and redefining the amount of parking that might be available based on the use, change 
of use, and dimensions of the parcel. The Board received the proposed amendments that were 
discussed and prepared by The Review Committee in their agenda packets. The proposed 
changes are highlighted. Once the Planning Board makes a recommendation to the Board of 
Aldermen, a public notice will be published with the date and time of a public hearing. After the 
Board of Aldermen holds the public hearing, they will be able to consider approving the 
ordinance amendments along with the Land Use Consistency Statement. 
 Mr. Sam Shore gave an overview of the Committee’s review and proposed amendments 
for the standards for mixed uses, dimensional requirements, parking, and buffers. See the 
proposed draft language below.  

 Chair Hodgin commented that after research and consultation with the Cape Fear Council 
of Government (Section 3.3 A. item 1. Parking Overlay Overlay Districts), it was determined 
that this item was unnecessary after the change in (section 3.14. Table 3.4) and the 15% 
modification that was amended previously but not fully enacted. Therefore, Section 3.3 
Establishment of Overlay Districts can be disregarded from the draft.  
  Mr. Fiss commented that parallel to Section 3.11 BUILDING DESIGN 
STANDARDS (A) PURPOSE, which states:  “The purpose of this section is to ensure 
architectural compatibility and the establishment and preservation of architectural character 
throughout the city.” He said it’s like the three C’s, Compatibility, Character, and Co-existing. 
It is a unique situation in downtown Southport where there is a cemetery that borders 
residential neighborhoods and businesses that are adjacent to residential areas.  He said it is 
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essential to have guidelines and standards for these areas to co-exist, and the proposed 
amendments are intended to preserve the character of Southport and protect the residential 
communities.  
 Ms. Meehan questioned section 3.14 Parking (D) Minimum Parking Off-Street Parking 
Ratios. She asked if the draft is removing that complete revision. She says, as it states now, 
there are 0 lot lines in that area for non-residential uses, and she feels it seems appropriate to 
include on-street parking. She said it would be lumping the CBD and BD districts together in 
the draft language.  

 
Section 3.14 D. MINIMUM OFF-STREET PARKING RATIOS 
 
Current UDO pg. 3-67 states: 
 
2. Within the CBD zoning district, no off-street parking shall be required for any nonresidential 
use, whether new construction or change of use/redevelopment. Within the CBD zoning 
district, all residential uses require full compliance with the off-street parking requirements 
contained herein.  
 

 The proposed UDO Draft Text Amendment states: 
 

  2. In the CBD and BD zoning districts, for nonresidential uses, where on-street or public 
 parking facilities are located within (500) linear feet of a proposed use, measured as a 
 straight-line distance from the entrance of the building, the minimum off-street parking 
 requirement may be reduced by 50%. This requirement shall not apply to residential uses. 

 

  Mr. Sam Shore proposed the following changes to the draft amendment as follows: 
 

2. Within the CBD zoning district, no off-street parking shall be required for any 
nonresidential use, whether new construction or change of use/redevelopment. Within the 
CBD zoning district, all residential uses require full compliance with the off-street parking 
requirements contained herein. 

3. In the BD zoning districts, for nonresidential uses, where on-street or public parking 
facilities are located within (500) linear feet of a proposed use, measured as a straight-line 
distance from the entrance of the building, the minimum off-street parking requirement may 
be reduced by 50%. This reduction shall not apply to residential uses. 

 

  It was the consensus of the Board to recommend approval of the proposed 
Central Business District UDO Text Amendments with the revisions stated.   

 
  Mr. Fiss read the Consistency Statement and motioned to adopt the Consistency 

Statement that recommended approval of the Central Business District UDO Text 
Amendment to the Board of Aldermen and was seconded by Ms. Meehan.  

  Unanimous vote; motion carried.  
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 2.  Revised Conditional Rezoning Request: BD to HC-CZ, 14th, and N. Howe St; 
       submitted by Rhetson Companies.   

  Mr. Shore gave an overview of the application. He explained that the request is for 
a 2.07-acre tract currently in the Extraterritorial Jurisdiction (ETJ). The property is located 
on the corner of W.14th and N. Howe Street. It is currently zoned Business District (BD), 
and the applicant would like to rezone it to Highway Commercial-Conditional Zoning (HC-
CZ). A conditional zoning district is intended for a development with a high level of certainty 
of being constructed and is typically accompanied by specified uses. Conditional zoning is 
only considered in nonresidential zoning districts.  All proposals for conditional zoning 
must abide by the dimensional standards required by the underlying zoning district (HC). 

 
  Ms. Amy Shaffer, a representative of Rhettson Companies, said they first 

submitted an application for rezoning in April, but there were some challenges with that 
request. She said they are unfamiliar with conditional zoning but eager to follow this 
process. She thanked the Board and Staff for their time and consideration.  

 
  The Board established a Review Committee to discuss the application in more 

detail. Vice-Chair Hewett, Mr. Fiss, and Mr. Chris Jones were appointed to the Committee. 
 

3.   UDO Review Process: PUD and Subdivision Standards. 
 

   Chair Hodgin stated that a City Government should never let policies and 
regulations go stagnant. The Unified Development Ordinance is a living document and must 
remain open for examination and revisions as certain circumstances warrant. She said that 
since the last revision in 2020 and with the recent growth in Southport, a review of the UDO 
should be done proactively for modifications and updates. She said that she thinks it is a 
good idea to evaluate the UDO periodically to make recommendations to the Aldermen for 
possible amendments. She said the Planned Unit Development and Subdivision Standards 
are an excellent place to start the review.   

  Mr. Mibelli, Vice-Chair Hewett, and Ms. Meehan were appointed to the Review Committee. 
 

J. Other Business:  None 
K. Chair Hodgin noted that the Members Table and Attendance Record are always in the 

back of the Board Agenda Packet. 

L.  Announcements: None 

• Mr. Fiss was confirmed back to the alternate member position. There were no other 
questions or comments.  

 There being no further comments or questions, Vice-chair Hewett made a motion to adjourn 
and was seconded by Mr. Sloan. Unanimous vote; motion carried. 

 
Adjournment: 7:02 p.m. 
 
  
 
__________________________         _______________________________ 
 Chair, Sue Hodgin      Deputy Clerk, Tanya Shannon 


