REGULAR MEETING OF
THE VILLAGE OF CLEMMONS COUNCIL
May 11, 2020
The Village of Clemmons Council met electronically on Monday, May 11, 2020, at 6 p.m. The
meeting was held via Zoom Meeting due to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic and guidelines
and recommendations provided by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), as
well as the State and Forsyth County. The following Board members were present: Mayor Wait,
Council Members Barson, Binkley, Cameron, Rogers and Wrights. The following Staff
members were present: Manager Buffkin, Attorney Fus, Clerk Shortt, Public Works Director
Gunnell, Marketing and Communications Director Ford, Director of Operations Gearren and
Planner Rahimzadeh.
Call to Order & Pledge of Allegiance
Mayor Wait called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. and led the Pledge of Allegiance.
Public Comments
There were no citizens in attendance. There were no individual comments submitted to be read
into the record.
Approval of the Minutes
Council Member Cameron moved to approve the minutes of the April 27, 2020 regular meeting
as presented. The motion was seconded by Council Member Barson and unanimously approved.
Approval of the Agenda
Council Member Cameron requested the addition of Item 4. “Library Update” and Item 5.
“Novant Hospital Update” under Manager’s Report.
Council Member Barson moved to approve the agenda as amended. The motion was seconded
by Council Member Wrights and unanimously approved.
Announcements
Mayor Wait made the following announcements:
-The Village of Clemmons offices will be closed on Monday, May 25, 2020 for the Memorial
Day holiday.
-The next Village of Clemmons Council meeting will be held at 6:00 p.m. Tuesday, May 26,
2020.
-Trash pickup will be delayed one day the week of Memorial Day (pickups will be Tuesday Saturday).
- Public Works recycling and trash compactors are open. Please be sure to break down any
cardboard and keep the area clean.
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Business – Information/Review Items for Future Action
A.
Marketing and Communications Director’s Report – Marketing and
Communications Director Ford provided an update on the following items and
events:
- The farmer’s market had a great opening day on May 9, 2020. There were 10
vendors and 270 customers. She gave a special “thank you” to the FCSO and
YMCA for their assistance and partnership with the Village.
B.

Manager’s Report.
1.
Finance Report for March 2020 – report was presented. Manager Buffkin
advised that the revenue impacts will likely be seen next month and into July
from the pandemic.
2.

Budget Workshop Dates/Times – A brief discussion was held and the Budget
Workshop will take place on Monday, May 18, 2020. A special meeting
notice will be drafted, posted and distributed accordingly.

3.

FCSO Agreement Renewal – Manager Buffkin presented the FCSO
Agreement Renewal amendments (two options) along with Attorney Fus’
edits for Council’s consideration. Staff’s recommendation was Option 1 as
this limits the liability to the Village to $50,000/claim. A brief discussion
was held.

Council consensus was to direct Staff to provide Option 1 of the FCSO Agreement
Renewal with amendments (attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated as part of the
minutes) to Forsyth County for their consideration.

C.

4.

Library Update - Council Member Cameron advised Council of an email
received from Assistant County Manager, Damon Sanders-Pratt. The
project is progressing and trusses are being placed next week. The project’s
scheduled completion is currently January 2021.

5.

Novant Hospital Update - Council Member Cameron advised of a
Foundation Board meeting in which Dr. Mann discussed the screening and
cleaning procedures taking place at the facility. His advice is to not delay
going to the hospital with a medical problem. It is a safe environment where
you will be treated well.

Attorney’s Report.
New Rules for Meetings of Public Bodies and Remote Zoning Hearings During
Declared Emergencies - Attorney Fus advised Council of the new rules for
meetings of public bodies and remote zoning hearings during declared emergencies
(attached hereto as Exhibit B and incorporated as part of the minutes). He
highlighted specific aspects of the new legislation which includes: the allowance of
remote closed sessions, quasi-judicial proceedings can occur if necessary, and if a
public hearing is via remote means, you must allow for written comments for 24
hours after the public hearing is closed.
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D.

Planner’s Report - Nothing to report.

Business – Action Items
E.
Public Hearing - Zoning Map Amendment for Carlos Pereira from RS-15 & LO-S
to RM-12-S (Residential Building, Multifamily) located at 3462 Clemmons Road PIN number 5893-30-8703 and 5893-30-9990 – approx. +/- 8 acres - Zoning
Docket C-234.
Planner Rahimzadeh provided an overview of the zoning request and site plan. He
advised that the area is approximately 6.86 acres and would consist of three multifamily structures which would be 2-3 stories dependent upon topography. The
building square footage is 41,835 with 78 total units. The height will not exceed 45
feet and there will be connectivity to Kinnamon Village Drive with 60’ of road
frontage. Sidewalks will be internal to the site. He stated during Planning Board’s
hearing, there was an amendment for the developer extending fencing in the rear of
the property to the Lee property. Trip generation is relatively low. The current
Clemmons Compass Future Land Use Plan does not promote this density but
LEGACY does in this area. He advised Council that Staff and Planning Board are
recommending approval and this would amend the land-use plan. Mayor Wait
clarified that due to this public hearing being conducted remotely, any Council
deliberation and vote will take place at the next regular Council meeting on
Tuesday, May 26, 2020 as this will provide the 24 hours for written comments to be
submitted and considered once the public hearing is closed. Planner Rahimzadeh
advised he would compile all comments received into PDF format for Council’s
review including those submitted within 24 hours following the closure of the
public hearing (attached hereto as Exhibit C and incorporated as part of the
minutes).
Mayor Wait opened the public hearing and called for a 5-minute recess to allow
everyone to get connected remotely.
There were two Proponents to speak:
- Ron Davis, Petitioner, advised Council that he provided each of them with the
following documents: community meetings report, Planning Board letter and
information on Landmark Developers, summary and items addressed as a result of
the Planning Board meeting. He gave an overview of the surrounding area. He
stated the project is approximately $11.5 million. They are looking to revitalize that
area and have support from the shopping center owner. He stated these residents
will work and shop in Clemmons. He advised that this project meets or exceeds the
requirements of the UDO and Community Compass. They requested a special
meeting be called for action prior to May 15, 2020 as they have deadlines to meet.
-John Stiltner, Director of Development and Construction Services for Landmark
Development (Property Management), provided an overview of their company. He
discussed the onsite activities that would be offered to residents as there will be
recreational areas indoors and outdoors. He requested Council’s support of the
project.
Council Member Cameron inquired about the trees. The Petitioner clarified there
will be a large tree-save area and all requirements will be met regarding
preservation.
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There were two Opponents to speak:
-Nancy Lang, Stadium Ridge HOA President, stated that their property consists of
18 townhomes and is adjacent to the proposed project. She discussed her concerns
of the location and size of the apartment complex. She stated most residents of
Clemmons don’t actually work in Clemmons but travel outside to Winston-Salem,
Advance, etc. She stated traffic was a large concern as the residents of her
neighborhood can hardly maneuver out onto Stadium Drive during school hours and
the increased traffic this will generate. Their street is private. She expressed
concerns over the placement of the trash dumpster. She advised they had received
signatures in opposition of this project and of all those in and around the
neighborhood, they did not have one person in favor.
-Adam Kearns, 6057 Stadium Drive, Clemmons, NC – He expressed his concerns
regarding the project and stated that his family loves living in Clemmons and never
expected having to deal with this situation. He advised he went through the
signatures the Petitioner had presented at the Planning Board meeting and did not
see a single name or address from anyone directly affected by this project in favor
(addresses were Burlington, Winston-Salem).
Proponent Rebuttals:
Mr. Stiltner addressed the dual use of the dumpster stating it would be for trash and
recycling – fully enclosed with gates and 8’ tall brick fence and only available for
residents. Maintenance will be on staff and the first duty of the day will be to
handle the dumpster area. Mr. Davis advised that the Stadium Ridge HOA
questions were answered (documentation provided). They addressed the security
concern and they are extending the privacy fence. They also will be integrating
security cameras for the rear of the buildings and inside the site (minimum of 12
cameras with 360 view). Mr. Davis touched on the sidewalk connectivity and the
safety issues with the parents allowing their children to walk to the elementary
school to address foot traffic concerns. He mentioned the redevelopment talks/plans
that have been discussed in that area.
Opponent Rebuttals:
Ms. Lang stated she had not had a chance to read the answers to the HOA questions
due to just having received it. She mentioned the overcrowding of the elementary
school and sidewalk situation. She said they did not find one person that was in
favor of this project.
Mr. Kearns thanked Council for hearing his concerns. He stated the developer
placing 12 cameras on the property is not something that he would want and a 45’
structure in his backyard is not something he wants to look at as a 6’ fence will not
cover it.

Mayor Wait closed the public hearing at 8:09 p.m. The 24-hour written comment
period will begin from this point.
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F.

State of Emergency Declaration Ordinance 2003-07 Amendment Discussion Manager Buffkin presented two options as amendments to the Village of
Clemmons’ State of Emergency Declaration Ordinance 2003-07 (which will be
Ordinance 2020-01) for Council’s consideration. Attorney Fus advised Council of
the difference between the two versions. Both update the language to match the
state statute. The main difference is who and when a SOE can be declared and the
reference of time urgent situations. He also provided a summary of other
municipalities’ feedback on usage of time urgency language being included in their
declarations. A discussion was held. Council Member Rogers suggested adding the
following language: “Upon the Mayor’s declaration of a State of Emergency, an
emergency meeting of the Council shall automatically be called and proper notice
given.”. This will allow Council to review the State of Emergency and validate
what the Mayor has declared or change direction. This would avoid any confusion.
Council Member Cameron advised that the declaration should include language that
the governing body endorses it.

Council consensus was to direct Staff to go with Option 1 adding the language suggested
by Council Member Rogers at the beginning under 33.502 and add for consideration at the
next Council meeting. They would like to see two versions (one with the language added
and one without).
G.

Council Comments – there were none.

Adjournment
Council Member Rogers moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:33 p.m. The motion was seconded by
Council Member Barson and unanimously approved.

________________________________________

John Wait
Mayor
ATTEST:

_________________________________________

Lisa Shortt, NCCMC
Village Clerk

Exhibit A

NORTH CAROLINA
FORSYTH COUNTY

)
)
)

INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT

This INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT dated and effective as of July 1, 2020 (this
“Agreement), between Forsyth County, North Carolina, a political subdivision of the
State of North Carolina (the “County”) and the Village of Clemmons, North Carolina, a
municipal corporation organized under the laws of the State of North Carolina (the
“Village”);
WITNESSETH
WHEREAS under Article 20 of Chapter 160A of the North Carolina General
Statutes, municipalities and counties are authorized to enter into interlocal cooperation
undertakings with other local governments for the joint exercise of any power, function,
public enterprise, right, privilege, or immunity of local governments in North Carolina;
and
WHEREAS the Village desires to have the County, acting through the Forsyth
County Sheriff’s Office, provide law enforcement officers assigned to keep the peace,
enforce the criminal laws of the State of North Carolina and criminal ordinances of the
Village, and maintain order in the Village;
NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto agree as follows:
1.
Service. The County shall provide the Village with Forsyth County
Sheriff’s Office deputies and staff assigned by the Sheriff to the Village (“Assigned
Deputies”) as set forth in Exhibit A. Assigned Deputies shall perform law enforcement
duties within the Village, patrolling the Village, answering calls for service, conducting
general security checks, providing information and education to the public, interacting
with residents and visitors, and performing other duties associated with community
policing within the Village. Any additional services requested by the Village may not
take place unless approved in writing by the Sheriff prior to such service beginning.
2.
Scope of Service. Assigned Deputies shall serve the Village on a fulltime basis. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary herein, the Assigned Deputies have
a duty to provide law enforcement within all of Forsyth County, and circumstances may
arise where the Sheriff determines it necessary to reassign temporarily one or more
Assigned Deputies from the Village in order to meet such needs or to respond to an
emergency or mutual aid request. At all times, the Assigned Deputies shall be
employees of the Forsyth County Sheriff’s Office and shall be under the control of, and
subject to, the Sheriff. Assigned Deputies shall not be employees of the Village or
subject to the control of the Village.
3.
Term. This agreement shall commence July 1, 2020, and terminate June
30, 2023, unless terminated earlier. Each year of service shall begin on July 1 and end
1|Page

on June 30 of the subsequent year. Either party may terminate this Agreement by
providing 90-days’ written notice to the other party.
4.
Consideration. The Village shall reimburse the County for the cost of all
Services provided by the County on a quarterly basis. Such costs shall include, but not
be limited to, all categories of costs set forth in Exhibit B.
5.
Payment Due Date. Within 30 days of the end of each quarter, the
Village shall pay the County for Services for the prior quarter. For the first three
quarters of each year of service, the Village shall pay one-quarter of the estimated
annual cost of service, as set forth in Exhibit B for the first year of service, and as shall
be set forth in Exhibit C for the second year of service and Exhibit D for the third year of
service. For the final quarter of each year, the County shall reconcile all costs actually
incurred by the County to provide Services to the Village and shall send an invoice to
the Village for the balance due. The Village shall pay the County within 30 days of the
date of the invoice. The Village’s obligation to pay this final invoice shall survive
termination of this agreement. In the event of a termination of this agreement before the
expiration of the annual term, the County shall prepare an invoice with a reconciliation
of all costs incurred as of the termination date, and the Village shall reimburse the
County for such costs within 30 days of the date of the invoice from the County.
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary herein, the Village shall pay the County the full
amount listed in Exhibits B, C, or D under “Claims” for each year of service, and the
County shall not reconcile this amount with the actual County costs for worker’s
compensation, disability, litigation, damages, or other costs attributable to or caused by
an Assigned Deputy.
6.
Estimate Annual Cost of Service. Exhibit B is the estimated cost of
service for the year of service ending June 30, 2021. By March 31, 2021, the County
shall provide the Village with Exhibit C, the cost of service for the second year of
service, and by March 31, 2022, the County shall provide the Village with Exhibit D, the
cost of service for the third year of service.
7.
Insurance. The County shall provide professional liability coverage for
Assigned Deputies.
8.
Amendment. This Agreement may be amended in writing by the Village
and the County.
9.
Severability. If any section of this Agreement is deemed to be illegal or
otherwise unenforceable, it is the intent of the parties hereto that all other provisions of
this Agreement shall remain in full force and effect.
10.
Governing Law. This Agreement is to be governed by and interpreted in
accordance with the laws of the State of North Carolina, with the exception that conflicts
of laws provisions shall not apply.
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11.
Notice. All notices permitted or required to be given by one party to the
other party shall be addressed and delivered in writing as follows:
For the County:
J. Dudley Watts, Jr.
Forsyth County Manager
201 North Chestnut Street
Winston-Salem, NC 27101
With Copy to:
Randy C. Hunsucker
Forsyth County Sheriff’s Office Business Manager
301 North Church Street
Winston-Salem, NC 27101

For the Village:
Scott Buffkin
Village of Clemmons Village Manager
3715 Clemmons Road
Clemmons, NC 27012
12.
Execution in Multiple Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed
in multiple counterparts, each of which constitutes a completed document.
13.
Exhibits. Exhibits A and B, attached hereto, are incorporated herein by
reference. Exhibit C, the estimated cost of service for the second year of service, and
Exhibit D, the estimated cost of service for the third year of service, shall also become
incorporated herein by reference by July 1, 2021, and July 1, 2022, respectively. Exhibits
C and D shall be provided to the Village at least 90 days in advance of the applicable year
of service.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Mayor of the Village and the Chairman of the
Forsyth County Board of Commissioners have each executed this Interlocal Agreement
to evidence the agreement of the parties hereto and the Village Clerk and the Clerk to
the Board of County Commissioners have affixed the seal of the Village and the County,
as applicable, to this Interlocal Agreement.

Village of Clemmons, North Carolina

Forsyth County, North Carolina

By: _____________________________
John Wait, Mayor

By: ________________________
David Plyler, Chairman

Attest:

Attest:

__________________________________
Lisa Short, Village Clerk

[SEAL]

__________________________
Ashleigh Sloop,
Clerk to the Forsyth County
Board of Commissioners

[SEAL]
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EXHIBIT A
ASSIGNED DEPUTIES
Pos#
1017
1018
1232
1236
1492
1623
8042
8049
8113
8167
8170
8557
9005
9501
9526

Position Title
Deputy Sheriff II
Deputy Sheriff II
Deputy Sheriff I
Deputy Sheriff I
Corporal
Deputy Sheriff I
Deputy Sheriff I
Deputy Sheriff I
Deputy Sheriff I
Deputy Sheriff I
Corporal
Deputy Sheriff I
Deputy Sheriff II/”Investigator”
Deputy Sheriff II
Sergeant
Total: 15 positions

Wrk
Wk
42.50
42.50
42.88
42.88
42.88
42.50
42.88
42.88
42.88
42.50
42.88
42.88
42.50
42.88
42.50

Yrly Hrs
2,210.00
2,210.00
2,229.76
2,229.76
2,229.76
2,210.00
2,229.76
2,229.76
2,229.76
2,210.00
2,229.76
2,229.76
2,210.00
2,229.76
2,210.00
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EXHIBIT B
ESTIMATED ANNUAL COSTS

Payment Due:

October 15, 2020

$398,730

January 15, 2021

$398,730

April 15, 2021

$398,730

Final Quarterly Payment due per Section 5.
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Exhibit B
Coates' Canons
NC Local Government Law
https://canons.sog.unc.edu

Coates' Canons Blog: Remote Zoning Hearings during Declared Emergencies
By Adam Lovelady
Article: https://canons.sog.unc.edu/remote-zoning-hearings-during-declared-emergencies/
This entry was posted on May 06, 2020 and is filed under Board Structure & Procedures, Featured Posts Related To COVID-19, Land Use
& Code Enforcement, Legislative Decisions, Motions, Minutes, & Hearings, Planning, Quasi-Judicial Decisions, Zoning

COVID-19 and related shutdowns have forced local governments to dramatically alter meetings. With some questions
swirling around the authority and procedures for remote public meetings, the General Assembly stepped in to provide
clarity. As outlined in this blog, new legislation clearly outlines procedures for remote public meetings during declared
emergencies, authorizes remote public hearings with one important caveat, and authorizes remote quasi-judicial
evidentiary hearings with several limiting conditions.
The new legislative clarity is especially important for planning and zoning decisions that commonly require public hearings
and/or quasi-judicial evidentiary hearings, and this blog focuses on those decisions.

Remote Public Meetings
Session Law 2020-3 (Senate Bill 704), Section 4.31(a), enacts G.S. 166A-19.24, which provides authority and procedures
for remote meetings by simultaneous communication during declarations of emergency by the Governor or General
Assembly. This authority is limited to only the area of the declared emergency and only for the duration of the declared
emergency. Note that these new rules and procedures apply to a remote meeting, which is defined as an official meeting
“with between one and all of the members of the public body participating by simultaneous communication.” If all members
of the board are together in person for a meeting, it is not a remote meeting subject to these limits and procedures. The
rules apply to remote public meetings, generally; as discussed below, additional limitations are placed on the public
hearings and quasi-judicial evidentiary hearings that may occur during the remote public meeting.
Frayda Bluestein’s blog on the New Rules for Meetings provides a careful analysis of the provisions. Here is a brief
summary. For a remote public meeting during a declared emergency, the local government must provide proper notice,
including information about how the public can access the meeting. The method of remote meeting must allow members
to hear, and be heard by, members of the board and the public. Simultaneous communication is defined broadly to include
conference telephone, conference video, and other electronic means. The remote meeting must be simultaneously
streamed live online or otherwise available for the public. Minutes must reflect that the meeting was remote, how board
members accessed the meeting, and when board members joined or left the meeting. All chats by instant message, text
message, or other written communication by the board members regarding the transaction of public business are deemed
public records.
If a member of the board is not visible, he or she must identify himself or herself for roll call, deliberations and motions,
and voting. All documents must be provided to the board members. All discussions, deliberations, and actions must be
clear to the listening public; board members must not refer to a matter merely by letter, number, or other designation. All
votes are by roll call.
With regard to quorum, a board member only counts as present during the period when he or she maintains
communication; if the connection is dropped, the member is no longer present for quorum. Similarly, votes by board
members are counted as if the member were physically present only while the simultaneous communication is maintained.

Remote Zoning Public Hearings
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The new law includes a provision to allow public hearings to be held during an authorized remote meeting, but there is an
added requirement for written public comment. A local board may conduct any public hearing required or authorized by
law during a remote meeting, but the board must allow written comments on the subject of the public hearing to be
submitted between publication of notice and 24 hours after the public hearing.
In normal times it is common for a local government board to hold a public hearing on a zoning matter and then, at the
same meeting, turn immediately to deliberate and vote on the zoning matter. It seems that such immediate action is not
possible under the new provision for remote public hearings. The new legislation, it appears, effectively extends the public
hearing for an additional 24 hours for written comments. It would be improper for the governing board to vote on the matter
while the public is still invited to comment.
So, for example, if the board holds a remote public hearing on a rezoning on Tuesday night and closes the hearing at 8:00
pm, the board must accept written comments from the public from the time of published notice (10-25 days prior to the
hearing as required by statute) until 8:00 pm on Wednesday. The board could take up the rezoning matter for deliberation
and vote after 8:00 pm Wednesday—by recessing (continuing) the matter to the next regularly scheduled meeting or at a
properly noticed special meeting. There would be no need for additional notice for a public hearing, but the subsequent
public meeting would need to be properly noticed.

Remote Quasi-Judicial Evidentiary Hearings
Under Section 4.31 of Session Law 2020-3 (Senate Bill 704), the new G.S. 166A-19.24 authorizes local governments to
hold quasi-judicial evidentiary hearings by remote meeting during a declared emergency subject to notable limitations.
With those limitations and the legal and practical challenges of ensuring due process, quasi-judicial evidentiary hearings
remain difficult, but not impossible, to manage remotely.
One note to start. The provision for remote quasi-judicial evidentiary hearings is permissive: “A public body may conduct a
quasi-judicial proceeding as a remote meeting” when certain conditions are met. There is not a requirement to hold remote
evidentiary hearings. But, if a property owner is dependent upon the issuance of a particular approval or if a shot-clock is
expiring for an application, there may be circumstances when a remote evidentiary hearing is necessary.
Under the new law a local board may conduct a quasi-judicial evidentiary hearing remotely only if three conditions are met:
(1) the right to a hearing and decision occurs during the emergency, (2) all individuals with standing consent to the remote
hearing, and (3) all due process rights are preserved. Consider each in turn.
The right of an individual to a hearing and decision occur during the emergency.
The phrasing here is not clear and the meaning has some ambiguity. That said, it is reasonable to interpret this provision
as allowing a quasi-judicial evidentiary hearing to continue remotely if, under normal circumstances, that hearing would
have occurred during the time of the declared emergency. The intent of the Session Law is to provide relief from the crisis
and continuity of government. The title of the Session Law is “An Act to Provide Aid to North Carolinians in Response to
the Coronavirus Disease 2019 (COVID-19) Crisis,” and Part VI, which includes these rules on quasi-judicial hearings, is
titled “Continuity of State Government/Regulatory Relief.” With that in mind, it is reasonable to interpret this particular
provision as allowing more, not fewer hearings to be remote. Plus, the additional conditions (discussed below) will prevent
many hearings from going remote.
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An alternate interpretation of the provision is that remote evidentiary hearings are permitted only for those matters where a
decision shot-clock will expire during the declared emergency (the “right . . . to a hearing and decision occur during the
emergency”). A preservation commission, for example, must decide a request for a certificate of appropriateness within
180 days. There is statutory obligation to hear the case within a specified time. In contrast, variances typically get a
hearing and decision in a reasonable time—there is not a right to a variance hearing and decision by a date certain. A
narrow interpretation of the new law would say that certificates of appropriateness and other approvals with shot-clocks
may be handled remotely, but not other quasi-judicial decisions. This narrow interpretation, though, carves out a broad
range of quasi-judicial development decisions and seems to go against the legislative intent.
All persons subject to the quasi-judicial proceeding who have standing to participate in the quasi-judicial hearing
have been given notice of the quasi-judicial hearing and consent to the remote meeting.
The persons with standing here will be the same as those identified by G.S. 160A-393 for standing to appeal a quasijudicial decision to superior court: the applicant, an individual with an ownership interest in the subject property (or an
option for such), the local government (when a decision by the local government is being appealed), an individual who will
suffer special damages, or an association that includes a member who will suffer special damages. In order to hold a
remote evidentiary hearing under the new statute, the local government will need consent from each of those parties with
standing. To be clear, this is specific to parties with legal standing; this does not give a member of the general public a
veto over a remote evidentiary hearing.
Determining standing of the applicant, the landowner, and the local government may be easy, but determining standing for
neighbors who suffer special damages is more challenging, as highlighted in recent caselaw and as outlined in this blog
on Standing and Quasi-Judicial Hearings. And, in contrast to a court case where the parties are known ahead of time, for
many zoning matters individuals with standing may not assert rights until the hearing—or even after the hearing.
This already-tricky area of quasi-judicial practice is further complicated by the new law on remote evidentiary hearing. The
new statute for remote meetings requires consent from all persons with standing, even if they are indifferent to the case.
This puts the local government in a position of identifying who has standing prior to the hearing. But, standing is a question
of law for the board, not an administrative task for staff.
One option is to seek consent from each nearby property owner who receives notice (essentially presuming they have
standing). That would be overly generous to the neighbors’ case for standing, but it would be a way of casting a broad net
to ensure consent from anyone who does have standing. The request for consent could even invite the individual to allege
standing (as is sometimes requested on applications of appeals of staff decisions or appeals of certificates of
appropriateness). If a neighbor withholds consent, then the board could either wait and hold the evidentiary hearing in
person at a later time or attempt the remote hearing, starting with the threshold question of standing of the individual
withholding consent. To be sure, that latter option would be a practically awkward and legally tricky remote hearing on the
topic of standing of an individual who is objecting to the remote hearing.
Alternatively, a local government could seek consent only from a very few neighboring owners with a clear showing of
special damages (along the lines of the Cherry case discussed in the blog on standing linked above). Then, if there was a
challenge from another individual, it would be resolved on appeal to superior court. A challenge to this approach is that
there is a narrow determination of standing by staff (not the board) and prior to the hearing itself.
Regardless of the approach, it will be prudent to send notice of the decision to the same individuals that received notice of
the evidentiary hearing—notifying those interested individuals of the outcome and starting the clock for appeal to superior
court.
All due process rights of the parties affected are protected.
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Finally, as is always the case in quasi-judicial evidentiary hearings, the due process rights of the parties must be honored
in a remote evidentiary hearing. There are legal and practical challenges to doing that remotely. Those challenges are not
insurmountable, but they are substantial. How is evidence submitted and reviewed? How are witnesses cross-examined?
What if a party does not have the technology or connectivity to participate fully? These are all questions that must be
addressed if and when a local government moves forward with a quasi-judicial evidentiary hearing.
Some of those legal concerns and practical considerations are outlined in my recent blog post on Remote Participation in
Quasi-Judicial Evidentiary Hearings. Among other things, use video conference (and test it out ahead of time), establish
clear ground rules for all involved, and avoid handling hotly contested cases remotely, if possible.

Conclusion
The rules for remote public meetings of Session Law 2020-3 are outlined in the new G.S. 166A-19.24 and carefully
analyzed in Frayda Bluestein’s blog post on the topic. Those rules will apply to governing boards, planning boards, boards
of adjustment, and other local development boards that may be meeting during a declared emergency.
Additionally, if a board is holding a public hearing remotely—such as for a zoning amendment or rezoning—then the
additional requirements for remote public hearings will apply. Notably, the board will need to allow for written public
comments from the time of published notice until 24 hours after the hearing. This means that the board will need to vote at
a recessed or subsequent meeting.
And finally, if a board is holding a quasi-judicial evidentiary hearing remotely, the following conditions must apply: the right
to a hearing and decision occurs during the emergency, all individuals with standing consent to the remote hearing, and all
due process rights are preserved.

Links
www.ncleg.gov/EnactedLegislation/SessionLaws/PDF/2019-2020/SL2020-3.pdf

This
blog post
is published
andSchool
postedofonline
by the School
of Government
to address
issues
of interest
to government officials. This blog post is for educational and informational
Copyright
© 2009
to present
Government
at the University
of North
Carolina.
All rights
reserved.
use and may be used for those purposes without permission by providing acknowledgment of its source. Use of this blog post for commercial purposes is prohibited.
To browse a complete catalog of School of Government publications, please visit the School’s website at www.sog.unc.edu or contact the Bookstore, School of
Government, CB# 3330 Knapp-Sanders Building, UNC Chapel Hill, Chapel Hill, NC 27599-3330; e-mail sales@sog.unc.edu; telephone 919.966.4119; or fax
919.962.2707.

Page

Coates' Canons
NC Local Government Law
https://canons.sog.unc.edu

Coates' Canons Blog: New Rules for Meetings of Public Bodies During State-Level Declared
Emergencies
By Frayda Bluestein
Article: https://canons.sog.unc.edu/new-rules-for-meetings-of-public-bodies-during-state-level-declaredemergencies/
This entry was posted on May 05, 2020 and is filed under Board Member Powers & Authority, Board Structure & Procedures, Featured
Posts Related To COVID-19, Land Use & Code Enforcement, Motions, Minutes, & Hearings, Open Government, Open Meetings, QuasiJudicial Decisions, Quorum & Voting Requirements

As a part of the Act to Provide Aid To North Carolinians In Response to the Coronavirus Disease 2019 (COVID-19) Crisis,
(S.L. 2020-3, SB 704) the General Assembly has enacted modifications to the laws governing meetings of public bodies,
and voting and quorum rules for city and county governing boards. The new law modifies those rules and provides specific
guidance regarding remote meetings, including quorum, notice, voting, public comment, and public hearings. These
provisions are in Section 4.31 of the Act, (starting on page 61 in the PDF linked above). The new provisions for remote
public meetings became effective on May 4, 2020, and only apply when there is a declaration of a state of emergency by
the Governor or General Assembly under GS 166A-90.20. They aren’t triggered by city or county emergency declarations.
The new law also provides that any electronic meeting undertaken via remote participation between March 10, 2020 and
the effective date of the new law is not deemed invalid due to the use of the use of electronic communication to conduct
that meeting. This blog summarizes the new provisions.
Remote meetings authorized and defined. The new law enacts GS 166A-19.24, which authorizes any public body to
conduct remote meetings in accordance with the rules set out in the act, as well as with the provisions of the open
meetings law. “Remote meeting” is defined as: An official meeting, or any part thereof, with between one and all of the
members of the public body participating by simultaneous communication. “Simultaneous communication” is defined as:
Any communication by conference telephone, conference video, or other electronic means. Official meeting and public
body are defined as set out in the open meetings law.
Simultaneous communication requirements. When meeting using simultaneous communication in an official meeting,
the method must allow for any member of the public body to hear what is said by the other members of the public body;
hear what is said by any individual addressing the public body; and be heard by the other members of the public body
when speaking to the public body. In other words, the person participating remotely must be able to hear and be heard
throughout the meeting. The law also requires any members who are participating by simultaneous communication and
can’t be seen by the public body to identify themselves when the roll is taken, when the remote meeting commences, prior
to participating in deliberations (including making motions, proposing amendments, and raising points of order), and prior
to voting.
Requirements for conducting remote meetings. As with all other official meetings of public bodies, the precise notice
requirements that apply to an electronic meeting depend on whether the meeting qualifies as a regular, special,
emergency, or recessed meeting. Prior to the new legislation, every electronic meeting notice had to specify the “location
and means” whereby members of the public could listen to the meeting. GS 143-318.13(a). Under the new law, an
electronic meeting notice issued during a state of emergency declared by the Governor or General Assembly must specify
the means by which the public can access the remote “as that meeting occurs.” It doesn’t have to specify a physical
location where members of the public can go to hear the meeting. This exception makes sense because, as we have
seen, situations serious enough to trigger a gubernatorial or legislative emergency declaration can sometimes lead to
restrictions on mass gatherings.
The remote meetings must be simultaneously streamed online so that simultaneous live audio, and video, if any, is
available to the public. If the means of the remote meeting is a conference call, the public body can provide access by
providing an opportunity to dial in or stream the audio live and listen to the meeting.
Minutes of remote meetings must reflect the use of simultaneous communication, which members were participating by
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simultaneous communication, and when those members joined or left the remote meeting.
The public body must comply with GS 143-318.13(c), which prohibits acting by reference such as deliberating, voting, or
otherwise taking action upon any matter by reference to a letter, number or other designation, or other secret device or
method, with the intention of making it impossible for persons attending a meeting of the public body to understand what is
being deliberated, voted, or acted upon. This provision does not prohibit a public body from deliberating, voting, or
otherwise taking action by reference to an agenda, if copies of the agenda, sufficiently worded to enable the public to
understand what is being deliberated, voted, or acted upon, are available for public inspection at the meeting.
All documents to be considered during the remote meeting must be provided to each member of the of the public body.
All chats, instant messages, texts, or other written communications between the members of the public body regarding
public business during a remote meeting are public records.
Closed Sessions: The new law allows public bodies to meet in closed session as authorized in GS 143-318.11, and
makes it clear that a public body is not required to provide access to the remote meeting while it is in closed session. The
public body must comply with all of the requirements in the new law and the open meetings law, including noticing an open
meeting, allowing access to the open portion of the meeting, making a motion in open session to go into closed session
indicating the provision that authorizes the closed session, preparing minutes and a general account, and coming out of
closed session to continue the meeting or adjourn. Public bodies may want to consider developing strategies to protect
confidential information when members are participating remotely.
Public Hearings: The new law authorizes public bodies to conduct public hearings during a remote meeting and take
action based on those hearings. It adds a requirement that written comments may be submitted at any time between the
notice of the public hearing and 24 hours after the public hearing. A consequence of this requirement is that the public
body will not be able to take action on the matter immediately following the public hearing. It will have to take action at a
later meeting or recess the meeting long enough to comply with the 24-hour requirement.
Quasi-Judicial Evidentiary Hearings: These evidentiary hearings are required when a decision involves due process
rights, and require evidential testimony by the applicant and other people whose due process rights may be affected.
These people have standing to testify and challenge the final decision. The trial-like nature of quasi-judicial evidentiary
hearings present difficult issues for remote meetings. The new law does, however, authorize the use of remote meetings
for quasi-judicial, subject the following requirements:
The right of an individual to a hearing and decision occur during emergency;
All persons subject to the quasi-judicial proceeding who have standing to participate in the quasi-judicial hearing
have been given notice of the quasi-judicial hearing and consent to the remote meeting;
All due process rights of the parties affected are protected.
This provision raises some difficult issues. It may be challenging for the public body to identify all of the individuals who
have standing in order to the obtain their consent. A detailed definition of “Standing” for challenging local government
quasi-judicial decisions can be found in GS 160A-393 (d). In some cases it may easy to identify people who have standing
but in some cases, people with standing might not be identified until the hearing is under way. In addition, the time frame
within which a quasi-judicial meeting may be held is subject to multiple interpretations. It’s not clear when the right
“occurs.” Putting these issues aside, as described in Adam Lovelady’s blog post here, there remain many practical
challenges and legal risks with conducting quasi-judicial hearings with remote participation.
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Quorum: Local governments have struggled with the issue of whether members of a public body who are not physically
present can be counted as present for purposes of a quorum. As I noted in a blog post here, this is mostly an issue for the
governing boards of cities and counties due to the language in their quorum and voting statutes that make reference to
members being present or physically present. For other public bodies, the open meetings generally law generally
recognizes electronic meetings as official meetings. The new law modifies the city and county quorum statutes (GS 153A43, GS 160A-73), making it clear that a member of any public body who is participating by simultaneous communication
must be counted as present for purposes of a quorum as long the communication is maintained for that member.
This means that during a state-level state of emergency, there is no requirement to have a quorum physically present at a
remote meeting.
Both the city and county quorum statutes provide that if a member has withdrawn without being excused by a majority of
the members present, the member is counted as being present for purposes of a quorum. This provision applies under the
new law, but it’s not clear how it would work. If a person is participating with video, it would be possible for a person
physically move out of the frame of the video and no longer being seen. Other situations are more difficult. What if the
person is participating with audio only. If the person puts down the phone and walks away, it would difficult determine if the
person is still present. As a practical matter, the presiding officer or any board members could ask the person to confirm
that the person is still present. What if the person intentionally terminates the connection? In that case it appears that
under the amended quorum rules, that person is no longer counted as being present. Similarly, if the person’s connection
is severed due to technical issues, the person is no longer participating simultaneously and therefore no longer counted as
present.
Voting: The new law provides that the vote of each member is to be counted as if the member physically present only as
long as the simultaneous communication is maintained for that person. As noted earlier, under the new law, during a
remote meeting all votes must be conducted by roll call. In addition, the new law provides that notwithstanding the
authority in GS 143-218(b), no vote by secret or written ballots on paper or electronic may be taken in a remote meeting.
For city and county governing boards, the new law provides that the provisions of GS 153A-44 and GS 160A-75 (the
voting statutes) apply. In addition, the new law modifies the voting statutes to provide that a vote or a failure by any
member who is participating by simultaneous communication must treated as if the member were physically present. This
applies only as long as the communication is maintained for that member.
The default “yes” rule: The city voting statute provides that if a council member is present, has not been excused from
voting, and does not vote, the member is counted as voting yes. This is often called the default “yes” rule. The voting
statute for boards of county commissioners does not include a default “yes” provision, but many counties have
incorporated it into their local rules. How does the default “yes” rule apply to a member who is participating with
simultaneous communication? Here’s a suggested analysis. Since all votes are roll call, and members participating with
simultaneous communication must identify themselves before they vote, only those that have done so can vote. If a
person has been identified as being present for the vote, but does not vote, it should be recorded as a yes. If a person is
present but doesn’t identify him or herself, the person can’t vote, and if the person attempts to vote it should not count. If
the person has terminated the communication before the vote, or if the person has lost communication due to technical
problems, the person is no longer counted as present and cannot vote.
Implications for Electronic Meetings After the State of Emergency: With the onset of the pandemic, there was broad
concern about the lack of clarity regarding the authority and procedures for remote and electronic meetings. In our earlier
blog posts and advising for local government officials regarding we attempted to balance adherence to the statutory
language and the need to protect the health and safety. The most difficult issues have been how to meet the quorum and
voting requirements for city and county governing boards. For most other public bodies, the statutes and procedures are
much more open to local policies. In addition, as set out in blog posts regarding strategies for electronic meetings, here
and here, there are reasonable practices for electronic meetings that preserve the obligation of access and align with
existing law. As noted in my earlier in this blog, the legislature has seen fit validate all the use of electronic means in
meetings undertaken between March 10 and May 4.
As we look forward to the effect of the new law, what implications might there be for the use of electronic/remote meetings
when there is no emergency? One implication might be that if there was already authority to meet remotely, there would
be no reason for the legislature to specifically authorize it in a state of emergency. A different argument might be that the
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legislature intended to create specific powers to be authorized only in an emergency. Language in the new law supports
that analysis. GS 166A-19.24(h), says: “Not Exclusive. – This section applies only during emergency declarations and
does not supersede any authority for electronic meetings under Article 33C of Chapter 143 of the General Statutes.” This
suggests that the new provisions don’t change anything that is already law under the open meetings law. There’s an
upside to that, in that there’s a lot in the new law that is specific to extraordinary circumstances and wouldn’t be necessary
for normal times. The downside is that we’re left with the same questions and no clear answers with respect whether and
how local governments can continue some of the practices that have been so critical to maintaining access while doing
business during these difficult times.

Links
www.ncleg.gov/Sessions/2019/Bills/Senate/PDF/S704v6.pdf
www.ncleg.net/EnactedLegislation/Statutes/HTML/BySection/Chapter_160A/GS_160A-393.html

This
blog post
is published
andSchool
postedofonline
by the School
of Government
to address
issues
of interest
to government officials. This blog post is for educational and informational
Copyright
© 2009
to present
Government
at the University
of North
Carolina.
All rights
reserved.
use and may be used for those purposes without permission by providing acknowledgment of its source. Use of this blog post for commercial purposes is prohibited.
To browse a complete catalog of School of Government publications, please visit the School’s website at www.sog.unc.edu or contact the Bookstore, School of
Government, CB# 3330 Knapp-Sanders Building, UNC Chapel Hill, Chapel Hill, NC 27599-3330; e-mail sales@sog.unc.edu; telephone 919.966.4119; or fax
919.962.2707.

Page

Exhibit C

April 20, 2020
Village of Clemmons Planning Board
Re: Zoning Docket C-234

I am writing in support of the proposed rezoning request off Kinnamon Loop Circle. As a commercial
property owner and land owner in the Village of Clemmons, I believe more residential multi-family
housing is necessary to grow the economy in the Village business district.
I encourage you to approve this request.

Sincerely,
Craig Sheppard
336-816-3440

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

emresourcesnc@aol.com
Nasser Rahimzadeh
24 Hour Comment - Rezoning Case C-234
Tuesday, May 12, 2020 7:08:36 PM
Comments Summary Rezoning C-234.pdf

Dear Mr. Nasser,
These comments are being submitted as allowed during the 24 hours following the close of the
Public Hearing for Rezoning Case C-234.
I am submitting these comments as a long term (23 years) resident of Clemmons.
I have reviewed the written records and viewed both the Planning Board and Village Council
Public Hearing for Rezoning Case C-234.   The project has been determined to meet ALL
requirements of the UDO.   Of the components of the Village of Clemmons Comprehensive
Plan/ Community Compass (Community Compass) applicable to this project, there were only
two (2) points with which the project was stated by Staff not to comply: a 2 two-story height
limit for buildings and the aesthetic enhancement of 158 to maintain and improve on a
historic design. The height of the buildings in the proposed project complies with the UDO.
The buildings are set at an elevation lower than the streetscape of 158 and are not contiguous
with 158.    After review and consideration, the Planning Board recommended APPROVAL of
the project. The Planning Director additionally provided explanatory document to the Council
stating his recommendation for approval for the plan based on compliance with overall
Community Compass goals as well as all UDO requirements.
I have summarized the comments presented during the Planning Board and Village Council
Public Hearings in the attached tables. I have organized comments into those that that pertain
to the UDO, the Community Compass Plan and Other subjects in order to consolidate the large
amount of information into a more concise body of information.
The community opposition is primarily based on factors that are outside the scope of the
UDO and Community Compass, such as unrequired fencing, lack of sidewalks to school, and
no sidewalks on property that is not a part of nor contiguous to the project. It is interesting to
note that Clemmons Elementary School was not included in the priority evaluation for
Sidewalk Projects listed in the March 12, 2020 Retreat Minutes, yet Council would consider
imposing such a sidewalk condition for this project.   The community opposition also reflects
presumed socioeconomic characteristics of the occupants of the proposed project, such as the
rate the apartment will be charging for rent and crimes, drugs and violence at the apartment
complex.
I respect that community members have the right to express their personal views during a
public hearing. Council members, however, have a responsibility to make a decision based
on applicable laws, regulations and standards.
The records submitted document compliance with both the Clemmons UDO and Community
Compass. The Planning Board has recommended approval. I urge you to vote to approve
Rezoning Case C-234.

Brenda J. Smith, MS PG LEED AP CAIH(ret)
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT RESOURCES, LLC
353 Jonestown Road # 198
Winston-Salem, NC 27104
Please be aware that e-mail and attachments sent to and from this address are subject to the
North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.

Village of Clemmons Rezoning Case C‐234 The Village at Kinnamon
Public Hearing Comments Summary
Planning Board
UDO
topography ‐ access

Compass

Other ‐ not UDO or Compass
extend fencing

connectivity to Clemmons Rd.
storm water ponds
access roads, storm water
ponds

clarify between UDO and Forsyth Co.
Legacy
economic sense and vitality aspect
of projects consideration

make a way to walk to elementary
school by 158
sidewalks across other people's
property

site elevations and
topography

right on the edge of single family ,
need to think through density

onsite Manager

topography, fire safety, storm
water

why design 3 story when Compass
Plan says 2 story required

walking to Stadium drive by sidewalk
on 158

UDO compliance , traffic
adding cars/ traffic impact

housing needs, community needs,
walkability
walking to shopping

children cutting through ‐ can there
be a sidewalk over to the church

traffic ‐ Ridgecrest
Road/Cinnamon Road
landscaping
contiguous to 158?
buffers
Opponents
UDO
building height
noise
traffic

catalyst for community
improvement/vitality

Compass

Other ‐ not UDO or Compass

3 story building ‐ already a lot of
apartments

who will be managing the
apartments
how will students travel to school
tenants and children will trespass
foot traffic
how long will they be maintained
negative impact on property value
how will they get to school if there
are no sidewalks
where are these people going to
work.
from what I have been told at the
rate the apartment will be charging
for rent it can't possibly bring in
enough cash flow to maintain the
facility and they will deteriorate
safety will be compromised due to
crimes, drugs, violence at this
apartment complex

Village Council
UDO

TIA trips generated compared to
single family

Compass
any research regarding
projects sparking
redevelopment in surrounding
area?

Other ‐ not UDO or Compass

Compass

Other ‐ not UDO or Compass

trees and tree save area

Opponents
UDO
building height
noise
traffic
dumpster location

3 story building ‐ already a lot
of apartments
scale of the apartments

walking to Stadium drive by sidewalk
on 158
school system impact ‐ they are
overcrowded
provide connectivity for employees to
walk to work because there is not a
bus line.
ask what kind of cameras ‐ security
cameras

who will be managing the apartments
how will students travel to school
tenants and children will trespass
foot traffic
how long will they be maintained
negative impact on property value
how will they get to school if there
are no sidewalks
where are these people going to
work.
from what I have been told at the rate
the apartment will be charging for
rent it can't possibly bring in enough
cash flow to maintain the facility and
they will deteriorate
safety will be compromised due to
crimes, drugs, violence at this
apartment complex
eyesore

STADIUM RIDGE HOA
This will be read at the Clemmons Council Planning Meeting once it has been
rescheduled.
CONCERNS:
The peacefulness and quiet of our private street could be jeopardized. If our private street (that
we pay HOA fees to maintain) is used as a pass through for pedestrians to Stadium Drive there
could be a liability to the association for property damage or if someone is injured. Also a
concern, additional pedestrian traffic could create noise, litter and congestion on our very narrow
street. Our neighborhood safety could be compromised with so many residents living in a small
area with only one entrance and exit. The height of the buildings could block our view and
possibly cause lights to shine on our properties and in windows. The closeness of the new
apartment buildings could affect our property values.
If apartments are built, there should be an 8-10 ft privacy fence/wall installed with landscaping on
the side of the current residents. The fence should extend behind the houses on Stadium Drive,
not just behind Stadium Ridge.
QUESTIONS:
1. Where do people live that signed the petition for building the complex (if one exists)?
2. Why not 2 story instead of 3 story? (eyesore to surrounding properties)
3. Who will be managing the apartments and for how long are they committed?
4. What recourse do we have if tenants/kids trespass on Stadium Ridge property or other
private property?
5. How will elementary students get to school? (Walk or Bus - limited sidewalks)
6. What will be done about traffic around Clemmons Elementary School especially in the
afternoon between 1:45 until school is dismissed? Traffic is backed up on Stadium Drive
to Ridge Crest and beyond. Also there is heavy traffic before school. Cars are parked in
the street and drivers refuse to move over. Traffic is one way during this time and very
dangerous for students walking to and from school. Residents are already frustrated
trying to navigate this area during the school hours.
7. We can expect more traffic once the new library is open. Stadium Ridge is already a
heavy traffic area with drivers traveling to and from Lewisville-Clemmons Road and
Stratford Road.
8. There are already many apartment buildings in this area, why not rezone for business or
medical offices?

March 16, 2020

Dear Stadium Drive Neighbors,
There will be a Clemmons Planning Board Meeting (TBD) to discuss the new proposed
apartment buildings (The Village at Kinnamon) to be built in Kinnamon Village near the Food
Lion shopping center. This multi-family housing site will be built on the property that adjoins the
Stadium Ridge HOA property and other property owners on Stadium Drive.
As residents of Stadium Ridge Court we have concerns regarding the building of this huge
complex so close to our homes. We feel that everyone affected should have the right to voice
their concerns and/or attend the planning meeting. Anyone can speak about the proposal
during the meeting but will have to sign in upon arrival to be added to the agenda. It would be
helpful to have as many residents as possible attend the meeting. The meeting will be held at
the Clemmons Village Hall, 3715 Clemmons Road.
This is what we know so far:
●
●
●
●
●
●

Three 3-story buildings for 1, 2 & 3 bedroom units (mostly 2 & 3 bedroom)
Total = 78 Units
Will include a common building, play area and picnic area
Two detention ponds
140 parking spaces
Only one entrance and exit (Kinnamon Village Drive)

The Stadium Ridge board members and some of the other residences will be attending the
meeting but will have only one spokesperson. The spokesperson will have three minutes to
speak in front of the council.
These are our concerns:
The peacefulness and quiet of our private street could be jeopardized. If our private street (that
we pay HOA fees to maintain) is used as a pass through for pedestrians to Stadium Drive there
could be a liability to the association for property damage or if someone is injured. Also a
concern, additional pedestrian traffic could create noise, litter and congestion on our private
street. Our neighborhood safety could be compromised with so many residents living in a small
area with only one entrance and exit. The height of the buildings could block our view and
possibly have lights shining on our properties and in our windows. The closeness of the new
apartment buildings could affect our property values.
If you have any questions or would like to add your comments/concerns please feel free to call
me at 336.575.3599. We also have a petition AGAINST the building of these apartments if you
would like to sign it.
Sincerely,
Nancy H. Lang
HOA President
Stadium Ridge Court

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Patty Fife
Nasser Rahimzadeh
Comment for PB Meeting
Monday, April 20, 2020 2:05:19 PM

Sarah Jetton (rhymes with baton so pronounced Jaton) lives at 6171 Stadium Ridge. Can be reached
at 336-422-4229 if you need to call her. Is very opposed to the site. Main concerns:
1. Location of dumpster will be right at their development. Would like it moved to a different
location on the site.
2. Stadium Drive cannot handle the additional traffic. Traffic already backs up morning and
afternoons due to school.
3. Clemmons Elementary already overcrowded.
Wants her comments noted at the meeting.

Please be aware that e-mail and attachments sent to and from this address are subject to the
North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Patty Fife
Nasser Rahimzadeh
Comments for C-234 Allegro
Monday, April 20, 2020 3:28:29 PM

Molly Bahn, 336-722-0548, 6160 Stadium Ridge Court – opponent
1. Traffic on Stadium Drive
2. Need a fence at least 8 foot tall around property so kids will not cut through others property
to get to school
3. Would like for their to be less units so not so crowded.

Mary Utley, 336-778-9018, 6183 Stadium Ridge Court – opponent
1. Traffic on Stadium Drive
2. School will be overcrowded.
3. What direction will kids have to walk to get to school
4. Too many apartments
5. Location of dumpsters should be moved.

Please be aware that e-mail and attachments sent to and from this address are subject to the
North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Patty Fife
Nasser Rahimzadeh
Comment on C-234
Monday, April 20, 2020 4:24:39 PM

Cherry Horn, 910-617-8122, 6166 Stadium Ridge Court – opponent
1. Density too much – why does it have to be 3 stories
2. Traffic on Stadium will increase along with new library being built
3. Clemmons is overbuilding, not leaving any green space
4. Schools overcrowded already
5. Dumpsters need moved to another location.

Please be aware that e-mail and attachments sent to and from this address are subject to the
North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Russell Frisby
Nasser Rahimzadeh
Zoning Docket C-234.....Against rezoning request
Monday, April 20, 2020 7:36:59 PM

To the Village of Clemmons Planning Board
From Russell C Frisby and Charlene M Frisby, 6190 Stadium Ridge Ct, Clemmons, NC
27012.
My wife and I would like to offer our opinions on the request for rezoning on Zoning Docket
C-234. We are against approving the request.
Our home at 6190 Stadium Ridge Ct is directly between the proposed apartments and
Clemmons Elementary School. Stadium Ridge Ct is a private road--it is not owned or
maintained by the city of Clemmons or by Forsyth County. People wanting to walk from the
proposed apartments to Clemmons Elementary are not going to walk all the way out to Hwy
158, turn right to Stadium, and turn right again to get to the school with playground. They are
going to cut through our property to get there. Last time the petitioner proposed a 6' fence to
eliminate that possibility. That would not be an adequate remedy for us or for the single
family homeowners that live on Stadium Drive between Stadium Ridge Ct and Hwy 158.
Clemmons does not more apartments. Our ratio of apartments to single family homes is
proportional to norms. We need to use that property for exactly what it is currently zoned for-single family homes and/or Limited Office-Special Use. For the reasons above and other
reasons, we strongly oppose the rezoning request and hope the board agrees.
Russell C Frisby
Charlene M Frisby
Thank you.
Please be aware that e-mail and attachments sent to and from this address are subject to the
North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Patty Fife
Bobby Patterson; Brad Hunter; Carolyn Miller; David Orrell; Edee Wilcox; Elliot Fus; Greg Conlon; Martin Majorel;
Rob Cockrum; Thomas Mekis
Nasser Rahimzadeh
C-234 Comment
Tuesday, April 21, 2020 3:50:23 PM

Larry Bowen, 336-899-6136, 6136 Stadium Ridge Ct - opponent
1. Traffic on Stadium
2. Foot traffic through Stadium Ridge
3. Decreased property values

Please be aware that e-mail and attachments sent to and from this address are subject to the
North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Scott Buffkin
Nasser Rahimzadeh
FW: Clemmons Planning Board Meeting
Tuesday, April 21, 2020 8:51:35 AM

FYI

Scott Buffkin, MPA
Village Manager
Village of Clemmons
336-766-7511
www.Clemmons.org
From: Joni Hanna [mailto:hannajmusic@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2020 5:51 PM
To: Scott Buffkin <sbuffkin@clemmons.org>
Subject: Clemmons Planning Board Meeting

Hi Mr. Buffkin,
First of all, I would like to say thank you for all you do for Clemmons. I moved here five and a
half years ago from Winston-Salem and I absolutely love it. I'm proud to be a resident.
I live at 6196 Stadium Ridge Court and I wanted to make you aware of my feelings regarding
the multi-family apartments that are being proposed to be built behind our development. My
main concern is that it would affect our property value in a negative way.
I respectfully would like to say I am against this construction and wanted to make my voice
heard to you. I will not be able to attend the meeting on Tuesday evening due to the fact that I
teach piano and voice lessons during that time (now online).
Thank you for your consideration and I hope you and your family are staying safe and well.
Best regards,
Joni Hanna
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
Please be aware that e-mail and attachments sent to and from this address are subject to the
North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.

Planning & Community Development
3715 Clemmons Road
Clemmons, NC 27012

Telephone 336-766-7511
Fax 336-766-7536
Nasser@clemmons.org

To: Village Council
From: Nasser Rahimzadeh, Village of Clemmons Planning Director
Date: April 28, 2020
Re: Citizen Comment against zoning docket # C-234 after Planning Board
Chris (owner of Bait and Tackle) has serious reservations about the apartment complex. He does not agree with the
proposed rezoning. The following is a summary of the phone conversation:
o
o
o
o
o

Concerns of trespassing
Concerns of theft
Would like his portion to be fenced as well
Concerned with the health of trees
Reduction in property value

May 7, 2020

Clemmons Village Council
3715 Clemmons Road
Clemmons, NC 27012
Dear Council Members,
The residents of Stadium Ridge Court and surrounding areas have already expressed our
concerns with the building of the 78 apartments in the Kinnamon Village. Our area is already
inundated with apartment buildings and we are not sure why there needs to be more, especially
on such a large scale. We have already collected 58 signatures opposing the rezoning with
more local residents expressing their desire to sign but due to the pandemic it is not feasible to
have them sign at this time.
Traffic is already an issue on Stadium Drive with drivers using it as a cut through from Hwy 158
to Lewisville-Clemmons Road. That is in addition to the traffic from the school and the new
library opening soon.
We do not have an issue with developing the land but why not consider medical or business
offices or at least consider an apartment complex on a smaller scale. Three story buildings will
be an eyesore to the area not to mention so many people in such a small area. At least limit the
structure to two stories. Noise, lighting and congestion is also a concern especially since
Stadium Ridge is located so close to the building site.
We were disappointed with the decision of the planning board and hope you’ll at least consider
our concerns and suggestions. Clemmons is a great village and that is why we chose to live
there. We would not want the Village of Clemmons to turn into another massive city.
Thank you,
Nancy Lang
HOA President
Stadium Ridge Court

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Russell Frisby
Nasser Rahimzadeh
Zoning docket C-234...STRONGLY Against Approval
Friday, May 8, 2020 11:43:45 AM

To the Village of Clemmons Planning Board
From Russell C Frisby and Charlene M Frisby, 6190 Stadium Ridge Ct, Clemmons, NC
27012.
We thought this had been voted on in April but we received another Meeting Notice in the
mail that said it was on the agenda for Monday, May 11. My wife and I would like to offer
our opinions on the request for rezoning on Zoning Docket C-234. We are STRONGLY
against approving the request.
Our home at 6190 Stadium Ridge Ct is directly between the proposed apartments and
Clemmons Elementary School. Stadium Ridge Ct is a private road--it is not owned or
maintained by the city of Clemmons or by Forsyth County. People wanting to walk from the
proposed apartments to Clemmons Elementary are not going to walk all the way out to Hwy
158, turn right to Stadium, and turn right again to get to the school with playground. They are
going to cut through our property to get there. The unwanted and uninvited pedestrian and/or
bicycle traffic unfairly increases our liability exposure. Last time the petitioner proposed a 6'
fence to eliminate that possibility. That would not be an adequate remedy for us or for the
single family homeowners that live on Stadium Drive between Stadium Ridge Ct and Hwy
158.
CLEMMONS DOES NOT NEED MORE APARTMENTS! Our ratio of apartments to
single family homes is proportional to norms. We need to use that property for exactly what it
is currently zoned for--single family homes and/or Limited Office-Special Use. For the
reasons above and other reasons, we strongly oppose the rezoning request and hope the board
agrees.
Russell C Frisby
Charlene M Frisby
Thank you.
Please be aware that e-mail and attachments sent to and from this address are subject to the
North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Lisa Shortt
John Wait; Chris Wrights; Michelle Barson; Mary Cameron; Mike Rogers; Scott Binkley
Scott Buffkin; Nasser Rahimzadeh; Elliot A. Fus
Fwd: Strongly against C-234 rezoning
Tuesday, May 12, 2020 11:02:06 AM

Begin forwarded message:
From: Russell Frisby <russ.frisby@gmail.com>
Date: May 12, 2020 at 10:52:27 AM EDT
To: Lisa Shortt <lshortt@clemmons.org>
Subject: Strongly against C-234 rezoning


To the Village of Clemmons Planning Board
From Russell C Frisby and Charlene M Frisby, 6190 Stadium Ridge Ct,
Clemmons, NC 27012.
We thought this had been voted on in April but we received another Meeting
Notice in the mail that said it was on the agenda for Monday, May 11. My
wife and I would like to offer our opinions on the request for rezoning on
Zoning Docket C-234. We are STRONGLY against approving the request.  
Our home at 6190 Stadium Ridge Ct is directly between the proposed
apartments and Clemmons Elementary School. Stadium Ridge Ct is a private
road--it is not owned or maintained by the city of Clemmons or by Forsyth
County. People wanting to walk from the proposed apartments to Clemmons
Elementary are not going to walk all the way out to Hwy 158, turn right to
Stadium, and turn right again to get to the school with playground. They are
going to cut through our property to get there. The unwanted and uninvited
pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic unfairly increases our liability exposure. Last
time the petitioner proposed a 6' fence to eliminate that possibility. That would
not be an adequate remedy for us or for the single family homeowners that live
on Stadium Drive between Stadium Ridge Ct and Hwy 158.
Added to that is the increase traffic on Stadium in general. It is already an
overused speedway cut through. When the new library opens and something
reopens in the old Kmart location it will be worse. If you add these apartments,
it will be unmanageable, especially at the corner of Stadium and LewisvilleClemmons.
CLEMMONS DOES NOT NEED MORE APARTMENTS! Our ratio of
apartments to single family homes is proportional to norms. We need to use
that property for exactly what it is currently zoned for--single family homes
and/or Limited Office-Special Use. For the reasons above and other reasons,

we strongly oppose the rezoning request and hope the board agrees.
Russell C Frisby
Charlene M Frisby
Thank you.
Please be aware that e-mail and attachments sent to and from this address are
subject to the North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third
parties.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Lisa Shortt
John Wait; Chris Wrights; Michelle Barson; Mary Cameron; Mike Rogers; Scott Binkley
Scott Buffkin; Nasser Rahimzadeh; Elliot A. Fus
Fwd: Council Letter from Ms. Mary Anne Utley
Tuesday, May 12, 2020 11:06:27 AM
Mary Anne Utley Opposition Letter to Proposed Kinnamon Village.docx
ATT00001.htm

Begin forwarded message:
From: Nancy Lang <nancy.lang@inmar.com>
Date: May 12, 2020 at 11:04:24 AM EDT
To: Lisa Shortt <lshortt@clemmons.org>
Subject: Council Letter from Ms. Mary Anne Utley


Attached is a letter from Ms. Mary Anne Utley. She watched last night's council
meeting with me and asked if I would send her letter since she does not have a
laptop or other electronic device.  
Her phone number is on the letter if anyone wants to give her a call.
Thank you.
Nancy Lang
HOA President
Stadium Ridge Court
Cell: 336-575-3599
********************************************

Inmar Confidentiality Note: This e-mail and any attachments are confidential and intended to be viewed and
used solely by the intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure,
dissemination, distribution, copying or use of this e-mail or any attachment is prohibited. If you received this
e-mail in error, please notify us immediately by returning it to the sender and delete this copy and all
attachments from your system and destroy any printed copies. Thank you for your cooperation.

Notice of Protected Rights: The removal of any copyright, trademark, or proprietary legend contained in this
e-mail or any attachment is prohibited without the express, written permission of Inmar, Inc. Furthermore,
the intended recipient must maintain all copyright notices, trademarks, and proprietary legends within this email and any attachments in their original form and location if the e-mail or any attachments are reproduced,
printed or distributed.

********************************************

Please be aware that e-mail and attachments sent to and from this address are
subject to the North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third
parties.

May 11, 2020

Clemmons Village Council
3715 Clemmons Road
Clemmons, NC 27012
Dear Council Members,
I’m a resident of Stadium Ridge Court and I am opposed to the building of the apartment
complex in Kinnamon Village. As a former teacher, I’m concerned with the safety of the children
attending Clemmons Elementary School because of the traffic and the lack of sidewalks to and
from the development.
I also have concerns about the impact of our neighborhood with the addition of so many more
people. There will be more traffic, noise and congestion to the surrounding areas. I’m afraid it
will also impact the value of our property.
Thank you,
Mary Anne Utley
6183 Stadium Ridge Court
Clemmons, NC 27012
336-778-9018

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Lisa Shortt
John Wait; Chris Wrights; Michelle Barson; Mary Cameron; Mike Rogers; Scott Binkley
Scott Buffkin; Nasser Rahimzadeh; Elliot A. Fus
Fwd: Rezoning request before the Council
Tuesday, May 12, 2020 12:01:48 PM

Begin forwarded message:
From: Cherry Horn <cchorn621@gmail.com>
Date: May 12, 2020 at 11:51:25 AM EDT
To: Lisa Shortt <lshortt@clemmons.org>
Subject: Rezoning request before the Council


It seems a simple question, an up or down vote on rezoning land for an apartment
complex. Developers want money, and the Village of Clemmons wants an
expanded tax base. But at what cost?
I think the deeper question is this: "What kind of place do we want Clemmons to
be going forward?"
Do you want expanded tax base at the expense of quality of life in Clemmons?
Do you want Clemmons to become just a stacked-to-the-sky bedroom community
for Winston-Salem?
Do you want to pave over all available land, even lower-lying areas such as this
property, that currently serve as drainage for the surrounding paved-over
properties?
Do you currently have the resources to expand and improve the infrastructure
(roads, sewers, fire and safety, etc.) to accommodate higher and higher density
communities within the Village of Clemmons? If you currently have these
resources, why hasn't the existing traffic congestion already been addressed?
I moved to Clemmons in 2017 from Wilmington, NC where I grew up and
watched this same scenario play out at an accelerating rate over the last 20 years.
I've seen the devastation to quality of life that happens when development has a
blank check. For this reason I am very much opposed to rezoning this property for
the proposed Village At Kinnamon.
Cherry C. Horn
6166 Stadium Ridge Ct.
Please be aware that e-mail and attachments sent to and from this address are
subject to the North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third
parties.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Lisa Shortt
John Wait; Chris Wrights; Michelle Barson; Mary Cameron; Mike Rogers; Scott Binkley
Scott Buffkin; Nasser Rahimzadeh; Elliot A. Fus
Fwd: Concerns About Kinnamon Village Apartments
Tuesday, May 12, 2020 1:49:52 PM

Begin forwarded message:
From: Joann Smart <jsmart4@triad.rr.com>
Date: May 12, 2020 at 1:29:11 PM EDT
To: Lisa Shortt <lshortt@clemmons.org>
Subject: Concerns About Kinnamon Village Apartments


As a long time resident of Stadium Ridge Court, I would like to voice some of my
concerns about the proposed Kinnamon Village Apartments:
1.There will be addition traffic during school/ rush hours especially on Stadium Drive,
which is already busy during this time.
2.There are inadequate sidewalks for children walking to and from school.
3.Some buildings will be three stories with no elevators.
4.There will be limited/inadequate parking for 78 units and additional guests.
5.The “dumpsters” will be very near our property line.
6.There will be numerous security cameras which might be intrusive.
7.The height and type of fence and tree barrier are not clearly stated.
Thank you for considering my concerns.
Joann Smart
6141 Stadium Ridge Court
Clemmons ,NC 27012

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

Please be aware that e-mail and attachments sent to and from this address are
subject to the North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third
parties.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Nancy Lang
Lisa Shortt
Nasser Rahimzadeh
Clemmons Village Council Rezoning Opposition Letter
Tuesday, May 12, 2020 5:33:20 PM
Clemmons Village Council Rezoning Opposition Letter 5.12.20.docx

Hi Lisa,
Enclosed is a letter for the council members and mayor in regards to the rezoning.
Thank you for your help.
Nancy Lang
HOA President
Stadium Ridge Court
336-575-3599

********************************************

Inmar Confidentiality Note: This e-mail and any attachments are confidential and intended to be viewed and used solely by
the intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure, dissemination, distribution,
copying or use of this e-mail or any attachment is prohibited. If you received this e-mail in error, please notify us immediately
by returning it to the sender and delete this copy and all attachments from your system and destroy any printed copies.
Thank you for your cooperation.

Notice of Protected Rights: The removal of any copyright, trademark, or proprietary legend contained in this e-mail or any
attachment is prohibited without the express, written permission of Inmar, Inc. Furthermore, the intended recipient must
maintain all copyright notices, trademarks, and proprietary legends within this e-mail and any attachments in their original
form and location if the e-mail or any attachments are reproduced, printed or distributed.

********************************************

Please be aware that e-mail and attachments sent to and from this address are subject to the
North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third parties.

1
May 12, 2020

Clemmons Village Council
3715 Clemmons Road
Clemmons, NC 27012
Dear Council Members and Mayor Waite,
I’m writing to once again express my displeasure for the proposed building of the Kinnamon
Village. For the life of me I can’t understand what the need is for more apartment buildings in
this area. And I’m still not convinced there are enough jobs to support that many new residents.
We have very little industry and most of the current Clemmons residents drive elsewhere for
their jobs. I strongly believe that this is not an appropriate location for such a development.
The proposed 78 apartment complex would include two 3-story buildings as well as one 2-story
and several other buildings on the site. If it is built, hopefully the council would recommend that
any new multifamily development be kept to a smaller scale and the buildings be limited to 2stories so that the village could preserve its existing character.
Our quiet peaceful community will surely be affected by the increase of noise, lighting and more
congestion to the area. While we appreciate the adding of the fence and security cameras, that
will not be enough to contain the noise and possible stench from the trash dumpsters the site
plans show will be located next to our property.
I’m not sure how building an apartment complex can increase our property value as Mr. Davis
has stated. It would only devalue our otherwise peaceful neighborhood. Clemmons is a
wonderful town and I hope that the council would consider the value of the residents quality of
life over developers making a profit.
Thank you for your time.
Nancy Lang
HOA President
Stadium Ridge Court
336-575-3599

Photo below of Stadium Ridge Court
This is our view now. Peace and quiet. Not sure what it would be like if the complex is
built. The site would be right past the trees.

2

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Lisa Shortt
John Wait; Chris Wrights; Michelle Barson; Mary Cameron; Mike Rogers; Scott Binkley
Scott Buffkin; Nasser Rahimzadeh; Elliot A. Fus
Fwd: Rezoning matter/Kinnamon Village
Tuesday, May 12, 2020 6:19:39 PM

Begin forwarded message:
From: Molly Bohn <mollybohn@triad.rr.com>
Date: May 12, 2020 at 6:15:08 PM EDT
To: Lisa Shortt <lshortt@clemmons.org>
Subject: Rezoning matter/Kinnamon Village


Clemmons Village Council
3715 Clemmons Road
Clemmons, NC 27012
First and foremost, I am taking this opportunity to voice my apprehensions about
the development of the Kinnamon Village community due to my concerns for the
safety and well-being of the children who would be living in this community.
I reside on Stadium Ridge Court which is between the proposed community the
the elementary school that the children, in all likelihood, would be attending.
With the children in mind, I would like to make several requests of all Council
members.
I would like for each member to take a drive, starting with the short, private
street where I live. You cannot imagine our parking problems with two (2) places
per residence. We do not have street parking for more than three (3) hours at a
time and, then, only between the houses. There is no overnight parking. This
includes parking for both homeowners and their visitors. It is hard for me to
believe that enough parking spaces will be provided for 78 apartments when our
36 spaces for 18 residences (all w/only two (2) bedrooms) are not enough at
times. There will surely be at least two (2) vehicles for each unit if only for the
resident and a visitor and possibly more for some of the larger apartments plus
visitors.
Also, if any of you would like to gain first-hand knowledge, I would suggest that
you park just inside our street early in the morning until 8:30 or so. You will

witness cars zipping around Clemmons Road onto Stadium Drive, immediately
beginning to race down Stadium Drive to quickly get to Lewisville/Clemmons
Road. Traffic has been slower because of the virus pandemic but the road is well
traveled all day, all year long, and in particular, when school is in session. It
definitely is not safe for elementary age children to be walking to and from
school.
While touring this area you should include a drive down Clemmons Road, making
note that there is no sidewalk, and turn left into Kinnamon Village where you will
immediately see the entrance for the proposed new community. Mr. Davis said
that most parents drive their children to school or they ride a school bus. I am
not sure what distance you have to live from a school for a bus stop but I am
certain that there is no feasible way to walk to the school or to many of the places
Mr. Davis mentioned in one of his earlier letters to Nasser. He said that residents
will be able to walk to neighborhood shopping, restaurants, jobs, schools and
churches. You will find very few of any of these places with a safe way to walk.
Thank you for your attention throughout this long meeting. If this project is
approved, I would like it to be built on a smaller scale.
Sincerely,
Molly Bohn
6160 Stadium Ridge Court

Virus-free. www.avast.com

Please be aware that e-mail and attachments sent to and from this address are
subject to the North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third
parties.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Lisa Shortt
John Wait; Chris Wrights; Michelle Barson; Mary Cameron; Mike Rogers; Scott Binkley
Scott Buffkin; Nasser Rahimzadeh; Elliot A. Fus
Fwd: Opposition Letter for Apts at Kinnamon Village
Tuesday, May 12, 2020 7:10:50 PM

Begin forwarded message:
From: "sjetton@triad.rr.com" <sjetton@triad.rr.com>
Date: May 12, 2020 at 7:09:32 PM EDT
To: Lisa Shortt <lshortt@clemmons.org>
Subject: Opposition Letter for Apts at Kinnamon Village
Reply-To: <sjetton@triad.rr.com>

Clemmons Village Council

Dear Council Members & Mayor Waite,

I am opposed to the proposed apartments at Kinnamon Village. It is a very small
track of land to handle 78 apartments. Each apartment should have at the very
least 2 parking spaces available. On our street each house has 2 parking spaces
and often that is not enough.

Traffic is a great concern. After two o’clock on school days, we are unable to get
out of our neighborhood. Since there is not a place to pull off on the side of
Stadium Drive, the cars park on the street. Recently, before school was closed, I
was returning home from a walk. As I was crossing Stadium Drive at the corner
of Bingham, I checked the traffic and only parked cars were there and they were
stopped. Just as I half way across, a driver decided to quickly pass all of the cars
waiting on Stadium Drive. He came within inches of hitting me. As Mr. Davis
stated at the meeting last night, many of the parents at the proposed apt site would
be driving their children to school. This will create even more traffic.
Mr. Davis also stated more apartments were needed in this area. Within walking
distance of this proposed site there are a few hundred apartments.There are
apartment buildings on Cook, James, and Brewer. There are the Clemmons
Village Apartments (located behind Clemmons Kitchen), Arden Manor (located
close to the post Office), Hillsboro Apts (located on Kinnamon across from the
entrance to Food Lion), Hawk Ridge and Clemmons Station (located on Hwy 158

across from the proposed apartments). The last 2 mentioned apartments, between
the two of them have at least 300 – 400 apartments. There are possibly more.
These are the ones within walking distance.

I can not even estimate how many apartments are at Clemmons Town Center
located behind Kentucky Fried Chicken. The Village of Clemmons has a great
number of apartments. I do not see the need for 78 more.

Hopefully, this proposal will not be approved. However, should it be approved,
please consider approving less apartments and the apartments being no more than
2 stories high.

Thank you,

Sarah Jetton
6171 Stadium Ridge Court
Clemmons, NC 27012
336-768-8812
Please be aware that e-mail and attachments sent to and from this address are
subject to the North Carolina Public Records Law and may be disclosed to third
parties.

