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July 19, 2018 
 

 

5:00 – 5:30  Dinner 

   (City Council Conference Room 201, City Hall) 
 

 

5:30 – Until  Planning Commission Meeting 

(City Council Conference Room 201, City Hall) 

 

 

 
 

  



Individuals requiring ADA related special assistance at this public meeting/hearing should contact ADA Coordinator, City 

Hall, 181 South Street, P.O. Box 1748, Gastonia, NC  28053-1748, at (704) 866-6861 or 711 for Relay Service Users within 

72 hours of the meeting/hearing. 

Gastonia Planning Commission 
City Council Conference Room 201, City Hall 

July 19, 2018 – 5:30 pm 
 

 

 

Item 1a:   Role Call / Sound Check 

 

Item 1b:   Calls/Contacts to Planning Commission Members  

 

Item 1c:   Approval of June 7, 2018 Minutes 

 

Item 2:  Residential Development Standards Discussion Continued 

Presentation by: Jason Thompson, AICP, Planning Director 

   Demetri Baches, Metrocology, Inc.  

 

Item 3:  Other Business 
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Chairperson Pamela Goode declared a quorum and the Gastonia Planning Commission meeting 

opened at 5:30 pm on Thursday, June 7, 2018, in the Council Chambers at City Hall. 

 

Present: Commissioners Rodney Armstrong, Jerry Fleeman, Kristie Ferguson, Pamela Goode, Jim 

Stewart, and Bob Cinq-Mars 

   

Absent: Commissioners Mark Epstein and Bob Biggerstaff 

 

Staff Members Present: Charles Graham, Assistant City Attorney; Jason Thompson, AICP, 

Planning Director; Jana McMakin, AICP, Senior Planner; Chrystal 

Howard, Secretary; Tucker Johnson, PE, Assistant City Engineer; and 

Keith Lineberger, Land Development Project Manager 
 

Item 1a:  Role Call / Sound Check 

 

Item 1b:  Calls/Contacts to Planning Commission Members 

Commissioners stated there were no contacts. 

 

Item 1c:  Approval of May 3, 2018 Amended Minutes 

Commissioner Stewart made the motion to approve the May amended minutes as written and 

Commissioner Ferguson seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously. 

 

Item 2: Major Subdivision Preliminary Plat - John & Joshua Davis - Wren Road (File #8981) 

Request involves a Major Subdivision Preliminary Plat for three (3) lots located off of Wren Road. 

 

Chairperson Goode opened the public hearing and recognized Keith Lineberger, Land 

Development Project Manager for the purpose of staff presentation.  

 

Mr. Lineberger stated the Mr. Steve Davis submitted subdivision plat on Wren Road north of the 

existing Rosegate Subdivision.  The development will contain a maximum of 3 single-family 

homes in the Gastonia city limits and is zoned RS-12.  Public water is on the north side of the 

Wren Road that will serve the property and sewer service may be provided by an extension from 

the existing outfall sewer line coming from the Rosegate Subdivision.  The development is 

currently not reasonably serviced by accessible sewer, so the developer may extend sewer or use 

drain fields.  The section of Wren Road along the proposed development is currently not 

constructed to City Standards.  Any improvements such as curb and gutter, and sidewalks are 

required.  The developer originally requested a modification to this requirement so the 

improvements would not be required.  After the agenda was mailed, the developer withdrew his 

request and agreed to make payment in lieu of the required improvements as allowed per Section 

13.43 of the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO).  Being that the “Preliminary Plat” is in 

conformance with the City of Gastonia’s Subdivision Ordinance, it is therefore recommended by 

staff for approval.  Mr. Lineberger acknowledged Mr. Davis was present to also answer any 

questions.   

 

Commissioner Stewart asked if this was a private road and who maintained it.  Mr. Lineberger 

answered that this was a 60 ft. right-of-way public road with no curb and gutter or sidewalk and it 

is a city maintained road.  

 

Commissioner Fleeman made the motion to approve the request as presented and Commissioner 

Stewart seconded the motion.  The motion was approved 5-0. 

 

Chairperson Goode declared a recess to transition the meeting to the Council Conference Room. 

The meeting recessed at 5:36 p.m. and reconvened at 5:43 p.m.  

 

Item 3: Other Business 

Mr. Thompson introduced Richard Flowe, AICP, Metrocology, Inc. and stated that he will briefly 

talk about national and regional trends in residential growth and development.  Mr. Thompson 

referenced the maps of residential development in Gastonia, existing Unified Development 

Ordinance (UDO) Standards for residential development, and the existing street standards for 

residential development included in the agenda packet.  Mr. Thompson stated that the goal is to 

answer two questions: 

 What does it mean to you to promote residential growth and development of lasting value? 



Gastonia Planning Commission 

June 7, 2018 

          1c - 2 

 

 What development regulations are helpful in ensuring this and what regulations may be 

problematic when it comes to achieving this goal? 

 

Mr. Thompson explained that the information provided in the agenda is for information to 

consider, to understand what the current standards are, and what has been happening in Gastonia 

the past 20 years.  Answers and discussion on the two questions will allow staff to understand 

perceptions and opinions of the Commission, as well as, what the Commission needs from staff to 

really dive into this discussion.   

 

Mr. Richard Flowe, AICP, Metrocology, Inc. introduced himself and provided his work history 

and background.  Mr. Flowe explained that the Planning Commission’s first role is to be the 

visionaries for City Council.  Mr. Flowe began his presentation with imagining being ten years old 

and remembering what it was like to function in the community and he shared his past memories.  

Mr. Flowe shared comments on the foundation: 

 An importance in a planning role is to think about what created the characteristics of 

neighborhoods.   

 Place is really what you are doing in this role.  When planning in a community, you’re 

creating to contributing places that people live and work in. 

 Beginning in the 1970’s – started to see a slight change that became a rampant change in a 

number of patterns that brought about more mass production of housing and the way 

neighborhoods were built.  A change was seen in the fabric of the neighborhood as well as 

the components that made up the neighborhood.   

 

Mr. Flowe quoted a statement from Richard Pryor, “…This is a neighborhood --This is not a 

residential district”. Mr.  Flowe continued his comments on the foundation: 

 City Halls managing land development has gone too far - trying to paint by numbers.   

 There’s no human perceptive relationship between a 75 ft. lot, 30 ft. front setback, and 10 

ft. side yard setbacks.  He explained where these numbers were generated from and in his 

opinion the lack of sense of the numbers. 

 The ordinance is the standard and shared an example of building a dream home.  Standards 

and specifications should give you good feelings and a win-win scenario and make sense.  

The plan is not a good plan if there are winners and losers.  The specifications need to be 

well thought out if you want the resulting community that your vision or plan calls for.  Mr. 

Flowe provided a couple of examples including Stallings, NC UDO numbers. 

 

Mr. Flowe began comments on the trends: 

 Older communities and neighborhoods were developed during the previous huge growth 

before the recession post WWII explosion that lasted from the late 1940’s into very early 

1970’s.  Since then it has repeatedly cycled down and up.  There is an imperfect storm that 

has brewed and started in 2007 - the great recession.  We may be out of the recession but 

we are not out of the influences of it.   

 We need to incentivize those by providing them with the tools needed resulting in winners 

and winners.   

 Economic influence on development & development industry: 

o Dodd-Frank Act: Discussed the tightening on financial institutions and its effect on 

land development. 

o Non-Millennial: Housing as an investment 

o Millennial & Recession: Housing as an expense, rentals, social media 

o Future: Move to smaller towns – walking distance to work, dinner, etc. – downtown 

area 

o Boomer Generation: Wanting to live maintenance free, enjoying life and/or 

retirement, sell home, downsize to condominiums and/or smaller houses  

 Trend to smaller ring communities outside the big urban area 

 

Mr. Flowe asked the Commission to ponder this question, “What is it that we are going to try to 

accommodate in the future?”  Mr. Flowe stated that comments made earlier are trends effecting 

quality and location of the development.  Mr. Flowe finished his presentation by stating that the 

role of the Planning Commission needs to come up with the right set of specifications and to figure 

out what it is that they are going to do with the standards over time to try and achieve whatever 

they want to achieve in the planning initiatives.   
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Mr. Thompson read the two questions for the Planning Commissioners to answer: 

1. What does it mean to you to promote residential growth and development of lasting value? 

2. What development regulations are helpful in ensuring this and what regulations may be 

problematic when it comes to achieving this goal? 

 

Mr. Thompson briefly explained the three maps in the agenda packet, agenda pages 3-2 to 3-4. 

 

Commissioner Fleeman stated that he was not being disrespectful in any way and that he did not 

want to see this exercise turned into a good feel feeling, the City needs a TND neighborhood, we 

need this and that, and that the City is at a more serious point.  When talking about the water and 

sewer project, Commissioner Fleeman explained that to have the homes, it cannot be regulated or 

tax it into existence, the Planning Commission needs to work with the UDO and figure out how to 

make become attractive than the mathematics of the finance.  Commissioner Fleeman provided an 

example and asked how, with the UDO, can we incentivize the larger lot.   

 

Mr. Thompson stated that the output is updates, the potential of rewriting the residential standards, 

and that staff needs to hear from everyone to know how to proceed.   

 

Commissioner Fleeman stated that the existing UDO was inflexible, Charlotte’s UDO was 

infinitely more flexible that Gastonia’s UDO and Gastonia hasn’t continued to evolve.  

Commissioner Fleeman briefly compared street standards with Charlotte, and that with larger lots 

sidewalks may not be on both sides.  He continued that when building in density sidewalks are 

needed.  Pack more requirements in order to achieve the smaller lot density and lessen 

requirements on larger lots.  Consider ditches versus curb and gutter similar.  Commissioner 

Fleeman briefly talked about soil and erosion.  He reiterated that the City needs to be more flexible.  

If the City wants something then maybe make it less expensive to do it.  

 

At this time, Commissioner Cinq-Mars arrived to the meeting. 

 

Commissioner Stewart added to the comments of Commissioner Fleeman and reminded the group 

that older people have lived through a lot of changes over a period of time and shared his earlier 

experiences of what he could do and where he could go while feeling safe.  Commissioner Stewart 

briefly explained communities that consist mainly of elderly.  After sharing his experiences, he 

stated that today parents are afraid to let their children go out and do anything because they may 

get hurt, kidnapped, or something else.    

 

Mr. Thompson stated that Commissioners Fleeman and Stewart made good points.  Mr. Thompson 

stated that the part of about lot size and perception have been a big issue in Gastonia from 

discussion and observation and referred to the tax value map.  He briefly discussed lot size and 

value and that it was a complex conversation in comparison to small lots and big lots.  Mr. 

Thompson stated that having the right development regulations and standards in place are pivotal 

to the end result.   

 

Commissioner Ferguson liked everything that was discussed so far and that it was hitting home to 

her.  Commissioner Ferguson shared her background and spoke about a community cocoon.  She 

stated that finding a happy medium between people wanting to move back to the center city is 

creating a new center.  Commissioner Ferguson also stated that there were very successful 

neighborhoods and studies of top plan developments in the country and provided a development 

in Charleston as an example.  These lots are small in exchange for communal space in exchange 

for green space.  People want walkability, neighborhoods, dining, shopping, and biking within a 

unit and she thought this may be a happy medium.   

 

In reference to Commissioner Ferguson’s comments, Commissioner Cinq-Mars acknowledged 

Ayrsley community in Charlotte with structures surrounding a center with dynamics.  

Commissioner Cinq-Mars would like communal, walkability, access to business, while sacrificing 

large lots.  The City of Gastonia is a diverse town with strips but little centers.  

 

Commissioner Stewart stated Gastonia looks like Sumter, SC.   

 

Mr. Thompson stated that these examples do not have what Gastonia has, the gigantic economic 

engine that is about to start pumping development across the river into Gastonia.  Mr. Thompson 
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provided two questions to think about. What does it look like when that wave starts coming this 

way?  What is it that people coming want? 

 

Commissioner Fleeman referred to an earlier long range plan that Gastonia is not an apple 

anymore, and there is no core, but that it was and is a cluster of grapes.  As a result, we are not 

recreating, but are creating something new.   Commissioner Fleeman referred to Commissioner 

Cinq-Mars comments and stated that if we demand a communal space, we have to do away with 

the idea of somebody giving us a floodplain, put a path on it and it becomes the open space.  We 

need to change the dynamic and up a lot of the standards to get what we want in return for small 

lots.  That would be how we get better development.   

 

Commissioner Cinq-Mars also stated topography is also a problem.   

 

Mr. Flowe stated that land is not all created equal and explained expectations established for the 

yield of the property after factoring such things as wetland or floodplain areas, as well as, the 

mathematical equation converting to a problem at the staff level.  The development policy has to 

identify certain things that are not eligible in building lots, lots sold to the general public for homes.  

Mr. Flowe briefly explained two types of open space, open space set aside for floodplain and open 

space in the neighborhood.  Mr. Flowe agreed that to get the price up, you have to affect the 

developer cost and provided an example.  Mr. Flowe explained placing density where density 

works concentrating on density in hubs or core areas.  

 

Commissioner Cinq-Mars stated that Gastonia has a grocery store desert and apartment house 

congregations to the point of detriment to schools.   

 

Mr. Flowe briefly explained carrying capacity within an area with factors for certain products.  He 

stated that when designing a zoning district structure, it may include a core area - downtown, 

transition area – townhouses and apartments, and then the neighborhood areas with detached 

housing.  These lines need to be relatively ridged and it is about moderation and scale.   

 

Chairperson Goode asked how we include this into the ordinance and Mr. Thompson answered 

that it will take a deep dive from the Planning Commission to get to that point to formulate 

standards.  Mr. Thompson shared that he is receiving calls about residential development in every 

form and provided examples.  He explained the importance of having these conversations will 

provide confidence in establishing proper standards for the future.   

 

Commissioner Stewart provided an example detention pond issue, as well as, referencing the 

subdivision plat discussed earlier in the meeting Wren Road’s ditches and no curb and gutter. 

 

Commissioner Armstrong is in agreement with Commissioner Fleeman with flexibility.  If the city 

is not flexible to accept the growth coming in and start bending, they’ll go somewhere else.  He 

continued that the city needs to be flexible not with just the new, but with the old established areas. 

This area within a half mile radius is more prime than any area surrounding Gaston County.  

Commissioner Armstrong used the Loray Mill as an example, as well as the FUSE.  The city needs 

to figure out how to be flexible enough to get them into the spot.  

 

Mr. Thompson stated the key from a development regulation perspective in flexibility is often 

times perceived to be no regulation and complete deregulation means maximum flexibility.  Mr. 

Thompson stated that his belief is that the best flexibility is having the right flexibility in the right 

location. 

 

Commissioner Stewart reminded the group that people used to live above the buildings in 

downtown and the building codes make it almost impossible for someone to do that now.  

Therefore, it is a combination of building codes that dictate a lot of downtown.  Mr. Flowe stated 

that it is partly building codes, as well as zoning codes, and shared a behavioral change example 

for standards and specifications.   

 

Commissioner Stewart referred to a previous rezoning request to rezone approximately 0.33 acre 

from C-3 (General Commercial District) to UMU (Urban Mixed Use District) on E. Third Avenue 

and after thorough discussion the Planning Commission approved the request to rezone from C-3 

(General Commercial District) to O-1 (Office District).  Mr. Flowe stated that this was the 

transition he was talking about.  Mr. Thompson requested the Commission to remember the 
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different style and types of residential that are coming and what people are interested in.  

Commissioner Stewart referred to multi-family houses in the larger neighborhoods on the south 

side and York Chester Historic District having existed for a long time and stated that these areas 

are a good mix. 

 

Commissioner Fleeman suggested Charlotte’s flexible concept basically taking core standards and 

also standards with flexibility.  The process begins with a committee to review the design and 

determine if it meets all the core and parts or all of the flexible standards.  The committee then acts 

like an advocate before the Planning Commission and he feels that this will be critical to all the 

new product.  Commissioner Fleeman briefly talked about PRDs, pocket parks or recreation areas, 

and creating density without quality out of the density.    

 

Mr. Flowe stated that the tradeoff is important and briefly explained private and public improved 

and unimproved open space.  He shared his neighborhood open space.  Mr. Flowe continued that 

he looks at things from a safety standpoint which is tied to the public health, safety and welfare. 

Sometimes quality design is communicated through comfort and this is how to attract people.  If 

comfortable places are built and neighborhoods, you have to use zoning to manage density.   

 

Commissioner Cinq-Mars asked how to change things such as downtown and used Second Avenue 

as an example for a four-story apartment.  Mr. Flowe briefly explained creating opportunity, 

incentivize investment and planting the seed.  Mr. Thompson agreed with planting the seed and 

stated that Second Avenue was a great example and is exactly what we are currently trying to do.  

We are trying to improve this corridor and make it become the primary bicycle and pedestrian 

friendly corridor in the center city.  People want to feel comfortable to ride their bike to local 

restaurants.  This conversion and sidewalk fill-in project will continue to the west of Loray from 

Marietta Street to Chestnut to Lineberger Park.  Commissioner Cinq-Mars asked about the east 

side and encouraged walkable restaurants and wine stores to develop the business sector 

downtown.   Mr. Flowe stated that these are ideal examples of the types of public investment that 

can leverage a huge payback to private investment.  Commissioner Stewart stated this particular 

connector is important because a lot of kids go to Lineberger Park who have to walk in the streets.  

Mr. Thompson stated that this is a key connector and link in the overall greenway system.   Brief 

discussion ensued on the greenway system and multiple loop options. 

 

Commissioner Stewart referenced the Third Street area and the restoration of some homes 

improving the neighborhood making it more desirable.  Commissioner Cinq-Mars stated a street 

sweeper down the sidewalks after a storm can make an improvement.  Mr. Thompson agreed that 

maintenance is certainly important.   

 

Mr. Thompson asked the Planning Commission if they would like to keep these meetings to two 

hours because it is very easy to jump into all the details without getting to what it is from a broad 

scale perspective that we feel we need to see and where we need to develop.   

 

Mr. Thompson proposed a couple options.  The Planning Commission discussed and decided to 

email answers to two questions within the next week: 

1. What does it mean to you to promote residential growth and development of lasting value? 

2. What development regulations are helpful in ensuring this and what regulations may be 

problematic when it comes to achieving this goal? 

 

Commissioner Fleeman requested the major points such as the written list on the board to be 

emailed to the Commissioners.  Commissioner Goode would like to know the development 

headings for certain areas to help with discussion.  

 

The Planning Commission agreed to send their calendars to Ms. Howard for arranging a special 

meeting later in July.  

 

Mr. Thompson briefly updated the Commission on items that will be presented in the upcoming 

months.   

 

Commissioner Fleeman made the motion to cancel the Thursday, July 5, 2018 Gastonia Planning 

Commission and Commissioner Cinq-Mars seconded the motion.  The motion was approved 

unanimously.   
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Ms. Howard will email a reminder to the Planning Commission to turn in their answers by next 

Thursday and to send their calendars for scheduling the special meeting in July. 

 

Mr. Flowe stated that he thinks the Commission is headed down the right path and closed by stating 

to the Commission that if they want to succeed they have to create opportunities for success.  The 

standards and specifications should lead them toward it.   

 

Board Post-It Notes: 

Residential Trends 

 Standards & Specifications 

 “Plans & Specs” 

…to build our dream town 

 Creating large lot homes with UDO 

o Lot width affects development costs 

 Incentive for design quality where density 

 Well-designed neighborhoods raise value 

 Quality open space in neighborhoods 

 Flexibility 

 Various types of housing 

 Walkable core & links to res.  

 

There being no further business, Commissioner Goode adjourned the meeting at 7:47 p.m. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

 

  

Chrystal Howard, Secretary  Pam Goode, Chairperson 
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Gastonia Planning Commission Meeting 
Thursday, June 7, 2018 @ 5:43 PM  

Council Chambers at City Hall 
 

Residential Development Standards Q&A 
 

1. What does it mean to you to promote residential growth and development of lasting 
value? 
 Unlike pre 2008 there are few Gastonia based Custom Home Residential Builders.  These 

Builders would joint venture small to medium size subdivisions of “homes”.  Today’s 
market is large regional and even national builders.  These Builders run their business 
model off mathematical formulas. These Builders input market data, development costs, 
building costs etc. to make decisions about lot size, house size, amenities, selling price, etc.  
We have to understand this formula and use it to create what we desire in the SE of Gastonia 
on the remaining land between Union Rd and the Southfork River.  One size UDO has to 
be changed. JF 

 Lasting value means creating growth and development that will stand the test of time.  We 
can't be focused on just one type of development.  The more open minded our approach is 
the more our community will attract the masses.  We need to do case studies on other cities 
that have been successful so we are not recreating the wheel. RA 

 Widespread water/sewer availability; 
Ordnance requirements for walkability (e.g. but not limited to) sidewalks set back from 
street);  
Connectivity (so that developments don’t all dump out into 1 ingress/egress site), with 
traffic-slowing measures such as on-street parking and many other well-established 
measures;  
Promotion of non-motorized vehicle i.e. bicycle traffic/transport;  
Amenities in community (parks, greenway, and so on) and in the development i.e. Tot Lots 
etc.; 
High building standards when/where possible i.e. as conditions in CUD’s. ME 

 Strategically plan and develop parameters of opportunity where businesses can thrive in a 
walkable main street area, families can live close to their daily conveniences, and future 
development doesn't put a strain on infrastructure without being prepared for the growth. I 
liked the idea of encouraging reasonable flexibility built into the Strategic Plan and UDO 
so we can be readily adaptable to change and not shackled by regulations that are out of 
date. KF 
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Residential Development Standards Q&A 

M:\Residential Developments Study 2017\GPC RDS Q&A (June 7, 2018 mtg).docx  Created 06-18-2018 

2. What development regulations are helpful in ensuring this and what regulations may be 
problematic when it comes to achieving this goal? 
 We have to promote through deregulation/flexibility the type of development we wish to 

see.  We have to up regulation to improve development with for example higher density.  
We also must maintain a balance because the last thing we want to do is price out anywhere 
for our fire, police and teachers. JF 

 FLEXIBILITY....We need to be flexible and not just follow the UDO 2025 when reviewing 
plans for new development and existing development.  Many areas of Gastonia (especially 
the area surrounding downtown) have existing buildings and we need to be very flexible 
with zoning and planning for potential uses for theses existing structures.  We need to make 
it easy for developers to use the existing buildings for various uses that makes since for our 
long-term goals. RA 

 I think that the name of our Manual should be changes to perhaps Specifics & Regulations 
so that we have room to move around and make changes when necessary.  I feel as though 
the time is right to start allowing 2 car garages on 50 ft. lot setbacks instead of 60 ft. because 
more and more are showing up in new neighborhoods.  I am fine with having sidewalks on 
just one side of the road. It worked before and that's how it is in my neighborhood.  Maybe 
now is the time to allow ditches in certain new neighborhoods, providing they will be 
beneficial cost wise and maintain themselves effortlessly.  I feel that we should make 
certain exceptions to some rules and regulations in certain areas so that the developer will 
build here and not take their business elsewhere. An example would be The Loray Mill 
area. Certain areas that need growth can be decided upon and placed in a specific category.  
Last but certainly not least, we should compose a pool of things that we suggest must 
happen in order for us to relax the requirements of certain items / conditions the developer 
must provide in order to work with them and encourage them to spend their money inside 
the city limits. PG 

 The same regulations that are helpful are also potentially problematic in that there will be 
costs associated with them, borne by some combination of taxpayers, developer, and 
homebuyers.  That they are problematic does not mean that they should be abandoned 
wholesale (as some might advocate) – just that the relative cost and benefit should be 
balanced. ME 

 Policies that preserve open space, create opportunities for community gathering and 
recreation, and increase the walkability of an area would be very beneficial.  I've been 
following the revision initiative in Austin Texas and love some of the things they are 
implementing http://www.austintexas.gov/imagineaustin . 
 
Policies regarding specific on lot sizes and what can/cannot be built is an obstacle for 
homebuilders who are more adaptive to changes that we would be with our UDO.  Not sure 
how we can make this more adaptable but setting areas like were discussed seemed 
interesting.  Maybe setting density guidelines and simplifying our zoning codes.  
 
There's also some really good stuff here: 
ftp://ftp.ci.austin.tx.us/npzd/ImagineAustin/IACP_corrected2018.pdf  KF 
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PART III 

TOP TIER TOWNS & CITIES
“Adversity - Succumb, Sustain, 

Resist, THRIVE”

PART II 

DESIGN MATTERS
“Re-introduction of CHOICE”

PART 1

TOWNS & CITIES
“People places PROSPER”

Copyright 2016

PART 1 
TOWNS & CITIES

“People Places PROSPER”

Copyright 2016

“Without a neighborhood structure there is no human-based 
spatial logic to assign public amenities, parks, schools, clinics, 
libraries, transit, etc.  In such a vacuum other spatial logic 
systems take over such as cost of real estate, or traffic impacts, 
or storm-water requirements, or absence of neighborhood 
opposition, or the site that the Council person’s father-in-law’s 
sister happens to own.  There is only one spatial logic, the 
neighborhood and its pedestrian shed.  Urban planning and 
community resiliency works automatically from this one 
structure.”

Andres Duany
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Village Town City

Copyright 2016

Copyright 2016

The Battle Won
Early Planning’s first Victories

Human Health & Welfare

Copyright 2016

The Traditional City The Modernists The Modernist City

Collection of Neighborhoods Eradication of Neighborhoods
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The War Lost
Planning’s Follow-up Defeat

The Destruction of Community

The Rise of Specialists

Copyright 2016

Planning by
Zoning

Instead of by
Design

Copyright 2016

Planning by
Coding

Instead of by
Design
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Eradicate Human
Error
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Planning by
Engineering

The Quest for
“A” Level Service
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Planning by
Engineering

The Quest for
“A” Level Service

Copyright 2016

1950

2000

Planning by
Engineering

Infrastructure
Creep

Copyright 2016

What causes towns and cities “to be loved”
which is the same as saying “to be resilient”
is their level of Pedestrian based design

“Loved” towns and cities, past and present,
share the same design hardware -
Pedestrian Oriented

Copyright 2016

PART II 
DESIGN MATTERS

“Re-introduction of CHOICE”
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Re-introduction of 
CHOICE

after its elimination 
by simplification

Generalists

Specialists

Copyright 2016

The Transect R
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Copyright 2016

The Traditional City The Modernist City

Decentralization and redistribution

Symmetry with rhythm and no standardization

Free use of the ground

Quality of buildings is the same

Every citizen has his own car

Multiple lane highways with no grade crossings

No lamp posts

Fireproof materials of glass and steel 

Basic increment of planning is the neighborhood, which 
is mixed use and transit supportive

The neighborhood ranges from one quarter to a 
half mile walking distance from its center to edge

A variety of housing types serve a range of incomes
and age groups

A variety of businesses are available to meet most 
daily needs of residents

Special sites are reserved for civic buildings to serve as 
community symbols and support community identity

Open spaces take the form of parks, greens, squares
plazas and playgrounds

A variety of thoroughfares are laid out in an 
interconnected network and are designed to 
accommodate pedestrians, cyclists transit and automobiles.

Buildings address thoroughfares to spatially delineate 
the public and private realms.

Block sizes vary based on the intensity of use and 
location within the City.

Copyright 2016
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Copyright 2016

Each required car for
an adult is equivalent to 
$18,000 in mortgage 
buying power

Copyright 2016
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Old Urbanism - pre automobile
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Copyright 2016

New Urbanism - automobile accommodating

Copyright 2016

Suburbanism - automobile dominated

Copyright 2016

Landscape Urbanism - automobile & landscape

Copyright 2016

Old Urbanism
New Urbanism

Suburbanism
Landscape UrbanismNature
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PART III 

TOP TIER TOWNS & CITIES
“Adversity - Succumb, Sustain, Resist, 

THRIVE”

Copyright 2016

ATTRIBUTES & 
PARTICIPANTS 
IN COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT

ECONOMICS

CULTURE

SOCIETY

ENVIRONMENT

COMMUNITY

Charlotte

ECONOMICS
Total Tax Value

non taxable

< 410,000

410,001 - 1,600,000

1,600,001 - 3,800,000

3,800,001 - 7,800,000
7,800,001 - 14,000,000

14,000,001 - 23,000,000

23,000,001 - 41,000,000

41,000,001 - 81,000,000 

81,000,001 - 140,000,000 

>140,000,001 

Charlotte

ECONOMICS
Conventional 
Suburban

non taxable

< 410,000

410,001 - 1,600,000

1,600,001 - 3,800,000

3,800,001 - 7,800,000
7,800,001 - 14,000,000

14,000,001 - 23,000,000

23,000,001 - 41,000,000

41,000,001 - 81,000,000 

81,000,001 - 140,000,000 

>140,000,001 
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Charlotte

ECONOMICS
Tax Value Per Acre

non taxable

< 410,000

410,001 - 1,600,000

1,600,001 - 3,800,000

3,800,001 - 7,800,000
7,800,001 - 14,000,000

14,000,001 - 23,000,000

23,000,001 - 41,000,000

41,000,001 - 81,000,000 

81,000,001 - 140,000,000 

>140,000,001 

Charlotte

ECONOMICS
Traditional 
Neighborhood

non taxable

< 410,000

410,001 - 1,600,000

1,600,001 - 3,800,000

3,800,001 - 7,800,000
7,800,001 - 14,000,000

14,000,001 - 23,000,000

23,000,001 - 41,000,000

41,000,001 - 81,000,000 

81,000,001 - 140,000,000 

>140,000,001 

Charlotte

ECONOMICS
Traditional 
Neighborhood

non taxable

< 410,000

410,001 - 1,600,000

1,600,001 - 3,800,000

3,800,001 - 7,800,000
7,800,001 - 14,000,000

14,000,001 - 23,000,000

23,000,001 - 41,000,000

41,000,001 - 81,000,000 

81,000,001 - 140,000,000 

>140,000,001 

Peak Value: 
$150,000,000

ECONOMICS
Traditional 
Neighborhood

non taxable

< 410,000

410,001 - 1,600,000

1,600,001 - 3,800,000

3,800,001 - 7,800,000
7,800,001 - 14,000,000

14,000,001 - 23,000,000

23,000,001 - 41,000,000

41,000,001 - 81,000,000 

81,000,001 - 140,000,000 

>140,000,001 
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Peak Value: 
$150,000,000

ECONOMICS
Traditional 
Neighborhood

non taxable

< 410,000

410,001 - 1,600,000

1,600,001 - 3,800,000

3,800,001 - 7,800,000

7,800,001 - 14,000,000

14,000,001 - 23,000,000

23,000,001 - 41,000,000

41,000,001 - 81,000,000 

81,000,001 - 140,000,000 

>140,000,001 

ECONOMICS
Design Implications

ECONOMICS
Design Implications

Traditional Neighborhood Conventional Suburban

Birkdale Village
$22,942 per acre

Northcross Center
$13,901 per acre

ECONOMICS
Design Implications

Birkdale Village
$22,942 per acre

Northcross Center
$13,901 per acre

Traditional Neighborhood Conventional Suburban
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ECONOMICS
Design Implications

Traditional Multi-FamilyConventional Suburban

North End
$23,508 per acre

Matthews Estates
$9,275 per acre

ECONOMICS
Design Implications

Traditional Multi-FamilyConventional Suburban

North End
$23,508 per acre

Matthews Estates
$9,275 per acre

ECONOMICS
Opportunity Costs

ECONOMICS
Opportunity Costs

Traditional Neighborhood

Conventional Suburban
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ECONOMICS
Opportunity Costs

ECONOMICS
Opportunity Costs

ECONOMICS
Opportunity Costs

ECONOMICS
Opportunity Costs
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ECONOMICS
Opportunity Costs ECONOMICS

SOCIETY

Copyright 2016
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ATTRIBUTES & 
PARTICIPANTS 
IN COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT

ECONOMICS

CULTURE

SOCIETY

ENVIRONMENT

COMMUNITY

Copyright 2016

ECONOMICS

CULTURE

SOCIETY

ENVIRONMENT

COMMUNITY

REGIONAL PLAN

Copyright 2016

COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN

AREA PLANS 
&

DESIGN 
MANUALS

ECONOMICS

CULTURE

SOCIETY

ENVIRONMENT

COMMUNITY

Copyright 2016

ZONING 
ORDINANCE

COMPREHENSIVE 
PLANENVIRONMEN

T

REGIONAL PLAN

AREA PLANS 
&

DESIGN 
MANUALS

ECONOMICS

CULTURE

SOCIETY

ENVIRONMENT

COMMUNITY
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LAND 
DEVELOPMENT 

ORDINANCE
____

Zoning

LAND 
DEVELOPMENT 

ORDINANCE
____

Zoning

Copyright 2016

Gaston County
Urbanized Areas 
&
Constraints Map
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Gaston County
Growth Areas

Gaston County
Growth Area 
Capacity

Gastonia Growth 
Capacity

LAND 
DEVELOPMENT 

ORDINANCE
____

Zoning
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LAND 
DEVELOPMENT 

ORDINANCE
____

Zoning

Copyright 2016
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