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John P. Arciero 
Sycamore I, LLC 
6201 Fairview Road 
Suite 200 
Charlotte, NC 28227 
 
October 27, 2009 
Re: Rezoning Petition 2009-074, The Sycamore @Gateway 
 
Dear John, 
 
The neighborhood association has received your letter dated September 28, 2009.  Please note that our 
most recent correspondence was dated September 16, 2009, not September 7, 2009 as noted in your 
letter.  The board has studied your response and reviewed the set of plans that you provided.  Also, the 
electronic presentation has been submitted to the board confidentially, per your request.   
 
Concerns about the proposed Sycamore @Gateway development continue to fall into two groups: 
Physical & Economic Scale, and Zoning Conditions.  By way of this letter, we offer illumination of our 
position and hope to further advance the discussion with new suggestions for cooperation. 
 
Physical & Economic Scale 
  
After much consideration, the board maintains its objection to the physical scale of the proposed project.  
Despite your protests, we believe that the development standards elicited in A Third Ward Future remain 
valid and useful.  We support its approach, which is rooted in a comprehensive approach to planning and 
development for all of Third Ward, and informed by a broad group of stakeholders.  We support its 
conclusions, which help conserve the “residential feel” of the area (to use the words of one nearby 
homeowner) while maintaining options for new low- and mid-rise development. 
 
Since the City Council’s adoption of A Third Ward Future, Third Ward has seen the implementation of 
Gateway Village and Johnson & Wales University, the addition of thousands of new residents, and the 
preservation and enhancement of its open places – while maintaining economic and ethnic diversity.  It is 
difficult to argue with the success of A Third Ward Future. 
 
A Third Ward Future recommends standards applicable to your site that restrict building heights to no more 
than six stories, and protect open space adjacent to the I-77 corridor.  While we understand your desire to 
construct a larger project, please understand our conviction that Uptown Charlotte is remarkable not only 
for the skyline of its Central Business District, but also for the pastoral spaces that exist inside the interstate 
loop.   
 
You may know that the Center City 2020 Vision Plan seeks to expand its planning efforts beyond the 
interstate loop into other “close-in” neighborhoods.  By promoting low-rise, neighborhood-oriented 
development and open space at its edge – as currently exists at the proposed site – A Third Ward Future 
presciently disallows the creation of further barriers between Third Ward and its neighbors to the west.  
 
In sum, we cannot support a radical diversion from the recommendations of A Third Ward Future, for a 
proposal that disregards the present neighborhood plan, as well as the existing context surrounding the 
proposed project. 
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It would be our preference for CMS to focus its landholdings and investments on educational facilities 
serving Uptown Charlotte.  However, we do seek a cooperative path to support a CMS investment Uptown, 
if for administrative functions.  We suggest a “third way,” as follows:  
 
 Sycamore I, LLC, would subdivide the development site, seeking a partial rezoning for a parcel 

supporting a six-story structure serving CMS with attendant retail and site amenities, with the 
support of the neighborhood association.   

 The Third Ward Neighborhood Association will join Sycamore I, LLC in requesting an updated 
version of A Third Ward Future, led by the Planning Commission with the input of a broad 
stakeholder group, including the Third Ward Neighborhood Association as in its current iteration.   

 When A Third Ward Future has been successfully updated and adopted by City Council, the Third 
Ward Neighborhood Association will support updated development standards, if any, specified in 
the document for your development site.  

 
This plan allows all of us to focus on what is (virtually) known, and move forward in good faith.  By your 
own admission, the non-CMS structures proposed for the site are more speculative in nature, with the 
details “to be determined” by future demand.  Delaying rezoning for these structures has the beneficial 
side effect of allowing their details to come into focus as demand increases.  This would effectively allay 
our concerns of Economic Scale.   
 
Zoning Conditions 
 
Thank you for providing a copy of the plans (revisions dated 9/17/09).  We are eager to continue 
developing the zoning conditions, to move beyond “marketing mode” into the specifics of the project.  
Please see the comments below.  
 
Traffic 
 Thank you for taking further time to study the impacts of traffic at the site.  We appreciate you 

notifying us of CDOT’s conclusions when they become available.   
 We encourage the addition of a car share option into the zoning conditions.   
 Though 0.5 spaces per 1,000sf is a UMUD minimum, a typical office parking ratio is 4.0 spaces per 

1,000sf – literally eight times higher.  Despite our commitment to pedestrian-oriented places, it is 
difficult to comprehend such a drastic reduction in auto use in the near future.  Please note our concern 
that parking overflow will become problematic for the neighborhood. 

 
Phasing 
 If we can move forward cooperatively with the “third way” described above, please disregard.  

Otherwise, as noted in the September 16 letter, “Please share physical diagrams and construction 
financing schedules for each phasing option, including all facets of the project (sitework, amenities, 
buildings, parking, etc.).”  

 
Architectural Controls 
 Thank you for including elevation including durable materials such as “brick, precast, or cast stone.”  

Please clarify if the elevations provided will be included as part of the zoning submission. 
 Please adjust Note 2 on drawing SP-1, replacing “may potentially include” with “will include.” 
 Thank you for providing for full cutoff pedestrian lighting. 
 As noted in the September 16 letter, “Please present … A detailed plan and elevation of the loading 

dock area including screening and operational guidelines (i.e., hours for trash pickup).” 
 
Tenant Guidelines 
 Per your request, we recommend the zoning conditions be amended to prohibit the following 

businesses: adult entertainment establishments, establishments with the principal business of serving 
alcoholic beverages, gasoline sales facilities, equipment rental and leasing, pest control and 
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disinfecting services, funeral homes (including embalming locations and crematoria), building materials 
sales, car washes, and commercial rooming houses. 

 We are pleased to hear of your plans to include a certain number of residential units earmarked for 
workforce housing, under programs yet to be specified.  We recommend that these details be included 
in the zoning conditions to ensure your intent is realized. 

 
Pedestrian Connections 
 Thank you for identifying the pedestrian amenities on sheet SP-1.  Aside from an understanding of 

phasing (as noted above), this request is satisfied. 
 
The board and I look forward to reviewing your next response, in our mutual effort to create an 
acceptable project with acceptable zoning conditions.  Thank you for providing your response by 
November 20, 2009.  As always, if you have questions or need clarification on any item, please contact 
me at president@third-ward.org.  Thank you! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
John Schwaller   
President 
 
Eric Davis, Matt Hunoval, Rev. Tony Marciano, Robyn Riordan, Elizabeth Springston, Virginia Woolard 
Board of Directors 
 
Cc: Tim Manes, Charlotte-Mecklenburg Planning Department 
     Cheryl Myers, Charlotte Center City Partners 
     Mike Raible, Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools 
     Dennis K. LaCaria, Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools 
      


