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GOLDSBORO PLANNING 
COMMISSION/BOARD OF 
ADJUSTMENT 
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 
MONDAY, JULY 27, 2026 

 

  
(Please turn off, or silence, all cellphones upon entering the meeting.)  
1. Call to Order 

2. Roll Call 

3. Adoption of the Agenda 

4. Approval of Meeting Minutes 

 4.1 Approval of Joint Meeting Minutes for the Goldsboro Planning Commission and 
Goldsboro City Council of June 16, 2026 and the Regular Meeting Minutes of June 29, 
2026 

5. Planning Commission Items 

 5.1 RZ-02-26 - ANGELITA MORRISROE (Residential-16 to General Business) – North 
side of East Ash Street between Barrow Court and Malloy Street 

6. Reports of Officers and Committees 

7. Adjournment 

  

 
The City of Goldsboro will make reasonable accommodations for access to City services, 
programs, and activities, and will make special communication arrangements for persons with 
disabilities. Please call (919) 580-4330 by noon on the Thursday prior to the meeting to make 
arrangements.  
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MINUTES OF THE JOINT MEETING OF THE  
GOLDSBORO PLANNING COMMISSION/BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT  

AND THE GOLDSBORO CITY COUNCIL  
JUNE 16, 2026 

 
 

The Planning Commission/Board of Adjustment and the City Council of the City of Goldsboro, 
North Carolina, met in Joint Session in the Large Conference Room, City Hall Addition, 200 North 
Center Street, at 5:30 p.m. on June 16, 2026.    
 
 

Present:  Mayor Charles Gaylor, IV, Presiding 
Mayor Pro Tem Beverly Weeks  
Councilman Chris Boyette 
Councilwoman Jamie Taylor 
Councilwoman Brandi Matthews 
Councilman Rod White 
 
Mr. William Rose, Chair, Presiding 
Ms. Shirley Edwards, Vice-Chair  
Ms. Viola Figueroa 
Mr. Glenn Barwick 

 
Also Present: Matthew Livingston, City Manager  

Kellianne Williams, Assistant City Manager 
Ron Lawrence, City Attorney 
Sakeithia Reece, Deputy City Clerk 
 
April Choice, Development Services Director  
Mark Helmer, Planning Services Manager 
Kenny Talton, Assistant Planning Services Manager 
Roy Publico, Senior Planner 
Paul Saylors, Planner I 
Holly Jones, Planning Executive Assistant 
 
Jonathan Whitehurst, Kimley-Horn 
Ross Whipkey, Kimley-Horn  

 
Absent: Councilwoman Hiawatha Jones 
 

Mr. Ronald Waters 
Mr. Kevin Woodard  
Mr. Duke Cox  
 
 

Mayor Gaylor began the meeting at 5:30 p.m. 
 
  
Adoption of the Agenda 
Mayor Pro Tem Weeks made a motion to adopt the agenda as presented. The motion was seconded 

by Councilwoman Taylor and unanimously carried.   
 
Elevate Goldsboro  
 
April Choice, Development Services Director, provided an overview of the draft Elevate Goldsboro 

Comprehensive Plan. She explained that the joint meeting was held to allow City Council and the Planning 
Commission an opportunity to review the draft plan, hear the consultant presentation, and provide feedback 
prior to adoption of the plan. Staff noted that the City’s previous comprehensive plan, Envision 35, was 
adopted in 2013, and in late 2024 the City contracted with Kimley-Horn to lead the update process. It was 
shared that throughout 2025, community engagement efforts, stakeholder meetings, and workshops were 
conducted to gather input and develop the draft plan. Ms. Choice then introduced Jonathan Whitehurst and 
Ross Whipkey, Kimley-Horn representatives, to continue the presentation and for further review of the 
proposed plan. 
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Jonathan Whitehurst, Kimley-Horn, provided an overview of the Elevate Goldsboro Comprehensive 

Plan, beginning with an outline of the plan and explaining that it identifies action steps intended to guide 
future growth and development within Goldsboro. He reviewed the phases of the planning process, and 
highlighted key milestones achieved throughout development of the plan. Mr. Whitehurst summarized 
community characteristics and presented the vision framework for the plan, including public engagement 
efforts conducted through an online survey, interactive map, and project website. The data collected through 
community engagement efforts was presented through engagement spotlights, reflecting public 
participation and feedback gathered during the planning process. He emphasized the importance of 
preparing for future growth while preserving the community’s historical identity. Mr. Whitehurst also 
presented the plan’s vision statement and five guiding principles: Engage, Grow, Move, Prosper, and 
Thrive. Ross Whipkey, Kimley-Horn, presented the second portion of the presentation, outlining the future 
land use map and explaining its purpose in guiding future development decisions. He further reviewed the 
policy framework of the plan, centered around the five guiding principles of engagement, growth, 
movement, prosperity, and community well-being. The final section of the presentation, presented by Mr. 
Whitehurst, focused on implementation strategies, identifying priority actions, projected timeframes, 
responsible parties, available resources, and community priorities necessary to advance the plan. The 
presentation concluded with a call to carry the vision of Elevate Goldsboro forward, and shared upcoming 
meetings related to the plan. (See Exhibit A) 

 
Mr. Rose inquired whether the draft Elevate Goldsboro Comprehensive Plan clearly identified 

implementation priorities within the document. Mr. Whitehurst directed members to the implementation 
matrix located on page 81, explaining that the section outlines priority actions and corresponding 
timeframes to guide implementation. Mr. Rose asked if these priorities were developed during the 
workshops. Mr. Whitehurst and Mr. Whipkey stated they had worked with staff and the advisory committee 
to develop the actions, then presented them to the public.  

 
Mayor Gaylor asked whether responsibility for determining “how” implementation actions would 

occur would rest with the City. Mr. Whitehurst explained that while the plan does not provide detailed 
implementation methods, the future Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) update would provide 
additional direction and regulatory guidance. 

 
Councilman Boyette requested clarification regarding the land use percentages reflected on page 45 

of the plan, and asked whether comparable data existed to show how the City of Goldsboro trends against 
similar municipalities. Mr. Whitehurst stated that direct comparison data was not immediately available, 
but he would not be surprised if the numbers varied greatly. He asked if there was something about the 
numbers that did not seem right. Councilman Boyette stated that he was surprised by such a high percentage 
designated as single-family residential, and explained that reviewing such percentages helps provide 
perspective regarding current development trends and overall land use balance. Mr. Whitehurst stated that 
the study area map is looking at areas beyond the city limits itself, so that is why it is picking up so much 
of the residential; it is from the rural areas that are surrounding the city. 

 
Mr. Rose requested clarification regarding the distinction between the Neighborhood Residential and 

Rural Residential classifications within the draft plan. Mr. Whitehurst provided an explanation regarding 
the differing classifications and future land use intent associated with each designation. Mr. Rose also asked 
whether Rural Residential designations could be modified in future years, prompting discussion regarding 
the flexibility of the plan as development trends evolve. Councilman Boyette noted that he had raised 
similar questions with City Manager Matt Livingston prior to the meeting. 

 
City Manager Livingston provided additional comments regarding implementation flexibility and 

future land use considerations. Councilman Boyette emphasized the importance of ensuring the plan is 
structured appropriately to support long-term land development and future growth opportunities. Mr. 
Whitehurst provided additional comments regarding the importance of long-term planning and anticipating 
future development needs. City Manager Livingston expressed support for the consultants’ approach and 
overall framework presented within the draft plan. 

 
Mayor Gaylor raised questions regarding housing occupancy status data, referenced on page 22 of 

the plan, specifically asking whether benchmark comparisons existed that the City should consider when 
evaluating future housing development patterns. Mr. Whitehurst stated that was a difficult question due to 
the military community; it may be best to figure out who the city’s peer communities are, and focus on 
those, as opposed to a national best practice or a national benchmark. Additional discussion followed 
regarding homeownership trends, rental occupancy rates, and long-term economic impacts on the 
community. 
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Mr. Barwick questioned whether the plan focused enough on areas that are in need of sewer 

improvements. Mr. Whitehurst stated that the study did not get into details regarding utilities. Mr. Whipkey 
stated that some decisions, such as Rural Residential versus Neighborhood Residential, came down to 
current and future utilities capacity and fire and police capacity.  

 
Mayor Gaylor initiated discussion regarding floodplain development, and asked how the 

comprehensive plan addresses future flooding concerns while ensuring the City does not unnecessarily limit 
future development opportunities. Mr. Whitehurst and Mr. Whipkey provided responses outlining how 
floodplain considerations were factored into land use recommendations, and explained that future UDO 
updates would further establish development regulations designed to balance responsible growth with 
environmental and infrastructure considerations. Mr. Rose and Councilman Boyette offered additional 
comments regarding development constraints in flood-prone areas. City Manager Livingston provided 
additional comments regarding current development regulations and future opportunities to revisit 
applicable standards. Mayor Gaylor emphasized the importance of ensuring future UDO regulations 
adequately protect the City from unnecessarily losing developable property. 

 
Additional discussion centered on industrial development opportunities throughout the City. Mark 

Helmer, Mr. Rose, Mr. Whitehurst, Mr. Whipkey, Mayor Gaylor, Councilman White and City Manager 
Livingston engaged in discussion regarding industrial development opportunities, particularly near 
interstate corridors, and the importance of ensuring future development planning aligns with infrastructure 
capacity and economic development goals. Councilman Boyette referenced the Borden property as an 
example of industrial property that may warrant future redevelopment consideration. Mr. Rose emphasized 
the importance of having industrial areas near the highways and interstate. City Manager Livingston stated 
that was something that could be discussed with agencies such as Wayne County Development Alliance. 

 
Mayor Gaylor reviewed the proposed project timeline and noted the goal of bringing the draft plan 

forward for adoption following Planning Commission review. He encouraged anyone with questions, 
comments, or concerns, to make time to sit down with planning staff and the Managers.  

 
Councilman Boyette questioned whether the proposed timeline may be too aggressive, given the need 

for additional review and further input. City Manager Livingston asked whether additional input should be 
sought from WCDA regarding industrial development opportunities along interstate corridors. Councilman 
Boyette expressed agreement, and consensus was reached to allow City Manager Livingston to engage with 
WCDA and other local agencies to gather additional feedback prior to moving the plan forward for final 
consideration. Mayor Gaylor reiterated that feedback was requested specifically with regard to industrial 
property along the interstate corridor; he did not want to go back and start over the whole process they had 
been working on for over a year. 

 
Mayor Gaylor thanked everyone for their time tonight and throughout the process.  
 
There being no further business, Mayor Gaylor asked for a motion to adjourn the meeting. Ms. 

Edwards made the motion, and it was seconded by Ms. Figueroa. The motion was unanimously carried, 
and the meeting adjourned at 6:41 p.m. 

 
 
 
 
________________________ 
William Rose  
Chair   
 

 

 

________________________ 
Holly Jones 
Planning Executive Assistant 
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE  
GOLDSBORO PLANNING COMMISSION/BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT  

JUNE 29, 2026 
 

The Planning Commission/Board of Adjustment of the City of Goldsboro, North Carolina, met in 
Regular Session in the Large Conference Room, City Hall Addition, 200 North Center Street, at 6:44 p.m. 
on June 29, 2026.    
 

Present:  Mr. William Rose, Chair, Presiding 
Ms. Shirley Edwards, Vice-Chair  
Ms. Viola Figueroa 
Mr. Duke Cox  

 
Also Present: Mark Helmer, Planning Services Manager 

Kenny Talton, Assistant Planning Services Manager 
Holly Jones, Planning Executive Assistant 

 
Absent: Mr. Glen Barwick 

Mr. Ronald Waters  
Mr. Kevin Woodard  
 
 

Mr. Rose began the meeting at 6:44 p.m. 
  
Adoption of the Agenda 
Mr. Helmer asked that item 6.1 be moved to item 5.4, as a public hearing is not required, the Planning 

Commission only needs to make a recommendation for City Council. Ms. Edwards made a motion to adopt 
the agenda as amended. The motion was seconded by Mr. Cox and unanimously carried.   

 
Approval of Minutes  
Ms. Edwards made a motion to approve the minutes Regular Meeting of April 27, 2026. The motion 

was seconded by Ms. Figueroa and unanimously carried.   
 
Planning Commission  
Elevate Goldsboro Comprehensive Plan Recommendation. The item was presented by Jonathon 

Whitehurst, Kimley-Horn.  
 
In February 2025, the contract was signed with Kimley-Horn to complete the updated Comprehensive 

Land Use Plan.  
 
Initial work on the project began in March 2025, and meetings with the Advisory Committee began 

in June 2025. In June 2025 the project website was also launched, and in July 2025 Community workshops 
began. Comments and recommendations were gathered from numerous Advisory Committee Meetings and 
Community Engagement Sessions, as well as from the thousands of visitors to the project website.  

 
Beginning in March 2026, drafts for the individual sections of the plan were provided for review and 

feedback. The first draft of the complete plan was provided in May 2026.  
 
On June 10, 2026, the draft was provided to the City of Goldsboro Planning Commission and City 

Council for review. The report was presented by Kimley-Horn in a Joint Meeting of the Goldsboro Planning 
Commission and City Council on June 16, 2026. 

 
The Comprehensive Plan is used by the Planning Department Staff to determine if a rezoning request 

is consistent with the future development plan for the City of Goldsboro. 
 
The Commission is requested to vote on the presented Draft and provide a recommendation to the 

City Council. City Council will hold a public hearing on July 13, 2026. 
 
Mr. Rose asked if the black was the Industrial. Mr. Whitehurst confirmed that was correct. Mr. Rose 

asked if Industrial and Mixed-Use could be made the same thing. Mr. Whitehurst stated that this update 
was the direction which Management had directed them to take. Discussion continued regrading the map 
colors and uses that would be allowed in each place type.  
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Ms. Edwards shared concern that some things could be a problem, down the road, but stated that they 
could be dealt with when the time came.  

 
Ms. Edwards made a motion to recommend approval of the presented Comprehensive Land Use plan. 

The motion was seconded by Mr. Cox and unanimously carried. 
 
Mr. Whitehurst thanked everyone for all the work they had done.    
 
Rezonings 
 
RZ-01-26  - Brock Works LLC (Residential-16 to Highway Business) – South side of Tommy’s Rd. 

between Highway 111N and Wayne Memorial Dr. The item was presented by Kenny Talton, Assistant 
Planning Services Manager. 

 
The applicant is requesting a rezoning from the Residential-16 Zoning District to the Highway 

Business (HB) Zoning District. The purpose of the Highway Business (HB) Zoning District is to 
accommodate highway-oriented retail and commercial uses which generally serve the entire City and non-
resident traffic. Due to its highly visible location on the major thoroughfares and gateways into the City, 
the district encourages high quality design, ample parking, controlled traffic movements, suitable 
landscaping and non-distracting signage. In those developments adjacent to residential areas, the district is 
intended to protect dwellings from the traffic and visual impacts associated with commercial development. 

 
The City’s Land Use Plan recommends Medium-Density Residential development. The proposed 

Highway Business Zoning (HB) District is not a corresponding zoning district for the Medium-Density 
Residential land-use designation. 

 
This is a rezoning proposal for approximately 4.914 acres to be rezoned from the Residential-16 

Zoning District to the Highway Business (HB) Zoning District. As such, all permitted uses in the Highway 
Business Zoning District shall be considered as potential uses for the site. The subject property is located 
east of Wayne Prepatory Academy, United in Christ Church, a non-conforming manufactured home park 
and across Tommy’s Road from commercial property conditionally rezoned by Goldsboro City Council for 
Performance East, a power sports and marine product sales business on June 20, 2023.  

 
Staff has distributed this proposed rezoning request to City Engineering and the Fire Marshall’s 

Office only since this is a straight rezoning request. City water and sewer are not available to serve the site. 
A portion of the property is in the City’s Special Flood Hazard Area. 

 
Staff has no objections with the proposed rezoning request and is recommending approval of the 

rezoning request. Although the proposed Highway Business Zoning District is inconsistent with the 
Medium-Density Residential land use designation, the property would align with the intent of the Highway 
Business Zoning District. Surrounding zoning supports a mixed area for commercial growth.  

 
The proposed rezoning and the range of uses permitted in the requested zoning district are compatible 

with the surrounding zoning patterns and land uses. In addition, the proposed rezoning is compatible with 
the City of Goldsboro’s Comprehensive Plan. The City or other service providers will be able to provide 
sufficient public safety service, meet transportation and utility demands to the subject property, while 
maintaining sufficient levels of service to existing developments. Lastly, the proposed rezoning will not 
impair or injure the health, safety and general welfare of the public.  

 
The Commission is requested to refer to the attached worksheet and review the consistency and 

inconsistency statements. The Planning Commission shall vote to adopt one of these statements and form 
a recommendation for approval or denial that staff shall present to City Council at the August 3, 2026 
meeting. 

 
 
Mr. Rose asked if water and sewer were available to the property, and asked if they would be required. 

Mr. Talton stated that water and sewer were not available, and requirement would depend on the use.  
 
Ms. Edwards expressed concern about industrial so close to a school. Mr. Talton stated it was not a 

concern at this time, but the Commission does have to consider all the possible uses of the HB zoning 
district when making their decision. Mr. Helmer stated the request was for HB not for industrial use. Mr. 
Talton reiterated that staff was not permitted to go into detail about the possible use; the Commission’s 
decision must be made based on all possible uses.  
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Mr. Rose shared concerns about the cost of getting utilities to the site. Mr. Helmer stated that the 

project would be responsible for installing and paying for any required utility extension; the City is not 
responsible for extending utilities.   

 
Ms. Edwards asked if Brock Works had purchased the trailer park. Mr. Talton confirmed that they 

had.  
 
Ms. Edwards made a motion to approve the request and consistency statement, but the motion died 

for lack of a second.  
 
Mr. Cox stated that the request should come back as conditional zoning, so they would know what 

the use would be. Ms. Figueroa agreed. Mr. Helmer stated that if the recommendation was not favorable, 
staff would contact the applicant with the concerns of the Commission, and could recommend withdrawing 
the rezoning and resubmitting as a conditional rezoning.  

 
Ms. Edwards made a motion to recommend denial of the request in favor of the applicant returning 

with a Conditional Zoning request. The motion was seconded by Mr. Cox and unanimously carried.   
 

 
CZ-02-26  - Gitto Enterprises (Residential-RM-9 to Residential-6 Conditional Zoning District) – 

Located on the West side of Crawford Street between Elm Street and Olivia Lane. The item was presented 
by Kenny Talton, Assistant Planning Services Manager. 

 
The applicant requests a change of zone from the Residential-RM-9 Zoning District to the 

Residential-6 Conditional Zoning District to construct three (3) single-family homes upon three (3) private 
lots.  

 
The Residential-6 Zoning District was established to accommodate both single and multifamily 

residential uses and to prohibit all activities of a commercial nature, except for certain home occupations. 
The minimum lot size is six thousand square feet for a detached single-family dwelling. 

 
The property is identified as being located within the High-Density land use category. Residential-6 

is a corresponding zoning district within the High-Density Land Use designation. 
 
The applicant is requesting a change of zone for the subject property from Residential- RM-9 Zoning 

District to the Residential-6 Conditional Zoning District for the construction of (3) three single family 
homes upon three (3) private lots.  

 
Per NCGS 160D-102, a conditional zoning request is a legislative zoning map amendment with site-

specific conditions incorporated into the zoning map amendment.  
 
If a petition for conditional zoning is approved, the development and use of the property shall be 

governed by the ordinance requirements of the parallel Residential-6 Conditional Zoning District except 
those superseded by specific conditions, the approved concept plan, and any additional approved rules, 
regulations, and conditions, all of which shall constitute the zoning regulations for the approved district, 
and are binding on the property as an amendment to these regulations and to the Official Zoning Map. 
Should the applicant deviate from the minimum requirements of the proposed Residential-6 Conditional 
Zoning District, the deviations shall be identified on the concept plan for Council approval. Deviations are 
included in this staff report.  

 
If the conditional rezoning is approved, the applicant will be required to subdivide the existing lot 

into three individual lots in accordance with the city’s subdivision ordinance and the conditions of the R-6 
Conditional Zoning District. Once approved, the applicant will be required to apply for residential building 
permits in accordance with the North Carolina State Building Code before permits can be issued for 
construction.  

 
Conditions of the proposed R-6 Conditional Zoning District:  
The following are agreed upon deviations between the developer/owner and the City of Goldsboro 

from the minimum and maximum development standards of the City of Goldsboro’s Unified Development 
Ordinance. If the rezoning is approved by City Council, these deviations will become conditions of the 
proposed R-6 Conditional Zoning District. 
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1.  Permitted use: Single-family detached dwelling for each individual lot. 
2. Density: One (1) single family home is proposed on each lot for a total of three (3) homes. 
3. Minimum lot area: Proposed increases from 6,000 sq. ft. to 7,527 sq. ft. per lot. 
4. Minimum lot width: Proposed width decreases from 60 ft. to 57.09 ft. per lot. 
5. Minimum front yard setback: Proposed increases between 25 ft. to 26 ft. per lot. 
6. A six ft. (6ft.) in height wood privacy fence shall be installed 5 ft. from the rear property line and 

shall extend from the southern property line to the northern property line of each lot. 
7. One street tree shall be installed in the front yard of each lot. 
8. Foundation plantings (shrubs) shall be installed around the front and side elevations of each 

home.  
 
The following architectural standards shall become a condition of the proposed R-6 Conditional 

Zoning District: 
1. Each single-family dwelling shall be 1,698.48 sq. ft. in area. 
2. Each single-family dwelling shall consist of a covered front porch. 
3. Each single-family dwelling shall consist of a wooden rear deck. 
4. Each single-family dwelling shall consist of fiberglass shingles upon their roofs. 
5. Each single-family dwelling shall consist of an attached garage with raised panel garage door. 
6. Each single-family dwelling shall consist of a 3-bedroom/2-bath configuration. 
7. Each single-family dwelling shall also consist of a kitchen, dining room, family room, 

storage and utility areas. 
 
Planning Staff’s opinion is that the conditional rezoning request is consistent with the 

recommendations of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan and Land Use Plan Map.  
 
Planning Staff’s opinion is that the City of Goldsboro can provide for the public’s safety and meet 

transportation and utility demands for the subject property while maintaining sufficient levels of service to 
existing developments.  

 
Planning Staff’s opinion is that the proposed R-6 conditional zoning district will not impair or injure 

the health, welfare, and safety of the public.  
 
Planning Staff’s opinion is that the proposed R-6 conditional zoning district will address Goldsboro’s 

housing shortage, offering increased housing options and affordability while providing economic, social, 
and environmental benefits that enhance residents and their quality of life.  

 
Therefore, Planning staff recommends approval of the proposed R-6 Conditional Zoning District with 

all agreed upon conditions. 
 
The Planning Commission is requested to review the petition for rezoning and make a 

recommendation in accordance with the attached consistency statement to approve, deny, or table the 
request to a future date.  

 
 
Ms. Figueroa asked if it was no longer the case that properties were required to have a 100-foot road 

frontage. Mr. Talton stated that it depended on the zoning district; R-6 was typically 60 feet.  
 
Mr. Rose stated that something needed to be done with these areas. Ms. Edwards agreed that this 

project would be good for Goldsboro.  
 
Ms. Figueroa made a motion to approve the consistency statement and recommend approval of the 

request.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Cox and unanimously carried.   
 
UDO-04-26 - An Ordinance Amending the City of Goldsboro Unified Development Ordinance 

(UDO) Section 5.5 Supplemental Use Regulations, Bars, Nightclubs, Pool Halls, Microbreweries and 
Article 9, Section 9.2, Definitions. The item was presented by Mark Helmer, Planning Services Manager. 

 
Significant permitting challenges exist when attempting to permit places of entertainment within the 

Central Business zoning District (CBD). 
 

1. The current separation requirements unduly limit the number of properties that can qualify 
for a permit. The current code favors the first to be permitted while shutting out those that 
would come later. 
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2. The current standard allows a maximum of two places of entertainment per city block 
within the CBD. This standard also limits the number of properties that can qualify for a 
permit. 

3. The current language used by the UDO provides ambiguous instruction on how the distant 
measurements are to be calculated. The UDO states that when measuring distance, “no 
consideration for roads” should be taken. 

4. The UDO does not contain a definition for a place of entertainment. 
 
Components of the Amendment 
 

1. The proposed amendment will create a new definition for a Place of Entertainment. 
2. The proposed amendment will remove properties across public rights-of-way from the 

separation equation. 
3. The proposed amendment will prohibit places of entertainment if it is proposed to be 

located in such a manner that it shares an exterior wall with an adjacent church or school 
and located within the CBD. 

4. The proposed amendment will increase the maximum number of Places of Entertainment 
from 2 to 3 within the CBD. 

 
Planning Staff recommends approval of the proposed text amendment.  
 
The Commission is requested to refer to the attached worksheet and review the consistency and 

inconsistency statements. Planning Commission shall vote to adopt one of these statements and form a 
recommendation for approval or denial that staff shall present to City Council at the August 3, 2026 
meeting. 

 
Ms. Edwards asked for clarification on what entertainment was defined as. Mr. Helmer answered that 

the definition was taken from the ordinance that created the social district, and was defining a place of 
entertainment as a place whose principal business was the sale of alcohol, including bars, clubs, pool halls, 
nightclubs, and microbreweries.  

 
Mr. Rose asked if block meant the entire square. Mr. Helmer clarified that it meant three (3) places 

of entertainment on each side of the street, intersection to intersection.  
 
Ms. Edwards stated that this may solve one problem, but could cause others.  
 
Ms. Figueroa asked for clarification regarding what was meant by performances. Mr. Helmer 

reiterated that the amendment was referring to those uses whose principal business was the sale of alcohol; 
it was not referring to restaurants or places such as the Paramount. Ms. Figueroa asked for clarification 
regarding the exception for microbreweries. Mr. Helmer stated that microbreweries has their own section 
in the UDO regarding regulations, restrictions, and limitations.  

 
Mr. Talton stated that DGDC and City Council have discussed enhancing development opportunities 

in the downtown area, and staff is having trouble interpreting the current ordinances in a way that fits with 
the changing times. He further stated that the upcoming UDO rewrite would further clarify and modernize 
these ordinances.  

 
Ms. Edwards made a motion to approve the consistency statement, and recommend approval of the 

amendment. The motion was seconded by Mr. Cox. Mr. Rose, Ms. Edwards, and Mr. Cox voted in favor 
of the motion, Ms. Figueroa abstained. The motion passed 3 to 1.   

 
  
There being no further business, Mr. Rose adjourned the meeting at 8:15 p.m. 
 

 
________________________ 
William Rose  
Chair   
 
________________________ 
Holly Jones 
Planning Executive Assistant 
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  Item 5.1 
CITY OF GOLDSBORO 
AGENDA MEMORANDUM 
JULY 27, 2026 PLANNING COMMISSION/BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING 
 

  
TITLE: RZ-02-26 - ANGELITA MORRISROE (Residential-16 to General Business) 

– North side of East Ash Street between Barrow Court and Malloy Street 
 
DEPARTMENT:
  

Planning 

 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The applicant is requesting to rezone a portion of the subject property from the Residential-16 
Zoning District to the General Business (GB) Zoning District. The General Business district is 
established to accommodate the widest range of uses providing general goods and services to the 
community. The district is intended to promote high quality, accessible developments serving the 
needs of the community and surrounding area. There is no minimum lot size.     
 
Total Area Approx: 36,670.75 sq. ft. or .84 acres            
 
Area to be Rezoned: 20,607 sq. ft. or .47 acres 
 
SURROUNDING ZONING:                     
     North: General Business (GB)  
     South: Office and Institutional (O & I-1) & Neighborhood Business (NB) 
     East: General Business (GB) 
     West: General Business (GB) 
 
The property is currently occupied by a single-family residence and a commercial property that 
previously operated as a bar. 
 
The City’s Land Use Plan recommends Commercial development.  The proposed General 
Business Zoning (GB) District is a corresponding zoning district for the Commercial land-use 
designation. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
This is a rezoning proposal for approximately .47 acres to be rezoned from the Residential-16 
Zoning District to the General Business (GB) Zoning District. As such, all permitted uses in the 
General Business Zoning District shall be considered as potential uses for the site. 
The subject property is located West of Meadow Lane Elementary School, Greenwood Middle 
School and East of Daniels Chapel. 
 
TRC REVIEW:     
Staff has distributed this proposed rezoning request to City Engineering and the Fire Marshall’s 
Office only since this is a straight rezoning request.  City water and sewer are available to serve 
the site.   
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BUDGET RELATIONSHIP: 
N/A 
 
STRATEGIC PLAN RELATIONSHIP: 
N/A 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff has no objections with the proposed rezoning request. The proposed General Business 
Zoning District is consistent with the Commercial land use designation, and the property would 
align with the intent of the General Business Zoning District. In addition, the proposed rezoning 
is compatible with surrounding zoning patterns and land uses which would support a mixed area 
for commercial growth that could benefit commercial and residential properties in the future. 
 The Comprehensive Land Use Plan supports promoting business friendly environments and the 
location of commercial uses in proximity to major thoroughfares. The City or other service 
providers will be able to provide sufficient public safety service, meet transportation and utility 
demands to the subject property, while maintaining sufficient levels of service to existing 
developments.  Lastly, the proposed rezoning will not impair or injure the health, safety and 
general welfare of the public. 
 
REQUIRED ACTION:   
Refer to the attached worksheet and review the consistency and inconsistency statements. 
Planning Commission shall vote to adopt one of these statements and form a recommendation for 
approval or denial that staff shall present to City Council at the September 14, 2026, meeting.  
 
MANAGER'S RECOMMENDATION: 
N/A 

  
APPROVERS 
Mark Helmer   
April Choice   
Kellianne Williams   
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CITY OF GOLDSBORO PLANNING COMMISSION 

RZ-2-26 ANGELITA MORRISROE 
WORKSHEET 

   
Pursuant to NCGS 160D-604(d), when the Planning Board (Planning Commission) 
is conducting a review of a proposed zoning text or map amendment, the Planning 
Board (Planning Commission) shall advise and comment on whether the proposed 
action is consistent with the City of Goldsboro Land Use Plan. The Planning Board 
(Planning Commission) must provide the City of Goldsboro City Council with a 
written recommendation that addresses plan consistency or inconsistency and other 
matters as deemed appropriate by the Planning Board (Planning Commission).  

 
Consistency Statement: The City of Goldsboro Planning Commission finds the 
proposed rezoning to be consistent with the Commercial land use designation. The 
City of Goldsboro Planning Commission finds that the rezoning request is 
reasonable and of the public interest because the proposed rezoning would align 
with the intent of the General Business Zoning District.  In addition, the proposed 
rezoning is compatible with surrounding zoning patterns and land uses which 
would support a mixed area for commercial growth that could benefit commercial 
and residential properties in the future.  The Comprehensive Land Use Plan 
supports promoting business friendly environments and the location of commercial 
uses in proximity to major thoroughfares. The City or other service providers will 
be able to provide sufficient public safety service, meet transportation and utility 
demands to the subject property, while maintaining sufficient levels of service to 
existing developments.  Lastly, the proposed rezoning will not impair or injure the 
health, safety and general welfare of the public. 
 
Voting Record for Recommendation:  
 
Yes                                  No  

 
Inconsistency Statement: The City of Goldsboro Planning Commission finds the 
proposed rezoning to be inconsistent with the Commercial land use designation and 
finds that this rezoning, if executed, would have a negative impact on the public. 
The City of Goldsboro Planning Commission deems this proposed rezoning to not 
be appropriate and does not recommend approval to the City of Goldsboro City 
Council. The City of Goldsboro Planning Commission finds the proposed rezoning 
to be inconsistent with the land use plan. 

 
Voting Record for Recommendation: 
 

 
Yes                                   No  
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