WALKERTOWN PLANNING BOARD MEETING
WALKERTOWN LIBRARY AUDITORIUM

OCTOBER 2, 2007 3:00 P.M.

MINUTES

Chairperson Peggy Leight called the meeting to order at 3:00 p.m. Constituting a quorum of the Board were

Ms. Leight, Al Slater, Harvey Neal, Marilyn Martin, and Robert Butler. Clerk Lynn McKinnie and Attorney Bo

Houff were present In the audience was alternate Don Whitaker, City of Winston Staff Aaron King and Glenn
Simmons, and Council member Sarah Welch.

On a motion by Marilyn Martin and seconded by Al Slater, the agenda was approved as presented.

On a motion by Al Slater and seconded by Marilyn Martin, the minutes of September 11, 2007 were
approved as presented.

PUBLIC SESSION - Please limit your talk to 3 minutes.

Public Session was opened and closed at 3:02 p.m. with no speakers.

BUSINESS AT HAND

1. PUBLIC HEARING:
UDO TEXT AMENDMENTS
e WA-UDO-7 — SPECIAL USE LIMITED DISTRICT ZONING
e WA-UDO-8 — STREET STANDARDS
e WA-UDO-9 - SIGN REGULATIONS
PLEASE BRING PREVIOUSLY RECEIVED UDO PAPERWORK WITH YOU

(1) DISCUSION FOR WA-UDO-7 — SPECIAL USE LIMITED DISTRICT ZONING:
Mr. King: We've worked on these amendments to the point that we are bringing these out to
you for a vote and we recommend them for approval from this Board. This one is Special Use Limited
Zoning. There are currently three different types of zoning in Walkertown —

1. General Use Zoning — Least restrictive type of rezoning. Walkertown has not seen a lot of this type
of zoning. If it's approved, any use in that zoning district is allowed and there’s no site plan required.
The Board or the Council or the Staff cannot place conditions on this type of rezoning.

2. Special Use Zoning — Most restrictive type of rezoning. You have to specify what the property is
going to be used for and a site plan is required. With this, Planning Staff, Planning Board or the
Council can also attach conditions to this request.

3. Special Use Limited Zoning — Fits in between the other two — a hybrid of both of the other types of
zoning.

¢ No site plan is required (like General Use).
e Uses can be restricted (like Special Use).
e Conditions can be added.

How it works:

A rezoning request is submitted with a proposed district and they volunteer conditions — again, they
are not bringing you a site plan. You’re not going to have that as you evaluate this. Planning Staff, Planning
Board, and the Council can add conditions to this request and the conditions can address items such as
buffering, limiting the uses for the property; and retaining maybe a significant structure that may need to be
kept. (An example is the Anderson house on 158 — brought in as a General Use — asked for RS-20 to HB —
just General Use, Highway Business and if it were approved, it would have allowed any one of the 90-some



odd uses that are allowed in that HB district. The Council asked them to look at it again and bring it back as a
Special Use rezoning case in order to limit the number of uses on this property. There were also some
issues of buffering for the folks over here. The problem was that when they went back, they had to draw up a
site plan, pay a surveyor/engineer to draw up another site plan in order to limit those uses.)

The same goals can be achieved through this Special Use Limited Rezoning. If this type zoning were in
effect then, they could have addressed the uses — limited those — added conditions for buffers — without that
additional expense.

It's a good middle ground between General and Special Use zonings. It's another tool for rezonings in
Walkertown. It's commonly used in other North Carolina towns. It can address certain issues without extra
expense and time in preparing a site plan.

Our Staff recommends APPROVAL of this WA-UDO-7 Text Amendment.

Questions and answers included:

e When folks come back and the Staff feels like the petitioner would be a good candidate for Special
Use Limited Rezoning, they will bring it as the first step out to the Planning Board, the Planning
Board could ask for a site plan before addressing the issues. That is an option.

e |f this amendment is approved, it will eliminate the upfront cost and the petitioner has not lost money
out of his pocket before a “yes” or “no”. They will probably have to do a site plan when they come to
get building permits but in this situation, they can make sure it's approved before they go to
Inspections with a building site plan. The petitioner has to be agreeable to providing a site plan and
the Planning Board can ask for one. Conditions can be attached to the rezoning with or without a
site plan.

e Certain conditions can be set on the rezoning itself, such as conditions concerning the building —
limiting the height of the building to no more than 3 stories high. A condition that is easily enforced
and easily written, that is the type of condition that can be done. There are minimum UDO
requirements that govern set-backs and building height which have to be met.

e Glenn Simmons, of City-County Planning, said we need to be conservative about how we apply
these considerations because we don’t want to get into a situation where more and more conditions
would require a site plan. But, for example, you could say an existing building might adaptably be
reused as opposed to a new structure. If it's important to keep the residential character of a
neighborhood but you would like to have some business use at the edge of the neighborhood, it
might be a condition to retain the existing structure.

e If a General Use case gets to the Board and you think it really ought to be Special Use, you can ask
the petitioner if he would be willing to bring it in Special Use, recognizing that there may be additional
things you might want to know about that you don’t have information about without a site plan.

e The same thing is true about Limited Use Zoning. Once it gets here, if you think it needs a site plan,
you can ask if they can come back with one. It’'s a middle ground tool and it’s really closer to
General Use zoning than Special Use zoning but some very simple written conditions can take care
of big concerns that don’t necessarily warrant a site plan.

Public Hearing for UDO #7 — Special Use Limited Zoning was opened to the public at 3:13 p.m. and with
no speakers, closed at 3:13 p.m.

MOTION: TO APPROVE WA-UDO-7 — SPECIAL USE LIMITED DISTRICT
ZONING FOR WALKERTOWN

BY: AL SLATER

SECOND: HARVEY NEAL

VOTE: MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

(2) DISCUSION FOR WA-UDO-8 — STREET STANDARDS:

Mr. King: This is revised proposed street standards. The current street standards for
Walkertown are NC-DOT’s minimum standards and Walkertown adopted a requirement for curb and gutter
and sidewalks within all new residential subdivisions. That’s not being changed. One issue about the current
policy isn’t clear — maintenance. When developers come in it’s not clear - what - standards - where - and
maintenance and who ends up with those streets. Another point to the current street standards is there was
a separate town code amendment that requires sidewalks within the town core area.




The goal of this is to establish a clear policy for developers, for Staff, Planning Board, and Town Council — all
the folks involved in this process so everybody is on the same page. Another objective is to keep
Walkertown’s UDO consistent with other municipalities within Forsyth County. Promote inter-connectivity
within those subdivisions is another goal of this — to promote walkability and pedestrian-friendly streets and
to place all street standards in the UDO — that’s an important one! When developers look to do projects in
Walkertown, the UDO is where they look and the town code needs to be in the UDO to make it easier on
everybody to know where these items are. The proposed street standards are the same construction
standards that we currently have — the roads are constructed to NC-DOT standards — and keeping the curbs
and gutters that Walkertown already requires. Sidewalks will still be required in the new subdivisions as
currently required and along streets called out in the Winston-Salem / Urban Areas Sidewalk and Pedestrian
Facilities Plan. This is the Plan that’s currently going before the Winston-Salem City Council and it will be
brought to Walkertown for adoption and it basically identifies certain collector and major and minor
thoroughfares or sidewalks should be installed. What it does, if there is a road or street called out in this
Plan and development takes place on there, they are required to put in the sidewalk on their frontage. The
important thing is this is a two-part thing. The street standards are one thing but the separate plan will come
to you at a later date. The important thing is when that Plan comes to you for adoption, we need to take a
close look at that and make sure the streets called out on there are the streets you want to see
sidewalks on. If there are other streets that need sidewalks, we can certainly add those on there but that’s
the important part about that — it's a two-pronged system. You're seeing the first part of it today — with the
Street Standards. The Pedestrian Facilities Plan will come in the next month or two. And, again, it does
require street trees for these new subdivisions. (You'll have sidewalk then the green planting strip and then
the street tree and then curb and gutter road.)

Our Staff recommends APPROVAL of the street standards.

Something else to talk about — there was an amendment to the town code that was adopted in 2004 — and it
talks about the town core area. The problem is with this ordinance, the way it was written, is we’ve got a town
core area — we’ve got a map of the town core area that’s pretty hard to distinguish what'’s in — what’s out.
Looks like somebody just took a Sharpie and drew it on there so it’s hard to delineate what’s what on that.
That'’s the first problem with it. Then it talks about commercial projects and then what requires them to build
these sidewalks. A lot of that is what we’ve already got in there. The problem with the Town Core Area —a
lot of the area doesn’t have curb and gutter — and that’s sort of a problem. This street standards, it requires
sidewalks where there’s curb and gutter already in place because the downtown environment that you've got
here, if you don’t have that curb and gutter — placing sidewalks out there really doesn’t work well. There’s no
physical separation — more likely, you're “at grade” with the road. That would require that with this --- our
Staff, Glenn and | have talked about that, and requiring it where there’s not curb and gutter currently — with
no ditch line to separate the sidewalk from the road edges — something we thought that the Town could do
without. The other main point is that it talks about new residential construction — minor subdivisions or single
family lots — for example, you've got two acres of property in this town core area and you want to cut off a lot
to either sell or give to someone — they come in and get it subdivided off. They either have to build a
sidewalk along that frontage or they have the option to dedicate a 5-foot sidewalk easement. If the option is
in there, 100 times out of 100 times, they’re going to dedicate that easement. They’re not going to build
sidewalks — that’s a huge expense and they don’t have to do it. The thing about that easement is that it's
more than likely within that right-of-way of these roads, you’ve got enough right-of-way without sidewalk
easement — probably not needed. So, we would recommend approval of this and a separate action to
rescind this from the town code because it's not doing a whole lot for you. That is our recommendation to you
—it’s hard to enforce.

Our recommendation is APPROVAL OF STREET STANDARDS and a separate action to REMOVE THIS
FROM TOWN CODE.

UDO-8 applies to new residential subdivisions — that’s where you get the curb and gutter, sidewalk and the
street tree. There’s no rezoning required to that — they’re going to have to come to you for approval for the
Planning Board — and that’s required. The only change in that is that you're already getting curb and gutter
and sidewalks — now you’ll be getting street trees with it. The difference as far remanding existing roads is
where that Pedestrian Facilities Plan comes into play. When you adopt this Plan, if a road is identified in that
Plan as a road that needs sidewalks, the developer will have to put in sidewalks along the frontage of that
road (for zoning or building permits).

Mr. Simmons added that when the Pedestrian Facilities Plan is adopted, wherever there is new commercial
development on a road that is designated in this Plan — the developers would be required to put a sidewalk in
as a consequence of getting the building permit. That would apply for non-residential development, for multi-
family development and also to subdivisions where they are contiguous with existing streets that this Plan




also calls for sidewalks. In addition to requiring curb and gutter, sidewalks, street trees internal to new
development in a subdivision, where these subdivisions abut are contiguous to a street that sidewalk plan
calls for a sidewalk, they would also be required to put a sidewalk along that stretch of road that they're
contiguous to, as well. It really covers all three types of development in the sense that it's single-family
residential, subdivisions, multii-family residential where it’'s contiguous to these streets, and also commercial
development. Non-residential would also include churches and schools and other institutional-type office-
type uses.

Ms. Leight asked if a lot zoned RS-20 (which most in Walkertown are at this time) were to be developed (not
as a major subdivision - major being more than three) and the petitioner wanted to put three houses on the
lot, this would not kick in. Mr. Simmons responded that this was true. He explained that a minor subdivision
does not trigger these standards.

Ms. Martin said an example would be the Whitehall Development, where sidewalks are required inside the
development then if NC-66 is designated as one of the roads, would they have to put sidewalks on 667 Mr.
Simmons said if they were contiguous, yes. Mr. King said that if these standards had been in place, and the
Pedestrian Plan called for sidewalks along NC-66, then the development would have had to put sidewalks
along 66.

Mr. Slater mentioned that most of the current roads in Walkertown give 5-feet of the property for sidewalks,
isn’t the right-of-way enough to take care of this? Mr. King answered that the ordinance the council adopted
said if you are doing a minor subdivision, you either have to build a sidewalk or give a 5-foot sidewalk
easement and what he was saying is you’ve probably got a 50-foot right-of-way which is probably adequate
enough to put the sidewalk in the public right-of-way — the 5-foot easement is not needed there.

Public Hearing for UDO #8 — Street Standards was opened to the public at 3:27 p.m.

(1) E.A. Jumper
5028 Klondike Rd.
Walkertown NC
You may have touched on this but | missed it. We'll use Whitehall again for an example. Those
streets are paved — do all those have to be paved to D.O.T. standards?
Ms. Leight responded “yes”.
Mr. Jumper: Who approves accepting the streets? Is that the Planning Board? The Town
Council? Who approves the Town accepting the streets?
Ms. Leight questioned if he meant the ones that have already been built, if they don’t meet specs?
Mr. King said the town could contract with an engineer or even accept a sealed letter from an
engineer saying the roads are built to standards.
Mr. Jumper said that the town would then know for sure that the roads meet the minimum standards
before they take over the maintenance. Ms. Leight said the developer has to present the streets to
Walkertown to accept and some sort of inspection should have happened before the council would
accept the streets. Mr. Simmons said the town is under no obligation to accept anything for public
maintenance unless it meets the town’s standards. This would require a letter certified by a
professional engineer that the streets meet the standards for public maintenance. You could also
require test borings or anything else to satisfy your need to know whether it meets the construction
standards for public maintenance.
Mr. Jumper asked if there were a time frame for a developer to pave the street(s) and bring up to
D.O.T. standards and if there isn’t, should there not be? Mr. King said basically it was a matter of
economics — you cannot build houses until you go to their offices and file a final plat, and part of that
process requires an engineer to certify that the roads are built to Walkertown standards. So the
developer wants to finish so he can build houses! He has to pave first.

Public Hearing for UDO #8 closed at 3:35 p.m.

FURTHER DISCUSSION:

Harvey Neal said he had a problem with the trees required — if certain kinds of trees are required, does it
show that? Mr. Simmons responded that there is a list of trees that area considered to be “good” street
trees. Trees can either be between the curb edge and sidewalk or outside the sidewalk on private property,
so it doesn’t necessarily have to be in the public domain. That's a question that needs to be considered.
Right now, it can be either way. The street trees in the public right-of-way and our view is that that is really
the preferable location. With a sidewalk, it's nice to have street trees between the sidewalk and the street —
provides shade, provides separation — pedestrian from traffic. Presuming it’s in the right-of-way, it dies, it




would be the town’s responsibility to maintain that tree or take it out if it dies. It's part of the question before
you — whether you want trees or not. The City of Winston has a standard that shows at least a 6 ' foot wide
separation between the sidewalk and curb edge for just the tree plantings. The water/sewer would be under
the pavement and the electrical, gas, cable, etc., would be in an easement outside the right-of-way so that
there’s no interference between the trees’ root zones and the other utilities. Either that or if the trees don’t go
between the sidewalk and curb edges, a minimum of 3 'z foot separation between the sidewalk and the curb
edge, in which case the trees would be on the outside of the right-of-way and utilities could then go in that
space between the sidewalk and the curb. Mr. Slater asked if the tree is put outside of the right-of-way, the
property owner can do anything he wants to with it and Mr. Simmons responded that that was true.

Mr. Slater requested clarification of whose responsibility it is to maintain if the trees are in the grass area
between the curb and gutter and was told it is still the town’s responsibility. (The town would maintain the
curb and gutter and the sidewalks.) Mr. Simmons said it might be good if, before trees are planted, to have
someone look at the tree and decide if it's a good tree for that location. There should be a list of suitable
trees and City-County could work with Walkertown on doing that. A list is included in the UDO showing
different categories of trees — and perhaps something should be written for Walkertown that trees should be
of “medium” or whatever height.

Mr. Butler asked if we require trees and these trees load up our streets with leaves, who would be
responsible for that since Walkertown does not have leaf pick-up. It was Ms. Leight’s response that
Walkertown is responsible for keeping curbs and gutters clean but pick-up would be the responsibility of the
homeowner.

Mr. Simmons said that rather than make changes to the UDO-8, City-County Planning could just simply ask
that as part of the site plan review, the petitioner specify the trees and they would just look at it through that
review. They have folks they can ask about it and give the town recommendations. They would encourage
people to put trees in that would be acceptable in that location and just advise them through the regular site
plan and review process. There’s really no need to change the UDO-8. Mr. King said just to add another
sentence in (2) Street Connectivity Requirements “(f)” Street trees........ 7 ”.... Street trees shall be
specified on the site plan...” and submitted with the plan and it can be reviewed for approval. If this is done,
then City-County can decide if it's acceptable or not.

A tree is determined by its size at maturity. A medium tree would be like a red oak; a small tree would be like
a dogwood or crepe myrtle. A tree when it is planted has to be at least 2 inches in diameter and that tree will
grow to its mature height. Spacing for the tree would be one per lot.

The UDO-8 text under Street trees should be amended to add something like: “Street trees appropriate in
size for the location to be determined through site plan review process.” Mr. King and Mr. Simmons will
decide the correct wording.

MOTION: TO APPROVE WA-UDO-8 — STREET STANDARDS FOR
WALKERTOWN - AS AMENDED UNDER (2) STREET
CONNECTIVITY REQUIREMENTS “(F)” STREET TREES........ 7
TO ADD WORDING SIMILAR TO “STREET TREES APPROPRIATE
IN SIZE FOR THE LOCATION TO BE DETERMINED THROUGH
SITE PLAN REVIEW PROCESS.”

BY: AL SLATER
SECOND: MARILYN MARTIN
VOTE: MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

(3) DISCUSSION FOR WA-UDO-9 — SIGN STANDARDS:

Mr. King: This started back in 2001 under Legacy — The Comprehensive Plan — talked about
making signs less dominant — more in scale with their context. The existing sign ordinance was adopted in
1985 and is outdated. Walkertown is pretty fortunate in that it does not have sign clutter like in other places.
This would prevent it from getting to that point. The last thing is to regulate signs so that they’re in scale with
their surroundings and the use they serve. The main gist of this regulation is that Walkertown’s basic sign
size and height would be a 6-foot high monument sign with a 36-square foot copy area. That would be like a
default sign for commercial, office, institutional, residential — that would be the size sign you would go with.
The sign for Walkertown Family Practice is a little bit bigger than the 6-foot, 36 sqg-ft copy area — what we’ve
done is added in the provision, and we talked about this before, for non-conforming signs, whereas we said
we would allow 50% for the square footage which would bring you up to the maximum of 54 square foot and
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allow up to 3-feet — or another 50% increase on the height. So, if you adopt this ordinance, signs of this size
would be considered legally non-conforming — they would be okay.

Shopping Center signs — what we propose to you is a 15-foot high sign — 100 square feet of copy area. This
sign at Walkertown Commons Shopping Center is a little bit larger than what we propose. It is 15-foot in
height and 150 square feet of copy area — but it would also be allowed to stay under those provisions we’ve
allowed for non-conforming increase. It’s fine. But if someone were to come in today and build a new
shopping center with these new regulations — they wouldn’t get quite the square footage on that copy area.
Electronic Message Boards (in Winston-Salem) are currently allowed in all non-residential zoning districts.
What we propose is not allow it in any zoning district — this is proposed in this ordinance.

Amortization — we propose a 7-year amortization period. Within seven years, all those non-conforming signs
must comply with the new ordinance — size and square footage. With the Walkertown Family Practice sign —
the 50% allowance on height size, that’s saying if you are within that allowance, then you're okay — you can
keep your sign. You don’t have to modify it. But, again, that’s 9-feet height and 54-square feet of copy area.
This ordinance eliminates signs within the town of large height.

Staff recommends APPROVAL of this ordinance.

Public Hearing opened and closed at 3:58 with no speakers.

FURTHER DISCUSSION:

Mr. Slater asked for clarification of Neal property signage. Mr. King explained that there is a little bit of
contradiction or miscommunication in conditions put on that property. One condition says that all signs shall
be no greater than 6-feet. Probably at the council level, the petitioner probably asked for additional signage
and on the spot, the council may have approved that on there. What they asked for was an additional four
project signs for the four entrances — two for NC-66 and two for 158 — one per entrance. What our conditions
said is that each one of these outparcels can have a 6-foot high monument sign but the condition that the
council added allowed them these four other signs. The problem with that is if McDonald’s owns a parcel,
they have their sign there but they allow the four additional signs and they put one on McDonald’s property
because you can’t have it in the right-of-way — it's got to be on one of these individual outparcels. And that
sign might advertise for a Pizza Hut, etc. in the back. We’ve got an off-site sign — it’s really a billboard — that
sign is not located on the premises where the business is — it’s off premises sign! Inspections said that if
they come in to get permits for one of these four additional signs, that they would not be able to issue those
permits because it's not in line with the UDO. Mr. Simmons added to the mix by saying that if this were like a
shopping center, and these were outparcels to the shopping center, then yes the shopping center could have
a big sign like we discussed and each individual outparcel would be limited to 6-foot high, 36 square foot
sign. In this particular instance, this is really nothing other than a commercial subdivision and there’s no
shopping center here — there’s nothing like an anchor business — all these other outparcels are just individual
businesses. Any sign that is on the premises has to advertise for that business that’s on that property (an on-
premise sign). If you have a sign that’s not on the premises, then it is essentially a billboard — which is
prohibited. In looking at the ordinance, there did not appear to be any provision in either the current
ordinance or under the proposed new sign ordinance that would allow for these types of signs to be legal.
We don’t see anywhere in the current ordinance where the ordinance allows for those additional signs
replaced as a provision of this zoning approval. Attorney Bo Houff added that he would prefer not to make a
formal comment about that interpretation about whether the allowance by a council of additional signs,
whether or not it over-rides other ordinances or not —it's a close question, | can’t speak authoritatively as to
whether it does or doesn’t and so | won’t guess for you. That's something that’s going to remain to be seen! |
will need to research that and prepare an appropriate analysis. Ms. Leight asked if he were saying that right
now, it would not be allowed with UDO-9 passing — to which Mr. Houff responded affirmatively. So they can
have the 6-foot monument signs but could not have the entrance signs. Mr. Slater added that they could
also have signs on their building; Mr. King agreed that this is correct. And Mr. Simmons stated they could
have signs on all four sides of the building, but not above the roofline.

MOTION: TO APPROVE WA-UDO-9 — STREET SIGN STANDARDS
BY: MARILYN MARTIN

SECOND: HARVEY NEAL

VOTE: MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY



2. FOR DISCUSSION AND/OR ACTION:
RESOLUTION #07-
MEETING CALENDAR FOR 2008

The calendar was modified by a consensus of the group to change the dates of the months of July (due to
holiday), September (due to holiday), and November (due to Election Day).
This was moved to the November meeting.

3. FOR DISCUSSION AND/OR ACTION:
DISCUSSION OF PLANNING BOARD ALTERNATES WITH TERM ENDING

DECEMBER, 2007

The term of the alternates, Robert Butler, Don Whitaker, and Larry Marshall end at December 31, 2007.
Also, Chuck Trivette, a regular member has verbally requested to be removed from the Board although no
written request has been forthcoming.
Ms. Leight recommends that a motion be made to the Town Council to open up the application process
again for the purpose of:

e Permanent replacement for regular Planning Board member Chuck Trivette;

e One-year nominations for three alternates.

MOTION: TO RECOMMEND TO THE TOWN COUNCIL
e REPLACEMENT OF THE POSITION OF REGULAR
MEMBER CHUCK TRIVETTE BY ONE OF THE CURRENT
ALTERNATES AND
e REAFFIRM THE EXISTING ALTERNATES AND
e OPEN UP THE APPLICATION PROCESS FOR ALL

POSITIONS
BY: AL SLATER
SECOND: MARILYN MARTIN
VOTE: MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

FURTHER DISCUSSION:

The Board decided to recommend the entire group to the Town Council and the council will make the final
decision.

Ms. Leight would recommend that the Town Council consider one of the three alternates as replacement for
the regular board member due to their one-year experience.

4. FOR DISCUSSION AND/OR ACTION:
DISCUSSION OF TRAINING SESSION

At one time, it was discussed to have a training session for Planning Board members and Town Council
members with the City-County Staff. Mr. King said it could be done — just need to figure out a date and
topics to discuss. Ms. Leight said this could be left open for the future.

LYNN WILL DO NOTHING TO SET THIS UP UNTIL FURTHER ADVISED BY PLANNING BOARD TO DO
SO.

5. FOR DISCUSSION AND/OR ACTION:
DISCUSSION OF COMMERCIAL FACADES

Mr. Slater had requested information on this but as of this meeting not much had been discovered. Lynn said
she had talked to Tobaccoville, Rural Hall, Denton, and Clemmons with not much success. Mr. King had not
had much success either so this topic was referred to NOVEMBER meeting for further research. He will
come back next month with more information.




PUBLIC SESSION (IF NEEDED)

Public Session was opened and closed at 4:13 p.m. with no speakers.

ANNOUNCEMENTS:
2007 MEETING SCHEDULE

LIBRARY @ 3:00 P.M.

November 13" *Due to Election Day
December 4"

ADJOURNMENT

MOTION: TO ADJOURN AT 4:14 P.M.

BY: AL SLATER

SECOND: ROBERT BUTLER

VOTE: MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY

Submitted by:

Lynn McKinnie
Planning Board Secretary



