
Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the

Board of Adjustment

Tuesday, October 24, 2006

1:00 p.m.

ROLL CALL

Present:
Stephen Webber, Chairman



Mary Ann Dotson



Harvey Jacques



Paul LaQue, Alternate



Werner Maringer, Vice Chairman



Nancy McNary



Fred Noble, Alternate



Chuck Watkins, Council Liaison

Also Present:
Clint Calhoun, Erosion Control Officer



Teresa Reed, Zoning Administrator



Sheila Spicer, Code Enforcement Clerk, Recording Secretary

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

The agenda was amended as follows; change item 4. Oath of Office to Letter of Chairman to Mayor and Town Council and Letter of Chairman to Board of Adjustment, and delete item 5. (C), as the request was withdrawn. Chairman Webber pointed out that Mr. LaQue had been sworn in prior to the meeting. 

Mr. Maringer made a motion to approve the agenda as amended. Mr. Jacques seconded and all were in favor.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

The minutes of the September 26, 2006 meeting were amended as follows; all references to Mr. Whitmire be changed to Mr. Wittmer, on page 5 change the motion to state that Ms. McNary made the motion and Chairman Webber restated the motion, and on page 6 in the last paragraph change prospective to perspective.

Ms. McNary made a motion to accept the minutes of the September 26, 2006 meeting as amended. Mr. Maringer seconded and all were in favor. 

LETTERS OF CHAIRMAN

Mr. Maringer referenced a letter that Chairman Webber sent to the Mayor and Town Council asking for the dismissal of Ms. Dotson for leaving in the middle of a hearing during the previous Board meeting. Mr. Maringer stated that this had been done before by other members of the Board of Adjustment and the previous Chairman had handled it by instructing applicants that a four fifths vote is required to approve a variance. Therefore, all of the remaining members would have to be in favor to grant a variance. Mr. Maringer also stated that there was nothing in the regulations that states a member of the Board could be removed if they left a meeting early. Mr. Maringer expressed that he felt the Chairman handled the situation inappropriately. 

Mr. Maringer then referenced a letter Chairman Webber sent to the Board of Adjustment on the same issue. He stated that, if changes needed to be made, it should be discussed by the entire Board. He also pointed out that Ms. Dotson is the longest standing member on the Board and has given many years of service.

PUBLIC COMMENT

None

HEARINGS

(A) ZV-06-14, continued, a request by Norton Elder to relax the minimum side yard setback of 12 feet as required by Section 92.040 of the Lake Lure zoning regulations to 0 feet. The requested variance would be for 12 feet. The property (Tax PIN 221323) is located at 118 Scenic View Lane, Lake Lure, North Carolina.

Ms. Reed, Mr. Elder, and Audrey Ladr, an adjoining property owner, were sworn in. Ms. Reed pointed out that this request was continued from last month to allow Mr. Elder to provide an updated survey, as requested by the Board. Ms. Reed stated that she had advised Mr. Elder he only needed to have the portion of property pertinent to the case surveyed. She also stated that the deed does not state there is a right-of-way on Mr. Elder’s property, only an easement with no specific width mentioned.

Mr. Elder stated that Ms. Ladr had offered to deed him the twelve feet needed for a setback but the cost would be too great. Therefore, he had decided to ask for a variance. 

Ms. Ladr stated that she was not opposed to the request. Mr. Elder pointed out that the building would actually be one foot from the property line, minus the overhang.

Ms. McNary enquired whether Mr. Elder had explored putting the parking area on the upper road from his property. Mr. Elder stated that he had, but there wouldn’t be room to turn a vehicle around and he would need to build stairs to access it from his house. He also pointed out that the proposed structure would not be visible from the neighboring properties due to the topography.

After a brief discussion on erosion control, Chairman Webber presented the findings of fact.

Board of Adjustment

Findings of Fact

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Finding #1

There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular piece of property in question because of its size, shape or topography that are not applicable to other lands or structures in the same district. All members were in favor.
Finding #2

Granting of the variance requested will not confer upon the applicant any special privileges that are denied to other residents of the district in which the property is located. All members were in favor. 
Finding #3

A literal interpretation of the provisions of the zoning regulations would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other residents of the district in which the property is located. Four members were in favor, one was opposed.

Finding #4

The requested variance will be in harmony with the purpose and intent of the zoning regulations and will not be injurious to the neighborhood or to the general welfare. Three members were in favor, two were opposed.

Finding #5

The special circumstances are not the result of the actions of the applicant. All members were in favor.

Finding #6

The variance requested is the minimum variance that will make possible the legal use of the land, building, or structure. Four members were in favor, one was opposed.

Finding #7

The variance is not a request to permit a use of land, building or structure which is not permitted by right or by conditional use in the district involved. All members were in favor.

Finding #8

A nonconforming use of neighboring land, structures or buildings in the same district, and permitted uses of land, structures or buildings in other districts, will not be considered grounds for the issuance of a variance. All members were in favor.

Mr. Maringer made a motion that ZV-06-14 be granted with the condition that the building will be the minimum structure for a carport or to accommodate two vehicles, and it will not be allowed to build any living quarters next to or on top of it. Ms. Dotson seconded the motion and all were in favor. Chairman Webber instructed the Zoning Administrator to issue Mr. Elder a zoning compliance permit. 

(B) ZV-06-17, continued, a request by Lake Lure Properties, LLC to relax the maximum sign number as required by variance number 92/188 granted by the Board of Adjustment on February 11, 1992. The requested variance is for one sign per outside entrance, one commercial center sign, and one building identifier. The property (Tax PIN 217956) is located at 103/107 Arcade Street, Lake Lure, North Carolina.

Ms. Reed and George Wittmer, president of Lake Lure Properties, LLC, were sworn in. Ms. Reed mentioned that she had an e-mail discussion with Rich Ducker from the North Carolina School of Government, and he had stated that the Board of Adjustment can grant a variance to any regulation except a prohibited use.

Chairman Webber asked if the applicant owned the portion of property for the bank drive thru. Ms. Reed stated that the Town had abandoned that portion of property and quitclaimed it to the adjoining property owners, as referenced in a document presented to the Board prior to the meeting. Mr. Maringer requested a recess to allow the Board to review the document. Ms. Reed pointed out that the staff could not find sign permits for the existing Carolina First signs, except for one wall sign, as requested by Chairman Webber in an e-mail to Town staff. Chairman Webber called a ten minute recess to allow the Board to review the new information. 

After reconvening, there was further discussion on the request and how a variance would affect the current bank signs. Blaine Cox was sworn in and testified on the 1992 variance. Mr. Cox served on the Board of Adjustment at that time and stated that previous banks had a sign in the same place for many years prior to the sign regulations and prior to the 1992 variance. Therefore, the Board at that time did not require any changes to the sign.

Mr. Wittmer stated that he is requesting that the regulations that apply to other Commercial Town Center (CTC) buildings apply to this building as well. After a brief discussion on the lease of the portion of Town property that the current marquis sign is located on, Ms. McNary asked where the requested principal flat signs would be located. Chairman Webber read the regulation for principal flat signs and stated that any principal flat signs would have to be located under the breezeway of the Arcade Building. It was clarified that the applicant wants section 92.157 (B)(1)(b) of the Zoning Regulations to apply to this building. The applicant stated that he didn’t feel the Board should place conditions on where the principal flat signs could be placed, only that the regulations should apply. After a brief discussion between the Board members about the 1992 variance, and how the Boards decision would affect that variance, Chairman Webber presented the findings of fact.

Board of Adjustment

Findings of Fact

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Finding #1

There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular piece of property in question because of its size, shape or topography that are not applicable to other lands or structures in the same district. Four members were in favor, one was opposed.
Finding #2

Granting of the variance requested will not confer upon the applicant any special privileges that are denied to other residents of the district in which the property is located. Three members were in favor (two with conditions), two were opposed. 
Finding #3

A literal interpretation of the provisions of the zoning regulations would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other residents of the district in which the property is located. Four members were in favor (one with conditions), one was opposed.

Finding #4

The requested variance will be in harmony with the purpose and intent of the zoning regulations and will not be injurious to the neighborhood or to the general welfare. All members were in favor.

Finding #5

The special circumstances are not the result of the actions of the applicant. All members were in favor.

Finding #6

The variance requested is the minimum variance that will make possible the legal use of the land, building, or structure. Three members were in favor with conditions, two were opposed.

Finding #7

The variance is not a request to permit a use of land, building or structure which is not permitted by right or by conditional use in the district involved. All members were in favor.

Finding #8

A nonconforming use of neighboring land, structures or buildings in the same district, and permitted uses of land, structures or buildings in other districts, will not be considered grounds for the issuance of a variance. All members were in favor.

Ms. McNary made a motion to approve ZV-06-17 with the conditions that 92.157 (B)(1)(b) be included, the marquis changes be granted as proposed, and that there be one exterior sign on the building. The motion was seconded by Mr. Jacques. After further discussion by the Board on what conditions to place on the variance, Chairman Webber made a motion to amend the motion to approve ZV-06-17 to state that the marquis sign be granted as proposed subject to the lease being renewed, that the principal flat signs be in accordance with 92.157 (B)(1)(b) and not on the outer façade of the building, and that this variance supersedes previous variances. Mr. Jacques seconded the amendment to the motion. All members were in favor of the amendment. All members were in favor of the motion. 
Chairman Webber called a short recess due to the fact that Ms. Dotson needed to leave and an alternate Board member would be taking her place. After the recess Mr. LaQue took Ms. Dotson’s place for the remainder of the meeting.

(C) ZV-06-15 revised, a request by Don Duffy, agent for James and Kathleen Grant, to   relax the minimum front (street) yard setback of 40 feet as required by Section  92.040 of the Lake Lure zoning regulations to 28 feet, the requested variance would be for 12 feet; a variance to relax the minimum front (lake) yard setback of 35 feet as required by section 92.040 of the Lake Lure zoning regulations to 25 feet, the requested variance would be for 10 feet; a variance to relax the maximum building height of 35 feet as required by Section 92.040 of the Lake Lure zoning regulations to 40 feet, the requested variance would be for 5 feet. The property (Tax PIN 225459) is located at 349 Holmes Road, Lake Lure, North Carolina.

Ms. Reed, Mr. Duffy, Mr. Grant, and Barbara Bagwell, an adjoining property owner, were sworn in. 

Chairman Webber stated that he and Mr. LaQue went together to look at the properties for all of the cases, but they did not discuss the particulars of any of the cases.

Mr. Duffy stated that the house plans submitted were only preliminary plans. He testified that he would design a house that would fit into the setbacks if a variance was granted. Chairman Webber asked why a height variance was needed. Mr. Duffy responded that, due to the steep topography of the lot, a garage at street level would need to be higher than the regulations allow. Ms. Bagwell stated that her house would still be higher than the Grant’s proposed house, even with the requested variance, due to the topography. She also stated that the proposed garage would improve the parking problems in the area.

Mr. Maringer stated that he did not feel that the applicant’s statement that there was an undue burden was true. Mr. Grant responded that, if a variance is not granted, there would only be an 18 feet wide buildable area on the lot due to the setback requirements.

After further discussion on the height of the proposed garage and alternative parking, Mr. Grant pointed out that the garage would be smaller and lower than the existing garage across the street. Chairman Webber asked what the final square footage of the proposed house would be if a variance was granted. Mr. Duffy responded that it would be approximately 2200 sq. ft. After further discussion Chairman Webber presented the findings of fact.

Board of Adjustment

Findings of Fact

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Finding #1

There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular piece of property in question because of its size, shape or topography that are not applicable to other lands or structures in the same district. Three members were in favor, two were opposed.
Finding #2

Granting of the variance requested will not confer upon the applicant any special privileges that are denied to other residents of the district in which the property is located. All members were in favor. 
Finding #3

A literal interpretation of the provisions of the zoning regulations would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other residents of the district in which the property is located. Two members were in favor, three were opposed.

Finding #4

The requested variance will be in harmony with the purpose and intent of the zoning regulations and will not be injurious to the neighborhood or to the general welfare. All members were in favor with conditions.

Finding #5

The special circumstances are not the result of the actions of the applicant. All members were in favor.

Finding #6

The variance requested is the minimum variance that will make possible the legal use of the land, building, or structure. Two members were in favor, three were opposed.

Finding #7

The variance is not a request to permit a use of land, building or structure which is not permitted by right or by conditional use in the district involved. All members were in favor.

Finding #8

A nonconforming use of neighboring land, structures or buildings in the same district, and permitted uses of land, structures or buildings in other districts, will not be considered grounds for the issuance of a variance. All members were in favor.

Mr. Maringer made a motion that ZV-06-15 revised be approved with the exception of the building height, the building height may not exceed 35 feet.  Ms. McNary seconded the motion. Three members were in favor, two were opposed. Chairman Webber and Mr. Jacques felt that the height variance is necessary. Chairman Webber made a motion, seconded by Mr. Jacques, that ZV-06-15 revised be approved. Two members were in favor, three were opposed. Mr. Maringer again made a motion to approve ZV-06-15 with the exception of the building height, the building may not exceed 35 feet. Ms. McNary seconded the motion and all members were in favor.

(D) ZV-06-20, a request by Rick and Ann Bracey to relax the maximum building height of 35 feet as required by Section 92.040 of the Lake Lure zoning regulations to 36 feet, the variance would be for 1 foot. The property (Tax PIN 226728) is located at 113 Summer Rest Drive, Lake Lure, North Carolina.

Ms. Reed and Mr. Bracey were sworn in. Ms. Reed pointed out that the applicant is building the house himself, and when he called for a final inspection she felt the house was over the required maximum average height of 35 feet. Upon measuring the height the house is an average of 36 feet high.

Mr. Bracey testified that the problem is due to construction errors and communication errors. He stated that he cannot lower the roof without tearing the entire roof off. He pointed out that he had brought the finished grade up as high as he could to reduce the amount of variance he needed. 

After further discussion Chairman Webber presented the findings of fact.

Board of Adjustment

Findings of Fact

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Finding #1

There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular piece of property in question because of its size, shape or topography that are not applicable to other lands or structures in the same district. Three members were in favor, two were opposed.
Finding #2

Granting of the variance requested will not confer upon the applicant any special privileges that are denied to other residents of the district in which the property is located. Two members were in favor, three were opposed. 
Finding #3

A literal interpretation of the provisions of the zoning regulations would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other residents of the district in which the property is located. Three members were in favor, two were opposed.

Finding #4

The requested variance will be in harmony with the purpose and intent of the zoning regulations and will not be injurious to the neighborhood or to the general welfare. All members were in favor.

Finding #5

The special circumstances are not the result of the actions of the applicant. Four members were in favor, one was opposed.

Finding #6

The variance requested is the minimum variance that will make possible the legal use of the land, building, or structure. All members were in favor.

Finding #7

The variance is not a request to permit a use of land, building or structure which is not permitted by right or by conditional use in the district involved. All members were in favor.

Finding #8

A nonconforming use of neighboring land, structures or buildings in the same district, and permitted uses of land, structures or buildings in other districts, will not be considered grounds for the issuance of a variance. All members were in favor.

Ms. McNary moved that ZV-06-20 be approved. The motion was seconded by Mr. LaQue and all members were in favor.

(E) ZV-06-21, a request by Robert Smith to relax the minimum lot area of 14,000 sq. ft. as required by section 92.040 of the Lake Lure zoning regulations to 10,300 sq. ft., the variance would be for 3,700 sq. ft. The property (Tax PIN 220544) is located on Wilderness Road, Lake Lure, North Carolina.
Mr. Calhoun, Ms. Reed, Mr. Smith, and Fred Williams, an adjoining property owner, were sworn in. Ms. Reed stated that the application needed to be amended to state that the requested variance is for 3,546 sq. ft., leaving 10,454 sq. ft. Mr. Webber asked what those numbers were based on and if the applicant agreed with them. Mr. Smith responded that the numbers were based on the fact that the lot is .24 acre and that he did agree with the numbers.

Chairman Webber made a motion that application ZV-06-21 be amended to read reduced to 10,454 sq. ft, reduced by 3546 sq. ft. Mr. Maringer seconded the motion and all members were in favor.

Mr. Smith stated that, when he bought the lot it complied with the regulations. He pointed out that the regulations were changed in 1996 to require 14,000 minimum sq. ft. He also pointed out that he would be able to meet all other setback requirements.

Mr. Calhoun stated that he had visited the site and that the lot is a steep lot. He mentioned that Mr. Smith had not applied for a land disturbance permit yet, but he would be required to have erosion control plans approved by an engineer due to the steep topography. 

There was a discussion on the amount of trees that would need to be removed for a house and septic. Chairman Webber enquired whether community sewer was available. Mr. Smith responded that the subdivision has community sewer, but the main line does not extend to that area.

Mr. Williams testified that he was concerned about subsurface runoff from the proposed septic system running onto a tree farm he has bordering the property, and he is also concerned about surface runoff from the cutting of trees. Chairman Webber asked if he felt his concerns would be addressed by the required engineered erosion control plans. Mr. Williams responded that he felt they would. 

After closing the public hearing, Chairman Webber presented the findings of fact.

Board of Adjustment

Findings of Fact

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Finding #1

There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular piece of property in question because of its size, shape or topography that are not applicable to other lands or structures in the same district. All members were in favor.
Finding #2

Granting of the variance requested will not confer upon the applicant any special privileges that are denied to other residents of the district in which the property is located. All members were in favor. 
Finding #3

A literal interpretation of the provisions of the zoning regulations would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other residents of the district in which the property is located. All members were in favor.

Finding #4

The requested variance will be in harmony with the purpose and intent of the zoning regulations and will not be injurious to the neighborhood or to the general welfare. All members were in favor with conditions.

Finding #5

The special circumstances are not the result of the actions of the applicant. All members were in favor.

Finding #6

The variance requested is the minimum variance that will make possible the legal use of the land, building, or structure. All members were in favor.

Finding #7

The variance is not a request to permit a use of land, building or structure which is not permitted by right or by conditional use in the district involved. All members were in favor.

Finding #8

A nonconforming use of neighboring land, structures or buildings in the same district, and permitted uses of land, structures or buildings in other districts, will not be considered grounds for the issuance of a variance. All members were in favor.

Ms. McNary made a motion that ZV-06-21 be approved with the condition that a licensed or professional engineer, who has been approved by the Town of Lake Lure Erosion Control Officer, designs a plan for advanced erosion control measures. This plan will need the endorsement of the Erosion Control Officer, and is to be included as a requirement in the building permit. Mr. Maringer seconded the motion and all members were in favor.

(F) CU-06-03, a request by Valerie Wrobel for a conditional use permit to operate a real estate office in the R-4 zoning district. The property (Tax PIN 1641546) is located at the corner of Memorial Highway and Washburn Road, Lake Lure, North Carolina.
Ms. Reed and Ms. Wrobel were sworn in. Ms. Reed pointed out that this is the first time she has presented a conditional use permit to the Board and that, to the best of her knowledge, all of the findings have been addressed.

Chairman Webber asked Ms. Wrobel where the Carolina Properties sign would be placed. After Ms. Wrobel pointed this out on the site plan, Chairman Webber asked if it would block the view of traffic turning onto Memorial Highway from Washburn Road. Ms. Wrobel responded that she didn’t believe it would, but she could move it farther west if the Board dictated.

Ms. McNary asked if Ms. Wrobel had addressed the concern of the Zoning and Planning Board over the “big box” design of the building. Ms. Wrobel responded that she had looked at other buildings in the area and her proposed building is similar in design. Ms. McNary asked if she had considered putting shutters on the building. Ms Wrobel responded that she did not want shutters; however she would put them on if the Board instructed her to. Ms. Wrobel presented a shingle and paint sample to the Board. There was further discussion on the appearance of the building. Mr. Maringer stated that he did not feel the proposed building has a Mediterranean design. Ms. Reed, reading from the Zoning Regulations, stated that new commercial buildings have to be in harmony with surrounding buildings. She pointed out that the surrounding buildings do not have a Mediterranean design either. 

Following further discussion, Chairman Webber presented the findings of fact.

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1FINDINGS OF FACT
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1(1) The application is complete. All members were in favor.   
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1(2) Public Safety.  The proposed use will not materially endanger the public safety, if                          located and developed according to the application as submitted. And, satisfactory                                 provision and arrangement has been made for at least the following where applicable: automotive ingress and egress, traffic flow, traffic control, pedestrian and bicycle ways, lake use, and fire suppression. All members were in favor.
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1(3) Public Health.  The proposed use will not materially endanger the public health, if located and developed according to the application as submitted.  And, satisfactory provision and arrangement has been made for at least the following where applicable:  water supply, water distribution, sewer collection, and sewer treatment. All members were in favor.
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1(4) Protection of Property Values.  The proposed use will not substantially injure the value of adjoining or abutting property, if developed according to the application as submitted.  And, satisfactory provision and arrangement has been made for at least the following where applicable: lighting, noise, odor, and landscaping. All members were in favor.
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1(5) Standards and Requirements.  The proposed use will meet all standards and requirements specified in the regulations, if located and developed according to the application as submitted.  And, satisfactory provision and arrangement has been made for at least the following where applicable: parking spaces, loading zones, sign design, and street design. All members were in favor.
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1(6) Comprehensive Plan and Neighborhood Character.  The location and character of the proposed use and structures will be harmony with the neighborhood character and in general conformity with the applicable elements of the Land Use Plan and other officially adopted plans of the Town of Lake Lure, if developed according to the application as submitted.  And, satisfactory provision and arrangement has been made for at least the following where applicable: site layout and treatment, building design, relationship of building(s) to site, and harmony of buildings and uses with neighborhood character. Four members were in favor (two with conditions), one was opposed.
Ms. McNary made a motion to approve CU-06-03 with the following conditions; foundation plantings shall be used, shutters shall be put on all of the windows, and a Mediterranean style appliqué shall be put above all of the lower, first floor windows. Mr. Maringer seconded the motion and all members were in favor.

There was a discussion on whether to postpone working on the bylaws to another meeting. Chairman Webber stated that he did not feel the Board should put off the discussion indefinitely. The Board discussed recessing this meeting to continue item 6.(A) to on another day. 

The Board also requested that Commissioner Watkins mention to Town Council that the Board would like to have the Zoning Regulations amended to allow another alternate.

Mr. Maringer made a motion to ask Town Council to appoint one or two additional alternate Board members. Mr. Jacques seconded the motion and all members were in favor.

Mr. Maringer made a motion to skip all other agenda items and recess the meeting. Mr. Jacques seconded the motion and all were in favor.  

The meeting was recessed at 6:25 p.m. until November 6, 2006 at 10:30 a.m.

Chairman Webber called the recessed meeting to order at 10:35 a.m. on November 6, 2006. Mr. Noble and Ms. Reed were not present.

Ms. McNary moved to amend the agenda to put old business and new business back on the agenda, as it was deleted at the last meeting. Mr. LaQue seconded the motion and all were in favor.
OLD BUSINESS
Chairman Webber pointed out that the Board would not be voting on the bylaws today; only discussing amendments to the bylaws when they are voted on in January. Chairman Webber went over the draft that he had presented in September, and comments that Mr. Noble had made about the draft in an email to Chairman Webber. There was a lengthy discussion on the proposed amendments to the bylaws. Chairman Webber asked Ms. Spicer to continue to put “discussion of bylaws” under old business on the agenda for the remaining Board meetings this year.

NEW BUSINESS
There was a discussion on applicants presenting new evidence on the day of a hearing, and the difficulty the Board has reviewing that evidence on such short notice. Chairman Webber requested that Commissioner Watkins recommend a revision to the Zoning Regulations to clarify what information has to be submitted when applying for a variance. The Board discussed what information should be submitted with an application and the deadline for submitting that information. 
Ms. McNary requested that Commissioner Watkins discuss with Town Council the fee the Town charges for filing a variance application. She pointed out that the current fee of $100 has not changed for many years and questioned if it covered the cost of processing the applications.

Chairman Webber mentioned that the Board would need to decide at the November 28, 2006 meeting if the December meeting would need to be changed. The December meeting is currently scheduled to be held on December 26, 2006.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Maringer moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Jacques seconded the motion; all were in favor.  

The meeting was adjourned at 12:20 p.m. The next regularly scheduled meeting is November 28, 2006 at 1:00 p.m.

ATTEST:

                                                                               _________________________________

                                                                                             Chairman

____________________________________

      Sheila Spicer, Recording Secretary
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