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MINUTES
ORANGE COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
APRIL 2,2014
REGULAR MEETING

MEMBERS PRESENT: Peter Hallenbeck (Chair), Cheeks Township Representative; Herman Staats, At-Large, Cedar
Grove Township; Paul Guthrie, At-Large Chapel Hill Township; Tony Blake, Bingham Township Representative;
Andrea Rohrbacher, At-Large Chapel Hill Township; James Lea, Cedar Grove Township Representative

MEMBERS ABSENT: Lisa Stuckey, Chapel Hill Township Representative; Buddy Hartley, Little River Township
Representative; Maxecine Mitchell, At-Large Bingham Township; Vacant- Eno Township Representative; Vacant-
Hillsborough Township Representative; Vacant- At-Large;

STAFF PRESENT: Craig Benedict, Planning Director; Michael Harvey, Current Planning Supervisor; Perdita Holtz,
Special Projects Coordinator; Ashley Moncado, Special Projects Planner; Tina Love, Administrative Assistant I

OTHERS PRESENT: Brent Niemann, Louis lannone, Beth Trohes, Rich Kirkland
HaNDoOUTS: Email from Louis lannone to Mrs. Wise
AGENDA ITEM 1: CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL
AGENDA ITEM 2: INFORMATIONAL ITEMS
a) Planning Calendar for April and May
Perdita Holtzz We are having a public information meeting in Efland next Monday at 5:30 at Efland Cheek
Elementary School on the Efland Overlay District.
AGENDA ITEM 3: APPROVAL OF MINUTES

MARCH 5, 2014 REGULAR MEETING

Tina Love: | have one correction, the adjournment was left off and | have added it. Paul Guthrie moved to adjourn
and Tony Blake seconded.

MoTION by Tony Blake to approve the March 5, 2014 Planning Board minutes with correction. Seconded by Paul

Guthrie.
VOTE: UNANIMOUS

AGENDA ITEM 4: CONSIDERATION OF ADDITIONS TO AGENDA

AGENDA ITEM 5: PuBLIC CHARGE

Introduction to the Public Charge
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The Board of County Commissioners, under the authority of North Carolina General Statute,
appoints the Orange County Planning Board (OCPB) to uphold the written land development
laws of the County. The general purpose of OCPB is to guide and accomplish coordinated and
harmonious development. OCPB shall do so in a manner which considers the present and
future needs of its citizens and businesses through efficient and responsive process that
contributes to and promotes the health, safety, and welfare of the overall County. The OCPB
will make every effort to uphold a vision of responsive governance and quality public services
during our deliberations, decisions, and recommendations.

AGENDA ITEM 6: CHAIR COMMENTS

Pete Hallenbeck: | would like to thank Buddy Hartley for chairing the quarterly public hearing and thank Lisa for
chairing the Planning Board meeting.

AGENDA ITEM 7: CLASS A SPECIAL Use PERMIT: To make a recommendation to the BOCC on a Class A Special
Use Permit application seeking to develop a solar array/public utility station on two parcels of
property, totaling approximately 52 acres in are, off of Redman Road between the railway and
Interstate 85/40 in Cheeks Township. This item was heard at the February 24, 2014 quarterly
public hearing and was discussed at the March 5, 2014 Planning Board Meeting.
Presenter: Michael Harvey, Current Planning Supervisor

Michael Harvey: Reviewed abstract.

Pete Hallenbeck: | have a comment. We have a letter regarding the fields that might be emitting from this and |
would like to state | am an electrical engineer, I've done a great deal of work in radio and radio fields and other field
work to pass FCC specs, and | am comfortable with the statement being submitted.

Michael Harvey: It is appropriate for a member of the Board to make a motion to approve staff findings beginning on
page 22 through page 34 finding in the affirmative as recommeded by staff and then begin deliberation on the
information provided on the pages 35 through 37. On page 38, staff has recommended seven conditions on this
project.

MoTION made by Tony Blake to approve the staff findings on pages 22 through 34 to find in the affirmative and non-
applicable where indicated. Seconded by Herman Staats.
VOTE: Unanimous

MoTioN made by Herman Staats to approve Section 5.3.2 on page 35 keeping in mind the conditions on page 38.
Seconded by Tony Blake.
VOTE: Unanimous

MoTIioN made by Tony Blake that the proposal will abide by Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (b) with the inclusion of the seven
recommendations from staff on page 38. Seconded by James Lea.
VOTE: Unanimous

MoTION made by Tony Blake that the proposal will abide by Section 5.3.2 (A) (2) (c) with the inclusion of the seven
recommendations from staff on page 38. Seconded by Herman Staats.
VOTE: Unanimous

MoTIoN made by James Lea to recommend approval of the project with the seven conditions with further indication
that we have found there is no competent material or substantial evidence in the record proving the applicant does
not meet the UDO. Seconded by Tony Blake.

VOTE: Unanimous
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AGENDA ITEM 8: 2030 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE (UDO) TEXT
AMENDMENTS: To make a recommendation to the BOCC on government-initiated amendments
to the text of the UDO to establish a zoning program commonly referred to as Agricultural
Support Enterprises (ASE) outside of the Rural Buffer land use classification. This item was
heard at the February 24, 2014 quarterly public hearing.

Presenter: Perdita Holtz, Special Projects Coordinator

Perdita Holtz: Reviewed abstract.

Tony Blake: You are talking about ground water, you are not talking about a farm pond used for watering animals or
irrigation?

Pedita Holtz: Correct. We are talking about a well being drilled. If it would be more clarifying to put in ‘ground water
accessed via a well', we can put that in the language.

Tony Blake: 1am out of my area of knowledge.
Paul Guthrie: Are we comfortable with the 240 figure that is used through most of this dialogue as the baseline.

Perdita Holtz: A recharge study done in the 1990's found the recharge rate was over 300 gallons per day per acre of
land. We are comfortable that the average single family home uses 240 gallons per day. It is an average.

Paul Guthrie: | speak from experience and getting three gallons a minute at 270 feet and in those days the well up
the street was 80 feet so it varies so much.

Perdita Holtz: It is true that in Orange County, the structure of the underground geology is you can have your well
and your neighbor's well literally 50 feet away could have to be at a different depth. That is one of the purposes of
ground water studies.

Pete Hallenbeck: | think someone trying to set up an enterprise, thinking they could get more than that, they are
smart enough to not depend on the water. | think this is a reasonable number.

MoTION made by Paul Guthrie to accept the planning director's recommendation. Seconded by James Lea.
VOTE: Unanimous

AGENDA ITEM 9: UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE (UDQ) TEXT AMENDMENT — HOME OCCUPATION: TO review
certain aspects of the Planning Board- and Planning Director-initiated amendments to the
Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) regarding Home Occupations. At the February 18,
2014 BOCC meeting, the BOCC referred this item back to the Planning Board and staff for
further consideration.
Presenter: Ashley Moncado, Special Projects Planner

Ashley Moncado: Reviewed abstract.

Paul Guthrie: If everybody read the minutes of the last meeting, | won't repeat those. | am concerned, while |
understand from a practical standpoint how this proposal is organized, it is visualized as protection of residential
neighborhood but in many cases, it will be governing places that under no definition would be a residential
neighborhood. | understand this is a practical problem of how you define things; it tends to make it easier for people
with larger properties and more money to own those properties in order to get into some of the businesses this tends
to regulate. | have some concern about that as you get into rural areas because | think that is an unfair balance we
don't need to get in to. In many cases, this will be a case of selective enforcement because | don't think the planning
department, even in its best day, can totally enforce this because the number of instances that may be used without
going through the permitting process so | am always concerned about government regulations where it will be
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impractical to totally enforce. After reading this | read the intergovernmental sections which suggests to me that parts
if not all of this may be actually enforced and moderated by jurisdictions other than the County of Orange because of
the enforcing standards where there is contract in areas near cities, town, etc. | would like a better explanation that if
this is adopted who will enforce it. | think that is a fair question for the Commissioners. Finally, for a minor permit to
require a $90 upfront one-shot cost is pushing the creditability of the staff because the minor permit involves the
description of two pieces of paper that will clearly show it is or is not eligible for a minor permit.

Herman Staats: | like the comment made that the goal is try to balance use of a home as a residence versus use of
a home as a business. | think that is something we need to keep in mind with all the discussions we have here. We
need to find the balance that allows for some small business while also allowing people who have their homes
nearby to enjoy them. | would like to hear more discussion about the proposed changes and concerns about
setbacks and things and see the recommendations.

James Lea: No comment.

Andrea Rohrbacher: 1 don't know how this will be enforced if someone were new to the area and decided they want
to start a home business, I think they would go ahead and set up an office and start doing what they do through the
home with a small office space and | don't think that would have an impact as we try to address this ordinance but it
seems we have put a lot of work into this and there are a lot of regulations that have been thought but will it
accomplish what we want it to do with respect to being able to avoid the folks that were not aware and found out they
were in violation.

Pete Hallenbeck: So, some of your concern is for someone who had a smaller operation, one office with just
themselves, would they get into a situation where they were in violation and were not aware of it and how would that
enforcement occur and what would happen to them. Ashley, if you have one person with no employees it wouldn't
be...

Ashley Moncado: It would most likely be waived, and you would not have to go through the permitting process.

Pete Hallenbeck: It would not be until you had employees showing up for work that things would kick in.

Ashley Moncado: Visitors, signage, and then these standards would be in effect.

Andrea Rohrbacher: What if you had no employees and offered craft classes and had twelve cars in front.

Ashley Moncado: Then you would have to go through this process.

Andrea Rohrbacher: How would that person know that?

Ashley Moncado: Unfortunately, we would have a difficult time reaching them. We are going to provide outreach
and have education to let residences know of these changes. But in the situation you described we wouldn’t know
unless a complaint was received or they contacted our office.

Pete Hallenbeck: Someone involved in a home business and unaware they were in violation, it will be complaint
driven before someone finds out. At that point, the planning staff doesn’t show up to put that person in jail but inform
them of the process. The goal in the planning office is that if someone complained, the person applied for the permit
and things would be great. The only problem would be if someone found out they were in violation and would not
apply for the permit then it goes to another level.

Ashley Moncado: There is no fine.

Michael Harvey: The typical proceeding is educational first; we work together to correct it. If you choose not to
comply, then we would do an enforcement action which states you comply or else, as with any violation with the
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code. It is incumbent upon the property owner to do their due diligence and determine what regulations, if any, are
applicable for anything they are proposing to do.

Tony Blake: It seems the ‘structure built with suitable residential construction materials to resemble’ is subjective and
could use a statement that says ‘compliments’ or ‘the same as adjacent or neighborhood construction’. | think one of
the reasons for this is to get people who have home base businesses to come into compliance and possibly pay
taxes and be part of the structure than flying under the wire. | am curious as to if there is a non-conforming existing
use where someone has been there for a while and now with this ordinance, can you make them?

Michael Harvey: As we have stipulated during the public hearing, we do have non-conforming regulations in the
UDO that specify that a use that was legal at the time it was created made illegal by amendment to the code is
allowed to continue, there are limits. This regulation liberalizes several existing situations that make establishing a
home occupation easier. There are structures that already exist as part of the home occupation that may not comply
with setback. We will not require people to bring those structures into compliance with code if adopted.

Pete Hallenbeck: In general, you can't shut down a currently legal operation with a zoning change.

Paul Guthrie: Has there been any consideration by the county attorney as to whether or not the way you have
separated this proposed ordinance that it violates the Equal Protection of Laws under the United States Constitution?

Michael Harvey: You would have to ask the county attorney but | will tell you and Ashley will confirm it, the county
attorney reviewed and signed off on this proposal.

Paul Guthrie: Even though two activities in two different locations and the sole difference in permitting and non-
permitting is the size of the property they exist on.

Michael Harvey: We currently have that same distinction in zoning districts throughout the county and it doesn’t
violate the equal protection clause. Different zoning districts, different scenarios of the property breed different
standards and evaluation. That is already a constant within zoning ordinances throughout the county.

Paul Guthrie: Once the ordinance is passed, how will the organization communicate to the general public these new
standards?

Ashley Moncado: We will provide a source on the county website through our division with the new information to
contact me directly regarding questions. We will also have a press release to the local newspaper and a possible
outreach meeting. Based on how home occupations operate on a case-by-case basis it may be more difficult to do
one mass meeting because a lot will be a case-by-case basis on how it will affect an individual. If adopted we are
proposing a delay in implementation until July 1 to give staff time to get the information out. If it goes to May 8, we
are looking at a delay until July 1 for implementation.

Paul Guthrie: This is a permit fee, has there been consideration whether it could be considered tax?

Craig Benedict: It is not based on the value of the property. It is based on what the cost is to provide a review of the
proposal. Itis based on personnel and time it is not based on property values.

Paul Guthrie: So you can document the average cost to review?

Craig Benedict: Yes. That is how we based it.

Michael Harvey: | would like to add the elected officials of the county set the fees not the planning staff.
Paul Guthrie: That is irrelevant to the question.

Michael Harvey: | disagree and | would refute that answer.
5)
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Paul Guthrie: As a fee it has to have some basis in fact to stand as a fee. So, if they make the judgment, unless
you can refute their judgment, then that brings it into jeopardy. On the other hand if you are comfortable that you
have data to support that fee, that makes it a different thing. | guarantee sooner or later, this will end up in court. It
may be later and usually when they end up in court, they are the nastiest kind of case that really isn't what anybody
ever thought about before. | am saying you are going to have to manage this and the ducks need to be all in a row.
Many of us have been through that and | can tell you that you don’t want to get into that situation. Then you become
the bad guys on the block and that makes it more difficult to do all kinds of everything else here.

James Lea: On page 149, why is automotive repair services and detailing not considered a home occupation?

Ashley Moncado: That was a discussion we had at the December Planning Board meeting and those are uses that
are not permitted because of the nature and intensity of their uses.

James Lea: | disagree because of the fact that a lot of people in the rural area do automotive repair at their home
and this is saying they are not allowed to do this service at their home and it is an occupation.

Ashley Moncado: Personal use or doing work for the general public, exchanging money?

James Lea: For a living, exchanging money, and that's how they make their living. So what this is saying is they can
no longer do that?

Ashley Moncado: Currently it is not permitted through this standard. This was discussed at the November Planning
Board meeting but a formal amendment was not presented to staff. It was also discussed at the quarterly public
hearing and again at the December Planning Board meeting. At that time the only items identified as the Planning
Board wished to see as now being permitted was building, electrical, plumbing mechanical, grading or other
construction contracting. The Planning Board did not cite the need to allow the remaining automotive uses to be
permitted as home occupation.

Pete Hallenbeck: Do you see a difference between automotive detailing and the other items in that list?

James Lea: | do see a difference because you are basically cleaning cars. If you are repairing your car or someone
else’s car, you should have the right to do that too.

Ashley Moncado: We are not restricting people from doing work on their personal car. When it becomes an actual
operation having people dropping their car and working on multiple cars that is not permitted.

James Lea: Even if they have the space?

Ashley Moncado: You are obviously operating business out of your home.

Perdita Holtz: They are not permitted as a home occupation; there are other avenues to get approval.

James Lea: If they have the land to do it.

Pete Hallenbeck: Your basic comment is when you detail a car, it is not noisy or messy, why is that on the list?
James Lea: All three of those fall in that category.

Herman Staats: | think this is an example where the size of your lot does make a difference. If you have a one acre
lot in the middle of town, | don't want a body shop next door to me but if | own 50 acres out in the country and there

are other avenues where | could utilize to run that business there then | would like to have the opportunity to do it. |
think that is a good example of where the size of the lot does have an impact.
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Pete Hallenbeck: If you went for a conditional use permit, they clearly define what you can and cannot do. The
process involves your neighbor’s input.

James Lea: Some of my neighbors do work at home on vehicles. | feel they have the right to take their garage and
service people’s cars if that is what they choose.

Paul Guthrie: We rent property in another county in this state and many times deal only by telephone and receive
mail back and forth about those rentals. Does that put us in a category to need a permit from Orange County to do
that business that takes place totally in another county?

Ashley Moncado: | would not think so. You don’t have people visit you on site and there is no advertisement on that
property.

Pete Hallenbeck: It has come up that large properties are favored and | think that is a natural outcome of the goal of
trying to have a balance because when you have a large property, you have to make a lot more noise when you are
on a large property. We have talked about enforcement and it is complaint driven. We have some idea of the
general approach or attitude of the county. Paul, | want to address your $90 fee is too much, my understanding is
that every time you apply for a permit in the county there is a fee and the goal is the person doing things in
generating pays for that as opposed to all the taxpayers subsidizing. On the $90 too much, this may be the nature of
the stuff | get into. There may be some businesses that are a substantial percentage you are spending to get into the
business but | think for a lot of people, you have a lot of other costs. | think the fee is reasonable. Herman, it is all
about the balance. | have read every page of these changes and | think this whole process has an incredible amount
of input from the Planning Board and the BOCC. | really like the major and minor home use. James, with your
comment, we can make a note of this and if you wish to vote against this and make a note of it, it will stand out. | like
the fact this protects the rural buffer by not allowing the major home occupations. | am happy to go with this
recommendation because it is a good step forward. There is always the opportunity to modify the UDO.

Tony Blake: Is there a regulation for home-based businesses involving hazardous material or above and beyond
what is stored at a residence.

Ashley Moncado: There is language in “Uses Not Permitted” that does not include all uses that would be unsuitable.
Michael Harvey: That is addressed in the UDO and other regulations.

James Lea: Comparing minor and major home occupations, | have a tax service and | am not on five acres of land
however, at certain times of the year, there may be 20 or more people to come to my house to get tax service, where
does my service fall under?

Ashley Moncado: Most likely, it would be minor.

James Lea: Then it limits the number of people who come to my house?

Ashley Moncado: Correct. You could operate the business but you could only have up to six-customer visit per day.

James Lea: Isn'tit that restrictive. This part to me is too restrictive.

Pete Hallenbeck: It gets back to the balance concept. You are concerned there may be some home occupations
that may have a peak load for relative short periods of time and this could keep those businesses from happening.

Andrea Rohrbacher: Where do corn mazes fit in?

Ashley Moncado: They would most likely be exempt because they are agritourism.
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Pete Hallenbeck: At this point let's see if anyone cares to move for a recommendation to accept the planning
director's recommendation and we can take a vote on it. James, this is where you can make a decision to say no
and | want to emphasize that commissioners do pay attention to these. You are worried about seasonal variances
and you believe things related to automobiles should be allowed.

James Lea: | would like to make it part of the record that | am concerned about that. | think it should be allowed. |
understand if you are in the city there may be concerns. Also, with the major and minor home occupation, | have
problems with some of them.

MoTION made by Paul Guthrie that the proposal lie on the table. Seconded by James Lea.
Pete Hallenbeck: You are proposing that we not accept the planning director’'s recommendation? Is that correct?

Paul Guthrie: That would be the ultimate outcome but that was not my motion. My motion was we leave it on the
table.

Pete Hallenbeck: So you are saying we should not vote on it? So we are going to take a vote to not vote on it, is
that correct?

Paul Guthrie: If you pass the motion then it has to be brought up new.

MoTIoN made by Paul Guthrie to leave the recommendation on the table. Seconded by James Lea.
VOTE: 2 -4 (Pete Hallenbeck, Herman Staats, Tony Blake, Andrea Rohrbacher) Failed

MoTIoN made by Tony Blake with some reservation to accept the recommendation by staff on the major and minor
home occupation as presented and hopefully amended later. Seconded by Andrea Rohrbacher.
VOTE: 4 -2 (James Lea and Paul Guthrie) Passed

Herman Staats: The discussion was helpful. Whenever this goes to the public, if they understand staff is willing and
able to accomondate them as best they can, | think that is important.

Craig Benedict: Part of our outreach will include scenarios, FAQs and we will try to use this input from the Board.
On the face, it may seem we are restricing something but we are actually liberalizing it.

Paul Guthrie: | voted no because | think it too broad, | think it is unenforceable. | think it discourages innovation and
business development in small businesses. | think it runs counter to the change and nature of work in America that |
think is going to continue on a faster pace where work becomes more and more individualized. Finally, for the
planners in the room, | think Jane Jacobs would turn over in her grave.

James Lea: | just voted no because | believe it is too restrictive instead of promoting small business it is restricting
small business and | think it would be restrictive to a lot of people who are already in business. | don't think it is fair.

Pete Hallenbeck: | understand Paul and James’ concerns but also | think we are going from incredibly restrictive to
less restrictive because it lets you do a lot more and that is a good step to take. It is important to get your concerns
noted but | hope that the whole thing doesn't get thrown out. James, with regard to the seasonal variance, we have
this concept about the art tour and the ability to come through and the farms having tours, it seems interesting to me
that we have this concept of this seasonal event that occurs where you have above normal traffic but that we are not
able to accommodate a tax business so perhaps the same spirit that allow for the annual art tours that is being
allowed could be applied to this.

AGENDA ITEM 10: JOINT PLANNING LAND USE PLAN AND AGREEMENT: To receive educational information on the
Joint Planning Land Use Plan and Agreement, a joint planning effort between Orange County
and the Towns of Chapel Hill and Carrboro that was adopted in the mid-1980s. The purpose
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of this item is to familiarize the Planning Board with the plan and agreement in anticipation of
recommendation the Planning Board will be asked to make in regards to Agenda ltems 11 and
12.

Presenter: Perdita Holtz, Special Projects Coordinator

Perdita Holtz: Reviewed background.

Paul Guthrie: Given the nature of the Annexation laws in this state, does the annexation plan really have any
relevance to the process?

Craig Benedict: Yes, a joint planning agreement is more effective now under new annexation laws because the
ability for a city to annex an area not contiguous is more difficult. This gives them the opportunity to have some
control of what may eventually be urban environment when the annexation does allow so there is more consistency.
In many cases, where people want to have a future annexation area or control land use and zoning, they ask the
state to expand their ETJ.

Perdita Holtz: Not by people, municipalities.

Craig Benedict: That still happens across North Carolina. This was a hybrid solution as opposed to an ETJ
expansion.

Perdita Holtz: Water quality issues were also part of it with the University Lake being the sole source of water then.
The town has a vested interest in the water quality and wanted to have a say is what is happening.

Tony Blake: Is Obey Creek still in the county in the southern triangle area?
Craig Benedict: No, that is part of the town.

Tony Blake: The state seems to be amenable to developers requesting annexation more than the towns so |
wondered what happens when a developer goes in there.

Paul Guthrie: Actually that property is more difficult to articulate because the Town of Chapel Hill is at the end of the
park at Southern Village but | am not sure how far Chapel Hill jurisdiction goes into the woods on the other side
where Obey Creek is. Chapel Hill annexed the right of way on Mount Carmel further but a lot of that land between
Obie and Mount Carmel is not in Chapel Hill.

Andrea Rohrbacher: Chapel Hill is going through a restructuring of their boards and commissioners and the current
Planning Board allows two ETJ members and there is a proposal to make that one ETJ member because the amount
of ETJ is not significant.

AGENDA ITEM 11: JOINT PLANNING LAND USE PLAN AND AGREEMENT AMENDMENT: To receive information on a
proposed amendment to the Joint Planning Land Use Plan and Agreement in regards to
density in the Rural Buffer land use classification and clarifications on other topics. The item is
scheduled for public hearing at the March 27, 2014 Joint Planning Public Hearing and it is
expected that the Planning Board will be asked to make a recommendation on the proposed
amendment at its May 7, 2014 meeting.

Presenter: Michael Harvey, Current Planning Supervisor

Michael Harvey: Reviewed abstract.

Tony Blake: If | had a two-acre lot that was not currently subdivided, | could not build a house on it?
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Michael Harvey: You have a two acre lot that is the minimum lot size currently required by our zoning ordinance that
would be considered a conforming lot. If you had a one-acre lot in this portion that existed prior to 1990, it would still
be recognized as a legal conforming lot but you can't take a two-acre lot in this area and subdivide it because the
minimum lot size and the density wouldn't allow for it.

AGENDA ITEM 12: JOINT PLANNING LAND USE PLAN AND AGREEMENT AMENDMENT: To receive information on a
proposed amendment to the Joint Planning Land Use Plan and Agreement in regards to
allowing appropriate agricultural support enterprises in the Rural Buffer land use classification.
The item is scheduled for public hearing at the March 27, 2014 Joint Planning Public Hearing
and it is expected that the Planning Board will be asked to make a recommendation on the
proposed amendment at its May 7, 2014 meeting.

Presenter: Perdita Holtz, Special Projects Coordinator

Perdita Holtz: Reviewed information.

Pete Hallenbeck: There is a constraint that these JPA documents have to be cleaned up before the UDO
amendments can be adopted

Perdita Holtz: Yes. If the JPA amendment is not done to allow agricultural support uses in the rural buffer, the
BOCC cannot adopt the UDO amendment.

Tony Blake: On page 215, that sentence that was merged, “which will remain rural, contain low density, residential
uses, agricultural uses and agricultural support uses and not require the urban services”, seems that it should read,
“low density residential, agricultural and agricultural support uses and not require urban services”.

Perdita Holtz: We are trying to make minimal changes.

AGENDA ITEM 13: COMMITTEE/ADVISORY BOARD REPORTS:
a. Board of Adjustment
Board of Adjustment will meet on April 22.
b. Orange Unified Transportation
Did not meet.

AGENDA ITEM 14: ADJOURNMENT:

MOTION by Tony Blake to adjourn. Seconded by Herman Staats.
VOTE: UNANIMOUS

Pete Hallenbeck, Chair
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