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' November 4, 2025

The Chatham County Planning Board met in regular session on the above date and the meeting was as follows:

Present Absent
Mary Roodkowsky, Chair Clyde Frazier, Vice Chair
Nelson Smith Eric Andrews
Elaine Chiosso Robin Lyons
Steve Powers George Cianciolo
Brent Levy Adam Feher
Tony Mayer

Planning Department
Jason Sullivan, Director, Kimberly Tyson, Subdivision Administrator, and Daniel Garrett, Clerk to the Planning Board.

. CALL TO ORDER:
Chair Roodkowsky called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.

II. DETERMINATION OF QUORUM:
Chair Roodkowsky stated there was a quorum with all 11 members present.

[ll. APPROVAL OF AGENDA:
Approval of the Agenda — Chair Roodkowsky asked if there were any concerns or changes to the agenda.
No changes were made. Motion made by Ms. Chiosso to approve the agenda, seconded by Ms. Lyons.
The agenda was approved, 11-0, unanimously.

IV. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES:

Consideration of the October 7, 2025 meeting minutes. Minor edits to the minutes. Motion by Mr. Cianciolo
to approve the October 7 minutes and seconded by Mr. Levy, the minutes were approved 10-0, Vice-Chair
Frazier did not vote because he was absent during the October meeting.

V. PUBLIC INPUT SESSION:
No one signed up to speak.
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VL.

SUBDIVISION:

1. Request by Chad Abbott on behalf of Ricky Spoon, Julian and Jayne Clark for subdivision First Plat
review and approval of Pine Tree Creek, consisting of 11 lots on 21 acres, located off Sugar Lake
Road (SR-1714), parcels 17291 & 95037.

Ms. Tyson said the Planning Board met October 7, 2025, Mr. Chad Abbott, P. E. and Ricky Spoon, Developer were
present. Mr. Abbott gave a brief presentation of the overall project he explained the minimum lot size is 1.5 acres and the
overall average for this project is 1.77 acres. There will be a lot of wooded areas remaining on this property and with the
septic soils, the environmental features, and the road placement, we do not really have any homes that will be near any of
the project borders, per Mr. Abbott. By the nature of this layout there is a significant perimeter buffer from the adjacent
properties. The Board asked questions about the split lots for lots 2 & 2A and lot 5 & 5A. Mr. Abbott explained we needed
to do that due to the way the road is configured and the available septic soils. Will homeowners be informed about the
buffers? Mr. Abbott stated yes, the homeowners will know about the stream buffers and to preserve them and there will be
a note on their plat. Lot 7 has off-site septic because of the extenuated buffer requirements in Chatham County and septic
soils cannot be used within a buffer, we had to have an off-site septic.

During the public hearing input there were concerns about the following:

o The water runoff and how it’s collected once the trees are removed for development.

e The developer promised to place a buffer between 987 Sugar Lake Road and the development, but the plat does
not reflect.

e Subdividing the land will contribute to erosion, flooding, and water contamination.

¢ Traffic and road safety on Sugar Lake Rd, with 11 residential lots will substantially increase traffic and potentially
compromise safety for existing residents and wildlife.

o A traffic impact analysis should be completed.

¢ The impact to the environment like the hawks, the eagles, the owls, and the woodpeckers that live back there.

e Riparian buffer shows a 100’ buffer and the storm from July of this year the flooding went beyond the buffer.

e The impact on septic systems on lots 7-9, and lot 7 septic being offsite, what happens to the stream when the
pump stops working.

Planning Board Discussion included the following:

o There are a lot of water features on the proposed project and the unknown of the septic areas.

e Can septic go into the riparian buffer areas? Environmental Health Department follows state regulations and if
there’s not enough soil for septic Environmental Health works with Watershed Protection Dept and sometimes a
lot may be lost.

e Has the Army Corps of Engineer gone to the property? No, the documents have been submitted and will be
required at Construction Plan submittal.

e The lots need to be reconfigured and possibly fewer lots.

e Flooding concerns. The flooding that occurred with tropical storm Chantel will happen again.

Mr. Abbott responded to some of the concerns. He stated, crossing the streams is allowed with the Army Corps of
Engineer. Tropical storm Chantel was an abnormal storm event and should not be used as metric for everything. Under
normal circumstances, the creek has hardly any water in it, the day of the site visit there was no water in the creek.

The Planning Board postponed the project to November 4 and asked the developer to evaluate revisions to the layout.

Per Mr. Chad Abbott’s letter dated 10/24/2025, no changes were made to the plat. Mr. Abbott’s letter addressed some of
the concerns discussed during October 7t Planning Board meeting. Regarding concerns about the subdivision layout and
stream/buffers on some of the lots, Mr. Abbott’'s comments included

o the availability of suitable septic soils
e increased stream buffer widths and environmental protection standards requiring buffers around wetlands
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e post- development stormwater treatment requirements that dictate road locations and design due to having to
capture the impervious areas from the road also coupled with having to forfeit developable areas to make room
for treatment devices.

Mr. Abbott stated, given the constraints listed, the only viable option is to proceed with the current design and there is no
room for changes

The concerns with the septic locations, leach fields, proximity to buffers and the runoff from neighbors being a Public
Health and Safety issue. Mr. Abbott stated the locations of the buffers do encroach well into the lots, which forces the
proposed septic areas to be well above those locations of the neighboring properties. A map has been provided to show
the locations of the buffers, septic areas, and homes relative to the elevation of the stream. Comments included that the
septic systems are permitted by the county and we rely on their expertise to design the system according to the state law
and all applicable environmental protection standards.

Ms. Tyson said the Planning Board has two (2) meetings to make a recommendation to approve or deny the project to the
Board of Commissioners (BOC) and this is the second meeting. Should the Board recommend approval of the project, the
following road names and conditions shall be included as part of the recommendation. Proposed Road Name Pine Tree
Creek Ln.

First Plat for Pine Tree Creek — Recommended Conditions:

1. The county attorney shall review and approve the contract and performance guarantee prior to final plat recordation.
2. Approval of the First Plat shall be valid for a period of twenty-four (24) months following the date of approval by the
Board of Commissioners and the Construction Plan approval shall be valid for a period of twenty-four (24) months from
the date of approval by the Technical Review Committee or Board of Commissioners.

3. All shared driveways shall follow the road standards in Section 7.4 (B).

4. All flag lots shall have a minimum of 30’ wide the entire strip until the individual lot widens.

5. No septic areas shall be shown within the riparian buffers.

6. All shared driveways shall be a minimum of 30’ wide, the entire access.

e Mr. Chad Abbott with C3 Design and Engineering, the representative for the applicant said please
understand by not changing the plan from the last meeting to this meeting is not intended to be
disrespectful, we have spent several months on this plan and reviews with the staff to get to the point
where we are now. Anytime we receive comments from the Planning Board members, if it is feasible
and something that works to achieve everyone’s vision for the property, then we would try to
accommodate that. However, due to the constraints that are already on the property and the number of
iterations we have already been through on this project we were unable to make any changes. We
have worked with staff to reduce environmental impacts and there were several other things highlighted
in the letter that was provided in your packets. This project has stormwater treatment requirements, and
we have to reserve those areas for the stormwater ponds and place them in strategic locations to
capture the water runoff. So, that dictates some of the design as we map out the project.

e Mr. Abbott said he had provided a map with respect to the elevation and flood waters that were
mentioned by neighbors, which are all valid concerns. This colored map shows the topographic lines
and our home locations as it relates to the neighboring properties. Our home locations are not closer or
in danger of flooding from the stream, unlike that on the east side of the property. As far as the septic
fields are concerned, we pay soil scientists to provide soil maps that dictate suitable soils and then they
design those septic systems and permit them with the county. Soils standards and septic standards are
the most stringent as they have ever been. They continue to get stringent with setbacks from lot lines,
stormwater conveyance devices and from buffers and streams. So, we have to deal with all those
things that sometimes have not been an issue in the past, and that just further constrains our
property. With all due respect, the layout stayed as it was, and it is understood that you may not agree
with that. Mr. Abbott said my client has to overcome the cost burden of the purchase price of the
property and the development cost, there really is not any room to make anything much different here.
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We have met the subdivision ordinance requirements and that is what we strive to do. We started this
project one year ago and we have worked with all the different departments to come to this point. There
have been several different iterations that you may not be aware of because this board sees the final
product, but we have done a lot of work to get this project to where it is today.

e Vice Chair Frazier asked to clarify the topography map and the intent of what is being shown. Mr.
Abbott said during the last meeting there was a lot of concern from the neighbors about our septic fields
being susceptible to flooding or leeching into the creek, and the map will show a visual elevation of our
septic systems. Mr. Abbott showed the Planning Board members the topography map on the screen
and explained the elevation of the property and how it relates to the project proposed septic fields and
the creek. Vice Chair Frazier said it seems like lot 7 septic field will be on a steep area. Mr. Abbott said
yes, that is where the suitable soils are located, but a soil scientist will have to design the system and if
they cannot make that work, we will lose that lot.

e Mr. Smith said there is a lot of hardwood on this project, what do you do in the event of a forest fire? If
there is on-street parking it hinders emergency traffic from getting through. What would the residents do
in case of a fire? Mr. Abbott said the Fire Marshal and local fire department is part of the review
process at the Technical Review Committee and they did not have any concerns and with the size of
these lots there will not be any on-street parking.

e Ms. Chiosso said we saw flooding with Chantel and the point you made about whether we should not
be measuring anything by Chantel, she believes we should. There is going to be many more of them in
the future and those two bridges are the only access for lots 7, 8, 9, and 10 and she is concerned about
the bridge being wiped out. Mr. Abbott said that is understood, but that creek and the drainage area for
that is substantially smaller, it is about 50 acres verses the large area that is buffered in green which is
500 acres. This map is not to scale and there is not going to be much of any flash flooding that you
might think, because it is not a tremendous drainage area and it is not dense with impervious either.

e Ms. Lyons said she had initial concerns about lot 7 off-site septic. She had contacted Ms. Tyson, and
she said it is common to have off-site septic in eastern North Carolina. However, the off-site septic field
is very close to the 100’ buffer and what Chantel showed us all of the flooding. It is unfair to you
because this project was designed before Chantel happened, but the water went well past the buffer as
the residents of Henry’s Ridge showed us last meeting. If the water does go past the 100’ buffer, it
would flood this septic field and then possibly run downhill into the stream. Mr. Abbott said not
necessarily, the topography of those lots is actually helping us in that situation, they would most likely
not exceed the buffer on our lots like it did in Henry’s Ridge. Mr. Abbott explained the topography lines
shown on the map and how the water would flow. Ms. Lyons said she is concerned about that septic
and wrote to the Environmental Health Department, but there was not enough time for them to respond
before the meeting. Ms. Lyons provided the email sent to Environmental Health Department to Mr.
Garrett to provide for the meeting minutes. The comments are below:

Recently we the Planning Board received a follow-up letter from Mr. Abbott stating, “given the
constraints listed, the only viable option is to proceed with the current design and there is no
room for changes.”

However, since it appears lot 7 has very little buildable land, and poor soil for septic, a helpful
compromise by the applicants might be to remove lot 7 from the plan altogether, which is a
viable option in my opinion. | understand this option is not as desirable for the developers
(reducing the proposed lots from 11 to 10) but would help ensure that the stream running
through this subdivision is not compromised or polluted by lot 7’s proposed septic field. (Lots 10,
9, & 8 could be enlarged or lot 7 could be designated as conservation land.)
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Another option, as proposed by Henry’s Ridge resident is the requirement of a berm installed
along the Water Hazzard buffer. Did the Health Department consider this option as a
requirement for PTC lot 7’s septic field? | know this type of requirement has been made in the
past.

In closing, | am uncomfortable recommending approval of this plan “as is” because | am
concerned that the septic field for lot 7 is too close to the water hazard buffer to adequately
protect the stream, environment, and the Henry Ridges’ lots from runoff pollution.

e Mr. Spoon the developer, said if Environmental Health allows them to build a berm, they would be
willing to consider that as an option. Mr. Spoon said he has built 250 homes with septic fields that has
been permitted through the Environmental Health Department and not a single one has failed. The
elevation of the proposed project is at least 10 feet to 20 feet higher than Henry’s Ridge, the homes in
this development would not flood. Ms. Lyons said there will be an HOA and will there be some notation
to ensure people will not disturb the buffer? Mr. Spoon said yes, and he will make sure there is a
notation on the deed for lot 7. Mr. Spoon said he will also keep as many trees as possible on the
project, there are a lot of beautiful hard woods and a pine forest that he would like to keep.

Public Input:

o Mr. Mike Grabski of 306 Henry’s Ridge Road said when his neighborhood was built, they did not have
the 100’ buffer requirement, it was a 50’ buffer. The same person built it, pressed to the edge and now
we are experiencing near flooding conditions. Did an arborist do an assessment of how many trees are
going to be removed and what will remain? When you remove all of those trees so you can have a
proper septic field, because you cannot have trees in a septic field, and the water runs over the edge.
The idea of a berm is a good point, it could stop erosion, because the first thing that is going to happen
when you cut down the trees you will undercut the roots of the next row of trees, and they will
eventually fall downhill. Now, whether you remove 40% of the trees or 80% of the trees, you are
changing the water flow conditions. All of this is designed around what's there and the expectation of
removing minimal trees, but | haven't heard a percentage from the builder. I've only made an estimate
based on what | see here and what | see as the soils that have to remain for leach fields and so forth.
Saving the pine buffer up at the top is nice, but it doesn't protect the back end, which is where the steep
hill is. That will impact an established development, from the same builder. We wedge in as much as
we can, which is why they have the feeling that they can't change their design, because they've
wedged into a bad piece of property with a design that is minimally acceptable. It hasn't violated
anything under current conditions. But when the conditions change, such as climate, removing all those
trees, exposing soils to erosion, it will impact us. The fact that they are so much higher than us means
that we will be impacted by those outflow of waters. That's the main concern. | was not concerned that
they would not be able to retain their septic. | was concerned that all of the runoff of septic is there, will
bring erosion, and cause degradation. We don't have the homeowners association, and they don't want
a homeowners association, and you have conflicts across all the septic systems, with no resolution, no
plan for it. | heard nothing about how we're going to resolve your bubble up because you had a big
party and your septic is overflowing today onto my property. Thank you very much.

e Mr. Ted Will of 38 Henry’s Hill Lane said he is downhill from this new development and | have three
points | would like to make. The first point is, and not by judging everything from Chantel, | looked at
some NOAA data, which is weather data from our government. There is quite a few storms that we
have had in the past 30 years, pretty comparable to Chantel. Expectations are that there is going to be
an acceleration of these large storms because of climate change. The second point, these other
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neighborhoods didn't have to deal with the same level of standards that | have to deal with. That's kind
of irrelevant, because this is now, and that was then, and our properties were built in the rules that
existed at the time that they were built, so if the rules change, then the new properties have to follow
the new rules. There's no excuses about whether things do or don't apply or fit. And the last point that |
wanted to make was at the previous meeting was, thanks, but we can't make any changes. So there
really wasn't a response, as far as | could tell. The response was, we've already done our homework,
and thank you for your input, but we're not really taking it under advisement, because we are
constrained by all the rules that we have to follow. The one constraint that hasn't been loosened is the
number of lots. Well, what are the other options? What are the other choices? Should they be
evaluated by the public and by this board?

o Mr. Robert Knecht of 47 Henry’s Hill Lane said | am more concerned about the volume of water coming
into that area, as per the last storm, we saw a significant rise in the volume. | remember hearing from
one of the board members that they would consider approving this, but it wasn't the best choice of
design, it wasn't the best choice of land. And in fact, | think | heard from the engineer that it wasn't the
optimal choice. So, my question to you is, if this isn't the optimal choice, why in God's name are we
approving it as is? No one says that you can't build, no one says you shouldn't build, but lot 7 seems to
be a sticking point, and the closeness to the buffer is the other point. Modify the design. Everybody's
building in Chatham, everybody's building in Pittsboro. Mr. Spoon builds a wonderful house, we have a
house of his, it's a great house. However, you can't disregard the fact that the general theme seems to
be that most people are coming off as not overwhelmed and enthusiastic about the current design. So,
my question to you is. Are there other options? Certainly, | don't want water coming up on our property.
| respect what Mr. Spoon is doing with his property. Who will own the property in the buffer? Does the
lot line go into the buffers, if so, someone will be walking out on the back of my property. Mr. Spoon
said he will have it in the deed that nobody is allowed to make any structural changes to the land that is
not in the buffer that is on your side of the creek. Mr. Abbott said if you see anyone building in the buffer
area you can report that to the county because it is not allowed.

e Chair Roodkowsky asked if anyone else from the public would like to speak. There were no other
speakers.

¢ Mr. Cianciolo said he wanted to address the last two public speakers. Both of them asked, “why are we
having this meeting, you cannot do anything about it.” We have these meetings to learn how to do it
better, when and if state legislature changes the laws that allow us to control our own development.
Unfortunately, the state legislature has our hands tied in so many different ways. When a development
like this comes in, and they meet all the requirements that are in the current laws and ordinances, they
have a right to build. The state legislature does not allow us to say, we have a better idea, we will do it
this way. That is why we have the meetings, so that we learn, so when and if we are given the
opportunity to change things, we will be able to change them for the better.

¢ A person from the audience said because he bought a bad piece of property, those of us who actually
live there have to suffer because you cannot disagree with it. Chair Roodkowsky said we are
constrained by the laws of the land. One of the things that we are actively discussing, both among
ourselves and with the Board of Commissioners, is how to change those laws or ordinances. That is
something that we are really starting to push on. We also discuss different options with the developer,
like Mr. Spoon has agreed to some of the requests such as the berm. Chair Roodkowsky asked Mr.
Sullivan to what degree can we recommend with qualifications to the Board of Commissioners. Mr.
Sullivan said you can make recommendations if the developer agrees to it for voluntary changes.
Voluntary changes are not enforceable by the county. If there is a violation then it becomes a civil
matter between the two parties. The county is prohibited from enforcing private restrictions or private
governance. Chair Roodkowsky said we are not allowed to recommend a redesign of lot lines or
removing lot 7, in this case. Mr. Sullivan said unless there is an inefficiency with the regulations.
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Subdivision items are ministerial by state statute, and we are prohibited by changing regulations right
now. We have the Unified Development Ordinance sitting on the shelf due to SB382 and that is
statewide. Chair Roodkowsky said this reminds us the importance of voting for the kind of people who
will support the kind of developments and changes that we want, because we are constrained right now
by the law that we have in North Carolina. A person from the audience had a question and came to the
podium to speak.

e Ms. Anaresa Versola-Callum said | live off of Morris Road, and I'm here as a member of the public, to
understand what are the concerns and how to bring them to the board. This board is constrained by
current regulations, which are set by whom? |s that the Senate Bill 3827 So, we need to make our
concerns known to the state legislators, is that correct? Chair Roodkowsky said yes. Mr. Sullivan said
our commissioners have been very vocal with our state representatives. We have had a special bill
introduced, and the legislature chose not to act on that bill this session, as well as every other bill
introduced by representatives from other counties and cities in North Carolina. Ms. Versola-Callum said
speaking as a homeowner, when development is being proposed and it comes before this board, or the
commissioners, it is not really clear about what our options are. | would certainly appreciate that these
things are brought to light at the beginning, or even in these public meetings, because | have already
started to go back through all the past minutes just to understand what | need to do as a homeowner
when development starts to pop up in my community. Here's an action item for the member of the
public, contact your state legislature about these ordinances.

¢ Chair Roodkowsky said the Planning Board member will begin the discussion for this subdivision
request.

e Ms. Chiosso said this board is to advise the commissioners, we are an advisory board, we are not the
Planning staff, and it is our responsibility to inform the commissioners when we see problems. The
commissioners are the ones to make the decision to vote on these subdivision applications, and they
have staff and the County Attorney to counsel them. Speaking of voluntary conditions, we just learned
The Estates at Laurel Ridge are not sticking to the 200’ voluntary buffer they said they would do. Ms.
Chiosso said she will be voting to disapprove this subdivision due to the concerns about flooding, public
safety, water quality, and especially lot 7 septic field, even lots 8, 9, and 10. Ms. Chiosso said she does
not believe this plat meets the section of the subdivision ordinance under Purposes, particularly, “A. To
protect and provide for the public health, safety and general welfare of Chatham County.” “G. To insure
against flood damage.” “M. To provide for the protection of lakes, streams, rivers, and wetlands within
the jurisdiction.”

o Mr. Smith said the reason he asked the question about fire earlier was pointed because the county and
the state do not have provisions concerning fires in these types of subdivisions. The adjacent properties
plus the elevations that lead up to this subdivision, will put a few lots in jeopardy. Because of building
codes and the cost of making things quasi-fireproof, that will not be implemented. The basic cause of
most woods fires is from weather or downed power lines. Embers going into vents and eaves are the
basic causes of house fires. Mr. Levy said he is heartened by the public’'s engagement in this project
and has concerns about the stormwater issues. Mr. Mayer said it is not the best design; it is designed
to pack in as many lots as possible, but he does not see anything illegal about approving it. Mr.
Andrews said he agrees with Mr. Cianciolo about hearing the concerns from the public and making
changes to our regulations to improve the process. We as a board give developers guidelines and rules
to produce a subdivision and when they follow those rules and they submit it, it is hard to tell them no.
Mr. Feher said Mr. Abbott and Mr. Spoon are well within their rights for this subdivision because they
have met all the requirements.

¢ Vice Chair Frazier said Ms. Chiosso and others may believe that this subdivision may not necessarily
achieve the purposes of the ordinance and she cites A, G, and M. However, she did not cite section N
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of the regulation. Section N says, “The minimum standards specified herein are adopted and shall be
considered as achieving the purposes listed above.” Vice Chair Frazier said that means, if an
application meets the minimum standards herein, it shall be considered as achieving the purposes of
the ordinance. The option we have is to not turn down the subdivision when the subdivision meets the
minimum standards. If we recommend to turn it down to the commissioners, we are recommending that
they invite a lawsuit that they will not win and have to pay the other parties attorney fees. If we feel that
this subdivision does not achieve the aim, what we need to do is recommend changes in the
regulations, not just recommend turning this subdivision down. Chair Roodkowsky said she agrees with
Vice Chair Frazier, we read the regulations stating that it meets the requirements. We need to change
the ordinances, which is becoming clear. The way to make the kinds of changes we need is not to turn
down an application that is following the rules correctly.

Motion made by Mr. Cianciolo to recommend approval of this subdivision application, seconded by Mr. Feher.
Chair Roodkowsky held a vote, and the motion passed 9-2, opposed by Ms. Chiosso and Mr. Levy.

VII.

VIII.

BOARD MEMBERS ITEMS:

1. Discuss and decide the December Planning Board meeting location.
e |t was agreed to meet in person at the Old Ag building.
2. Vote on the 2026 Planning Board Calendar.

o There was some board discussion about the meeting dates, and it was agreed to have each
Planning Board meeting held on the first Tuesday of each month except for November, it will be
the second Tuesday because of the local elections. The 2026 Planning Board meeting calendar
was approved.

NEW BUSINESS:

e Chair Roodkowsky said at the Board of Commissioners meeting the Ordinance Establishing
the Planning Board text amendments was approved. Ms. Chiosso presented the flood
prevention presentation and was well received. Chair Roodkowsky said she had spoken and
expressed to find ways to change the ordinances to protect the environment and to better
protect children especially the concerns about bus stops. We have also been working with
the Planning Department on isolating sections of the UDO that can be implemented in the
face of SB382.

e Ms. Lyons provided a handout on the difference between postponing an item and tabling an
item. The handout language is below:

Why using the subsidiary motion of "Postpone to a Certain Time” may be more desirable than “Tabling a Motion”
or “Lay on the Table”.

The phrase "to lay on the table" (or "to table a motion") is a subsidiary motion used to set a main motion aside temporarily,
usually to attend to more urgent business or an immediate emergency.
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This motion is not debatable and requires a second and a majority vote to pass.

The item can be "taken from the table" later in the same or next meeting with another majority vote.
The tabled item is usually listed on the agenda of the next meeting under a heading like "Unfinished Business".
At the next meeting, any member can make a motion to "take from the table" the specific item. This motion also
requires a second and a majority vote to pass.

Postponing a Decision to the Next Meeting

To delay a decision or a pending motion to a specific future time, such as the next meeting, you would use the subsidiary
motion to "Postpone to a Certain Time".

It is debatable (discussion is limited to the reasons for postponing).

It requires a second and a majority vote to pass.

If this motion passes, the topic automatically comes up under "unfinished business" at the specified future
meeting. No vote is required at the next meeting to place the item on the agenda as an order of the day.

*Therefore, for the Planning Board it may be more desirable to “Postponed to a Certain Time,” rather than “Tabling a Motion”
in many instances. For example, in the case of subdivision considerations, the PB is allowed two meeting to decide whether to
deny or approve recommendation to the County Commissioners. So, postponement of the consideration is more applicable,
since we cannot table an item indefinitely (we do not have this power) nor can we kill a topic by not achieving a majority vote
to bring it back to the table either. We are required to vote on these topics within a pre-set time frame. Therefore, when a
concern needs additional time for consideration, and/or more information gathering by the Board or applicants, postponement
may be the more appropriate RONR action.

Ms. Chiosso said a neighbor in Rockrest regarding Riverbend had spoken to the Fire Marshal about
ingress and egress according to the fire code. There is a nationally adopted fire code that requires any
subdivision exceeding 30 dwelling units, need to have at least two fully independent, unobstructed fire
apparatus access roads separated in such a way that a single incident cannot block both routes. The
Fire Marshal wrote that North Carolina has adopted the requirements of the ICC building codes which
includes the Fire Prevention Code, but they were part of our UDO, so we have not adopted them yet.
Ms. Chiosso said she would like to recommend to the Planning Board that we recommend to the
commissioners that this should be looked into and be adopted as soon as possible. Mr. Andrews said
this was not on the agenda and he is not prepared to vote on this now and would like some time to do
some research before moving forward.

Motion made by Mr. Andrews to postpone this item regarding the Fire Code Appendix D until the next meeting,
seconded by Vice Chair Frazier. Chair Roodkowsky held a vote, and the discussion was postponed with a vote
of 10-1, opposed by Ms. Chiosso.

Ms. Chiosso said there is something else that needs to be included in our subdivision regulations. It is
state statute in Chapter 160D-108 that was adopted in June of 2021 about phased development. The
statute says, “A multi-phased development is vested for the entire development with the land
development regulations then in place at the time a site plan approval is granted for the initial phase of
the multi-phased development. A right which has been vested as provided for in this subsection
remains vested for a period of seven years from the time a site plan approval is granted for the initial
phase of the multi-phased development.” All counties and cities were encouraged to place this into their
ordinances so developers would know that this is the law.
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e Mr. Sullivan said he became aware of some email exchanges just this afternoon and spoke to the
County Attorney about this and we are going to meet and go over the finer details on how this applies
to our processes. After we meet with the County Attorney and have a clearer understanding then staff
can discuss this at the next meeting.

e Mr. Cianciolo said regarding fire protection, somewhere down the road when we are changing the
ordinances, he would like to see a requirement for residential fire sprinklers because we have so many
subdivisions far in the rural areas without water. The cost of that system has gone down and is about
$1.50 per square foot.

IX. PLANNING DIRECTOR’S REPORTS:
Mr. Sullivan reported on the following:

1. Unified Development Ordinance implementation (Senate Bill 382)
e The Legislation did not make any changes during this session to SB382.
2. MoveChatham Update.

e Planner Thanh Schado is working with a consultant on a project called MoveChatham regarding
public transit and pedestrian safety. We have had several outreach events and there is a survey
gathering information.

3. November Public Hearing Items.

e Two public hearing items, a zoning text amendment, and a recreational facility.

X.  ADJOURNMENT:

Motion made by Mr. Smith to adjourn the Planning Board meeting. There being no further business, the
meeting was adjourned at 8:04 p.m.

Signed: /
Mary Roodkowsky, Chair Date

Attest: /
Dan Garrett, Clerk to the Board Date
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