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Alamance County Development Center Conference Room
 1946 Martin Street                        Burlington, NC 27215
September 10, 2026 at 6:30 PM


Board Chair:          Rodney Cheek




Planning Director:
Matthew Hoagland


ALAMANCE COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
Meeting Minutes 

(Public Comments Procedures)
1. Those wishing to make public comments should sign up prior to the meeting.
2. In order to be fair and ensure that all citizens wishing to speak may be heard, the Chair may place time limits on public comments.
3. Any further discussion by the public on a given agenda item is subject to the discretion of the Chair of the Planning Board.



Members Present: Rodney Cheek, Henry Chandler, Amie Perkins, Stephen Dodson, Lee Kimrey, Richard Tom King, Ernest “Smokey” Bare
Members Absent: Lee Isley, Mac Jordan 
Staff Present: Planning Director: Matthew Hoagland, Planner 1: Keyshawn Haith, Assistant County Attorney: Michelle Horn, County Attorney: Rik Stevens, Assistant County Manager: Brian Baker, Environmental Health Soil Scientist: Rob Snow

Livestream: https://www.youtube.com/@alamancecoplanning9852 


I. CALL TO ORDER
Board Chair Rodney Cheek called the September 2026 meeting of the Alamance County Planning Board to order at 6:30 PM, welcoming everyone and confirming the meeting was officially convened.

II. APPROVAL OF PLANNING BOARD MINUTES
A. August 13, 2026 Regular Meeting

Board members confirmed they had reviewed the previous month’s minutes. Henry Chandler noted that Henry Vines’ name was misspelled in several places, and aside from that correction, the minutes were accurate. A motion to approve the minutes with the correction was made by Richard Tom King and seconded by Ernest “Smokey” Bare.

III. PUBLIC COMMENTS*
Jeff Thornburg, a local builder and vice president of the Builders Association, expressed concerns about the proposed increases in minimum lot sizes. While supportive of protecting rural character, he emphasized that larger lot requirements significantly raise housing costs by reducing the number of homes that can be built on a given tract, thereby passing higher land and construction costs to homebuyers. He noted that similar discussions occurred in 2024 and provided examples showing how larger minimum lot sizes dramatically reduce housing yield. Thornburg warned that the proposed 2‑acre minimum in agricultural districts could worsen housing affordability and limit options for families who do not need large lots. He urged the county to maintain flexibility, include builders and developers meaningfully in the process, and consider the economic impact on future homebuyers. He stated he would continue advocating publicly against raising minimum lot sizes and thanked the board for their time.
Chris Foust, of 4990 Highway 62 South, expressed concern that the recommendation to move to a 2‑acre minimum lot size came unexpectedly and without additional subcommittee meetings he believed would occur. He noted that several participants at the most recent subcommittee meeting did not live in Alamance County, which he felt was unfair to local residents. Foust explained that his subdivision, Salem Woods, began discussions about these issues four years ago, and that increasing lot sizes would significantly raise costs for homebuyers. He stated that doubling lot sizes would burden young buyers and families and argued that farming is already difficult, with fewer people interested in purchasing large tracts. Foust urged the board to avoid a “knee‑jerk reaction” and reconsider the proposed changes, emphasizing that the community should not be pushed toward standards similar to Orange County.
Jim Beeson, 216 S. Swing Road in Greensboro, stated he was invited to attend after watching a recent meeting. With decades of experience working on subdivisions throughout the Piedmont, he offered observations related to groundwater, lot sizes, and density. Beeson explained that septic systems return most used water back into the groundwater, meaning the impact on aquifers is less than commonly assumed. He encouraged the board to rely on groundwater science, including recharge studies, rather than general assumptions. Beeson expressed concern about establishing a 2‑acre minimum lot size, noting that such an approach reduces flexibility and can eliminate larger contiguous open‑space areas. He suggested focusing on regulating overall density instead of large minimum lot sizes, which can produce developments with more meaningful shared open space. Drawing from his background in farm communities, Beeson emphasized the need to balance development pressure with fairness toward families who may eventually sell farmland. He provided printed groundwater‑recharge information to the board for further review and encouraged consideration of scientific methods and long‑term impacts.
Calandra Salo, of 4244 Jacks Creek Trail, expressed strong concerns about how the county’s Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) has been interpreted and how current text amendments appear to be written to justify prior decisions regarding the Phillippie Landfill. She described contradictions in statements made by the landfill operator to state inspectors about burning activities and emphasized that state investigations confirmed residents’ reports of ash on their properties. Salo argued that these inconsistencies demonstrate why Class 3 industrial protections exist, including minimum 40‑acre lot sizes and required separation distances. She expressed alarm that the board is considering redefining incinerators so they no longer fall under Class 3 regulations, which could allow incinerators to operate as close as 150 feet from homes. She warned that removing protections based on distinguishing synthetic waste from wood waste would expose residents to ash, air pollution, and potential contamination of streams and drinking water. She stated that altering definitions to permit such operations amounts to spot zoning and puts community health at risk. Salo urged the board to reject any text amendments that weaken Class 3 protections, retain the existing 1700‑foot separation requirement, and ensure the ordinance continues to safeguard air quality, water quality, and public health. She emphasized that residents with medical conditions would be disproportionately affected and asked the board to uphold environmental protections for all families.
Jeff Alred, of 8065 Coble Mill Road, stated that while he personally prefers rural surroundings and does not want dense development next to his home, he believes property owners should retain the right to make reasonable use of their land. He emphasized that proposed larger lot sizes would not only affect developers but also farmers and families whose land represents their most valuable asset. Alred noted that voluntary land‑preservation programs already exist for owners who wish to conserve their property. He pointed out that land for single‑family development can cost roughly $20,000 per acre, meaning a 2‑acre minimum would significantly increase costs for buyers before construction even begins. Additionally, he stated that larger lots do not generate proportional tax revenue and that reducing potential home sites might simultaneously increase housing costs and reduce taxable value. Alred argued that current environmental health practices already lead to larger lots when soil and site conditions require it, with recent approvals averaging around 65,000 square feet (about 1.5 acres). He stated that professionals are effectively regulating based on actual environmental needs. He urged the board to avoid a blanket countywide 2‑acre minimum and instead continue relying on environmental and soil evaluations while preserving reasonable property rights for landowners, farmers, and young families.
IV. BOARD/COMMISSIONER RESPONSES
Chair Rodney Cheek informed attendees that a sign‑up sheet for public comments was available at the back of the room, along with a separate sign‑up sheet for receiving future informational updates by email. He noted that a QR code was also provided for those who preferred to connect using their phones. Cheek clarified that the public‑comment sign‑up sheet and the information sign‑up sheet were not the same and served different purposes.
Board members asked Planning Director Matthew Hoagland for clarification on the purpose of the discussion and how the proposed changes relate to the ongoing Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) update. Hoagland explained that the rural preservation work completed by the subcommittee is intended to supplement the existing UDO draft the board has been developing over the past three years. He stated that the baseline for their work is the draft Rural Preservation Ordinance (RPO) previously presented, and that the subcommittee’s recommendations serve as amendments to that draft. These amendments will be incorporated into the revised UDO and reviewed again by the board before making final recommendations next month. Hoagland noted that legal guidance requires the county to address downsizing issues in a single, unified effort, resulting in the RPO, UDO amendments, and subcommittee recommendations all being combined into one updated UDO document. In this structure, the Rural Preservation Ordinance will function as a chapter (Article 5) within the overall UDO, similar to how the subdivision regulations currently exist within the same framework.

V. OLD BUSINESS

VI. NEW BUSINESS
A. Rural Preservation Subcommittee Final Recommendation
Board member Lee Kimrey explained that the subcommittee originally expected to continue holding community meetings to gather additional public input, but county leadership requested that the subcommittee submit its findings as they existed at that time. He stated that this is why the board is now discussing lot‑size recommendations. Kimrey shared that when he joined the board earlier in the year, his initial goal was to maintain existing lot sizes while adding zoning tools for land protection. However, strong community feedback during subcommittee and planning board meetings included voices advocating for significantly larger lot sizes, some as high as 5 acres in agricultural zones. The subcommittee’s recommendations represent an attempt to find a middle ground between maintaining current lot sizes and responding to those who sought much larger minimums. He clarified that this context explains how the subcommittee arrived at its present recommendations.
Board members revisited earlier discussions about minimum lot sizes, noting that past conversations included ideas such as a 5‑acre minimum, though previous staff recommendations used a progressive scale rather than a countywide requirement. The board clarified that the current subcommittee proposal provides differing lot‑size requirements based on district, including maintaining 30,000 square feet in most areas, 65,000 square feet in rural residential, and 2 acres in agricultural districts. Members acknowledged that the average lot size in the county is already about 1.5 acres.
The board discussed how landowners could request changes in zoning if farmland becomes non‑viable or development pressures increase. Planning Director Matthew Hoagland confirmed that rezoning mechanisms and updates to the future land‑use map would remain available.
A major portion of the discussion focused on non‑conforming uses and how new regulations could unintentionally impact existing businesses and older lots. Hoagland explained that non‑conforming provisions in Article 3 of the current UDO already provide some protection, and that the forthcoming UDO update should strengthen and clarify those protections. Older lots created before modern subdivision rules may not meet today’s standards, but the county intends to maintain their buildability. Board members emphasized reducing negative impacts on existing businesses, noting that under current non‑conforming rules, owners cannot expand structures or signage, and non‑conforming status can hinder the sale of a business. Several members advocated for exemptions that would allow legally established businesses to remain fully conforming or treated as such that property rights and business viability can be preserved when ownership changes. The board agreed that future UDO revisions should ensure protections attach to the land, not only to the current owner, and avoid creating restrictive non‑conforming situations unnecessarily.
Board member Lee Kimrey asked Planning Director Matthew Hoagland for clarification on how accessory dwellings on individual parcels will be addressed as the UDO revisions and rural preservation recommendations move forward. Planning Director Matthew Hoagland explained that the county receives frequent inquiries about secondary residences, short‑term rentals, and accessory dwelling units, specifically whether they may be smaller than the primary home, and whether they may share or separate well and septic systems in various combinations. He emphasized that if minimum lot sizes are increased, such as to 2 acres, the ordinance must include clear language specifying how many dwellings are permitted on that acreage; otherwise, new issues could arise. Hoagland noted that the housing market has evolved since the county’s subdivision ordinance was created in the 1970s, when development typically consisted of splitting farms into one‑acre lots for single homes. Today, interest in accessory dwellings and alternative housing arrangements is growing. Although he offered no specific recommendation at this time, he urged the board to consider these trends and think carefully about how accessory dwellings should be regulated as they craft final UDO and rural preservation recommendations.
Lee Kimrey asked how accessory dwellings interact with rules for private roads. He noted that current regulations allow up to 15 lots on a private road, and that accessory dwellings, such as in‑law suites, already exist throughout the county. Kimrey explained that when an accessory unit shares the same permitted well and septic system as the primary residence, the health department approves the total bedroom count together as one parcel. Because these accessory dwellings cannot be separated or subdivided from the main parcel, they do not count as additional lots and therefore do not violate the 15‑lot maximum allowed on private roads. Planning Director Matthew Hoagland explained that the UDO currently has no specific language addressing accessory dwellings on private roads. In practice, when an accessory dwelling shares the same well and septic system as the primary residence, it is treated similarly to an accessory structure, such as a detached garage with plumbing, and does not count as an additional lot. He noted that complications arise when a parcel on a private road could support multiple homes. Under state subdivision law, creating an additional building site, whether used immediately or in the future, may constitute a subdivision. This can create fairness issues for other residents on the private road who pay for road maintenance, as one parcel could effectively house multiple households without contributing proportionally.
Board members discussed how accessory dwellings relate to proposed lot‑size requirements, noting that accessory units sharing the same well and septic system as the primary residence are currently treated as part of the same parcel and would not trigger the 2‑acre minimum in agricultural districts. They emphasized that even on private roads with up to 15 lots, accessory dwellings are already allowed as long as they remain tied to the same utilities and cannot be subdivided. Members highlighted potential fairness concerns on private roads: multiple households on one lot may not contribute equally to road maintenance, potentially creating imbalance among residents. Additional dwelling sites could also push a private road toward standards requiring paving and upgrades necessary for NCDOT acceptance. The board discussed whether accessory dwellings require separate E911 addresses. Historically, accessory units tied to the main home have used the primary address, but members acknowledged emergency‑services needs might require separate addressing depending on layout. Board members noted that additional land area for lots with multiple dwellings could be required depending on utility configurations, especially regarding septic capacity and repair fields. They agreed that future UDO language must be carefully written to avoid unintended consequences for private‑road standards, accessory‑dwelling allowances, and minimum lot‑size rules.
Lee Kimrey asked for clarification on how Planned Unit Developments (PUDs) differ from cluster developments, noting that these concepts are used in areas such as the Middle Village. The question sought guidance on how each development type fits into the county’s regulatory framework as the board continues refining rural preservation and UDO recommendations. The response emphasized that if the county intends to support mixed‑use neighborhoods and allow varying residential densities, it should not limit itself solely to PUDs. Instead, the ordinance should remain flexible and open to multiple mixed‑use configurations. The board discussed how mill villages often contain residential, small commercial, and institutional uses side‑by‑side, such as homes, coffee shops, barber shops, and churches. The goal, they agreed, is to ensure the UDO encourages and accommodates these traditional mixed‑use patterns, whether through PUDs or other zoning mechanisms, rather than restricting development to a single format.
Stephen Dodson asked whether the goal for the evening was to establish consensus on the presented recommendations and then prepare motions incorporating that consensus. Members agreed that starting with a unified direction was important. Dodson discussed the structure of proposed lot sizes across the county, noting that the approach works like a “bullseye,” with larger lots in the outermost agricultural areas and gradually smaller lots toward the more central rural‑residential and community districts. The board emphasized that the proposal is not a blanket increase in minimum lot size but a staged, location‑based system they view as a reasonable balance reflecting different conditions across the county. 
The Chair noted that fully understanding the rural‑preservation and UDO discussions is difficult unless someone has followed every meeting. Both board members and the community have areas they do not fully understand, and uncertainty has contributed to confusion and frustration. He expressed sympathy for residents affected by issues such as the stump dump and incinerator, stating that no one wants to wake up to ash on their property. The Chair emphasized the challenge of public communication, stating that the county currently lacks an official process for informing residents about ongoing planning matters. He encouraged finding better ways to keep the public updated. The board then discussed flexibility within the proposed district map. While district boundaries and associated lot sizes are shown in the draft, requests for higher density can still be made through established rezoning procedures. Rezoning would require a planning‑board recommendation and could be approved or denied, but the option remains available.
Members recalled that last year’s map was developed by reviewing each geographical section to determine the best‑fitting district type. Mill villages and rural‑community areas were initially drawn broadly and later refined to more accurately match traditional crossroads communities. Rezoning remains an inherent part of the planning framework. The board reviewed the six proposed rural‑preservation districts. Five of the six allow the current minimum lot size of 30,000 square feet; only rural residential uses an average of 1.5 acres, which mirrors the county’s typical lot size in unincorporated areas. The agricultural district is the only district exceeding 1.5 acres under the proposed structure. Members discussed how density relates to available infrastructure. Areas near the interstate currently have more utilities and services, supporting smaller lots. In contrast, outer‑county areas like Caswell and Chatham lack infrastructure and naturally support less dense development. Future extension of water and sewer lines would reduce reliance on larger lot sizes in those areas. The Planning Director highlighted how North Carolina’s planning system differs from most of the state because Alamance County historically has not had traditional zoning. Many statewide rules assume zoning is already in place, including recent restrictions on “down‑zoning.” Director Hoagland illustrated this by comparing how driving conventions differ internationally: what is considered “normal” in one system is not universal. He noted that understanding these assumptions is important when applying state law to Alamance County’s unique regulatory environment.
Director Hoagland explained that although Alamance County does not have traditional zoning, most state regulations and development processes assume zoning exists. Commercial projects, new roads, and subdivisions still must meet statewide requirements such as NCDOT driveway permits, NCDEQ permitting, and postal cluster‑box standards, regardless of whether the county has zoning. He noted that much of North Carolina’s land‑use legislation is written with the assumption that local governments already operate within designated residential, commercial, and industrial districts. For example, draft statewide rules would require accessory dwelling units to be allowed “by right” in residential districts, yet Alamance County does not have those district categories even though residential uses are permitted countywide. He added that Alamance County effectively functions within a “zoning‑style environment” created by surrounding jurisdictions and state expectations, despite not having formally adopted zoning. He believes that if implemented thoughtfully, zoning can be a useful tool for helping a community define its identity, guide economic development, and establish clearer land‑use regulations. However, at present the county does not have that tool available.
County Attorney Rik Stevens explained that land‑use authority flows downward: individuals may do anything unless government restricts it, and counties may do nothing unless the state expressly authorizes it. He clarified that recent changes in state law define downzoning broadly, including the creation of any non‑conforming use, lot, structure, improvement, or site element. Because Alamance County currently lacks such restrictions, adopting regulations that create new non‑conformities could legally qualify as down‑zoning. He stated that the only way the county can implement such rules without violating the statute is to establish them as initial regulations, not changes to existing ones, since the county has never previously enacted zoning. He noted that legal opinions differ on how far the county’s authority extends, but the state ultimately decides what counties and cities may regulate. Rik warned that legislators in Raleigh have shown increasing interest in limiting local authority across multiple areas, not just land use, and that state statutes in Chapter 160D apply uniformly to both cities and counties. He emphasized that the board must package its rural‑preservation and UDO changes carefully, because current law allows only a single opportunity to enact them without triggering prohibited down‑zoning. Conversations with legislators suggest that changes to loosen down‑zoning prohibitions are unlikely. He also noted that under current law, down‑zoning is not permitted unless property owners give consent.

The board discussed how state land‑use laws assume that local governments already have zoning in place, noting that requirements related to conditional rezoning and property‑owner consent are built on those assumptions. Alamance County remains an outlier because it has no zoning in its unincorporated areas, whereas most municipalities, and many counties do. The board reviewed the map showing incorporated areas and ETJs, confirming that those jurisdictions already operate under zoning regulations. Members agreed they were ready to proceed and asked whether a motion was needed or simply consensus to include the rural‑preservation recommendations within the larger UDO package. After confirming that a formal motion was appropriate, Stephen Dodson made a motion to include the recommendations in the package as presented.
Members of the public asked whether they could comment on the board’s latest discussion, and the board agreed to reopen public comments. A resident questioned how citizens are supposed to be notified about planning matters, referencing earlier remarks that the county currently has no formal notification process. The board reaffirmed that this was the answer previously given when the question was asked officially. Another resident raised concerns about the discontinuation of broader community outreach, noting that subcommittee members originally intended to speak with as many residents as possible before being asked to halt additional meetings. Several residents expressed frustration that the planning process was moving forward without more opportunities for public input, stating that such conversations should occur before recommendations are finalized. Public comments then shifted toward tax impacts and assumptions about revenue. Speakers questioned whether industrial businesses fully pay taxes, including sales tax, without audits; others argued that residential development carries significant costs for the county, especially regarding schools and emergency services, which dominate the county budget. Board members clarified that the county’s largest expenditures are schools followed by emergency services, and that residential development often requires more resources than it generates, whereas agricultural uses typically impose fewer public‑service demands.
Residents stressed that discussions about zoning, taxes, and long‑term development impacts should occur in open forums rather than at the end stages of a UDO update. They stated that county commissioners previously campaigned against zoning and urged the board to seek additional meetings to gather more public feedback. Several speakers warned that implementing these recommendations without broader engagement could lead to strong public opposition, as has happened in past planning efforts. Commissioner Powell noted ongoing debate over whether the community is ready for countywide zoning, stating that if residents clearly understood the issues, many might support zoning. Others have expressed the opposite view, believing the public would vote against it. Commissioner Powell reiterated personal support for pursuing countywide zoning when the community is prepared.
A member of the public, identifying himself as a representative of a local land‑development and home‑building company, stated that the proposal appears to be a “stealth rezoning.” He warned he would personally fund initial litigation costs if the plan were adopted, saying he believed the approach was wrong. Another resident commented that buyers who want more acreage can already purchase additional lots, giving an example of purchasing and dividing an adjacent lot with a neighbor to prevent further development near their home. They argued that increasing minimum lot sizes may remove flexibility for families who cannot afford larger parcels. A participant requested clarification of earlier statements regarding the percentage of unincorporated county land that would fall under rural residential and agricultural districts. Board members responded that roughly 90% of land under county jurisdiction (excluding municipalities and their ETJs) lies within those two districts. The board further explained the difference between acreage controlled by the county versus acreage located in municipal jurisdictions with existing zoning.
A community member again asked how recommendations shifted from 70,000 square feet to a 2‑acre minimum. Board members explained that during subcommittee meetings, many attendees advocated strongly for a full 2‑acre minimum in agricultural areas, saying 70,000 square feet was insufficient. In response, the subcommittee adjusted its final recommendations to:
· Raise agricultural minimum lots to 2 acres,
· Increase rural‑residential minimums from 60,000 to 65,000 square feet, and
· Reduce rural‑community minimums from 1 acre to 30,000 square feet.

Members added that a 2‑acre standard already applies in existing critical‑watershed areas, and that extending this familiar standard to outer rural areas was part of the rationale. Residents questioned whether applying critical‑watershed logic to non‑watershed areas fairly justified a countywide shift. Board members acknowledged that a small portion of agricultural land is already governed by 2‑acre requirements due to watershed protections, and that applying similar standards elsewhere was intended to create consistency; however, they agreed that understanding the distribution of watershed versus non‑watershed land is important for context.
Board members reaffirmed that these recommendations will be incorporated into the larger UDO amendment package for review at the next meeting, and that community input will remain essential. They reiterated that nothing has yet gone to the county commissioners and that significant review time, and further dialogue, is still expected before final decisions.
Board Member Amie Perkins commented that statistics can be selectively used to support any argument (“liars’ poker” or “liars’ math”) and urged the board to consider all available information before making decisions. They stated that clearer communication from the beginning might have helped residents understand the proposal and trust the process. The member of the public expressed frustration that the board, after working on the issue for more than two years, could not readily answer questions about how much county land would be affected, leaving it to residents to provide those figures. The board acknowledged that the rural residential and agricultural districts together cover roughly 90% of the county’s unincorporated jurisdiction, meaning the proposed rural‑preservation regulations will affect most rural residents in some way. A board member clarified that although rural residential and agricultural areas would experience the most significant impacts, the entire unincorporated area would be affected by aspects of the broader UDO revisions. The second reopened public‑comment period was then closed. A board member noted they had contacted all individuals previously reached during subcommittee outreach to inform them that the community‑meeting phase had been discontinued and that the recommendations were forwarded to the full Planning Board. When asked how many meetings had been held, the subcommittee described one formal community meeting, two meetings with homebuilders, and numerous Planning Board and subcommittee work sessions over the course of approximately 33 months.
Members of the public questioned whether a single outside community meeting was sufficient. Board members clarified that they were not claiming there had been “enough meetings,” only that they were carrying out the assignment given to them by county leadership and had reached the point where the Planning Board must finalize its recommendation for the county commissioners.
As discussion concluded, board member Henry Chandler stated they had invested significant time in the process and believed it was appropriate to advance the proposal to the commissioners for review. The member moved to adopt the rural‑preservation recommendations as part of the larger package of UDO amendments.
Lee Kimrey explained that they personally contacted all individuals they had previously engaged with during the subcommittee’s outreach to inform them that additional community meetings were no longer planned and that the subcommittee’s recommendations were being returned to the Planning Board. Members clarified that one formal community meeting had been held outside the regular Planning Board venue, in addition to meetings with homebuilders and numerous Planning Board and subcommittee working sessions over approximately 33 months. They stressed that they were not claiming sufficient public‑input opportunities had occurred, only that they were fulfilling the assignment given by county leadership. Board members expressed that after years of discussion, they believed it was time to forward the recommendations to the county commissioners for consideration. One member stated they had invested significant time in the effort and believed continuing to make frequent changes in pursuit of universal satisfaction was impractical.
A motion was made by Henry Chandler to incorporate the rural‑preservation recommendations into the larger UDO draft for continued review at the next meeting. Stephen Dodson seconded the motion. The board clarified that this vote does not finalize the recommendations; instead, it instructs staff to embed the rural‑preservation materials into a comprehensive, multi‑hundred‑page draft UDO revision that will be debated further. The board confirmed that the full draft would be made available to the public. The motion carried unanimously.

VII. ANNOUNCEMENTS/DISCUSSION
The board reminded attendees that an email sign‑up option is available for those who want to receive direct updates. Paper sign‑up forms were placed at the back of the room, and a QR code was also provided for easier electronic submission. Using the QR code is preferred to avoid misspelled or incorrect email addresses. The board stated this email list will be used to send agenda packets and notify residents of any future community meetings or important updates related to the planning process.

VIII. ADJOURNMENT	
A motion to adjourn the meeting was made by Stephen Dodson and seconded by Ernest “Smokey” Bare. The motion passed, and the meeting was adjourned.
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