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MINUTES 
Pender County Planning Board Meeting 

November 5, 2008 
7:00 p.m. 

 
Pender County Public Meeting Room 

805 S. Walker Street 
Burgaw, North Carolina 

 
 
Call to Order:  Chairman Reynolds 
 
Roll Call: Chairman Reynolds 

Pender County Planning Board Members: 
Reynolds ___Gonzales ___Garrett ___Marshburn __x_Millette ___Smith _x__Williams ___Newman___ 

 
1. Approval of Minutes: October 7, 2008   

Motion:  Burt Millette;  Seconded:  Karen Gonzales: Vote 5-0 
 
Public Hearing 
Chairman Kevin Reynolds stated that Brett Steiner, Milestone, applicant, on behalf of Ernestine Redd, owner 
withdrew the request for rezoning. 
 

2. Zoning Map Amendment: 
Brett Steiner, Milestone, applicant, on behalf of Ernestine Redd, owner, is requesting to rezone 1.98 acres from 
RT, Rural Transitional District, to B-1, Business District (Neighborhood). The property is located approximately 
200 feet north of Union Bethel Road, along the west side of US Hwy 17, Topsail Township.  The property can 
be identified as parcel #4215-00-8481-0000. 
 
The next case on behalf of Pender County was presented to the Planning Board by Director Patrick Davenport. 
 

3. Zoning Text Amendment 
Pender County, applicant, is requesting to amend the Pender County Zoning Ordinance, §16.12-13, Outdoor 
Advertising Signs.  The purpose of this amendment is to revise the current regulations concerning the placement 
and dimensions of outdoor advertising signs. 

 
 He stated that there have been two rounds of discussions on this matter.  He reminded the board that it was their 

desire not to make changes to §16.12 of the zoning ordinance and to see §16.13 completely deleted.  This was 
duly advertised and opened tonight before the board for a Public Hearing. 

 
 Rick Garrett asked for further clarification on the changes.  Would this mean not having billboards anywhere in 

the county; rather than not being allowed anywhere versus moving to I-40?  This was basically handled by the 
removing of §16.13. 

 
 Director Davenport stated that keeping §16.12 unchanged would mean if new applicants could meet their 

criteria new billboards would be permitted.  Deleting §16.13 would not allow anymore billboards (off-premise 
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advertising signs) anyplace in the county except the I-40 corridor.  The billboards that are up now will be 
allowed to remain.  If by some act of nature a sign is destroyed, it has to be repaired within six months. 

 
 Hiram Williams asked if the information that was printed in the document as “Intent”, would be published as 

part of the ordinance. 
 
 Director Davenport stated that it is only for informational purposes, if someone was looking at the agenda and 

needed additional information. 
 
 Hiram Williams stated that the document does not say you cannot put them anywhere other than I 40; or does it? 
 
 Director Davenport replied that once this regulation is stricken from the ordinance that would be the only place 

they (off-premise advertising signs) are allowed. 
 
 Attorney Thurman suggested that the Table of Permitted Uses be amended to reflect the wording for §16.12.  It 

will be taken out of the certain zones.  Putting an “*” (asterisk) to indicate that it is permitted only along the I-40 
corridor. 

 
 Hiram Williams asked if the document they received in the Planning Board packet was the exact wording of the 

ordinance.  A good idea to take it out of the Permitted Use Table   He asked if they can’t be closer than 1500 
feet, is there a maximum distance?  What if a client said I own a piece of property 4000 ft, from here? 

 
 Attorney Thurman stated they would then have an issue with the state.  The state doesn’t allow them to be more 

than 500 ft. 
 
 Hiram Williams remarked, we have affectively zoned them out.  If they say 500 ft. and we say 1500 ft. then 

there is no way you can put one up in Pender County.  Is that correct? 
 
 Attorney Thurman answered unless the state changes its regulation.  That’s correct. 
 
 Director Davenport stated in the unincorporated portions and the municipalities that have jurisdictions next to 

the interstate have their own. 
 
 Hiram Williams replied, this is Pender County’s ordinance, so the point is you are precluding them from 

happening according to the current regulations as presented by the state. 
 
 Director Davenport answered, essentially. 
 
 Hiram Williams said he just wanted everyone to understand that. 
 
 Burt Millette motioned that the revised ordinance be approved as written by the Staff with the addition of the 

notation in the Table of Permitted Uses; seconded by Karen Gonzales.  The vote was 4-1.  Burt Millette, Karen 
Gonzales, Kevin Reynolds, and Rick Garrett voted in favor.  Hiram Williams voted against. 

 
 Director Davenport stated that this would go before the Board of Commissioners on December 1, 2008. 
 
Director Patrick Davenport presented the Zoning Text Amendment request to the board. 
 
4. Zoning Text Amendment 

Pender County, applicant, is requesting to amend the Pender County Zoning Ordinance, §16.12-13, Outdoor 
Advertising Signs.  The purpose of this amendment is to revise the current regulations concerning the placement 
and dimensions of outdoor advertising signs.  
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Staff is asking to amend the ordinance to enable a new Section 8.7 zoning district.  This will enable an applicant 
coming in for a rezoning to either propose one single use and go through the process of a rezoning and at the same 
time submitting a general development plan illustrating one use. 
 
A comment was suggested to be (1) added under 8.7C - #6 change the word analysis to report.  Traffic impact 
report is less detailed and extensive than a TIA.  The report will notice the need for a full blown TIA.  (2) add a 
#12 to illustrate the zoning and use of the adjoining properties this will become #11 and existing #11 becomes 
#12.  (3) add to #12 the wording including but not limited to traffic impact analysis or other expert report  
 
Cameron Moore signed up for public comment.  He stated that they would like to see report in the place of 
analysis.  With staff they are able to look at a project before the planning board sees it and the public.  If it’s not 
needed on smaller parcels then it’s an unnecessary burden.  This is a very positive thing for the county. 
 
Rick Garrett made the motion to adopt the text amendment with the changes as presented by the Planning Director.  
Seconded by Hiram Williams.  The vote was 5-0 in favor. 
 

 Discussion Items 
 Discussion Items by Planning Board Members 
 Discussion Items by Planning Staff 

o Introduction of new planner Benjamin Andrea. 
o Hampstead Highway 17 Overlay Committee – Penny Tysinger, Consultant CFCOG is preparing a 

list of ordinances.  Summarizing the work that the committee has done.  This project is about to wrap 
up.  Sample ordinances should be available at the next meeting on November 25, 2008. 

o Comprehensive Plans and UDO projects update.  The October 14 & 15 workshop was a great 
success.  Director Patrick Davenport gave an account on the attendance.  CPPC will meet on Monday, 
November 10, 2008 and on Tuesday, December 9, 2008 the DRRC will meet.  There was a request 
from two members (Susan LaRusso and Paul Godridge) to switch committees to where they could 
better serve.  It is the concession of the board to allow the switch.  Attendance to both days of the 
workshop was mandatory.  Hiram Williams made the motion that the three members that did not 
attend the meeting both days (Walter Baker, Bob Constine, and Jimmy Fentress) not be allowed to sit 
on the committees and that Jason Turner be a replacement.  Burt Millette seconded the motion.  The 
vote was 4-1.  Millette, Reynolds, Garrett, and Williams in favor.  Gonzales in opposition.  The 
meeting is opened to the public. 

o Senate Bill from last year’s session.  This is an act to enable certain jurisdictions to provide 
development incentives in exchange for reductions in energy consumptions.  Specific legislative 
authority is needed to provide development incentives.  A resolution of support from the Planning 
Board is needed, forwarded to the Board of Commissioners that would support the legislative goals 
that would get the county added to this list.  Attorney Thurman further explained the process, followed 
by a lengthy discussion among the board.  A motion was made by Hiram Williams to accept the 
proposal, seconded by Rick Garrett. The vote was 4-1, with Burt Millette voting against. 

 Discussion Items by Members of the Public 
o No discussion items from the public. 

 
5. Adjournment 

 
Board Action for November 5, 2008 Planning Board Minutes: 
 
Motion:  Kare Gonzales   Seconded William Marshburn   
 
Approved:  x Denied:   Unanimous x  
 
Reynolds____Gonzales  Garrett___Marshburn ___Millette Smith_x__Williams___ 
 


