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Chai rman Toml i nson called the neeting to order at 10:00 a.m  Chairman Toml i nson
encouraged nmenbers of the CRC and CRAC to take time to get to know each other and
to take tinme to get to know the nenbers of the Division of Coastal Managenent
(DCM staff. Chairman Tom i nson asked nmenbers of the CRC to state, as the rol

was being called, whether they had any known conflict of interest or appearance of
conflict with matters before the CRC today.

Rol | Cal
Eugene Toml i nson: Present. No
Al ton Bal |l ance: Not present.
Bob Bar nes: Present. No
Davi d Beresoff: Not present.
Bob Envory: Present. No
Peggy Giffin: Present. No
Court ney Hackney: Present. No
Mary Price Harrison: Present. No

conflict.
conflict.
conflict.
conflict.
conflict.
conflict.



Patricia Howe: Present. No conflict.

Doug Langford: Not present.
Erni e LarKkin: Present. No conflict.
Jerry O d: Not present.
Bill Peele: Present. No conflict.
Larry Pittman: Present. No conflict.
Mel vi n Shepar d: Present. No conflict.

Approval of April M nutes

Mary Price Harrison noved that the minutes of the April 24-25, 2002, CRC neeting
be approved. Ms. Harrison stated, however, that she would like to clarify | anguage
in the April mnutes regarding her discussion of the real estate disclosure
matter. Ms. Harrison advised that she would give this clarifying | anguage to the
CRC s recording secretary. M. Harrison's notion was seconded and approved.

Approval of January M nutes

Mary Price Harrison noved that the minutes of the January 23-24, 2002, CRC neeting
be approved and her notion was seconded and approved.

Comments from Ryke Longest on January and April M nutes

Ryke Longest said he had to beg the CRC s forgiveness because in both of the sets
of m nutes the CRC had just been approved he nade m sstatenents. M. Longest

advi sed that both of the minutes accurately reflected what he had said but he had
advi sed the CRC wong and would like to clarify both of these matters.

M. Longest advised that on page 5 of the April mnutes under the Tuchschere
appeal (CRC-CC-02-03) he had indicated that the CRC s options with respect to the
Tuchschere appeal were to either allow the Administrative Law Judge's (ALJ'S)
Reconmended Deci sion to be adopted by inaction or to change that decision. M.
Longest stated that he had been contacted by Ms. Tuchschere and she had wi t hdrawn
orally her appeal and after thinking about it over time he realized that what he
shoul d have told the CRC was that operated as a voluntary dism ssal and the CRC
did not have any action to take. M. Longest stated that, accordingly, the CRC
did not receive a copy of the ALJ's Recommended Deci sion and there was no need to
hol d a tel ephone conference call as reported in the April minutes to deal with
this case. M. Longest advised that Ms. Tuchschere wi thdrawi ng her appeal at that
poi nt operated as a voluntary dism ssal of her petition so there was no need for
the CRC to take any action on that appeal

M. Longest stated that the second misstatenent he wanted to clarify was during
the di scussion of the Sanmie WIIlianms contested case (CRC-CC-02-01) at the January
23, 2002, CRC neeting. M. Longest said on page 11 of the minutes in the third
paragraph at the bottom of the page the m nutes quoted himas saying:

He said the third itemhe did not think he was very clear on earlier
but under 15 A NCAC 7H .0208(a)(3) it was fairly clear there was
some authority within the CRC to | ook at neasures to mitigate inpacts
to the project as well as the itens M. Sinmonsen had pointed to the
public benefits.

M. Longest advised that the rule he quoted allowed for mtigation only for public
projects such as roads, highways or public facilities. M. Longest said he had
been confused when he advised the CRC on this. M. Longest reported that



.0208(a)(3) would not have applied in the Sammie WIIlians case.

Executive Secretary's Report

Donna Moffitt presented the Executive Secretary's Report. (SEE ATTACHVENT 1 FOR
WRI TTEN COPY OF REPORT.)

Ms. Moffitt advised that there were several agenda changes. She reported that
under the Inplenentation and Standards (1&S) Conmittee nmeeting the presentation on
Department of Environnent and Natural Resources (DENR) Ecosystem Enhancenent
Program by Bill G| nore was being postponed until the Cctober neeting. M.

Moffitt advised that the Shoreline Subconmittee was being added to the |&S
Committee's agenda and that would be handl ed together with the other business of
the &S Conmittee. Ms. Mffitt reported that the Planning and Special I|ssues
(P&SI) Conmittee would be neeting in the Archdale Building, 14th floor, conference
room3. M. Mffitt said one itemcalled Land Use Pl anni ng Updates by Kathy

Vi nson woul d be added to the P&SI Committee's agenda. M. Mffitt said the ful
CRC woul d reconvene in the Ground Floor Hearing Roomat 4:30 p.m today for public
hearings. Ms. Mdffitt advised that all of the rules going to public hearing today
woul d be eligible for adoption at the CRC' s neeting tonorrow. M. Mffitt said at
this time she knew of no changes to the CRC s Thursday agenda.

DENR Secretary's Renarks

Chai rman Toml i nson thanked Secretary Bill Ross for taking time out of his busy
schedul e to address the CRC

Secretary Ross said it was a pleasure to be able to join the CRC. Secretary Ross
thanked the CRC for the work they were doing. He said it was incredibly inportant
wor k and he knew there were many issues and nmuch controversy involved. Secretary
Ross stated that the coastal managenent program and the Coastal Area Managenent
Act (CAMA) had been in existence for some thirty years. He said when it began
and since it had been operating, North Carolina' s coastal area managenent program
had been an effective, innovative and an "on the cutting-edge" program which had a
very proud history and whi ch had done many wonderful things to protect North
Carolina s coastal resources. Secretary Ross said he wanted to let the CRC know
that he was interested in doing all that he could and was pl edging DENR to do al
that it could to work with the CRC to continue that proud history and record of

ef fecti veness.

Secretary Ross said if the CRCreally wanted to franme-up the issues that any state
with a coast faced these days and wanted to see specifically the chall enges the
State of North Carolina was facing he would encourage the CRC to read the Pew
Ocean Commi ssion's report on coastal spraw. Secretary Ross said this was the best
and cl earest discussion of the issues that face a coastal programthat he had read
recently. Secretary Ross stated that one of the points this report made was that
if the only thing the CRC was dealing with was the nunber of people who were
already in a state's coastal zone or the nunber of people who were already there
and the nunber of people who were going to nove there in the next 25 years that
woul d be plenty of challenge in itself but the fact was that the rate of coasta
devel opment and the conversion of land to a variety of uses away from an

undevel oped state or in open space was taking place at a rate many tinmes faster
than the already fast rate of population growmh so that what was seen was the
footprint of an urban or netropolitan area spreading out many tinmes faster than
the actual rate of population growth. He said he thought what this meant was that
unl ess North Carolina was smart enough to somehow get the |and use issues right,
North Carolina's coast was going to face a very severe, and perhaps irreversible,
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decline in the ecosystem s resources over the next 25 years. Secretary Ross said
North Carolina's coastal managenment program had done a | ot of good things over the
|l ast 30 years but it was at a critical period now and North Carolina' s coastal
resources were at a critical period and working together we had to find a way to
deal with all the issues that we were facing. Secretary Ross revi ewed what he
felt some of these critical issues were that North Carolina would be facing and he
reviewed some of the efforts that were currently being undertaken by DENR and
others to neet the challenges of these critical issues.

Secretary Ross requested that CRC nenbers read an article in the recent issue of
Wl dlife magazine entitled "Sea Change". Secretary Ross stated that he would like
to have feedback fromthe CRC on whether they felt the ideas nentioned in that
article were worthwhile fromtheir perspective. Secretary Ross advised that at
the CRC s next neeting they would get a briefing on another initiative he was very
encour aged and positive about which was a partnership anong the Corps of Engineers
(COE), the Departnment of Transportation (DOT) and DENR on ways to inprove
conpensatory mtigation. Secretary Ross said he |Iikewi se would | ook forward to
the CRC s feedback about that.

Secretary Ross stated that the CRC had asked that he and his office get involved
in the Futch Creek coastal land trust issue and they had done that and had been

| ooking for a solution to the issue the CRC had franed in their resolution to him
Secretary Ross advised that a solution to that issue had not been figured out to
date but he hoped by the CRC s next meeting they would be able to report to the
CRC that they had found a solution to the concerns the CRC had rai sed.

Secretary Ross advised that another area DENR was working hard on was
environment al education. The Secretary reported that DENR was trying to get al
the various environnental education prograns within DENR to focus on and raise the
public's awareness of the inpacts of runoff pollution. He said he felt this was
the biggest water quality issue the State of North Carolina was facing today and
one that education really needed to be done on

Secretary Ross said DENR woul d soon be rel easing an enforcenent report for this
year. He stated this report would detail the activities of each enforcenent
program including DCM wi thin DENR. Secretary Ross encouraged the CRC to | ook at
the informati on that would be presented in this report and provide himw th any

i deas and feedback about how those progranms could be nade to work better

Secretary Ross advised that the budget problens of the state were having an i npact
on the coastal mmnagenent program as they were on other prograns. Secretary Ross
said he felt good about the work that the people in DENR who worked on the budget
had done. Secretary Ross stated that Donna Moffitt and the ot her DENR di vi sion
directors and budget personnel w thin DENR had done stellar work in making the
best that could be nade of a very difficult situation. Secretary Ross comrended
Ms. Moffitt for the work she had done. Secretary Ross stated that one of the
problenms with the budget was that it made it a very discouraging tine to be an
enpl oyee of the state. He advised that one of the things he had appreciated nost
about his tinme as DENR Secretary was the way the people in DENR had hung in there
despite plenty of reasons to be discouraged and plenty of reasons to have | ow
norale. He said DENR had a very diligent, effective and conmtted work force and
he hoped that the CRC woul d take an occasion to pat them on the back because it
was needed. Secretary Ross said another negative inmpact on DCM staff noral e was
the General Assenbly's proposal to nove the entire Raleigh staff to an unspecified
coastal area in a very short period of tine. He said there were a number of
reasons he felt this proposal was not a good idea.



Secretary Ross reiterated that the CRC and DCM staff were doing an excellent job
despite the chall enges they were facing and he wanted themto know that they had
his commtnment and DENR s conmmitnent to work with them and support themin what
they did.

Vari ance Requests

Dave Heeter advised that he was with the Attorney General's O fice and he would be
representing DCM on several variance requests this norning.

Dennis L.Carroll (CRC VR-02-04)

M. Heeter said that M. and Ms. Carroll owned a lot in the Brigands Bay
Subdi vi si on on the shoreline of the Pamico Sound in Frisco, North Carolina. M.
Heeter reported that the petitioners had applied for a CAMA nminor devel opnent
permit to construct a nmulti-story residence and their pernit application was
deni ed because it was inconsistent with the 30 foot buffer requirenment in the
coastal shoreline's Area of Environnental Concern (AEC). M. Heeter advised that
they applied to the CRC for a variance and DCM opposed that variance request
because it believed that they could conply with the exenption for residences of
1200 square feet or less on lots platted prior to July 1, 1999. M. Heeter
reported that, as a result of DCM s position, the petitioners had nodified their
devel opment proposal to sone degree. M. Heeter advised that what they were now
seeking was to construct a residence with a heated area of 1200 square feet and
then 135 square feet overhang and gutter overhang and then they would also |ike
perm ssion to construct 680 square feet of multi-story open decking. He advised
that 200 square feet of that decking would be exenpt under the CRC s rules so they
woul d then need a variance for 480 square feet of that decking. M. Heeter

advi sed that the Carrolls had submtted a letter stating what they were proposing
and he handed out this letter to CRC nenbers. M. Heeter advised that the net
result of this was that they had conme closer to satisfying the exenption for a
resi dence of 1200 square feet or less. He said the basic change was some 53
square feet of overhang of the house and associated structures. M. Heeter
reported that DCM still opposed this variance request because they felt the
petitioners could still nmeet the 1200 square foot exenption but the petitioners
had made sonme effort to reduce the size of the project.

M. Heeter reviewed the Stipulated Facts contained in Attachnent B of CRC Agenda
Item No. CRC-VR-02-04 (CRC VR 2002-04). M. Heeter advised that the Carrolls were

still proposing essentially what was in the CRC s package material but there had
been sone downsizing to reduce the total square footage of inpervious surfaces by
some 53 square feet but they would still need a variance if they were going to

build what they wanted on their property.

M. Carroll thanked the CRC for considering their request. He stated they were
per manent residents of Hatteras I|Island and were very supportive of the CAMA
regulations. M. Carroll advised that they had purchased this lot five years ago
in order to build a retirenent home. M. Carroll said, as stated in their letter,
they were requesting to build a 1200 square foot structure excludi ng what they
considered just a mninmal roof overhang which would al so include the gutter
required for the stormvater systemand also to build a deck as shown in the CRC s
package. M. Carroll stated that the deck was rel atively nodest and nost of it
was only six feet wide but it did have an overhangi ng bal cony above it so the
square footage did exceed the 200 square foot limtation. M. Carroll advised
that they did agree to install the stormwater nmanagenent system M. Carroll said
their house would be very simlar, if not smaller, than nbost of the recent
construction in the neighborhood but they thought it was going to have nuch | ess
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i npact and provide nmuch better protection than the npst recent construction. M.
Carroll said if they did have to reduce the size of the house again, they would
have to give up sone things they felt were inportant to themin a permanent hone
such as a cover over the front entrance, a small screen porch and so forth so he
did appreciate the CRC s consideration

M. Heeter passed out photographs provided by M. Carroll show ng the adjacent
properties and the lot itself.

M. Heeter advised that DCM still believed that the Carrolls could develop this

| ot consistent with the exenption for structures of 1200 square feet or less. M.
Heeter reported that the variance the petitioners needed was for 135 square feet
of roof overhang and guttering and then a variance for some 480 square feet of
open slatted decking. M. Heeter reviewed staff's response to the variance
criteria contained in Attachment C of Agenda Item No. CRC-VR-02-04 (CRC VR 2002-
04).

M. Heeter and M. Carroll responded to questions from CRC nenbers.

Erni e Larkin noved that the CRC deny this variance request and his notion was
seconded.

Courtney Hackney asked if there were reasons that the structure could not be noved
towards the road. M. Carroll responded that they already had the very m ni num
setback that Dare County would allow to include the septic systemthat net the
requi renents so they could not reduce the front setback. Dr. Hackney asked if the
septic systemwas in the front and M. Carroll responded that it was. Dr. Hackney
said that it seened to himthat what the CRC was really thinking about here was
whet her there were advantages to having a stormwvater system and having the
structure a little further out versus no stormwater collection system and having
the structure further away fromthe water. M. Heeter said that was correct. M.
Heeter stated that if the Carrolls met the 1200 foot exception they would have to
reduce the size of the dwelling and the inpervious surfaces but there would be no
st or mnvat er managenent requiremnment.

Bob Enpbry stated that he felt it was alnpst a toss up as to whether it would be
more beneficial to have the stormmater collection systemas currently proposed as
opposed to not having to install one if they net the strict requirenents of
exception and, that being the case, he guessed he was speaking against the notion
on the floor.

Dr. Hackney said he felt the CRC would gain nore by having a stormwater collection
systemthan having a smaller structure a few feet back and not having a stornmnater
collection system Dr. Hackney said that if the goal of the CRC s regul ati on was
to protect water quality then the CRC woul d be served better by having the
stormnat er system even thought a little would be lost into the buffer so he was
goi ng to oppose the notion.

The CRC voted against Dr. Larkin's notion to deny the variance request as
submitted by a vote of 2 in favor of the notion (Ernie Larkin, Melvin Shepard) and
8 opposed to the notion (Bob Barnes, Bob Enpry, Peggy Giffin, Courtney Hackney,
Mary Price Harrison, Patricia Howe, Bill Peele, Larry Pittman).

Courtney Hackney noved that the CRC grant the variance subject to the changes
proposed in the letter handed out by M. Heeter and his notion was seconded. Dr.
Hackney's notion was approved by a vote of 8 in favor of the notion (Bob Barnes,
Bob Enory, Peggy Griffin, Courtney Hackney, Mary Price Harrison, Patricia Howe,
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Bill Peele, Larry Pittman) and 2 opposed (Ernie Larkin, Melvin Shepard).

Mel vin Shepard stated that he would |like to make an observation. M. Shepard said
that when facts changed so that there was confusion anmong the CRC about what map
applied and what map did not apply it would seemto himthat the introduction of
new i nformati on should be cause to prolong variance requests until such tine as
proper information could be provided to CRC nenbers and he would like to see that
happen.

Mar k Saul ni er (CRC- VR-02-05)

Dave Heeter advised that this variance request was being postponed.

Donal d Edwar ds ( CRC- VR- 02- 07)

Dave Heeter stated that M. Edwards could not be present today due to an ill ness
in his famly but he had asked that the CRC go ahead and hear this variance
request.

M. Heeter advised that M. Edwards had a piece of property at Sneads Ferry,
Onsl ow County. M. Heeter showed the CRC photographs of the property in question
M. Heeter said that what M. Edwards wanted to do was add an 8 foot by 16 foot
covered porch to his existing house on the waterward side of the house. M.
Heeter advised that it was 33 feet fromthe water Iine to the front of the house.
M. Heeter stated that the CAVA Local Permit Oficer (LPO denied the permt
application because of inconsistency with the 30 foot buffer requirenent. M.
Heet er advi sed that M. Edwards was seeking a variance fromthe buffer requirenment
so he could build a covered porch

M. Heeter reviewed the Stipulated Facts contained in Attachnent B of Agenda Item
No. CRC-VR-02-07 (CRC VR 2002-07). He then reviewed the petitioner and staff's
response to the variance criteria contained in Attachnment C of Agenda Item No
CRC-VR-02-07 (CRC VR 2002-07). M. Heeter said DCM opposed M. Edwards' variance
request.

M. Heeter responded to questions from CRC nenbers.

Mel vin Shepard nmoved that the CRC deny this variance request and his notion was
seconded and unani nously approved (Bob Barnes, Bob Enory, Peggy Giffin, Courtney
Hackney, Mary Price Harrison, Patricia Howe, Ernie Larkin, Bill Peele, Larry
Pittman, Melvin Shepard).

Dawki ns ( CRC- VR- 02- 08)

Dave Heeter advised that the petitioner owned a | ot adjacent to a manmade cana

off a tributary to Bogue Sound in Atlantic Beach. M. Heeter stated that M.
Dawki ns had applied for a CAMA M nor Devel opment Permit to construct a single

fam |y residence on the |ot and the | ocal LPO had denied his pernmit application
because of the 30 foot buffer requirement. M. Heeter stated that M. Dawkins was
seeking a variance fromthe buffer requirements so he could construct his
residence. Ted Tyndall explained the photographs of the site that he had just
handed out.

M. Heeter reviewed the Stipulated Facts contained in Attachnent B Agenda Item No
CRC- VR-02- 08 (CRC VR 2002-08).

M . Dawki ns thanked the CRC for their consideration of his variance request. He
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advi sed that he and his wife had purchased this property approximtely 15 years
ago and had al ways had the desire to build on this lot. M. Dawkins stated that
around this body of water, which was | ocated behind Crow s Nest Marina at Atlantic
Beach, there were approxinmately 80 hones and everyone of them encroached onto the
CRC s 30 foot buffer setback mainly because they were built prior to 1999. M.
Dawki ns said this was the |ast vacant | ot and he woul d appreciate any

consi deration the CRC could give him

M. Heeter reviewed staff's response to the variance criteria contained in
Attachnment C of Agenda Item No. CRC-VR-02-08 (CRC VR 2002-08). M. Heeter stated
that DCM staff supported this variance request.

Courtney Hackney nmoved that the CRC grant this variance request. Dr. Hackney said
DCM st aff probably renenbered that the CRC had several people conme to them during
t he rul emaki ng process asking how the CRC would handle a lot simlar to this and
the CRC had wrestled with howto wite the regulation and finally decided there
were too many possibilities and the CRC woul d deal with these on a case by case
basis. Dr. Hackney advised that he felt this was one of the things the CRC did
anticipate but they just could not figure out howto put it in the rules. Dr.
Hackney's nption was seconded and approved by a vote of 8 in favor of the notion
(Bob Barnes, Bob Enory, Peggy Giffin, Courtney Hackney, Mary Price Harrison,
Patricia Howe, Bill Peele, Larry Pittman, Melvin Shepard) and 2 opposed to the
notion (Ernie Larkin, Melvin Shepard).

Ernie Larkin stated that he would |li ke to nake an observation. Dr. Larkin said
that he felt the CRC needed to find a way to be consistent on these variances for
the CRC s 30 foot buffer rule. Dr. Larkin advised that the CRC had a hard enough
time getting the rule in place. Dr. Larkin said that 30 feet was about the

m ni mum buffer. He stated that the reason for the buffer in the first place was
that there was good science showing that it did protect water quality. Dr. Larkin
said with the last lot in a fully devel oped subdivi sion there was probably not
much increnmental protection but he wondered where the CRC should draw that |ine.
Dr. Larkin said what the CRC had done today was approved a variance for a
stormnat er handling systemthat put the stormwvater into the buffer, they had

deni ed one that ran it back away fromthe buffer area with gutters and then had
approved one that he would dare say none of the CRC nenbers understood what the
stormnvat er systemwas. He said it was innovative, they knew that, but that was
all they knew about it. Dr. Larkin stated that he felt the CRC needed to think a
little nore about sonme consistency with howto apply this rule

Courtney Hackney said he thought those were sone inportant questions. He stated
that the whol e purpose of the 30 foot buffer rule was primarily stormwater runoff
as Dr. Larkin had said and there was good science to argue that was a good idea
Dr. Hackney sai d whenever soneone cane before the CRC requesting a variance and
they had thought about that and they had put in a stormwvater handling system he

t hought that was a neasure towards where the CRC wanted to be but he al so | ooked
at the lot size. Dr. Hackney said if this was a tiny ot that was going to be 70%
covered, that would have been a little different story than a fairly |arge piece
with the unusual three sided kind of a deal. Dr. Hackney stated that he thought
the CRC was al ways going to have to | ook at these on an individual basis and nake
some rational decisions about what was there and what was not. He said that one
of the things that came fromwiting rules over the years was that you had to
accept the fact that you could not wite a rule that worked every single time and
he was really glad the CRC had the variance process in place because it did allow
someone to cone before the CRC. Dr. Hackney said he felt the CRC was al ways goi ng
to deal with this and it was good the CRC had 15 people who coul d make these

j udgnent s.



Mel vin Shepard stated that in his estimation he felt Dr. Larkin raised sone

I egitimate points although he thought he had probably inadvertently volunteered to
serve on a commttee to |look further into some of these things. M. Shepard said
that early on in the CRC s deliberation on this very subject they had tal ked about
stormwat er coll ection devices and his comments then were that the engi neers he had
tal ked to aski ng about what kind of systemwould it take to contain and contro

and do the things the CRC would want to do in lieu of a 30 foot buffer, which
George G lbert with Shellfish Sanitation said was the best thing the CRC had ever
done, and all he got fromthem was questions that said precisely what kind of
system were you tal king about. M. Shepard said he had not heard that today. M.
Shepard stated that the CRC probably needed a presentation from some of the

engi neers that were capable of doing things along this line that would tell the
CRC more of what they ought to look for or require as far as information is
concerned about a specific systemrather than just a statenment that says we are
willing to install an innovative system M. Shepard said the other question at
that time was who polices the future of these devices. M. Shepard stated that
the 30 foot buffer policed itself and it was there and was in place but who
policed these stormvater collection systens as they deteriorate. M. Shepard said
he thought Dr. Larkin was volunteering w thout thinking about it.

Chai rman Tonml i nson stated that according to what M. Shepard had just said at a
future nmeeting the CRC needed a presentation froma qualified engineering firm who
could tell the CRC about these collection systens and what the CRC coul d expect of
themin the future.

Robert Kenefick et al (CRC-VR-02-09)

Merrie Jo Al coke advised that she was representing DCMin this variance request.
She advised that this variance was filed by seven property owners on the north end
of Figure Eight Island. M. Alcoke said the name the variance was being called
was Kenefick but there were actually seven individual property owners seeking
variances fromthe CRC s sandbag rule. M. Alcoke advised that M. Bill Raney was
representing those property owners and that he was currently passing out to CRC
members better copies of some of the pages the CRC had already received in their
packet. Ms. Al coke al so expressed her thanks to Tom WIlson who was a third year

| aw student at St. Louis University and a sunmer associate in the AGs office who
had hel ped her a great deal preparing this variance request.

Ms. Al coke said that all of the seven property owners were |located on the north
end of Figure Eight Island in New Hanover County. She said they were on two
streets but were adjacent property owners. M. Alcoke stated these were lots 9

t hrough 12 on Conber Road and lots 5 through 7 on Inlet Hook. Ms. Alcoke advised
that all of these properties had suffered erosion and were seeking sandbags to
protect their property. Ms. Alcoke said all of the |lots were located in the Ocean
Hazard and the Ccean Erodi bl e AEC and four of the seven lots were also located in
the Inlet Hazard AEC. M. Alcoke advised that the petitioners applied to instal
sandbags that would tie in with some existing sandbags that had al ready been
approved on adj acent properties along the sanme stretch. M. Alcoke said that DCM
sent a letter denying all of those requests for a general permt for sandbaggi ng
because none of the property owners were yet qualified for them M. Alcoke

advi sed that the general permt addressing placenment of sandbags only all ows
sandbags to protect immnently threatened roads and associ ated right of ways,
bui | di ngs and associ ated septic systens. Ms. Alcoke stated that imrnently
threatened was defined in the rules as neaning within 20 feet of the erosion
scarp. She said that buildings that were nmore than 20 feet could also be found to
be imm nently threatened when conditions such as a flat beach profile or
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accel erated erosion tend to increase the risk of imminent danmage to the structure.
Ms. Al coke advised that DCM had determ ned none of the properties were inmnently
threat ened under that standard and, therefore, did not qualify for sandbags.

Ms. Al coke reported that the seven properties were sinmlarly situated in that they
wer e adj acent and were experiencing the same erosion phenonenon but they had
varying degrees of erosion with the majority of the structures ranging from about
30 to 50 feet and one at 82 feet fromthe erosion scarp. M. Alcoke drew the

CRC s attention to Stipulated Fact No. 5 which enunerated each of the properties
and the neasurenments that were taken at the tine the sandbags were denied. M.

Al coke advi sed that those nunbers had not changed nuch since that tine. M.

Al coke reported that Ed Brooks, the DCM field representative handling this

vari ance request, had taken new neasurenents this past Mnday and four of the
seven properties had experienced sone additional erosion that ranged from6 inches
to 2 1/2 feet.

Ms. Al coke stated that the petitioners had included many exhibits that spoke for
t hensel ves which she would allow M. Raney to explain to the CRC further. Ms.
Al coke advised that npst of the exhibits were illustrations of the work of Dr.
WIlliam Cleary who had been investigating the inlet at this location for many
years. M. Alcoke stated that it was stipulated that the height of the erosion
escarprent al ong each of these properties ranged from5 to 10 feet for each |ot.
Ms. Al coke reported that the petitioners had also stipulated that the sandbags
woul d not be installed unless approval was obtained fromthe North Carolina
Wldlife Resources Commission, U S. Fish and Wldlife Service and the Nationa
Marine Fisheries Service regarding any sea turtle inpacts.

Ms. Al coke then showed sone photographs of the properties involved in this
vari ance request.

Ryke Longest stated he had a question about the Stipulated Facts. He said that
Stipulated Facts No. 12 and No. 13 in his opinion seened fairly unusual. M.
Longest said there were two facts here that incorporate an opinion or reference to
an opinion and he asked if there was any stipulation between the parties on the
contents of that opinion. M. Alcoke responded there was not. She advised that
the purpose of including Stipulated Facts No. 12 and No. 13 was sinply to meke
reference to petitioners' argunents. M. Alcoke stated that DCM staff had not
stipulated to the substance of the opinion presented by Dr. Cl eary because it had
not made an independent investigation of that and would probably not necessarily
be qualified to do so. M. Alcoke said DCM staff did not have a basis for
opposing Dr. Cleary's opinion but they did not accept his opinion as stipul ated
facts.

M. Longest clarified that there were two types of variances the CRC were all owed
to use. He stated that one was a contested variance and the other was an
uncontested variance. M. Longest said that, so there was no m stake in anyone's
m nd, the attachnment was not sonmething that was being stipulated to between the
parties. He said it was also not apparently being contested by the parties so
this was not a contested variance which neant the CRC had an uncontested vari ance.
M. Longest stated that apparently the existence of an opinion was being
stipulated to and the fact that, yes, someone had an opi nion was being stipul ated
but the parties had not agreed between thenselves as to whether Dr. Cleary's
opi ni on was correct or not. M. Longest asked M. Raney if he felt that was a
fair statenment. M. Raney responded that he felt that was a fair statenent. M.
Raney said, of course, as the CRC would see, a lot of the argunents the
petitioners had were dependent in sone part on the opinion of Dr. Cleary and he
had suggested that they sinply stipulate that Dr. Cleary had this opinion and the

10



CRC coul d consider whatever it felt was worthy. Courtney Hackney stated that he
was not sure he understood how this was going to work. Dr. Hackney said, if there
was an opinion but it had not been stipulated to, then all the CRC was going to
under stand was that someone had an opinion. M. Longest responded that it boiled
down to argunent. He said basically he guessed the point would be that it was an
opi nion that M. Raney was going to use in his argunent but it was not a matter of
fact that had been established between the parties. M. Alcoke said that was
correct. M. Longest said that the only fact that was between the parties was
that there was this Dr. Cleary and he had inforned sone of the homeowners
argunents. M. Longest said the facts were what had been laid out. Dr. Hackney
asked if it was correct that none of the opinions or anything of that nature they
had before them shoul d wei ght on any of the graphics or anything the CRC had
before them M. Longest responded that they could be used in argunment but they
were not to be considered to be found facts. M. Longest stated that the fact
that Dr. Cleary had an opinion was a fact. He stated that the fact of whether or
not Rich Inlet was a relatively large inlet separating Hutaff Island and all the
other information laid out in Exhibit D were not facts in this case. M. Longest
asked Dr. Hackney if he understood what he had just advised. Dr. Hackney
responded that yes he understood this but that if those were not facts as
stipul ated then the CRC should not have been presented with them and that this was
the way he understood stipulated facts. Ms. Al coke said when a petitioner
submitted a variance petition it included all kinds of things that DCM staff did
not stipulate to and these had al ways been given to the CRC. She stated that they
were not excluded. Ms. Alcoke advised that anything that a petitioner subnitted
was always al so provided to the CRC and in this case that was the same thing. She
said it was a part of the petitioners' variance request material. M. Longest
said it was in the nature of the argument and the only reason that he wanted to
clarify it was because the CRC usually did not have in the argunment a stipul ated
fact that said attached Exhibit Dis M. Raney's argunment. He said the CRC
usual ly did not have that the argument was being inforned by opinions from others.
M. Longest said that was why he wanted to clarify this. He said it did not have
for the CRC any greater effect than any |egal argunent which would be presented by
M. Raney. Chairman Tomlinson said it was a recogni zed fact that there was an
inlet there and there was a high erosion rate. Chairman Tonlinson said he was not
stipulating he was recogni zing. Dr. Hackney said that he understood that and when
someone presented the CRC with a photograph that basically spoke for itself but
when there were opinions he had concern that the opinions would be used to nmeke
the argunent and if that was the case, then there should be opposing opinions if
the staff had not agreed to it which put it in a contested case node and he was
just trying to preenpt where he thought the CRC might be going here in a few
m nutes. M. Longest said he recognized it posed chall enges and that was why he
wanted to try and get clarification on what was stipulated to and what was not.
Dr. Hackney asked if M. Raney was going to be able to make arguments wi thout
using the data fromDr. Cleary. M. Longest said he could refer to thembut it
was not agreed and he guessed that was the point he was making. Dr. Hackney
responded that was his problem Dr. Hackney said, if there was an argunment on the
other side that could be inferred, the CRC was dealing with stipulated facts that
had not been stipulated. Dr. Hackney said he was wondering if the CRC was in the
ri ght procedural node here. M. Longest said the bottomIline question always
between a contested variance and uncontested variance was were there enough facts
on which to make a decision. M. Longest said did both parties feel very
confident that in the stipulated facts section of this that there were enough
facts to make a variance decision one way or the other. M. Al coke responded that
she did feel that way. She said they had stipulated that the area had experienced
rapid erosion and the opinions of Dr. Cleary would just expand on that in the form
of argunment. M. Raney agreed. M. Longest said then he did not think there was
an i ssue about uncontested variance and the CRC would just have to nmake sure to
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stick to the stipulated facts.

Ms. Al coke advised that M. Raney had submitted this variance petition on one of
the CRC s forms that still addressed four variance factors instead of three
factors which reflect the tenporary rule the CRC adopted in response to the Samni e
Wllians Court of Appeals opinion and, therefore, in DCM staff's response staff

al so addressed the four factors. M. Alcoke rem nded the CRC that they only nust
find the three factors in order to grant the variance.

Ms. Al coke reviewed the petitioners' and staff's response to the variance criteria
contained in Attachment C of CRC-VR-02-09. Ms. Alcoke advised that DCM staff was
not reconmmendi ng supporting this variance.

Bill Raney advised that he was an attorney from W I m ngton and he was representing
the seven property owners who were seeking the variance. M. Raney said he had
passed out a set of substitute exhibits. He advised these were all itenms that
were contained in the package of materials that were sent to the CRC earlier. He
stated they did not have the color version of those at the tinme the packages had
to go out and so they were being provided to the CRC today. M. Raney advised
that several of the applicants were here today as well as the Adm nistrator for

Fi gure Eight Island. M. Raney introduced Laura Hearn of 10 Conmber Road, Haze

and M chael Hobbs of 7 Inlet Hook and Richard Mann of 6 Inlet Hook. M. Raney
expl ai ned why the petitioners felt they needed to come before the CRC to request a
variance at this tine. M. Raney reviewed and expl ai ned the attachnments, exhibits
and figures provided with this variance request. M. Raney then reviewed the
petitioners' responses to the variance criteria contained in Attachment D of CRC
VR- 02- 09.

M. Raney and DCM staff responded to questions from CRC nenbers.

Courtney Hackney stated that the ocean and the inlets were extraordinarily dynamc
and the one thing he had | earned from having been on the CRC for a |lot of years
was that the CRC never knew what humans were going to do and what nature was goi ng
to do but he thought the bottomline with respect to this variance cones back to
the CRC s rule which says protect structures. Dr. Hackney said that while he did
appreci ate the beauty and uni que nature of dunes he al so knew that they did come
and go. Dr. Hackney said he thought the CRC s rule was real clear on what its

pur pose was and what sandbags were to be used for. He said sandbags were to
protect structures. Dr. Hackney stated that the CRC had dealt with this sort of
scenario before and tried to be sensitive to the need for protecting a little
early if the structural foundation was going to be inpacted but these dunes were
not the types of structures that the sandbags were designed to protect from 20
feet away. Dr. Hackney noved that the CRC deny this variance request and his

noti on was seconded.

Ernie Larkin said that in addition to what Dr. hackney had said he thought the
fact that a permt could be issued very quickly after an application was al so
reason to deny the variance.

Ryke Longest asked Dr. Hackney if it was correct that his statenent was in
relation to the factor that relates to reasonably anticipated, that the CRC could
have anticipated that structures and not "things" needed to be protected. He
asked Dr. Larkin if it was correct that what he had said went to factor of
unnecessary hardship, that it was not an unnecessary hardship since when erosion
got to within 20 feet a permt could be issued quickly. Dr. Larkin said that was
correct. Dr. Hackney said he knew that on nmany occasi ons homeowners had cone in
when there was sudden erosion and it got real close to the 20 feet and DCM st af f
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had been able to act very quickly and get those permts out there and get those
houses protected. Dr. Hackney said in situations where there was sonething
extraordi nary going on he thought DCM staff had started even before it hit the 20
feet so he thought this was sonmething the CRC did anticipate and knew how to
handl e.

Bill Peele said he was concerned that the CRC was saying they could get ahead of
Mot her Nature before she got there. M. Peele stated that it seened that the
sandbags were doing a pretty good job and they were not so invasive that it was a
per manent structure and they could be renoved. M. Peele said he wanted to
understand why Dr. Hackney was nmaking a notion to deny the variance. Dr. Hackney
responded that his notion to deny went back to the purpose of the rule. Dr.
Hackney sai d that sandbags were designed to protect structures not property and
this was his main prem se. Dr. Hackney said he also recognized that the sand
dunes and the sand in themhad a role to play in this inlet dynanmic that M. Raney
di scussed. Dr. Hackney said it was correct that sand noved around and nobody ever
quite knew where it was going to go. Dr. Hackney said he was hoping that the sand
woul d start building back but there were no assurance that was going to happen.

Dr. Hackney said the CRC did afford honmeowners the ability to protect their
structures not necessarily their [|and.

The CRC voted in favor of Dr. Hackney's notion to deny this variance request by a
vote of 9 in favor of the notion (Bob Barnes, Bob Enory, Peggy Giffin, Courtney
Hackney, Mary Price Harrison, Patricia Howe, Ernie Larkin, Larry Pittman, Melvin
Shepard) and none opposed to the notion. Bill Peele abstained fromvoting on this
not i on.

Mel vin Shepard stated he felt the concerns M. Peele expressed regardi ng the use
of sandbags in the last variance request the CRC heard needed to be addressed in
greater detail. M. Shepard said he believed when the CRC began tal king about the
use of sandbags it was real clear up and down the coast that everyone along the
coast who was experiencing erosion of dunes in front of their property would have
| oved to have had sandbags to protect their property and their sand dunes. M.
Shepard said it was decided i mediately that this was not the intent of the use of
sandbags, if he had read correctly on what happened, and so rather than putting a
wal | of sandbags to protect the dunes fromone end of the state to the other the
CRC deci ded that where erosion would attack a structure that was where the CRC
woul d focus its interest. Chairman Tom inson said M. Shepard's recollection was
correct.

Courtney Hackney said he felt the CRC needed to be confined by the stipul ated
facts of the case they just heard during the discussion of that variance request
but he also felt it was pretty clear that the CRC needed to start thinking about
the use of sandbags for very different purposes than fromwhat they had in the
past. He said one exanple was that the CRC needed to start considering the use of
sandbags by communities until they could secure beach renourishment and so forth.

Dr. Hackney said the CRC s current rule was built around sandbags being tenporary
fixes for structures and not for conmunities and beach renourishment. He said he
felt possibly the CRC should charge their Science Panel with brainstormng on this
particul ar subject.

Publi c I nput and Conments

Chai rman Toml i nson advi sed that nobody had signed the public input/coment
register. He asked if there was anyone present who would |ike to address the CRC
at this time. Nobody asked to address the CRC
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Publ i c Heari ngs

Chai rman Tom i nson stated that the CRC was now sitting in public hearing to
receive conmments on three different rules. He advised these were:

-15A NCAC 7H . 1205 Pier Modifications

-15A NCAC 7H .1100-. 1401, .200-.2201, .2400-.2401 General Permt
Changes for Ocean Hazard Areas

-15A NCAC 7B .0702(c)(2)(vi) Wetlands Mapping Definition

The Chairman reported that nobody had signed the three hearing registers to speak
to the CRC on any of these rules.

Larry Pittman advised that a public hearing was held on July 9, 2002, at 7:00 p.m
at the Carteret County Courthouse in Beaufort, North Carolina, to collect public
coments on these three rule proposals. M. Pittman said that no one cane to
speak at the hearings. He reported that one gentleman came early and asked a few
questions but he was not able to stay for the hearing. M. Pittmn advised that
he | ater submitted witten comments about the proposed changes to the 7B Land Use
Pl anni ng CGui delines and his comrents had been provided to each CRC nenber today.

Chai rman Toml i nson asked if there was anyone present who would like to address the
CRC on any of these three rule proposals.

Lisa Martin advised that she was Director of Regulatory Affairs for the North
Carolina Hone Builders Association. M. Martin reported that she would like to
address the CRC on one of these and that was the one regarding the "probable" 404
wet | ands because apparently that was done based on comments that the Honebuil ders
Associ ation had made. M. Martin stated that she understood what the CRC wanted.
She said the CRC wanted the | and use plans to show where the wetl ands were but
the problemw th that was that |ocal governments did not have the authority to
delineate wetlands. M. Martin said the Honebuil ders Associ ai on knew t hat and
that was a good thing. She stated that there was one group who did this and that
was the Corps of Engineers and that kept things consistent. M. Martin said that
by changing the | anguage to say what is proposed she did not believe that really
changed anything. M. Martin said it sinply did not say the word "probabl e" but
it still noted what needed to be in the I and use plans. M. Martin advised that
what she woul d suggest to the CRC was that the point of which the delineations
were actually made was at the point of construction drawings. M. Mrtin stated
there was a wetlands programin the state and there were ways to address this.
She said the problemthe North Carolina Honmebuil ders Association had with
delineating these on |land use plans was that you were taking something probable
and you were meking | and use policies that regulate and often could restrict |and
use based on sonething that the |ocal governnent did not have the authority to
delineate. Ms. Martin said the problemon the flip side of this too was what
happened when a | ocal governnent delineated a wetland and it was wong but there
was actually a wetland in another place that they did not know about and all of a
sudden they had | and use that conforms with their plan but it was probably
environnmental |y worse than not having it in another place so you ran into this
probl em of uncertainty. M. Martin advised that she understood what the CRC was
trying to do and the Honebuil ders Association did not have a problemw th that.
She said they had a problemw th restricting land use or witing | and use policies
based on sonething that the |ocal government did not have the authority to
delineate and it was at a point in the process where they would not be delineated
then anyway. She said they were going to be delineated upon construction
drawings. M. Martin said there was a wetlands programthat dealt with that and
we now had a programthat covers isolated wetlands and there really was not nuch
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in the terns of wetlands that we were going to miss. M. Martin stated that on
the coast you were also dealing with a ot of smaller pockets of wetlands so it
was not |ike you were going to find any acres and acres and acres and some you
could guess at but then there were ones that were isolated that you couldn't
really guess at. They were going to be a lot smaller and a | ot harder to put on
these | and use plans which was kind of a big picture thing. M. Mrtin said that
was the reason for the Honebuil ders Associ ation objection. She advised it was not
the "probable" part because these were still probable. M. Martin stated they
were still probable because the |ocal governnents were not the ones who delineated
them She said this was the point they were trying to make.

Thur sday, July 25, 2002

Chai rman Tom i nson called the nmeeting to order at 8:45 a.m

Present ati ons

FEMA I nvol venent in Erosion Rate Mapping

John Dorman with the North Carolina Division of Emergency Management gave the CRC
an update on their flood plain mapping program No action was required by the CRC
on this information presentation

Educati on Presentation from Ethics Board

Perry Newson Executive Director for the North Carolina Board of Ethics gave this
presentation to the CRC on the four main functions of the Board of Ethics and what
the CRC was supposed to do as covered public officials. No action was required by
the CRC on this information presentation.

DENR Land and Water Conservation lnitiative

Ri chard Rogers gave the CRC an overview of DENR s | and and water conservation
initiative. No action was required by the CRC on this information presentation

CRAC and Committee Reports

CRAC Report

G nger Webster presented the report fromthe CRAC. (SEE ATTACHVENT 2 FOR WRI TTEN
COPY OF THIS REPORT.) No action was required by the CRC on this report.

Report from |l &S Comittee

Ernie Larkin presented the report fromthe 1&S Committee. (SEE ATTACHVENT 3 FOR
VWRI TTEN COPY OF THI'S REPORT.) The following itens required action by the full
CRC.

Define by Rul emaking "50% Rule (I&S-02-08)

Dr. Larkin advised that a notion had been passed in the 1&S Committee that the
full CRC concur with the current standards and protocol as to how the 50% rul e was
i npl enented by DCM staff and he was bring that as a notion to the CRC. The CRC
voted unaninously in favor of this notion fromthe 1&S Committee (Bob Barnes, Bob
Enory, Peggy Giffin, Courtney Hackney, Mary Price Harrison, Patricia Howe, Ernie
Larkin, Bill Peele, Melvin Shepard).
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Report from P&SI Conmittee

Peggy Giffin presented the report fromthe P&l Committee. (SEE ATTACHMVENT 4 FOR
VWRI TTEN COPY OF THI'S REPORT.) The following itens required action by the full
CRC.

Update on Land Use Pl anning | ssues

Ms. Griffin reported that the P&SI Conmittee had passed a notion to recomend to
the CRC that planning authority be granted to the Towns of Kitty Hawk and Pl ynouth
to devel op individual CAMA Land Use Pl ans and she was bringing this to the CRC
fromthe P&SI Conmittee. The CRC voted unaninously in favor of this notion from
the P&SI Committee (Bob Barnes, Bob Enory, Peggy Giffin, Courtney Hackney, Mary
Price Harrison, Patricia Howe, Ernie Larkin, Bill Peele, Melvin Shepard).

Action Itens

Adoption of Rules

Mary Price Harrison noved that the CRC adopt the three rules that were the subject
of public hearing at the CRC s neeting yesterday (7H .1205 Pier Mdifications, 7H
.1100-. 1401, .2000-.2201, .2400-.2401 General Permt Changes of COcean Hazard Areas
and 7B .0702(c)(2)(vi) Wetlands Mapping Definition) and her notion was seconded
and unani mously approved (Bob Barnes, Bob Enory, Peggy Giffin, Courtney Hackney,
Mary Price Harrison, Patricia Howe, Ernie Larkin, Bill Peele, Melvin Shepard).

O d/ New Busi ness

Coastal Habitat Protection Plans Annual Progress Report (CRC-02-01)

M ke Lopazanski advised that the CGeneral Assenbly had established a Coast al

Habi tat Protection Plan programw thin DENR wi th passage of the Fisheries Reform
Act of 1997. He stated that the Act requires preparation of Coastal Habitat
Protection Plans (CHPPs) for critical fisheries habitats in the coastal area. M.
Lopazanski said the CRC, Environnental Managenent Comm ssion (EMC) and Marine

Fi sheri es Comm ssion (MFC) had to approve these plans for themto becone
effective.

M . Lopazanski stated that the Act also requires the three comm ssions report by
Sept enber 1st of each year to the Joint Legislative Comm ssion on Seafood and
Aquacul ture and the Environnental Review Conmi ssion on progress in devel oping and
i npl enmenting the plans. M. Lopazanski said this had actually been a significant
year for the CHPPs program M. Lopazanski advised there had been a major change
in one of the docunents. He reported that in addition to the 11 nanagenment units
that were being prepared for specific areas of coast, there was a source docunent
that was considered for background information for the protection plans. M.
Lopazanski stated that back in Septenber of |ast year Secretary Ross and the
conmmi ssion chairs decided that an overall North Carolina Coastal Habitat
Protection Plan that addressed the cross-cutting issues facing all of the

i mportant fish habitats was the appropriate and efficient nmeans for achieving the
goals of the Fisheries Reform Act. He reported that the source docunent had now
beconme the Coastal Habitat Protection Plan. M. Lopazanski advised that it was
focusing on six major threats to coastal fisheries resources on a state-w de
basis. M. Lopazanski advised that these were nonpoint source pollution, habitat
| oss, shoreline stabilization, fishing gear inpacts, marina and pier siting, and
shel I fish closures. M. Lopazanski reported this docunent was reworked some and
was submitted to DENR back in January. M. Lopazanski said that due to the
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broadeni ng of the scope of the plan, the conplexity of the issues and conmments
received on the draft, DMF staff realized that extensive restructuring, revisions
and addi tional coordination would be required to finalize the plan. M.

Lopazanski said there had al so been sone ot her setbacks including budget cuts and

| oss of one of the plan witers. M. Lopazanski advised that because of this DENR
had decided to ask the General Assenbly for a one year extension on conpleting the
plan. M. Lopazanski said this would allow DENR to review the plan in the spring
of next year and bring it to the conmissions in the follow ng year with the
conmmi ssi ons approving the plan by July of 2004. M. Lopazanski reviewed the
current schedule for conpletion of this plan

M . Lopazanski stated that sonme other positive actions that had come up over the
past year were: (1) a GS staff person had been hired to assist with the planning
effort; (2) DCM had secured funding for a public outreach initiative that would
begin this fall; (3) Elizabeth City State University had received federal funding
to start a renote sensing |lab and was partnering with DCMto partly support the
CHPPs pl anning effort; and (50 Secretary Ross wants to have a kickoff neeting,
possibly a tri-comm ssion neeting, maybe in conjunction with the October neeting
of the CRC which would be in the Wl m ngton area in which the purpose of the plans
woul d be di scussed and the conm ssions would be able to start thinking about the
managenent reconmmendations that would be coming out of it.

M . Lopazanski advised that the annual report had been included in the CRC s
packet for their approval. He reported that the annual report would go to the MFC
after this before it could be submtted to the |egislature.

Chai rman Tom i nson asked who was going to be responsible for setting-up the tri-
commi ssion nmeeting for October. M. Lopazanski advised that he believed it was
going to be a departnent effort but all the details with that had not been worked
out just yet but the CRC would be hearing nore about it. M. Lopazanski stated
that the idea right now was possibly neeting the day before the October CRC
meeting at the Ft. Fisher aquarium

M . Lopazanski advised that the two managenent units that had been drafted so far
the Chowan Pl an and the Coastal Ocean Pl an, had been placed on hold while Mrine
Fisheries staff devote all their attention to the larger state-w de plan

Mary Price Harrison noved that the CRC adopt the Coastal Habitat Protection Plan
annual report and her notion was seconded and unani nously approved (Bob Barnes,
Bob Enory, Peggy Griffin, Courtney Hackney, Mary Price Harrison, Patricia Howe,
Ernie Larkin, Bill Peele, Melvin Shepard).

Donna Moffitt advised that Mary Price Harrison and David Beresoff had been serving
as the CRC s representative on the CHPPs I nterconmm ssion Review Conmittee. Ms.
Moffitt reported that M. Beresoff had asked that he not be reappointed to the CRC
when his termwas up in June. M. Mffitt advised that the Chairman Tom inson
woul d be appointing a new CRC nenber to this Intercomm ssion Review Commttee to
repl ace M. Beresoff.

CRAC Marine Science/ Technol ogy Position Nonminating Conmittee Report

Bill Peele reported that at the |l ast meeting Vice Chairman Hackney had appointed
himalong with Mke Street of the CRAC and Steve Benton of DCM staff to serve as a
Nomi nating Comrittee to fill the vacant Marine Science/ Technol ogy position on the

CRAC. M. Peele advised that the Nominating Conmittee had reviewed several highly
qual i fied nonmi nees which nade their task very difficult but he felt they had nade
a good choice. M. Peele said that based on the qualifications of this individua
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and in the interest of maintaining broad and diverse expertise on the CRAC, the
Nom nating Conmittee was nominating Dr. Charles Manooch of Morehead City for

consi deration by the CRC for the Marine Science/ Technol ogy position and his notion
was seconded. M. Peele advised that Dr. Manooch was with the National Marine

Fi sheries Service at the Beaufort Lab

Chai rman Toml i nson asked if any CRC nenbers would like to add to this nom nation
There were no additions to the nonination and Chairnman Tom i nson cl osed the
nom nati ons.

The CRC voted unanimusly in favor of M. Peele's notion.

Real Estate Disclosure

Mary Price Harrison advised that she and Brian Long had attended an Environnental
Revi ew Commi ssion (ERC) Planning Committee neeting follow ng up on the CRC s

di scussion at the April meeting about requesting sone |egislative authority for
the Real Estate Comm ssion to adopt disclosure requirenents for real estate
transactions in the coastal counties. M. Harrison reported there was sone

di scussion with staff of the ERC and she thought what they deternined would be the
best thing to do was, after the current session adjourns, convene a stakehol ders
group and cone up with some consensus on | egislative recommendati ons and take that
to the ERC in the fall.

Agenda |tens

Ms. Harrison said she would like to request again that the CRC be given a

NEPA/ SEPA presentation at the next meeting. M. Mffitt advised that this
presentation had been on the draft agenda for this neeting but due to staff tine
constraints she had nade the decision not to try to get this presentation together
for the July nmeeting but, hopefully, this presentation would be ready for the

Oct ober neeting.

Wth no further business, the neeting adjourned at 11:10 a.m

Respectfully subnmitted

Donna D. Mdffitt, Executive Secretary

Mary Beth Brown, Recording Secretary

M NUTES APPROVED BY
CRC 10/ 23/ 02
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