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MARYSVILLE BOROUGH PLANNING COMMISSION 

WORK SESSION 

SEPTEMBER 28, 2010 

 

1. Zoning Ordinance Proofreading review 

 
Ms. Hardman reviewed Article 9 – Administration with Mrs. Simonetti.  

 

2.  Discussion of the Norfolk Southern Railroad Communication Tower 
 

Discussion was held with Dan Boyer and the Planning Commission regarding the Norfolk 

Southern Railroad Communication Tower and Shenandoah’s Personal Wireless Service 

Facility Antennas that are proposed to be added to the tower as a conditional use. 

 

Ms. Hardman stated that a conditional use is a permitted use with conditions.   The Planning 

Commission must determine that all the conditions of the ordinance have been met in Section 

27-1114.  The Planning Commission may attach additional conditions on the approval. 

 

Ms. Brock stated that there is a lease agreement in the packet for a term of five years.  

 

Mrs. Stoner stated that 27-1114C.2. states that the applicant must show that the location is 

the best site for a Personal Wireless Service Facility Antenna. 

  

(For the record, Mr. Shearer arrived at 7:20 pm)  
     

MARYSVILLE BOROUGH PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

SEPTEMBER 28, 2010 

 

CALL TO ORDER.   The meeting was called to order at 7:34 pm 

 

ROLL CALL:   

1.  MEMBERS PRESENT 
Jennifer Brock, Chairman 

Stephanie Stoner 

Monte Shearer  

Shawn Vaccaro 

 

STAFF PRESENT:  

Janet Hardman, Code Enforcement Officer 

 

OTHERS PRESENT:   

Dan Boyer, Sr., 137 N. Main Street, Marysville 

Ann Simonetti 

Deb Baker, Shentel 

Allen Metzger 

Tony Metzger 

James Strong, 100 Pine Street, Harrisburg 

M. Colleen Canovas, Donohue and Stearns, Lessburg, VA 
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2. MINUTES: 

 

a. August 24, 2010 Minutes 
  

MOTION:  Mr. Vaccaro moved, seconded by Mrs. Stoner to approve the minutes as 

submitted.  The motion passed with Mr. Shearer abstaining because he was absent.   

 

3. PUBLIC COMMENT.     

 
Mrs. Simonetti announced the training seminar will be held three consecutive Thursdays starting 

Thursday September 30, 2010 at the senior center.  There are 35 people registered.  The 

instructor is Stan Lembeck.  

 

4. OLD BUSINESS.    

 

a. Article 4 Subdivision Amendment - Plan Specifications and Procedures  

 
Ms. Brock stated that Article 4 review has been completed.  

 

b. Article 5 Design and Improvement Standards. 

 
Ms. Brock stated that Streets, Access Drives and Driveways from Article 8, 9 and 10 of the 

Lancaster County Model SALDO are being reviewed.  The workshop meeting was not held in 

August.   Planning Commission members should plan to attend the workshop meeting for 

October 13, 2010.  

 

c. Well Ordinance. 

 
Ms. Brock stated that the last discussion was regarding how long a well is permitted to remain 

open.  

 

Mrs. Stoner stated that at the last meeting it was decided that a well was to be closed right away.  

A five day period was decided upon. 

 

5. NEW BUSINESS.    

 

A. Shenandoah Personal Communication Company – Conditional Use request in order 

to install Personal Wireless Service Facilities on an existing communication tower 

located in a GI-General Industrial zoning district.  ZHB Decision #2010.01 

 
Ms. Brock stated that the conditional use request was provided in the packet along with a report 

from Shenandoah Personal Communication Company.  

 

Mrs. Canovas, from the law firm of Donahue & Stearns was present to represent Shenandoah 

Personal Communication Company along with Mrs. Baker, an employee of Shentel.  
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Ms. Brock stated that there was some information in the packet that disturbed her when she 

reviewed it.  Mrs. Brock asked if the date of May 11, 2009 was the correct date in the lease 

agreement.  

 

Mrs. Baker stated that May 19, 2009 is the date of the lease agreement.  

 

Ms. Brock stated that the date of May 19, 2009 was prior to approval of the tower for Norfolk 

Southern Railroad.  The lease predates the application.  The Norfolk Southern Railroad 

application states that they proposed two antennas for their use and one for emergency services.  

The application makes no reference for another antenna yet there is a lease. 

 

Mrs. Baker stated that they have been researching the area for approximately five years for a 

tower site.  They were anticipating working with Norfolk Southern Railroad for a co-location on 

the tower.  Norfolk Southern Railroad made it clear to them that it was their job to obtain 

approval from the Borough for antenna co-location. 

 

Ms. Brock stated that she feels the Norfolk Southern Railroad obscured the facts of the use of the 

tower for Personal Wireless Service Facilities being added in the future.  

 

Mrs. Canovas stated that it was not their intention to obscure facts.  They were not a party to the 

Norfolk Southern Railroad application. 

 

Mrs. Brock stated that the process seems deceptive.  Why were additional antennas not 

mentioned in the Norfolk Southern’s Zoning Hearing Board application and why did they agree 

to a condition that no more antennas would be placed on the tower. 

 

Mrs. Canovas stated that they were not present at the Zoning Hearing Board meeting. 

 

Mrs. Stoner stated that there is a time issue on the review process.   

 

Ms. Brock stated that the ordinance requires that the application is reviewed within 60 days of 

the date of the application.  The application is dated September 1, 2010.  Therefore, the review 

process must be completed by November 1, 2010.  In order to meet legal notice publication 

requirements for hearings, the next meeting of the Borough Council will be November 8, 2010.  

The applicant must, therefore, provide a time extension to extend the review period. 

 

Ms. Brock stated that the conditions of Section 27-1114 must be met in order for the Planning 

Commission to make a favorable recommendation.  The following is the complete ordinance:    
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Ms. Hardman read Section 27-1114.C.1.   

 

Mrs. Baker stated that she surveyed the area and found that there are no other existing tall 

structures to co-locate antennas and there are no locations within the permitted zoning district 

to construct a tower within the Borough. 
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Mrs. Stoner asked the applicant to describe what the antenna’s look like.  

 

Mrs.  Baker stated that page 3; Sheet S-2 of the plans shows the antennas.  They are 54.6” tall 

x 6.9” wide.  

 

Ms. Brock questioned the visual impact of the mount. 

 

Mrs. Baker stated that the mount is to allow additional applications in the future.  

 

Ms. Brock asked if it were their intention to come back for more antennas. 

 

Mrs. Baker stated that they do not intend to add more antennas in the future.  They can install 

a flush mount that will install the antennas tighter to the tower. The drawing shows a typical 

standard mount. 

 

Ms. Brock stated that Marysville Borough is sensitive about the view to the river.  Right now 

all you can see is the tower.   

 

Mrs. Stoner asked if there was anything that could be done to the bottom of the tower.  

 

Mrs. Baker stated that the existing pole is not proposed to be changed.  Shentel’s equipment 

will be installed on a pad which is a wave guide bridge that runs to the radio cabinet and the 

tower.  

 

Ms. Brock asked about the equipment.  

 

Mrs. Baker stated that sheet S-6 of the plan shows the equipment to be installed on the pad.  

 

Ms. Brock stated that she cannot see the base of the tower from where she lives but the 

people who live on Main Street can see the railroad.  Is the fence visible?  

 

Mr. Boyer stated that the fence and electric cabinet are visible. 

 

Ms. Brock asked if a vegetative fence could be installed.  

 

Mrs. Baker stated that the area is surrounded by gravel so it would be difficult to have any 

type of vegetative cover. 

 

Mrs. Stoner asked if the cabinets could be sunk into the ground.  

 

Mrs. Baker stated that the cabinets could not be sunk into the ground.  She would recommend 

green or brown slats in the fence instead of landscaping. 

 

Mr. Boyer stated that if the tower was not silver, it would be better.  He feels that the town 

was deceived from the beginning.  If you drive north or south, the tower is what you see.  

Marysville is a small town in the valley.  Now there is a tower because the railroad needed it.  

The tower was to be for the railroad’s use, not commercial uses. 
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Ms. Brock stated that they need to figure out how the tower can be made less obtrusive. 

 

Mr. Boyer stated that the tower does not blend into the area.  Adding antennas to it will make 

it bigger.  The tower was to be for the railroad and emergency service use.  Again, he feels 

the town was deceived with the information provided to the Zoning Hearing Board. 

 

Ms. Brock stated that the diagram showing the antennas looks like the size of the antenna 

will triple the width of the tower. 

 

Mrs. Baker stated that the flush mount will reduce the width. 

 

Mrs. Stoner asked if a different location was considered.  

 

Mrs. Canovas stated that the location is limited by the zoning ordinance.  A tower is not 

permitted in a residential district.  

 

Mr. Boyer stated that based on the lease, installing a Personal Wireless Facility was 

anticipated in Marysville. 

 

Mrs. Baker stated that Shentel has been trying to find a location in Maryville for about five 

years.  The ordinance is limiting them in their pursue of a site.  They anticipated locating on 

the T-Mobile tower on the fire department property, but the application was withdrawn. 

 

Mr. Boyer stated that the railroad never mentioned commercial antennas on the tower at the 

Zoning Hearing Board meeting.  The railroad agreed to move the tower further north so it 

would not be so obtrusive.  The commercial antennas are not a good thing for Marysville.  

The residents of Marysville are upset. 

 

Mrs. Baker stated that there are existing coverage maps in the packet that will address 

Section 27-1114.C.(2). 

 

Ms. Brock asked where the existing tower locations are.  

 

Mrs. Baker stated that the existing towers are labeled on the coverage map as 412A, 178E, 

236J and 536A. 

 

Ms. Brock asked how the coverage was established.  

 

Mrs. Baker stated that Shentel engineers used a propagation tool which predicts coverage and 

drive tests were done with equipment. 

 

Mrs. Stoner asked what 510C coverage with neighbors mean.  

 

Ms. Brock stated that the white area does not have coverage.  

 

Mrs. Baker went over the coverage based on the maps provided-Existing Coverage, 510C 

Coverage, 510C Coverage with neighbors, Existing Coverage Blow Up, 510C Coverage with 

Neighbors Blow Up (green is in-vehicle coverage, yellow is in-building coverage, white is 

poor to  no coverage.  The white area does have coverage because it is a high point.  The 
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antennas will be turning the green into yellow because of the buildings.  The antennas will  

make the biggest difference south of Valley Street.  They w ill be adding coverage on 

Ridgeview Drive and the south side of Route 850.   The railroad site is low and there are a lot 

of elevation changes.  There probably will never by coverage every where. 

 

Mr. Boyer stated that the antenna’s will add coverage to other areas not just Marysville.  The 

antennas are pointing out. 

 

Mrs. Baker stated that the coverage added will not just be in Marysville.  Coverage will be 

added across the river. 

 

Mrs. Canovas stated that there is a bounce reflection factor because of the river. 

 

Mr. Boyer stated that the antennas are a commercial use.  More customers will be added 

which are outside of Marysville. 

 

Mrs. Stoner stated that in a perfect world you would think the coverage will be better higher 

on the mountain. 

 

Mrs. Baker stated that sites need to be closer together.  She gave an example of a flashlight to 

compare the area served.  Service is based on the number of people using the phone.  The 

Susquehanna River is huge.  A tower on the other side of the river would not serve the people 

in Marysville. 

 

Mr. Shearer stated he does not get good service because his house is on the side of the 

mountain. 

 

Ms. Brock referenced Section 27-1114.C(3)(a) requires written authorization from the 

property owner.  The lease is for five years.  What will happen after 5 years? 

 

Mrs. Baker stated that the lease will automatically renew for five years.  

 

Ms. Hardman read Section 27-1114.C(3)(b) Site plan requirements.  

 

Mrs. Stoner referred to sheet S1 compound plan.  She questioned what is existing and what is 

proposed.  The drawing is showing an existing utility board. 

 

Mr. Boyer stated that the cabinet is for the tower.  It feeds into the tower and is even with the 

fence in height. 

 

Mrs. Baker stated there will be a board with electric meters.   

 

Ms. Brock stated that the new antennas will draw more power.  

 

Mrs. Baker stated that the antennas will require a 200 amp electric service   

 

Mr. Boyer asked how the wires will be run to the antennas. 
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Mrs. Baker stated that the electric is already there.  She is not sure if the electric to the tower 

was above ground or under ground. 

 

Mr. Shearer asked if the tower is functional now.   

 

Mr. Boyer stated that there is nothing on the outside of the tower.  The equipment is inside 

the tower.  

 

Ms. Brock stated that in the past dealings with the railroad, it is difficult to get authorization 

to cross their property.  How will Shentel access the property?  

 

Mrs. Baker stated that there is only one access to the site.  There is an existing access road 

off Jacob Street which is gated.   

 

Ms. Hardman read Section 27-1114.C(3)(b)(11) landscaping plan.  

 

Mrs.  Canovas stated that there will be no landscaping provided. 

 

Ms. Brock asked if there will be any night lighting per Section 27-1114.C.(3)(b)10). 

 

Mrs. Baker stated sheet S-3 shows a work light detail for Shentel cabinets in case employee 

need to work on the equipment at night.  There are no lights on the tower.  The work light is 

500 watts. 

 

Ms. Brock suggested a condition that there is no lighting except for equipment maintenance.  

 

Ms. Brock questioned the access road details on page S-5.   

 

Mrs. Canovas stated that the access road will not be changed.  

 

Mrs. Baker stated that the details on sheet S-5 are typical.  

 

Ms. Hardman stated that the existing access road does not meet the standards of the 

Marysville Borough’s Subdivision and Land Development ordinance per Section 27-

1114.C.(3)(b)(6). 

 

Mr. Shearer stated that the railroad will not bring the road up to standards.  

 

Ms. Brock asked what the fencing landscaping requirements were.  

 

Ms. Hardman referred to Section 27-1114.F.(4)-fencing and (7)-landscaping are on page 27-

108. 

 

Mrs. Canovas recommends a screened fence with no landscaping. 

 

Ms. Hardman asked if it would be beneficial to have landscaping. 

 

Ms. Brock stated that the whole area is gravel.  
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Mrs. Stoner stated that fencing may be a better option. 

 

Mrs. Canovas stated that the fence is 7’ in height.   

 

Mrs. Baker read Section 27-1114.C.(3)(c) written report.  The plan provides information 

describing the tower height, design and cross section of the structure.    A structural report 

was provided to address c) and e).  There is no lighting or painting to describe per d). 

 

Ms. Hardman stated that there are four slots on the tower for antennas.  What will occupy the 

four antenna slots?  

 

Ms. Brock stated that there will be two antennas for Norfolk Southern Railroad and one for 

Marysville Borough emergency services  

 

 Mrs. Baker stated that three are plots on the plans addressing Section 24-1114.C.(3)c).f) 

Radio frequency coverage.  g) The plans are signed and sealed by a licensed professional 

engineer.  h) Since they are not proposing a new structure, therefore, an inventory was not 

done. 

 

Mrs. Canovas stated that certified letters will be mailed out for the hearing on November 8, 

2010 to meet the requirement of Section 27-1114C(3)(d).  

 

Ms. Hardman stated that the Borough can provide the list of abutting property owners that 

were prepared for the Zoning Hearing Board meeting. 

 

Mrs. Baker stated that there is an FCC/LSGAC Checklist for Local Government to 

Determine Whether a Facility is Categorically Excluded in the packet addressing Section 27-

1114.C(3)(e)-written confirmation that the electromagnetic fields and radio frequency 

interferences comply with FCC regulations. 

 

Mr. Boyer asked if the lowest point of the antenna was measured from the ground level. 

 

Mrs. Baker stated that it is measured from the height of ground.  

 

Mr. Boyer stated that they should be looking at the horizontal level because people are living 

at the level of the road.  

 

Mrs. Baker stated that there are people living hundreds of feet away at the same elevation as 

the antenna. 

 

Ms. Brock stated that the bulk of the frequency will not go 360 degrees.  What are the FCC 

requirements on distribution between antenna and the nearest occupied building? 

 

Mrs. Baker stated that if the antenna is located on a building it can be excluded. 

 

Mrs. Canovas stated that the study is showing when the antenna is attached to a building.  

 

Ms. Brock stated that frequency above ground is the main issue; but if you are talking about 

people living in vicinity, it is another issue. 
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Mrs. Baker stated that in cities, antennas are located on buildings where people are living. 

 

Ms. Brock stated that she recognizes that the exclusion is based on where people are living 

versus flat ground.  What is the frequency from the tower to the nearest residence?  What is 

the signal strength at nearest location? 

 

Mrs. Canovas stated that the distance to nearest residence is not the determining factor for the 

FCC guidelines.  If you measure from the tower to the nearest home, it will not answer the 

question. 

 

Ms. Hardman read Section 27-1114.C.(4). Liability insurance.  

 

Mrs. Baker stated she will provide of a copy of the certificate of insurance. 

 

Ms. Hardman read Section 27-1114.D and E.  Both sections refer to the tower not antennas 

which is not applicable in this case. 

 

Ms. Hardman read Section 27-1114.F (1) Antenna Height.  The Zoning Hearing Board 

granted a variance to this section.   

 

Ms. Hardman read Section 27-1114.F(2) Setback from Base of Antenna Support Structure – 

not applicable. 

 

Ms.  Hardman read Section 27-1114.F(3) Antenna Support Structure Safety.  

 

Mrs. Baker stated that a structure design was submitted.  

 

Ms. Brock stated that radio frequency must also comply with ANSI (American National 

Standard Institute).  What is exposure going to be? 

 

Mr. Boyer stated he would like to know the radio frequency exposure at his residence at 137 

N. Main Street.  

 

Mrs. Canovas stated that she can have Shentel’s Engineers speak to Borough Council 

regarding homes on North Main Street. 

 

Ms. Brock stated that homes between Myrtle Avenue and Maple Avenue and Sylvan to 

Spruce should also be addressed. 

 

Ms. Hardman read Section 27-1114.F.(4) Fencing.  This has been discussed. 

 

Ms. Hardman read Section 27-1114.F(5) Equipment Building.   

 

Mrs. Stoner stated that since there is more than one equipment building, a waiver should be 

requested.  

 

Mrs. Baker stated that they do not have a building.  There is a pad that is 10’ x 16’ or 160 

square feet.  
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Mrs. Canovas stated that Shentel will have an equipment board. 

 

Mr. Boyer stated that the plan shows buildings. 

 

Mrs. Canovas stated the plan shows cabinets which are not considered buildings per the 

definitions. 

 

Mrs. Stoner stated that if Shentel is occupying 160 square feet, that will only leave 90 square 

feet for the next company that wants to occupy the tower. 

 

Mrs. Canovas stated that fenced areas are partitioned off for each carrier. 

 

Ms. Brock stated that the ordinance does address impervious coverage. 

 

Ms. Hardman stated that the intent of the ordinance is that the 250 square feet is for each 

conditional use application. 

 

Ms. Brock stated that Section 27-1114.F. (5) pertains to the site. 

 

Ms. Hardman read Section 27-1114.F.(6) Accessory use – not applicable. 

 

Ms. Hardman read Section 27-1114.F.(7) Landscaping.  This has been discussed.  

 

Ms. Hardman read Section 27-1114.F.(8) License Required.  A copy of the license was in the 

packet. 

 

Ms. Hardman read Section 27-1114.F.(9) Required parking – Not applicable. 

 

Ms. Hardman read Section 27-1114.F.(10) Visual Impact.  

 

Mrs. Canovas stated that the antennas will be adding minimal visual impact. 

 

Ms. Brock stated that the visual impact is not minimal for people who live there.  A solid 

fence will help, but it would be helpful for visual impact if the bottom of the tower could be 

painted. 

 

Mrs. Stoner stated that the visual impact is different for the people looking down than for the 

people looking up. 

 

Ms. Brock asked how high up the tower would need to be painted to help the visual impact. 

 

Mrs. Baker stated that visual impact has a different perspective for everyone. 

 

Ms. Brock stated that the people living in the Myrtle Avenue and Maple Avenue area at the 

top, only see the top part of the tower.   

 

Mr. Boyer stated that the tower is silver and is bright at night. 
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Mrs. Canovas stated that they would have to get permission from the tower owner to paint 

the tower.  

 

Mrs. Stoner asked what color it should be painted. 

 

Mr. Boyer stated that a brown pole would bend in better than silver. 

 

Mrs. Canovas stated that brown is normally used in the forest.  Blue goes with the sky.   

 

Ms. Brock stated that she would suggest that at least 30 feet from the ground be painted a 

neutral color such as brown or green. 

 

Mr. Boyer stated that the antennas are white.  

 

Ms. Brock stated that if a blue or gray color is used for the tower it would blend into the sky. 

 

Mrs. Baker stated that the Wertzville Road tower is blackish brown. 

 

Mrs. Stoner asked Mrs. Baker and Mrs. Canovas to provide a color to the Borough Council 

that will blend.  

 

Mrs. Baker stated that she can provide pictures of existing towers.  

 

Mrs. Canovas stated that they will provide the Borough Council with some color options.  

 

Ms. Hardman read Section 27-1114.D.(12) Signs.  No signs will be provided.  

 

Ms. Hardman read Section 27-1114.D(13) Bonding.  Not applicable.  

 

Ms. Hardman read Section 27-1114.D(14) As-Built Plans.   

 

Ms. Brock stated that the proposal indicates that as-built plans will be provided.  

 

Ms. Hardman read Section 27-1114.D(15) Inspections.  

 

Mrs. Baker stated that typically inspections are a requirement of the building permit 

application.  

 

Mrs. Stoner stated that the inspection would be done after the antennas are installed.  

 

Mrs. Baker stated that a report will be provided.  

 

Ms. Hardman read Section 27-1114.D.(16) Removal. 

 

Mrs. Canovas stated that removal is typically done within 90 days.   

 

Mr. Boyer asked if there is anything in the lease that would give Marysville Borough funds.  

Marysville Borough is a small town. 
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Mrs. Canovas stated that a private owner can charge what they want.  The tower owner gets 

the rent.  Mrs. Canovas stated it is worth discussing with the tower owner. 

 

MOTION:  Mr. Vaccaro moved, seconded by Mr. Shearer to recommend approval of the 

Shenandoah Communications conditional use #2010.01 for personal wireless service 

facilities with the following conditions: 

1. Liability insurance is provided to the Borough in accordance with 

Section 27-1114.C.(4) 

2. At no time shall the number of antennas height exceed three.  

3. The antennas shall be connected at 185’ on the tower. 

4. The antennas are installed with flush mounts. 

5. The existing fence is modified to contain a material to minimize visual 

impact.   

6. No lighting shall be permitted except during maintenance activities.  

7. Technical information on signal strength relative to FCC exposure 

guidelines at the most exposed house considering absolute distance 

both east and west is provided to Borough Council.   

8. The first 30 feet of the tower be painted a neutral color such as but not 

limited to green or brown to minimize visual impact.  The applicant 

shall provide the Borough Council with information to determine the 

color of the tower. 

9. A time extension is provided by the applicant on or before October 11, 

2010 meeting of the Borough Council. 

10. The three antennas be a neutral color, such as but not limited to a dull 

gray or blue.  The applicant shall provide the Borough Council with 

information to determine the antenna color.  

11.  A waiver to the road improvement requirement of Section 27-

1114.C.3.(b).6. 

  

6.  GENERAL ANNOUNCEMENTS.   
 

Ms. Brock stated a seminar is being held by the PA Municipal Planning Institute on Monday, 

October 1, 8 and 15 to review subdivision and land development ordinances in York. 

 

7. REPORT ON BOROUGH COUNCIL MEETING (Next Council Meeting 10/13/10).    

 
None 

 

8. ADJOURNMENT/NEXT SPECIAL MEETING DATE 10/13 /10 @ 6:30pm/NEXT 

REGULAR MEETING 10/26/10 @ 7:30 pm, WORK SESSION @ 6:30 pm.    
 

 MOTION:  Mr. Shearer moved, seconded by Mrs. Stoner to adjourn the meeting at 10:15 pm. 

 

Respectfully Submitted,  

 

 

Janet Hardman,  

Code Enforcement Officer 


