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Members Present 
Steve Fuchs – Chairman 
Jeffery White 
Mitchell St. Clair  
Wali Saleem – Alternate 
Stanley Friedman 
 

Members Not Present 
Sam Barrow – Alternate 

Richard McDonald – Vice-Chairman 
Others Present 

Mike Dail, Community and Cultural Services Director 
Glen Moore, Planning Administrator 

Holli Tetterton, Administrative Support Specialist 

 
I. Opening of the meeting 

II. Invocation 

1. Chairman Steve Fuchs led a moment of silence. 

III. Roll Call 

1. Staff took a silent roll call.  All members were present except for Alternate, Sam Barrow and 
Vice-Chairman Richard McDonald.  

o Wali Saleem, alternate, will be voting in place of Richard McDonald, Vice-Chairman.  

IV. Old Business 

o None 
V. New Business 

1. A Variance request from Clifton Whitfield from the accessory building setback and location 
requirements at 324 Belann Circle.  Parcel No: 5667-31-4038. 

o Chairman Fuchs, all of those who would like to speak in favor or against this request 
please come forward and Staff will swear you in.  

o Staff swore in Clifton Whitfield. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked the applicant to come forward and present the variance request. 

o Mr. Whitfield, I live at 324 Belann Circle. This is my primary residence. I’m asking for a 
variance to be able to build a shop, not in the back yard, but in the side/front yard. I’m 
also asking a variance from the ten-foot lateral separation, down to five feet. Building in 
the backyard is untenable. The entire area behind the house is a floodplain. About fifty 
percent of that area is floodway. About eighty percent is jurisdictional wetlands. I would 
have to bring in about seven to eight feet of fill, fill wetlands, and get other various 
permits. It’s just not really tenable to place a detached shop behind my house. I’ve tried 
to place it in the side yard and slide it back as far as I can. The problem is that I only have 
three flat areas in my yard. One is the wetlands area, the other area is up by the driveway 
at the very front. This is the only practical place to build it. I’m asking for a variance from 
ten feet down to five feet. I need a decent size space to be able to work with a shop. I’ve 
already gone through the process of moving buried electrical because I was initially told 
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that the setback was five feet and not ten feet and I acted based on that. I moved my 
electrical, drew up my plans, and I had to take out a tree. I really don’t have anywhere 
else to put a building of that size in my yard.  

o Chairman Fuchs, you’re saying because of the wetlands and the slope that it has created 
a hardship for you and the location of your building is the best possible location to get 
your proposed shop built? Mr. Whitfield, absolutely, I cannot move it further up to get 
out of the side yard setback because there is a slope right there. If I moved it further up I 
would have to put it all the way at the top and then I’m at the road.  

o Chairman Fuchs, I noticed in the packet you have a letter from Mr. Harris who is not 
opposed. Mr. Whitfield, yes, the property owner that would be affected by it is Jerry 
Harris. She did write a letter in support of this. She has no problem with that. I have talked 
with my other neighbors too and everybody is fine with it. I really don’t see how it would 
affect anyone other than me.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any questions.  

o Mr. Friedman, the proposed shop that you are setting up, how close is that to the 
residence next to you? Mr. Whitfield, I think it will be 31 feet from her home. Mr. 
Friedman, so it’s open property; there is not a building? Mr. Whitfield, correct.   

o Mr. Saleem, did you mention a letter or an email that you received from the City? Mr. 
Whitfield, yes it should be included in the packet. Mr. Whitfield presented a copy of the 
email to the Board. Mr. Whitfield, I met with the City in 2020 when I was thinking about 
constructing this building. I was just inquiring about various setbacks. I was told at that 
point in time if you don’t want to build it in the back you will have to go through the 
variance process for that. I didn’t know what all was involved with that. I was told the side 
yard setback was five feet. I figured the best place to put it is where I have it located on 
the map. I laid it out and then I emailed the City just to make sure. I was going to move 
the electrical line that was buried to make room for this proposed building. The Planning 
Administrator told me it was five feet.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any more questions. There were none.  

o Chairman Fuchs opened the Public Hearing. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone would like to speak in favor or opposition to this 

request. There were none.  

o Chairman Fuchs closed the Public Hearing. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked Staff for the Findings of Fact. 

o Staff, this request is to locate a detached accessory building in the front/side yard and to 

reduce the side yard setback from the required 10 feet to 5 feet. The site plan has been 

reviewed and approved by the TRC. The Planning Department noted that the proposed 

building, if approved, may only be used for personal storage and use and cannot be used 

for commercial purposes. Related City Codes are Sec. 40-140(a) and Sec. 40-146. In 

order to approve a variance, the Board must follow the North Carolina General Statutes 

from NCGS 160D-7-5 (d): 1-4.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any more questions, concerns, or comments. 

There were none.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked for a motion.  
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 Stanley Friedman made the motion, based upon the Findings of Fact that this request 
meets the NCGS Criteria for the issuance of a Variance, I move that the Board grant 
the request for a Variance for tax parcel #: 5667-31-4038 to allow an accessory 
structure to be located in the side/front yard of the property and to reduce the side 
lot setback from 10 feet to 5 feet as shown on the attached site plan and based on 
the aforementioned findings of fact (1)-(4). Jeffery White seconded the motion. 
Members voted, 5 in favor and 0 opposed. The motion passed. Record of the vote 
below. 

 Record of the vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

X  Steve Fuchs – Chairman  

--- --- Richard McDonald–Vice-Chairman  

X  Stanley Friedman Made the Motion 

X  Jeffery White  2nd the Motion 

X  Mitchell St. Clair   

X  Wali Saleem – Alternate  

--- --- Sam Barrow – Alternate  

 

2. A Variance request from George Parker from the building setback requirements at 163 
Tarheel Drive.  Parcel No: 5676-30-6727. 

o Chairman Fuchs, all of those who would like to speak in favor or against this request 
please come forward and Staff will swear you in.  

o Staff swore in George Parker. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked the applicant to come forward and present the variance request.  

o Mr. Parker, first, I would like to apologize for having to request this variance.  It comes 
from confusion. The original thought was the building would be 60x30 feet. It turns out 
the building is actually 68x30 feet. On December 1 we discovered that mistake. We are 
requesting a variance to allow us to intrude on the thirty-foot setback.  

o Chairman Fuchs, I’m assuming that you weren’t able to readjust the plan and let it fall into 
the setbacks that it needed to be in? Mr. Parker, right, the building will not fit without a 
variance.  

o Chairman Fuchs, you are required thirty feet, but you’re asking for it to be reduced to 
23.82. You’re asking for about a six-foot variance out of thirty. Mr. Parker, yes.  

o Chairman Fuchs again asked if the Board had any questions.  

o Chairman Fuchs, this is a modular home? Mr. Parker, yes it is. Chairman Fuchs, it’s kind 

of hard to change the dimensions of a modular home. Mr. Parker, that’s the difficulty. 

The contracts are signed. Chairman Fuchs, it’s not stick built. It comes as it is. It’s hard to 

change.  

o Chairman Fuchs, will the house be one story? Mr. Parker, yes. 

o Chairman Fuchs, will it be your primary residence? Mr. Parker, yes.  

o Chairman Fuchs, will it be raised up? Mr. Parker, ten feet. 
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o Chairman Fuchs, have you had any feedback from the neighbors as far as what you’re 

going to do? Mr. Parker, I have talked to the immediate neighbors. One of the 

immediate neighbors is my daughter. She does not disapprove.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any more questions. There were none.  

o Chairman Fuchs opened the Public Hearing. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone would like to speak in favor of this request. 

o Staff swore in Sarah Parker.  

o Ms. Parker of 169 Tarheel Dr, I just want to say that as a resident of Tarheel Dr for over 

twenty years, the plan that my father has for his lot will not, in any way that I can 

foresee, impede, or make any negative impact on the community as it is right now. I do 

live past where he will be. I am one of the two houses that will be past his proposed 

residence. I’ll be one of the people that does have to drive by that. It will fit with the 

community, as it is existing now. I think it will be a good addition as opposed to the 

empty lot that is there now.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone else would like to speak in favor of the request. There 

were none. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone would like to speak in opposition to the request. There 

were none.  

o Chairman Fuchs closed the Public Hearing. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked Staff for the Findings of Fact. 

o Staff, this is a variance request by George Parker from the building setback 

requirements to reduce the front yard setback by 6.18 feet from the required 30 feet for 

single-family homes to 23.82 feet. The property was reviewed and approved by the TRC.  

The property is located within the 100-year flood plain; as he mentioned, he is aware of 

the floodplain requirements. The related City Code is Sec. 40-140(a). It must meet the 

variance criteria taken from NCGS 160D-7-5 (d): 1-4.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any more questions, concerns, or comments.  

o Chairman Fuchs, we have traditionally granted these variances in cases where there 

wasn’t any opposition. We have granted these many times in the past as long as there is 

not a problem.  

o Mr. Saleem, the information presented by the property owners in the last two requests 

has been very thorough. It was easily understandable and makes it easier to make a 

decision based on the facts that they have presented. I do want to commend the 

owners for presenting coherent facts. It makes it a whole lot easier for us to make a 

decision.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked for a motion.  

 Jeffery White made the motion, based upon the Findings of Fact that this request 
meets the NCGS Criteria for issuance of a Variance, I move that the Board grant the 
request for a Variance for tax parcel #: 5676-30-6727 to reduce the front lot setback 
from 30 feet to 23.82 feet as shown and the attached site plan and based on the 
aforementioned findings of fact (1)-(4). Stanley Friedman seconded the motion. 
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Members voted, 5 in favor and 0 opposed. The motion passed. Record of the vote 
below. 

 Record of the vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

X  Steve Fuchs – Chairman  

--- --- Richard McDonald–Vice-Chairman  

X  Stanley Friedman 2nd the Motion 

X  Jeffery White  Made the Motion 

X  Mitchell St. Clair   

X  Wali Saleem – Alternate  

--- --- Sam Barrow – Alternate  

 

3. A Variance request from Buttersmith Holdings, LLC from the minimum lot frontage and 
minimum lot size requirements on N. Respess Street.  Parcel No: 5676-91-6557. 

o Chairman Fuchs, all of those who would like to speak in favor or against this request 
please come forward and Staff will swear you in.  

o Staff swore in John House, About Tunstall 

o Mr. House of 1035 Respess St, my wife is here with me tonight. I don’t really know where 
to start. Going back six months we had a Skype meeting, I think that is the correct term, 
concerning this same property. It seems at that time he wanted to put in some 
apartments. I had a lot of support from other neighbors. I don’t see many of them here 
tonight. Perhaps it’s because we didn’t do a Skype. We had to brave ourselves to come 
out here with the possibility of catching some horrible virus. I’ve been at that property, 
which is my home, for thirty or forty years. I’m certainly hoping the Board will support me 
and my effort to continue to have some, I don’t know how I want to say it, I lost the word. 
It’s not just equity in a home, but it’s the basis for growing finance in your family. If you 
allow this person to come in and build on the lot that’s not approved, it doesn’t even meet 
the basics for the standards of Washington. I hope the Board will support me and not 
allow him to do that. The property already has a house on it that is much smaller than the 
other homes in the area having a negative effect on our property value. The last time we 
met the community tried to explain to you, and I believe there was a letter sent to the 
Board concerning that property talking about the fact that we don’t have sidewalks and 
there is going to have to be parking on the street. Down one end of the street, there are 
apartments. There are a number of kids. There is a playground and basketball court near. 
People have to park on the street. There are kids walking the street and riding bicycles. 
It’s not good for the community. I hope you will certainly take it into consideration. I 
believe there was a letter sent to you talking about the negatives of that person coming 
in to develop that small property.  

o Chairman Fuchs, are you talking about six months ago when the gentleman wanted to put 
two duplexes there? Mr. House, that’s right. He wanted to fill it up with many people to 
maximize his investment. It sounds to me like he didn’t do his homework and I’m going 
to have to suffer for it. I hope that doesn’t happen.  

o Chairman Fuchs, were you the owner of the property six months ago? Mr. House, I just 
told you I’ve been living where I am for the last 30-40 years. Mr. White, he’s not the 
applicant. He lives across the street. He’s opposing it. Chairman Fuchs, who is the 
applicant? I thought you were the applicant. That’s who we should have heard from first.  
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o Chairman Fuchs, I’m sorry we’ve had a lapse here. Since you were the one to come up, I 
thought you were the applicant Buttersmith Holdings.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked Staff how to proceed. Staff, we do not have a required order. 

o Chairman Fuchs allowed Mr. House to proceed.  

o Mr. House, I am most definitely speaking against it and I hope that the Board will support 
me and not allow it to go through.  

o Chairman Fuchs, is there anything else you would like to add? Mr. House, there is a lot I 
would like to add, but that is all.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any questions for Mr. House. 

o Mr. Saleem, what is the primary reason for objection to it at this point? A single-family 
home is what he is planning to put there. Mr. House, my point is that he’s trying to put as 
many people over there to maximize his investment. He didn’t do his homework before 
he moved over there and started that project. We told him before we didn’t want that 
many people over there on that piece of land. Before he was trying to build a multifamily 
unit, now he’s trying to build multi single-family units on a property that is too small and 
not wanted in the neighborhood.  

o Chairman Fuchs, I don’t think he’s asking for multifamily. It says a proposed new dwelling. 
It doesn’t say anything about that. Mr. House, I said he’s trying to put multiple families on 
that property and it’s too small for that. Chairman Fuchs, do you have evidence that is 
what he is going to do? Mr. House, he’s put one house on there since we denied the fact 
that he couldn’t put multiple family units. Now he’s coming back and trying to put another 
house on land that is not there. It’s not large enough. It’s going to hurt me personally.  

o Mr. Saleem, when you say it’s not large enough what are you basing that on? Mr. House, 
I’m here tonight because ya’ll said you were having a meeting because the lot wasn’t large 
enough for him to put a house on. Is that not the case? Mr. Saleem, I don’t think that’s 
what he’s asking for. 

o Chairman Fuchs, six months ago he was asking for –. Mr. House, no I’m talking about 
tonight. The plan that you have in front of you for him to put a building on that land. The 
land is not large enough for him to put a building on. Is that not true? 

o  Staff, I believe he is referring to the fact that we need a variance to reduce the lot 
frontage and lot size. Chairman Fuchs, right it is not big enough without a variance. He 
would have to have a variance. Mr. House, that’s what I said. It’s not big enough to put a 
house on. Chairman Fuchs, I agree with you on that. He is here tonight because there is a 
process where he can get approval to do that. That’s why we are here is to listen to all 
the evidence. 

o Mr. House, even if the neighborhood says that there is not a reason for him to be able to 
get a variance because of the reasons I just named out? Chairman Fuchs, I don’t see the 
neighborhood here. Mr. House, the same reasons were submitted to you six months ago. 
There is still no sidewalk there. There is still no parking there. That’s what we’re here to 
talk about. The fact is the plot is not large enough for him to do what he wants to do. I’m 
sorry that he didn’t do his homework when he made that investment, but I shouldn’t have 
to suffer for it.  

o Chairman Fuchs, how is going to affect your health, safety, or welfare if something is built 
there? Mr. House, I just pointed out to you that he put a building on the property already. 
It is considerably smaller than the other houses in that section. Chairman Fuchs, just 
because it is smaller doesn’t mean it is going to hurt anybody, does it? Mr. House, when 
is the last time an appraiser didn’t include all of the homes in the immediate 
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surroundings? If the homes are smaller that is going to be negative on the value. I don’t 
know what you’re talking about. That’s just fact. Can anyone on the Board help me out 
here? Is it not a fact that a smaller home in an area with larger homes brings down the 
value of the home? Chairman Fuchs, they normally do comps. They don’t take a $500,000 
house and compare it to a $50,000 house. We they do appraisals they compare it to 
another house that has the same amount of bedrooms. They don’t mix an apple and a 
cherry when they do appraisals. I’ll have to disagree with you on that.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any other questions for Mr. House. There were 
none.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked Mr. House if there was anything else he would like to add.  

o Mr. House, again, I have a lot I would like to add, but I’ll just leave it there.  

o Chairman Fuchs, we will give you as much time as you need to present your case against 
it. If you have something else to add we will be glad to hear it.  

o Mr. House, why didn’t we do a Zoom? We had a number of people participate the last 
time, six months ago, on this same piece of property. Chairman Fuchs, we’re not here to 
discuss six months ago. We’re here to talk to who’s here tonight, to testify tonight on this 
request tonight. What happened six months ago, happened six months ago.  If those 
people were here tonight we would be glad to listen to them.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if there was anyone else that would like to speak against the 
request. There were none. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone would like to speak in favor of the request. There were 
none.  

o Chairman Fuchs closed the public hearing.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the applicant would present his request.  

o Mr. Tunstall, the applicant currently has COVID. Chairman Fuchs, are you authorized to 
speak for the applicant? Staff, the applicant did submit a request approving him to speak.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked Mr. Tunstall to present the request.  

o Mr. Tunstall, the request is for a variance on road frontage. It is saying that we need 70 
feet for road frontage. When he initially bought it, there were three lots. It was a sliver of 
a lot and then two really small lots. When he purchased it, he split it into two lots. They 
were initially straight down the center. They were looking at doing duplexes and that was 
denied. He then changed the lots, one to 70 feet and one to 54.72 feet. The back of the 
other lot is 54.72 feet and the back of this lot is 70 feet.  

o Chairman Fuchs, why didn’t you split the lot down the middle and have two small 
variances instead of one large variance? Mr. Tunstall, we were trying to get some sort of 
building on the property. We had contractors lined up to start the process.  

o Chairman Fuchs, Staff does the other lot with the back of 54 feet meet lot requirements? 
Staff, yes. Chairman Fuchs, so it’s not the rear footage, it’s the front footage? Staff, 
correct. Chairman Fuchs, if they decide to build on the right lot they wouldn’t have to do 
anything? Mr. Tunstall, that is already built.  

o Mr. Saleem, so the 70 feet is not a requirement for the entire lot? The backside of the lot 
can be less than 70 feet? Staff, just the frontage has to be 70 feet. They built a single-
family residence on the other lot about six months ago. 

o Chairman Fuchs, how many people live in that house? Mr. Tunstall, one family. Chairman 
Fuchs, do you know how many people are in that family? Mr. Tunstall, it is a three-
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bedroom/ two-bath. Chairman Fuchs, so four or five people? Mr. Tunstall, I would assume 
four to five.  

o Mr. Saleem, does it have off-street parking? Mr. Tunstall, yes. 

o Mr. Saleem, did you answer why you are coming for the variance now instead of coming 
for two smaller variances when the property was split down the middle? Mr. Tunstall, I 
believe the last time we came here for the duplexes it was split down the middle. That 
was not approved. Mr. Saleem, there wasn’t a variance for frontage. There was just a 
variance to allow a duplex. Mr. Tunstall, there still had to be 70 feet across the front. Mr. 
Saleem, with the two lots there are almost 125 feet according to your map. Mr. Tunstall, 
yes and we need 140 feet.  Mr. Saleem, for a duplex? Mr. Tunstall, it doesn’t matter if it 
is for a duplex or not. It’s residential zoning. Mr. Saleem, I understand it’s two lots, at that 
time it was one lot or one piece of property? Mr. Tunstall, it was three pieces of property 
when we started.  

o Chairman Fuchs, six months ago they came before the Board and they wanted to combine 
all three lots and put, I believe, two duplexes. The community didn’t want multifamily. 
Their main objection was multifamily in the neighborhood. They wanted single-family. 
Several people spoke against multifamily. Now he has come back. He has already put one 
single-family on one side. The other lot is a little bit small so now he wants to get 
permission with a variance to put another single-family home. Staff, we you do duplexes 
you can do more than one on a lot.  

o Mr. Saleem, I understand that. Chairman Fuchs asked a question if there should have been 
a variance for the two lots. Chairman Fuchs, if they had done that they would have taken 
the risk of having both of them denied. When they took the first lot that they built on they 
knew they had that one secured because it didn’t need a variance. I guess they looked at 
the lesser of two evils.  

o Mike Dail, Director of Community and Cultural Services, when this first started out there 
were three lots. All of them were nonconforming lots. We allowed them to come in and 
move the line so that they could create at least one conforming lot. They built on that lot. 
The other lot meets the size requirement. The size requirement in R9S is 9,000 sqft. It 
meets the size requirement; it just doesn’t meet the frontage requirement. The frontage 
requirement is 56-feet and I think it’s 54. The minimum building line is supposed to be 
70-feet and they are at 57-feet. It meets the minimum size for a lot in that zoning district. 
The lot is just barely nonconforming. If it was an existing lot of record that was 
nonconforming, for example, if this lot was created in 1985, then we have an 80% rule. 
As long as you meet 80% of the width you can develop it. When they combined the lots 
one became conforming and one became barely nonconforming. We are in a better 
situation as far as the lot sizes are concerned, but it is up to the Board whether they want 
to grant the variance. If this had been an existing lot of record prior to them moving the 
lines they would have met the 80% rule and we would not be here tonight. It would have 
been signed off on.  

o Mr. White, other than the variance does everything meet the guidelines? Mr. Dail, yes. 
They are asking for a variance for the frontage and the lot width. It does meet the size 
requirements. The footprint that they are showing is able to meet all of the setback 
requirements.  

o Mr. White, so no other houses will be built on that lot? Mr. Dail, no you can only have one 
principal structure on a lot.  

o Chairman Fuchs, we have granted variances like this many times in the past.  
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o Mr. Tunstall, both of those lots are the same size. They are the same square footage-wise. 
They are just flip-flopped. 

o Mr. Saleem, are you going to be able to put a driveway in for that house? Mr. Tunstall, 
yes if I remember correctly there are no setbacks for driveways. Staff, there are no 
setbacks for driveways.   

o Mr. Saleem, in the notes Exhibit A, B, and C are referenced. I didn’t see those. Staff, the 
exhibits were old surveys of the lots. Mr. Tunstall presented the Board with the previous 
surveys. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked Mr. Tunstall if there was anything else he would like to add. 

o Mr. Tunstall, there is a duplex community directly to the South that was also in this 
neighborhood. Chairman Fuchs, that doesn’t have any bearing on what you are here for 
tonight. Mr. Tunstall, no not other than there is a duplex community and we are trying to 
put a single-family beside the duplex. There was a big complaint about multifamily and 
that is why we went with single-family.   

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any more questions. There were none. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone else would like to speak in favor or opposition to this 

request. There were no comments. 

o Chairman Fuchs closed the Public Hearing. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked Staff for the Findings of Fact. 

o Staff, this is a request by Buttersmith Holdings, LLC from the minimum lot size 

requirements to reduce the lot frontage requirement by 1.28 feet from 56 feet to 54.72 

feet and to reduce the minimum lot width requirement by 12.73 feet from 70 feet to 

57.27 feet. The site plan has been reviewed and approved by the TRC. The related City 

Codes are Sec. 40-140(a) and Sec. 40-142(g). It must meet the variance criteria taken 

from NCGS 160D-7-5 (d): 1-4. 

o Chairman Fuchs asked if the Board had any more questions, concerns, or comments. 

There were none.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked for a motion.  

 Jeffery White made the motion, based upon the Findings of Fact that this request 
meets the NCGS Criteria for issuance of a Variance, I move that the Board grant the 
request for a Variance for tax parcel #: 5676-91-6557 to reduce the minimum lot 
frontage from 56 feet to 54.72 feet and reduce the minimum lot width from 70 feet 
to 57.27 feet as shown on the attached site plan and based on the aforementioned 
findings of fact (1)-(4). Stanley Friedman seconded the motion. Members voted, 4 in 
favor and 1 opposed. The motion passed. Record of the vote below. 

 Record of the vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

X  Steve Fuchs – Chairman  

--- --- Richard McDonald–Vice-Chairman  

X  Stanley Friedman 2nd the Motion 

X  Jeffery White  Made the Motion 

 X Mitchell St. Clair   

X  Wali Saleem – Alternate  
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--- --- Sam Barrow – Alternate  

 

I. Other Business 

o None. 

IX. Approval of Minutes- November 10, 2021 

1. Correction to Minutes 
 
o Chairman Fuchs asked if anyone had any corrections, additions, or deletions to the minutes 

of the meeting from November 10, 2021. There were none.  

o Chairman Fuchs asked for a motion.  
 

 Jeffery White made a motion to approve the November 10, 2021 minutes.  Stanley 
Friedman seconded the motion. Members voted, 5 in favor and 0 opposed. The 
motion passed. Record of the vote below. 

 Record of the vote. 

YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

X  Steve Fuchs – Chairman  

--- --- Richard McDonald–Vice-Chairman  

X  Stanley Freidman 2nd the Motion 

X  Jeffery White  Made the Motion 

X  Mitchell St. Clair   

X  Wali Saleem – Alternate  

--- --- Sam Barrow – Alternate  

 

X. Adjourn 

o There being no other business, Chairman Fuchs asked for a motion to adjourn.  

 

 Jeffery White made a motion to adjourn. Wali Saleem seconded the motion. 
Members voted, 5 in favor and 0 opposed. The motion passed.  Record of the vote 
below. 

 Record of the vote. 
  

 YES NO COMMISSION MEMBER MOTION 

X  Steve Fuchs – Chairman  

--- --- Richard McDonald–Vice-Chairman  

X --- Stanley Freidman  

X  Jeffery White  Made the Motion 

X  Mitchell St. Clair   

X  Wali Saleem – Alternate 2nd the Motion 

--- --- Sam Barrow – Alternate  


