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Jason Sullivan

From: Dylan Paul

Sent: Monday, July 11, 2016 11:13 AM

To: Jason Sullivan

Subject: FW: Zoning Comment Sheet

 

 

From: Lisa Baaske [mailto:bauskaknights@gmail.com]  

Sent: Sunday, July 10, 2016 1:40 PM 

To: Dylan Paul <dylan.paul@chathamnc.org> 

Subject: Zoning Comment Sheet 

 

Hello Dylan- 

 

I didn't see the 'Zoning Comment Sheet' on-line, so I'm sending this email to be counted with the rest of the 

community comments. 

 

First, I would like to know how the zoning will apply to covenanted areas.  For example, our neighborhood 

covenant doesn't allow for subdividing our 10 acre plots, and includes other housing type restrictions.  How 

then will the zoning regulations apply? 

 

In general, I am in favor of zoning, but I'm not in favor of the zoning assignments being done prior to the 

County's Comprehensive Plan. A more thoughtful and future visionary stance would be to wait until the 

comprehensive plan is completed (with community input).  Then decide on zoning the remaining areas of the 

County based on the Comprehensive Plan.  That is why communities engage in comprehensive plans--to 

provide direction and guidance for how to plan for the future (not the other way around).   

 

Thank you for including my comments and I look forward to your response to my question. 

 

 

Lisa Baaske 

332 Little Creek Lane 

Siler City, NC  27344 
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Jason Sullivan

From: Kimberly Israel <kac15228@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, July 01, 2016 5:01 PM

To: Jason Sullivan

Subject: comment on R1/R5 rezoning

Dear Mr. Sullivan, 
 
I am writing to submit my comment on the request by the Chatham County Board of Commissioners to apply R-1 and R-5, 
Residential zoning, to approximately 388 square miles of the county that are currently unzoned. Although I am not myself 
a resident of Chatham County, I know people who live and work in the unzoned area near Pittsboro and I value the unique 
character of that part of the state. 
 
Zoning such a large swath of land as R-1 and R-5 all at once doesn't adequately address the needs of the people who 
already live there. If nothing else, people who live in those areas will surely need access to grocery stores and other 
businesses, so some areas will need commercial zoning. Why make zoning decisions where it's known at the outset that 
they'll need to be rezoned? 
 
Most importantly, though, the R-1 and R-5 zoning does not meet the needs of people who have lived and worked in that 
area for the past ten years or more. The unzoned land has allowed residents to pursue a variety of occupations on their 
land, including animal breeding and training, horticulture, art, machine repair, furniture construction, and many others. 
Essentially anything that one can learn through hands-on practice can be included as part of one's business. This gives 
the residents of the unzoned areas of Chatham County the ability to make their living by their own hands, adjusting their 
business focus as needed, and it benefits both residents and nonresidents by creating a vibrant community and by 
maintaining a cultural repository of skills and expertise.  
 
The current plan protects “bona fide” farms, but the “bona fide” requirements do not actually meet the needs of many 
residents. For example, many do not meet the ten-acre requirement, even though they work very hard on the land they do 
have and may have been saving to purchase more land, which, under the proposed zoning, they may end up unable to 
use for their businesses. 
 
For many residents of unzoned Chatham County, the only way to keep their businesses would be to apply to be 
grandfathered in for every type of business they might conduct on their property, now or in the future. This creates an 
undue burden because of the nature of these home-based businesses. As mentioned above, resident entrepreneurs add 
new businesses as they develop new skills and as the need for additional income or the market for their skill arises. A 
prediction of every income-generating activity they might engage in on their property for the rest of their lives is unrealistic, 
stifles innovation and creativity, and reduces the opportunity for both Chatham County residents and residents of local 
counties to benefit from their expertise.  
 
Furthermore, the proposed loss of grandfathered status with a year of business inactivity is unjust and lacks compassion. 
People get sick, have crises, become disabled, care for loved ones who are suffering, and sometimes need to take a 
leave of absence from their business. If someone becomes disabled and it takes a year to reconfigure their business, they 
shouldn't lose their business. If someone has the opportunity to take a sabbatical and travel for a year, they shouldn't lose 
their business. If someone needs to care for an elderly parent and finds keeping up the business to be just too much for a 
year, they shouldn't lose their business. 
 
I ask that you allow areas in Chatham County where residents are carrying varied home-based businesses to remain 
unzoned in order to preserve their way of life and allow their skills to continue providing a benefit to us all. I further ask 
that you reconsider the entire plan of large scale R-1 and R-5 zoning and instead take a careful look at what type of 
zoning or lack of zoning will actually meet the needs of Chatham County residents. Thank you for your time. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kimberly Israel 



 
 
 
 
 
 
June 22, 2016 
 
Jason Sullivan, (Director) 
Planning Dept. 
P.O. Box 54 
Pittsboro, NC 27312 
jason.sullivan@chathamnc.org 
Via U.S. Mail and E-mail 

 
Re:  3M Pittsboro Zoning Matter 

 
Dear Planning Director Sullivan:  
 

3M has enjoyed being a corporate citizen of Chatham County since 2002. 3M Pittsboro 
employs or creates employment opportunities for about 146 people (including Luck Stone, SIC, 
Contingent Workers and Modern Drivers) on our 2,200 acre site.  3M employees average 
$31.98/hour plus benefits. In addition to providing quality, high-paying jobs to the area, 3M has 
donated 52 acres of land to the Town of Pittsboro, for use as a beautiful park. 
 

When the County zoned the 15-501 corridor, it zoned the 3M property Heavy Industrial 
(“IH”). We respectfully request that the County also zone the remaining unzoned portion IH. A 
small area of the 3M property in the Pittsboro Moncure Road Corridor is residential; it is for access 
and we are not requesting rezoning of that. 
 
 3M Pittsboro is a mine for andesite rock that is used to manufacture roofing granules used 
to make a variety of asphalt shingles. Our quarry operation, managed by Luck Stone, requires 
drilling and blasting, and the use of large mining equipment.  The 3M plant facility is an industrial 
operation that requires large processing equipment for rock crushing, dyeing and kiln firing of 
ceramic coating processes and bulk truck shipments. The current use falls squarely within the 
definition of a Heavy Industrial District.  
 

We are concerned that, should the 3M property be zoned residential, even if 3M’s current 
use is “grandfathered,” it might jeopardize our significant investment in 3M Pittsboro, including 
our talented workforce, land and facilities. 3M, as well as some of our employees (approximately 
71% of whom have been on our team for over 10 years) relied on Chatham County’s long term 
commitment when we made our initial investment in the 3M Pittsboro mine.  Residential zoning 
of the 3M property could hamper 3M’s ability to continue to mine the site long term. 

 
In determining the appropriate zoning for 3M Pittsboro, please also consider: 
 

3M Pittsboro 
 

Blake Arnett 
4191 Hwy 87 South 
Moncure, NC 27559 
blarnett@mmm.com 
919-642-4011 



 
3M Zoning Letter 
June 22, 2016 
Page 2 

 
1. Current Zoning. On May 18, 2009 the Chatham County Board of Commissioners 

determined that the proper zoning for the 3M property is IH. The boundaries of the IH 
zoning are Hwy. 15-501 on the west, the 3M property boundaries on the north and south, 
and the boundary of the zoning corridor limits on the east. Now that the corridor zoning 
limit is being removed, the IH district logically extends to the 3M boundaries. We also note 
that having an existing zoning classification distinguishes the 3M site from most of the 
other properties being zoned for the first time.   
 

2. Mining permits. Our mining operations are highly regulated by the State. 3M Pittsboro is 
in the process of seeking permits to expand its active mining operations. Mining permits 
require setbacks, environmental controls and numerous other conditions designed to 
protect the environment and minimize an adverse impact.  
 

3. Residential, “grandfathered.” Unlike many business and industrial operations, mining 
by its very nature is forever expanding beyond its current bounds. 3M’s investment is too 
significant to rely on grandfathering to protect its future. 
 

4. Regulatory compliance. 3M often makes representations to investors, lenders, and others 
that it complies with applicable regulations.  Residential zoning could make it appear that 
our use of the property is non-compliant. 
 

5. Unified Site. The 2,200 acres is one contiguous industrial property. A significant portion 
is zoned IH and the zoning classification should not be split. 3M intends to utilize the entire 
3M Pittsboro site for expansion of the mined area with additional property for buffering. 
(Our surveyor is preparing a boundary survey plat of the mining and operations site so that 
the county tax records will show it as one parcel.) 

 

6. Good business. We respectfully suggest that to zone part of the 3M site to make the current 
use non-conforming is not a good business policy for the County.    

 
7. Future Impact. The proposed zoning determination may limit 3M's ability to bring other 

types of manufacturing (and top paying jobs that go along with it) to the area. 
  

3M has enjoyed a very positive relationship with the Pittsboro community and we hope 
that this will continue well into the future.  We are asking that you work with us to ensure the long-
term success of 3M Pittsboro and approve the zoning classification of the site that accurately 
reflects both the current and future uses of the 3M Pittsboro property. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



3M Zoning Letter 
June 22, 2016 
Page 3 of 3 

 
 

Should you have any questions or require any additional information regarding our 
operations, I would be happy to speak with you.    
 

 

 

 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Blake Arnett 
3M Pittsboro Plant Manager 
 
CC: 
Jim Zieglmeier   (3M Company Manufacturing Services Manager) 
Anna Zanko (3M Company Real Estate Attorney) 
Wade Barber (Local Legal Counsel) 
Jamie Vaughn (Vice President EDC) 
Dave Schmitt (3M Office of General Counsel) 
Anton Van Der Merwe (3M Office of General Counsel) 
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Jason Sullivan

From: Jesse Degraff <jdlabrab@embarqmail.com>

Sent: Monday, May 23, 2016 6:00 PM

To: Jason Sullivan

Cc: Dylan Paul; angela.birchett@chatahmnc.org; Jesse Degraff

Subject: Input for public hearing June 6, 2016

Greetings, 

With regard to the rezoning of Chatham County in the immediate vicinity of Jordan Lake- According to the CC Watershed map, 

much of the land that is proposed to be zoned R-1 appears to be in the “Critical Area” and should be protected from 

development. 

Any land bordering the lake or State Land around the lake should be zoned R-5.  Chatham County needs to protect its 

resources for the future, including Jordan Lake Reservoir and it’s watershed.  Any development around the immediate lake 

area will affect is stability as a resource, including erosion and run off into the lake.  The quality of the lake water is already 

bad enough. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

Jesse DeGraff 

70 Old Chestnut Crossing 

Moncure, NC 
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Jason Sullivan

From: Denise Dunn <ddunn1956@earthlink.net>

Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 9:06 PM

To: Karen Howard; Mike Cross; Diana Hales; James Crawford; Walter Petty; Lindsay Ray; 

dylan.paul@cahthamnc.org; Angela Birchett; Jason Sullivan

Cc: rigsbee@thechathamnews.com

Subject: Letter to commissioners and letter to Chatham News.

6 June 2016 
 
Board of Commissioners, Lindsay K. Ray, Dylan Paul, Angela Birchett, Jason Sullivan,  
 
I attended the meeting tonight at the courthouse, (the very poorly planned meeting). I stood in a hallway for over an hour 
and a half listening to your proposal and then to some comments that were made. Let me say first that I believe in zoning, 
I spent several months on a committee writing up a proposal of zoning for the Town of Goldston. It is hard to believe that 
you as commissioners would even think that you can zone the unzoned parts of Chatham County with just two categories. 
This means that all of your major corridors in Chatham, Highway 64, Highway 15/501, Highway 421 will all be zoned R-1 
or R-5, this tells me that any new businesses will be in the Town of Pittsboro, Siler City and their ETJ’s (and Goldston 
should they adopt the zoning proposal) you also have not planned for any multi-family complexes, shopping centers, 
industrial, or growth of any kind other than residential. According to the meeting tonight my family farms will turn into R1 
zoning should we ever sell them. Apparently you have never been to this side of the county because unless you plan on 
providing sewer and water we cannot sustain 1 acre lots. You have just killed the real estate market in any area other than 
those areas already developed, why would a small business want to invest in an area where they have to go through 
zoning and rezone property. For example when my parents die and their small farm goes up for sale it will no longer be a 
small farm but 10 one acre lots that we can only get one perk on…oh wait you must be planning on providing sewer. The 
small farm is no longer a viable property, in most communities a property such as this would be zoned RA, residential 
agricultural.  
   
Now with all of the new R-1 lots with all the new people moving into this area where are they going to work, not in 
Chatham County because you can’t build a business here! Maybe you should go back to the drawing board visit the 
county, the whole county, look at how other counties like ours have provided zoning, do a few neighborhood meetings, put 
zoning maps in some local areas so people can look at them.  
   
I am very disappointed in your plan and in your showing as County Commissioners, I would be ashamed to call myself a 
Commissioner at this point…you are supposed to represent the people and I think you have forgotten how many people 
live in this county. 
 
Sincerely,  
Denise D. Dunn 
919-548-3458 
Ddunn1956@earthlink.net 
 

Denise Dunn 

919-548-3458 









Comments on county wide zoning – Jeffrey Starkweather, 590 Old Goldston Rd. 

Pittsboro, 44 year resident of Pittsboro 

During your initial public hearing to authorize interim countywide zoning, I 

testified this was way past due. 

Unlike some who will say you are going too far in this proposal to zone the 

remainder of the county, I say that this proposed zoning does not go far enough 

to prevent sprawl development and to preserve our rural character, agriculture, 

and natural resources. 

Fifteen years ago the county adopted our current Comprehensive Land 

Development Plan, whose principle goal was to promote smart growth by 

concentrating new development in our towns and compact community centers 

along our highways while preserving our rural character by keeping major 

residential and commercial development out of agricultural and environmentally 

sensitive rural areas.  The community plan map that was unfortunately never 

formally adopted called for protecting nearly 80% of the land outside of our 

Town’s and their ETJ as mostly rural agricultural land, along smaller natural 

conservation and resource protection areas.  Unfortunately, some subsequent 

county board majorities ignored that plan and allowed significant rural sprawl 

development, primarily east of Highway 87 North. 

I was a member of the Chatham EDC strategic plan committee that utilized a form 

scenario planning to develop a combined conservation/farmland preservation and 

targeted employment conceptual land use plan. That plan was approved by the 

county commissioners on July 15, 2013. It essentially recommitted to county to 

protecting the rural character and agriculture areas of the county, particularly the 

unzoned rural areas west of Highway 87 North, essentially the same 

recommendation for these areas that the 2001 land use plan called for. 

I understand the current proposed zoning is a form of interim zoning designed to 

protect rural areas until the land use plan has been approved and implemented in 

a new zoning ordinance. 

Unfortunately, what has been proposed – R-1 or one acre minimum zoning – is 

the essence of rural sprawl zoning.  Two acre zoning would be better, but even 

that would not provide the interim protection we need from residential sprawl. 



I would prefer a form of rural agriculture zoning that would protect existing 

agricultural uses, allow for farm related business and a small number of 

residential lots on farms and limit residential development to conservation 

subdivisions.  However, I understand our planning department indicated this was 

not feasible because it would take them too long to map all the current 

agricultural uses.  

Thus, I recommend implementing R-5 as interim zoning all unzoned rural areas, 

where subdivision lots can be as small as 3 acres but subdivision lots must 

average 5 acres. All current uses and lots would be grandfathered and anybody 

wanting to locate a commercial business or a large residential in these could 

request a rezoning or approval of a conditional use permit, respectively.  This 

would give neighbors and surrounding farmer greater control over their rural 

neighborhoods than have now or would get with R-1 interim zoning. This could be 

done now without requiring a text amendment or the mapping of existing 

agricultural uses.  Moreover, it would be much easier to make a transition from 

this R-5 interim zoning to rural agricultural zoning because there could be no 

objection that folks’ are having their land down-zoned. 

So again, I support interim zoning of these unzoned rural areas, but I do not feel 

this proposal goes far enough to provide the protection these rural agricultural 

areas need now. 

I have also heard folks this evening say we should have a county-wide referendum 

on this interim zoning proposal. That is not allowed under North Carolina state 

law. Moreover, we already had a referendum on this issue in November 2014 

when the three county commissioners who promised to implement countywide 

zoning defeated three incumbents who opposed it.  And we will have another 

referendum on this issue this November. You will have an opportunity to vote on 

county commissioner candidates who differ sharply on this issue. 
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Jason Sullivan

From: Dale Olbrich <olbrichd@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 01, 2016 7:53 AM

To: Jason Sullivan

Cc: Angela Birchett; Dylan Paul

Subject: Re: The Zoning Letter I Received

Jason, thank you for your note and answers to my questions. I appreciate the quick turn around. I cannot make the June 

6 public hearing so will pass along my comments via this email. It seems to me that zoning federal land when there really 

is no need has the potential for those unintended consequences down the road. The Corp of Engineers does sell 

property and having it already zoned Residential will enhances the value and restrict the ability to challenge the use of 

the buyer. The zoning of the 399 acres of unzoned land in the county maybe an fine objective but when it includes 

federal land it just may not be necessary. I think the county and certainly the users of the water from the lake would 

hate to have houses no matter how far apart all round the lake. 

 

Thanks again for your prompt answer. This is not an easy task. 

 

Dale Olbrich 

 

> On May 31, 2016, at 9:40 AM, Jason Sullivan <jason.sullivan@chathamnc.org> wrote: 

>  

> Dale, 

> Your property is zoned R-1 and you received the letter because the Board of Commissioners is extending zoning to 

approximately 388 square miles of the county that is currently unzoned. In your situation your property adjoins Corps of 

Engineers property, which is currently unzoned. The R-1 zoning that is proposed for the Corps property is consistent with 

the zoning that is already in place for a majority of the adjoining property. As an aside, the county cannot enforce zoning 

regulations on federally owned property, but in this situation zoning is being applied for uniformity on the county zoning 

map. Therefore, there won't be any effect from the application of zoning to the Corps property and shouldn't have any 

effect on your property. Please let me know if you have any additional questions.  

>  

> Jason Sullivan 

> Planning Director 

> Chatham County 

> P.O. Box 54 

> 80-A East St. 

> Pittsboro, NC 27312 

> Office: 919/542-8233 

> Fax: 919/542-0527 

>  

>  

>  

> Chatham County's 25-year vision plan is underway! Check out more information at 

www.chathamnc.org/comprehensiveplan  

>  

>  

> In keeping with the NC Records Law, emails, including attachments, may be released to others upon request for 

inspection and copying. 

>  

> -----Original Message----- 
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> From: Dale Olbrich [mailto:olbrichd@gmail.com]  

> Sent: Saturday, May 28, 2016 1:45 PM 

> To: Angela Birchett 

> Cc: Jason Sullivan 

> Subject: The Zoning Letter I Received 

>  

> Hello. I am writing to get clarification of the letter I received that starts with Dear Adjacent Landowner. It states that 

our property adjoins a property located within the area under consideration to be zoned R-1 or R-5. I believe our 

property is already zoned R-5 and since we have land on both sides joining our property I would think it has to be 

already zoned the same. The back of property is adjacent to the Army Corp land around Jordan Lake. 

>  

> Therefore I have two questions. Is our property zoned R-5 now? If it is not then I believe I would be directly impacted 

by the zoning activity ongoing. And second, what property are we adjacent to that maybe zoned that is not now?  

>  

> We are located at: 1830 Farrington Rd, Apex, 27523. 

>  

> Looking forward to your reply. 

>  

> Edmund D Olbrich 



>From: ddowens@mindspring.com 

>Sent: Jun 6, 2016 4:21 PM 

>To: dylan.paul@chathamnc.org 

>Subject: Proposed Zoning 

> 

>Dear Mr.Paul: 

> 

>Attached is a .pdf version of the business listing forms for two portions of Walstone Farm, a farm 

currently operating in the area proposed to be zoned as residential. In addition to these two parcels, a 

third parcel (#0067669, listed under the names of Dora & Daniel Owens)is a part of this one farm; all 

three parcels are owned by members of the same family. 

> 

>We are disappointed that Chatham county has chosen to take the route of zoning the vast majority of 

the county as "residential". This action will ensure that other uses, especially farming, will become 

marginalized and will soon disappear altogether from the county.  Farming activities, particularly those, 

like ours, that involve livestock, are frequently found to be inconvenient to new residents moving to the 

"residential" zoned areas, and the farmers are usually the ones forced out.  In addition, with most of the 

county designated as solely "residential", our county will become dependent on the economies of the 

surrounding counties, as the county will become merely a bedroom community for people employed in 

Wake, Orange, Durham, and Randolph counties.  Is this what we truly want?  I don't think so. 

> 

>Please reconsider this zoning plan.  We hope to be able to continue farming here for many years to 

come in Chatham county, our home, and would be devastated if we were no longer allowed to do this. 

> 

>Yours, 

> 

> 

> 

> 

> 

>Dora Owens 
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Jason Sullivan

From: stephanie talbott <chathamtalbott@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 2:41 PM

To: Dylan Paul; Angela Birchett; Jason Sullivan

Subject: R-1 & R-5 zoning

I will not be able to attend the zoning hearing, but I did want to send my support for 
this zoning plan.  I have lived in Chatham County over 30 years and I have long awaited 

a zoning plan to better insure property value protection and planned areas for business 

growth and development.  This is just one tiny voice sending a loud support for this 
zoning plan! 

 
Thank you! 

 
Stephanie Talbott 

72 Two Mule Road 
Pittsboro NC 27312 





Comments on county wide zoning – Jeffrey Starkweather, 590 Old Goldston Rd. 

Pittsboro, 44 year resident of Pittsboro 

During your initial public hearing to authorize interim countywide zoning, I 

testified this was way past due. 

Unlike some who will say you are going too far in this proposal to zone the 

remainder of the county, I say that this proposed zoning does not go far enough 

to prevent sprawl development and to preserve our rural character, agriculture, 

and natural resources. 

Fifteen years ago the county adopted our current Comprehensive Land 

Development Plan, whose principle goal was to promote smart growth by 

concentrating new development in our towns and compact community centers 

along our highways while preserving our rural character by keeping major 

residential and commercial development out of agricultural and environmentally 

sensitive rural areas.  The community plan map that was unfortunately never 

formally adopted called for protecting nearly 80% of the land outside of our 

Town’s and their ETJ as mostly rural agricultural land, along smaller natural 

conservation and resource protection areas.  Unfortunately, some subsequent 

county board majorities ignored that plan and allowed significant rural sprawl 

development, primarily east of Highway 87 North. 

I was a member of the Chatham EDC strategic plan committee that utilized a form 

scenario planning to develop a combined conservation/farmland preservation and 

targeted employment conceptual land use plan. That plan was approved by the 

county commissioners on July 15, 2013. It essentially recommitted to county to 

protecting the rural character and agriculture areas of the county, particularly the 

unzoned rural areas west of Highway 87 North, essentially the same 

recommendation for these areas that the 2001 land use plan called for. 

I understand the current proposed zoning is a form of interim zoning designed to 

protect rural areas until the land use plan has been approved and implemented in 

a new zoning ordinance. 

Unfortunately, what has been proposed – R‐1 or one acre minimum zoning – is 

the essence of rural sprawl zoning.  Two acre zoning would be better, but even 

that would not provide the interim protection we need from residential sprawl. 



I would prefer a form of rural agriculture zoning that would protect existing 

agricultural uses, allow for farm related business and a small number of 

residential lots on farms and limit residential development to conservation 

subdivisions.  However, I understand our planning department indicated this was 

not feasible because it would take them too long to map all the current 

agricultural uses.  

Thus, I recommend implementing R‐5 as interim zoning all unzoned rural areas, 

where subdivision lots can be as small as 3 acres but subdivision lots must 

average 5 acres. All current uses and lots would be grandfathered and anybody 

wanting to locate a commercial business or a large residential in these could 

request a rezoning or approval of a conditional use permit, respectively.  This 

would give neighbors and surrounding farmer greater control over their rural 

neighborhoods than have now or would get with R‐1 interim zoning. This could be 

done now without requiring a text amendment or the mapping of existing 

agricultural uses.  Moreover, it would be much easier to make a transition from 

this R‐5 interim zoning to rural agricultural zoning because there could be no 

objection that folks’ are having their land down‐zoned. 

So again, I support interim zoning of these unzoned rural areas, but I do not feel 

this proposal goes far enough to provide the protection these rural agricultural 

areas need now. 

I have also heard folks this evening say we should have a county‐wide referendum 

on this interim zoning proposal. That is not allowed under North Carolina state 

law. Moreover, we already had a referendum on this issue in November 2014 

when the three county commissioners who promised to implement countywide 

zoning defeated three incumbents who opposed it.  And we will have another 

referendum on this issue this November. You will have an opportunity to vote on 

county commissioner candidates who differ sharply on this issue. 
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Jason Sullivan

From: Angela Birchett

Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 8:16 AM

To: Jason Sullivan

Subject: FW: zoning restrictions

FYI 
 

From: Thomas Zima [mailto:tom@zimaprojects.com]  

Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 6:22 PM 

To: Angela Birchett 

Subject: RE: zoning restrictions 

 
Dear Angela, 
  
Zoning our properties is an unacceptable intrusion into our liberty, freedom and privacy. We are 
not zoned in my part of Chatham....which means the government has no business intruding 
into my affairs. I do not seek approval from the commissioniers if I wish to engage in free enterprise 
and start my own business....... 
  
What the commissioners of Chatham County have done is sell out our private property 
rights to investors. They have betrayed us. They have not protected our rights, they sold them 
out.   Zoneing us should be the VERY LAST option....instead, its turning out to be the easiest. 
  
This is a case of EXTREME government overreach, Ms. Birchett.  This is against the founding principles 
of our Constitution and Bill of Rights. I'm sorry that I have to take a stand against those who would 
abuse their power in office, and place an ugly stain of contempt upon our fair county. 
  
There is great sadness in Chatham County. 
  
Tom Zima 
 
 
On Mon, 13 Jun 2016 18:00:47 +0000, Angela Birchett <angela.birchett@chathamnc.org> wrote: 

Mr. Zima, 

  
  

Zoning would not regulate you continuing to use your property for hunting purposes or uses you currently 
enjoy on your property. If you should decide to start operating it as a business, there may be regulations or 
permitting requirements that may be needed but otherwise you should see no effect. 
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Just as a point of clarification, the Chatham County Board of Commissioners made the decision to move 
forward with zoning the remainder of the county in an effort to have uniformity across the county and to 
protect landowners from the intrusion of uses that otherwise may not be suited for a certain locations. The 
public hearing was held on Monday, June 6, 2016. No final decision has been made and it will be at least until 
August 2016 before one is. 

  
  

Thank you for your comments and if you have anything else please feel free to contact us or your 
commissioners again. 

  
  

Angela Birchett, CZO 

  

Zoning Administrator 

  

Chatham County Planning Dept. 

  

PO Box 54 

  

Pittsboro, NC 27312 

  

www.chathamnc.org/planning 

  

(O) 919-542-8285 

  

(F) 919-542-2698 
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Chatham County’s 25-year vision plan is underway! Check out more information at 
www.chathamnc.org/comprehensiveplan 

  
  
  

In keeping with the NC Public Records Law, e-mails, including attachments, may be released to others upon request for inspection 
and copying 

  
  
  
  

From: Thomas Zima [mailto:tom@zimaprojects.com]  

Sent: Friday, June 10, 2016 10:11 AM 

To: Angela Birchett 

Subject: Fwd: zoning restrictions 

  
  
Mr. Paul is out of the office. 
  
  
  
 
----- Forwarded message from Thomas Zima <tom@zimaprojects.com> ----- 
 
Date: Fri, 10 Jun 2016 10:06:48 -0400 
From: Thomas Zima <tom@zimaprojects.com> 
Reply-To: Thomas Zima <tom@zimaprojects.com> 
Subject: zoning restrictions 
To: dylan.paul@chathamnc.org 
 
Mr. Paul, 
  
Will hunting still be allowed on Chatham County land after the rezoning? 
  
Please don't rezone our land and homes out here, Mr. Paul. 
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Please protect the rights, freedoms and liberties of us ordinary Americans. 
  
I have hopes and dreams of the future, too.. To assault my private property rights 
with this overreach of zoning and government regulations is wrong on any level. 
  
Please don't sell out the citizens of Chatham County. 
  
I guarentee we did not vote for this. 
  
Tom Zima 
  
 
zimaprojects.com 
 
 
 
----- End forwarded message ----- 

  
 
zimaprojects.com 
  
  
  

 

 
zimaprojects.com 
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