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            TOWN OF SUNNYVALE

             SUNNYVALE TOWN COUNCIL              

            REGULAR MEETING

SEPTEMBER 13, 2010

  7:00 P.M.      
THE TOWN COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF SUNNYVALE, TEXAS CONDUCTED A REGULAR MEETING ON SEPTEMBER 13, 2010 AT 7:00 P.M. IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS OF THE SUNNYVALE TOWN HALL LOCATED AT 127 N. COLLINS ROAD, SUNNYVALE, TEXAS UNDER V.T.C.A., GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 551.041.  THOSE PRESENT WERE:

MAYOR 



DAVID BYRD




MAYOR PRO-TEM


KAREN HILL




COUNCILMEMBER


PAULA YATES




COUNCILMEMBER


SAJI GEORGE


COUNCILMEMBER


RONNIE HENDERSON, JR




COUNCILMEMBER


PAT WILEY

·   CALL TOWN COUNCIL MEETING TO ORDER 

Mayor Byrd called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m.

·   INVOCATION
Councilmember Hill gave the invocation.

· PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

Mayor Byrd led the pledge of allegiance.

· PUBLIC FORUM
(CITIZENS MAY SPEAK ON ANY MATTER OTHER THAN PERSONNEL MATTER OR MATTERS UNDER LITIGATION.  NO TOWN COUNCIL ACTIONS OR DISCUSSION WILL BE TAKEN UNTIL SUCH MATTER IS PLACED ON THE AGENDA AND POSTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH LAW.)

Mayor Byrd announced that no 4A project recommendations were scheduled for this meeting.  He stated that the 4A Board had meet on Sept. 9, 2010 and were still in the process of evaluating their options and formulating their recommendations to the council.  Until 4A submits a recommendation to the council, the council can take no action and that was why the item was not on the agenda tonight.  The 4A Economic Development Corporation, often referred to as the 4A Board, was an autonomous body tasked with developing projects that would stimulate economic development in Sunnyvale.  Their recommendations are reviewed and either approved or rejected by the town council.  4A receives their revenues from sales tax, not from property tax.  The money belongs to 4A and can only be spent specifically for defined projects that are in accordance with state law.  The council does not have the authority to create 4A projects nor can it control the scope of the projects or define how the money will be spent.  The town council can only approve or deny projects that 4A recommends.
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Mayor Byrd stated the projects under consideration by 4A and those mentioned in a letter many residents received have been discussed and deliberated by 4A for more than 2 years.  The projects have gone through numerous deliberations and are still undergoing revision.  These projects, or similar ones, have been brought forward to the council at least two times previously and have been returned to the 4A board for review and reconsideration.  The implication that this was "....a done deal and the decisions already made", was misleading and inaccurate.  In fact, the 4A board met last Thursday and they are still sculpting the scope of the projects.  

Mayor Byrd advised that the letter sent to residents consisted of "...a healthy serving of opinion seasoned very lightly with facts".  The bottom line was the gentlemen over whose signature the letter was sent disagreed with the proposed project and how it should be funded.  He said they have every right to have that opinion and disagreement.  The accusation that the town and its' taxpayers were going to be financially damaged for years into the future was completely unfounded.  In fact, the town's financial advisor had unequivocally stated that this would not in any way harm the town's credit rating.  If the town faced future tax increases, it would not be as a result of this 4A project.  

Mayor Byrd said he was disappointed that a letter, such as this one, was chosen to sensationalize the issue and mobilize the public when there was no definitive project at this point to act on.  While the letter urged citizens to contact council members and the mayor, he encouraged citizens to initiate a dialogue with the 4A board and take the time to learn the facts.  The activities associated with any recommendation are both posted on the 4A agenda and the council agenda.  

Mayor Byrd invited citizens to share their comments and concerns during public forum addressing comments to the council and not to individuals in the audience or the audience in general.  As an audience, he asked, "...please display decorum with no clapping, amen, booing, hissing or the like".  

A request was also made to turn-off any electrical communication devices for everyone present.  

1) Paul Cash, 347 E. Tripp Rd, advised that he had issued tonight's invitation to residents.  Mr. Cash stated that he was not the elected representative, but the council was the persons who had to make the choice of what would be done with the assets in Sunnyvale.  Citizens with concerns and opinions needed to know about such things.  He asked if there was some way to notify residents everywhere in town on a not just posting an agenda.  If the item was $1 million, $3 million or $4 million, the council needed to make an effort to put some information out to the town so if citizens were interested, they could come and talk to the council.  He said he had no plans to run for office, but had been a resident of Sunnyvale for many years and while there was no end to projects, there was an end to money.  He would like to see the 4A Board stay on a cash only basis and not cripple themselves for the future 20 years taking away from future councils the ability to have the resources to handle other crisis that would come.  He spoke opposed of the magnitude of the proposed 4A projects at $4.5 million when there were a lot of other items needing review, the position of the 4A president with regards to personal property and how much funding should be spent on roadway repairs.  
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2) Jim Wade, 299 E. Tripp Rd, said he was the other writer of the letter done in all sincerity.  He was disturbed that the mayor had given the implication nothing was to be considered and no reason to write the letter.  4A took a unanimous vote and passed a plan on August 25, 2010.  The council considered the plan at their next council meeting where he had spoken at length over the two year process leading up to the recommendation for resolution establishing a borrowing capacity.  Council had instructed 4A to go back and review.  On draft agenda for the town council, posted on Wednesday, had Resolution 2010-02 for consideration.  The letter in question came out on Thursday.  4A held a "special" meeting on Thursday night in which they considered these items and decided to re-work the projects.  The letter was timely.  Mr. Wade stated that it grieved him that the proposal for the budget tonight showed the deficit in the first year of the financing for 4A exceeds the 4A revenues.  He was aware of Larry Boyd's comments that if there was no money to run the projects, they would be shut down, but someone would have to pay for the 20 year bonds.  

There were no other public comments.

· PUBLIC HEARINGS

OPEN OR CONTINUE PUBLIC HEARING, CONSIDER TESTIMONY AND OTHER INFORMATION PROVIDED, CLOSE PUBLIC HEARING, AND TAKE NECESSARY ACTION WITH RESPECT TO THE FOLLOWING:

1.  APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN

     APPLICANT:  VULCAN LANDS, LLC

     AT OR ABOUT:  311 S. LARKIN

     REQUEST:    MINERAL STORAGE FACILITY

Scott Campbell, Town Manager, explained the application continued from the July 26, 2010 meeting.  

Art Anderson, representing Vulcan Lands, LLC, advised he would give some opening comments and then Mr. Michael Coker would present a power point presentation.  Mr. Anderson stated their position on the submitted site plan from July 22, 2010 met the requirements of the city's zoning ordinance and other development ordinances.  Vulcan Lands, LLC was requesting that it be approved at this meeting.  The staff comments were received Friday afternoon, Sept. 10, 2010, basically about 7 weeks after the submittal.  He explained the issues had been addressed.  Referring to the Freese & Nichols memorandum dated Sept. 9, 2010, the first 2-3 pages addressed the proposed land use of the property.  

Mr. Anderson pointed out, before Vulcan purchased the tract of land, their representatives met with the city staff, basically showed them what the proposed use would be with the tracks and storage distribution of the materials.  It was represented to Vulcan that the use was allowed as a matter or right in the industrial district.  Vulcan subsequently purchased the property.  After that, the question arose as to whether or not the use was allowed.  There was a provision that if a use didn't fit in one of the specific line items in the city's zoning ordinance to basically have an interpretation by the staff to decide if the use was allowed or not.
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A memo was presented to the Mayor and Town Council on April 8, 2009.  It was basically a zoning interpretation allowed under the city's ordinance consisting of 1 1/2 page from the city manager.  The memo stated "...in summary it is my interpretation that the inclusion of the rail loop to access this property is significantly similar to the currently allowed use in the zoning classification of industrial and have determined in pursuant to the above recited section that this use be processed as a permitted right as part of developers application".  Site plan was submitted.  

The issue became the use which was subsequently put on a council agenda in June 2009 where a presentation was made by Ms. Sefko, town planning consultant from Freeze and Nichols.  She had also presented a two page memo to the council.  The memo stated "...following the review, of the industrial zoning district in the town's zoning ordinance, it is our opinion that the proposed use of the property as is described in the letter dated June 2, 2009 from Mike Coker would be a use by right allowed in the town's industrial zoning district".  Mr. Anderson said they thought the issue of use had been resolved.  Opportunity was given to the council to overrule the staff recommendation and the council decided not to.  Mr. Anderson also sent an e-mail last week to Mr. Campbell and Mr. Morgan, town attorney, stating that while it was not required technically that the applicant submit a development plat pursuant to the town's ordinances, that if it would resolve the issues of infrastructure adequacy which were basically listed on pages 3 and 4 of the staff report, Vulcan would be willing to do that assuming that the council approved the site plan today.  He advised that Mr. Coker would address tree preservation, screening and Larkin Road.  

Michael Coker, representing Vulcan Lands, LLC, gave a power point presentation of the 113 acres on the site plan.  Mr. Coker stated all industrial land in Sunnyvale was adjacent to railroad so sometime in the past the council predecessors must have thought adjacency to the railroad tracks made sense if one was to have industrial uses.  He requested the following uses he felt were allowed by right as confirmed at a town council meeting held on June 8, 2009:


1)  storage of mineral production related materials section 15.2(b)28


2)  distribution center section 14.2(b)18


3)  building material sales section 14.2(b)35

Mr. Coker stated a lot of the discussions over the past year and a half had been over the railroad tracks.  He said an accessory use from the town's zoning ordinance read, "...a use subordinate to the main use on a lot and used for purposes customarily incidental to those of the main use".  He said bringing materials to this site by rail was customarily incidental to the main use.  Mr. Coker explained that main uses were either those being allowed by right or by conditional use permit.  Accessory uses were not necessarily listed in the zoning ordinance at all rather the foregoing definition was applicable.  Presentation continued.  Mr. Coker said he considered the project to be in full compliance with the town’s requirements.  
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Sherry Sefko, Town Planner with Sefko Planning Group Freese & Nichols, was present on behalf of the town to assist in assessing the proposed site plan. She stated that the apparent inconsistency was based on the fact that when they were originally informed about this project, they though it was mostly the stockpiling of these products.  The fact that the operation was really stockpiling, sales and distributing this product off the site changed the parameters and evolved into more complexity than originally believed.  Ms. Sefko advised the uses on the property were not being accommodated by the zoning ordinance. The shear storage of these kinds of materials were allowed by right in industrial under the storage of mineral production related materials, but all the other contemplated operations with this business such as shipping in by rail, hauling with heavy trucks, sale of materials rather than just simply storage of the materials do not fall under the other two uses that the applicant had been put on the site plan which kept changing with each new presentation.

Ms. Sefko stated her understanding on the July 27, 2010 submittal had changed the third use to lumber yard or building materials sales for home improvement.  She would never classify an operation like this as either a distribution center or sales facility and failed to understand how an operation like this could be considered a lumber yard.  As time had gone by periodically, issues had been addressed one or two at a time and the applicant did add a note showing they were willing to submit a development plan. She advised they were till not satisfied there was adequate evidence the proposed operation showed adequacy from public facilities mostly from the road system.  No additional evidence had been received and without the development plat and accompanying studies to basically prove-up that the road system could handle the kind of truck traffic involved with this type operation, in her opinion, just the site plan by itself without any of that evidence did not show the adequacy of public facilities requirement had been met from section19.12.d of the zoning ordinance.  

Ms. Sefko mentioned the third item of tree preservation.  She explained they had been asking for some kind of quantification showing why, on the latest version of landscape plans received May 2010, the calculation was showing free credits for trees remaining on the site.  Town staff historically had interpreted the ordinance in a certain way and the applicant interpreting continuously in a different way, so information was requested for a full understanding so the tree preservation trees were not being double counted as part of the required buffer trees.  She said screening, as presented, along Larkin Rd would probably satisfy the ordinance, although line of site exhibits had been requested from Scyene Rd and Berry Rd. as required in section 20.5.B.4.a.(8)(c)(i).  Ms. Sefko reviewed the last miscellaneous item from her report.  She stated that the rail was an allowed use as an accessory use, but since the rail was so integrally necessary for this operation, she would not classify it as an accessory use.  

Mayor Byrd asked for confirmation from Ms. Sefko that she disagreed that the rail use was incidental.  Ms. Sefko stated she disagreed that the rail use was incidental, but integral and necessary to this operation.

Councilmember Hill asked if railroad use was a conditional use in current industrial zoning.  Ms. Sefko stated it was not railroad use for transportation purposes, but the only the private side of the loading and storage track.
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Terry Morgan, Town Attorney, said the criteria to be used to decide the application during the meeting would be the regulations prior to the recent amendments which spoke of the track issue as related to unloading/storage and not private track.  In that instance loading and storage track was not allowed at all in the industrial district.

Mayor Byrd opened the public hearing.

Public Comments:

1) Steve Pettit, 360 S. Larkin Rd, advised that he had been at Town Hall earlier in the day to ask if a power point presentation had been submitted.  Mr. Pettit was told that nothing had been received.  He stated that he did not appreciate being rushed with this project.  He agreed that use of the private tracks was not an incidental use.

2) Kara Ranta, 372 S. Larkin Rd, stated the power point presentation disagreed with her memory of the events.  She presented a previously submitted site plan that did not agree with the current submittal.  She read Mrs. Sefko’s previous memo and stated that Mr. Coker had skipped a large portion of the comments.  Mrs. Ranta spoke opposed to the site plan.  

3) Elizy Jazy, 371 S. Larkin Rd, advised that when she recently built her home, town staff advised that rail was not an allowed use.  She said that if an adjacent property view was considered, her house should have been chosen.  She spoke opposed to the screening.  

4) Zoila Lopez, 356 S. Larkin Rd, stated that the neighbors along Larkin Rd were not considering having Vulcan as a neighbor.  She spoke opposed to the application due to health concerns and asked council members to visit with the neighbors.

5) Ernest Brownlee, 522 E. Tripp Rd, spoke opposed having a “dump” built across from his home.  He asked for consideration of assessing the roads directly adjacent to the site plan.  He said he did not want his tax dollars to pay for roads destroyed by a private company.  He asked for limiting the traffic allowed from the site.  Mr. Brownlee spoke opposed due to traffic.

6) Margaret Jacobs, 370 S. Larkin Rd, spoke opposed due to constant noise from the trains with plans of working 13 hours a day 6 days a week.  She said the weight of the trucks would absolutely destroy the roads.  She asked for consideration of Associated Truss and traffic concerns.  She also advised that frequently Union Pacific blocked off Larkin Road.  She wanted to know what would happen then.

7) Allyn Giacomazzi, 217 Brazos Lane, spoke opposed to the number of contract trucks going through the site property all over town at their own discretion.  

There were no other public comments.  

Councilmember Hill stated tonight was the very first time that the town council had been presented with this application.  There had been deliberation from other boards, but tonight was the first formal presentation for town council.  She addressed Mr. Anderson's comment they just received the staff letter on Sept. 9, 2010, "...when you asked for the continuance in July, that, in my opinion, was an indication of an alteration or change from the application to use in some fashion, an explanation, additional answers, but we received none and thus we issued a new letter on Sept. 9th back to you, so the implication that we haven't been doing anything is not completely accurate either."  Councilmember Hill stated that she felt there were unanswered questions and documentation.  She explained she was very disappointed with the delay and the poor quality site plan.  

Mayor Byrd asked Mr. Anderson if anything had been received from Vulcan since the July 26, 2010.  Mr. Anderson said to his knowledge the last submittal was July 22, 2010.  He explained where the storage areas were to be located.  Mr. Anderson stated this would lessen the impact on the homes.  

Mayor Byrd asked if anything had changed from the July 22, 2010 submittal.  Michael Coker said a response had been made to Mrs. Sefko’s report.  He stated he did not know where the 15 full sets of plans had gone, but he was happy to reproduce them.  

Mayor Byrd recessed the meeting at 8:40 p.m.

Mayor Byrd reconvened the meeting at 8:57 p.m.

Sherry Sefko reviewed the differences in the plans between what she had reviewed and what Mr. Coker had submitted.  She stated if the notes were put back on the plans, the tree preservation item had been resolved (item 8) as had her concerns on the screening (item 9).  

Mr. Coker stated the reason for changing the project definition was lumber yards or building construction sales were allowed while home improvement centers were not allowed.

Mr. Morgan asked for clarification on the landscape plan.

Art Anderson advised that revised landscape plans, while submitted, had not been reviewed until this evening by Sherry Sefko.  Mr. Anderson said that they would be willing to put the notes back on the plans and present them to Sherry Sefko.  Mr. Anderson advised that Mr. Coker had not submitted any new information at this meeting, but just a general listing of how each zoning item had been addressed.

Councilmember Henderson stated he had made previous motion allowing continuance in good faith and was very disappointed the site plan did not answer the questions.

Councilmember Hill asked for a copy of Mr. Coker's presentation to be provided to the town staff for further review.  Mr. Anderson agreed.  

Councilmember Yates asked Mr. Anderson who met with the town staff and was given the authority to advise this use was allowed so that someone went and purchased the land.  Mr. Anderson advised that two of Mr. Coker's employees met with the town staff.  Mr. Coker explained that Jim Copus, a senior planner and one of the engineers from Vulcan, Erin Boyce met twice with Ronnie Cox and another staff member to talk about this property and the uses from a similar site plan as the one from this meeting in June 2008.  

Councilmember Yates asked if after that meeting, they went and purchased the property in June, July or August.  Mr. Anderson answered in 2008.
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Art Anderson said in an April 8, 2009 memo to the town council from the town administrator specifically talked about the rail and the use.  He stated that in 3.4 of the zoning ordinance it said when a proposed land use was not expressly listed as a conditional or permitted use in the zoning district regulations, the town administrator initially may determine after providing the town council with notice of the proposed intended use, whether the proposed unlisted use was significantly similar to a specific limited use or uses to be classified within the category of permitted uses within the zoning district.  The zoning district was industrial.  He said the detailed memo was sent and included the rail and the loading/unloading of storage of the materials.  Mr. Anderson explained if there was a dispute about the memo, appeal should be made to the Board of Adjustment and no one appealed.  Mr. Anderson said, "...we are of the opinion that the use issue was resolved at that time that the aggregate use shown on that site plan was approved as a use in the industrial district.  Therefore, that issue is resolved".  

Scott Campbell agreed that there was a memo drafted with Gary Spencer, town attorney at that time.  It was decided the rail issue, as presented and what was known at that time, was an incidental use to the operation.  We did take our opinion to the town council where it was overruled by the town council.  They told us they believed that the intent, at the very least, was a conditional use permit.  Staff was directed to study that further.  The information was recited to Mr. Coker.  About that time we realized the land use tables in the zoning ordinance expressly prohibited the loading and unloading tracks in industrial zoning.  Scott Campbell and Steve Gilbert pointed that out to Mr. Coker where they all agreed on what the ordinance said.  Recommendation was made to Mr. Coker to move forward with a text amendment.  To bring text amendment forward to both planning and zoning then town council to address this issue with the rail.  They agreed to do that and moved forward, then withdrew the request for text amendment and moved forward with their site plan.  Planning and Zoning Commission denied the site plan citing issues with the rail as having not been resolved.  The site plan went to the town council.  During the course of that and continuations of this site plan consideration, the town council addressed the rail issue. 

Steve Gilbert advised that the initial question of the use for mineral storage was an allowed use.  He said there were no discussions of rail in the beginning, but later as Mr. Campbell advised.  First plans showed an interior road.  Sherry Sefko agreed from the beginning review of the project, details were very sketchy.  Scott Campbell stated the staff learned of the truck traffic at the P&Z meeting.  He said the information on the truck traffic and proposed number of trucks per day was sent in a letter from the City of Mesquite where it was read into the record during the P&Z meeting.  

Councilmember Hill asked Ms. Sefko about storm water management and engineering issues.  Councilmember Hill wanted to know if anything presented at this meeting had addressed any of the concerns from her review.  Ms. Sefko said no.  She explained a more appropriate time to look at storm water and utilities was during the platting.  She said she was more satisfied than before with the note from the applicant on the site plan stating the applicant had the intention to file a development plat or platting device where it could be reviewed in more detail to be sure there were no issues.  She suggested if the council saw fit to approve the application, they should address the outstanding issues during the platting process.  Ms. Sefko was uncomfortable approving any plan where an interior road crossed an easement without permission from the owners of the easements, Atmos Gas and City of Dallas.  
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Councilmember Hill asked if air permits would be required from Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) for this type of industry.  Ms. Sefko said possibly with the proximity to the airport.  

Councilmember Hill asked if there was an update from City of Mesquite regarding Scyene Rd since it was mentioned during this meeting that the trucks would be required to turn right out of their facility onto Scyene.  Scott Campbell advised he had spoken with the city manager of Mesquite earlier in the day and they were still opposed to the project and had had no recent discussion with Vulcan to resolve any of the issues.  

Mayor Byrd asked the council if they were comfortable with making a decision with the information presented at this meeting or preferred asking the applicant to continue until a later date.  

Councilmember Henderson said that the use did not meet the zoning requirement.  No additional information to change anything, he was not in favor of continuance. Councilmember Hill agreed.

Councilmember George said that the questions remain the same as previously submitted.  He said he felt more comfortable with the staff interpretation of the ordinance.  He said he had enough information to make a decision.

Councilmember Wiley asked Mr. Anderson if they had made application with the FAA for off-site construction being this close to an airport.  Mr. Coker said they had no plans of making an application.

Councilmember Yates asked what stack height would be at the site.  Mr. Coker said 45 feet.  She said she had enough information to make a decision.

Mayor Byrd closed the public hearing.

Terry Morgan said the criteria used to decide the site plan application would be the ordinance that existed prior to the most recent amendments and further as the criteria for the site plan state, please base any decisions on any existing criteria.  One thing on the new amendments is that the town’s intent was not to regulate transportation by rail carrier and the uses that have been proposed here do not appear to be such.  The use tables for loading tracks and the characterization of those uses under the prior regulations were at issue for this decision and not the changes as they related to a conditional use permit.  There was doubt about what the applicant had submitted and the staff review, referred to by Ms. Sefko as condition #8.  Decision should not consider #8 as a major part of that decision except as amplified by what was stated since applicant was willing to provide that information on the site plan should it be approved.  

Councilmember Henderson made a motion to deny the site plan application for Vulcan Lands, Inc.  Councilmember Yates seconded the motion.  Vote to deny carried unanimously.  

Mayor Byrd recessed the meeting at 9:25 p.m.

Mayor Byrd reconvened the meeting at 9:35 p.m.
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· DISCUSSION/ACTION ITEMS

3.  CONSIDER BUDGET AMENDMENT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2010 (LIBRARY      AUTOMATION SYSTEM) (out of order)   

Mayor Byrd announced that Item 3 would be heard prior to Item 2.  

Scott Campbell and Robert Blackburn explained that the Library Board and Town Staff had been investigating a new automation system for the library since the current system was out dated.  The current system (Follett) would be replaced with the Atriuum System at a cost of $8,545.  

Councilmember Henderson asked what systems had been evaluated.  Robert Blackburn said that while other systems had been compared, NETLS (Northeast Texas Library Systems) had recommended this system.  

Jerry McCulley, representing NETLS as a technology consultant, discussed the Apollo and Atriuum systems.  He said the price range was wide on these type systems, but more libraries of similar size to Sunnyvale were using the Atriuum system.  Mr. McCulley explained that the librarians would be a better judge of exactly which system was easier to use since they would see it day to day.  

Scott Campbell stated that while the staff did not want to put the council on the spot, but would like to update the library capabilities.  

Motion was made by Councilmember Yates to approve an expenditure not to exceed $8,545 based on the system the staff feels most appropriate.  Motion seconded by Councilmember George.  Motion carried unanimously.

2.  CONDUCT PUBLIC HEARING REGARDING PROPOSED TAX RATE AND FY 2010/2011 OPERATING BUDGET FOR ALL FUNDS.  AT THE CLOSE OF THE PUBLIC HEARING THE TOWN COUNCIL WILL ANNOUNCE THE DATE, TIME AND PLACE OF THE MEETING AT WHICH THE TOWN COUNCIL WILL VOTE ON THE PROPOSED TAX RATE (TENTATIVELY SCHEDULED FOR SEPT. 27, 2010, 7 P.M. TOWN HALL)

Scott Campbell advised a few changes that had been made since the last budget hearing.  David Cranford, Finance Director, presented new summary pages.  Mr. Campbell advised that no tax rate increase was being requested.  

Mayor Byrd opened the public hearing.

Councilmember Yates asked Chief Plumlee to comment on the fire department needs for the fiscal year.  Chief Plumlee advised that they would work with the funds available.  He stated that the fire department had negotiated for support, software, notebooks and computers due to increased revenues on ambulance services.  
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There were no other public comments.  Mayor Byrd closed the public hearing.  

Motion was made by Councilmember Hill to set the date for the tax rate approval to be Sept. 27, 2010 at 7:00 p.m. at the next regularly town council meeting.  Motion seconded by Councilmember George.  Motion carried unanimously.

· DISCUSSION/ACTION ITEMS

4.  DISCUSS PROPOSED FISCAL YEAR 2010/2011 BUDGET - ALL FUNDS

Scott Campbell asked the council to finalize the budgets for all the other funds prior to Sept. 27, 2010.  

Discussion followed regarding the comments made at the prior budget discussion.  

Councilmember Yates asked to have audit discussion from the previous fiscal year on the next agenda.  She also stated that she was not comfortable buying computers for the town council members.  

David Cranford advised that rather than purchase computers, information was being gathered for software that could be installed on the individual personal computers.  

Scott Campbell reviewed the budgets for Water Fund, Sunnyvale 4A and Sunnyvale 4B.  

·   
ADJOURN 

Mayor Byrd adjourned the meeting at 10:43 p.m.

The undersigned presiding officer certifies that this is a true and correct record of the proceedings.

                                                                        ____________________________________

                                                       
      Mayor David Byrd

ATTEST:

_______________________________

Kathryn Dewey, Town Secretary

A TAPE RECORDING OF THIS MEETING IS ON FILE AT TOWN HALL.  THESE MINUTES ARE CONDENSED THEREFROM
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