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         CAMDEN PARK, INC. (CPI)

BOARD MEETING
FRIDAY, JUNE 29, 2007

9:30 AM, THE GATHERING PLACE

MINUTES

Present: Members of the Board:  John Custer, Joanne Flower, Tom Jones, John Miescier, 
Kurt Muller, Larry Owen, Linda Baugh; William Jordache, HRW
Statuary Committee: David McGrain, Gloria Myers
Residents: Mary Clare Edwards, Linda Lang, Barry Reece 

CALL TO ORDER JOHN CUSTER
At 9:30 AM

Before John Custer began, Secretary Linda Baugh stated that she was recording the 
meeting.

John Custer opened the meeting by summarizing the Camden Park, Inc covenant issue up 
to this point. There are the Covenants, the By-Laws, and the April 27th letter from the 
Board to residents. The April 27th letter followed more than a year of consideration by 
two Boards and a committee of residents, who answered the call for volunteers at the 
Annual Meeting in November, 2006. The plan presented in the letter created considerable 
interest, and residents had the opportunity to make comments and recommendations to 
the Board at two meetings in May and June.  In all, 62 households were represented; 
seven people made presentations and many others commented informally both for and 
against the plan. Others talked with Board members directly and sent letters and emails. 
We received a proposal endorsed by 29 households and two ‘white papers’ suggesting 
plan modifications. The Board’s stated purpose for this meeting (June 29) is to meet, 
review, and respond to all comments and proposals presented.

John presented a ‘booklet’ where he had summarized the comments which he had 
received. In order to make this manageable, in another paper, he had categorized and 
further summarized the comments into five areas: Covenants and Property Value, 
Process, Aesthetic Taste, Definitions, and Other Issues. John read each of these 
comments. Linda Baugh presented a draft of the Minutes of the June 14, 2007 meeting 
where members of the community spoke; there are some Additions and Corrections yet to 
be added; they are almost finished. At the June 14th evening meeting, some comments 
were repeated, and some new people spoke.

John began to read through all the comments which he had assembled, and the Board 
listened attentively and responded as we went along. He reminded us that the covenant 
we are dealing with here is the one which pertains to Architectural Control and 
Architectural Approval and not the covenant which deals with ‘quiet enjoyment’. That 



one is a separate issue. The following minutes include responses to comments and 
proposals received by the Board since April 27.

Some residents asked the Board to allow one or two pieces of yard art. John stated that 
this solution would be changing the covenant, and that is a possibility. But, he reminded 
us that a change in the covenants would require 75% of the vote of CPI households. 
Gloria stated that one of the Fearrington Service Groups did legally change one of their 
covenants. John stated that he believed that change was in language and in format and not 
in real change of the covenant itself. It was for the purpose of better understanding the 
covenants, and this was a good thing to do.

John Miescier read the Fearrington Homeowners Association covenant about disallowing 
“gaudy” statuary. Sally Johnson wondered how one would define “gaudy”.

Linda Baugh stated that out of the limited discussion about covenants at the Annual 
Meeting on November 19, 2006, an Ad Hoc Committee was formed to study the 
covenants. A sign-up sheet was set out, and only two people volunteered. She stated that 
she had thought that that committee may have reached the conclusion that the covenants 
needed to be changed and they might recommend the process for change, but that didn’t 
happen. Gloria Myers brought up the fact that Rhoda Berkowitz had made a detailed 
presentation of the covenant dilemma at the Annual Meeting. Larry Owen stated that the 
Board’s choice was to take a hard look at these and to come up with a decision. The 
Board discussed the fact that it had received complaints and the difficulty lay in the fact 
that the Board was inconsistent in enforcing some covenants and not others. For example, 
the Board would receive a complaint about a neighbor’s weeds being out of control and 
would send a letter to that person explaining that it is the resident’s responsibility to weed 
the space around their house. They would respond by asking why we enforce one 
covenant, weeding, and not another one, statuary. That inconsistency was a difficult 
issue. Tom Jones stated that the Board receives many complaints and that the covenants 
are there to be enforced by the Board to ensure that neighbor doesn’t have to fight against 
neighbor. Larry Owen stated that the Board acts as an arbitrator in neighbor complaints 
and, in so doing, asks for voluntary compliance.

 Tom Jones, as Chair of the Architectural Review and Covenant Concerns Committee 
also chaired the Ad Hoc Committee. Tom described the process by which the Committee 
proceeded. Individuals began by thinking that they might allow 3 pieces of statuary. 
What size would be allowed? Would they grandfather present pieces? They tried to 
imagine the difficulty of someone deciding what good art is or whether or not something 
is tasteful. Tom told us that he himself started out thinking that each household could 
have 3 pieces (as some of the resident comments have suggested), and, in the process of 
discussing how this would work, he reversed his decision. After a period of these ups and 
downs, the Committee then came up with a proposal, and the Board made some 
modifications. After a year of discussion by the 2006 Board and 4 months of discussion 
by the Ad Hoc Committee, they came up with what they thought was the simplest and 
fairest thing. The letter of April 27th was then sent to all resident/owners.



David McGrain, Past President of the 2006 Board and member of the Ad Hoc 
Committee, asked William Jordache three questions about HRW’s position on this: is the 
Board in fact trying to change the Covenant? can we legally enforce this Covenant? has 
this been brought up to HRW’s legal counsel? In answer to David’s first question, 
William stated that both he and John Lawton have gone over the papers and neither of 
them thinks that the Board is trying to change the Covenant.  They think that the Board 
has been reasonable in its process – taking a long time (fifteen months) in discussions, 
giving a time frame, asking residents to voluntarily move their things to their courtyard. 
William stated that neither he nor John Lawton have seen any red flags which would 
prompt them to tell us to back up and look at this some more. They think the Board has 
been methodical, thoughtful, and patient throughout the entire process and not willing to 
make a rash and emotional decision. In answer to the second question from David, he 
further stated that, at the request of the Board, he has drafted a letter and has sent all the 
papers (64 documents) to Henry Jones who is a top HOA lawyer in Raleigh, North 
Carolina asking him for his evaluation.  Sally Johnson asked if HRW, as Property 
Manager, could put these things in a letter to be mailed to Camden Park residents.

Some of the comments being read by John dealt with the fact that residents didn’t know 
about the covenants. Larry Owen raised the issue that in NC, realtors are supposed to 
hand out HOA Covenants to prospective buyers and that perhaps they are not complying 
with this real estate law. Or perhaps people are not realizing that they should read them. 
Larry stated that he got his copy because he wanted to see them before he made a 
commitment to buy. Linda Baugh stated that the Fitch Real Estate office had given her a 
copy of the covenants, and, before making a bid on a house, she sat at the Café and read 
through all the covenants. John Miescier, as Treasurer, is in charge of making sure new 
residents get a Welcome Packet. These are delivered by Barry Reece and his team of 
Block Captains. John Miescier suggested writing a condensed version and verbally 
speaking to each new resident. Barry Reece stated that he had made a plan with Block 
Captains that, as soon as possible, they would tell new residents about the covenants. 
Barry has done this 2 or 3 times in the past week. Barry Reece and Mary Clare Edwards 
both stated that in their experience, people are busy when moving in and often don’t want 
to listen about covenants. Mary Clare said that, in her first experience with this in a 
previous home, they had to check a box that they had read the covenants before they had 
their closing – that waiting until someone moves in is too late.  John Miescier suggested 
that we make up a page with a tear-off receipt for people to return when they have read 
the covenants. Tom Jones stated that living in a planned community with architectural 
control is something many people don’t understand. When he moved here, he had to sell 
his beautiful garden art. 

John Custer stated that many of us living in Camden Park either didn’t read the 
Covenants or ignored the Covenants, and he includes himself in the latter. He said that he 
has some things he has to move into his courtyard.

John Custer continued reading through the residents’ comments. He reminded us that the 
Board had talked in previous meetings about establishing a committee to work with FHA 
as they are working to update and simplify their covenants. In that way, we could try to 



unify what is going on in both groups. David McGrain asked if this committee would be 
under the auspices of the CPI Board. The Board agreed that it would.

John Custer read aloud Linda Lang’s proposal of June 7, 2007. In response, we agreed 
that there is a need to up-date the covenants (re: American flags, flag poles, and TV 
satellite dishes) per North Carolina law which has changed since the covenants were 
adopted in 1992.  On the issue of wandering cats, this was resolved via letters and 
dialogue and voluntary compliance because there is a covenant which disallows 
wandering cats. There was discussion and agreement about the need to develop 
guidelines to guide us through covenant interpretation and enforcement. We could learn 
more about guidelines from other planned communities.

Larry Owen stated that it is important to understand that the Board’s role is as arbitrator 
in neighbor-to-neighbor complaints. The Board has not said that nobody could have art, 
but has said it should be placed in the courtyard or other private place. The Board asks for 
voluntary compliance on covenant issues.

It is important that residents know that over these past 15 months, two boards and an Ad 
Hoc Committee have proposed and discussed at length most of these suggestions 
(allowing 2-3 pieces, allowing pieces under a certain size, allowing them in the back and 
not in the front, etc) made by residents and could get no agreement to go forward for a 
change on the statuary covenant.

Gloria Myers stated that the official name of the committee which Tom Jones chairs is 
Architectural Review and Covenant Concerns. This name was voted on and adopted 
several years ago.

John Custer moved us on to read the Sensible Covenants White Paper signed by four 
households and a Proposal signed by the same four plus twenty-five other households
(twenty-nine total).  As stated earlier, the Board does not think it has changed the 
Covenants and does not see how some residents think that we have changed them. As 
stated above, the Board agrees that some covenants need to be up-dated and guidelines 
developed. Where there has been dialogue in the past (wandering cats, weeding, house 
and door colors, placement of satellite dishes, etc.), this mediation has been based on the 
enforcement of the covenants. 

Barry Reece stated that, as Block captain, he has had success in mediating such things as 
parking in the turn-around space in alleyways, wandering cats, etc. He asked if the Board 
had considered this path. Have we talked to people about this? Have we tried a mediation 
approach? Larry Owen answered Barry’s point about mediation by saying that we are not 
yet at the stage where we are mediating. We are bringing this to your attention. It’s an 
issue we haven’t faced in a long time. We’re asking for voluntary compliance. Our desire 
is that the community would comply voluntarily. 

Mary Clare told how, several years ago, she had called and gotten temporary permission 
to allow friends to park their RV in front of her house for one overnight, and that worked 



fine. The issue was raised about the pink pig that stands in front of one house. Is that a 
statue?

Barry talked about the law. He introduced the idea of estoppel. He stated that this 
situation was different from others he had been involved with in that nobody said 
anything about statuary for 10 to 12 years and then a letter came. Barry also said that he 
thinks the idea of non-conformity use permit has merit (Jim Ackerman spoke of this in 
the June 14th evening meeting). Barry stated that he thinks that grandfathering statuary for 
people who have been here for 10 years has merit. Barry went on to say that the 
September deadline is too short in that some residents are gathering information from 
other developments about their covenants. He stated that he thinks it would be very sad if 
we got to the stage where we had lawyers working against other lawyers on this issue, 
and he hopes it doesn’t come to that. 

John Custer went back to the issue of defining statuary. How do we define statuary and 
agree on the definition? Bill Sommers had put forth the definition according to the 
Oxford English dictionary in his June 1 comments to the Board:
A.n. 1. One who practices the art of making statues, a sculpture of statues.
        2. Sculpture composed of statues, statues collectively. Also pl. works of sculpture.
        3. The art of making statues, sculpture.
        4. Comb: “I was admitted to the inner sanctum of statuary-makers haunts.”
          
Tom Jones responded to Barry’s comments. Tom thinks mediation is good and is 
possible. At this point, the Board is looking for voluntary compliance. Tom has gone to 
lots of people’s homes to mediate about colors, about placement of satellite dishes. On a 
recent occasion, the cable company, instead of putting the satellite dish on the roof, put it 
beside the driveway. Neighbors were unhappy and called Tom Jones. Tom went over and 
asked the resident to call the cable company and ask them to come back and put the dish 
on the roof. Kurt Muller has mediated with people on landscape and shrubbery issues. 
The Board’s role is to mediate.

Linda Lang noted that she thinks the issues of statuary and bird feeders got confused 
because they were sent out in the same letter. Linda requested that we clarify this to the 
community. In the spirit of guidelines, she requested that the Board write a letter about 
this.

Larry Owen made a motion to make a specific response to each category of comments, to 
include a legal review, and to send a letter by mail to clarify the confusion. Tom Jones 
seconded. The Board approved.

The Board asked William Jordache how long it might take for Henry Jones to answer the 
legal questions. William answered that he surmised it would be within 30 days.

Larry Owen stated that at some point we need to consider a study group to look at 
guidelines.



John Custer asked if there was any other business.
In other business, Larry Owen made a motion that the Board go on record as being 
opposed to the traffic plan of the Chatham County Planning Board. Kurt Muller 
seconded. The Board approved.

Kurt Muller stated that Valley Crest is behind in pruning. They have been working in 
some places which haven’t been pruned in a long time. Kurt also told us that a large oak 
tree in McDowell Square was hit by lightening and split right down the middle and has 
become unsafe. He already called Bartlett Tree Service who said they would get a crew 
together and take the tree down this week. He showed the lightening damage to one 
resident who has been unhappy about the plan to take the tree down.

Larry Owen spoke to the issue of maintaining the gazebos in the squares. They are a large 
investment and should be protected. The benches, chairs, and tables need to be finished; 
the ceiling needs to be stained. The cedar shake roof is in bad shape, and the material 
used by the company he has been contacting should restore it.  The cost for everything is 
$3,625. John Custer made a motion to proceed with this company. Tom Jones seconded. 
The Board approved.

John Miescier asked about insurance: does it cover the gazebos? William Jordache 
answered that insurance coverage includes the common property and gazebos are 
included in that.

David McGrain alerted William Jordache and John Miescier that there is still an 
outstanding bill for sidewalk lighting. RB Fitch has already paid for the fixtures; Junior 
has done the work but has not yet submitted a bill. The total will be $400. of which RB 
Fitch has already paid $300. to the CPI Homeowners Association.

Caswell Square has 3 new benches donated by Camden Park residents. We give a big 
thank you to Bob and Helen Allen, Don and Dorothy Hall, and Larry and Betty Owen. 
We appreciate your generosity.

The resident at 11 McDowell has called to ask about steps. Tom Jones will call him.

NEXT MEETING: FRIDAY, AUGUST17, 2007
                                   9:30 AM AT THE GATHERING PLACE

ADJOURNMENT:  11:45 AM                                               JOHN CUSTER
LNB 7/15/07


